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CHAIRMAN’'S OPENING COMMENTS

The Chairman welcomed Ministers to the first meeting of the Primary Industries Ministerial
Council.

The Chairman reminded Ministers that the decision by COAG to establish this Council from
the previous ARMCANZ and MCFFA had been a significant one in that it had brought all the
issues related to industries drawing on Australia’s natural resource base to the one table.
Similarly the establishment of the NatuR#gsources Management Ministerial Council

marked a turning point in how Ministers, collectively, deal with the integrated sustainable
management of those natural resources used for production purposes, and the industries
dependant on them.

In relation to the Ministers attending the meeting, the Chairman welcomed in particular the
Hon Marion Hobbs MP from New Zealand who represented the Hon Jim Sutton MP.
Apologies were noted from:

The Hon Kim Yeadon, MP for New South Wales
The Hon Sherryl Garbutt, MP for Victoria

The Hon Candy Broad MP, for Victoria

The Hon Jim Sutton MP, for New Zealand.

Ministers agreed that it would be appropriate to issue a communiqué reflecting the meeting
outcomes. This is reproduced at pages 136 t0140.

The Chairman then made reference to the fact that this would be Dr Kevin Sheridan’s last
meeting and congratulated and thanked him for his 25 years of service to this Council and its
predecessors and to agriculture in Austrafiver those years Dr Sheridan had made a
remarkable contribution to NSW Agriculture and to the public service in NSW, serving
successive governments with distinction and developing respect around the nation for his
capacity to address issues aodeek appropriate solutions. Dr Sheridan was recognised in
1999 with the Order of Australia for appreciation of his contribution for the development of
policy in agriculture.



Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
Industries LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.1

ROLE AND TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE PRIMARY INDUSTRIES
MINISTERIAL COUNCIL

The Chairman sought endorsement for Council’s objective, terms of reference and
immediate priorities.

BACKGROUND

2.

At their meeting on 8 June 2001 the Prime Minister and Premiers agreed, amongst other
things, to establish three new Ministerial Councils; (a Natural Resource Management
Ministerial Council (NRMMC), a Primary bustries Ministerial Council (PIMC) and

an Environment Protection and HeritagenMierial Council (EPHMC)). The Prime

Minister and Premiers also agreed to alolaur existing Councils (the Agriculture

and Resource Management Council ob#alia and New Zealand (ARMCANZ), the
Ministerial Council on Forestry, Fisheriaad Aquaculture (MCFFA), the Australian

and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council (ANZECC) and the Heritage
Ministers Forum).

The underlying purpose behind these changes is to provide a mechanism for the
integration of the dual objectives of sustainable use and management of Australia’s
natural and environmental resources and the conservation of biodiversity in a national
context, through the establishment of an NRM Ministerial Council.

On 5 July 2001 the Prime Minister wrote to Premiers/Chief Ministers concerning the
implementation of this COAG decision. A copy of that letter together with draft objective
and scope of PIMC is at Annex A

Ministers saw the NRMMC as the senior overarching Council (for those matters that
relate to natural resource managemssii@s) which dealt with, amongst other matters,
cross-over of issues between related btarial Councils as well as oversighting
implementation of the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality, COAG
water reform and development of the extension to the Natural Heritage Trust.

As a first step for this new Council, members were asked to consider and agree to the
Council’s objective, terms of reference and priority areas detailed below.



RESOLUTIONS
7. Council:
(@) NOTED the implications of tb recent decisions by COAG on changed Ministerial

(b)

(€)

Council arrangements, in particular on the role and operation of the new Primary
Industries Ministerial Council and its rétanship to the new Natural Resource
Management Ministerial Council;

AGREED to the draft objective, terms of reference and priority areas for Council
business, as follows:

Objective
“To develop and promote sustainable, innovative and profitable agriculture,
fisheries/aquaculture, food and forestry industries.”

Terms of reference

(@) develop, implement and review polgi@nd strategies for achieving agreed
national approaches to the development of sustainable primary and related
food industries;

(b) actively liase with other Ministed Councils and other bodies on matters
relevant to the activities of the Council; and

(c) direct the work of and consider matters submitted by its Standing Committee.

Priority areas
ensure the implementation of disease preparedness systems, in particular for
FMD;
finalise arrangements with industry for the management, including funding, of
animal and plant disease outbreaks across all industry sectors;
enable Indigenous communities to better participate in, benefit from and
contribute to primary industries;
maximise the opportunities for rural women and youth to participate in the
management of their industries;
ensure animal welfare practices are amongst the best in the world;
ensure the protection of Australia’s primary industries resources, plant and
animal biodiversity through scientifically-based biosecurity policy;
adopt standards and guidelines clieel at sustainable primary industry
practices and the maintenance of Australia’s “clean green” reputation;
the role of forests in sustainable landscapes; and
influence the business environment in the development and adoption of
innovation along the value chain in agriculture, fisheries, food, forestry and all
associated industries in order to promote globally competitive industries; and

REQUESTED Standing Committee to report to each Council meeting on action
plans and progress against priority areas.

ANNEX A: Copy of Prime Minister’s letter to First Ministers



ANNEX A

The Hon R J Carr MP
Premier of New South Wales
GPO Box 5341

SYDNEY NSW 2001

My dear Premier

| am writing concerning establishment of theee new natural resource and environment
related Councils and the Ministerial Courail Energy and associated changes agreed by
Heads of Government at our meeting on 8 June.

As you know, we agreed to a number of immediate changes to streamline the operation of
Ministerial Councils as well as commissingifurther work by Senior Officials on more
fundamental structural reform of the MinisgrCouncil system. | will be contacting you
separately on how these changes will be progressed.

However, | am keen to ensure that the energy and natural resource and environment related
Councils are established as soon as possible and seek your cooperation in expediting
administrative arrangements including nontima of your Ministeral representatives.

In relation to the immediate streamlining ofs#ig natural resource and environment related
Councils, the schema at Attachmeno#étlines the key changes proposed, and the draft table
at Attachment Bndicates the division of responsibility between the three new Councils.

| consider that the following meetings oeétAgriculture and Resource Management Council

of Australia and New Zealand (ARMCANZ) (17 August 2001), the Australian and New
Zealand Environment and Conservation Council (ANZECC) (29 June 2001) and the National
Environment Protection Council (NEPC) (25é8w2001) should be considered their final
meetings. | understand that the Ministerial@cil on Forestry, Fisheries and Aquaculture
(MCFFA) was not planning to meet again until next year, so | propose that this Council’s
work now flow directly into the new Primary Industries and Natural Resource Management
Ministerial Councils.

Arrangements to transfer the work programmes of the old Councils to the new Councils (the
Natural Resource Management (NRM) Ministe@Galuncil, the Primary Industries Ministerial
Council and the Environment Protection anditage (EPH) Ministerial Council) will

commence immediately. | have asked the chairs of the new Councils — the Commonwealth
Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Fomgsand the Minister for the Environment and
Heritage, as appropriate — to expedite arrangements for a smooth transition to the new
Councils and to consult with your government.

The proposed arrangements for the three new Councils are outlined in Attachments C to E
Relevant chairs will write shortly with further details of the proposed inaugural meetings. |
would ask that if you have not already done so, that you provide the names of your Ministerial
representative(s) for each Council to me as ssopossible and no later than 13 July 2001.

| consider that the 25-26 July 2001 meeting of the Australian and New Zealand Minerals and
Energy Council should be its final meeting. In light of COAG’s agreement that the new
Ministerial Council on Energy be established and meet as soon as possible, the Minister for
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Industry, Science and Resources will be wrishgrtly proposing its inaugural meeting,

before the end of September this year. | wagdreciate it if you could advise me of your
jurisdiction’'s representative ason as possible and no later than 13 July 2001. Details of the
proposed administrative arrangements for the Council are set out at AttachtmeinisF

letter.

Please note that | have written to the President of the Australian Local Government
Association inviting their participation abserver on the NRM Ministerial Council (copy
attached). Following consultation by chairs with state and territory members of the three
natural resource and environment related Councils and the new Ministerial Council on
Energy, | also propose writing to the PrimenMiers of New Zealand and Papua New Guinea

to advise them of the new arrangements and to invite the participation of their representatives
on these Councils as appropriate.

| have written in similar terms to all Premiers and Chief Ministers.

Yours sincerely

(John Howard)



Existing
Councils

(SC arrangements)

New

Councils

Standing
Committees

Advisory
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ATTACHMENT A

NATURAL RESOURCE AND ENVIRONMENT — RELATED COUNCILS

MCFFA

(SCF, SCFA)

ARMCANZ ANZECC

(SCARM) (SCC, SCEP)

\

NEPC Heritage
Ministers’
meeting

Vi

Primary Industries Natural Resource Environment Protection
Ministerial Council* Management and Heritage Ministerial
Ministerial Council ** Council

UN U

Standing Committee

Standing Committee

Notes:

Community-based and Expert
advisory group (or groups)

/N

Standing Committee

* Ministerial management of the Primary Industries Ministerial Council business may involve additional fora (eg. FishéidScaasitry)

** The NRM Ministerial Councilwill have representation from two

Ministers per jurisdiction



ATTACHMENT B

DRAFT OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF NATURAL RESOURCE AND ENVIRONMENT-RELATED MINISTERIAL COUNCILS

(combined industry/production elements

PRIMARY INDUSTRIES
MINISTERIAL COUNCIL

ARMCANZ and MCFFA)

NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT MINISTERIAL COUNCIL
(combined NRM elements of ARMCANZ, MCFFA and ANZECC)

MINISTERIAL COUNCIL ON
ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AND
HERITAGE

(non-NRM elements of ANECC, NEPC and Heritage
Ministers’ Meeting)

To develop and promote sustainable,
innovative and profitable agriculture,
forestry and fisheries/aquaculture
industries, including:

product and market development for
sustainably produced food and fibre
products

food safety

animal and plant health

animal welfare

industry levies

industry accreditation schemes /
quality standards (ISO, EMS)
regional and rural economic and
community development

structural adjustment

integrated research, information, an
other capacity building measures,
particularly in sustainable production
systems and product/market
development

monitoring the extent, value and
trends in the nadin’s resource based
industries

international issues (eg. promoting
Australian products overseas)

]

To promote the conservation and sustainable use of Australia’s natural resources, includin|

best practice governance arrangements for natural resource management
implementation of National Action Plan for Saty and Water Quality including a national
framework for NRM standards and targets, and accreditation criteria for regional NRM
monitoring the health of the nation’s natural resources

water resource management, water quality, incl. the national water policy reform agen
land use management

sustainable native vegetation management

sustainable cropping and grazing systems

sustainable fisheries management

greenhouse issues - land/vegetation aspects

salinity issues

biodiversity strategies and policies

management of national parks and protected areas

nature conservation on private and public lands

sustainable use and conservation of natweafand fauna (terrestrial, aquatic, marine)
threatened species aadological communities, threatening processes

migratory species and their habitat

sustainable management of the coastal zone, including conservation of coastal/maring
species and interface with / impacts from terrestrial systems
wetlands management

weeds and feral pests

integrated research, information exchange and other capacity building activities to sup
the above responsibilities.
development of innovative policy tools including regulation, market-based instruments|
ecosystem services, and means for engaging the corporate / philanthropic sectors an
wider community

international issues relevant tasgainable natural resource management

gTo ensure the protection of Australia’s environment a|
heritage places.

&K onment protection responsibilities include:
e protection of air, water and soil quality

da development and management of National
Environment Protection Measures

e improving the environmental performance of
Australian industry

e minimisation and management of hazardous and
non-hazardous wastes, including product
stewardship

e management of hazardous chemicals in the
environment

e  SOE reporting

e environmental indicators and monitoring of
environmental quality

e data on releases of chemicals and wastes to the
environment

e international aspects ehvironment protection

the above issues.

PQHritage responsibilities include:
e natural and cultural (historic and indigenous)

V heritage

il the world and national heritage listing and managem
e national heritage policy

o development of the policy tools needed to manage

nd

ent

legislative framework for heritage protection.




ATTACHMENT C
NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT MINISTERIAL COUNCIL

Objectives and scope

The table at Attachment &utlines the draft objectives and scope of this Ministerial Council.
This includes responsibilities in relation the National Action Plan on Salinity and Water
Quality as proposed in my letter to Premiers and Chief Ministers of 21 December 2000.

It is expected that the Council will finalise its objectives and scope at its first meeting.

Composition and Chair
As proposed in my letter to Premiers andeEMinisters of 24 March 2001, the Council will
have up to two representatives per jurisdiction.

The Council will be chaired jointly by tHeommonwealth Minister for the Environment and
Heritage and the Commonwealth Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry.

Decisions of the Council will be carried on the basis of unanimous voting.

It is proposed that invitations are made to New Zealand to become a member, and to Papua
New Guinea to become an observer, of the Council.

Standing Committee
Council will need to agree on the most agprate standing committee arrangements at its
first meeting.

Advisory Bodies

As advised in my letter of 21 December 2000, the Council would receive technical and policy
advice from a group or groups of experts and community-based representatives. The
functions, membership and operating arrangements for this group (or groups) should be
finalised at the first Council meeting.

Secretariat
The Council Secretariat will be located in the Commonwealth, with contact details to be
advised shortly.

Meetings
The inaugural meeting of the NRM Ministerial Council should be as soon as possible.



ATTACHMENT D
PRIMARY INDUSTRIES MINISTERIAL COUNCIL

Objectives and scope
The table at Attachment &utlines the draft objectives and scope of this Ministerial Council.
It is expected that the Council will finalise its objectives and scope at its first meeting.

Composition and Chair

The Council will be chaired by the Commonwealth Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry. It is recognised that more than bheister per jurisdiction may be required for this
Council (reflecting jurisdictions’ portfolio arrangements).

Decisions of the Council would be carried the basis of unanimous voting.

It is proposed that invitations are made to New Zealand to become a member, and to Papua
New Guinea to become an observer, of the Council.

Standing Committee
Council will need to agree on the most agprate standing committee arrangements at its
first meeting.

Advisory Bodies
The first meeting of Council should consider whether any advisory bodies are necessary.

Secretariat
The Council Secretariat will be located in the Commonwealth, with contact details to be
advised shortly.

Meetings
The first meeting of the Primary Industries Mit@rial Council will be proposed shortly by the
chair, following consultation with states and territories.



10
ATTACHMENT E
ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AND HERITAGE MINISTERIAL COUNCIL

Objectives and scope
The table at Attachment &utlines the draft objectives and scope of this Ministerial Council.
It is expected that the Council will finalise its objectives and scope at its first meeting.

Composition and Chair
The Council will be chaired by the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment and Heritage
and comprise a single representative per jurisdiction.

Decisions of the Council would be carried oa thasis of unanimous voting, unless specified
otherwise for decisions addressing statutory requirements.

It is proposed that invitations are made to New Zealand to become a member, and to Papua
New Guinea to become an observer, of the Council.

Standing Committee
The Council should agree on appropriate stagpdommittee arrangements. The chair will
put forward a proposal on this and other relevant arrangements shortly.

Advisory Bodies
The Council should determine whether any advisory bodies are necessary.

Secretariat
The chair will propose secretariat arrangements for the Council shortly.

Meetings
The first meeting of the Environment Proteatiand Heritage Ministerial Council will be
proposed by the chair, following consultation with states and territories.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.2

CURRENT INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL TRADE SITUATION

1.  Council was informed of the implications of key international trade policy developments.
BACKGROUND
2. The Chairman provided Council with a detailed review of a number of key agricultural

trade issues that were likely to significantly impact on world agriculture and Australian
export interests over the next few years. The point was made that several of these matters
are likely to change in the new future.

WTO Doha Round

3.

A broad round of multilateral trade negotiations was launched on 14 November 2001 at
the 4" WTO Ministerial Conference held in Doha, Qatar. In some circles it is being
referred to as the ‘Doha Ddepment Agenda’, reflecting the increased importance of
developing country views in the WTO. It is also aimed at appeasing those developing
countries that felt that they had not sufficiently benefited from the Uruguay Round. All
areas of the negotiations form part of a ‘single undertaking’ and individual outcomes will
therefore not come into effect until after the scheduled 1 January 2005 end of the Doha
Round. In addition to agriculture and food, fisheries and forestry are covered by the
Round mandate. The Doha agriculture mandate is included at Annex A

Despite some early procedural issues, salisigprogress has been made in getting the
overall Round underway. Key areas where progress has been made include: establishing
a negotiating structure, agreement on a work program within individual negotiating
groups, approval of an extensive technassistance program for developing countries

and agreement on Mexico as the venue for the 5th Ministerial Conference which will take
place sometime during mid to late 2003. (Note this meeting have critical review

functions concerning a number ohséive areas of the negotiations).

As far as agriculture and food are concermethrm modalities for market access, export
subsidies and domestic support are to be agreed by March 2003 and country schedules of
commitments based on these agreed modalities by the time of the Mexico Conference.

US Farm Bill

6.

The Farm Bill is the name given to the omnibus legislation that authorises US agricultural
support programs. The current Farm Bill will expire on 30 September 2002 and the US
Congress is now preparing a new Farm Bllhe Bill will provide the basic framework

of US agricultural policy for the next 5 — 10 years.



12

Passage of Farm Bills by the US House of Representatives in October last year and by the
Senate in February 2002 represented a major tdoAustralian agricultural interests.

Much of the money provided in the House and Senate Bills goes to subsidising corn,
wheat, rice, soybean and cotton production with additional support for the already highly
protected sugar and dairy industries and continued provisions for the use of export
subsidies. The Bills would provide US$171 billion to American farmers over the next 10
years which includes US$73 billion in new fungi The Bills highlight the contradiction
between US domestic policy and US trade policy rhetoric in the WTO aimed at further
liberalising agricultural trade.

European Union CAP Agenda 2000 Mid Term Review

8.

In 2002-03, the EU will undertake a mid-term review of Agenda 2000 the current
manifestation of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) adopted by the Berlin European
Council in 1999. Under the mandated revile European Commission (EC) is required
to review arrangements in the cereals/oilseeds and dairy sectors. In 2001, EC
Commissioner for Agriculture and Fisheries indicated that reforms were likely to be
proposed in the beef, rye and durum wheat see®part of the review. In addition to

the review looking at individual sectors, it appears that the Commission, which will be
releasing its approach to the mid-term reviewune, will also be proposing changes to
the so-called ¥ pillar of the CAP — rural development.

On 27/28 April 2002, an Informal Meeting of EU Farm Ministers will be held in Murcia
to clarify the attitude of Member Statesviards the rural development dimension of the
CAP. The Commission called for Member State views on this area ahead of the meeting.

WTO agriculture negotiations

10.

11.

12.

At the March 2002 session, agreement was reached on a chair for the agriculture
negotiations (Stuart Harbinson, Hong Kong Bamsador to the WTO and drafter of the
successful Doha Ministerial Declaratiomdaon a detailed work program. However, it
was disappointing that Members could onlyesgon a single substantive formal meeting
before the northern summer break, with six over the following seven months. In other
words, the real work for agriculture will not get underway until later this year.

The back-loading of the work program in this way increases the pressure and the risk of
failing to meet key deadlines, such as the March 2003 date that has been set for
agreement on modalities and changes to rules related elements of the WTO Agreement
on Agriculture. In part, this delayed process reflects a common issue across all
negotiating groups and heralds a different atienfor this set of multilateral negotiations.

A number of developing countries led bykBgan and India have pressed for, amongst
other things, no more than one negotiating group meeting at a time because of resource
constraints. This demand needs to be seen in the context of the very short time frames
agreed for completion of both the entire Round as well as the various stages of the
agriculture negotiations. While the agreed outcome will slow progress, at the same time
it will limit developing countries complaining later that they were unable to participate
fully in the process

The agreed work program for agricultuansists of a three-stage process for the
modalities phase of the negotiations. Stage one, from March to November, will focus on
technical elaboration of detad options for modalities fdurther reduction commitments
including rules and disciplines. The threkaps — export competition, market access and
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domestic support — are to be examined in this sequence during this period. Stage two,
comprising a substantive review of basic options will take place over December/January.
The final stage involves drawing up and essdibhg detailed modalities, the deadline for
which is end March 2003.

Genuine progress in the negotiations will not be easy to achieve. Apart from the
traditional reluctance of Japan, Korea and the European Union, some patrticular areas of
risk for Australian and Cairns Group intemesticlude the treatment of so-called non-trade
concerns (food safety, food security, animal welfare, multifunctionality etc);

environment, where one EU aim is to undermine the role of science in risk assessment;
introduction of geographical indications (an Ewm of intellectual property protection)

for food products; the implications of this Farm Bill for US leadership in the

negotiations and a strong push by many developing countries to be given wide flexibility
to impose import restrictions. Contirtiase by Australia of statutory marketing
arrangements, particularly single desk exporters, will also come under strong pressure.

Other WTO negotiations

14.

15.

The other negotiating groups of direct relevance to trade in primary industries' products
include Environment, WTO Rules, Market Access for Non-Agricultural Products and
TRIPS. In brief, environment issues have been addressed in meetings of both the regular
WTO Committee on Trade and Environment as well as the Doha Round Special
Sessions. Discussions are continuinghenwork program and the scope of the

negotiations.

The Negotiating Group on Rules, that includes fisheries subsidies, has met to discuss
procedural aspects of their work and will meet in early May to begin substantive
discussions. Other issues covered by this Group include anti-dumping and regional trade
agreements. Negotiations on non-agricultural market access (eg. forestry products and
fish product tariff levels) will be subject to amtial accelerated timekde, so as to bring

them in line with the negotiations on agriculture and services. Finally, the Special
Session of the Council on Trade Related Aspetintellectual Property Rights (TRIPS)

is currently discussing issues for inclusin the negotiations on the multilateral
geographical indications register for wines and spirits, which will commence later this
year.

US Farm Bill

16.

17.

The Farm Bill process has been driven by the Congress and party politics with the
Administration effectively on the sidelines. The US farm lobby has also taken a strongly
protectionist stance in the development of the Bill. Representatives from both House and
Senate are currently meeting in Conference to agree on what compromises are to be
adopted in a Joint Reconciliation Bill. The Commonwealth in concert with industry has
from the start been urging the Administration to play a more influential role and now
particularly in this final process that commenced on 13 March 2002. Both Ministers
Truss and Vaile wrote again recently to their Administration counterparts urging them to
use their influence in the remaining Conference process to try and ensure that Farm Bill
support is delivered to the maximum extent possible in ways that are decoupled from
production and trade. The increased funding levels are already firmly locked-in.

There is reason for some confidence thatigpaar issues the Government and industry
have consistently raised with the Administration and Congress, including the dairy check-
off scheme and country of origin labeling provisions will, if included in the final Bill, be
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subject to WTO consistency rules and ther8ery of Agriculture’s approval. We
understand that USTR has briefed Coafee Committee members on the WTO legality

of several provisions and the Committee is under pressure to discard those that would be
open to challenge in the WTO. Without such provisions there appears every chance that
the Bill would lead to the US breaching WTO domestic support commitments. We are
also hopeful that the duration of the Bill will be only 4 to 5 years rather than the full 10
years. This would better reflect the likedpd point of the Doha Round negotiations.

The new Farm Bill will inevitably have major impact on Australian exporters most
directly by influencing the US position indAWWVTO agriculture negotiations. It will also
affect our exporters in the US market itself, or with respect to our competitiveness with
US products in third markets. Dairy, meaid horticulture exports are likely to be

directly affected by Farm Bill provisiondzarm Bill programs artificially distorting

world market prices will indirectly affe&ustralian sugar, caih, rice and cereal

interests.

EU CAP Agenda 2000 Mid Term Review

19.

20.

21.

The mid-term review presents an opportunity for reform of the CAP and the potential for
the EU to reduce its future costs if the will exists, particularly with significant
enlargement of the EU just around the corner (2004). A number of reform-minded
countries including Germany and the UK have released their own proposals for the
review calling for relatively ambitious sectl reforms and a greater emphasis on rural
development.

However, prospects for reform are likelylte influenced by elections in Germany and
France during 2002. Also of concern is slueprisingly pessimistic attitude being taken

by Denmark which will take up the EU Presidency from July to December 2002. The
more reform-minded Danes have suggested that the mid-term review will take a back seat
to finalising EU enlargement, and represents nothing more than a review of the costs of
Agenda 2000, not options for reform.

The outcome of the mid-term review is also likely to influence the EU approach to the
WTO agriculture negotiations. We are wary that the EU may use this review to set the
boundaries of their negotiating isn and objectives thus limiig their flexibility. Itis

likely that the timing for any implementation of mid-term review outcomes will be

brought into line with the implementation period of the Doha Round. A greater emphasis
on rural development should in-principle be a positive move by the EU as the transfer of
funding to this area should be non-production and trade distorting.

RESOLUTION

22.

CouncilNOTED the paper.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.3

ENHANCED PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN STATES/TERRITORIES AND THE
COMMONWEALTH - CEO’S WORKING GROUP ON QUARANTINE

1. Council was provided with an update on progress with this work and agreement was
sought to a range of recommendations.

BACKGROUND

2. An Agriculture CEOs Working Group on Quarantine (CWGQ) was established at
SCARM 17 (March 2001). A steering conitae (Senior Officers Team — SOT) was
subsequently established to work onrtieelus operandi and work program of the
CWGO. A draft work plan was prepared by the SOT and provided to the ARMCANZ 21
(August 2001).

3. PISC 1 (November 2001) agreed that the next step to progress the work plan was for
jurisdictions to provide in writing, at CEO ldyéheir perspectives and preferred focus of
activity for the SOT on the key issues of:

(@) policy issues relating inter-state tradeasures and their relationship to national
import policies;

(b) enhancements, if any, which may be required to the existing MOU on
guarantine/biosecurity;

(c) specific aspects of quarantine policyelepment which need to be considered in
relation to regional differences in risk; and

(d) given the request from some jurisdictidosa more detailed statement of ALOP,
how such a more detailed statement might look, and how it could deal with the
difficulties of precisely defining "tolerable loss" across the very wide range of
industries and quarantine situations which need to be covered.

4.  Council was advised that PISC 1 also noted that it may be preferable for work on the
development of a national approach for dlesign, roles and funding responsibilities for
surveillance work behind the barrier to proceed under the direction of a specially
assembled expertise-based working group.

5.  The main outcomes and recommendations from the SOT meeting in March 2002 were
presented to the CWGQ on 21 March 2002. Council considered the Working Group’s
summary and recommendations which are presented below.
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Inter-state trade measures and national policies

6.

The CEOs confirmed members’ commitmenapplying the SPS Agreement approach to
guarantine policy nationally and domestically.

It was agreed that some inconsistencies remain between states in terms of state-level
guarantine measures. All jurisdictions acknowledge the need to address these
inconsistencies using the SPS Agreement principles as the benchmark, reinforcing their
commitment to the SPS Agreement made in the M&Horandum of Understanding on
Animal and Plant Quarantine Measures.

It was further agreed that negotiations in relation to domestic trade/quarantine are best
addressed through existing PISC advisory mechanisms/committees. In this context is

was agreed that given issues (both national and international) are likely to continue to

arise over time, the CEO’s Working Group on Quarantine should continue.

Quarantine policy and regional differences in risk

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

All states/territories and the Commonwealth acknowledge the existence of regional
differences in pest status and regiodiffierences in biosecurity risks.

SPS measures applied to an internationdloonestic import into a region should be

consistent with the associated risk and pest status of the region. Any variation of those
import measures between regions/states would need to be based on sound science and be
supported by domestic movement controls.

There are significant impediments to impassupervised region/inter-state movement
controls in areas without natural barrieGeographic barriers allow for supervised
movement controls to be put in place for Western Australia and Tasmania but for the rest
of Australia supervised movement controls are more difficult to develop and implement,
although there are some successful examples eg the tri-state fruit fly exclusion zone.

The Commonwealth is committed to addressing regional differences in pest status and
risk and the consequent SPS measures asfpanport risk analysis. This commitment

is articulated in the drafiddministrative Framework for Import Risk Analysis and the

draft Guidelines for Import Risk Analysis. The CEOs reaffirmed all parties’ commitment
to harmonising SPS measures where appropriate.

The Working Group noted the importance ofeséerritories’ assisting the IRA process
through early and comprehensive input of regional pest status and risk information. Such
input helps to ensure stronger national ownership of the IRA process and IRA outcomes.

It was recognised that there are likely to be some occasions where states/territories may
reach a different view on measures necessary to manage risk. However, it was
recognised that the Commonwealth has responsibility for making the ultimate decision.
All members of the CEO’s WGQ are committed to developing an improved approach for
resolving, to the extent possible, any such differences.

Commonwealth — states /territories memorandum of understanding

15.

It was agreed that the MOU adequately articulates the Commonwealth/states/territories’
obligations under the SPS Agreement. However, it is noted that the MOU terminology
does not adequately reflect the Commonwéstithes/territories’ partnership approach
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that has been developed subsequent to the MOU. This could be addressed by an
exchange of letters between Ministers.

16. It was agreed that the Ministerial Council note that, consistent with the reporting and
review provision of the MOU, progress in implementing measures under this MOU is
satisfactory. The CEOs also recommend to Council that PISC and PIMC should be the
forum for addressing futurguarantine policy concerns.

Appropriate level of protection

17. The importance and validity of Australia having a single national ALOP was
acknowledged. Regional differences in msild be addressed via differing measures to
mitigate risk in specific regions to achieve the national ALOP.

18. The CEOs considered that the current level of definition of ALOP, as presented in the
Guidelines for Import Risk Analysis, adequately meets Australia’s present needs and that
further work on ALOP definition should not be a PIMC priority.

Surveillance and monitoring

19. It was agreed that reflections on these issues as raised in the discussion paper prepared by
the Chief Plant Protection Officer, and perspectives for a co-ordinated approach to
addressing them should first be sought from all jurisdictions. The Office of the CPPO
agreed to seek and co-ordinate responses and report back to the SOT as soon as
practicable.

Future of the Senior Officers Team

20. It was agreed that the SOT beaghhoc Working Group to address unresolved and
emerging issues on quarantine policy matters identified via the CEO-level discussions.
The SOT may also provide a useful supplementary forum for consultation between
Biosecurity Australia and states/territories on IRA matters.

RESOLUTIONS
21. Council:
(&8 NOTED:

(i) states and territories commitment to address inter-state trade measure
inconsistencies using the SPSrégment as a benchmark; and

(i) the agreed position of all jurisdictismegarding the definition of Australia’s
ALOP, the recognition of regional diffences in pest status, regional
differences in risk and the agreed approach to addressing these differences in
import risk analysis through early and comprehensive co-operation; and

(b) AGREED that:
(i) negotiations in relation to domestiatie/quarantine are best addressed over
time within existing PISC committees;
(i) SPS measures applied to an interorail or domestic import into a region
should be consistent with the associated risk and pest status of the region. Any
variation of those import measures between regions/states would need to be
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based on a scientific analysis of quarantine risk and be supported by domestic
movement controls;

(i) there are significant impediments to imposing supervised region/inter-state

(iv)
(v)

(vi)

(vii)

movement controls in areas without natural barriers. Geographic barriers allow
for supervised movement controls togé in place for Western Australia and
Tasmania but for the rest of Austrakapervised movement controls are more
difficult to develop and implement, although there are some successful
examples eq the tri-state fruit fly exclusion zone;

the Commonwealth is committed to addressing regional differences in pest
status and risk and consequent SPS measures as part of import risk analysis;
the work done to date on the policy framework surrounding ALOP including
practical guidelines for risk analysis which illustrate the concept by way of a
risk estimation matrix adequately meets Australia’s present needs and further
work on this definition is not a PISC priority;

the MOU adequately defines the obligations of
Commonwealth/states/territories un@&®S agreement. The MOU does not
define the recently developed partnership approach. The MOU should be
augmented by an exchange of letters between Ministers to reflect the mutual
obligations under the agreed partnership approach;

reflections on a national approach to surveillance and monitoring as raised in
the discussion paper prepared by the Chief Plant Protection Officer (CPPO),
and perspectives for a co-ordinated apploto addressing them should first be
sought from all jurisdictions. The Office tfe CPPO agreed to seek and co-
ordinate responses and report back to the Senior Officers Team as soon as
practicable; and

(viii) the Senior Officers Team become ahhoc Working Group to address

unresolved and emerging issues on quararpolicy matters identified via the
CEO-level discussions. The Senior Officers Team may also provide a useful
supplementary forum for consultatibetween Biosecurity Australia and
states/territories on IRA matters.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.4

EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES

The Commonwealth Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry sought agreement
from Council to the adoption of a new Exceptional Circumstances (EC) policy
framework.

BACKGROUND

2.

Council recalled that Ministers agreed to the development of a new EC policy framework
at ARMCANZ 20 (March 2001) and ARMCANZ 21 (August 2001).

A Commonwealth-state Working Group developed a draft framework, which included
provision for early intervention, joint Commonwealth-state assessment and decision-
making processes, EC business grants, EC buffer zones and the use of predictive
modelling data (see Resolution 1.15).

Ministers had agreed on the need for EC reform and to the development of a new policy
framework based on the existing EC criteria. At ARMCANZ 21 (August 2001) Ministers
also agreed to the provision of EC buffenes and the use of predictive modelling data

in the assessment of EC applications where appropriate.

The Commonwealth considered that the following principles should guide EC reform:

(a) all parties should carry an approprigteportion of the financial burden to
encourage them to act responsibly;

(b) applications for assistance should bseased objectively on the basis of agreed
criteria;

(c) assistance should be timely;

(d) development of “normal” risk management, self reliance and sustainable resource
use should be supported by EC policy;

(e) longer term, “normal adjustment” should not be impeded,;

(f) there should be earlier and moremgwehensive community consultation and
communication;

(g) where possible, there should be impibirgegration of State and Federal support
measures aimed at encouraging farmers to manage their own risks;

(h) there should be a mechanism for buffer zones in the specification of EC boundaries,
consistent with ARMCANZ Resolution 1J; and

(i) EC policy should be monitored and evaluated on an ongoing basis.
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New framework for Exceptional Circumstances

6.

The Commonwealth supported the current EC criteria, agreed by ARMCANZ 15 (March

1999) and noted that officials were not proposing change. These require that:

(@) the event must be rare and severe;

(b) the effects of the event must result in a severe downturn in farm income over a
prolonged period; and

(c) the event must not be predictable or part of a process of structural adjustment.

Many elements of the officials’ framework provide for a more effective, transparent and
flexible delivery of EC, which could reduce the controversy and confusion associated
with the current EC scheme. The Commonwealth supports the adoption of the elements
outlined below, which are a subset of the framework developed by officials and are
consistent with the principles outlined in paragraph five.

Strategic assessment process

8.

A new EC application and assessment process which would include:

(@) regular meetings and consultations leetwthe states/territories and Commonwealth
to jointly monitor climatic conditions and emerging issues;

(b) EC case meetings between state and Commonwealth officials and communities, to
discuss the merits of possible cases fonikEf2gions where problems appear to be
emerging;

(c) temporary state government represgorieon the National Rural Advisory Council
(NRAC) for consideration of EC appétions from respective states; and

(d) joint decision-making on EC cases by state and Commonwealth Agriculture
Ministers.

Streamlined application process

9.

10.

Where Commonwealth and state officials aghese is a prima facie case, a cash grant of

up to $5,000, funded equally by the respective state and the Commonwealth, could be

provided to communities to formally develop their application

- the state in which the case originates will determine responsibility for the
development of EC submissions. Stateitiery governments can choose to develop
EC applications in consultation with communities or allow for the community to
develop the application, with access to state and Commonwealth held data

- if the potential for an EC case is supported by both Commonwealth and state
officials at the EC case meeting (described above), the process, data needs etc, for
developing the EC application will also be discussed. If there is no case for EC,
alternative options utilizing other etirsg programs could be discussed with
communities.

A pro forma application with examples of data needs and interpretation would be
developed to guide communities in the preparation of applications.

EC boundaries

11.

On NRAC's advice, the Commonwealth and states/territories may agree that EC
boundaries be adjusted to reflect changes in the event’s coverage. A monitoring role by
NRAC and Commonwealth and state governtmevould contribute to determining and
maintaining appropriate EC boundaries.
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NRAC may specify a ‘buffer zone’ aroumgrmal EC boundaries consistent with

ARMCANZ 21 such that:

(a) the buffer zone must be adjoining and reasonably proximate to the EC boundary and
would be assumed to have experiencedstree rare and severe event as the core
EC area;

(b) the buffer zone need not be uniform around the EC boundary; and

(c) farm businesses in the buffer zone would be required to individually demonstrate a
severe and prolonged impact of the EC event through a downturn in farm income
and production.

EC support

13.

The Exceptional Circumstances Relief Payment, ECRP (possibly re-named, Farm Help

EC), would be maintained without changing the current individual eligibility criteria. EC

farm business support would take the form of cash grants:

(a) EC assistance would continue to be provided to eligible applicants for one year with
eligibility for an extension of one year of recovery assistance;

(b) EC cash grants would be capped withghantum of individual grants being related
to business needs. Where appropriate, grants may be used for interest re-payments;
and

(c) recipients of EC business support sdaarly be eligible for the second year of
assistance if they meet eligibility criteria and can demonstrate they have developed a
well-founded farm business recovery plan.

Additional elements of a new EC framework

14.

In addition to the elements outlined above, the Commonwealth proposed the following:

(@) a four week limit on the EC assessment phase from the date of lodgement of a fully
completed formal EC application (using the proforma);

(b) continued availability of both EC business and welfare support for eligible farmers
in EC declared regions instead of mutually exclusive support recommended by
officials. The Commonwealth considers that the welfare needs of farm families
cannot necessarily be met through phevision of business support only; and

(c) limiting the size of buffer zones to a maximum of 10 per cent of the total number of
farms in the EC declared region. The Commonwealth considers that the proposal by
officials of 25 per cent is too large. The principle underlying the development of
buffer zones is to overcome the problems of inflexible lines on maps, but at the same
time EC assistance needs to be carefuliyeted. A limit of 10 per cent should be
adequate to address this problem, whilien& of 25 per cent raises questions about
the original designation of the area applied for.

Determination of EC business grants

15.

16.

The Commonwealth supported the officials’ view (refer paragraph 13(b)) that capped
grants are a more flexible form of EC business assistance. These could be used for a
range of purposes in managing EC events, including subsidising interest costs if that is
deemed appropriate.

While officials canvass several options for determining the level of EC cash grants, the
Commonwealth considered that variable individually assessed grants, but up to a
maximum of $60 000, should be adopted. This would involve variable levels of EC
business support for eligible farmers in EC declared areas, based on need. The level of
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grants would be assessed by state rural adjustment authorities on the basis of clearly
defined mechanisms for determining eligibility. These should be well communicated and
readily understood by farmers.

17. The current farm business support arrangemeqtsreea review of interest rate subsidies

(IRS) and this will be carried out this year

- itis expected that the review will be completed by the end of 2002 and that the
appropriate form of EC business support could be reviewed in light of the
recommendations of the IRS review

- however, the Commonwealth considers that in future, the recipients of EC business
assistance should only be eligible for teeand year of business support if they can
(individually) demonstrate that they have developed a well-founded farm business
recovery plan.

EC funding arrangements

18. Appropriate funding arrangements are fundamental to EC reform. These need to better

reflect Commonwealth and state/territgggvernments’ responsibilities for EC.

Appropriate cost sharing provides for ownership and commitment and discourages the

current tendency for EC policy to become adversarial. Rural communities expect all

governments to accept their share of comitguesponsibility and they are becoming

impatient with adversarial and destructive approaches

- the Commonwealth remains committed to providing 100 per cent of EC welfare
support but considers that EC business support should be funded on a 50:50 basis
with the states. This funding share wobétter reflect relative responsibilities of
different levels of government and would underpin a partnership approach.

- overall this would result in a states’ share of total EC support of around 17 to 20 per
cent.

19. The Commonwealth considered that the adoption of the elements above should better
inform communities about the EC process and it requirements, possibly allowing the time
required to develop and assepplecations to be reduced.

20. Further, a genuine partnership approach to EC, underpinned by equal funding of EC
business support, would give all governmensership of the EC process, which is
currently seen as almost exclusively thepoessibility of the Commonwealth. This would
maintain a rigorous and well-targeted appioto EC and could reduce the controversy
surrounding EC.

DISCUSSION

21. Several Ministers expressed conceegsrding two issues of the proposed EC
framework: buffer zones and funding.

22. With regard to buffer zones as detailepamagraph 25(a) (vi) below, several Ministers
were of the opinion that this should be 25% of the total number of farm businesses in the
EC application area and not 10% as proposedas argued that farmers within this area
would have to demonstrate that they have been impacted by the event anyway.

23. The Chairman, however, advised that points (v) and (vi) need to be read together and that
point (v) provides for easier means of alterit(@ boundaries to better define the event.
The Chairman advised that there were concerns about the 25% buffer zone because it
reflected on the integrity of established EC boundaries and it was felt that with provision
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for NRAC to recommend boundaries it wolld better having a smaller buffer zone.
Notwithstanding, he was flexible on this point.

24. With regard to funding of EC businespport, Ministers did not agree to the proposed
50:50 Commonwealth-state arrangement. The Chairman advised that a total package was
being sought and the Commonwealth’s position was that the elements of the EC
framework as set out in paragraph 25 were conditional on agreement to 50:50
Commonwealth-state funding of EC busineggpsut. The Chairman agreed to write to
state-territory Treasurers seeking agreement to a total package and Ministers also agreed
to write to their respective Treasurers.

RESOLUTIONS
25. Council:

(8) AGREED IN-PRINCIPLE to the elements of the EC framework developed by
Commonwealth and state officials which are consistent with the principles outlined
above, but recognised that further negotiation was needed to finalise the detail of the
elements listed below:

(i) no change to the current EC eligibility criteria;

(i) EC assistance should continue to be available for a period of 24 months
(during the 12 months of the EC declaration plus for a 12 month recovery
period);

(i) once an area is determined to be in EC, applications for further EC assistance
for a similar event can only be lodged within six months of the end of the 24
month period;

(iv) anew consultative appltion and assessment process;

(v) the ability to change the EC boundary of an application area on NRAC'’s
advice;

(vi) buffer zones which adjoin and are reasonably proximate to the EC boundary
and contain no more than 10 per cent of the total number of farm businesses in
the EC application area;

(vii) farm businesses in buffer zoneslividually demonstrating a severe and
prolonged impact of the EC event through a downturn in farm income and
production;

(viii) the assessment of completed, formal EC proforma applications within four
weeks of the date of lodgement;

(ix) farm business support in the formwariable individually assessed grants (up
to a maximum of $60,000), based on need; and

(x) continued availability of both EC biness and welfare support for eligible
farmers in EC declared regions, with the second year of EC business support
conditional on the (individual) demonstration of the development of a well-
founded business recovery plan;

(b) DID NOT AGREE to 50:50 Commonwealth-state funding of EC business support;

(c) AGREED that the Commonwealth be fully responsible for the provision of EC
welfare support;

(d) NOTED the Commonwealth’s position that the elements of the EC framework
agreed in-principle at (a) were conditional on agreement to 50:50 Commonwealth-
state funding of EC business support;
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(e) AGREED that the Chairman and individual Ministers write to state/territory
Treasurers to seek an agreed package; and

() NOTED the Commonwealth will review interestte subsidies (IRS) as a form of
farm business support.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.5

NATIONAL INTRODUCTION OF A BAN ON THE ROUTINE TAIL DOCKING OF
DOGS FOR COSMETIC PURPOSES

1. Council considered a paper presented by the Victorian Minister for Agriculture on the
issue the national banning of routine thilcking of dogs for cosmetic purposes.

BACKGROUND

2.  The National Consultative Committee on Animal Welfare (NCCAW) recommends a ban
on the routine docking of puppies tails because it serves no adequately documented
practical purpose and it may compromise the welfare of these animals.

3.  Animal welfare and veterinary organizations oppose routine docking of puppies tails for

cosmetic purposes

- the Australian Veterinary Association has the policy that it is unnecessary and
unjustifiable and supports introductiohlegislation to ban the procedure

- the RSPCA opposes the procedure onspgcies unless on the grounds of an
individual animal's health on veterinary advice

- tail docking is not a mandatory requirement of any breed standard recognised by
the Australian National Kennel Council

- the ACT has introduced a ban on this procedure

4.  There is a need for the national animal welfare coordinating structure through
PISC/PIMC to provide an avenue for urban animal welfare standards and issues to be
managed nationally. At present there is no alternative system.

5.  There is evidence that urban animals can create feral animal problems that have
important effects on natural resources, ligekthealth and public health and safety.
There are also significant domestic animal businesses that export and import their
animals and products.

6. Ministers were advised that the National Consultative Committee on Animal Welfare had
prepared a paper on this issue. It was proposed that this paper be circulated to Ministers
as further background for consideration of the issue at the next meeting of Council.

7. The point was made that the issue of tail docking, as for virtually all animal welfare
matters, was essentially a matter for statektarritories as it can only be implemented by
each jurisdiction agreeing to introduce an amendment to its legislation to ban the
procedure.
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RESOLUTION

CouncilAGREED that the report of the National Consultative Committee on Animal
Welfare be circulated to Ministers for their information and that the issue be considered
at the next meeting of Council in October 2002 with a view to states proceeding as they

deem appropriate.

8.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndustries LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.6

TASMANIA'S POSITION REGARD ING EGG LABELLING STANDARDS

The Tasmanian Minister for Primary Industries, Water and Environment notified

Council of Tasmania's intention togwide statutory underpinning of labelling

requirements for eggs produced in Tasmania. Council was also advised that Tasmania,
with industry, will jointly review implementation of the national egg labelling standards
and report results of that review to the next Council meeting.

BACKGROUND

2.

The egg industry and government were asked to jointly develop national standards for
egg labelling, in consultation with otheakeholders, and to provide a draft of the
standards for endorsement by ARMCANZ 19 (March 2001). Once endorsed, the
standards were to be implemented imragaly by industry on a voluntary basis and

later, when the Egg Production Assurance Program (EPAP) came into operation,
industry would be required to implement these standards along with others referenced
by the EPAP. Implementation of the labelling standards was to be reviewed jointly by
the egg industry and government after 12 months of operation.

Tasmania, as the SCARM working group member responsible for monitoring the
implementation of the labelling standards, is the 'government' member on the
industry/government review body.

The bird welfare, animal health and food safety components of the program will have
legal underpinning, as well as beaktrimming accreditation.

At ARMCANZ 19 the national egg labelling standards were endorsed, and at
ARMCANZ 21 (August 2001) Council noted that the EPAP had been developed and
would be implemented by the industry.

The first twelve-month period of operation of the national egg labelling standards ends
in March 2002 at which time Tasmania with industry will jointly review
implementation of those standards.

Tasmania will establish a review process in consultation with the Australian Egg
Industry Association.

Tasmania is committed to ensuring that egg cartons are mandatorily labelled in a
manner which is not misleading in terms of the production systems used to produce the
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eggs, and that consumers are provided with sufficient information to enable them to
make an informed choice about the eggs they purchase.

Tasmania is concerned that the level of implementation of the national egg labelling
standards will be poor due primarily to the lack of statutory underpinning.

If the results of the review show that the level of implementation by industry of the
national egg labelling standards is inadequate and unlikely to improve, Tasmania
intends introducing legislation that willgwide statutory underpinning for egg labelling
requirements.

Tasmania is not convinced that voluntanplementation of egg labelling standards is
appropriate. Tasmania believes that in addition to the bird welfare, animal health and
food safety components of the EPAP, the national egg labelling standards should have
statutory underpinning.

Statutory underpinning of the labelling standards does not impose an added cost on
industry, unless industry participants fail to comply with the labelling standards. In fact
the potential public benefits flowing from etgbelling will only be fully realised if

they have statutory underpinning. Under a system of voluntary implementation there is
a risk that consumers will not be provided with the same level and quality of
information regarding systems of production, and hence the potential benefits to
consumers are not fully realised.

Compliance checks could impose some cost on government, but the benefits flowing to
consumers far outweigh these costs.

The Regulatory Impact Statement prepared for the Egg Industry Quality Assurance
Program notes that the SCARM working group's conclusions on labelling included that
if implementation by industry of a national egg labelling code was not considered
satisfactory, uniform national legislation should be immediately developed to enable
stricter regulation of the standards.

Tasmania is in the process of updatindatgslation that regulates the Tasmanian egg
industry. An important part of which is the removal of controls on demand and supply,
and instituting a quality assurance-baseckoeg system. If the national egg labelling
standards prove ineffective due either to a lack of uptake by industry, or if they prove to
be inadequate Tasmania will include egg labelling standards as part of the quality
assurance-based licensing system in the new legislation.

Tasmania with industry will jointly review implementation of the standards and report
their findings to the next meeting of the Primary Industries Ministerial Council in
October.

If the results of the review show that the level of implementation by industry of the

national egg labelling standards is inadequate and unlikely to improve, or the standards
themselves prove to be inadequate, Tasmania will recommend that the standards should
have statutory underpinning.

Tasmania's preference is for statutory uniheipg of the labelling standards to occur
on a national basis as concluded by the SCARM working group. Tasmania will
introduce legislation that legally underpins egg labelling requirements if the
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uptake/adoption by industry of egg labelling standards is found to be poor, or the
standards prove to be inadequate.

19. Itis Tasmania's belief that without legal underpinning the adoption of egg labelling
standards will be poor. Tasmania is not convinced that voluntary implementation of
standards is appropriate and believes ldgdl underpinning of the standards is
required. The inclusion of the standards in legislation provides a stronger obligation to
comply, and confirms the importance the Tasmanian Government places on effective
egg labelling.

RESOLUTION

20. CouncilNOTED Tasmania’s position with regard to egg labelling standards.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.7

A FUTURE FORESTRY AGENDA

1. Council was informed of the Commonweatpriorities for the forestry and forest
products industries.
BACKGROUND
2.  The Commonwealth recently delivered on a number of key commitments to promote the

forest and forest products industries, intigakar the passage of legislation for Regional
Forest Agreements (RFAS), as well as amendments to taxation law designed to remove
impediments to plantation investmerithe following highlights Commonwealth

priorities over the next 12 to 18 months, noting that some issues were also considered
under Resolution 1.28.

Regional Forest Agreements (RFAS)

3.

The passage of the RFA legislation in March 2002 delivered on a Commonwealth
commitment to provide security to the tieXandustry, timber workers and the local
communities that depend on having a vidbtder industry. The RFA process arose
from theNational Forest Policy Satement in 1992 and had the objective, among others,
of providing this security. Besides providiadevel of security to the timber industry,
RFAs have also resulted in the establishment of many thousands of hectares of new
national parks and reserves.

The Commonwealth believes that complementary state legislation would help promote
the positive outcomes of the RFAs and send the right signal to the forest industry.
Currently Tasmania is the only state with such legislation and the Commonwealth
encourages Ministers in the other RFA stabesecommit to the RFA process by adopting
a similar approach.

Resource security

5.

RFAs have an important role in ensuring wood supply which itself is essential to industry
development. Investors will not invest furitlaccess to a reliable source of raw material
over the life of the project isot guaranteed. It is essential that governments take the
necessary steps to ensure that the momentum generated through RFAs and initiatives such
asPlantations for Australia: the 2020 Vision is maintained
- support for RFAs, private forestry development (both plantations and native
forests), and ensuring the "Right to Harvest" are areas that jurisdictions should be
examining.
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6. The Plantations 2020 Vision is an industry initiative that has the support of the state,
territory and Commonwealth governments. It is an example of what can be achieved
through a partnership approach and may provide a model for other programs. The Vision
is designed to promote plantation establishne@m®ncourage investment in value-adding,
regional development and the future long-tgmowth of an environmentally-sustainable
industry. A review of the Vision is currentbnderway and it is expected that the next
meeting of the PIMC will be presented with recommendations on such matters as the role
of governments in removing impediments that discriminate against forestry when
compared to other agricultural activities.

7.  Current forestry approaches to vegetation, water, land use change and investment issues
need to be better co-ordinated to engage effectively with the natural resource management
and agricultural sectors. Investment in farm forestry, latterly through the Natural
Heritage Trust (NHT), has established a bagisniegration of forestry into agricultural
enterprises to achieve multiple commercial and natural resource management outcomes.
There is scope for integration to continue through development of agreed policy and
program initiatives under existing activities such as the National Action Plan for Salinity
and Water Quality, the NHT extension and the Plantations 2020 Vision.

8.  Resource security will also be enhanced by promoting the environmental services offered
by forests, through such factors as salinity mitigation, protecting water quality, carbon
credits, and erosion control. Besides expanding the supply of timber, new forests can
bring environmental benefits over the life of the rotation.

Industry development

9. ltis important for Australia to have an internationally competitive timber industry. The
trade deficit in timber and forest products is currently about $2 billion a year. Through
the Action Agenda for the Forest and Wood Products Sector, the Commonwealth is
working in partnership with industry to identifyays to address this deficit. This will
also require input from and co-operation with the states and territories, and even New
Zealand.

10. Significant industry development will be nssary to achieve the potential benefits of our
growing plantation estate, and to ensure the commercial incentives exist for its continued
growth.

11. The agriculture and forestry sectors cankwogether for mutual benefit and PIMC has
an important role in promoting such integration and co-operation. The Commonwealth is
also playing its part in encouraging industry investment at the enterprise level through the
Forest Industry Structural Adjustmdpéckage in New South Wales, Victoria,
Queensland and Western Australia.

Certification and labelling

12. In partnership with the forest industry ahd states and territories, the Commonwealth is
actively supporting the development of thes&alian Forestry Standard (AFS) for the
certification of forest management and the liaig of forest products. The Standard is to
be finalised later this year and will a major step in maintaining market share in Europe
and North America

13. Issues that will need to be addresseaksociation with thénalisation of the AFS
include the long-term management and raltacognition of the Standard with the



32

national forest certification schemes of otbeuntries, as well as international schemes
such as the Pan-European Forest Certification process. The AFS Project Manager and
Steering Committee are currently preparing a report for consideration by the sponsors.

DISCUSSION

14. Ministers noted that the scope for integration of forestry and agriculture to grow at a
considerable rate, however to achieve this there is a need for far greater emphasis on
commercial forestry projects.

15. With regard to the issue of “Right to Harvest”, Ministers were informed that this was
principally aimed at plantation forests and was a matter for each state as to what level of
assurance was given. A number of states had passed legislation to guarantee “Right to

Harvest”.
RESOLUTIONS
16. Council:

(&) NOTED the Commonwealth's priorities for the forest and forest products industries
over the next 12 to 18 months;

(b) NOTED that the Commonwealth is seeking the support of all relevant states to the
Regional Forest Agreement process as outlined iiNatienal Forest Policy
Satement;

(c) NOTED that forestry industry development will flow from resource security;

(d) NOTED that a number of states have passed legislation to guarantee “Right to
Harvest”;

(e) NOTED that a review of the Plantations 2020 Vision is currently underway and that
it is expected that the next meeting of PIMC will be presented with
recommendations on such matters as the role of governments in removing
impediments that discriminate against plantation forestry when compared to other
agricultural activities;

(H NOTED that there is scope for integration of forestry and agriculture to continue
through development of agreed policydgprogram initiaties under existing
activities such as the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality, the
Natural Heritage Trust extension and the Plantations 2020 Vision;

() RECOGNISED the role of forests in the landscape, including the environmental
services that forests offer, and the $iols that forests can provide to many
environmental problems;

(h) SUPPORTEDthe development of an internatidigacompetitive forest and forest
products industry through such initiatives asAlgon Agenda for the Forest and
Wood Products Sector;
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RECOGNISED the important role of the PIMC in promoting opportunities for the
forestry and agriculture sectors to work together to develop proposals and solutions
that will benefit both industries;

SUPPORTEDthe development of the Australian Forestry Standard as a means of
assisting the further development of industry’'s market access and value-adding
capacity; and

NOTED that long-term management of the Australian Forestry Standard and its
mutual recognition with other national forest certification schemes are issues that
will be addressed in a report being prepared for the sponsors of the Standard.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.8

A FUTURE FISHERIES INDUSTRY AGENDA

Council was informed of key current and emerging fisheries and aquaculture issues and
the benefits of greater consistency between the Commonwealth and the states on
management and industry development for fisheries and aquaculture.

BACKGROUND

2.

There are a number of challenging fisheries and aquaculture issues facing the
Commonwealth over the next year. Issues of particular importance include the
importation of raw fish and fish products, increasing aquaculture opportunities and
development, regional marine plans, international fishing arrangements, and the
allocation of limited fisheries resources beam the various sectoral interests. The
Commonwealth will also be looking to announce its direction on many of these issues
once it has given due consideration to the recommendations of the Commonwealth
Fisheries Policy Review later this year.

Fish health

3.

There are a large number of quarantine istam®ing on the horizon that need to be

tackled by the aquaculture industry and regukatAs aquaculture develops in Australia

the concern about the impact of disease and pest introduction is creating greater need for
best practice in use of imported raw fish and fish products. Protection of the
environment is adding weight to this pressure. Research is increasingly identifying new
disease threats and new fish species as hosts of pests and diseases. In this light the
feeding of raw imported fish product to marsealefish will increasingly be seen as an
unsound practice. As a consequence, work towards the development of alternative feeds
needs to progress more rapidly. Of immediate concern is the importation of pilchards. In
this regard a revised policy on bait aeédfish imports was recently announced and a
review of quarantine policies for pilchardsuisderway. As aquatic animal quarantine
policies are reviewed and progressivelyrsftbened, substantive information about our

own disease status and standards for baitfish movements domestically will be required to
justify our measures. It is important that the Commonwealth, state and Northern

Territory governments are engaged in these processes through a partnership approach
with industry on issues such as alternative feeds and fish health surveillance if potentially
serious problems are to be averted. This is an important R&D issue for the industry and
for aquaculture regulators and managers.

To date there is no cost sharing agrestinm place for aquatic animals. However, it
would be prudent to develop such an arrangement. A draft business plan for the
development of a national consultative body to guide the management of aquatic health
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issues, which includes deliberations on costisig arrangements, has just been released
for consultation. This body, called the Aquatisimal Health Consultative Committee, is
to be the primary industry-government interface for policy, communication and
awareness related to aquatic animal health issues.

Aquaculture (Action Agenda)

5.

There are a variety of state and territory processes for advancing aquaculture and these
have made a major contribution to industry development. Through the Aquaculture
Industry Action Agenda, the Commonwealth Government and industry have been
considering opportunities at a national level to take advantage of increasing global
demand for fish products. The National Aquaculture Development Committee that is
guiding development of the Action Agenda is close to finalising their recommendations.

Despite the potential for growth, tlusuld be impeded by resource planning and
management issues. The Primary Industries Standing Committee is looking at building
on the work of the Action Agenda to identify key issues that the Commonwealth, state
and Northern Territory governments can actively progress to encourage sustainable
aquaculture development in Australia.

Aquaculture (restocking, reseeding and ranching)

7.

There is significant potential for aquaculture technology to be used for the enhancement
of commercial and recreational fisheries through restocking, ranching and reseeding
activities. Reseeding and restocking programg already been established in Australia
for commercial and recreational fisheries and have also been used to facilitate the
recovery of endangered species. Ranchimgismonly practiced in countries such as
Japan. All three processes could be expanded in Australia following appropriate
environmental assessments. Such initiatives could benefit fishers, and regional and
coastal communities that are dependent oragaile fishing and aquaculture industries.

Fisheries managers need to keep abofasty existing and future activities such as
restocking, reseeding and ranching that may assist in managing Australia's fisheries
resources. Given the cross-jurisdictional interest in such maters there would be
advantages in better coordinating ounatsés, including evaluation of costs and
benefits, concerning restocking, reseeding and ranching.

Marine planning and oceans management

9.

10.

Regional Marine Plans are now under development for south-east Australia (embracing
waters off the coast of NSW, Tasmania¢tdria and South Australia) and northern

Australia (embracing Queensland, Northern Territory and interactions with the Torres
Strait, Papua New Guinea and Indonesia). The purpose of these large marine area plans is
to examine the resource of the regions, their uses and their management to devise new
ways of management that embrace ecosystem-based approaches and account for the full
range of industry and community interests and impacts. These plans are to be a world
first and will inevitably raise issues regarding Commonwealth-state management
approaches including the Offshore Constitutional Settlement agreements, Commonwealth
management of fisheries by the Australian Fisheries Management Authority and a range
of issues examined by the Commonwealth Fisheries Policy Review.

It will also provide the opportunity to consider the implications of Oceans Policy, the
new National Coastal Policy and Commonwieaind state interactions on fisheries
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management with a view to addressing any weakness that exists under current
arrangements.

Marine protected areas and benefits for fisheries

11. The EPBC Act entered into force in July 2000. A feature of the EPBC Act is that it
requires all Commonwealth-managed fisheries to undergo strategic environmental
assessment before July 2005. For Commonwealth-managed and state-managed fisheries
that export, these assessments are required by the end of 2003.

12. A number of Commonwealth and state fisheries are already being assessed and three state
fisheries have already received endorsement under the Act (the Tasmanian Rock Lobster
and Abalone fisheries and the Queensland Spanner Crab fishery).

13. Under the EPBC Act the Minister for the Environment is required to consult extensively
with stakeholders and the general community on identification and declaration of a
representative system of Marine Protected Areas (MPAS) in Commonwealth waters.

14. Commercial fishing may be allowed in apgmiately classified MPAs, or in particular
zones in them. There are threeans to allow commercial fishing:
(&) through permits;
(b) through declaration by the Director, National Parks of Australia; and
(c) through the management plan for the MPA.

15. Recent research by the Bureau of Rur@r®es (BRS) has identified opportunities for
MPAs to contribute to fisheries management where the MPAs are designed appropriately
(“The Role of Marine Reserves as Fisheries Management Tools” BRS.)

16. The further development of marine parks and their impacts on fishing, commercial and
recreational, are going to be key issues for future fisheries management. Continued co-
ordination between fishery management agencies and environmental agencies will be
needed to ensure that the establishment of marine parks complements and is consistent
with fishery management arrangements. The NRM Council provides a good forum for
the integration of fisheries management and resource conservation issues between
departments and agencies of the state, territory and Commonwealth governments. The
progression and development of appropriately designed MPAs and the effective
implementation of ESD policies in fisheries will be dependent on a close working
relationship across all jurisdictions.

International fisheries arrangements

17. With the globalisation of many sectorghie fishing industry and the decline of some
international fish stocks there is a needn@nage shared fish stocks that straddle or
migrate through the exclusive economic zonesr& or more countries. Australia is a
member of a number of regional fisheries management organisations that cover
Australia’s western, southeemd eastern seaboards within their areas of competence.
Australia is an active member of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, the Commission
for the Conservation of Southern Bluelinna, Commission for the Conservation of
Antarctic Marine Living Resources and tleos to be established Western and Central
Pacific Fisheries Commission. As well, Australia is a signatory to a number of
international instruments such as the UN Fish Stocks Agreement, which encourages
nations to develop and establish regionaldigts management organisations to facilitate
the sustainable management of straddling and highly migratory fish stocks. As a
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signatory to these international instruments and as a member on regional fisheries
organisations Australia has the opportunity to influence the management regime applied
to these fisheries and hence the conditions or framework under which the relevant
Australian fishing industry sectors operate.

State involvement is integral to the establishment of Australia’s position in each of these
fora. Itis apparent that Australia’s international fisheries obligations will affect the
Australian fishing industry directly, and redd service industries. The Commonwealth
encourages the states and Northern Territory to engage with the Commonwealth on ways
that existing cooperation can be built and improved upon.

Resource allocation for fisheries

19.

20.

The Commonwealth Fisheries Policy Review has highlighted the need for a detailed
consideration of allocation issues in Commonwealth-managed fisheries, between the
commercial, recreational, charter and tradiéil sectors. Treatmeat recreational catch

in fisheries management policy settings,gdictional arrangements, cost sharing and
research are all outstanding issues for the Commonwealth in respect of recreational
fishing.

As part of its third term election contments the Commonwealth is funding a workshop
later this year on recreational fishing rightessponsibilities, access and allocation issues.
This will involve the development of an action agenda that will be used to facilitate the
implementation of recreational fishing rights principles by Commonwealth, state and
territory governments. The outcomes of this workshop will be the subject of further
discussion in the Marine and Coastal Committee of the NRM Council, and probably in

the Council itself. They will also provide useful information to governments on the need

to establish transparent mechanisms, underpinned by agreed and decision-making criteria
to support future resource allocation processes.

Management of charter fishing

21.

22.

Charter fisheries exist across all Austrafiaheries jurisdictions. This is a growing

sector that is subject to differing management approaches by fisheries administrators. As
well there are conflicting positions over thdideion of charter fishing as commercial or
recreational (as a service provider) in nature, and whether these lead to implications in
respect of quota holding in ITQ fisheries. There is a need to ensure effective management
of the impacts of this growing secton resource sustainability over time.

The issue of charter fishing will be addressed as part of the workshop to be held later this
year on recreational fishing rights, respoilgibs, access and allocation issues. The
outcomes of the workshop will be the subject of further discussion in the Marine and
Coastal Committee of the NRM Council, and in the Council itself.

DISCUSSION

23.

Ministers noted that in addressing the issues facing the fishing and aquaculture industry,
advice provided by the Standing Committees and the NRM Marine and Coastal
Committee needed to be prioritised. Adweas also required as to how well these issues
have or can be progressed.
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24, It was also suggested that there woulgdlge in the Marine and Coastal Committee
investigating opportunities for the standardisation of fisheries compliance data
collection and management.

RESOLUTIONS

25. Council:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

NOTED that there are a number of dealing issues facing the fishing and
aquaculture industry in coming months;

REQUESTED the Standing Committees and the Marine and Coastal Committee to
address these issues and provide adviceenrglative priority as well as how they
have or can be progressed for Ministers’ consideration at the October 2002 Council
meetings;

REQUESTED the Marine and Coastal Committee to undertake, as a priority, the
preparation of a paper investigating the standardisation of fisheries compliance data
collection and management between jurisdictions, for consideration at the October
2002 Council meetings amtlGREED to refer the matter to the Natural Resource
Management Ministerial Council for consideration; and

AGREED that the Commonwealth report to the Council meeting in October 2002
on the Commonwealth Fisheries Policy Review.



39

Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.9

IMPLEMENTATION OF AUSTRALIAN STANDARD: CARBON ACCOUNTING

1. The Western Australian Minister for Agriture sought Council support for coordinated
adoption of uniform standards for Carbon Accounting in greenhouse sinks.

BACKGROUND

2.  States, territories and the Commonwealth are working to coordinate the design of carbon
rights legislation across jurisdiiens. Legislation in each jurisdiction generally addresses
property rights issues, but does not establish mechanisms for trading, nor set standards
for carbon accounting.

3.  Standards Australia established a committee, representing interested parties from
commerce, the Commonwealth (including the Australian Greenhouse Office and
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry Australia), state forestry agencies from Queensland,
Tasmania and New South Wales, consumers and the Australian National University to
prepare a Carbon Accounting Standard. This has built on earlier work through the
Sydney Futures Exchange and State Forests NSW.

4. A carbon accounting standard is importantaalitate certificatiorof carbon sequestered
as a result of afforestation and reforéstaas defined in Article 3.3 of the Kyoto
Protocol. The draft is for an Interim Standlaintended to apply to commercial trades
ahead of the final set of rules governing Article 3.3 sequestration projects under the
Kyoto Protocol, and to give confidencetlmse investing in chon sequestration.
Article 3.4 activities, which include cramd grazing land management (largely through
their impacts on carbon storage in agricultural soils), forest management and
revegetation, are outside the scope of this Standard. Australia has already signalled it
would not nominate forest management aé\ditle 3.4 activity. Standards Australia is
expected to develop a separate Standard for Article 3.4 activities.

5.  While there is some uncertainty over Australia’s accession to the Kyoto Protocol, the
Interim Standard or a successor could stiltddevant to future domestic greenhouse gas
abatement trading arrangements should Australia not ratify, or to possible international
arrangements (such as with the USA) outside Kyoto.

6. The draft Standard was open for comment between 30 November 2001 and 15 February
2002. Standards Australia is expected to finalise the Standard mid-year.
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Adoption of recognised standards willibgortant to protect investors and landowners
from the unregulated adoption of variable measurement and predictions methodology.
Consistent and reliable standards will need to underpin any trading market if it is to have
integrity.

The proposed Standard will specify minimum requirements for the various steps of the
carbon accounting process, guidance decsen of measurement techniques and
methodologies and on calculation of uncertainty. The Standard does not deal with
independent certification of estimatescafbon sequestration and uncertainty analysis,
Standards Australia considering that the raaghould be left to develop appropriate

rules and mechanisms for that purpose.

Under the current circumstance wherdarmal market arrangements yet exist for

carbon trades, and despite minimum standards, carbon accounting for projects is likely to
vary considerably in terms of measurements taken, methodologies used for estimating
carbon sequestration, frequencies of measen¢@nd estimation, models applied to
uncertainty analysis, confidence interval ranges and independent verification.

A nationally consistent approach to iempkentation of the Carbon Accounting Standard
is preferable, allowing potential investaosconsider carbon sequestration projects on a
similar basis. A consistent approach to adaation of independent certifiers would be a
key component of such a national approach. PISC’s Forestry and Forest Products
Committee is the appropriate group develop a strategy for national coordination in
implementing the Standard.

RESOLUTIONS

11.

Council:
(&) NOTED that an Australian Standard for lban accounting is clode finalisation;
(b) AGREED that a coordinated approach to its adoption is desirable; and
(c) REQUESTED PISC's Forestry and Forest Products Committee to develop a

strategy for nationally consistent implentation of this Standard in conjunction
with NRMSC.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.10

FMD/BSE ISSUES

OUTCOME SOUGHT

1.

Agreement was sought from Council on a suite of interrelated measures for foot and
mouth disease (FMD) and bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) developments.

BACKGROUND

2.

Council recalled that on 19 February 2001, the UK Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Food notified the international community of an FMD outbreak. The last infected
premise was confirmed on Sunday 30 September 2001. The total number of confirmed
infected premises was reported to be 2,838 the total number of affected farms on

which animals have been destroyed is 10,121. The outbreak resulted in 4,097,000
animals being destroyed (594,000 cattle, 3,356,000 sheep, 142,000 pigs, 2000 goats,
1000 deer, and 2000 other animals).

The FMD outbreak in the UK has provided some valuable lessons for Australia
particularly in relation to our ability to effectively respond to an outbreak as well as our
prevention and preparedness systems. It is widely recognised by government and
industry that these lessons must be applied to Australia’s animal health, production and
emergency management systems. Failure to do so could be not only devastating for the
agricultural sector, but also for the broader economy as a whole.

Council was advised that FMD risks have bassessed as higher than they have ever

been. Australia can cope in all probability with a small outbreak but not a medium to

large event. FMD preparedness and response work is comprehensive and is progressing,
but must be pursued with diligence at all levels of government/industry to ensure we are
as best prepared as possible.

The spread of BSE in Europe (and more recently to Japan), its association with the fatal
human condition — variant Creutzfelt Jaddisease - and speculation that BSE may be
circulating as a naturally transmitted diseaksheep, are all factors which have ensured
this disease retains a high profile, and continues to hold the potential to significantly
disrupt trade in cattle, beef and related préslué\s a major cattle and beef exporter,
Australia has implemented measures, in step with international developments, to exclude
BSE and guard against its establishment and spread.

Although the risk of BSE is small, Australia must continue to work to enhance our
approaches in the light of new knowledge, given the economic impacts of a single event.
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It is absolutely critical that responsible government agencies and industry ensure they
adhere fully to agreed policies and procedures and audit as necessary.

In recognition of BSE-related sensitivitiesdathe potential for FMD to manifest as a

large scale animal disease emergency, $tkmial Council, in March 2001, established a
National Management Group (NMG) with the objective of ensuring risks posed by these
diseases were being addressed through the rapid activation of high level coordination and
management arrangements.

Council of Australian Government (COAG)

8.

10.

11.

In June 2001, due to the worsening situation in the United Kingdom, the Prime Minister
placed the issue of national preparedness for an FMD outbreak on the agenda of the June
2001 meeting of the Council of Australian Governments. COAG noted that if a

significant outbreak of FMD occurred in Australia, the technical, logistical, social and
financial responses needed to manage the situation would be on a whole-of-government
level not experienced before in peacetime. Appropriate plans therefore need to be
upgraded and tested. The report presented to COAG on 5 April 2002 is at Aandx A

the COAG communiqué is at Annex B

There are a number of prevention and prajrzess issues being progressed through PISC
as a matter of high priority (paragraphs 24-26 of the COAG Report at Annex Aas

been agreed that each jurisdiction will assess resource implications, respond to identified
deficiencies, and report to COAG s preparedness, in December 2002.

Whole-of-government arrangements

Under the COAG agenda, states, terrimaad the Commonwealth are developing
whole-of-government frameworks that arebadequately supported and tested. The
frameworks define how agricultural agenciesergency services, support agencies and
industry will work together, within and across jurisdictions, to ensure the delivery of an
effective national response. Attachmenvthe COAG Report (at Annex)Aorovides a
diagrammatic representation of these frameu and their inter-relationships. Within

this framework, PIMC’s key functions will include:

(a) asrequired, make high-level stratgmiticy decisions concerning animal disease
control and eradication. Resource decisions would need to be based on decisions
of Commonwealth and state/territory Cabinets; and

(b) receive regular situation reportsriraghe National Emergency Animal Disease
Management Group on key issues arising from the outbreak including progress
with disease eradication.

To support the national whole-of-government framework a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between Heads of Government is being developed. Itis
envisaged the MOU would cover trigger points for activating the national plan, roles and
responsibilities of the various parties anavttbey should act in an emergency (building

on existing legislative and constitutional arrangements), principles for
media/communications management, principles for use by states/territories of powers
under the CommonwealtQuarantine Act 1908, and principles for ensuring on-going
training of staff and testing of appropriate plans. The objective is for the MOU to be
signed in mid 2002.
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Simulation

12. The national simulation exercise, planned for September 2002, will be a major and
critical event. The exercise will test the national whole-of-government framework and
will involve Agricultural Ministers and thelCEOs. Selected persons from overseas will
be invited to observe.

13. Ciritical success factors are being identified ailtlbe presented to PIMC. It is essential
in the lead up to the exercise that all participants be trained and tested as to their roles and
responsibilities. The planned MOU on whalegovernment arrangements will provide
a critical platform.

National Management Group (NMG) on TSEs and FMD

14. The NMG report (Annex Cpresents some 23 recommendations relating to FMD and
BSE. The key issues in the report are summarised below.

Preparedness and response

15. NMG notes that Australia’s animal health preparedness, prevention and response
capability has been weakened over a number of years. An ongoing commitment by
jurisdictions is critical to building Australia’s animal health infrastructure and to maintain
the momentum of continuous improvement.

Ruminant feed bans — Audits and compliance

16. All Australian states and territories have developed audit programs, based on their
particular risk exposure, to complement thieed ban legislationHowever, Australia
will be measured by the lowest common denominator. Given this, the NMG supports the
national standardised approach being developed by Veterinary Committee and believes
that this can be further enhanced throtighdevelopment of performance standards for
audits, within a continuous improvement framework, in the national auditing program.

17. As part of an overall strategy to confirm that rendered animal remains are not being
incorporated into cattle and sheep feeds, a method which detects specific and very low
levels of ruminant DNA can be used to monitor feeds intended for use in ruminants.
Such a test has been developed and validated at the Australian Government Analytical
Laboratories utilising industry research and development funds. Agreement is being
sought on testing protocols through the appropriate industry and government forums to
support state and territory audit procedures.

Technical Policy Issues

18. NMG notes that continued commitment by governments to the identified key technical
policy issues contained in PIMC OOS-1 (March 2002) is fundamental as they underpin
the whole approach to FMpreparedness and response.

NMG — Future role

19. The NMG has determined that as relevant government agencies and industry bodies are
managing the essential elements of FMD and BSE-preparedness work, NMG can now be
disbanded. However, it is essential that PISC continues to actively monitor progress on
these activities to ensure ongoing coitnment and continuous improvement.




44

Veterinary Committee

20.

21.

Veterinary Committee activities will materially assist preparedness arrangements for
combating a large-scale emergency animal disease event involving two or more
jurisdictions. Additionally, implementation of zoning and disease surveillance measures
in response to a major disease eventlélfacilitated through application of the

principles set down by the Committee.

Veterinary Committee has also identified the following FMD activities in its one-year

time line:

(@) developing decision criteria for FMD vaccine use in Australia;

(b) considering regional access to supplieBMD vaccine and storage of inactivated
antigen at AAHL;

(c) developing recommendations to PISC and PIMC to assist all jurisdictions enhance
compliance with swill-feeding prohibitions through utilising a multi-agency
approach;

(d) finalising a policy on national zoning for FMD;

(e) in conjunction with vertebrate pest authorities and Animal Health Australia,
participating in further planning for ferahimal control and surveillance relevant
to FMD; and

(f)  participating in and planning for theational FMD simulation in September 2002.

Animal Health Australia (AHA)

22.

23.

The key AHA activities include:

e FMD Awareness Scenario Workshops An initial series of five workshops has
been completed and a review report being produced.

e Business Case for FMD Vaccine Commercial SupplyA contractor is developing
a business case for Australia relating to F¥d2cine supply that is to include strain
types required for Australia, the number of doses applicable to each particular FMD
virus strain type, and source.

e Carcase and Animal Disposal.The final report of a consultancy @nsease
persistence in carcasses and animal products has been received, reviewed and
forwarded to AFFA, who funded thisview under their Commonwealth Budget
Initiative ‘A National Approach to Animal and Plant Health’. An interim report of a
major consultancy o@arcass and Animal Disposal has been received and well
supported at a recent workshop. Work is underway to incorporate the findings into
the AUSVETPLAN Disposal Manual and the application of the decision matrix to
State, regional and enterprise plans.

¢ Information Management. The Windows-based animal health information system
software has been delivered to AHA and is being tested prior to deployment.

e Competency Based Training The AHA paper highlights that individual
jurisdictions and industries must acceterthe implementation of training and
competency accreditation programs, consistent with the requirements of
AUSVETPLAN and the EAD Response Agreement.

National Animal Health Performance Standards

One of the nine components of the National Animal Health Performance Standards
currently under development is a standard for Emergency Preparedness and Response.
Once implemented, this standard will have a direct impact on national capability to
respond to FMD/BSE outbreaks.
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The standard identifies critical success dagt measurement procedures and compliance
that address aspects of prevention, plannnaging, legislation, awareness, response,
recovery and review.

Development is being pursued with Veterin€ommittee and industry representatives
and version 2 including audit procedures is dethed to be finalised before June 2002. It
will then be discussed individually with each jurisdiction before ratification and
implementation later this calendar year.

SAFEMEAT

26.

27.

Key SAFEMEAT activities include progressiohthe National Livestock Identification
Scheme and a proposal for a National Flatgatification Scheme. It is widely

recognised by government and industry that livestock trace forward and trace back is a
fundamental top priority issue that needs to be progressed rapidly.

Other SAFEMEAT work of direct relevance to identified priorities for TSE’s include its
contributions to Australian capabilities foiprd tests for BSE and for detecting ruminant
material in animal feeds. Additionally, work on industry quality assurance schemes is
helping to underpin BSE-related feeding restrictions for ruminant animals.

DISCUSSION

28.

29.

Ministers discussed the importance of each state’s preparedness for FMD/BSE and the
consequences of being unprepared. To this end, Ministers were asked to provide the next
Council meeting with a summary of efforts and preparations undertaken in each
state/territory for the simulation exercise irp&amber. Ministers were also advised that

New Zealand was keen to cooperate as much as possible in the simulation exercise.

Ministers were reminded that the work undertaken during the simulation exercise in
September will involve Ministers through their Department Heads. Careful consideration
has been given to handling the simulation exercise so as not to give international alarm.

RESOLUTIONS

30. Council:

(@) NOTED the agreement of COAG on 5 April to the following matters:

(i) that major animal disease emergencies, and their consequences, must be
tackled on a national basis;

(i) a national coordination framework to ensure close integration of
responsibilities and actions within and across jurisdictions which builds on
existing animal disease and emergency management plans. The detailed
arrangements would be settled in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between Heads of Government by mid 2002;

(i) that further work is required to improve national prevention, preparedness and
response capability. This high priority activity is being coordinated through
the Primary Industries Ministerial Council;

(iv) that it is important for industry to continue to develop and implement as soon
as possible industry-wide and farm-level measures which would reduce the
likelihood of disease establishment, ratel extent of spread and impact;



(b)

(©)

(v)

(vi)
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that a full-scale simulation will bieeld in September 2002 to test peak-level
arrangements across and withingdictions and emergency roles and
linkages across all relevant agencies. The simulation will not involve any
substantial field operations; and

that a further report be submitted to COAG by December 2002 which draws
together the key matters arising from the national simulation, progress on
improving prevention, preparedness and response capacity, an assessment by
each jurisdiction of its preparedness status against agreed performance
criteria, and an assessment of funding implications for each level of
government. A report would also be prepared on managing relief and
recovery arrangements;

AGREED that livestock trace forward and trace back is a fundamental top priority
issue that needs to be progressed rapidly (see Resolution 1.11) and that states and
territories will further report progress on implementation to PISC 3 in September

2002;

NOTED the National Management Group (NMG) report and that, with regard to
NMG recommendations which are not otherwise covered by (a) and (b) above,
Council:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)
(v)

(vi)

(vii)

(vii)
(ix)

x)

(xi)

SUPPORTED Australia's engagement and leadership with other countries,
multi-lateral organisations and the Quaxlintries on critical FMD and BSE
issues;

AGREED to AFFA and industry analysing the US Harvard Risk Assessment
on BSE with a view to ensuring equivalence for Australia’s animal health
systems;

ENDORSED the need for an international BSE country categorisation
standard and that the agricultural sector work with the health sector in a multi-
disciplinary way to achieve this end

AGREED to the development of a web-based reporting management system
for reporting to stakeholders on the progress on key policy issues;

NOTED that all jurisdictions have introdad necessary legislation/regulation
to support the Ministers’ decision to extend the ruminant feed ban and have
developed an audit program to ensure compliance with such;

AGREED to development of a national approach to feed ban audits together
with the need for performance standards within a continuous improvement
framework and a national reporting framework to enhance compliance of the
ruminant feed ban;

NOTED the development and implementation of the EU/Japanese cattle
tracing scheme anldRGED that it be rigorously managed by AQIS and
state/territory governments;

NOTED that a program to permanently identify all future live ruminant
imports has been developed and is in the process of being implemented;
NOTED that as the uptake of the National Livestock Identification Scheme
increases, the risk of animals entering the human or animal food chain will be
minimised;

AGREED to AHA and Commonwealth/state agencies’ continue to examine
the issues arising from the debrief pres for animal hetll staff returning

from the UK and the ongoing utilisation of this information to enhance
Australia’s response plans and systems;

NOTED the importance of risk communication strategies in changing
undesirable behavior (swill feeding for example) &uPPORTED that an
advisory group on relevant risk communication experts be consulted with a



(d)

(e)

(f)

()]

(h)

ANNEX A:

ANNEX B:

ANNEX C:
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view to improving performance in this area;
(xi) NOTED that SECTSE has accepted risk assessments on the importation of
live cattle from Europe, ovine and bovine semen and ova and embryos;
(xiif) NOTED that SECTSE is to consider agricultural sector issues relating to
AUSVETPLAN, intra-species recycling and BSE in sheep in early 2002;
(xiv) AGREED to PISC reporting on key policy issues to the next PIMC meeting;
and

(xv) AGREED tothe disbandment of NMG;

COMMENDED the Chairman and members of the National Management Group
for their work in advising on FMD/BSE issues;

COMMENDED Dr Kevin Sheridan for his leadership and work on the National
Management Group and SAFEMEAT,;

AGREED that Dr Warren Hoey, Director Geral, Department of Primary
Industries, Queensland, replace Dr Ke8heridan as the states/territories’
representative on SAFEMEAT from 1 July;

REQUESTED that states/territories report back to the next Council meeting on
efforts undertaken for preparedness and management for the simulation; and

REQUESTED a report on the outcomes of the simulation be prepared for the next
Council meeting in October prior to submission to COAG.

COAG FMD Taskforce report
COAG communiqué

NMG report to PIMC
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.11

INTRODUCTION OF A MANDATORY LIVESTOCK IDENTIFICATION AND
TRACING SYSTEM

1. Council was advised of the current situatiomegard to livestock identification and
trace-back/trace-forward arrangementéwstralia, including the different views of
jurisdictions in regard to the introduction@imandatory system of identification/tracing.
Agreement was sought to work towards a consistent national approach to livestock
identification/tracing that can withstand rigorous international scrutiny.

BACKGROUND

2. At ARMCANZ 21 (August 2001) and in the context of discussions on Transmissable
Spongiform Encephalopathies (TSEs) &wdt and Mouth Disease (FMD), Council
noted that trace-back and trace-forward systems are critical for disease management.
Council also agreed that states and territories, in collaboration with industry, should
ensure effective trace-back and trace-forward systems for cattle, sheep, pigs and other
relevant species appropriate to individciacumstances are in place and report on
progress at the first meeting of thenRary Industries Ministerial Council.

3. PISC 2 (March 2002) noted the report and recommendations of the PISC Task Force on
the Introduction of a Mandatory Livestock Identification and Tracing System (an
industry/government task force) and resolved to provide Council key points from each
jurisdiction including support, or otherwise, for a national mandatory system.

Current situation

4, In its deliberations on the best way to achieving an effective national system, the PISC
Task Force concluded that in respect of cattle, states/territories commence urgent
consultation with relevant local industry bodies with a view to reaching agreement on
compulsory implementation of the National Livestock Identification Scheme (NLIS) with
minimum delay. In reaching this conclusion, however, the Task Force acknowledged
industry’s expectation that government financial support would be essential for this to be
achieved. For sheep, the Task Force recommended the early implementation of a
voluntary sheep identification and tracking scheme currently being developed under the
auspices of SAFEMEAT, with a view to making this system mandatory down the track.
The Task Force did not consult with othedustries but suggested this be done when the
arrangements for cattle and sheep have been agreed.

5. Since the Standing Committee meeting imdiastates and the Northern Territory
articulated their respective positions on ligest identification and tracing. In summary,
Victoria, NSW, South Australia and Westekustralia were supportive, in varying
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degrees and with some qualifications, of a mandatory approach. Tasmania and the
Northern Territory acknowledged the benefits of a mandatory approach but were not
prepared to commit preferring, insteadlgbmarket forces drive the process of
implementation. Queensland proposed further work on the issue. Nearly all jurisdictions
acknowledged industry expectation of government financial support.

Industry, at the national level at leasipgorts a mandatory approach in respect of cattle
and accepts that a mandatory approach feeghvill be required at some point in the

future. However, industry support is premised on government(s) agreeing to a
sustainable funding mechanism and a mutually acceptable commencement date/phase in
period. It should also be noted that, like government, there are differences in view in
some states/territories to the national position, with the northern cattle industry, in
particular, opposed to a mandatory system.

Worldwide attitudes to livestock identification and tracing are intensifying due to public
outrage (BSE in Japan) and the economitsequences of failing to have adequate
systems in place (FMD in the UK). While public confidence appears to be sound in
Australia, one bad event or adverse review report (eg. from one the visiting Japanese
delegations), could put the current Austnalearangements under new pressure. It
should be noted that Australia is falling further behind Europe, Canada and New Zealand
in terms of having an effective national system of traceability from “gate to plate” and
runs the risk of losing export markets both short and long term if it cannot satisfy client
country demands. Moreover, Australian goweents would be significantly challenged

to manage a major exotic disease outbreath sis FMD, under its current traceability
arrangements.

Options for future directions

10.

Option 1
Maintain the status quo and continue to rely on market access forces driving the

implementation of enhanced systems. This option will work to a certain point but will

not deliver a multifaceted national system capable of dealing with food safety/exotic
disease events of the magnitude of BSE an®FM would also put Australia at serious

risk in that no infrastructure would be in place that could be implemented rapidly.
Australia’s recent experience with beef access to the European Union (EU) is a good case
in point in that it took industry and governments over twelve months to put the necessary
system in place.

Option 2
Progressive implementation of industndastate/territory agreed plans, but on a

voluntary basis. For example, the NLIS éattle has been implemented this way while a
similar approach is envisaged for the proposed new NFIS for sheep. The major weakness
with this approach is that the pace of implementation will vary across Australia with

some states fully committed to the implementation of these systems and others not so
committed. From an international perspective, this disjointed approach does not sit well
and could work against Australia’s trade interests.

Option 3
Given the differences of opinion that exist within and between industry and governments

on this issue, some common ground needs to be found to enable progress to be made in
establishing théasic elements of a nationally agreed approach to livestock identification
and traceability. Given that it has been agreed by Ministers that states and territories



11.

12.
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have the lead role in livestock identification and tracing, it is critical that they pursue the
development of a national approach, in close collaboration with industry.

As a first step, governments collectively should agree on the key criteria for an effective
national approach and the extent to which governments, as a whole, should support.
Once this is achieved, it would then be desirable for industry and governments to further
consult with a view to reaching agreement on a mutually acceptable framework for an
identification and tracing system, ideally based on the NLIS for cattle and NFIS for
sheep.

It would also be desirable for industry and governments to reach agreement, if possible,
on any mandatory systems which could be implemented quickly should Australia be
confronted with a major market access probldmthis regard, one potential mechanism,
which was identified by the PISC Task Force, would be for governments to consider
mandating the use of the national vendor @ations (NVDs) for cattle, sheep and other
FMD-susceptible species. NVDs are widely used throughout Australia and provide a
reasonable paper trail for cattle in particular. Nearly all states and territories have
legislation in place to underpin the NVIThe move to mandatory NVDs would impose
minimal additional cost on industry but woulejuire increased state/territory resources

for audits etc.

DISCUSSION

13.

In discussing the need for livestock identification and the need to be able to manage
disease outbreaks and trace infected stock, Ministers acknowledged that a national
approach was essential from a marketing view. It was agreed that PISC CEOs develop
an agreed set of key criteria for a naticamaproach for consideration and decision by
Ministers at the next Council meeting.

RESOLUTIONS

14.

Council:

(@) AGREED to re-affirm the resolution of the last ARMCANZ meeting that states
and territories, in collaboration withdustry, should ensure effective trace-back
and trace-forward systems for cattlegsp, pigs and other relevant species
appropriate to individual circumstances are in place;

(b) AGREED that, in the longer term, the framework approach offered by systems
such as the National Livestock Identification System (NLIS) for cattle, provide the
best scope for delivering a multifaceted outcome for animal disease management,
market access and production support in that they deliver benefits to government in
terms of its capacity to manage major animal disease outbreaks and food safety
issues, and benefits to industry in terms of farm management and marketing;

(c) ACKNOWLEDGED the different positions within and between industry and
governments on how best to deliver a national system noting, in particular, that a
number of issues remain unresolved including funding, commencement dates and
timetable for implementation;
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(e)

(f)
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AGREED to the formation of a high level working group of PISC CEOs to
develop an agreed set of key criteria for an effective national approach and the
extent to which governments, as a whole, should support;

AGREED that the high level working group consult with industry on short term
and long term strategies to strengthen Australia’s trace-back and trace-forward
arrangements, including giving consideration to making national vendor
declarations a mandatory instrument for the sale of livesto&kistralia; and

AGREED that the high level working group report back with firm
recommendations for the consideration of Council in October 2002.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.12

PRINCIPLES ADDRESSING CROSS-BORDER JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES
IN ANIMAL HEALTH

Council endorsement was sought fortao$@rinciples addressing cross-border
jurisdictional issues in animal health and agreement that these principles be applied to
animal health programs and emergency disease preparedness and response plans.

BACKGROUND

2.

Council was advised that a number of animal health and residue issues have emerged
over recent years in which states shabogders have a mutual and interdependent

interest. In addition, producers are increasingly questioning restrictions on the movement
of livestock and livestock products that impact on established patterns of trade.

The value of developing principles aagreements addressing cross-border issues by
state/ territory jurisdictions applies equaiyendemic and exotic/ emergency diseases.
In the latter case, the effectiveness of an emergency response will be undeniably
hampered by the absence of pre-agreed arrangements to enable uniform, coordinated
services to be delivered in adjacent states across borders.

Veterinary Committee in October 2001 endorsed a comprehensive set of principles
applying to cross-jurisdictional issues, which address four main areas:

(@) restrictions over the movement of livestock;

(b) disease control programs;

(c) surveillance; and

(d) emergency disease response.

In essence the principles espouse the following:

(@) that controls over livestock movements between states/territories should be based
on the WTO SPS measures;

(b) that wherever possible disease control programs for diseases shared across
state/territory boundaries be based on natlgr{or at least bilaterally) agreed
standards and rules;

(c) that surveillance programs for diseases shared across state/territory boundaries
should operate on nationally agreed standards, with jurisdictions sharing disease
tracing information as appropriate; and

(d) that effective management of an emergency disease occurring across a
state/territory border requires the optimat asid sharing of all available resources,
including single or shared local disease control centres sensibly located, rotation of
key staff, and authorization of personoabler both jurisdiction’s legislation.
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RESOLUTIONS
6. Council:
(@) NOTED that the adoption of principles and agreements addressing cross-border
jurisdictional animal health issues will significantly enhance the delivery of
uniform, coordinated emergency response and disease control services between
adjacent states/territories across common borders, and will ensure that restrictions
on the movement of livestock and livestock products are the minimum necessary to
effect disease control and avoid unnecessary costs on industry;
(b) NOTED the consistency ofpproach principles; and
(c) AGREED that jurisdictions sharing borders commence bilateral discussions to

address the issues raised with respect to emergency disease response.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.13

NATIONAL OVINE JOHNE'S DISEASE CONTROL AND EVALUATION PROGRAM

1.

(NOJDP) PROGRAM PLAN 2001-02 TO 2003-04

Council agreement was sought for a way forward for this Program.

BACKGROUND

2.

Significant outcomes were achieved by the NOJDP in its first three years. A number of
research trials were set up to investigate a range of issues, including vaccination,
mortality, destocking, organism survival agehetic preservation. Elregistration of the
Gudaif® vaccine is now imminent, the Johne’s organism’s survival is known to be
affected by many factors and testing wsagd accuracy has been improved. It is
estimated that 30-35% of flocks have been subjected to surveillance across Australia,
with approximately 35,000 lines, comprising 10 million sheep, being screened since late
1999. Surveillance data has reinforced the national zoning strategy and provided
important information on the prevalence of the disease.

Animal Health Australia has developed with relevant members a revised NOJDP
Program Plan to implement the recommendations of the Mid Term Review in line with
the existing Deed of Agreement, Business Plan and funding formulae.

The revised Program Plan was presented to the Parties to the Deed in September and
included proposed increases to the budgets for surveillance, control (a new Sub Program),
communications and management. Parties agreed to the enhanced communications
program and the introduction of the cohpoogram, but requested Animal Health

Australia revise the states’ proposals for sigaifit increases in the surveillance budget

down to the original Business Plan levelsd®8.1 million. In addition, the management
budget was to be revised with a view tormefficient utilisation of resources.

Following circulation and discussiontbe paper on National Sheep Industry Financial
Assistance, a position paper with specific quantified proposals for the disbursement of
funds, including subsidising the cost oteme, the development of property disease
management programs and de-stocking in low prevalence areas was considered by
industry during October and November 2001.

The Financial Assistance Package was widely debated in the sheep industry and in mid
October, WoolProducers voted in favour of dorally funded levy to provide financial
assistance to OJD affected producers. In mid November, the Sheepmeat Council of
Australia also endorsed the proposals regarding funding assistance. The financial
assistance package proposed that $16.2 million be funded by the national sheep industry
and $5.9 million by government at a state and Federal level over the next three years.
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15.
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In November 2001 the NOJDP Program Advisory Committee endorsed the draft NOJDP
Program Plan for the next 3 years. IrcBaber the Board of Animal Health Australia

also endorsed the Program subject to suitable arrangements being in place by the end of
March 2002 for the raising of nationally funded financial assistance. In the event plans
were not well advanced for the raising of funds, the Board indicated a thorough review of
the Program would be required.

In mid December 2001 the new NOJDP Program Plan 2001-02-2003-04 was sent to all
Parties to the Deed. The Plan was accompanied by a clear summary of the budgetary
implications of the new Program and compared the contributions from Parties to the
original Business Plan and the new ProgRiem. Animal Health Australia requested

Parties to respond by 18 January 2002 to the new Program Plan and sought endorsement
of the revised budget.

All Parties remain committed to the NOJDP and all, with the exception of the
Commonwealth, endorsed the Program Plan for 2001-02-2003-04 by the middle of
February 2002.

The NOJDP Program Advisory Committee met on 1 March 2002 and considered advice
from the National Sheep Industry (NSI) on theusaif national financial assistance and
also considered the rapidly changing environment in which the Program was operating.

The NSI advised that the proposed new assistance measures could not be achieved in the
short term (six months) because of diffites in achieving national acceptance of

increased levies for assistance, the reluctance of the Commonwealth to provide interim
funding and the likely period to introduce appropriate levy changes.

The implementation of a state industry funded financial assistance package in New South
Wales will provide a significant proportiaf the assistance fwroducers previously

proposed as part of the national assistance measures, including assistance for property
disease management plans and subsidised vaccine. The NSW state industry measures
have an annual target of just over $4 million per annum and will provide up to a

maximum of $26,000 per farm.

On-going review of the effectiveness of the Surveillance Program is indicating that the
objectives have largely been achieved with additional information not materially
changing the knowledge of distribution or concentration of the disease. Itis
acknowledged that continuing surveillance is required to maintain the integrity of the
current zones but that some savings in expenditure may be achievable and consideration
could be given to re-directing the committed funds to other elements of the Program.

The proposed changes to OJD zones and in particular the progression to Protected Zone
status for significant areas of NSW, Victoaad South Australia, have caused concern to
producers. The PAC has recommended that the new zone boundaries be decided and
widely publicised in the period to 1 July 2002, but implementation be delayed for a

period of some 3 months. The recommendation has been accepted by Veterinary
Committee, thereby allowing affected producertate appropriate action if their normal
trading actions are impacted in a manner thqutires additional testing to be carried out.

The Victorian Government has given in-principle support to a new Victorian ovine
Johne’s disease program. Commencement of the program is subject to industry
providing funding for assistance measures for affected producers. The Victorian
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Government has also decided to forgive the previous debt ($15.9 million) of the Sheep
and Goat Compensation Fund subject to the Victorian sheep industry’s agreement to
broaden the usage of the Fund to cover a range of sheep animal health programs of
benefit to the industry, and to subject the Ftongreater financial accountability so that

it does not go into debt in the future.

RESOLUTIONS

16. Council:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

NOTED the significant developments in important areas of the National Ovine
Johne’s Disease Control and Evaluation Program (NOJDP);

NOTED the difficulties being experience by the national sheep industry in gaining
acceptance for a levy to fund national sissice measures but encourages industry
to find a mechanism to finance their industry animal health related issues;

NOTED that the Board of Animal Health Australia has considered the advice from
the Program Advisory Committee (PAC) regarding the industry’s efforts to provide
financial assistance and the changing circumstances surrounding the Program, and
has requested that the PAC provide advice on the future conduct of the NOJDP;

AGREED that an assessment be made of all elements of the Program to determine
if any changes to the current conductref Program are required in view of the
changed environment in which the Program is being implemented. In particular, an
effort to identify savings that could loensidered for reallocation to other

components of the Program, including the possibility of augmenting financial
assistance measures being consideredépdkional industry, should be examined,;

NOTED that the revised national management program is a dynamic control

activity to control the spread of the disease while obtaining new knowledge about

the disease, which is constantly under review based on outcomes of R& D programs.

The assessment will include the following issues:

(i) the focus of the R&D program;

(i)  zoning to maintain disease control;

(i) level of surveillance activity to support zoning requirements; and

(iv) greater focus on farm management and control activities to include wider
availability of vaccine, property disease management programs, the retention
of destocking as a voluntary option for individual producers, encouragement
for all producers to test and ascertain their status, trading to be based on
vendor declarations and improvementiated trading options for affected
producers; and

NOTED that the Board of Animal Health Australia considered the NOJDP at its
meeting on 17-18 April 2002 and will seek the agreement of relevant members to
any proposed changes.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

1.

RESOLUTION No: 1.14

INDIGENOUS RECONCILIATION ACTION PLAN

Council agreement was sought for the adoption of the draft Action Plan for Indigenous
Reconciliation.

BACKGROUND

2.

On 3 November 2000, the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) agreed to a
framework to Advance Reconciliation. COAG committed to an approach based on
partnerships and shared responsibilitig$ Indigenous communities and program
flexibility and coordination between govenent agencies, with a focus on local
communities and outcomes.

As a result, all agencies were asked to review mainstream and Indigenous-specific
programs and services in the context of the COAG framework. In addition, COAG
agreed that, as part of a national approach to the framework, Ministerial Councils would
within 12 months develop action plans, Indigenous performance monitoring strategies
and benchmarks to:

(@) advance reconciliation;

(b) promote economic independence; and

(c) address the disadvantage experienced by Indigenous people.

During 2001, Taskforces for Natural ResmuManagement (NRM), Primary Industries
(P1) and Environment Protection and Herit§g®H) were formed to develop action
plans for Council in accordance with COAG’s direction.

At the November 2001 NRM and Pl Standing Committee meetings, it was agreed that
there should be three plans developed for EP&HMC, NRMMC and PIMC that had a
similar “look and feel” and which comprised consistent actions and issues. The existing
NRM Taskforce and Pl Taskforce members were brought together under the auspices of
the NRM Programs Committee in order to develop these plans. In February 2002 the
Joint Taskforce finalised both the NRM and Pl Action Plans, incorporating feedback
from the consultation process and to ensure consistency between plans.

Council was advised that the Action Plans are, by definition, high level overview
documents which need to be supported in due course by Implementation Plans which
would specify detailed actions, timing and respbitities. Given the similarity of the
NRM, Pl and EPH Plans, it was suggested itmaiementation of all three be coordinated
by the NRM Programs Committee.
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7. Council was also advised that the ATSIC Chairman, Mr Geoff Clark, had been provided
with a copy of the PIMC (and NRMMC) Action Plans and that he was to discuss these,
and other matters, at the NRMMCA meeting on the following day.

RESOLUTIONS

8. Council:

(@) AGREED the Primary Industries Action Plan for Advancing Reconciliation, for
implementation (at Annex)Aand

(b) AGREED that the Programs Committee of the Natural Resource Management
Standing Committee oversight the preparation of draft implementation plans
specifying the detailed content, timing and responsibility elements of both the
Primary Industries and Natural Resource Management Action Plans for Advancing
Reconciliation after liaising ith primary industry agencies.

ANNEX A:  Primary Industries Action Plan to Advance Reconciliation 2001-02
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ANNEX A
PRIMARY INDUSTRIES MINISTERIAL COUNCIL ACTION PLAN TO ADVANCE
RECONCILIATION 2001-02

Introduction

The Council of Australian Governments (COAG) agreed that governments can make a real
difference in the lives of Indigenous people by addressing social and economic disadvantage,
including life expectancy, and improving governance and service delivery arrangements with
Indigenous people. Drawing on the lessons of the mixed success of efforts in the past to
address Indigenous disadvantage, the COA@Gnaitied itself to an approach based on:

- partnerships and shared resporiies with Indigenous communities;
- program flexibility and coordination between government agencies; with
- afocus on local communities and outcomes.

COAG agreed on priority actions in three areas:

1. investing in Indigenous commity leadership initiatives;

2. reviewing and re-engineering programs amyises to ensure they deliver practical
measures that support Indigenous familiegdotn and young people. In particular,
governments agreed to look at measures for tackling family violence, drug and alcohol
dependency and other symptoms of community dysfunction; and

3. forging greater links between the business sector and Indigenous communities to help
promote economic independence.

COAG agreed that Ministerial Councils would develop Action Plans, performance monitoring
strategies and benchmarks. This Action Plan takes into account COAG charter in the context
of the objectives and scope of the RaignIindustries Ministerial Council.

In developing the Action Plan, two key directions were considered essential to achieving the
COAG reform.

Partnerships and shared responsibilities
Partnerships are more than consultation, involvement and engagement. Being partners means
that we share responsibilities and contribute as equal partners in developing action plans to
advance reconciliation. This is done by:

e Engaging and supporting each other

e Learning from one another

e Creating an environment of trust, respect and transparency

ATSIC, ILC and other Indigenous bodies are pars with government agencies and decide
their level of involvement according to their priorities.

Capacity Building within agencies and communities
Effective partnership relies on capacity buiglwithin, and relationship building between
communities and government agencies.
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ATSIC's recent discussion paper prepared by the Gerritsen Institute suggests that there are
several aspects of capacity building that will have different implications for implementation of
the NRM and PI Action Plan. Two key areas were identified as basic to the discussion of
community capacity building issues; public management and community development. These
two approaches are central to the implementation strategies of the NRM and PI Action Plan.

In terms of public sector management, capauitjyding refers to addressing and improving
inter and intra agency coordination and management issues, reengineering program design and
fundamentally embedding program implementation in a community based planning context.

In terms of communities, capacity building creates a need for:

. Specific skills training, cultural awareness and community building

o Management training and skills training in dealing with government

o Systems and infrastructure for the development and sharing of knowledge

o Research and development targeting solutions at the regional and local level
o Recognition of regional culture in susteig communities and setting priorities

Furthermore, capacity building takes it shape as much from intangible features such as
community motivation and vision as from that communities' physical, civic and economic
infrastructure.

In both communities and the public sector, capacity building must be a long term strategy
directly tied to both the development of available resources and to support within any
community. This involves:

Networking

Joint venture/partnerships

Support from across the general community

Establishing long term planning processes

Coordination

Greater degree of participation by communities

In recognition of COAG's charter, this Action Plaas been developed partnership with the
Ministerial Council for Aboriginal and Islard Affairs, Natural Resource Management
Ministerial Council and the Environment Reotion and Heritage Conservation Ministerial
Council.

Objectives of this Action Plan

The objective is to advance reconciliatipnpmote economic independence and address the
disadvantage experienced by Indigenous =opithin the agencies responsible for
management of sustainable primary industries.

Principles

The following principles underpin the Actidian with the understanding that in terms of
implementation, each jurisdiction will need to develop and implement its own strategies based
on local needs and circumstances.
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Commitment
PIMC is committed to the COAG framework for advancing reconciliation and will
provide leadership on Indigenous issireprimary industries to ensure real
improvements in the lives of Indigenous people.

Partnership

PIMC is committed to:

e Building partnerships with the Ministeri@louncil for Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Affairs (MCATSIA) and the Boriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Commission (ATSIC) and the Indigenous Land Council (ILC) in policy and
program development to ensure consistent and appropriate co-ordination,
monitoring and reporting.

e Building partnerships with other Ministerial councils and Indigenous agencies for
inter-sectorial and inter-government action

Accountability
e PIMC is committed to monitoring, evaluating and reporting based on MCATSIA’s
benchmarks
e PIMC is committed to aligning the performance monitoring strategies undertaken
by the and responsible jurisdictions are in line with the Review of Government
Service Provision on Indigenous reporting

Priorities

To implement this Action Plan, the PIMC will:

1.

ahrwn

PROVIDE LEADERSHIP IN INDIGENOUS ISSUES IN THE MANAGEMENT OF
SUSTAINABLE PRIMARY INDUSTRIES.

Facilitate intergovernmental and inter-sectoral links and coordination

Ensure gaps barriers and opportunities are identified and addressed.
Coordinate, monitor, review and evalutte Action Plan and respond accordingly.
Report to COAG on the advancement of Aboriginal Reconciliation

The PIMC will encourage their jurisdictions to focus on:

partnerships and shared responsibiliti&h wdigenous communities through capacity
building

program flexibility and:

coordination between government agencies
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al Council Action Plan

Attachment A

Through this Action Plan, the Primary Industries Ministerial Council (PIMC) will ensure
specific actions in each of the priority areas enumerated above.

1. Provide and promote leadership in I ndigenous issues in the management of sustainable
primary industriesin partnership with | ndigenous agencies and communities.

Action

Output and/or
Performance Measure

Outcome

1A. Promote the COAG Reconciliation
Framework to member agencies

All PIMC agencies
advised of the CoAG
framework and the
PIMC Action Plan.

1B. Support agencies’ involvement and
action in building parterships and share
responsibilities with Indigenous agencie|
groups and communities through ATSC
and ILC.

All PIMC agencies’
I strategies and plans are
sdeveloped using

partnership principles

with applicable

Indigenous agencies

Greater participation and
partnerships with Indigenous
people.

Increased linkages between
indigenous landholders and the
industries sector.

1C. Steer the development of a national
framework for the re-engineering of
appropriate programs to meet the need
Indigenous people

Development and
communication of a
5 pational framework

Consistency of
performance measures
across jurisdictions.

All PIMC agencies will
review and re-engineer
their policies, products
and services according
to CoAG's requirementg
for Aboriginal
Reconciliation by
December, 2002

Where applicable, primary
industries policies, products and
services will have a flexible
approach to design and delivery
that encourages maximum
participation by Indigenous
people.

Increased equity of outcomes th
relate to the social and economi¢
well being of Indigenous people.
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1D. Build capacity, by showcasing
examples of best practice in member
agencies, MCATSIA and Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander Commission
(ATSIC) work in implementing CoAG's
aboriginal reconciliation framework to
encourage agencies to:

identify opportunities to enable
increased Indigenous involvement;
and

identify opportunities for cooperatio
and streamlining of program
development and delivery across
agencies

forging links between member
agencies and the private sector to
identify and develop economic
opportunities.

Case studies
documented and
disseminated to membse
agencies.

Improved social and economic
well-being of Indigenous people
rand communities.

A shared understanding of
successful models

Increased sharing of models of
best practice between jurisdictio
and other agencies.

Increased communication on
Indigenous issues

1E. Ongoing review of the PIMC work
plan to ensure that actions targeting
Indigenous disadvantage are progresse

The work plan reviewed
and amended as
drequired.

Council's work plan supports the
COAG reconciliation framework.
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2. Promote inter-governmental and inter-sectoral links and coordination

Action

Output and/or
Performance Measure

Outcome

2A. Encourage representatives of
Indigenous organisations on relevant
Council working groups

Working group
membership details
reported by PIMC
annually.

PIMC enhances Indigenous
representation and can encoura
change as appropriate.

je

2B. Oversee the development of
processes and procedures that will resu
in intergovernmental links and
partnerships being established with
Ministerial Council for Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander Affairs (MCATSIA
and other relevant ministerial councils o
cross-jurisdictional Indigenous issues.

Links established with
[tother Ministerial

Councils.

A level of consistency i

advancing reconciliatior]

across Ministerial
nCouncils.

Joint decisions made in
partnership with other Ministerial
Councils.

2C. Oversee the development of
processes and procedures that will fostg
partnerships with key Indigenous bodied

Identification of and
erdevelopment of links
5 with Indigenous
organisations by
December, 2002

Improved communication with
representatives of Indigenous
agencies, groups.

2D. Review and closer align /combine t
Pl, NRM and EPHC Action Plans on
Advancing Aboriginal Reconciliation.

n€onsistency of Action
Plans on Advancing
Aboriginal
Reconciliation

Improved service and consistent]
delivery of services to Indigenou
agencies, groups and
communities.

[92)

2E. PIMC Member agencies ensure
websites links provide

information on Advancing Aboriginal
Reconciliation, relevant activities and

Links put in place and
case studies developed

where possible relevant case studies.

Broader access to and
understanding of programs

3.

| dentify and address gaps barriers and opportunities

Action

Output and/or
Performance Measure

Outcome

3A. Monitor the development and
implementation of best practiceguideling
which incorporate above principles and
COAG priority areas

Best practice guidelines
developed and adopted

t by agencies by June,
2002

Develop a process of
continuous improvemer]
to review best practice
guidelines

Better program flexibility and
coordination between governme
agencies

Better access to information on
the advancement of reconciliatio

>




65

3B. Monitor pro gress of member gencie
review and reergineer policies, prgramsg
services for Indigenous people/commun

Policies, programs and
services are revised
tusing the best practice
guidelines to take into
account cultural
differences.

New policies, programs
and services are

developed and targeted
at Indigenous people.

Removal of current barriers that
exist and prevent Indigenous
people taking-up existing
programs and/or services and
achieving equity in outcomes.

Relevant consistency of policies
programs and services across
agencies.

3C. Foster the sharing of information on
examples of Indigenous action in prima
industries and sustainable resource
management

Shared information to
ydevelop best models fo
delivering benefits to
Indigenous people.

Case studies

documented and
disseminated to membed
agencies

Updating the best
practice guidelines
annually

=

Improved models of programs a
service for Indigenous peoples.

Increased capacity of agencies |

design and deliver improved
models of programs and service
with Indigenous
communities/agencies.

nd

(@)

3D. Promote the development of decisia
making processes and tools which
integrate Indigenous issues into regiong
land management and planning procesg

n

|
bES.

3E. Support the development of a natior
approach to best practice to property
management planning on Indigenous

lands in partnership with ILC and ATSIC.

auild a partnership with
ATSIC and ILC by July
2002.

Consistency of best practice in
property management planning
Indigenous lands.

3F. Ensure programs designed and
delivered by member agencies promote
Indigenous employment and managemg
opportunities.

ent

Increased employment and
management opportunities for
Indigenous people.
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4. Measure, review, evaluate and respond
Action Output and/or Outcome
Performance Measure
4A. Report as required to COAG and | Ensure the Partnerships, shared

MCATSIA on the outcomes achieved ud
this Action Plan

establishment of a
mechanism for the
measurement,

evaluation and reporting
on agency responses tdg
the action plan

Reporting to COAG
completed as required

responsibilities vith Indigenous
communities, program flexibility
and coordination between

) government agencies

All reports are in line with
MCATSIA requirements and the
Review of Government Service
Provision on Indigenous reportin

4B. Partner with MCATSIA, NRMMC
and EPHC to develop a set of key
indicators of Indigenous involvement ar
participation in management of
sustainable primary industries activities

Key indicators
developed and adopted
by primary industries
agencies by the end of
2002.

Greater understanding and bettg
measurement of involvement in
management of sustainable
primary industries policies and
programs.

Consistent benchmarking and
reporting across PIMC agencies
and/or Ministerial Councils.

4C. Monitor and progress of the review
and re-engineering of member agencies
policies, programs and services.

Policies, programs and
services are revised
using the national
framework to take into
account cultural
differences;

New policies, programs
and services are
developed and targeted
at Indigenous people.

Improved services and programg
for Indigenous people.

Improvement in the social and
economic well being for
Indigenous people and
communities.

4D. Ensure the establishment of a
mechanism for the ongoing review of th
PIMC action plan.

Establish a process in
epartnership with
MCATSIA for review

Enhanced capacity for PIMC to
advance reconciliation

=
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.15

REFORM OF EXCEPTIONA L CIRCUMSTANCES POLICY —
REPORT BY EC WORKING GROUP

1. Council was informed of the work of the Exceptional Circumstances (EC) Working
Group.

BACKGROUND

2.  The EC Working Group prepared an interim report for ARMCANZ 21 (August 2001)
outlining a framework for a new EC policy consistent with the principles agreed at
ARMCANZ 19 (March 2001).

3. ARMCANZ 21:

(@) agreed in principle to implementation of EC buffer zones and the use of predictive
data in the EC assessment process (ARMCANZ 21 Resolution 1J).

(b) considered the EC framework proposed by the SCARM working group;

(c) noted that agreement on a new EC policy framework is linked to the resolution of
policy and funding issues, particulaftyr EC farm business support; and

(d) noted more work would be necessary to advance the EC framework proposed in the
interim report.

4.  The EC Working Group re-convened in Sydney to progress development of the proposed
EC framework.

5. EC has been criticised widely because it involves a stringent process, which has been
mainly driven and funded by the Commonwealth. In summary:

(@) the ‘last resort’ nature of ECn®t well understood or accepted;

(b) the assessment criteria are often criticised as severe and inflexible and the
assessment process is seen as bureaucratic and unresponsive;

(c) state drought programs and EC are often confused, particularly the
misunderstanding that eligibility for state programs is not an automatic entitlement
to Commonwealth EC; and

(d) interest rate subsidies (IRS) are widensidered to be distortionary and to have a
potentially negative impact on adjustment processes and programs.

New Exceptional Circumstances policy framework

6. Elements of the proposed EC policy framework outlined below build on previously agreed
(ARMCANZ, March and August@)1) principles/proposals.
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Strategic assessment process

The new EC application and assessment process would include the new elements of:

(&) on-going meetings to undertake joint monitoring of climatic conditions and
consultations on emerging issues between the states/territories and Commonwealth;

(b) new EC case meetings between state and Commonwealth officials and communities,
to discuss the merits of a prima facie case for EC in regions where problems are seen
to be emerging;

(c) temporary state government represioticon NRAC for consideration of EC
applications from respective states; and

(d) NRAC's recommendation is then put to both the state and Commonwealth Ministers
for a joint decision.

Applications

Where Commonwealth and state officials agree thergrisra facie case, a cash grant of
up to $5,000, funded equally by the respective state and the Commonwealth, could be
provided to communities to formally develop their application

the state in which the case originates will determine responsibility for the
development of EC submissions. Stateitiery governments can choose to develop
EC applications in consultation with communities or allow for the community to
develop the application, with access to state and Commonwealth held data

if the potential for an EC case is unanimously supported at the EC case meeting
(described above), the process, data needs etc, for developing the EC application
will also be decided. If there is no case for EC, alternative options utilizing other
existing programs would be discussed with communities.

A pro forma application with examples of data needs and interpretation would be
developed to provide communities watguide on preparing applications.

Boundaries
Currently where EC is declared distinct boundaries are geographically defined. To
improve this process

on NRAC'’s advice, the Commonwealth and states/territories may agree that EC
boundaries be adjusted to reflect charigebe event's coverage during the EC
assessment. The monitoring role during the assessment process for NRAC and the
Commonwealth and state governments would contribute to determining and
maintaining appropriate EC boundaries.

NRAC may specify a ‘buffer zone’ around fornt&C boundaries that is consistent with
ARMCANZ 21, such that:

(@)

(b)

(€)
(d)

the buffer zone must be adjoining and reasonably proximate to the EC boundary and
would be assumed to have experienced#ee rare and severe event as the core

EC area;

the number of farms covered in the buffer zone should not exceed 25 per cent of the
total number of farm businesses located in the core EC area;

the buffer zone need not be uniform around the EC boundary; and

farm businesses in the buffer zone would be required to individually demonstrate a
severe and prolonged impact of the EC event through a downturn in farm income
and production.
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EC support

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

On EC declaration, either Farm Help EC (a new name for the Exceptional Circumstances
Relief Payment, ECRP, without changing the current individual eligibility criteria), or EC
farm business support (as cash grants) woulavbéable only to eligible farm businesses
and farm families:

(@) EC assistance will be provided to eligilaleplicants for one year with eligibility for
an extension of one year of recovery assistance;

(b) cash grants will be capped with the quantum of individual grants being related to a
measure of farm financial performance and business needs identified in the business
plan or cash flow budget;

(c) recipients of EC business support should only be eligible for the second year of
assistance if they meet eligibility criteria and can demonstrate they have developed
and are implementing a well-founded farm business plan; and

(d) IRS will remain available to eligibliarm businesses choosing business support in
EC declared areas pending the outcomin@fiRS review to be conducted in 2002.

Mutually exclusive support measures

Based on current arrangements where an allowance is already made for farm family
welfare in the determination of the level®€ farm business support, applicants should

not be able to access Farm Help EC and EC farm business support at the same time. This
relates to the question of the viability of farms needing income support. A family that is
supported by a viable farm business and is eligible for business support will have its
welfare needs accounted for in the calculation of the business support it is entitled to,
precluding the need for welfare assistance.

In light of this determination, the provisiah welfare support to the dependents of viable
farm businesses may be unnecessary and vias/ad inappropriate use of public funds.

To ensure the perception and practiceqpfiy and fairness principles, it may be

preferable to enable eligible farm families to choose which form of assistance to apply for.
That is, mutually exclusive support measurasthe type of asstance (business or

welfare) to be selected by the farm family.

Joint funding of EC business support

The Commonwealth proposed that while itesgp to continue to fund 100 percent of the
welfare support, farm business support should be funded 50:50 by the Commonwealth and
states/territories to address the adversagaire of the current program. Currently the
Commonwealth funds 90 percent and the states 10 percent. At this stage the general
position of the states is that any change to the current funding share arrangements would
not be acceptable.

While heavily dependent on climatic conditions, the cost of new EC assistance
arrangements could be anticipated to be similar to the average cost of assistance over the
period 1994-95 to 2000-01, as the EC assessment and individual eligibility criteria would

not change under this proposal. Costs per case may increase moderately depending on the
extent to which buffer zones are used and farmers in these zones meet the individual
eligibility criteria. Costs per EC case will increase if the total number of eligible applicants
increases.

Should EC welfare and business support bdamautually exclusive, this could be
expected to reduce the cost of total EC assistance significantly.



70
18. The financial impact of any decision to replace IRS with cash grants will depend on the
guidelines established for their determination. It is possible that Option 1 proposed in
paragraph 12 for determining cash grants could result in some increase in the total cost of
EC farm business support compared with the current IRS arrangements.

19. This item was discussed together withNtieister’s discussion item at Resolution 1.4.

RESOLUTION

20. CouncilNOTED the work of the Exceptional Circumstances Working Group.



71

Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.16

CESSATION OF EXPORTS OF EWES FOR SLAUGHTER

1. Council agreement was sought to urge Livecorp to develop training, proficiency and
accreditation standards for ultrasound scanner operators who certify ewes not pregnant
for export.

BACKGROUND

2. The Hon Kim Chance MLC, Minister for Agriculture, Western Australia, presented a
paper to ARMCANZ 21(August 2001) recommending that exports of ewes destined for
slaughter from Australia be prohibited andttthe regulations under the Export Control
Act be amended accordingly. Council noted that there had not been sufficient
consideration and consultation on the proposdlagreed that the matter be referred to
Standing Committee for review.

3. Minister Chance reported representation®égple Against Cruelty in Animal Transport
(PACAT) opposing the export trade in live sheep, with particular reference to ewes.
Their specific concern was where ewes give birth at some point in transport.

4. Ewes make up only a very small part of the live sheep trade to the Middle East because
the market strongly prefers males. However some ewes have been exported to supply the
Ramadan feast season when supplies of males in Australia cannot meet the greatly
increased demand for sheep.

5. Meat and Live-stock Industry Order N&5196 of 1995 (the Order) which regulates the
export of ewes for slaughter bans the export of pregnant ewes for slaughter. Each ewe
for export for slaughter must be pregnancy tested by ultrasound scanner within 30 days of
export and certified as not being pregnant. Ewes which show evidence of being pregnant
must be excluded from the shipment for export. Those which are not shown to be
pregnant must be tagged with a sequentially numbered ear tag which enables AQIS to
identify the operator who did the pregnancy &gl to determine the source of the ewe.

6. The provisions of the Order banning exmrpregnant ewes are incorporated into the
Australian Livestock Export Standards (ALES). These ALES standards are required to
be incorporated in company quality syssemmder the Livestock Export Accreditation
Program (LEAP) and the quality systems are subject to independent audit. During the
LEAP audit, an exporter is required to show evidence of pregnancy test certificates for
any ewes exported. A breach of this requirement would be regarded by Livecorp as a
major non-conformance which could result in a re-classification of the exporter’s
accreditation and lead to an increased audit frequency.
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The Order requires the operator conducting the pregnancy test to be trained to operate an
ultrasound scanner. However it does not require the operator to be accredited and no
testing is required to ensure competency with accurately interpreting the results.

Because the pregnancy test is required within 30 days of export, and the trip to the
Middle East takes up to 30 days, any ewe which gives birth on board would need to be at
least 87 days pregnant when tested if she delivered full term. Very high levels of
accuracy can be achieved to diagnose pregnancy at 80 plus days into gestation using
modern scanning techniques and equipment. Therefore, significant numbers of ewes
lambing full term on board would indicate inability of the tester to correctly indicate
pregnant ewes in late second/third ester, a breakdown of the recording and

certification system to maintain the identity the ewes presented for export, or fraud (i.e.
falsely indicating that ewes presented for export had been tested non-pregnant within 30
days of export).

Animal Welfare Committee (AWC) understis that concerns were expressed at
ARMCANZ that a ban on export of ewes may create a precedent leading to pressure for
bans on the export of cows. The Australdeat and Live-stock Industry Act Orders do

not ban the export of pregnant cows for slaughter. This has not lead to any incidents
which have created animal welfare comseand AWC members are not aware of any
representations for live cow exports to beafcally banned on animal welfare grounds.

RESOLUTIONS

10.

Council:

(@) NOTED that if the Meat and Live-stodkdustry Order No L15196 of 1995 (the
Order) is followed correctly the export of ewes raise no additional animal welfare
concerns;

(b) AGREED to urge Livecorp to develop trang, proficiency and accreditation
standards for ultrasound scanner operators who certify ewes not pregnant for the
purposes of the Meat and Live-stdcklustry Order No L15196 of 1995;

(c) AGREED that these additional standards should be adopted into amended
Australian Livestock Export Standards to ensure the Order is correctly
implemented, and incorporated into company quality assurance systems, and that
the scanner operators’ proficiency be monitored by Livecorp; and

(d) NOTED that Standing Committee will write to Livecorp requesting that it be
provided with regular reports on early birth rates.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

1.

RESOLUTION No: 1.17

MODEL CODE OF PRACTICE FOR THE WELFARE OF ANIMALS —
DOMESTIC POULTRY (4 ™ EDITION)

Council endorsement was sought forlMae Code of Practice for the Welfare of
Animals — Domestic Poultry (4™ Edition) (the Model Code of Practice).

BACKGROUND

2.

ARMCANZ 17 (March 2000) agreed thahimal Welfare Committee establish a
working group to revise the Model CodéPractice. ARMCANZ 21 (August 2001)
noted that while the revision was completed, the associated Regulation Impact
Statement necessary for ARMCANZ consideratcould not be finalised in time for
ARMCANZ consideration in August.

The Model Code of Practice documents the minimum standards for poultry welfare. It
recognises that welfare of poultry is complex interaction of factors involving the need
for food and water, the provision of appriate housing, assuring proper care and
treatment, and the meeting of appropriateaveoural needs, and that these needs must
be met in a practical way.

The code is intended for use as:

(@) areference for people responsible for the welfare and husbandry of domestic
poultry;

(b) an information source for the pubdéibout acceptable standards for welfare and
husbandry of domestic poultry;

(c) the basis for quality assurance programs recognising animal welfare; and

(d) aguide to Australia’s animal Viare standards for other countries.

Animal Welfare Committee endorsed the revised code and sought comments from the
key stakeholders (the Australian Egg Inmy#\ssociation (AEIA), Australian Chicken
Meat Association (ACMA), RSPCA Australia and Animals Australia) on the final draft.

Animals Australia and the RSPCA indicated that while they were not completely

satisfied with the draft code they were prepared to accept it on the basis that it was a
compromise. They also made it clear that they would reconsider their support should
there be any major additional changes to the draft. AEIA had concerns with the draft
and requested a meeting with representatives of the Animal Welfare Committee to
discuss their issues. Agreement at this meeting was subsequently reached on all issues.
ACMA had concerns regarding temperature control which were accommodated.
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7.  Council’s attention was drawn to the Regulation Impact Statement that had been
prepared and which complies with the Office of Regulation Review requirements.
RESOLUTIONS
8. Council:

(@) ENDORSED the Model Code of Practice for the Welfare of Animals — Domestic
Poultry (4" Edition);

(b) EXPRESSEDits appreciation to the Working Group in finalising the Code of
Practice; and

(c) NOTED the Regulation Impact Statement.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.18

PROGRESS REPORT ON THE VERIFICATION FRAMEWORK TO COMPLEMENT
THE RECENTLY REVISED AND HARMONISED DRAFT AUSTRALIAN
STANDARD FOR HYGIENIC PRODUCTION AND TRANSPORTATION OF MEAT
AND MEAT PRODUCTS FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION

1. Council endorsement was sought of draftfieation framework principles developed by
the Red Meat Advisory (RMAC) Verification Sub-committee to complement the recently
revised and harmonisédistralian Sandard for the Hygienic Production and
Transportation of Meat and Meat Products for Human Consumption.

BACKGROUND

2.  The National Competition Policy Review of the Export Control Act in 2000
recommended harmonisation of domestic and export meat standards and that they are
made consistent with relevant international standards.

3. The revision of théustralian Standard for the Hygienic Production and Transportation
of Meat and Meat Products for Human Consumption and its endorsement by ARMCANZ
in August 2001 were the first steps in the harmonisation of domestic and export meat
standards.

4.  The Hon. Warren Truss, Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, requested the
Red Meat Advisory Council (RMAC) to manage the development of a verification
framework.

5.  The RMAC Verification Sub-committee was subsequently formed. It is chaired by AQIS
and includes representatives from the statatraethorities (Victorian Meat Authority
and Safe Food QId), the domestic and export meat industry sectors and the meat industry
bodies (National Meat Association and the Australian Meat Council).

6. An exemption to th@rescribed Goods (General) Ordersis currently required to allow
the export of meat produced in domestic plants to proceed. With the implementation of
the revised Standard, the relevant pieces of the export legislation will now be amended so
that the revised Standard is appropriately included and exemptions will no longer be
required.

7.  Atthe inaugural meeting of the RMAErification Sub-committee in Sydney on
1 February 2002, there was unanimous agreement that AQIS should be the sole certifying
body for exported meat products. It was alseed that there needed to be a verification
framework to enable AQIS to provide export certification for product produced in
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domestic plants supported by state meat authority regulatory systems. In all, a total of
seven draft principles were agreed as follows.

AQIS to establish a Verification Unit ungiénning AQIS certification of all export
meat or meat products. This must be separate from the AQIS functions responsible
for plant supervision.

All plants who wish to export to become AQIS registered.

All red meat products for export to be sourced from AUS-MEAT accredited
establishments.

All plants wishing to export meat areat products and supporting regulatory
management systems to be subject to audits by the AQIS Verification Unit to
verify compliance with the Export Control Act, the Australian Standard and any
additional importing country requirements.

All plants that wish to export meat or meat products to be subject to the same level
of scrutiny by the AQIS Verification Unit.

All health certificates for Export to be signed by AQIS.

Consistent with the Frawley Review, revision of the Export Meat Orders to be
expedited to reflect the Australian Standards and any importing country
requirements.

8.  AQIS has commenced the review of the export legislation to provide for the revised
Australian Standard to be supported by ekfsgislation. RMAC's advice will be
sought as to the appropriate forum to consult industry regarding the proposed
amendments.

RESOLUTIONS

9. Council:

(@)

(b)

(©)

NOTED the progress on the verification framework to complement the recently
revised and harmonisédistralian Sandard for Hygienic Production and
Transportation of meat for Human Consumption;

NOTED that the Red Meat Advisory Committee (RMAC) met on 6 March and
supported the principles agreed by the RMAC Verification Sub-committee; and

ENDORSED thedraft principles for the verification framework developed by the
RMAC Verification Sub-committee afdOTED that RMAC will progress the
development of a detailed framework.



77

Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.19

AUSTRALIAN STANDARD FOR THE HYGIENIC PRODUCTION AND
TRANSPORTATION OF MEAT AND MEAT PRODUCTS
FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION

1. Council endorsement was sought for ameaudi® to clauses 3.12 and 3.13 of the
Australian Standard for the Hygienic Production and Transportation of Meat and Meat
Products for Human Consumption (‘the Standard’).

BACKGROUND
2. The Standard was initially endmd by ARMCANZ 21 (August 2001).

3. The Standard replaced four previous Standards (for construction of premises, production
and transportation of meat and meat products) and provides a framework for the
harmonisation of domestic and export requirements.

4.  Subsequent to endorsement of the Standard an issue was raised by the National Residue
Survey (NRS) in relation to the interpretation and possible ambiguity of current clauses
3.12 and 3.13 (relevant to surveillancenpéng, monitoring and testing programs).
NRS considered that clause 3.12 was ambiguous with regard to the authority or
authorities which can, or which are requitedendorse testing programs. Additionally,
NRS considered that clause 3.13 did n@&cpately require businesses to maintain
auditable records.

5. Meat Standards Committee considered these concerns and proposed the amendments to
clauses 3.12 and 3.13 as detailed below.

RESOLUTION

6. CouncilENDORSED amended clauses 3.12 and 3.13 ofAb&tralian Standard for the
Hygienic Production and Transportation of Meat and Meat Products for Human
Consumption as follows:

“3.12 The meat business complies witivaillance (targeted), sampling, monitoring
and testing programs applying to the business that:
(@) are endorsed by the relevant Council of Commonwealth, State and
Territory Ministers; or
(b) are programs that the controlling authority requires the meat business to
comply with for the purposes of this provision.
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3.13  The meat business records the survetkaftargeted), sampling, monitoring and
testing performed under the programs referred to in clause 3.12 and the available
results of the surveillance, sampling, monitoring and testing.

Note: For general requirements to make and keep documents see clauses 3.6
and 18.1.”
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.20

AMENDMENT TO AUSTRALIAN STANDARD FOR THE HYGIENIC
RENDERING OF ANIMAL PRODUCTS

1.  Council endorsement was sought for an amendment to clause 5.4.Aosttiaban
Sandard for the Hygienic Rendering of Animal Products (‘the Standard’).

BACKGROUND

2.  The Standard was initially endorsed by MRANZ 17 (March 2000). That Standard
included the following Clause 5.4.1:

‘The feeding of ruminant/mammalian material to ruminants is precluded by law in
Australia and therefore consignments of bulk or bagged rendered material must be
labelled with the prescribed warning statement to allow end users to know whether
feed contains ruminant/ mammalian material.’

3. ARMCANZ 19 (March 2001) resolved to ban the feeding of all mammalian material,
poultry (offal and feather) meat and fish meal to ruminants with the exception of milk
products, tallow and gelatine.

4.  In November 2001 the Secretary of Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry - Australia
requested Meat Standards Committee to review the Standard, including consideration of
the incorporation of the latest feed banypsions. The request was prompted by the
confirmation of BSE in Japan.

5.  The current clause 5.4.1 does not reflect the latest feed ban provisions.

6. As a matter of some urgency, Meat Standards Committee considered the labelling issue
and made the following recommendation:

‘The feeding of any animal material including material from poultry and fish and
excepting tallow, gelatine and milk products to ruminants is prohibited by law in
Australia. All consignments of bulk or bagged animal material, invoices and other
documentation relating to the supply of bulk rendered material must be labelled with
the prescribed warning statement as follows to allow end users to know whether
feeds contain restricted animal material:

This product contains restricted animal material - DO NOT FEED TO
CATTLE, SHEEP, GOATS, DEER OR OTHER RUMINANTS.’
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7. The Australian Renderers Association requested further amendment to the Standard to
address any potential trade issues that may arise because of the labelling requirement.
The proposed amendment is as follows:

‘The feeding of any animal material including material from poultry and fish and
excepting tallow, gelatine and milk products to ruminants is prohibited by law in
Australia. Accordingly, for all products to be used in Australig All

consignments of bulk or bagged animadterial, invoices and other documentation
relating to the supply of bulk rendered material must be labelled with the prescribed
warning statement as follows to all@md users to know whether feeds contain
restricted animal material:

This product contains restricted animal material - DO NOT FEED TO
CATTLE, SHEEP, GOATS, DEER OR OTHER RUMINANTS.’

8.  Standing Committee considered these alternatives and agreed to recommend to Council
the wording for Clause 5.4.1 as detailed in 10 (a) below.

9. Council noted that the amendment also needs to be considered by Standards Australia to
enable a variation to the published Standard.

RESOLUTIONS
10. Council:
(@) ENDORSED amendment to clause 5.4.1 of the Australian Standard for the

(b)

Hygienic Production of Rendered Products as follows:

‘The feeding of any restricted animal material (including ruminant, mammalian, and
material from poultry and fish and excemitallow, gelatine and milk products) to
ruminants is prohibited by law in Australia. All consignments of bulk or bagged
animal material, invoices and other documentation relating to the supply of bulk
rendered material must be labelled with the prescribed warning statement as follows
to allow end users to know whether feeds contain restricted animal material:

This product contains restricted animal material - DO NOT FEED TO
CATTLE, SHEEP, GOATS, DEER OR OTHER RUMINANTS.’

REQUESTED Meat Standards Committee to refer the matter to SAFEMEAT and
the Red Meat Advisory Committee for advice in respect of restricted rendered
animal material for export.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.21

MANAGEMENT OF GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS

Council support was sought for the approach that governments provide active
recognition, support and influence to underpin industry self-management of GM crops
posing potential risks to agricultural production or trade.

BACKGROUND

2.

Council was advised that SCARM 18 (August 2001) noted a report from SCARM’s
Industries Competitiveness Committee’s (ICC) Novel Crop Agricultural Risk (NCAR)
Taskforce which was tasked to report on:
e the agricultural risks to farming systems posed by novel crops;
¢ the adequacy of current management strategies; and
¢ the role of government, costs and benefits of options to address any deficiencies in
management of these risks.

SCARM 18 requested the Taskforce to jusaldvith GMO crops in its final report.
Standing Committee requested the ICC to review the issues raised in the Taskforce report
and report to the first meeting of PISC on the preferred responses from each jurisdiction.

The Acting Gene Technology Regulator (with confirmation from the new Regulator, Dr
Sue Meek), wrote on 14 November 2001 to confirm that “the OGTR has no responsibility
for agricultural or trade risks and was established to manage health and environmental
risks associated with certain dealings vgtmetically modified organisms (GMOSs)”.

At PISC 1 (November 2001) Standing Committee:

(a) agreed to the management of GM risks to agricultural production and trade by
industry self-regulation plus Governmesutpport and influence and to recommend
to Council it supports this approach;

(b) requested the ICC to undertake ongoing monitoring of arrangements introduced by
jurisdictions and industry and, as part of this, identify potential for any coordinated
application of these arrangements between jurisdictions;

(c) requested the ICC to review the “indysself-regulation plus Government support”
approach in two years time, or earlier sldocthanges in policy or market conditions
warrant; and

(d) noted the advice from the OGTR that it has no responsibility for agricultural or trade
risks and was established to manage healthenvironmental risks associated with
certain dealings with GMOs.

Industry self-regulation plugovernment support and influenbas received qualified
support from all jurisdictions except Tasmaniasimania suggests that in some instances,
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even a fully regulated approach has been unable to achieve a satisfactory outcome
regarding industry management of risks posed by GM crops.

In relation to risks to agricultural production and trade, there are a number of industry led
efforts to manage these risks. A combined industry/government approach should enable
well-balanced risk management and would avoid unnecessary imposition of regulatory
burdens on industry.

National consistency in policy approach is desirable, as the capacity to manage risk
issues, both technically and politically, requires drawing on expertise and capabilities on
a national level. Moreover, given the need to maintain market access for Australian
exports and the global nature of these issues, a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction approach could
generate difficulties.

It was suggested however, that while there is commitment to the agreed national regime
for dealing with GMOs under the OGTR framework, some jurisdictions might wish to
introduce supplementary arrangements. Thysair reflects the express exclusion of
production practices and trade and commeissales from the considerations of the

OGTR when assessing and managing any risks from GMOs. On this point, it is notable
that the Tasmanian jurisdiction continues to have concerns regarding the OGTR's
interpretation of the definition of “environment” in the Gene Technology Act 2000. In
particular, this concern relates to the potential for conflict between Commonwealth and
state laws in the event that a jurisdiction wishes to adopt a legislative approach to
regulating agricultural and trade risks.

Possible supplementary arrangements could address specific jurisdictional concerns and
include comprehensive and independennitooing of compliance and risk factors

(raised by SA), designated GM free zones (currently being considered by WA, Victoria
and SA) or specific State legislatiomasmania (and New Zealand) has already

introduced a two-year moratorium on GM production.

Council was advised that in Victoria, indysthanagement strategies, as currently being
developed by industry, would be expectedhtdude industry codes of practice and crop
management plans to support sustainable production, establishment of appropriate supply
chain segregation and identity preservation systems to meet market requirements, and
industry-based monitoring and enforcement. The Victorian Government would underpin
industry agricultural and supply chain management programs through actions to foster,
recognise and endorse industry initiativesevehappropriate. Presses and initiatives

might include establishing national guidelines for the development of crop management
plans, endorsement of industry codes @icfice, provision of training programs for
supply-chain participants and assistance wathing community awareness of industry
initiatives.

In terms of achieving cost-effective management of agricultural production and trade

risks, this approach would:

(@) retain liability and costs with industry;

(b) provide greater flexibility to respond to changing agronomic, community and
market requirements compared to management systems subject to direct regulation;
and

(c) avoid disadvantaging Australian primary industry and food sectors through the
imposition of avoidable direct regulatory imposts.
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13. This approach would not provide capacity for direct regulatory intervention but would
allow for a significant underpinning role for government.

14. Given the rapid developments in biotechnology and uncertainties over consumer and
market sentiments, it would seem appraeriar PISC to undertake a review of the
“industry self-regulation plus Government sugpapproach in two years time, or earlier
should changes in policy or market conditions warrant.

15. This time period would also allow potential development of environmental management
technologies for natural resource management such as feral animal control including
rabbits, mice, foxes and European carp; bioremediation of agro-chemical contaminated
sites; and environmental weed controls. Whilst the management of risks of these
technologies may at first sight be a matter for environmental agencies, there are likely to
be secondary impacts or issues for agriculture around practices and sustainability.

RESOLUTIONS

16. Council:

(@) NOTED that human health and environmental risks of new GM innovations in
Australia will be managed by the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator and the
Gene Technology Ministerial Council;

(b) NOTED that trade related issues can be dealt with under the Genetically Modified
Free Zones being considered as a policy principle by the Genetic Technology
Ministerial Council at its meeting on 24 May 2002;

(c) AGREED to the management of GM risks to agricultural production by industry
self-regulation supplemented by government monitoring;

(d) REQUESTED Standing Committee to monitor and report on the “industry self-
regulation and government monitoring” apach in two years time, or earlier
should changes in policy or market conditions warrant; and

(e) NOTED the Tasmanian position is that a regulatory approach under both
Commonwealth and, as necessary, state legislation is preferred to industry self
regulation for the management of GM risks to agricultural production and trade.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.22

FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR THE BRANCHED BROOMRAPE PROGRAM

Council was informed of progress with the Branched Broomrape Eradication Program.
Approval was sought for the continuationfehding of an eradication program for a
further year.

BACKGROUND

2.

Council was advised that branched broomnrapeains a serious threat on a national scale
to both production and marketing of a wide range of horticultural and broadacre crops.
The threat to production of a wide rangeéboth broadacre and vegetable crops is being
reinforced as laboratory testing and field observations confirm an increasing range of
hosts in Australia.

The rewards for agriculture and Australiaade of undertaking eradication considerably
outweigh the expected costs of the proposed program. An economic analysis of the threat
of branched broomrape suggests that benefits will accrue very quickly between 20 to 25
years from now. The pay off at 5% discouns hebenefit/cost ratio of 19:1 and is valued

at over $800m.

The eradication of branched broomrapeossidered achievable and is supported by
evidence from farms where the strategy of eradication by host denial is showing early
signs of success. On 74% of infested sites farm management practises have prevented
the re-appearance of branched broomrape — in some case for over two years.

An independent review of the progracommissioned by the Australian Weeds
Committee of SLWRMC, concluded that thadication program shadilcontinue and be
reviewed in two years. It is proposed tthas review now take place at the end of 2002-
2003.

SCARM had supported a survey and theregdication program against branched
broomrape in South Australia since 1999, providing $3.88m over three years.

The Grains Research Development Corpomati®RDC, and Horticultural Research and
Development Corporation, HRDC, provided $269,000 towards the surveillance program
and are providing $330,000 for research and communications this year and $330,000 next
year. In addition the Cooperative Research Centre for Australian Weed Management
provided $100,000 to support the program.

Council was advised that Plant Health Australia indicated they will not be in a position to
provide guidance on compensation issues until negotiations on funding commence with
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the industry sector during 2003.

RESOLUTIONS
9. Council:

(@ NOTED the serious threat, at a national scale, that branched broomrape continues to
have to both production and marketing afide range of horticulture and broadacre
crops;

(b) NOTED that an economic analysis of this serious threat indicates that an eradication
program would have benefit cost ratio of 19:1 or $800m in benefits over costs over
25 years;

(c) NOTED that Plant Health Australia will commence the processes to negotiate
funding with the industry during 2003;

(d) AGREED with the continuation of an eradication program for branched broomrape
for the next financial year arlAPPROVED funding for 2002-03 with member
contributions as follows:

% $
Commonwealth (AFFA) 50.0 1,146,000
New South Wales 7.1 162,732
Victoria 15.0 343,800
Queensland 9.9 226,908
Western Australia 6.0 137,520
South Australia 8.5 194,820
Tasmania 35 80,220
TOTAL 100.0 2,292,000

(e) NOTED that a formal review will be undertaken at the end of this extended program
and a report will be prepared for consideration by PIMC to determine the future
arrangements for the program; and

(f) NOTED:
()  that South Australia will contributen additional $300,000 per annum in-kind
support;

(i) that the Grains Research and Development Corporation/Horticulture Research
and Development Corporation will contribute $330,000 and that this amounts
to close to 20% of the program budget;

(i) that the CRC for Australian Weddanagement is providing in-kind support
for the research projects; and

(iv) that Australian Wool Innovations has been approached and is expected to fund
a number of studies with sheep to determine the risk that livestock pose to the
spread of branched broomrape.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.23

PROCESSES AND PROCEDURES HANDBOOK

1. Council agreement was sought to the operational processes and procedures for Council,
Standing Committee and undamping committees_(Annex A

BACKGROUND

2. The processes and procedures are consistent with the COAG afpmasc8rotocols
and General Principles for the Operation of Ministerial Councils (COAG June 2001).

3. Itwas drawn to Council’s attention that:

(a) itis proposed that regular meetirgsStanding Committee and Council be held
during March/April and September/October each year and that these meetings be
separated by about five weeks. Further, that regular meetings of the NRM, Pl and
EP&H Standing Committees and Councils be held back-to-back; and

(b) COAG requires that every 2-3 years Ministerial Councils should review their own
structure, objectives and performance, and evaluate the implementation of its
decisions. Similarly, each 2-3 years Counailst review its committees of officials
and working parties to ensure that these are reduced in number to those which are
essential, that those retained are clearly focussed, given a fixed time to achieve their
objectives and that their terms of reference include a sunset clause. The outcomes of
the review process should be made atélan a report to COAG if requested.

4.  Council was advised that existing undenfiig committees of the pre-existing Councils
are currently being reviewed and a committee structure appropriate to the work program
of the new Council will be put in place.

Financial delegation

5.  Council was advised that some degree of financial delegation from Council to Standing
Committee would assist in ensuring a quick response to initiatives and would remove
from the Council agenda relatively minor, straightforward issues that need not clutter the
Council agenda. Examples of such expenditures would be insect pest eradication
initiatives, weed eradication programs, amehce sponsorships, consultancies, etc.
Standing Committee proposed that Coudeilegate to it financial decision making
powers up to a limit of $1m in any one instance, which is the limit that was applied in the
past by ARMCANZ to SCARM. Standing @onittee would be required to report any
such decisions to each regular meeting of Council.
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RESOLUTIONS
6. Council:

(@) APPROVED the Processes and Procedures for the Primary Industries Ministerial
Council (Annex A) required to underpin the effective operation of
Council/Standing Committee; and

(b) AGREED to delegate to Standing Committee financial decision making
responsibility up to an aggregate limit®fm in any one instance with the proviso
that Standing Committee report all such decisions to each regular meeting of
Council.

ANNEX A: Processes and Procedures for the Pgirradustries Ministerial Council and its
Associated Primary Industries Standing Committee
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

1.

RESOLUTION No: 1.24

WOOD WASTE FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY

Council was informed of caerns about the CommonwealtRenewable Energy
(Electricity) Regulations.

BACKGROUND

2.

The Federal GovernmenRsnewable Energy (Electricity) Act 2000 came into force on

1 April 2001. The Act provides that wood waste and energy crops are eligible
renewable energy sources under the legislation. REhewable Energy (Electricity)
Regulations were issued early in 2001 with specific conditions governing the eligibility
of wood waste and energy crops.

The Regulations set out onerous requirements for the use of wood waste for bioenergy,
designed to address environmental conctrasonly wood residues are used to

generate electricity. These requirements are likely to seriously inhibit the development
of a renewable energy industry based on wood wastes, and make achievement of the
mandatory target much more difficult. Under current Commonwealth and state
approvals, several forms of wood waste barexported as woodchips, but the same
sources cannot be used to generate renewable energy to Australia’s benefit. Some of
the requirements would be likely to result in adverse environmental outcomes. These
issues are discussed in detail in the attached discussion paper.

Under the legislation, the Regulations are to be reviewed in April 2003. The Office of
the Renewable Energy Regulator and the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment
and Heritage have so far refused to undertake a review until that time.

The Regulations concerning energy crops have been interpreted by the Renewable
Energy Regulator as including only agttcwal and horticultural crops as eligible

energy crops, and excluding woody stemmed short rotation crops. There is no basis in
the Regulations for this interpretation. No other nation has singled out woody perennial
plants and declared them ineligible as searof renewable energy; in Europe and the
United States short rotation woody perennials are an expanding resource for new
renewable energy technologies for heating and power generation.

Short rotation woody perennial crops iaenergy would provide a useful tool for

salinity mitigation and the restoration ofgteded lands that would provide for some
income diversification for landholders. If this interpretation of the energy crops
regulation stands, perverse environmental outcomes are likely, because this useful tool
will not be available for salinity mitigation, and the regulations would encourage the
expansion of annual or irrigated agricultusalhorticultural crops for biomass, thereby
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contributing to reductions in water and soil quality, increasing salinity, destruction of
biodiversity and nutrient stripping.

RESOLUTIONS

7. Council:

(@)

(b)

NOTED the concerns of the forestry industry regarding the use of wood residues, in
particular the lack of recognition that more positive renewable energy policy and
regulations could assist greatly in the essdiohent of woody perennials in the Australian
landscape, delivering not only renewable energy, but water table control, erosion control
and regional employment from diversified timber production; and

AGREED to communicate these concerns to both the Commonwealth Minister for the

Environment and Heritage and the Commonwealth Minister for Industry, Tourism and

Resources, requesting that the Commonwealth engage in a review of regulations relating

to wood waste with a view to:

() maximising the opportunities particularlyrfmvestment in new plantations and farm
forestry to contribute to renewable energy supplies in the future; and

(i) simplifying the compliance procedures under the regulations for accredited fuel

sources.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.25

NATIONAL STUDY ON THE LOGISTICS OF GM FREE ZONES

Council was advised of progress withnsultative processes on GM identity
preservation/GM free zones in Victoria, Soédhstralia and Western Australia, and with
national studies by ABARE and AFFA on market access and segregation/identity
preservation.

BACKGROUND

2.

ARMCANZ 21 (17 August 2001) agreed that there is an ongoing need to further focus on
the potential of GM and GM-free market opjmities for Australia. In addition, a

national study on the logistics of GM free zones should be accelerated and an interim
report be provided to the first meetingtbé new Primary Industries Ministerial Council

in March 2002.

The Gene Technology Act 2000 refers to GM-free zones as designated areas under state
law, thereby recognising the capacity of state and territory jurisdictions to declare GM-
designated areas, or GM-free designated areas, pursuant to the policy principle making
powers of the Gene Technology Ministerial Council. The Act states that the intent of
such GM or GM-free designated areas is &#sprve the identity of GM or GM-free crops

in those areas for marketing purposes.

The prospect of licensing and commercia¢asle of herbicide tolerant canola varieties
within three years is expected to reguhat GM and non-GM products can be
segregated and consistently delivered with iéylels of confidence to meet legislated
standards (e.g. labelling requirements, overseas import standards).

State consultation processes

5.

Three states (Victoria, South AustraliedaWWestern Australia) initiated consultation
processes with industry and the community to state governments on issues such as
establishment, implementation, management, costs and compliance associated with non-
GM identity preservation and GM free zones.

ABARE study

6.

On 9 August 2001, ABARE released a reporGenetically modified grains - market

implications for Australian grain growers. Conclusions from the report included:

(@) GM crops will affect the Australian grains industry irrespective of any Australian
decision to adopt them or not;
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(b) Australian growers may benefit in the short term through not having access to GM
crops but could face a threat to thleng-run competitiveness if consumer
resistance to GM products dissipates; and

(c) there is only patchy evidence of premiums for non-GM grain and oilseeds in world
markets.

AFFA segregation project

7. Domestic and international markets differated in terms of GM/non-GM status of
agricultural commaodities and food produntay well be a fact of life while market
uncertainty over GM foods continues. Decisions will have to be made by local
agriculture and food enterprises or industeaego whether they will supply non-GM or
GM and co-mingled markets.

8. Under the National Biotechnology Strategy, AFFA is responsible for implementing this
element and as an initial step commissioned a scoping study on segregation and identity
preservation of gene technology produdiain findings of this study, which was
finalised in May 2001, were:

(@) the use of biotechnology (i.e. novel crpipsagriculture will involve fundamental
changes in supply chains;

(b) the key to segregated supply chains is the infrastructure to enable segregation and
identity preservation including proceest, protocols and testing regimes;

(c) there will need to be common principles regarding the accreditation of that
infrastructure and the supply chain management systems;

(d) there is a need for rapid and economical tests to detect GM products; and

(e) existing Quality Assurance schemes could provide a sound foundation on which to
build segregation, identity preservation and certification.

Gene Technology Ministerial Council

9. Council was advised of the inauguralatieg of the Gene Technology Ministerial
Council scheduled on 24 May 2002, with agenda items from Victoria and Tasmania on
policy principles relating to GM or GM-free signated areas. Given PIMC’s interest in
the matter, it was appropriate for close liaison between the two Councils.

RESOLUTIONS
10. Council:

(@ NOTED that Victoria, South Australia, Tasmania and Western Australia have
undertaken public consultation processes on identity preservation and GM free
zones, and that the Commonwealth is undertaking work on segregation and identity
preservation of GM ahnon-GM products; and

(b) AGREED that the Gene Technology MinistrCouncil be advised of these
studies, and asked to consult with PIMC members prior to it taking decisions in
relation to policy principles on genetically modified free zones for crops.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.26

IMPACT OF DAIRY DEREGULATION ON REGIONAL AUSTRALIA —
REPORT OF THE HIGH LEVEL TASKFORCE

1. Council considered its High Level Taskforce’s final report into impact of dairy
deregulation on regional Australia.

BACKGROUND

2. ARMCANZ 17 (March 2000) established a High Level Taskforce to monitor and
evaluate the impact of dairy deregulation on regional Australia. The Taskforce was to
identify any problems and develop solutions should regional assistance programs prove
inadequate.

3. ARMCANZ 21 (August 2001) was advised of the main outcomes of the High Level
Taskforce’s preliminary assessment of the impact of dairy deregulation on regional
Australia and that the final report of the Taskforce would be presented to the first meeting
of PIMC.

4.  The main findings of the report of the High Level Taskforce are:

(@) farm level adjustment to the deregulation changes is underway with adjustment
being substantially facilitated by the Commonwealth’s dairy restructure package
and supplementary measures;

(b) dairy dependent regional communities in Queensland, NSW and WA were most
affected by the deregulation changes but these impacts were being addressed
through the Dairy Regional Assistance Program (Dairy RAP), which is focused on
funding community and commercial projects with the potential to stimulate
development and to generate long term employment opportunity; and

(c) some early implementation issues were identified with Dairy RAP, however, these
have now all been largely addressieeugh closer cooperation with State
departments, the appointment of Dairy RAP officers by local Area Consultative
Committee’s to assist project proponents prepare applications, and improved
community communication on program guidelines and funding priorities.

RESOLUTIONS
5. Council:

(&) ACCEPTED the final report of the High Level Taskforce on the impact of dairy
deregulation on regional Australia; and
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(b) NOTED the following key findings:

(i)
(ii)

(iii)
(iv)
v)

the regional adjustment process following deregulation is now well advanced,;
positive adjustment of dairy businesses and dairy dependant communities is
occurring;

adjustment has been assisted by the position of the Commonwealth dairy
industry adjustment assistance and world market conditions;

the industry has a positive outlook, including regions that were more reliant on
drinking milk; and

that the Task Force believes that in light of its conclusions, its work is now
concluded.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.27

APPLES FROM NZ - IMPORT RISK ANALYSIS - PROGRESS REPORT

1. Council was informed of progress on the Import Risk Analysis for Apples from New
Zealand.

BACKGROUND

2.  AFFA announced on 6 March 2001 that it plantedugment the process for this IRA by
preparing an inventory of issues raised spanse to the draft IRA, releasing a scientific
review paper containing initial responseshose issues, holding workshops to discuss
key issues and seeking external review by scientists.

3.  AFFA announced on 13 August 2001 the establishment of a risk analysis panel (the
panel) to help assess the request to import New Zealand apples. The panel held its first
meeting on 17 January 2002 and discussed its workplan. The key steps the panel intends
to follow are:

(@) identify key issues raised in response to the draft IRA, in order to focus its effort;

(b) produce a scientific review papéat responds to all issues raised;

(c) conduct workshops to disaughe major outstanding issues;

(d) analyse the issues, taking into account the comments and advice received, produce
a revised draft IRA and distribute it to stakeholders for comment; and

(e) continue the process as set ouhamadministrative framework for IRA.

4. The formation of a risk analysis panel will better utilise the available expertise and allow
Biosecurity Australia to embrace the requests by stakeholders for more consultation and
greater use of external scientific expertise in the import risk analysis (IRA).

RESOLUTION

5.  CouncilNOTED the paper.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.28

FORESTRY RELATED ISSUES

1. Council noted a number of forestry-related issues.
BACKGROUND

2. Council was advised of a number of issuemfathe forest industry that will be presented
to Council in coming months. Some of these are ongoing activities initiated by the
Forestry Ministers of the former Ministerial Council on Forestry, Fisheries and
Aquaculture (MCFFA), while others have emerged more recently.

The inter-relationship of forestry with overall land management issues

3. The PIMC's terms of reference identify the role of forests in sustainable landscapes as one
of Council's priority areas, recognising tlia¢ forest industry - as with agricultural
industries - is underpinned by the sustainable management of natural resources.

4. Many of the issues that affect forestiagement agencies are relevant to other land
management agencies, and there is benefit in working together to develop consistent
policies and solutions. Such issues inelsdlinity, soil erosion, water use and water
quality, pest and disease incursion manageaand the use of genetically modified
organisms. Forests and forestry have the potential to provide answers to many of the
problems that affect land managers. In recent years forestry agencies have been involved
in the development of criteria and indicators and environmental management systems, both
of which are emerging as important to agrigtét A coordinated approach to agriculture
and forestry also has the potential to deliver benefits to both sectors in areas such as
infrastructure and regional development and associated wealth creation.

5. Environmental services is also an emerging area, and there is a wide range of
non-commercial or unpriced goods and services that can be generated either directly or
indirectly as a consequence of native forest and plantation forest management. These
include habitat creation, carbon storage and sequestration, salinity mitigation, soll
retention and erosion control. There is growing interest in the development of
methodologies to determine the financial value, or "price" which should be attributed to
such goods and services.

6. There is also a need for integrated policy and programs across various national and
regional initiatives to better promote the patairole of forests and woody perennials in
the management of salinity. The use of forests for salinity management is still in its
infancy, but the PISC's Forestry and Fofestducts Committee BPC) will undertake
further work to identify the current gaps in research.
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Plantations 2020 Vision

7.

A partnership between governments enaistry, the Plantations 2020 Vision was
launched by the Chair of MCFFA in late 1996. It has the national goal of trebling
Australia's forest plantations estate from 1 million hectares in 1996 to 3 million in 2020.
The Vision is designed to promote plantation establishment in order to encourage
investment in value-adding, regional development and the future long-term growth of an
environmentally-sustainable industry. It is intended that it be part of an integrated
approach to regional development and infrastructure requirements.

A review of the Vision is currently being dertaken under the auspices of the FFPC. The
review is developing a revised frameworkgwide the direction of the Vision over the

next few years. It has already identified some areas not included in the original outline
(e.g., environmental services, community consultation), but which will be accommodated
in the revised framework. It is expected tthed revised framework will be presented to
PIMC for endorsement in November 2002.

Certification and labelling

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Certification of forest management and labelling of forest products has been an issue of
concern to the forest industry in recent weaith a number of timber exporting companies
advising that overseas customers (in partijudee requesting confirmation that the timber
has been sourced from sustainably managed forests.

In response to these industry densatide Commonwealth and state/territory
governments, in partnership with the forest industry, has been developing an Australian
Forestry Standard (AFS) to cover both nafmests and plantations. Participants are
drawn from governments, forest industry gmndfessional associations, and conservation
groups. The Steering Committee has receaameditation from Standards Australia as a
Standard Development Organisation.

The Standard development process is entering its final stages, with completion expected in
mid-2002. After formal balloting of th&FS Technical Reference Committee members

(who are responsible for drafting the Standard), it will be provided to PIMC later this year,
as well as to Standards Australia for agyal as an official Australian Standard.

Standards Australia's role will be to ensure that the AFS has been developed through an
open and transparent process.

A draft Standard was available for public comment during August/October 2001.
Significant issues arising from the pulbdigbmissions were protection of old-growth

forests, clearing of native forest for plantation establishment and public participation in
forest management. Other areas to be addressed in coming months include on-going
management and funding of the AFS once it has been endorsed by Standards Australia,
and establishing appropriate arrangementsternational and market recognition of the
Standard.

A proposal to prepare a National PléotaStandard under the Forest Stewardship
Council (FSC) has recently been initiated. The FSC is a nhon-government organisation
linked with the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and is often promoted by
conservation groups as the "only credible'tiieation standard organisation. Native
forest managers in other countries have obtaF®C certification, but in Australia it is
proposed that FSC accreditation be sought only for plantations. This development is
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supported (directly or indirectly due tostamer requests) by Hancocks Victorian
Plantations/Grand Ridge Plantations, Stateets of New South Wadeand ACT Forests.

It should be noted, however, that the AFS is not inconsistent with the FSC, although there
is a perception that they are mutually exclusive processes. The AFS is structured to meet
the requirements of a number of certification systems, including the FSC.

14. Discussion on this issue was also included in the Minister's agenda item at Resolution 1.7.

RESOLUTIONS

15. Council:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

NOTED that many of the issues that affect forest management agencies are relevant
to other land management agencies, and that there is benefit in working together to
develop consistent policies and solutions;

NOTED that forests and forestry have the potential to provide answers to many of the
problems that affect land managers, inahgdsalinity, soil erosion, water use and

water quality, pest and disease incursimmagement, and the use of genetically
modified organisms;

ENDORSED pursuit of a coordinated approachamriculture and forestry that has
the potential to deliver benefits to both sectors in areas such as infrastructure and
regional development and associated wealth creation;

REQUESTED PISC to pursue development of environmental services including the
wide range of non-commercial or unpriced goods and services that can be generated
either directly or indirectly as a conseque of native forest and plantation forest
management;

NOTED that the Plantations 2020 Vision is designed to promote plantation
establishment in order to encourage investment in value-adding, regional
development and the future long-term gtiowf an environmentally sustainable
industry, and that a revised framework v submitted to PIMC for endorsement in
November 2002;

SUPPORTEDthe ongoing development of the Australian Forestry Standard (AFS)
for certification and labelling, to be provided to PIMC later this year, as well as to
Standards Australia for approval asddficial Austrdian Standard; and

NOTED that the AFS is not inconsistent with the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)
and that the AFS is structured to meet the requirements of a number of certification
systems, including the FSC.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.29

REPORT BY PISC CHAIR OF OTHER MATTERS CONSIDERED BY STANDING
COMMITTEE

1.  Council was provided with a brief report oe thsues considered and decisions taken by
Standing Committee at its meeting on Thursday 21 March, which are not elsewhere
reported.

Risk analysis of Australia’s biosecuriy capability (PISC agenda item 4.6)
2.  Standing Committee considered a paper from Victoria on the biosecurity issues focusing
on capability and system risks however it was agreed to defer this item.

Report of the Plant Funding and Compensatn Working Group (PISC agenda item 4.8)

3.  Standing Committee accepted an interim report from the Working Group and confirmed
that until new arrangements are agreed by industry and government, the existing
arrangements for cost sharing will continue. Any practical developments will be
dependent upon the outcome of consultations of Plant Health Australia, including liaising
with this group and ultimate decisions by Commonwealth and state Ministers and
industry.

Cost sharing reimbursement for emergency dieases: Dealing with delays in final

reconciliation (PISC agenda item 4.9)

4. Standing Committee requested Animal Health Australia to reconsider the important
issues highlighted in this paper and report to PISC in September 2002.

Report on emergency animal disease arramgnents in the Australian egg industry

(PISC agenda item 4.11)

5. Standing Committee agreed to release a summary of the report on emergency animal
disease arrangements in the Australianiadggstry and referred the recommendations of
the report to Animal Health Australia.

Tri-state Fruit Fly Strategy review (PISC agenda item 4.12)

6. Standing Committee reaffirmed the previous in-principle agreement to the continued
maintenance of the Tri-state Fruit Fly Exclusion Zone as a continuous Pest Free Area and
to move towards an equitable beneficiary pays system for funding the strategy, together
with increased industry involvement in the management of the resources applied to the
strategy. Standing Committee also notegllihdget for the Steering Committee to cover
the cost of an independent chairperson ameeses of the industry members involved in
meetings.
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Feedlot incident reporting (PISC agenda item 4.13)

7. The development of a policy framework for animal disease incident reporting by
Veterinary Committee was endorsed byniag Committee. The proposed arrangement
in no way removes or replaces the obligationgeedlots to report notifiable diseases in
accordance with state/territory legislation.

Status of the Aquaculture Action Agenda (PISC agenda item 7.1)

8. It was agreed that the NRM Marine abalastal Committee discsisind negotiate with
industry details of commitments to the Action Agenda so that advice on realistic strategic
directions can be provided to PISC and PIMC later this year on a comprehensive
response to the National Aquaculture Depenent Committee’s recommendations for
the Action Agenda.

Responsibility for publications and databases (PISC agenda item 7.3)

9. It was agreed that the broader termsetdrence, focus and membership of the
Publications and Databases Committeexgieitly encompass NRM-related matters be
formalised. It was also agreed that the Publications and Databases Committee progress
consideration of further commercialisation of its framework and report to Standing
Committee when appropriate.

Proposed underpinning committee arrangements (PISC agenda item 8.3)
10. It was noted that the PISC high level advisory committees will chaired as follows:

Industries Competitiveness Comtaé: Dr Graeme Robertson (WA)
Rural Affairs Committee: Dr Warren Hoey (Qld)
Primary Industries Health Committee: Mr Geoff Gorrie (AFFA)

Forestry and Forest Products Committee:  Dr Paul Biggs (WA)

11. The Chairs of each of these committees gave a brief report to Standing Committee
outlining their priority areas of work, progress with work programs, terms of reference
and their underpinning committee structure. Membership of the high level committees is
consistent with the Standing Committeewithat such members should be at an
appropriate senior level.

Other business
12. With regard to chairing of the Meat Standards Committee, it was agreed that Dr Barbara
Wilson, Executive Director, Safefood Queensland, would take over this role.

13. Mr Shaun Coffey of CSIRO informed Standing Committee of the latest developments in
the organisation and in particular, those relating to PISC. Dr Geoff Love of the Bureau of
Meteorology gave a presentation to Standing Committee on the likely weather outlook as
it might affect rural Australia.

14. Dr Warren Hoey, Director General, Qusland Department of Primary Industries,
informed Standing Committee of the latestigiion concerning red imported fire ants.

RESOLUTION

15. CounciNOTED the report.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

RESOLUTION No: 1.30

RED IMPORTED FIRE ANT — CONTINUATION AND FUNDING OF
ERADICATION PROGRAM

1. Council was advised of the progress of the eradication plan for red imported fire ant
against milestones.

BACKGROUND

2. In early 2001, two separate incursions of red imported fire &ntn@psis invicta) were
discovered in Brisbane: one centred on the main cargo handling port and the second
centred in Brisbane's south-western suburbs.

3. Fire ants are a major environmental pest, public nuisance and pest of agriculture which
has the potential to live in most of Australia and could cover 2 million square kilometres
within thirty years.

4. A benefit-cost study conducted by ABARE ewited the potential cost of fire ants over a
thirty year period at approximately $8.9 billion and therefore conservatively estimated the
benefit cost ratio of a successful eradication program at 25:1.

5. The National Red Imported Fire Ant Eradication Plan, based on the best scientific advice

from the USA, was endorsed by ARMCANZ 21 (August 2001) with an initial budget of
$123.4m over 5 years. The Plan allowed for 4 applications of ant bait to the Treatment
Area each year for 3 years, concurrent with 3 years surveillance of the buffer zones
around the Treatment Area, followed by 2 wesurrveillance of the Treatment Area. The
Plan is being implemented by the Queenslaagartment of Primary Industries through
the Fire Ant Control Centre.

Progress with the eradication program

6.

The National Plant Health Consultativen@uittee and the Scientific Advisory panel
have reviewed the program againstithiiestones endorsed by ARMCANZ and report
satisfactory progress.

The core Treatment Area of 36 480 ha ha@nlieeated three times and the fourth round

will be completed by May 2002. Early resutigicate an 80% reduction in viable nests.
67% of the properties in the 5km buffer zone around the core Treatment Area have been
inspected and fifteen outliers detectddovement controls are in place and 1246
enterprises are on Approved Risk Management Plans.
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Program variations

8.

The original budget for the eradication plan was calculated on a Treatment Area of
27,807 ha and a treatment window of eight months

surveillance efforts have extended the Treatment Area to 36 480 ha; an increase of
31%

temperatures conducive to active ant foraging were not reached when expected.
Consequently the treatment window hasrbeeduced from eight to seven months.

Program options and their funding implications

9.

10.

Four options for addressing the program variations were presented to Council. The key
technical concerns of the option suppotbgdhe National Plant Health Consultative
Committee and the Scientific Advisory Panel (SAP) are:

altering the treatment regimé&here are insufficient data at this early stage of the

eradication program to indicate that redahgcthe number of treatments per year, or
applying the treatments over four yearseast of three, will not affect the success

of the program. The SAP believes that it is vital to maintain eradication pressure at
this stage. Therefore, reducing treatisen years two and three of the program

could increase risk of failure; and

longer gaps in surveillancelhe SAP is concerned that longer gaps between
surveillance passes increases the risk of missing colonies, allowing a greater
opportunity for establishment and spread of fire ant.

Council agreed that this issue was subistgnan environmental issue and consideration
of funding would be considered in the Natural Resource Management Ministerial
Council.

RESOLUTIONS

11.

Council:

(@)
(b)

(©)

NOTED the satisfactory progress of the eradication plan against milestones;

NOTED that Standing Committee recommended to Council that an extension to the
program is required to accommodate an increase in the treatment zone, and further
NOTED the four options presented filve consideration of Council; and

NOTED that the issue of funding was considered in the Natural Resource
Management Council meeting on 3 May 2002.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUStries LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.31

FINANCIAL REPORT

1. Council was advised of expenditures ¢deed by Standing Committee and Council.

BACKGROUND

2.  Atits meeting in March 2002, Standing Committee considered three financial items.
One financial item wareferred to Ministers.

3. A summary of these financial items is at Annex A.

RESOLUTION

4. CouncilNOTED the paper.

ANNEX A:  Summary of expenditure items
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ANNEX A
SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURE ITEMS
Proposal consideration by PIMC 1

4M Future directions for the Branched Broomrape Program
Funding for eradication program for 2002-0Bhamember contributions as follows:

% $
Commonwealth (AFFA) 50.0 1,146,000
New South Wales 7.1 162,732
Victoria 15.0 343,800
Queensland 9.9 226,908
Western Australia 6.0 137,520
South Australia 8.5 194,820
Tasmania 35 80,220
TOTAL 100.0 2,292,000

Proposals considered by PISC 2

4.12  Tri-state Fruit Fly Strategy Review
Proposed budget for 2002-03 for the Steering Committee with member
contributions as follows:

$
New South Wales 10,000
Victoria 10,000
South Australia 10,000
TOTAL 30,000

OOS 4 Long-term containment strategy for exotic fruit flies in Torres Strait
Funding in 2001-02 for routine bait spraying and contingency response program with
member contributions as follows:

% $
Commonwealth (AFFA) 50.0 100,000
New South Wales 10.2 20,400
Victoria 12.6 25,200
Queensland 15.4 30,800
Western Australia 3.7 7,400
South Australia 6.3 12,600
Tasmania 1.3 2,600
Northern Territory 0.5 1,000

TOTAL 100.0 200,000
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OOS 8 Publications and Databases Committee annual report
Funding in 2002-03 for AJEA, ABOA, ARRIP and Reports with the member

contributions as follows:

GST Total
$ $ $
Commonwealth (CSIRO) 91,960 + 9,196 101,156
Commonwealth (AFFA) 7,664 + 766 8,430
New South Wales 72,804 + 7280 80,084
Victoria 55,563 + 5,556 61,119
Queensland 63,226 + 6323 69,549
Western Australia 36,399 + 3,640 40,039
South Australia 30,654 + 3,065 33,719
Tasmania 13,409 + 1,341 14,750
Northern Territory 7,664 + 766 8,430
Australian Capital Territory 3,833 + 383 4,216
383,176 + 38,316 421,492

TOTAL
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MEETING NUMBER : 1

Primary
Industries

LOCATION : HOBART

DATE: 2 MAY 2002

Ministerial Council

RESOLUTION NoO:

1.32

NEXT MEETINGS

1. Council was advised of the dates and hosting arrangements for the next meetings.

BACKGROUND

2. Atthe NRM Ministerial Council meeting on 31 August 2001 it was agreed that the
meetings of the Primary Industries, Envingent Protection and Heritage and Natural
Resource Management Minister@buncils be held back to back.

3. Itwas also agreed that the associated meetihtie Standing Committee be held four to
five weeks prior to the Council meetings and be hosted as for the Council meetings.

4, In an effort to minimise travel time associated with Standing Committee meetings it was
agreed to trial a system whereby Standdognmittee meetings be hosted by New South
Wales, Victoria and South Australia on gatmn basis, with the costs of each meeting
shared equally amongst all jurisdictions.

RESOLUTIONS

5. Council:

(@) AGREED to the hosting arrangements and timing of Primary Industries,
Environment Protection and Heritage and Natural Resource Management meetings
through to 2004 as follows:

Thursday and Friday Meeting host

2002

Standing Committees
Min Councils

5/6 September 2002
10/11 October 2002

New South Wales
New South Wales

2003

Standing Committees
Min Councils
Standing Committees
Min Councils

13/14 March 2003
10/11 April 2003

4/5 September 2003
2/3 October 2003

Victoria
Western Australia

South Australia
Queensland

2004

Standing Committees
Min Councils
Standing Committees
Min Councils

11/12 March 2004
15/16 April 2004

9/10 September 2004
7/8 October 2004

New South Wales
South Australia
Victoria
Victoria
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(b) NOTED that the next meeting of Council will be in Sydney on 10 October 2002;
and

(c) NOTED that Standing Committee members agreed that future meetings of
Standing Committees be limited to Sydney, Melbourne and Adelaide with the costs
of hosting these meetings shared equally amongst all jurisdictions.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.33

Finalised out-of-session 19 February 2002

FMD/BSE POLICY FORUM RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Council agreement was sought out-of-session on a number of important policies and
consequential actions relating to Austral@sparedness and response capabilities in
dealing with the threats of either a bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) or foot and
mouth diseases (FMD) outbreak.

BACKGROUND

2. On 15 and 16 November 2001 a forum of Commonwealth/states /territory officials and
industry leaders considered a range of unwesbbut important policy issues relating to
preparedness and response capabilitiegatig with FMD/BSE. Standing Committee
considered and reviewed the recommendations at AnrendAhe national leadership
responsibilities at Annex.B

3. The key policy and action recommendations set out in the Anmebai® to:
swill feeding;
feral animal risk;
AUSVETPLAN;
stock standstill;
livestock tracing;
national information needs in an emergency;
laboratory capacity;
epidemiology and economic modelling;
vaccination policy and supply of vaccine;
zoning policy; and
BSE - test, surveillance and audit.

RESOLUTIONS
4, CouncilAGREED:

(@) tothe recommendations as presented in Annené

(b) to the assignment of leadershippensibilities as presented_in Annex B

ANNEX A:  FMD/BSE policies and actions
ANNEX B: Leadership responsibilities
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ANNEX A

FMD/BSE POLICY FORUM RECOMMENDATIONS

FMD

1 PREVENTION

1.1 Pre Border Key actions relating to standards, zoning policy and cooperation with
other countries are in train.

1..2 Border

Implementation of AQIS screening activities are well advanced.

1..3 Post Border
1..3.1 Swill Feeding: Agree that:
Policy

1.3.1.1

The practice of swill feeding of pigs is a high-risk means of introduction
of FMD and prohibitions must be enforced.

Action

1.3.1.2

1..3.1.3

All jurisdictions must enhance compliance with swill feeding prohibitions
by utilising a multi-agency approach.

Veterinary Committee will develop recommendations on this approach for
consideration by PISC/PIMC (out of session) by March 2002.

1..3.2 Feral Animal Risk: Agree that:
Policy

1.3.2.1

Feral animals will be controlled where they are assessed to pose an
unacceptable high risk in relation to entry, spread and maintenance of
FMD.

Action

1.3.2.2

1..3.2.3

1.3.24

2 RESPONSE

Animal Health Australia will improve the utility, awareness and
application of the Wild Animal Management Manual of AUSVETPLAN
and that States and Territories will actively promote awareness of the
manual.

As an ongoing process, CommonwefStates/Territories will apply a
practical risk assessment approach to planning for the event of the
introduction, spread and harbouringr¥D in feral animal populations

and the implementation of control measures where high risk situations are
identified.

Animal Health Australia in conjunction with States and Territories will
develop means by which Australia will demonstrate FMD freedom within
a feral animal population by February 2002.

2.1 AUSVETPLAN: Agree that

Policy

2..1.1 AUSVETPLAN will remain the natinal framework for all FMD/BSE
emergency planning and response activities.
Action

2..1.2 Animal Health Australia to progress as a priority the revision of those parts of
AUSVETPLAN related to the management of FMD and BSE emergencies,
particularly the need for revised draft manuals relating to BSE by the end of
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December 2001, to support Australia’s submission for international recognition
of low risk status.

2.2 Stock Standstill:  Agree that:

N

2.1

2.2.2

N

2.3

N w

3.1

2.3.2

2.3.3

Policy

That implementation of an appropgaisk-based nationally coordinated

livestock stand still is fundamental to minimise the impact of an outbreak of
FMD.

Confirmation of a diagnosis of FMD by CCEAD will automatically lead to the
immediate implementation of national livestock stand still action, appropriate to
the circumstances.

Action

Animal Health Australia will convene a national workshop in early 2002 to
develop the practical implementation details of a livestock stand still.

Livestock Tracing: Note that:

The current national livestock tracing capacity is inadequate to trace livestock
movements in the event of an emergency animal disease outbreak.
Information systems capability scheduled for full operation by December 2003
are essential to support rapid livestock identification and tracing capability.
The ability to rapidly and accurately trace movement (and ownership) of
susceptible species is fundamental to Australia’s response to, and ability to
minimise the impact of, an FMD or BSE outbreak.

Agree that

Policy

All jurisdictions are committed to estiéshing rapid and accurate livestock
identification and tracing capability.

Action

Definition of national performance standards for rapid tracing of livestock
movements in all FMD susceptible industries will be finalised by March 2002.
All States/Territories will enact appropriate legislation to support livestock
identification and tracing to nationally agreed performance standards by
December 2002 and compliance arrangements will be implemented by
December 2003.

2..4 National Information Needs: Note that:

2.41

2.4.2

2.4.5

There are significant limitations in the current national capability to access and
manage emergency animal disease information, particularly in the event of a
major disease outbreak.

Many information management capabilities are generic for a wide range of
emergencies including all biological emergencies, and improved capability built
around FMD response needs will have wide government, industry and
community benefits.

ANEMIS 4A is available to assist the management of the technical response to
an emergency disease and should be the database of choice until an alternative is
developed.

Officials are developing uniform business rules and standards for handling
animal health field and laboratory information.

Agree that:

Policy

ANEMIS 4A will be used where a better alternative is not available.
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2..4.6 Recognising the need for urgent development of uniform business rules and

47

.4.8

4.9

standards for animal health field and laboratory information, such rules and
standards should apply nationally.

An integrated national emergency disease information management capability is
required.

Actions

Animal Health Australia will develop an integrated national emergency disease
information management capability at all levels by defining emergency animal
disease information needs and functionglatality at local, state and national
levels (by March 2002).

Animal Health Australia will coordinate preparation of a submission to COAG
in March 2002 seeking support for the establishment of improved emergency
information management capability with uniform business rules and standards
for animal health field and laboratory information.

2..4.10lmplementation of the agreed system is required by July 2003, with appropriate

&)

.6

training and full roll-out by December 2003.

Laboratory Capacity: Agree that:

.5.1

.5.2

.5.3

.5.4

.5.5

..5.6

.0.7

..5.8

..5.9

Policy

Adequate regional laboratory capacity to conduct FMD serological testing is a
critical success factor in an FMD outbreak.

Action

Each jurisdiction will commit to adoption of a sample tracking, testing and
reporting system compatible with national emergency animal disease
information needs.

It is necessary to establish and #ate under Australian conditions OIE
recognised serological tests (eg C-EA)%nd tests to distinguish between
infected and uninfected animals.

A technical capability and capacity serological procedures for FMD

surveillance must be established and maintained in accredited laboratories
Veterinary laboratories will continue to participate in the national program,
coordinated through the Animal Health Australia Animal Disease Surveillance
Program, and develop and adhere to standards for electronic communication
among laboratories and to national agencies (ongoing).

AAHL will work to establish and vatiate, under Australian conditions, OIE
recognised serological tests for FMDngeillance (eg C-ELISA) and tests to
distinguish between infected animals and uninfected vaccinated animals
(ongoing).

AAHL and Animal Health Australia will examine, in conjunction with the
Commonwealth, States and Territories, the laboratory resource implications of
FMD outbreak circumstances (including possible zoning actions) - (by February
2002).

AAHL will train other laboratory staff to attain and maintain competencies in
FMD serological testing and establish a program to maintain competency within
accredited laboratories (by December 2002).

AAHL will establish a capability to rapidly advise animal health authorities of
optimum vaccine strain selection in the case of an FMD outbreak (by July 2002).

Epidemiology & Economic Modelling: Agree that:

Policy

..6.1 That economic and epidemiological modelling are needed to assist decision

making in an outbreak of FMD.
Action
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o)

..6.2

..6.3
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That AFFA expand the existing biological model to encompass features of the
Pan-Asian strain of FMD Type O virus, by March 2002.

That AFFA undertake modelling of the potential economic and epidemiological
impact of an agreed set of three likeutbreak scenarios and possible response
options to provide a decision support framework for use in the event of an
incursion of FMD.

Monitoring and Surveillance

i

.72

7.3

1.4

Policy

A high level of awareness and ability to rapidly detect the presence of FMD by
farmers, workers and veterinarians is critical to managing FMD, as well as the
capacity to investigate suspect reports.

Action

In recognition of the critical importaemf early detection, Animal Health
Australia will coordinate relevant Members and other parties to implement a
comprehensive communication strategyearly detection and reporting and
make recommendations on how to enhance current awareness, surveillance and
reporting systems, by March 2002.

Animal Health regulatory authorities will develop and comply with performance
standards for surveillance and investigation of suspect reports as a matter of
priority.

Animal health regulatory authorities will assist with the current Australia Wool
Innovation study on the major patterns of (and sources of information on)
livestock movements, particularly of sheep.

Vaccination Policy & Vaccine Supply: Agree that:

8.1

.8.2

..8.3

.8.4

..8.5

..8.6

8.7

..8.8
..8.9

Policy

Vaccination will, in certain emergency circumstances, be an important
component in controlling an FMD outbreak.

Vaccination of “at risk” species will be considered as part of Australia’s
“stamping out” strategy against FMD.

Where vaccination is used, all animals vaccinated must be permanently
identified, quarantined and ultimately slaughtered out.

The decision criteria developed by the EU for FMD vaccination be effective
immediately, pending development of criteria suited to Australian conditions.
Australia will secure continued access to an adequate supply of FMD vaccine
that meets agreed specifications.

Action

Decision criteria will be developed by Veterinary Committee for the use of
vaccination against FMD which take account of the need to identify and
slaughter vaccinated animals, the overriding importance of movement controls,
the adequacy of resources, high density livestock areas, high risk enterprises
such as feedlots, rare and endangered species, and social and community
consequences (by March 2002).

Further cost-benefit and risk analysis studies will be undertaken under the
auspices of the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry — Australia,
and Animal Health Australia to evalte conditions under which vaccination
becomes a preferred option (completion by March 2002).

AFFA will negotiate access to secure supplies of FMD vaccine.

Animal Health Australia will develop a business plan which considers the
funding, on a cost-sharing basis, for ttoning access to supplies of vaccine for
use during a disease outbreak. Animal Health Australia will progress the
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development of a tender document for sypylan appropriate number of doses
from a suitable supplier(s).

2..8.10The Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service and the National Registration
Authority will review current arrangemenfor the importation of FMD vaccine
and establish mechanisms for prior clearance and approval requirements ahead
of an emergency.

2..8.11Veterinary Committee/AAHL will review th possibility of regional access to
supplies of FMD vaccine. The storage of inactivated antigen at AAHL, with
access arrangements to a Good Manufacturing Process (GMP) vaccine re-
constitution facility in Australia should be considered as one of the options.

2..8.12Continuation of Australia’s involvement the IVB will be reviewed when
commercial arrangements for the guaranteed supply of FMD vaccine are in
place.

2..8.13Decisions on these matters are required by March 2002.

3 TRADE MANAGEMENT

3..1 Zoning: Agree that:
Policy

3..1.1 Zoning for trade purposes will be an integral component of Australia's FMD
response.

3..1.2 Resource needs for zoning management during an outbreak are an important part
of the overall resource needs of a national FMD response and will be funded
under the EAD cost-sharing agreement.

Action

3..1.3 States/Territories’ borders will be theslmfor establishing FMD-free zones in
the first instance with a refined approach to zoning developed as circumstances
dictate.

3..1.4 Veterinary Committee will finalise a policy on national zoning, and AFFA will
negotiate international support. This will be progressed as a matter of urgency in
conjunction with the relevant livestock industries (target date July 2002).

4 BSE - Test, Surveillance & Audit: Agree that:

Policy

4..1. Bans on feeding of meat, bonemeal, and other potentially contaminated products
from any source, including imports to ruminants must be enforced as a matter of
urgency.

Action
4.2. States and Territories further reinforce the bans on the feeding of meat and

bone meal to ruminants through:

4..2.1 legislation on the right of entry to premises and the securing of records in
order to carry out tests and audits on feedstuffs;

4.2.2 tests for animal-derived protein in animal feed that can facilitate
the enforcement of feed bans;

4..2.3 quality management systems to augment the laws and regulations
already in place;

4..2.4 acommunications strategymake industry more aware of the
current programs and to cover training and educational material; and

4..2.5 processes for the reporting of surveys and audits.

4.3 All parties support and enhance where necessary the National TSE
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Surveillance Program paying specidkation to Australia’s diagnostic
capacity and ensuring that all laboratory testing for BSE and like diseases in
animals occurs within the control of the Program.

4.4  All parties support a syndrome-based program for recording the nervous
disorders of ruminants in Austrakia provide necessary background for the
differential diagnosis of BSE and to demonstrate the soundness of disease
reporting.

OVER ARCHING RECOMMENDATION

5.1 Animal Health Australia will coordinate the engagement of all
stakeholders and facilitate achievement of agreed outcomes and timelines
arising from the Policy Forum.
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ANNEX B

PROPOSED LEADERSHIP RESPONSIBILITIES (NATIONAL COORDINATION

AND OVERSIGHT)

Swill Feeding

Feral Animal Risk

AUSVETPLAN

Stock Standstill

Livestock Tracing

National Information Needs
Laboratory Capacity

Epidemiology and Economic Modeling
Monitoring and Surveillance
Vaccination Policy and Vaccination
Supply

Zoning — Commonwealth

BSE Test and Audit

NSW (Vic)

Qld (WA)

Commonwealth/NSW

Vic

NSW (Vic)
SA (WA) (Commonwealth)
Qld (Chair of SCAHLS) (AAHL)
Commonwealth (WA)
SA (NSW)

Commonwealth (Tas)

(WA NT)
NSW (QId), Surveillance - Commonwealth

Carcass Disposal
Legislation
Training

Trade Strategies
Simulation(s)

Recovery

NSW/Commonwealth
Commonwealth/states

AHA/industry/states/territories/Commonwealth

Commonwealth/industry
Large (EMA/AFFA)
Mini - coordinated
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

1.

RESOLUTION No: 1.34

Finalised out-of-session 11 March 2002

ASSESSMENT OF CURRENT GM TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION AND
AWARENESS PROGRAMS

Council considered, out-of-session, nerections for GM technology education and
awareness programs.

BACKGROUND

2.

ARMCANZ 21 (17 August 2001) agreed to increase commitment to a balanced national
education and awareness program to ensure a greater community understanding of the
science of GM technology and the potential benefits or risks to primary producers,
consumers and Australian society in general.

ARMCANZ 21 also requested PISC’s Industries Competitiveness Committee (ICC) to
make an assessment of the current education and awareness programs in Australia. The
ICC assessment paper was circulated to members on 1 November 2001.

A broad range of activities are occurring at the national level, including forums and
presentations to public and industry audienceedia relations #eities, information

services and websites, publications and education resource development. The extent to
which these national activities actually reach communities is extremely variable. For
example, Biotechnology Australia (BA) held two rural community forums on gene
technology in each State — a big program for BA but with only immediate effect on a
limited number of rural communities.

State level activity varies considerably. Tasmania, Western Australia, South Australia
and Victoria have undertaken significantiaty over the past 18 months. Tasmania’s
consultative policy development approacipegrs to represent the most comprehensive
effort. However, the numbers of general and rural community members attending GM-
specific events in these states tends to indicate low penetration for the resources applied
to stage these events.

Much of the states’ efforts in terms of public presentations and media has been in
response to community (general and rural) interest/concerns, rather than planned. While
being unable to dissociate from the wider issues of GM technology within the
community, the key role for state primary industries’ agencies should be to increase rural
communities’ understanding of the teclhom), its potential benefits and risks.
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RESOLUTIONS
7. Council:
(a) NOTED the Industries Competitiveness Committee report on GM education and

(b)

(©)

(d)

awareness programs,

AGREED that state/territory primary industries’ agencies accept, together with
the Commonwealth and in a coordinated way, the key role to increase rural
communities’ understanding of the benefits and risks of biotechnology,
particularly in relation to primary industries;

NOTED that national agencies, particularly Biotechnology Australia, will
continue to focus on awareness and education roles for the wider community in
collaboration with the states and territories. The media relations, information,
market research and educational resources/curricula development functions are
fundamental in this regard; and

ENDORSED the proposal that the Primary Industries Ministerial Council should
take a lead role in informing the community on the responsible application of
biotechnology to sustainable primary intties and that this be drawn to the
attention of the Natural Resouscklanagement Ministerial Council.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002
RESOLUTION No: 1.35

Finalised out-of-session 19 March 2002

AUSTRALIAN VETERINARY EMERGENCY PLAN (AUSVETPLAN) -
APPROVAL OF CONTAGIOUS EQUINE METRITIS DISEASE STRATEGY

1. Council approval was sought out-of-session for the new AUSVETPLAN contagious
equine metritis (CEM) disease strategy manual.

BACKGROUND

2. AUSVETPLAN is a series of technicabponse plans that describe the Australian
approach to an emergency disease outbreak. The documents provide guidance on the
strategies and overall control procedures.

3. The first edition of the AUSVETPLAN manuals was released in 1991. ARMCANZ 7
(May 1996) agreed that Veterinary Contie should approve technical changes to
manuals arising from new knowledge and/or experience but that all new manuals and
significant changes to policy should continue to be submitted to it for approval.

4. CEM is a sexually transmitted disease of horses that has the potential to spread rapidly
and cause epidemic infertility. It has important implications for the international
movement of horses, particularly thoroughbred horses in the breeding industry. The last
case of the disease in Australia occurred in 1980.

5. CEM is a Category 4 disease under the proposed government—industry cost-sharing
agreement for emergency animal diseases, which means that response costs would be
shared 20% by governments and 80% by the horse industry.

6. The policy in the event of an outbreak is eradication where practical. The strategy is for
strict quarantine and movement controls, coupled with antibiotic treatment and removal
of infected horses from the breeding population. However, if infection became well
established eradication may not be economically viable.

7. There has been extensive consultation thighhorse industry in the development of the
manual which has been endorsed by Veteyit@mmittee and by peak horse industry
bodies through Animal Health Australia.

RESOLUTION

8. That CounciENDORSED the AUSVETPLAN CEM disease strategy.
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Primary MEETING NUMBER : 1
|ndUSt|’ieS LOCATION : HOBART

Ministerial Council DATE: 2 MAY 2002

1.

RESOLUTION No: 1.36

Finalised out-of-session 2 May 2002

BANANA BLACK SIGATOKA PROGRAM

Endorsement was sought out-of-session for sleating for the eradication phase of the
banana black Sigatoka (BBS) program in Queensland.

BACKGROUND

2.

BBS caused by the fungidycospharella fijiensis, was detected near Tully in north
Queensland on 4 April 2000. Tully is the centre of the largest banana-producing region in
Australia and this disease has the potential to severely affect production.

Council considered out-of-session (ARMCANZ 21), a proposal to eradicate BBS with cost
sharing between industry and the Commonthe&ueensland, New South Wales, Western
Australia and Northern Territory governms. A budget of $20.348m was proposed over
two years (April 2001 to June 2003) in four stages.

Industry agreed to contribute one third of the funding required with the balance to be
contributed by the Commonwealth (one third) and the banana producing states (one
third) based on production at risk.

The Commonwealth, Queensland, New Salfdiles and Northern Territory governments
agreed to the cost-sharing proposal presented to ARMCANZ 21. However, the Western
Australia government questioned the feasibiityhe eradication program and therefore
the use of a national cost-sharing arrangernaséd on eradication. However, Western
Australia did agree to contribute $128,00@he program and to bear its own costs for
program activities in Western Australia (estimated at $38,000).

Funding arrangements for the program reflect the fact that there has been a movement
towards a partnership approach in this eyaacy response away from the previous cost
sharing arrangements. It reflects an acceptance that there should be some sharing of the
financial burden between government and industry where there is acceptance that the
beneficiary should contribute to the costs of an incursion response.

In early December 2001, Plant Health Committee (PHC) reviewed the program and
concluded that although good progress had been made the program was not likely to lead
to eradication of the disease in the Tullgar PHC reviewed the program again in mid-
February 2002 and agreed that the disease had been suppressed. However, it reaffirmed
the view that while the program was necessary to reduce the disease to a very low level
and provide the best opportunity for industry to make the necessary adjustments to achieve
ongoing management it did not consider that eradication was achievable.
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In light of this advice, Queensland has indicated a revised budget of $13.730 million was
required to conclude the eradication phase of the program to 14 February 2002. The
Queensland Government and industry underwrote the costs to the extent of $9.0 million
and $4.7 million respectively. Other governmeontributors made progress payments of
$2.603 million to 17 August 2001. The balance owing by other government contributors,
given the changed program arrangements, is $3.260 million. Queensland was asked to
reconcile the costs of the eradication phase to 14 February 2002 and issue final invoices,
based on the shares each party has committed to fund.

RESOLUTIONS

9.

Council:

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

(e)

ENDORSED action to date anNOTED the progress made in suppressing the
disease in the commercial production areas;

ENDORSED the Plant Health Committee recommendation that the eradication
phase of the program be concluded on 14 February 2002;

NOTED that cost sharing arrangements operated in the early phase of this
program had extended beyond the normal arrangements and had involved
industry to the fullest extent possible;

ENDORSED the application of the partnership approach in sharing the costs
of the program between both government parties and industry to finalise a
revised budget of $13.730 million fordteradication phase of the program up
to 14 February 2002; and

REQUESTED Queensland to reconcile the expenditure to 14 February 2002
on the program and invoice affected jurisdictions for final payment.
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PIMC

Primary Industries Ministerial Council
Media Release / Communiqué

PIMC 1/01 2 May 2002
SUSTAINABLE PRIMARY INDUSTRIES

Primary Industries Ministers from around the country, and including New Zealand, met in
Hobart today for the first time as the Primémgustries Ministerial Council (PIMC). This

new Council was set up by the Prime Minisiremiers and Chief Ministers to develop and
promote sustainable, innovative and profitable agriculture, fisheries/aquaculture, food and
forestry industries.

The background to the establishment of the Council is that for primary industries such as these
to continue to exist, and for Australians in general to continue to enjoy a high standard of
living, primary industries based on the use dtira resources must operate in a sustainable
manner. The Council is chaired by the Hon Warren Truss, MP, Commonwealth Minister for
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry.

The new Council will focus on the full breadth of primary industries and the issues that
underpin them. Specific matters dealt with by the Council today are detailed below.

FMD/BSE issues

Ministers noted that “it is widely recogniséhat Australia has a sound animal disease
emergency response capability. However, we must be constantly vigilant in ensuring our
systems retain and improve upon animal health, production and emergency management
systems. Failure to do so could not only be dtatang for the agriculture sector, but also for

the broader economy”. The Council heard that work on FMD preparedness and response
capability was comprehensive and progressing and simulation exercises to test the whole of
government approach will be conducted in September and evaluated by Ministers at their next
meeting.

Ministers noted that “although the risk of BSE occurring in Australia is negligible and that
Australia has been classified as among the lowest risk countries, we must continue to enhance
our safeguards and surveillance in light of new knowledge”.

For both BSE and FMD, Ministers agreedithvestock tracking through a national

identification system was a critical issue for disease control and market access and that
improved systems that would rapidly and accurately track livestock will be progressed by
Chief Executive Officers with a view to giving firm recommendations to the next Ministerial
Council meeting in October.

Amendments to the Australian Standardfor the Hygienic Rendering of Animal
Products

The Council agreed to amend Asstralian Standard for the Hygienic Rendering of Animal
Products to require all rendered products dedvfeom mammalian material to be labelled
with the same warning, whether for domesse or destined for export markets. This
confirms Australia’s commitment to effiace global management of bovine spongiform
encephalopathy (BSE).
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This change clarifies the labelling requirerntsefor rendered products. The amendment means
that all products derived from mammalian material produced by the rendering industry, for
example meat and bone meal, must be clearly labelled to indicate that the use of these
products in ruminant (cattle, sheep, goats etc) feed rations is prohibited. The labelling
requirement is part of the plan for managing tisks associated with BSE and is aimed at
ensuring Australia retains its BSE-free status. It will be important in monitoring and auditing
the legislative ban on the feeing of animal material to ruminants.

Exceptional Circumstances

Council members expressed general support for a proposed new package for arrangements for
Exceptional Circumstances support, including maintaining the current eligibility

criteria. There was general agreement to continue farm family welfare measures and to
broaden the scope of farm business supportaeighe new flexibility so assistance will be

more broadly accessible, benefiting more farmers. Without compromising the overall package
for EC, details will be further developed bificials for consideration by Ministers. There

was particular support for a new consulta@wel inclusive application and assessment

process.

However, Ministers were unable to reachemgnent on funding and it was decided that
Minister Truss would write to the State Treassrto outline the new proposals, the increased
State involvement in the process and the requirement for a financial commitment from the
States to match the increased responsibilities. State Ministers will also approach their
Treasurers regarding EC funding.

There was also an agreement to reviesv@ommonwealth’s proposal that boundaries be

more easily amended and buffer zones should contain no more than 10 per cent of the total
number of farm businesses in the EC application area.

The Commonwealth indicated it was prepared to discuss issues separately with the States that
are prepared to consider new EC arrangements if agreement to co-operate is not achieved.

Enhanced partnership between states/territoes and the Commonwealth on quarantine
policy

Ministers reaffirmed their commitment to wack-operatively to develop effective nationally
cohesive biosecurity policy. They agreed to confirm their partnership approach in an exchange
of letters to supplement their continuing commitment to implementing the SPS Agreement as
articulated in the 1995 Memorandum of Understanding on Animal and Plant Quarantine
Measures.

The Council agreed that the current level of definition of Appropriate Level of Protection
meets Australia’s current needs. Council members from all Australian jurisdictions are
committed to addressing differences in regiqresdt and disease status and risks through early
and comprehensive cooperation as part of the import risk analysis process.

Trade policy developments

Ministers were briefed on key internationade policy developments. It was acknowledged
that the Doha World Trade Organisation (WTO) Round had a positive start. It will be
important to continue the pressure for trade reform in line with the Australian and Cairns
Group agricultural reform agenda.
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The United States Farm Bill is a major blow to Australia’s agricultural interests. Further
detailed analytical work on the Farm Bill provisions will be undertaken to get a clearer picture
of the dimensions of the likely impacts.

The mid-term review of Europe’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) will begin in July this
year. Australia needs to keep pushing for a less trade and production distorting CAP.
Australia is pursuing a number of Free Trade Agreements (FTAs). The possibility of a Free
Trade Agreement with Japan puts the spotlight on the need for reform in Japanese
agriculture. There are also proposals for FTAs with the US and Thailand, and a FTA with
Singapore is progressing well.

Action plan for advancing Indigenous Reconciliation in primary industries

Today Council approved the Primary Industries Action Plan for Advancing Indigenous
Reconciliation for implementation. Endorsemehthe Action Plan sets in motion Council's
firm commitment to addressing the economic and social disadvantage experienced by
indigenous people, in-line with the Council of Australian Governments Framework for
Advancing Reconciliation.

Council also highlighted that the development of the Action Plan was closely aligned with
those of its associate Ministerial Councils — that is, the Natural Resource Management and the
Environment Protection and Heritage Conservatifomsterial Councils. These linkages form

an important foundation for achieving better coordination and outcomes across government in
advancing indigenous reconciliation — whisha cornerstone of the COAG Framework.

Forestry issues

Council received a presentation from the Commonwealth Minister for Forestry and
Conservation, Senator lan Macdonald, on then@onwealth's priorities for forestry over the
coming 12 to 18 months. Senator Macdonald promoted the positive outcomes from the
Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) process, which would be reinforced through robust five-
yearly reviews for the Tasmanian, East Gippdland Central Highlands RFAs. He advised
Council of the Commonwealth's commitment to having a viable timber industry, recognising
its importance to the many local communities. The Action Agenda for the Forest and Wood
Products Sector would be an important part in developing a forward thinking and outward
looking forest industry in Australia.

Senator Macdonald also advised Council that the Commonwealth's priorities for the coming
months included industry development, including "Right to Harvest" and promoting
investment, the continued implementation of the Plantations 2020 Vision, and the finalisation
of the Australian Forestry Standard for cecation of forest management and labelling of

forest products. Council also noted the opportesitor the forestry and agriculture sectors to
work together, and with the NRM Ministerial Council, to develop proposals and solutions that
will benefit both industries, particularly through environmental services provided by forests,
including salinity mitigation, watequality and carbon sequestration.\

Branched broomrape

Council agreed to continue shared funding, for another year, for the eradication of the weed,
branched broomrape, in the Murray Bridge area of South Australia. $2.3 million has been
allocated for a comprehensive program that includes control measures, research and
surveillance.

Branched broomrape is a parasitic weed that, should it become well established in Australia,
would have a serious impact on market access for the grain industry and also reduce the
productivity of various horticulture industries.
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National Ovine Johne’s Disease Control and Evaluation Program (NOJDP)

Ministers noted that Animal Health Australia, which manages the NOJDP on behalf of all
stakeholders, had agreed at its recent Board meeting to recommend that the program be
amended to facilitate the transition from an evaluation and control program to a national
approach to the management of OJD, post-2004.

This follows the outcome of a recent reappraisal of the program undertaken by Animal Health
Australia in response to a number of recent developments that potentially impact on the
conduct of the remaining two years of the NOJDP. Recent developments include the
difficulties being experienced by the natiosakep industry in securing industry support for a
levy to fund assistance measures. It also reflagrowing acceptance that eradication of OJD

is not feasible in the short to medium term given current technology and that the focus will
need to shift to on-farm management of disease, supported bycaordinated cross-border
approach to disease control.

Ministers encouraged Animal Health Austaaio quickly consult with industry and other
stakeholders on the proposed change in approach and to develop a revised Program Plan for
the remainder of the NOJDP for consideration by the end of June 2002.

Domestic poultry animal wdfare code of practice

Ministers endorsed a revised Model Code of Practice for domestic poultry, which
encompasses recent decisions by Ministersyer hen housing and egg labelling which are
designed to improve hen welfare. The revised Code is a step forward on hen welfare and
should be welcomed by the general community, consumers and industry.

The revised Model Code of Practice wasealeped in close consultation with key
stakeholders from the poultry industry, animalfare groups and state/territory agriculture
agencies. Minister’s congratulated all those involved in the development of the code for the
spirit in which they approached a difficult task.

Australian Standard for the Hygienic Produdion and Transportation of Meat and Meat
Products for Human consumption

In 1995 the then Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New
Zealand (ARMCANZ, the Primary Industry Ministerial Council) commissioned a
fundamental review of existing national meatles of practice relevant to human health. The
Australian Sandard for the Hygienic Production and Transportation of Meat for Human
Consumption was developed as a result of this work. It was endorsed in August 2001 and is
an amalgamation of four earlier standards into a single comprehensive document.

The standard reflects the ARMCANZ directive that it be contemporary and embody national
needs both in terms of human safety and international trade objectives. The standard must
therefore be a ‘living’ document that is amended as necessary. Council has now approved an
amendment to the standard that strengthens it and requires all meat businesses, as required, to
participate in programs that monitor the presence of chemical residues in meat.

The standard has, as one of its benefitshéreonisation of domestic and export standards of
meat production. The process of implementing the Standard in all Australian abattoirs has
now commenced and means that all meat producing companies will have the opportunity to
market their products to overseas customers.

Meat Exported From State Regulated Plants
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Council has now taken the important step of agreeing to principles that will enable the
Commonwealth’s certifying body, the Australi@uarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS),
to provide certification for product expodiérom plants managed under state regulatory
frameworks. The principles will ensure that all companies participating in the international
trade in meat are treated evenly by the regojadathorities and that Australia’s international
reputation as a first class meaiporter is protected.

Genetically modified crops

Most ministers agreed that the management of the risks posed by the new gene technology to
agricultural production and tradeahd be primarily handled byndustry self-regulation, with
government monitoring and support. The success of this approach will be reviewed in two
years time. On the matter of gene technology free zones within Australia, the ministers noted
the public consultations that have taken place in the States already, as well as the work that the
Commonwealth is undertaking on managememeoietically modified products in the supply

chain. The ministers agreed that the results of these consultations and studies should be
considered before any national policy on gene technology free zones is developed.

Further inquiries:
Andrew Hall, Media Adviser Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry Office



