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Executive Summary

This document examines the “Draft Advice for theiees of import conditions for fresh potatoes for
processing from New Zealand” which will hereafterreferred to as the “Advice”. This Advice will
be considered from three perspectives, Backgronddsapporting documentation, Science and
Process.

It is the industry’s position that DAFF Biosecurftgs significantly underestimated the risk posed by
the import into Australia of Solanaceous cropséanggal and fresh potatoes in particular. From all
three perspectives the Advice is to be found wantin

It is unacceptable that an industry should be patieh severe risk through a low standard of werk a
provided by DAFF. Conservative estimates, baseovenseas experience, suggest that potential
losses to the Industry should Tomato Potato Psgiidi its associated bacterium arrive in Australia
would be in the order of $0.25b

DAFF has continually confused Absence of Evidenith ®vidence of Absence. This is inexcusable
especially when DAFF claims that it uses a scidrased approach to its work.

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that theaonent(s) produced by DAFF is tendentious and
through the use of surreptitious language arrivéiseaconclusion which is predicated by the final
statement in the Advice;

“DAFF Biosecurity will then finalise the import cditions for fresh potatoes for processing from
New Zealand, taking into account stakeholder contsién

A predetermined outcome is probably inevitable fitbie approach.

The assessment of risk is also incomplete. Degpitnsiderable number of diseases and pests
existing in NZ for potatoes only three are consddnry DAFF to merit consideration in the Advice;

+ PCN
» Zebra-chip complex
» Black Wart Disease

All other potential pests and diseases have bewnéd.

The Advice and the supporting Final Pest Risk Asialyhich was also produced by DAFF
(BA,2009) lacks;

rigour, objectivity, basic scientific method andyides selective presentation of data.

| also note that similar concerns re rigour, latklgectivity and poor science etc are continually
raised by other Australian industries when respuogth DAFF and its work (eg Growcom, 2012).
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1 General Comments

In preparing this response scientists and indwestperts have been contacted from the US,
Canada, UK, New Zealand and Australia. These pasoncluded experts in the fields of
genomics, virology, diagnostics, agronomy, IPMpemblogy and breeding. Relevant latest
research has also been consulted.

According to senior DAFF staff the approach to bmsity must be science based (Grant
pers. comm.). It is therefore disappointing that Auvice does not provide a required
standard of science and rigour. Data is out of,daterencing is selective and on occasions
where comments may run counter to what would apjoeae the DAFF position, they are
ignored. This is not merely unscientific but basden dishonest.

No attempt has been made by DAFF to update thieinse over the past three years since the
“Final pest risk analysis report fo€andidatus”Liberibacter psyllaurous” in fresh fruit,

potato tubers, nursery stock and its vector theatompotato psyllid” (PRA) was produced
(Sept 2009) despite the following statement quértaeh p5 of the Advice:

“any additional information made available througjie literature and the consultation
process which is relevant to the assessment afrjpert risks posed.”

Senior DAFF staff noted during discussions with Yegsthat they were keeping up with
research and that they would take into accountamyinformation when preparing the
Advice as it came to light. However there is onhe@ost 2009 scientific reference (Pitman
et al, 2011) and that is quoted only because oélessance in nomenclature for the disease. |
must therefore assume that DAFF either felt thearsh post 2009 was irrelevant or that they
did not keep themselves abreast of what was bawvestigated around the world. Intriguingly
other more important aspects of that 2011 papktimg to tuber transmission, have been
ignored. This will be explored in more detail latethis document.

Of particular concern is the attitude of DAFF tad®nce. In discussions with senior DAFF
staff it has been indicated that if there are recdj studies available for certain factors
essential to the evaluation of risk, then they dbneed to consider these factors at all. For
example, if there are no specific studies on aamiggn, then DAFF Biosecurity considers
that this does not need to be considered in theaisngs. Not only is this poor risk
management practice and violates recognised proeedor the identification and
guantification of potential threats, but it alsolgites a fundamental maxim of science. To
guote the eminent virologist Nessa Carey; “absenewidence is not the same as evidence
of absence” (Carey, 2012).

Due to the lack of detail and rigour provided ie #hdvice, Australia is being asked to take
on trust that DAFF can be trusted to ensure riskirgmised. | would argue that the lack of
rigour, selective quoting and the poor applicabéscientific principles, demonstrated both
in the Advice and supporting documentation, créaevery antithesis of trust. DAFF has
also not demonstrated that it understands how tndaperates or the extent to which
ancillary risk compounds overall risk. One also triugestion the ability of the MPI (Ministry
of Primary Industries) in NZ to be able to perfaime tasks for which it is responsible. The
outbreak of PSA in NZ and the recent retail salpaifed strawberry plants from China in NZ
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give cause for concern about New Zealand’s alihitiollow through on procedures and
mitigate risk.

In this context, a recent letter to the editor teritby New Zealand Primary Industry
Biosecurity staff and later published in the NZ Geo (NZ Grower, 2012) a group of NZ

MPI staff wrote, that in the last two years theael lpeen a major reduction of quarantine
inspectors in Auckland, Christchurch and Wellingtord they were almost 30 full time staff
short. Additionally the letter to the editor notamhcerns that few of the Organisation’s senior
management have any experience with biosecurityttaatdhrough redundancies or
replacements many managers are now sourced fro@adhgervation Department or the
Police.

This warning letter from MPI employees should sease cause for concern over New
Zealand'’s ability to produce reliable works andhfeice our own requirement to verify any
claims made by foreign parties.

Due to the lack of referencing or citation it igdh#o separate fact from opinion, in both the
PRA and the Advice, unless one has made a stuthediterature. It is clear that in both the
Advice and the supporting PRA much of what is wntare statements of opinion without

any basis as fact. Furthermore referencing otraar tb Government publications is minimal.

One of the prime source documents for the Advidbes‘Final pest risk analysis report for
“Candidatud.iberibacter psyllaurous” in fresh fruit, potatdbers, nursery stock and its
vector the tomato-potato psyllid”. Before considgrthe Advice it is therefore necessary to
consider the content of the PRA and its validitpraparing the former.
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2 The Pest Risk Analysis (PRA) as a source document.

2.1 Background

Zebra chip is caused by a bacterium known as Lbbeter. There are only five Liberibacter
spp known or described (Fullerton, 2012) and the afrinterest in the AdvicEandidatus
Liberibacter solanacearum (herein after referrealstaso for brevity) has only been known to
science for four years since first being descriine2D08 (Liefting et al 2008). The disease
first appeared in central America in the early tisge(Abad et al, 2010) and then spread
northward into Texas in 1999 (Wallace, 2012). & bance been reported in all states west of
the Mississippi in the US except Utah, (Crosslitl2). It was first reported in NZ in 2006
(Biosecurity Australia, 2009). In every instanceendthis pest complex has been reported in
the world there has been a devastating effect pptato production. So severe is the problem
in NZ that potato production for French fry prodantin North Island New Zealand is
described as “on a knife edge” (O’Keeffe, 2012).

The Liberibacter so far identified are severe paststhe citrus greening disease
(Huanglongbing disease) has decimated the citdissiny in Florida. This disease is spread
by another species of psyllid.

To date Liberibacter have been unable to be cultatgside their insect host and appear to be
a type of endosymbiont which are essential foratssesuch as psyllids that rely upon phloem
feeding, to obtain a nutritionally balanced diea{iappa et al, 2011). However why they
should become pathogenic to plants is unknown. Stawe suggested that phages may be
involved (Gudmestad, 2012). Currently this wholesais not understood. It is however likely
to be a very important part in understanding theeges of this disease.

2.2 The PRA

Released in September 2009 the PRA was entitl€ahal‘pest risk analysis for ...... tomato-
potato psyllid”. In itself the title is surprisinghe pest for which the analysis had been
produced had only been formally identified for ay@ iefting et al, 2008) and its effects

only known for less than fifteen years. In 2009 @dtmothing was known about the biology,
the evolution and the reasons why such a pest @ngblould suddenly appear. Thus why the
PRA should have such a definitive title (i.e. F)nalmystifying? Although our knowledge of
the pest complex has advanced since 2009 theti# mmsch that is unknown.

Since 2009 there has been considerable reseaathaireas relating to biology of not only
Lso but also psyllids. However science is stillyoat the beginning of understanding how
Liberibacter become pests and why. Without answeetisese questions it must be
emphasised that any prognostication about whathapipen in any new incursion in a
country is entirely speculation. Tomato potato ldylas changed its behaviour in recent
years and gone from being a transient and mindrtpesmajor pest with year long
infestations (Hail et al, 2012). Science has navanst present as to why psyllids should
have changed their habits in this manner (Hornes. memm..) and why they should seek
alternative host plants (Kent, 2008). There isaayeevidence that a native Australian psyllid,
Acizziahas now been identified as a potential new econ@est of eggplant (Kent & Taylor,
2010). This is concerning, as eggplant is in theestamily as potato.
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As a document the PRA cites 74 references in sappdas arguments. Only 27 appear to be
papers subject to scientific review. The rest waddm to be either various government
publications or sourced from the internet. Thuslkthk of the document, including much
upon which the risk analyses are based is fromsooemtifically produced material. This is
cause for concern.

As already noted and will be elaborated later, wt@msidering the Advice, the PRA is
contradictory, selective in its presentation ofadand in some places wrong or has been
proved to be wrong from research that has beewmeed since 20009.

The PRA utilizes cut and paste extensively, esfigaidien providing arguments relating to
risk assessment pathways. This is both misleadidgabso continually promulgates false
information. Continual repetition of an argumenedmot make it correct!

2.2.1 Method for Pest Risk Analysis (p13 -22)

Examining the PRA in detail shows a number of peois.

| note on page 13 that;

“careful consideration was given to the potentiatipvays for entry of the bacterium and its
vector B cockerelli into Australia”.

Given that the biology and evolution of the compheas virtually unknown at the time of the
PRA and is still now only in its infancy one wonslérow this statement can be justified?

On page 14 it is claimed that probability of erpgathways are based on scenataepicting
necessary steps in the sourcing of the commoditgxiwort, its processing, transport and
storage, its use in Australia and the generatiod disposal of waste’lt is difficult to find
any evidence that this had been done in the PRoAhier than a cursory fashion.

In considering Probability of establishment on @&snotes;

“ Establishment is defined as the ‘perpetuation lfierforeseeable future, of a pest within an area
after entry’ (FAO 2004). In order to estimate thelmability of establishment of a pest, reliable
biological information (lifecycle, host range, epidiology, survival, etc.) is obtained from the
areas where the pest currently occurs. The sitnatiche PRA area can then be compared with
that in the areas where it currently occurs andezkjpudgement used to assess the probability of
establishment.

Factors considered in the probability of establigmnin the PRA area include:
availability of hosts, alternative hosts and vestor

suitability of the environment

reproductive strategy and potential for adaptation

minimum population needed for establishment

cultural practices and control measures. ”

As most of such information at the time the PRA waspiled was and is still unknown one
is left to wonder how BA could make assessmentgutickse criteria?
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Similarly in the section on probability of spread Botes that In order to estimate the
probability of spread of the pest, reliable biologjiinformation is obtained from areas where the
pest currently occurs.”

Once again given the state of knowledge aboutdhgptex in 2009 any attempt to apply the
criteria described above is at best inspired guedswery little data is supplied by BA to
support the rudimentary notes provided.

The PRA describes that mitigation measure propbgdsiA will reduce the risk of incursion to
very low. On page 17 BA notes that substantial m&wf trade will occur. This is not quantified
however it is perhaps worth reflecting that in BfeA, a very low level of risk involves a
probability range of 0.05 to 0.001. Is one to asstnerefore, that the risk associated with
imports is such that somewhere between from 1 ito20in 1000 shipments/units will result in
the likelihood of an incursion?

2.2.2 Pest Information p-25 et seq.

The comments relating to psyllid yellows are cotitars and there is still no scientific
agreement on this ‘disorder’. Part of this reflebis different methods of detection used by
researchers in the field (Scott, pers. comm.)

On page 27 the comment on tuber transmission resdewn to be false (Pitman et al,
2011). Tubers will carry the disease and moreovkregrow.

The distribution records on p28 are out of datethedange has expanded (Crosslin, 2012).

The comment on page 29;he reason for this vector specificity is not kmoWis telling and
underlines our concerns about the lack of knowlemgthis complex. However what is
particularly important is that this statement islolager true either. We now know that Lso
can be vectored by other species of psyllids sadiriaza apicalisand into other crops such
as carrots (Munyaneza et al 2012a, 2012b , 20TkeYe is also now a report of Lso being
found in Spain (Horne, pers. comm.).

In considering the biology of the vector on pagdf8)information that is provided was all
unreferenced so is presumably supposition andasiatorrect. Research by Tran in NZ has
found that the psyllid can undergo its life-cyalerfi 7.1 — 34.9C (Teulon, pers. comm.).
Data also shows that it can take up to 80daysnaptete its life-cycle (Walker, pers. comm.)
and that it can overwinter under very low tempeeduincluding the Pacific northwest
(Crosslin, 2012) and on winter wheat in Canterl@iyman, 2012).

On page 31 seed transmission (true seed) is disdhieswever this area warrants further
examination. It has been raised in discussions Bithhat the work upon which their PRA
was based utilised a diagnostic which has sinca beewn to lack sufficient sensitivity. This
is an ongoing issue between researchers in NZrend$ (Scott, 2012) and makes
comparison between US data and that from NZ profiemData collected in NZ since 2009
consistently shows that many tissue samples titatliy tested negative for Lso, have tested
positive when more sensitive quantitative PCR lenhused. (Scott, 2012 & pers 50mm.).
Whether or not Liberibacter can be transmitteddsdsremains contentious as the definitive
studies have not yet been made for Lso and atmrédse area must remain in the ‘absence of
evidence’ category. There is some evidence thahtrelated Huanglongbing disease in
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citrus that seed is not a pathway (van Vuuren,&Gil1) but the work on Lso is yet to be
done. It certainly does not warrant BA’s confidappraisal that it is not seed transmitted.

The whole area of seed transmission is particularportant as this is potentially an
important pathway for the entry of Lso into Ausiaghrough either controlled or

uncontrolled channels. For example amny of the ieqe@amercial Goji berry plantations that
have been established in Australia are from setda®d from dried berries imported for
food and sold in grocery shops. This is also kntsvaccur amongst gardeners for a range of
other Solanaceous crops such as sundried tom&teeare unaware as to how DAFF has
addressed these potential risk pathways.

This also raises the question as to why Goji bei@elanum barbarunh andSolanum
chinenseMill.) were not listed under potential Solanacebost plants in Appendix A in the
PRA

2.2.3 Risk assessments for pathways (p33 et seq.)

The risk assessment pathways in this section sggnsively on cut and paste and the risk
ratings therein are unfathomable. It is very diffico avoid the conclusion that the result was
predetermined. Papers are selectively quoted, slataeis demonstrably false and the risk
ratings do not appear to match the arguments pexseffor example when considering potato
tubers and the risk associated with distributionpp@Y, BA have provided a4AODERATE”

risk, however all the arguments advanced are eithigue, have been shown by later research
to be false or provide evidence for enhanced Oistion!

It is also significant that BA relies heavily on article by Kent (2008) which DAFF claims is
supportive that no native psyllids are likely tousetors of Lso. What BA failed to also note
was the question posed by Kent, in the same putoicavas why this particular psyllid
switched to feeding on eggplant. Evidence exisas piayllids can acquire new host plants
however DAFF has failed to consider this as a #gthough TPP was recognized as an
occasional serious pest of potatoes in the US pi@©99, (Cranshaw, 1993) there is
currently no explanation as to why TPP has nowcheitl to being a serious pest every year
in potato fields of the US west of the Mississigpf.even greater concern is that further hosts
have been identified of Lso in Europe other thaR T®unyaneza et al 2012a, 2012b ,
2012c). Evidence again ignored by DAFF in the Advic

The examples cited above are typical of the ladkgoiur and subjectivity which pervades
this entire section.

Lastly it is noted by BA on p43 thatxisting pest management procedures may reduce the
likelihood of infected TPP entering Australiadt best, this is a throwaway line as absolutely
no supporting evidence is provided nor is theresmgestion as to what those measures may
be.
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2.3 CONCLUSION

The PRA is a deeply flawed document lacking rigang as a major supporting document to
the Advice it should be ignored.

No attempt has been made to keep abreast of thecgsisome of which contradicts or shows
the PRA to be wrong and we would argue that a “ttepclock” principle should apply
(Growcom, 2012) as there is simply not enough dasdlable to adequately address the risk.
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3 THE ADVICE

3.1 General Comment

Importation of fresh potatoes will result in potgdnfected witfCandidatusLiberibacter
solanacearum (Liberibacter, the organism whichgynge to the condition commonly known
as Zebra Chip) arriving in Australia. There is emtty no non-destructive test for
ascertaining whether or not potato tubers contéeribacter. This situation is not formally
acknowledged in the advice, however the paper guotenomenclature (Pittman et al 2012)
makes this clear.

The approach to biosecurity must be science b&seh{ pers. comm.) however the Advice
does not provide a required standard of scienceigadr. Referencing is selective and even
in those that are quoted, comments that may runteoto the DAFF position are ignored.
This is not merely unscientific but dishonest. Nempt appears to have been made by
DAFF to update their science over the past threesygince the Pest Risk Analysis (PRA)
was produced in 2009. Statements of opinion areesspd as fact and referencing other than
to Government publications is minimal.

Based on the lack of rigour, poor application aéstific principles and lack of evidence that
is presented in the Advice, Australia can havieltbnfidence in the ability of DAFF to
assess risk and to manage the subsequent consesgséocld this proposal for imports go
ahead as presented.

The text below considers in detail the issues dais¢he Advice pertaining to importation of
fresh potatoes for processing. We question whetlkeistry comment is seriously sought and
will be considered given the concluding sentencihefAdvice:

“DAFF Biosecurity will then finalise the import cditions for fresh potatoes for processing
from New Zealand, taking into account stakeholdeniments.”

This sentence would appear to indicate that thermapon of processing potatoes is a fait
accompli!

3.2 Details

From an editorial perspective it would have bedpfhefor comment if in the Advice
paragraphs and sections had been numbered asrp&l mmcument control procedures.

For ease of reference, comment will wherever ptsséitiow the sequence and headings as
provided in the Advice. Quotation marks are prodide headings copied from the Advice.
A similar format to that provided by DAFF will belfowed in discussing the advice as it is
extremely difficult to apply Document control rigowhen the source document does not do
So.

“ 1INTRODUCTION PAGES

Page 5, Paragraph 2

| note that DAFF quotes both here and in paragrapdnsd 2 on page 19 that DAFF has
consulted with industry on this advice. The languagggests that this was part of the normal

8
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DAFF process in dealing with industry in Australidy understanding is that this industry
contact was nearly always initiated by industry ImpDAFF and was done to raise concerns
with DAFF about this proposal. Regrettably all lo¢ toncerns and issues raised by industry,
many of which related to science and risk managgrhene been ignored in the Advice.

Page 5 Paragraph 3

DAFF notes that the previous conditions for impdriresh potatoes were taken into
consideration. This is not elaborated upon so wdedt to ask - how? Presumably they were
suspended in the first place because they wereduade!

We note that the review of import conditions isesponse to new information that there are
new or modified risks posed by an import pathwayerE is little further elaboration on this
point. We are thus left to second guess what e information is. Five components are
listed as being taken into account for the revientortunately it is not described as to how
they have been assessed or taken into accounhareddre this paragraph is meaningless.
For example what should we make of dot point 3 Wwisiates?

“relevant export compliance programs utilised bywN&ealand for export of potatoes

to other international markets;”

Does this mean that our risk assessment is basteegrinciple that if it is okay by another
country then it is okay by Australia? Have thedeoprograms been evaluated?

“B ACKGROUND PAGE6

Paragraph 1 last sentence

The words quarantine approved premises are usathbar of times (8) in the Advice. At no
stage is this defined other than a loose referemti®e “Quarantine Act Sections 46A and /or
66B of theQuarantine Actin paragraph 2 on page 17 (Quarantine Act 1988)these
sections merely prescribe the method for gainimg@gl for quarantine premises and for
construction of Compliance agreements this is adiqularly helpful. Consequently we can
only assume that the rather nebulous descriptiomgged in the Advice are all that is
required. These provide no means for auditory ca@npé and certainly no Hazard Analysis
Critical Control Point (HACCP) procedures whiclstandard industry practice in assessing
and monitoring risk. There is thus no quality cohtir other mechanism by which one can
assess the adequacy or otherwise of what is prdpose

In reviewing the current standards for NZ as spettiin the documentMAFBNZ Export
compliance programme for the provision of additiotheclarations (Potato Cyst Nematode
and Potato WartfMAFBNZ 2009),”( hereinafter referred to as MAFBINZve are left to ask
what has changed? This will be considered in furdle¢ail when considering the response in
relation to PCN.

Paragraph 2
We note that the initial request in 2006 may hasenbmade prior to the official notification
re the appearance in NZ of the Tomato Potato ésytid Liberibacter

Paragraph 3

In our view the supporting documentation suppligdi®| quoted in the Advice is
inadequate in assessing the export requirements 8. The MAFBNZ document considers
only two pest/diseases; PCN and Black wart. Thexeaonsiderable number of other pests




The proposed importation of potatoes from New Zealand
Submission 1 - Attachment 2

and diseases in NZ not found in Australia yet tHesee been ignored. Additionally some of
the documentation quoted in the MAFBNZ documemiosavailable publicly thus cannot be
assessed (eg BNZ Exports (Plants) Policy Direc@Breveillance for Potato Cyst Nematode”
13 December 2004). . What or where are the docusypartaining to other pests and diseases
which would pose quarantine risks associated wésh potato imports from NZ?

“3 Pests and Diseases identified in associatiorhwiiiésh potatoes from New Zealand”
Page 7

“In 2007, MPI provided DAFF Biosecurity with a lisf pests and diseases associated with
potato tubers in New Zealand.”

The list furnished by MPI NZ and lists 3 bacteBdungi, 4 nematodes, 7 arthropods and 4
viruses. Is this list the only diseases and pestsd in NZ or the only ones of quarantine
concern? The Advice would indicate the former inclilcase it is incorrect. If the latter what
verification procedures has DAFF instituted to fyetihe completeness or otherwise of the
list?

The sentence will be taken to mean what is wriffdme list is therefore incomplete as a
statement of pests and siseases of potatoes imdlthare are many diseases which we know
occur in NZ but are not listed. It is not the intties responsibility to list the diseases that we
know occur on potatoes in NZ however we are sugdrteat common diseases such as
common scab, powdery scab, virus Y (and its varfouss),Erwinia, etc were not included.
DAFF should not have accepted it without checkhmgdctual disease status . We also note
that there is no mention of Phytoplasmas in tisisdespite the recent publication by
Constable et al. (2011). There is a question ash&ther the phytoplasma strain present in
NZ is the same as that in Australia (Andersen,e2@08). The implications for this in plant
disease are unknown.

Page 8 para 1

This paragraph discusses pests of regional con©erce again it is inaccurate. One cannot
speak on behalf of the WA or Tasmanian Governmieotgever it is likely that, with their
area freedom for PCN, they would be surpriseddami¢hat PCN is of no concern to them.
The same could also be noted for other diseasepestd such as virus Y.

Page 8, para 2

“Nomenclature....... Of Solanaceous plants.”

The change in nomenclature is noted but one questichy this was not also noted in the
document released in April pertaining to importatad planting stock. Whilst not particularly
important in the context of this Advice it never#ss once again demonstrates a lack of
rigour and consistency in DAFF’s work which undemss confidence in the quality of what
IS presented.

Page 8 para 4

The statement that the disease can only be traeshiiy its vector is unreferenced and as
discussed earlier in this document has been showa tintrue. It thus must rank as
uninformed opinion. Whilst a discussion on the orignd evolution of this complex is
outside this response it perhaps would have belfuhéor DAFF to consider some more
recent research. A more expanded discussion atbhisitbpic was provided in the first part
of this document wherein the PRA was examined.

10
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It must be noted that this disease is new and whsfiost described in Mexico in 1994
(Secor et al, 2006). It is still poorly understoahd that the Pest Risk Analysis by DAFF
upon which this Advice is predicated was producedd09 when zebra chip was even less
understood. Much new information has been discavsirece then although the biology,
ecology and evolution of the complex is still relaty poorly understood and the importance
of the disease is reflected in the millions thatehbeen spent on the disease since its first
occurrence. (Schreiber et al 2012). It is now distiabd that there are at least two strains of
the disease and it is thought that these may hadeexl independently (Gudmestad 2012,
pers. comm.). There is also a suggestion of difiege between the US type and that in NZ
although the significance of this is unknown asresearch is still underway (Smith, 2012).
Whilst much could be written about what has besgaliered since 2009, it is not the
responsibility of Industry to provide updates oifriaal’ Pest risk Analysis (PRA) provided
by DAFF. We would merely make the observation tAEF still reference the 2009 PRA
without qualification and this calls into questithve vigour with which they pursue new
developments in what is a rapidly evolving areaeskarch. It is also intriguing that DAFF
considers its 2009 PRA as a “Final Pest Risk Ansilyshen the science related to this
disease is still regarded as in its infancy in 28&@& had barely begun in 2009.

Page 9 para 2

The MAFBNZ document only covers, PCN and Black vilamakes no mention of any other
pest or disease that may be of concern from a gtiaesperspective including the rest of the
pests listed on page 7, to say nothing of any stiwich may be of concern. Even more
significantly TPP and Lso are not even mentionderé is therefore absolutely no basis for
the statement;

“DAFF Biosecurity considers that a combinationmitigation measures may be required to
manage the risks associated with imported potafimes New Zealand to Australia consistent
with Australia’s appropriate level of protectionh@se proposed measures have been outlined
in section 6.” Without further explanation of thationale behind DAFF’s claim there is no
justification for the proposition put forward inglparagraph quoted above.

Page 10 - 4.1.1 and also p17 1st para.
What is DAFF’s definition of a “metropolitan arealdes this include Ballarat, Ulverstone?

“4 Existing policies for potatoes”

Page 10 Para 2?

As discussed earlier, a statement such as thealow s meaningless as it does not describe
how or what was taken into account, or why.

“These previous import conditions were taken inbosideration as part of this review
process to determine whether additional measurese@guired to mitigate the risks
associated with this import pathway. “

Page 10, Section 4.1.2

The last sentence of this paragraph has no bas#be, as described above, DAFF has failed
to provide any update on its 2009 PRA and thusatgtegree of caution is needed in
interpreting this opinion from DAFF. Furthermoreraded earlier the PRA is a seriously
flawed document that calls into question the abdit DAFF to perform such tasks.

Page 10 last Paragraph
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This paragraph is meaningless. What are the regeines of a “quarantine approved
premises”, what are the “specific standards”, varatthe “measures” that will “prevent the
Australian environment being exposed to any quaramssues”? Where is the data to support
this statement? The wofgdrevent” implies zero risk yet in their own risk based assgent
DAFF acknowledges the area of risk assessmens&dban probabilities and describes the
risk as very low (BA, 2009). Research indicates tiecan be reasonably certain that tubers
infected with Liberibacter will enter Australia {fian, et al 2011).

Page 11
The same comments apply here as directly above.

Section“4.1.3 New Zealand requirements for exporting po&st free from potato cyst
nematode (PCN) and potato black wart.”

Para 1

It is noted that the MAFBNZ document has been agskby DAFF and this has helped
“inform the review process”For the same types of reasons listed earlidiqve?, why? and
what?) this is another meaningless statement. Hemasv this is the only document from NZ
referenced by DAFF, foe which one could accessheents will be restricted to those
pertinent to the MAFBNZ document.

“4.2 domestic policy”

Our comments on the appropriateness or otherwiteed?CN protocol will be referenced to
the documents cited by DAFF, and other documetratsapply to PCN control within
Australia. It is also to be noted that the new palgn Draft Guidelines for the PCN
management and control have been publicly availsibee January 2012 (Australian
National Potato Cyst Nematode Plan, 2012) andthieste propose a very structured view of
PCN management which has been accepted by indD#tif= appears not to have consulted
or familiarised themselves with this plan. Thislwésult in a misalignment of standards
between what the Australian industry will imposagéd on the new EU directive
2007/33/EC, the existing Australian protocol (An2002) and the rather lax standards used
by NZ, which are not consistent with either Ausema) the EU or North American standards
(D Blaesing pers. comm. 2012).

The draft Australian PCN plan also contained araestive list of references on PCN, of
which, few if any appear to have been consulteDAFF.

It needs to be noted that NZ has two races of Goltlest Nematode3lobodera
rostochiensikcf to Australia’s one and that the pale cyst ntexba Globodera pallida for
which resistance is extremely hard to breed, isiank in Australia.

Page 12

Once again the rather nebulous staterfieimé risk mitigation measures recommended under
domestic PCN legislation were assessed as paheofdview of import conditions process.”
No further explanation is given and one is leftake DAFF on trust that they know what

they are doing. There is little evidence to suggest this is the case. Furthermore for reasons
already elaborated this type of statement is meggass.

Page 13
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“5 Verification visits

5.1 Potato processing facility”

DAFF notes that they visited a facility in Austealnd conducted an assessment as to how
the facility would comply with the ICA-44. We natieis was not an audit and furthermore the
specific areas of the ICA against which the fagiitas assessed are not mentioned. Clearly
some aspects of the ICA were not applicable oo they are directly contradictory with other
aspects of the Advice. Whether or not this has lefedeliberately vague is not up for
industry to decide but there is a decided lackgwur in this whole section.

“5.2 New Zealand potato production practices andkag house procedures’

If it is only intended that the potatoes would cdinoen the Manawtu (sic)-Rangitikei region,
why was it felt necessary to visit production aaglpng facilities in Pukekohe?

Similar comments apply as noted above for thosaipémg to Australian visits.

Page 14

“6 Proposed risk management measures for freshtpesafor processing from New
Zealand”

This section is almost worthless and reveals a@wimag lack of rigour and attention to
detail. It also lacks scientific basis. The groufatsour assessment are detailed below.

It was noted earlier that the MAFBNZ document updrch the NZ import request is based
only covers two pests/diseases (PCN and Black Weote of the other pests and diseases of
concern to Australia, including TPP or Lso are nmrdd. Furthermore in compiling the
Advice DAFF makes no mention of any other pestdiseases apart from TPP and Lso. This
beggar’s belief. Is one to assume that they ar®ahterest, were they forgotten or are they
not a problem? This appears to be another exampite dack of rigour and detail in the

DAFF document. Therefore in this context much oatdls written in Section 6 of the Advice
has little value or meaning.

The MZFBNZ document has two protocols for PCN caolntut there is no mention by DAFF
as to which one they intend to use. This makessassnt somewhat problematic!

We are unaware of any official protocol or manageinfier control of PCN within NZ and
thus all land in NZ would, under the Australiandglines (2012), be linked and regarded as
at risk. A gap of 10 years is not sufficient to gardee freedom from PCN (Winslow et al
1972, Turner 1996) and this is unacceptable. Affeyears it is very difficult to find PCN
through conventional soil testing (Spears 1968)thrdefore this timeframe is unacceptable.
Furthermore there is considerable doubt as to venetim the information available, the NZ
PCN program conforms to accepted internationaldsteds (Blaesing, pers comm.).

The MAF document permits pre-harvest fork testipage 14, para 3, dot point 2). How
would this be useful for PCN detection on resistamieties? It is also questionable as to
whether or not this is reliable for low populatiaafSPCN (Crump, pers comm).

The MAFBNZ document permits the grower to makedbeision about the requirement or
otherwise for PCN testing. This is an intriguingpegach to PCN (or any other form of risk
management with international quarantine implicalp Depending upon which of the
protocols one uses, there appears to be no reqgmteamthe MAFBNZ document relating to
seed quality, farm hygiene, other diseases, arelafpesting.

13




The proposed importation of potatoes from New Zealand
Submission 1 - Attachment 2

We see no reason why Australia should accept NiXsaattitude to PCN control. It would be
fair to comment that the MAFBNZ document is of anstard that is no better than that
provided by DAFF in its Advice.

DAFF has not clarified in the Advice which of tivea protocols in MAFBNZ it intends to
use. As mentioned earlier in this response oneable to provide a complete analysis of the
MAFBNZ document as some of the key references aravailable. Perhaps DAFF could
have checked to see why before releasing the Advice

Page 14 para 6:Packing House Processes”

What does practically free from soil mean? Whahéspotential for PCN to be transferred in
the remaining soil in eyes? Where are the studi@sdicate that TPP eggs will not be carried
as part of the residue on tubers? At the very kaste form of documentation or reference
should have been provided to support the assdttatrrisk of soil borne diseases and pests
being imported into will be reduced. It is perhapso appropriate to ask by how much will be
the reduction?

Page 15

“6.3 Packing and Labelling”

Dot point 2

What is the basis for the one metre separationfuRrably DAFF have some scientific
evidence, which has not been cited, to show thatoetre is a critical distance to prevent the
spread of any pest or disease which may be of gtiaeaconcern to Australia? Is this
distance appropriate for flying insects? What isttpp TPP entering containers or packing
units during the loading process? Dust in potatcestand sheds is well documented as a
means of spreading spores and propagules (Crursgperm.). It is noted that this risk is not
addressed in the Advice.

Dot Point 3 is clearly not possible

Noted is the use of the wotdnsure” in the 29 last paragraph. Once again where is the
evidence published to show that this level of aderfice is justified?

How is the use of words such as “prevented” as beeel and elsewhere in the document
substantiated?

Page 16 par 2

We have already provided evidence in our discussiothe MAFBNZ document to show
that the claims made in this paragraph cannot bstantiated.

“6.5 Transport to DAFF Biosecurity...... and processing

Para 2

Door ajar containers.

It is difficult to imagine how this proposal coubdve been given serious consideration let
alone be submitted to industry for comment. Whadewe has DAFF that shows the
security of door ajar containers being left opemrarves in Australia poses a low risk of
incursion? Even the most cursory of considerationld suggest that a door ajar container
would provide ample opportunity for a flying inséctescape!

Page 16 last para.
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As discussed earlier the scientific data showsithported consignments will probably
contain potatoes infected with Liberibacter. Whlist result in the consignment being
rejected? It would seem hard to sustain an arguthahtubers infected with Liberibacter are
not diseased! How will this statement be reconongti the last paragraph on page 16 and
quoted below;

“If live quarantine pests, disease symptoms or aonhants including unidentified plant
material, seeds or trash are found, the consignmmargt be treated (using a DAFF
Biosecurity-approved method that suitably addrefisegjuarantine risk) or re-exported or
destroyed.”

It is to be hoped that the detection of a tubexdtéd with Liberibacter will result in
consignments being destroyed and subject to degl.bMvVho will verify this at the factory
given the difficulty of discriminating the diseasem other disorders which can cause sugars
to accumulate in tubers and also cause darkeninggithe cooking process?

Page 17

“6.6 Processingina ......... (QAP)

Concerns have already been raised as to what istrbgahis and they are raised again here.
There is no HACCP procedure and after referensed¢tions 46A and 66B of the quarantine
Act (1908) one gains very little further clarifica. In essence Australia is being asked to
trust that DAFF has everything under control. Therétle in the documents provided by
DAFF to give cause for confidence in this approach.

The issue around proper quality procedures andrdents has been raised in prior meetings
with senior DAFF staff but there appears to beetmgnition of quality control or HACCP in
the Advice. This is surprising as HACCP is a kegnponent of most quality schemes where
risk needs to be managed. It is also standardipeaetthin industry. Without a
comprehensive QA scheme incorporating HACCP itaisllto envisage how DAFF can
conduct audits and how risk can be assessed anagewhn

Much of what is written in this section (6.6) ha#d validity as there is no clarification or
supporting evidence or any other specifics as tatwdhimeant by statements suclisesure

conditions”, “DAFF Biosecurity requirements”, “appropriate seggation procedures”,
“approved quarantine waste managemeatt. and other such vague phrases.

In consulting the DAFF Biosecurity guidelines onstea(DAFF 2012b) it is noted that
currently there is no potato processing facilisgdd on the website under any of the classes of
guarantine approved premises. What is the HACCPeplure that is followed when auditing
for compliance and against what are they audited?

How does disposal of waste to sewage mitigate agtie spread of bacterial wilt? Infected
water is a well documented method of spread fost@ala solanacearum (Mulder and
Turkensteen, 2005).

The statement in thé'®last paragraph that DAFF will audit weights isoaitstriguing. How
will moisture loss from tubers be considered?

The last paragraph once again mentions auditingepitores. Once again meaningless and
previous comments on the ability to audit witho@A procedure apply.
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Page 19
The issue associated with consultation was higtedjlat the beginning of this document and
at best the comments in the Advice relating to aiaBon are disingenuous.

3.3 Conclusion

In its present form this Advice is both lackingrigour, detail, science and logic. It is
completely unacceptable as even a reference poihthee defects lead us to question the
veracity of the process, the competence of thodelaorganisation involved in its
preparation.

The Advice fails to even consider a large numbgrests and diseases that would be of
concern from a quarantine perspective.

The standard of work is so poor that one is lefutmder how DAFF can believe it should be

taken seriously when it suggests it has assessiex] premises and compliance and is able to
set guidelines?
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4 The Process

Mention has been made in various parts of this o@cu as to what is considered a seriously
flawed process that lacks transparency and rigone can only echo the comments made by
Growcom (2012) that DAFF has an illogical approaeRAS, their rigour is low and
seriously flawed. No peer review of their documeagpears to occur (It is believed that the
Expert Panel has not met in more than two years;Bgers. comm.), industry and scientific
comment is not addressed directly and furthermaeeunclear as to how it is either dealt
with or dismissed when it is submitted.

As noted by Growcom;

“According to the Quarantine Regulations 2000, theden of evidence does not
necessarily rest with industry. Regulation 69G(&)ities that where further
information is required to complete an IRA and vehigre proponent or another party
may be able to provide that information, the Clirécutive may request that the
proponent or other party provide that information.”

Why is this ignored by Daff?

It is also hard to disagree with Growcom’s commeelating to trade and quarantine risk, as
guoted below;

“In discussions with DAFF Biosecurity, senior staffve indicated that potential future
legal challenges under trade agreements influehee tlecisions while conducting
IRAs. This is highly inappropriate and contrarythe ideal that an Import Risk
Analysis should be an independent, purely sciergifbcess. Regulation 69B in the
Quarantine Regulations 2000 defines a risk analystbe context of an IRA as the
assessment of the level of quarantine risk asseatiaith importation (or proposed
importation) and, where necessary, the assessnieiskananagement options.

There is no reference and no scope to consideetnagblications of any potential
decisions made in the IRA process. The Quarantmhd 206(sic) considers quarantine
to include measures that prevent or control theoidiction, establishment or spread
of diseases or pests (Part | 4 (1) b). Again, tradplications of quarantine decisions
are not considered in the Act. In considering tradelications of an IRA decision,
DAFF Biosecurity is clearly stepping outside thgukations governing the IRA
Process”(Growcom, 2012)
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5 RECOMMENDATIONS

Both the PRA and Advice on import of fresh potatfmegprocessing are seriously flawed and
should be rejected.

DAFF needs to be more accountable in producing mecads to an acceptable scientific
standard.

The available data on TPP and Liberibacter is ctiy@ot adequate enough to conduct a
thorough risk assessment antstp the clock” option should be exercised until the biology
and evolution of these potentially devastating etsseand bacteria are more thoroughly
understood.

Import Advices should consider all pest and diseas just a few that DAFF considers
worthy of merit and fails to justify why.

Standard risk management procedures such as HAGGRdSSorm part of every advice so
that a transparent and auditable procedure caonrsracted. HACCP is a standard risk
assessment tool and there appears to be no re&yahstould not apply in Biosecurity.
Furthermore in addition to noting potential riskBEICP provides an opportunity for
highlighting weaknesses in current data and thdisating areas for further research.
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