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New Zealand Deer Farmers’ Association




25th September, 2005

Secretary, Animal Identification and Traceability Working Group

PO Box 121

Wellington

bridget.peachy@meatandwoolnz.com
Dear AITWG,



Accompanying statement to AITWG. Proposal for an Enhanced National Animal Identification and Traceability System (with an initial) focus on cattle and deer). Form Submission supplied by email 23/09/2005.
 1.  The New Zealand Deer Farmers’ Association formally represents the producer views and interests of 5300 known velvet and venison levy paying deer farmers through its 24 regional branches and 4 special interest breed societies and working groups.

2. The Association, now in its 31st year, also represents the political and industry views of 2800 active deer farmers who pay a voluntary annual subscription, representing 75-80% of the farmed deer. It is headed by an elected 4 man Executive Committee. 
3. The Executive Committee have been approached by the large Southland branch of the NZDFA requesting a formal view that their Executive holds on the discussion paper and seeking a response to the branch’s concerns that the proposal for mandatory Animal ID and traceability systems be in place in October 2007.

5. The Executive Committee is aware that there are quite mixed individual and branch responses to the proposals through out the country and there is a decided divergence of views in need, importance and timing 

5. The Southland Branch believes that there is unnecessary haste and lack of clearly demonstrated need for this industry to be compulsorily inducted into a formal system at this time. The Branch intends to make its own submission.

6. The following serves as the Executive Committee, NZDFA response to those concerns and serves as a position statement to support their formal response on the working group’s website.

7. The Executive Committee reinforces the point that AITWG Chairman made in an open meeting with the Southland Branch, that the decision on the need or rationale for a system, its mandatory nature or not, and its timing, technology use and application are an industry call, hence the discussion process and the opportunity to formally submit on the form included in the discussion document is encouraged.

In terms of an Executive Committee viewpoint we have 3 main and some what linked viewpoints
1) The Executive Committee believes that the document and its explanation of the rationale behind the recommendation are unclear in the driving force for the timeframe and need. Is the need for biosecurity or are market forces the primary needs? A verified answer to that has considerable bearing on industry response and the allocation of costs.

2) If Biosecurity 
a. Is the drive coming from MAF or NZ Food Safety Authority and what actions will they (and Government) make to develop this programme?
b. Currently 48 hours is an international recommendation or aim, why are we as an Industry not prepared to wait until such a time frame is mandatory before complying?
c. Why are the sheep and pork industries not included in this proposal?  ie  If traceability systems are critical to respond to BSE or foot and mouth type biosecurity alerts it makes little sense for only 2  livestock sectors to be able to respond in this ideal time frame
d. What % of the set up and ongoing costs will be met by the Crown in relation to the importance of biosecurity and the trading status preservation of NZ Inc.
3) If Market Access is the primary driver, the Executive Committee have a view that this is primarily driven by the highly  internationally competitive beef industry  and it is not appropriate through association for the deer industry to be forced into following suit through convenience

a. The NZ farmed deer industry  is clearly identified in the major European market as the dominant supplier of venison that  sets and exceeds any standards  required by retail or hospitality trades so a competitive advantage as might be seen for the beef industry is not relevant

b. Current systems allow traceability  through the companies in terms of food safety and quality assurance

c. There are no other competitors who can provide  more rapid trace back or reporting or animal ID systems use that add value to market access or product assurance

d. Why are not sheep and pork meats included in this proposal?

e. Are customers for farm raised venison actually asking for this requirement at this time of extreme volume supply at attractively low returns? We understand not.

4) The Executive Committee also have an issue in that the current formal industry ID scheme  mandatory as part of the National Pest Management Strategy  has not been formally adopted with the processing industry with a feed back loop  to both the AHB and the farmers in terms of ID and slaughter data.

a. We understand that the plants on the whole now accurately record slaughtered deer ID by ear tags and provide that feed back to their farmer clients as part of carcase weight and grading but this has been a slow transition.

b. We believe that if as stated that the AITWG recommendation that existing systems should be able to be used the track record of that use to date is not convincing. It appears as though the AHB system itself in combination with the mandatory statutory declaration ASD forms does not meet the full recommendations of the group. That creates some unease that there is compulsion to move to RFID with added cost and little perceived benefit to industry or individual farmers.

5) The final point is really about speed of movement to individual RDIF systems when technology and application of technology is still being developed and assessed.

a. The EC believes that a full trialing and evaluation of all technology and a forward view of what might be available in terms of management options as well as traceability and paperless recording systems is important.

b. We understand that some aspects of this is being conducted with deer and Landcorp at present, but further we believe that the industry here should be keeping a watching brief on Australia  the EU and Canada particularly  as they are considered leaders in the fields. NZ can learn much from the efforts of others in order to implement when time and circumstances dictate and there is reward above imposed cost.

c. In practical terms we recognise that many farmers will view this RDIF move as a recommendation for efficiency sake as a further imposed cost  for no benefit at a time when the industry simply a cannot afford the investment, when the need is not immediately recognised by industry.

      6)
In summary the Executive Committee recommends that the deer industry should not shut the door on the involvement in the future of traceability and industry and nationwide scheme, but reserve the right to join voluntarily rather than through compulsion.
      7)
We believe the time frame is far too optimistic and that observation and learning from the trials and developments in other countries and through the beef industry should it proceed is important to reduce cost and implement the best possible systems, when the need is demonstrated.
8) The combination of market forces and a linkage in returns that justifies the costs and expense, with a clear commitment from Government that supports the Biosecurity aspects of a national programme, are all relevant factors that the Executive Committee believes must be addressed before such a system becomes mandatory.

9) Having said that the Executive Committee believes, as shown by response to the submission form that the AITWG have correctly identified the major issues of detail and direction that will be required to underpin a national ID and traceability at the appropriate time for the deer industry, and following a clear definition of cost centers, government responsibility and assessment of new and emerging technology that can add value to farm management systems as well. 
Yours faithfully
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Executive Committee, New Zealand Deer Farmers Association.

Andrew Mitchell, Chairman
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