LOBBY YOUR LOCAL DISTRICT & REGIONAL COUNCILS
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Who should have a say?

This GE Free Register diagram shows that most communities around New Zealand want to remain GE Free. 

The government has failed to put in place a strict liability regime, to ensure that the polluter shall pay for unintended and unforeseen adverse effects of GE field trials or releases. 

Communities and regions should have the right to determine independently of ERMA, the potential economic impact of a  particular GE release.  And according to recent legal findings, they do have the right.  And a recent report shows that we do!  
Now let's utilise that right.

Understanding the
territorial process.
A recent legal report prepared by Dr Royden Somerville, QC entitled "Community Management of GMOs", clearly states that local government has jurisdiction regarding GMOs and land use.  The independent GE report and legal opinion was commissioned by the Whangarei District Council in association with the Far North, Kaipara, and Rodney District Councils, Northland Regional Council and Local Government New Zealand and contains the following quote from the QC:  

 ‘I am of the opinion that there is jurisdiction under the RMA for the WDC and the Environment Court to control land uses regarding activities which involve outdoor field testing or the release of GMOs for research or commercial use, in order to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources.’

‘There is nothing in the HSNO Act or HSNO Amendment Act 2003 to preclude land use controls being included in district plans pursuant to the RMA ...’

‘I am also of the opinion that precautionary objectives, policies, and methods could be lawfully included in the WDC’s district plan to manage risks involving GMO related land uses.’

‘I have considered the provisions of the LGA and am of the view that the sustainable development of the district could include the management of GMO related risks. There could be strategic benefits from developing a sustainable development policy under the LGA for inclusion in a long term community plan.’

'However I am less confident that a bylaw prohibiting GMO related activities for health and safety purposes, established under the RMA, could resist a legal challenge by judicial review in the high court.'

What's LTCCP?
Many people in NZ will have made a submission to their Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP).  This is a new process developed under the Local Government Act 2002.   The Act provides for local authorities to “play a broad role in promoting the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of their communities, taking a sustainable development approach” (S3(d)).   Therefore there is now a much stronger emphasis and requirement for Councils to consult with community and reflect community views.  This is a process you can use to have your say.

Costly topic.
Despite continued representation, some Councils continue to put GE in the ‘too hard basket’ despite beginning to acknowledge the risks.   Councils hold concerns that if they take the first step to make GE a notifiable or prohibited activity they will face rounds of submissions and possibly a case before the Environment court.    They are worried their stretched finances will not cover the costs, especially since the recent imposition of controls on gambling, prostitution and dog control has been devolved to their control by central government.

The Collective Clout.
The best option for Councils is to combine forces (as recommended in the GE Independent Report and Legal Opinion).  If several Councils in the region can come to agreement about a common approach to GMOs, the issue can then be taken to Local Government New Zealand and costs shared.

Northland Regional Council recently agreed with reference to GMOs that there should be “no further development and field-testing of transgenic organisms envisaged for agriculture, horticulture and forestry in Northland until the risk potential as been adequately identified and evaluated and a strict liability regime put in place”.

We need to continue to ask Councils for stricter standards than those imposed by ERMA.  Refer them to the Northland Independent GE Report and Legal Opinion, table it at a meeting, and identify supportive Councillors to elect in October.

How to Start
Have they event thought about GE?
Firstly you need to ask the Council for a copy of the their “Policy of Significance” then scrutinize it to see if it mentions "genetic engineering". 

You will need to identify the views of individual Councillors, prospective & current, and lobby others in the run up to local elections in October. 

Then you write to your local Regional Council and District Council and ask them to include you (or your group or organisation) in the Community Outcomes process (consultation process) for the Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP) under the Local Government Act 2002.   


See Attachment A – Example Letter Requesting Inclusion to the LTCCP

The Act provides for local authorities to “play a broad role in promoting the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of their communities, taking a sustainable development approach” (S3(d)). 

What Next?
Ask your Councils to formulate a Sustainable Development Policy, that includes taking a Precautionary approach to the release of GMO's into your local environment and that "our heritage/conventional production, seeds and our indigenous biodiversity  be protected" be included as a Community Outcome.

Rather than request they become GE Free, ask them to "develop" a GE policy.  When all the facts are before them a responsible Council will protect their ratepayers/environment from risk.

You can ask your District Council to make a change to their District Plan with the following variations, classing GE experiments/release (outside the strict containment of the laboratory) as:
i)
a Prohibited Activity;   or
ii)
a Non-complying/Discretionary Activity that would require public notification and a Resource Consent;  or
iii)
if GE is not to be prohibited, then all persons who are likely to be affected in any way, must be notified.

NB: an effective combination could include a symbolic GE FREE stance with regulation through the District Plan (preferably classing GE as a Prohibited activity).


See Attachment B – Example Submission to the LTCCP by GE Free




 Northland (in Food & Environment)

New Professional Opinions:
Since the Royal Commission into Genetic Modification, there have been several substantial reports. 

"Liability for Loss Resulting From the Development, Supply or Use of Genetically Modified Organisms" by the Law Commission Te Aka Matua O Te Ture, May 2002.  It states 
"Our inquiry suggests that the current statute and common law will not ensure that all damage that could potentially be caused by GMOs will be compensated...."  and refers to the unsure liability of the introduction of GMOs as with the potential to be "catastrophic” and "irreversible".

Full report (55 pages): http://www.lawcom.govt.nz/Documents/Publications/NZLC_GMO___.pdf
"Community Management of GMOs" by  Dr. Royden Somervilles, QC
Stress the issue of liability as outlined in Dr Somervilles' recent report released March 2004.   All Local Government should take action to preserve all future options and protect the ratepayers from hazardous new technologies.    http://www.sustainabilitynz.org/community_management_report.asp


"The Case for a GM-Free Sustainable World" by Independent Science Panel.
Another valuable report released last June 2003, is "The Case for a GM-Free Sustainable World" by the Independent Science Panel.  This panel consists of dozens of prominent scientists from seven countries, spanning the disciplines of agroecology, agronomy, biomathematics, botany, chemical medicine, ecology, histopathology, microbial ecology, molecular genetics, nutritional biochemistry, physiology, toxicology and virology.    A summary of the report is 
 http://www.i-sis.org.uk/ispr-summary.php  
The full report (136 pages) is at:  
http://www.indsp.org/A%20GM-Free%20Sustainable%20World.pdf
Getting Heard & Noticed:
The regions which have undergone the process stress that the more submissions the better.  It is important to speak to your submission.  By pooling individual submissions together, a longer presentation time can be gained & the individuals most qualified in the group can then deal with specific issues rather than repeating the same information/concerns.

Other Strong Tools:

· The GE Free register is a powerful tool showing that most communities around New Zealand wish to preserve all their choices by remaining GE Free.   www.gefreeregister.co.nz
· Take along photographs of your local marches/protests to show that you are not isolated individuals and have the support of many.

· Find local academics/farmers/famous people in your region that may be able to present as many Councillors seem to reply upon "expert opinion" or primary producers.

Feedback & Tips:
Submitters in Dunedin found their Regional Council more patient and accepting of the presentation whereas the District Council seemed to be more experienced and as such were less accepting of repeated information amongst submitters; some refused to accept any additional materials and were not happy for the submission to be simply read out.  Check with your liaison as to what balance of information would they prefer submitted & then presented.

Strong visuals would assist so if you are able to present using overheads/powerpoint presentation and presenting lots of supporting literature with the submission.  

Some Councillors appear to still rely heavily upon the findings of the Royal Commission, so you need to illustrate the many developments which have been made since.

Additional Questions/Information:
You can also send your local Councils' a detailed list of questions regarding GE (note that the questions are slightly different, tailored for Regional Councils or District Councils in their content). 

See Attachment C – References/Website Links for more information

See Attachment D – Questions for your Regional Council and 


Prospective Councillors 

Write to the Politicians:
Write to the Prime Minister Helen Clark, Minister of Science and Technology Pete Hodgson, Minister of the Environment Marion Hobbs and Minister of Agriculture Jim Sutton (freepost  c/o Parliament Buildings, Wellington) Make it clear you do not want GE crops or experiments in your Region.  Ask for REGIONAL EXCLUSION ZONE (for GE) designation.

Attachment Letter A: EXAMPLE LETTER REQUESTING INCLUSION TO THE LTCCP"

Dear (               ) District Council,

As a ratepayer, I am extremely concerned about GE experiments and releases.  These should be prohibited in our District due to the risks to our environment, economy and the public health. I am also concerned that central government has failed to put in place a strict liability regime for GMOs.

As a ratepayer I do not want the burden of paying for the cleanup of potential contaminated sites, the removal and elimination of escaped GE organisms (that MAF has given up on) and should my land be contaminated by a neighbour’s GE crop, it would follow the land value would fall … not to mention the rating base!

<insert Personal story>

Genetic Engineering/GMOs is an important issue both nationally and especially at a local level.

I ask that an environment free of GE organisms be included as a Community Outcome and that the (               ) District Council considers how you can contribute to this Outcome.

The reason for this is the protection of finite resources including indigenous biodiversity from transgenic pollution.  Both conventional and organic reproductive crops must also be protected and the integrity of heritage seeds is critical.

This may require (               ) District Council work on a collaborative basis with other agencies and local government with a view to achieving a enforceable Regional Exclusion Zone for GE.

I request Council to undertake the formation of a Sustainable Development Policy addressing the environmental/cultural/social/economic outcomes (including a Precautionary policy on GMOs, zero waste/recycling, improved public transportation, cycleways,  restoring the dawn chorus, eradication of noxious weeds and feral pests, protection of our heritage, coast and harbour protective strategies, marine reserves etc. 

<add your wish list here>

I would also like to see a GE FREE Conservation Estate.

Please note that the Convention on Biodiversity (CBD) recognizes that GMOs may have potential adverse effects on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity (Article 8g).

Therefore, there should be no further development and field testing of transgenic organisms envisaged for agriculture, horticulture, and forestry in Northland until the risk potential has been adequately identified and evaluated and a strict liability regime put in place.

Council should uphold or adhere to the Precautionary principle in instances where there is a level of scientific uncertainty and where there is the potential for potentially irreversible significant adverse impacts.

I wish to be heard.

Thank you.

Sincerely

<your name/contact details/tel no>

NB: similar comments can be made to your local Regional Council – contact the appropriate staff person responsible for the Long Term Council Community Plan and find out when submissions close and when they plan to hold a hearing (so you can speak to your submission if you wish).

Attachment B: EXAMPLE SUBMISSION TO THE LTCCP:


The following is the submission to Far North District Council re: their Long Term Council Community Plan.  They are the first in Northland to go through the process, next was Rodney District Council, then Kaipara District Council, then Whangarei District Council, then Northland Regional Council.   We made essentially the same submission over and over (other than new info coming in) and just tweak the Council details.  Then (as we asked to be heard) we bought supplementary evidence to the hearings.

31 March 2004

Submission by GE FREE NORTHLAND (in Food & Environment)

Submission to:  FAR NORTH DISTRICT Council draft Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP)

Contact details:
Secretary Linda Bench
3A Ford Avenue
Kamo
Whangarei
Northland

Chairperson, Zelka Grammer
Tel. 09 432 22155
email: arboreus@ihug.co.nz
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission, so that together we may achieve sound environmental, economic and public health outcomes,

Who we are:
GE FREE NORTHLAND (in Food & Environment) is a non-political community organisation committed to the protection of food resources, sustainable primary production, the environment (biosecurity) and the public health from adverse impacts of genetically engineered organisms.

We support the work of the Mayoral Forum on GE (including the commissioning of the recently released independent GE report and legal opinion by Dr. Royden Somerville, QC).

Dr Somerville's opinion -- that Councils have jurisdiction re: GMOs and could block the farming of GE crops of animals "in order to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources" has huge national and (especially) local significance.

We are particularly interested in the QC’s finding that the law does not prevent communities from setting higher standards than those imposed by ERMA (who have no expertise on economic and branding issues and who have made poor decisions in the past, regarding a number of controversial applications that have ended badly*).

The report identifies specific sources of risk for local government, including environmental risks from releasing GMOs into the environment such as horizontal gene transfer, soil contamination, contamination of indigenous flora and fauna, interference with ecological processes and life supporting functions of ecosystems; economic risks to existing businesses through contamination by GMOs and loss of markets due to such contamination (or perception of) and loss of clean green image generally; ethical-cultural risks to Maori and other groups/individuals who have ethical-cultural objections to genetic engineering; and financial risks in the form of liability and compensation for damage caused by GMOs in the environment such as GM contamination of non-GM produce, GM soil contamination, loss of land values, environmental damage generally including possible unforeseen “catastrophic” damage.

We believe that the release of GMOs (and potentially even GE field trials) in Far North would strongly impact on the sustainability of the district and the Four Well-beings.

We ask that Far North District Council include GE FREE in the Sustainable Environment community outcomes for the FNDC Long Term Council Community Plan.

Local Government Act 2002 – The Four Well-Beings


Cultural: 
There are a range of cultural concerns over genetic engineering, and the recommended approach would help address those concerns.


Economic:    
There are definite economic questions over the release of GMOs to the environment, and the recommended approach will help clarify those uncertainties.


Environmental: 
There are significant environmental impacts associated with the release of GMOs to the environment, and the recommended approach would assist in mitigating those impacts.


Social: 
There are important social considerations involved with the release of GMOs to the environment, and the recommendations would help clarify those social issues."

We are extremely concerned about GE experiments and releases. These should be prohibited in Far North District due to the risks to the environment, economy and the public health. We are also concerned that central government has failed to put in place a strict liability regime for GMOs.

We ask that an environment free of GE organisms be included as a Community Outcome and that the Far North District Council considers how you can contribute to this Outcome.

The reason for this is the protection of finite resources including indigenous biodiversity from transgenic pollution (both conventional and organic reproductive crops must also be protected and the integrity of heritage seeds is critical).

This may require Far North District Council work on a collaborative basis with other agencies and local government with a view to achieving a enforceable Regional Exclusion Zone for GE.

We request Council to undertake the formation of a Sustainable Development Policy addressing the environmental/cultural/social/economic outcomes (including a Precautionary policy on GMOs)

We would also like to see a GE FREE Conservation Estate

And that Northland be designated a Regional Exclusion Zone for GE

Please note that the Convention on Biodiversity (CBD) recognizes that GMOs may have potential adverse effects on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity (Article 8g).

Therefore, there should be no further development and field testing of transgenic organisms envisaged for agriculture, horticulture, and forestry in Northland until the risk potential has been adequately identified and evaluated and a strict liability regime put in place.

We strongly advocate the development of GE policies, with a focus on the regulation or prohibition of GE in Far North District.

This is of particular urgency given the Labour led government allowed the moratorium on the release of GMOs to expire last October.

Environmental risks from GE include:

• 
Adverse effects on non-target organisms or ecosystems

•
Unintended spread of GMOs - weed populations

•
Horizontal gene transfer (HGT) - effects on soils

•
Overuse of herbicide leading to resistance to it

Council should uphold or adhere to the Precautionary principle in instances where there is a level of scientific uncertainty and where there is the potential for potentially irreversible significant adverse impacts.  GE certainly fits into this category, with ongoing medical and scientific debate regarding the safety and appropriateness of GE crops.

See “Doctors want GM crop ban” (BBC News, 20 November 2002)
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/scotland/2494267.stm
The British Medical Association has warned that the risk to humans from antibiotic resistance developing in micro-organisms is one of the major public health threats that will be faced in the 21st century.

Dr. Somerville examined the issue of precaution in relation to managing the risks posed by GMOs in the environment. He favours a precautionary approach to managing phenomena characterized by significant uncertainty and potentially high costs such as GM.

He notes that adopting a precautionary approach is inherent to the RMA whilst under the HSNO Act it is merely optional. For this reason alone, therefore, there is a good argument for managing activities involving GMOs in the environment at a local or regional level under the RMA, in addition to national regulation under the HSNO Act.

It is Dr. Somerville’s learned opinion that the LTCCP formulated under the Local Government Act 2002 can be legitimately used to set a policy direction and a precautionary approach to managing activities involving GMOs in the environment.

We support the item on p.19 of the FNDC draft LTCCP “Sustainable environment” (that Council must ensure that economic development activities are balanced against the communities respect for, and access to, the Far North’s unique natural resources) but would like to see the wording strengthened and the following added:  “ensure the environment is  protected”.

Please note that we wish to be heard. Please keep us informed of the date and time of any hearings so that we may speak to our submission.

Thank you.

*
King Salmon GE salmon field trial: shut down due to inadequate containment and gross deformities in the fish HortResearch GE tamarillo trial, Kerikeri
see Chapter 6, p. 123, Royal Commission into Genetic Modification Report July 2001


The Royal Commission into Genetic Modification supported the concerns of local Northlanders, stating that "We heard considerable public doubt about the adequacy of the containment of this trial. The Commission considers that this public concern was justified" and recommended that all transgenic material should be removed from the site.


However, the government failed to fund independent testing and cleanup of the contaminated Kerikeri site (effectively ignoring the concerns of independent scientists and Northlanders, refusing to learn from mistakes, and creating ill will and distrust of GE experiments in the community).


PPL Therapeutics: GE sheep field trial, Waikato- ERMA stated that the “benefits outweighed the risk” of this controversial GE field trial involving transgenic sheep.  The experiment was a failure, the plug was pulled financially and PPL Therapeutics is now bankrupt (a good argument for local government requiring financial fitness of those who apply to ERMA for approval for GE experiments or release). There are animal welfare and ethical concerns about the thousands of GE sheep that have had to be slaughtered and the disposal of the carcasses.

Attachment C: REFERENCES/WEBSITE LINKS:

Legal Opinion by Dr Royden Somerville QC – 
Executive summary independent GE report by Simon Terry Associates, 
March 2004   (same document, 3 sites) 
http://www.sustainabilitynz.org/community_management_report.asp

http://library.lgnz.co.nz/cgi-bin/koha/opac-detail.pl?bib=82
 http://www.lgnz.co.nz/library/files/store_003/Community_Mgmt_Of_GMOs.pdf
The Case for a GM-Free Sustainable World (Independent Science Panel)
http://www.i-sis.org.uk/ispr-summary.php
full report  http://www.indsp.org/A%20GM-Free%20Sustainable%20World.pdf
Dr. Elvira Dommisse: Risks Still Outweigh Benefits of Genetics 
(NZ Herald, 29 October 2003)
http://www.nzherald.co.nz/storydisplay.cfm?storyID=3531189&thesection=news&thesubsection=dialogue&thesecondsubsection=&reportid=53009


"Genetically Engineered Crops Now Increasing Pesticide Use in the United States" (report- "Impacts of Genetically Engineered Crops on Pesticide Use in the United States: the first Eight Years" (25 November 2003)
http://www.biotech-info.net/Technical_Paper_6_PR.pdf
The report at --
 http://www.biotech-info.net/technicalpaper6.html
“Horizontal Gene Transfer - Why a Field Trial is a Release” by Dr. Sean Weaver

http://www.context.co.nz:8080/stories/storyReader$1498
Gone to Seed, a new Union of Concerned Scientists report.
http://www.ucsusa.org/food_and_environment/biotechnology/page.cfm?pageID=1315 
full report - TRANSGENIC CONTAMINANTS IN THE TRADITIONAL SEED SUPPLY
http://www.ucsusa.org/documents/seedreport/_fullreport.pdf
The British Medical Association has called for a moratorium on GM crop trials

HYPERLINK "http://www.bma.org.uk/ap.nsf/Content/gmcrops?OpenDocument&Highlight=2,gm,foodshttp"



HYPERLINK "http://www.bma.org.uk/ap.nsf/Content/gmcrops?OpenDocument&Highlight=2,gm,foodshttp"
http://www.bma.org.uk/ap.nsf/Content/gmcrops?OpenDocument&Highlight=2,gm,foodshttp
§


LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
Regional Council warns of possible “irreversible consequences” if GMO moratorium lifted
(1 August 2003 Press Release, Environment Bay of Plenty Regional Council
http://www.envbop.govt.nz/publications/media/030801ac.doc
Kaipara Gets Strong on GE  (Kaipara District Council Press Release 27 June 2003)
http://www.kaipara.govt.nz/media.php?p=1&m=180
Councils Left Exposed to Financial Risks of GMOs  (Waitakere District Council Press Release, 1 September 2003)
http://www.waitakere.govt.nz/whahap/nm/mr/2003/sept03.asp
Council wants GE moratorium to continue  
 (Far North District Council Press Release 3 October 2003)

http://www.fndc.govt.nz/Mediareleases/2003/imr031003ge.asp
Porirua supports extending moratorium (Press Release by Porirua City Council, 9 October 2003)
http://www.pcc.govt.nz/
Extend GM ban says Whangarei Council (3 October 2003, NZ Herald)
http://www.nzherald.co.nz/storydisplay.cfm?storyID=3526723&thesection=news&thesubsection=general&reportid=53009


Whangarei District Council 20 November GE Agenda item
http://www.wdc.govt.nz/agendas_online/ES_20112003/A583881.html
Whangarei District Council Press release "Councils Can Set Own Standards for GMOs " (22 March 2004)

http://www.wdc.govt.nz/resources/7043/CouncilsCanSetOwnStandardsforGMOs.pdf
GE Related Changes Adopted in First "Northland Community Plan"
http://www.nrc.govt.nz/reports.and.news/media.releases/2004/june/mr_230604_ltccp_adopted.shtml
Regional Council seeks legal opinion on genetically modified organisms (Environment Bay of Plenty Press Release, 29 April 2004)

http://www.envbop.govt.nz/publications/media/040423ac2.doc
LIABILITY: 
NZ Law Commission report on Liability (GE)
http://www.lawcom.govt.nz/Documents/Publications/NZLC_GMO___.pdf
"Who bears the risk? Genetic Modification and Liability" Chen Palmer & Associates
http://www.sustainabilitynz.org/docs/RiskExecSumm.pdf
"The New Frontiers- Biotechnology Liability Law Reform" (paper to the Biotechnology Law Conference, February 2003 by Simon Terry, Executive Director of the Sustainability Council of NZ)
http://www.sustainabilitynz.org/docs/BiotechnologyLiabilityLawReform.pdf
“Australian insurers wary of GM crops” by Boyd Champness, Farmers Weekly Interactive, 12 November 2001
http://www.e-campo.com/media/news/ag-international/aus13_11a.htm
"GM crops too dangerous to insure"   Sunday Herald 10 March 2002
http://www.biotech-info.net/too_dangerous.html
“Government wary of GE liability laws” (NZ Herald 27 September 2002)
http://www.nzherald.co.nz/storydisplay.cfm?storyID=2947101&thesection=news&thesubsection=general&reportid=53009


Sustainability Council of NZ Media Release (29 September 2003)
Financial Fitness should be requirement of GM Release
http://www.sustainabilitynz.org/news_item.asp?sID=130
Insurability, Financial Fitness and GM Organisms (Sustainability Cncl, Sept 2003)
http://www.sustainabilitynz.org/docs/InsurabilityFinancialFitnessandGMOs.pdf
“GM safety net has too many holes- Simon Terry 
(NZ Herald 14 October 2003)
http://www.nzherald.co.nz/storydisplay.cfm?storyID=3528597&thesection=news&thesubsection=dialogue&thesecondsubsection=&reportid=53009


Attachment D: QUESTIONS FOR YOUR REGIONAL COUNCIL and 


PROSPECIVE COUNCILLORS 

1)
Does the  (             ) Regional Council have a policy on the release of genetically engineered organisms in our region?

2)
Is the (             ) Regional Council forming, or intending to form, a policy on GE organisms in our region and, if so, what is the schedule for its development and adoption?

3)
Should companies, which develop, promote or import GE organisms be responsible for monitoring use and containment or should this be independent?

4)
Are you aware that the government has suggested that Regional Councils may have a role in monitoring conditional release of genetically engineered organisms?

5) 
How prepared (equipment, skills, organisational systems) is the Council to take a role in monitoring the conditional release of GE organisms?  
What steps are being taken to improve Council's capabilities in this area?

6)
Are you aware that the moratorium on commercial release of GE organisms into the environment expired last October and that most of the research which the government has commissioned into the effects of GE organisms has not been completed?   
Do you think this is proceeding with sufficient caution?

7) 
In the event of an escape of a GE organism from a conditional release area, is Council prepared to be called in to help MAF respond to the escape?  What arrangements exist for MAF to fund this type of Council involvement?  How will this be funded?  Will MAF notify Regional Council and Territorial Authority in the event of an illegal GE biosecurity breach?

8) 
Who should bear the costs of monitoring, auditing, response to escapes and any potential clean-up operations involved with conditional or full release of GE organisms into the environment in our region?
Manufacturer / importer / user of GE organisms / taxpayer / ratepayer?

9)
What about impacts of the use of GE organisms in freshwater / marine aquatic environment in this region? What is Council's capacity to deal with these escapes? What impact might escapes have on aquatic species and ecosystem?

10)
Have you considered the potential for heritable genetic material from a conditional or full release site to enter a waterway and thus move to other areas besides the one in which it might be intentionally released?

11)
Has Council investigated the role of the Resource Management Act (RMA) in the management of GE organisms? If so, what conclusions has it drawn?

12)
Would you consider pollen/other heritable material of GE organisms to be contaminants? Once a site has ceased to be used for production of GE organisms, would you consider that site as a contaminated site?

13)
Would you consider waste from a site used to produce GE organisms as hazardous waste/special waste, if so, what are implications for management?

14)
What impact might the use of land within this area for the production of GE organisms have on land values and the rating base for the Council?


What impact might production of GE organisms in our area have on the region’s economy?

15)
If genetically engineered organisms were released into the environment for use on a particular property, do you think it would have an effect on amenity values of neighbouring properties?

16)
"BUFFER ZONES"
A. If the release requires a buffer zone, how will the buffer zone be defined?
B. How big should that zone be (radius of circle)?
C. How would it be checked and enforced?
D. Upon whose land would it be situated?
E. Who owns the land inside the buffer zone (the GM farmer or the neighbour)?
F. What can be grown inside the buffer zone if closely related natural species can outcross with the GM crop?
G. Who compensates if the existing land use inside the buffer zone has to change?

17)
Will the growing of GMOs be a notifiable activity - i.e. not "as of right" on designated agricultural land?

18)
Do you think that the location of sites used for producing genetically engineered organisms in the environment should be made publicly available? Should it be made known to neighbouring landowners?

19)
With regard to the confidentiality of site location being used to produce GE organisms, does section 42 of the RMA provides a model of how to enable a decision making authority to have access to sensitive information without disclosing trade secrets to the public?

20)
Have you given any thought to whether the fact that land has been used for producing genetically engineered organisms or has been contaminated with heritable material from genetically engineered organisms should be included in the Land Information Memorandum your Council is tasked with issuing?

21)
Liability

A. Is Council providing for this possibility in its budgets?

B. Has it discussed whether existing insurance policies will cover any


claim against the Council or whether such insurance is available?

C. If an increase in premium is required, how would this be funded?
For more information, please see the recently released NZ Law Commission Report on Liability/GE
http://www.lawcom.govt.nz/Documents/Publications/NZLC_GMO___.pdf
22) 
Biosecurity - how would Council deal with appearance of invasive GE species?
Please note that the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) recognizes that GMOs may have potential adverse effects on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity (Article 8g).

23)
Te Tiriti o Waitangi (Treaty of Waitangi) considerations- can you tell us what process you have in place for addressing obligations to local iwi regarding the threat that Genetic Engineering presents to Tikanga Maori e.g. Whakapapa, Mauri, Kaitiakitanga etc and the threat to indigenous biodiversity/taonga, the growing organic industry, WAI 262?

24)  The Royal Commission recommended (in its April 2001 report) that "Regional Exclusion Zones" can be declared and implemented (presumably by the Regional Council). We believe that Northland should be designated a Regional Exclusion Zone for GE due to the economic, ecological and public health risks.  What is your view?

25)  Would you allocate $10,000 in this year's budget to investigate implications of the GE issue for the Council?  
If not, please explain why not?

26) 
Has Council developed or adopted a Policy of Significance? Have you identified GMO release as  a Matter of Significance (Long Term Council Community Plan).

27)
Have Senior Environment Policy Staff studied the March 2004 Independent GE Report and Legal Opinion (by Dr Royden Somerville, QC)

Thank you for your time and effort in considering these questions.


Questions you could ask prospective Councillors:

· How aware do you consider yourself to be about GE and the implications for local government?

· What is your commitment to a Council GE Free policy?

· Would you support Council  initiatives for stricter regulations on the use of GE organisms in our environment? By
a)
Working with or cooperating with other Councils to take the issue further.
b)
By independently putting it in our Council policy
c)
What precautionary actions do you think local or regional Councils should take in order to protect ratepayers, primary producers, the environment and public health?

· How would you expect any feral/ wilding population say on road reserves resulting from trials or conditional releases to be dealt with?

· Should Council be left to deal with mitigation of any genetic pollution resulting from trials or other release of GMOs? Who should be liable? Should ratepayers foot the bill?

· Would you like strict liability regimes in place to protect local interests?

· Would you support initiatives to promote education/awareness on GE foods and living organisms at all levels in the community?

· Are you aware that common food plants are currently being genetically engineered for pharmaceutical crops?  Would you support their cultivation in our area?

· Are you prepared to listen and act on community concerns about GE?

· Are you prepared to lobby our local MP for a GE Free New Zealand?  

Thankyou

For more information, please contact:


Karen Summerhays (Regional Councillor/Environment Bay of Plenty)  

tel. 0800 ENV BOP
        email:  ksummerhays@xtra.co.nz

Zelka Grammer (Chair, GE FREE NORTHLAND in Food & Environment) 



tel. 09 4322155
(Whangarei)   email: arboreus@ihug.co.nz
If you would like an electronic copy of this document, please email your request to kara@wetafx.co.nz 
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