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Improving the Wellbeing of Hamiltonians 
Hamilton City Council is focused on improving the wellbeing of Hamiltonians through delivering to our five 
priorities of shaping: 

• A city that’s easy to live in 
• A city where our people thrive 
• A central city where our people love to be 
• A fun city with lots to do 
• A green city 
 
The topic of this feedback is primarily aligned to the priority A city where our people thrive. 

Council Approval and Reference 
This staff feedback was approved by Hamilton City Council’s Chief Executive on 15 March 2024.  
 
Feedback # 757 
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It should be noted that the following feedback is from staff at Hamilton City Council and does not 
therefore necessarily represent the views of the Council itself.  

Introduction 
1. Hamilton City Council staff would like to thank the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) for the 

opportunity to provide feedback on the Cost Recovery Proposal to Maintain and Expand New 
Zealand Food Safety’s Core Regulatory Services Under the Food Act 2014. 

2. The feedback from Hamilton City Council staff is outlined in the MPI’s official feedback form - copy 
attached. Note: We have only responded to the questions that are of most relevance to Hamilton City 
Council. 

3. It is noted that the MPI has the functions imposed on it by Section 18 of the Food Act 2014.  

4. It is our understanding that Crown funding was available to introduce and implement the Food Act 
during the transitional period and for a limited time afterwards. This funding is now to a large extent 
being withdrawn. The limited funding now available supresses the MPI’s ability to deliver on its Section 
18 requirements. A new source of funding is now required from those that benefit or would benefit 
from the delivery of the Section 18 functions. 

5. This feedback is provided from the perspective of Hamilton City Council’s involvement in the 
administration of the Food Act, both as a registration/regulatory authority and verification agency in 
relation to the Simply Safe and Suitable Food Control Plan template only. Hamilton City Council does 
not provide a verification service for food businesses operating under national programmes. 

Further Information and Opportunity to Discuss Our 
Feedback 
6. Should the Ministry for Primary Industries require clarification of the feedback from Hamilton City 

Council staff, or additional information, please contact Peter McGregor (Principal Environmental 
Health Advisor) on 07 838 6881 or email Peter.McGregor@hcc.govt.nz in the first instance.  

7. Hamilton City Council representatives would welcome the opportunity to discuss the content of this 
feedback in more detail with the Ministry for Primary Industries. 

 
Yours faithfully 

 
Lance Vervoort 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

mailto:Peter.McGregor@hcc.govt.nz
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Submission Template 

Proposal to maintain and expand New Zealand Food Safety’s core 
regulatory services under the Food Act 2014 

We would like to hear your views on the proposals in the consultation document Proposal to 
maintain and expand New Zealand Food Safety’s core regulatory services under the Food Act 2014. 

We encourage you to use this template for your submission. Once complete, please either email to 
costrecovery@mpi.govt.nz (preferred), or mail to: 

 Proposal to maintain and expand New Zealand Food Safety’s core regulatory services under 
the Food Act 2014. 
 Cost Recovery Directorate 
 Ministry for Primary Industries 
 PO Box 2526 
 Wellington 6104 
  

Official Information Act 1982 and proactive release 
For more information on this please refer to page 7 of the consultation document.  

Privacy Act 2020 
Where you provide personal information in this consultation MPI will only use it for the purposes of 
the consultation. Under the Privacy Act 2020 you have the right to request access and correction of 
any personal information you have provided. 

  

mailto:costrecovery@mpi.govt.nz
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Contact details 
  
  Name: Peter McGregor 
  
Title: Principal Environmental Health Advisor 
  
Postal address: 
(optional) 

 

  
Phone number:  
(optional) 
 

 
Email address: peter.mcgregor@hcc.govt.nz  
  

Are you submitting (mandatory): 
 - as an individual? Yes     No   
In which region are you 
located? 

 Northland  Auckland  Waikato 

 Bay of Plenty  Gisborne  Hawke’s Bay 

 Taranaki  Manawatu-Wanganui  Wellington 

 Marlborough  Tasman-Nelson  West Coast 

 Canterbury  Otago  Southland 

  
- as a business? Yes     No   
What is the name of your business?  
  
How many people work in your business 
(full time/ part time)? 
(including owner-operators) 

 0 - 5  6 - 9  10 -19 

 20 - 49  50 - 99  100+ 
 
 
 

 
  
Are you registered under the Food Act? If 
so, which authority are you registered 
with? 

 

  

- as a Territorial Authority? Yes     No   
What is the name of your Territorial 
Authority? 

Hamilton City Council 

  
 

- on behalf of an organisation? Yes     No   
 
What is the name of your 
organisation? 

 

  
How many members do you 
represent? 

 

 

mailto:peter.mcgregor@hcc.govt.nz
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- as a food importer? Yes     No   
 

Which areas do you wish to comment on? 
 
 Domestic food safety and suitability rules 
 Imported food safety and suitability rules 
 Oversight of co-regulator systems and services 
 Oversight of verification systems and services 
 Business education and support 
 Identify and deliver nationwide interventions to raise performance 
 National monitoring programmes 
 Systems auditing 
 Options for sharing costs among beneficiaries 
 Monitoring and review 
 General  
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DOMESTIC FOOD SAFETY AND SUITABILITY RULES 

CHAPTER 7 (PAGE 14) OF THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT  
 

Questions 
 

1 Do you agree with MPI that Option 1 ($1.540 million) is the most suitable funding and service 
level for this service? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 

If not, what do you prefer and why? 

 
2 Do you agree that domestic food businesses benefit from guidance and tools under this service, 

and are obliged to comply with any rules established, and therefore should pay for this service? 

Why or why not? 

  

 

 

 

 

Food businesses have the duty to produce safe and suitable food. Novel food processing 
methods, such as sous vide, are introduced from time to time. A more rapid response from MPI 
in terms of developing new rules would allow these changes to occur in a timely manner, rather 
than requiring a food business to cease the practice or to develop a custom Food Control Plan 
(FCP). 

Food businesses using novel processes outside of any existing rules produce products that can 
potentially cause illness (costing money in other areas) and even death.  

The proposal that food businesses pay for this service is therefore supported. 
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IMPORTED FOOD SAFETY AND SUITABILITY RULES 

CHAPTER 8 (PAGE 18) OF THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT  
 

Questions 
 

1 Do you agree with MPI that Option 1 ($1.121 million) is the most suitable funding and service 
level for this service?  

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 

If not, what do you prefer and why? 

 
2 Do you agree that food importers benefit from guidance and tools under this service, and are 

obliged to comply with any rules established, and therefore should pay for this service? Why or 
why not? 
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OVERSIGHT OF CO-REGULATOR SYSTEMS AND SERVICES 

CHAPTER 9 (PAGE 21) OF THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT  
 
Questions 

 
1 Do you agree with MPI that Option 1 ($1.820 million) is the most suitable funding and service 

level for this service? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 

If not, what do you prefer and why? 

 
2 Do you agree that domestic food businesses benefit from NZFS providing oversight of Territorial 

Authorities’ regulatory practices for food businesses, and therefore food businesses should pay 
for the service? Why or why not? 

 

  

 

 

Food businesses benefit from this service to the extent that they can expect a consistent 
national approach to registration and enforcement functions delivered by territorial authorities. 

It is in the Government’s interest (through MPI/NZFSA) that the regulatory co-regulatory system 
set in place is working as intended and that the co-regulators are delivering on their statutory 
functions. To this end it is considered that the service should be Crown-funded, rather than 
funded by food businesses. 
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OVERSIGHT OF VERIFICATION SYSTEMS AND SERVICES 

CHAPTER 10 (PAGE 24) OF THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT  
 

Questions 
 

1 Do you agree with MPI that Option 1 ($0.766 million) is the most suitable funding and service 
level for this service? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 

If not, what do you prefer and why? 

 
2 Do you agree that the domestic food businesses benefit from greater consistency of training for 

verifiers and provision of verification services, and therefore should pay for the service? Why or 
why not? 

 

  

 

Food businesses benefit from this service to the extent that they can expect a consistent 
national approach to verification services delivered by territorial authorities. 

Territorial authorities are required by the Act to provide a verification function (s.173) in relation 
to certain RBMs. They have a s.174 duty to manage and to provide capability and capacity in 
relation to that function. All the services under this topic would enable and enhance territorial 
authorities and other verifier’s ability to provide and deliver the verification function under the 
Act in a consistent manner. 
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BUSINESS EDUCATION AND SUPPORT 

CHAPTER 11 (PAGE 28) OF THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT  
 

Questions 
 

1 Do you agree with MPI that Option 1 ($1.171 million) is the most suitable funding and service 
level for this service? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 

If not, what do you prefer and why? 

 
2 Do you have any current difficulties in finding information about what you have to do under the 

Food Act, and what would you find useful to help you meet your responsibilities? 

 

3 Do you agree that both domestic food businesses and food importers benefit from up to date 
and accessible information and guidance, and therefore should pay for the service? Why or why 
not? 

  

 

Food businesses have a duty under the Act to produce safe and suitable food. Despite having 
guidance in the form of the FCP and assistance in compliance provided by verification, any 
further readily available information would provide greater assurance that food businesses 
would comply with the Act. 

Information and guidance should be around registration processes and compliance with rules 
that apply to their business. Despite information from us as to the purpose of verification, some 
food businesses still regard a verification as an inspection as don’t participate in the verification. 

n/a 
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IDENTIFY AND DELIVER NATIONWIDE INTERVENTIONS TO RAISE 
PERFORMANCE 

CHAPTER 12 (PAGE 32) OF THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT  
 

Questions 
 

1 Do you agree with MPI that Option 1 ($0.458 million) is the most suitable funding and service 
level for this service?  

 
Yes 

  
No 

 
Not sure 

 

If not, what do you prefer and why? 

 
2 Do you agree that both domestic food businesses and food importers benefit from interventions 

to raise nationwide performance, and therefore should pay for the service? Why or why not? 

 

 

 

 

Again, food businesses have a duty under the Act to produce safe and suitable food. 

The proactive identification of national areas of significant poor performance and intervention in 
those areas is supported, rather than just reacting to complaints. Findings from this area of work 
can then be used in business education and support services. 

With reference to the question of non-compliant versus all food businesses being levied for this 
function, it is agreed that all food businesses, including higher performing businesses, would 
benefit from the function that addresses poor performance and maintains consumer trust. 
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NATIONAL MONITORING PROGRAMMES 

CHAPTER 13 (PAGE 35) OF THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT  
 

Questions 
 
 

1 Are there risks you manage that are currently subject to verification that you consider would be 
better managed through a National Monitoring Programme instead? 

 

2 Under what conditions and in which areas do you think a National Monitoring Programme could 
be established?  
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SYSTEMS AUDITING 

CHAPTER 14 (PAGE 37) OF THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT  
 

Questions 
 

1 Do you agree with MPI that Option 1 ($0.267 million) is the most suitable funding and service 
level for this service?  

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 

If not, what do you prefer and why? 

 
2 Do you agree that both domestic food businesses and food importers benefit from systems 

auditing, and therefore should pay for the service? Why or why not? 
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OPTIONS FOR SHARING COSTS AMONG BENEFICIARIES 

CHAPTER 15 (PAGE 40) OF THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT  
 

Questions 
 

1 Do you agree with the proposal to allocate costs for domestic food businesses based on the 
number of registered sites? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 
If not, on what basis do you consider costs should be allocated between domestic businesses? 
 

 

2 Do you agree that services previously identified to benefit both groups be funded 17.5% by food 
importers, and 82.5% by domestic food businesses?  

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 

If not, on what percentage do you consider costs should be allocated between domestic 
businesses? 

 

3. If you are a registered business: Do you support the proposal to pay any required levy amount to 
the same organisation you are registered with? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 

 

 

We agree that the levy should be imposed on every site that is part of a multi-business FCP 
because although there is one overall operator of the FCP, there are multiple different operators 
of the individual food businesses under the FCP that would each benefit from the proposed 
services. However, we don’t agree this should be applied to multi-site FCPs where the operator 
of the FCP and of the food businesses are the same person. 
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Why or why not? 

 
4. If you are a Territorial Authority: Would collection of the Domestic Food Business Levy as part of 

existing registration processes (where possible) work with your existing practices? If not, through 
what mechanism would you prefer to collect the levy. 

 

5. If you are a Territorial Authority: What costs would you incur in the collection and transfer of 
levy payments to NZFS? Please quantify wherever possible.  

 

6. Do you agree with the proposal to allocate levy costs for food importers based on the value of 
imports (a proportional allocation basis) rather than through a flat levy rate per registration? 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 
  

Additional process in allocating the levy to a fund, tracking the amount and preparing a 
disbursement to MPI. The major cost would be in following up of unpaid levies. 

Consideration could be given to applying a penalty amount on non-payment of the levy that 
could be brought to the attention of food businesses on the invoice. 

Yes it would work as part of our existing registration processes. 

However, the concern is non-payment of the levy on application for registration. If registration 
can be granted without payment of the levy, and once food businesses realise this, it is expected 
there will be issues in collecting the levy. It would become a debt collection issue, without being 
able to write it off as it would be a MPI debt. If territorial authorities are required to pay MPI up 
front on the basis of registrations granted, then territorial authorities would bear the financial 
burden of non-payment. This is unacceptable. The debt belongs to MPI. Territorial authorities 
should be required to forward to MPI only those levies that have been paid, with MPI carrying 
out their own cost recovery/imposing sanctions on those that don’t pay. Territorial authorities 
need more clarity on this matter. 
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Why or why not? 

 
7. If you agree with a proportional allocation basis, do you agree with a minimum levy rate for food 

importers who import less than $250,000 worth of food in any given year? If not, what is your 
preference? 
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MONITORING AND REVIEW 

CHAPTER 18 (PAGE 48) OF THE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT  
 

Questions 
 

1 Would you see value in annual industry reports on the use of levy funds?  

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Not sure 

 

Why or why not? 

 
2 Would generic reporting through the MPI website be a sufficient reporting mechanism for you? 

If not, what kind of engagement would you like to see? 
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GENERAL COMMENTS  

 

In general, the recommended levy options are supported (excluding that relating to imported 
food safety and suitability rules, which has not been commented on), noting that some may 
increase in the future if new issues arise. It is noted that territorial authorities are the primary 
beneficiary of some of the proposed functions but cannot be levied because of a legislative 
constraint. If they were levied, the increased costs would be borne by food businesses in any 
case in accordance with each territorial authority’s cost recovery model, which differs between 
territorial authorities and would lead to inequities. 

MPI needs to communicate the changes to all food businesses, clearly explaining the purpose 
and need for the levy and that territorial authorities are just collecting on behalf of MPI. 

It is anticipated that the levy would have an immediate financial impact on some food 
businesses, particularly the smaller and the home-based businesses, who will have to decide 
whether it is financially viable to continue their business with the imposition of the levy. For 
other food businesses, it is hoped, as is suggested in the consultation document, that the levy 
would be recovered through lower compliance costs in the longer term (particularly with 
frequency of verification) if the operators engage with and respond to the enhanced services 
that would be provided. 

The administration fee should be applied on a per application/registration basis, rather than per 
site. This is because the one registration covers all sites without any significant extra 
administration. There needs to be provision for the territorial authority administration fee to 
increase over time in line with inflation. Experience with alcohol licensing fees, set firmly by 
legislation, rapidly fall behind reality over time. 

National monitoring programmes as proposed are supported. However, it is considered that this 
should be funded through Crown funding or targeted funding, rather than through levies on 
every food business, on the basis that the primary beneficiaries are the consumers/general 
public. 
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