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1. Executive Summary 
 

The Australia and New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council (Ministerial Council) 
agreed to the Terms of Reference (TOR) of the inaugural Review of its operations on 
4 May 2007. 

 
Stakeholders have raised issues relating to the operation of the Ministerial Council during earlier 
reviews of different parts of the food regulation system.  This Review draws as much as possible 
on feedback received from those earlier reviews. An information gap analysis identified areas 
requiring further information.  Members of the Ministerial Council were invited to make a 
submission and an extensive review of information relating to administrative procedures and 
processes was undertaken. 

 
The activity of the Ministerial Council from 2002 – 2003 was dominated by the development of 
eight policy documents.  From 2004 - 2006 the Ministerial Council reviewed two of these policy 
documents and developed three more.  While there are no performance indicators to evaluate the 
Ministerial Council’s operations, Government submissions highlighted that a considerable 
number of important and complex food regulatory policy issues have been addressed since the 
establishment of the food regulatory system. 

 
Overall the Review found that Ministerial Council’s administrative arrangements meet its formal 
requirements and the Secretariat is seen to be fulfilling its functions well in terms of operational 
support for the Ministerial Council and its committees. 

 
The following is a summary of key points identified through the Review: 

 
• The mechanisms available and the roles and responsibilities of the Ministerial Council and its 

committees are not always clearly understood. 
 

• The Ministerial Council’s administrative arrangements are generally in keeping with its 
Operations Protocol. However: 
- gaps have been identified in the Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures document 

when compared with COAG’s Guidelines and Protocols; 
- there is no mechanism to ensure that processes and procedures set out in protocols 

governing the Ministerial Council are followed; 
- while the FRA stipulates that the Ministerial Council is responsible for promoting the 

harmonisation of domestic and export standards with international standards set by 
Codex, it does not specify a mechanism to achieve this; 

- a large number of items considered at Ministerial Council meetings are routine reports 
and items for information, while some complex food standards issues are handled out-of- 
session; 

- while the Ministerial Council has complied with Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) 
requirements in recent years, it was non-compliant in the reporting period 2003/2004 and 
2004/2005; 

- a standing item at the conclusion of each Ministerial Council meeting identifying items 
that may be of interest to other Ministerial Councils could foster better cooperation; 

- when requests for advice to other Councils are made these should be explicit and it 
should be clear as to how the advice will be used; and 

- there is scope to improve documenting meeting decisions and circulating meeting 
minutes. 

4 
Ministerial Council Operation Review 



• Progress on the strategy developed by ISC for the consistent implementation of food 
standards in Australia has been slower than planned in most areas. 

 

• The scope and volume of ISC’s work suggests that more strategic direction from FRSC and 
consideration of resource requirements may be required to meet ISC’s objectives. 

 

• Consultations with stakeholders identified concerns regarding the Ministerial Council’s 
mechanism for requesting reviews, lack of transparency in the policy development process, 
and mechanisms for stakeholder input into planning processes and policy reviews. 

 
The Food Regulation Standing Committee’s (FRSC) Principles and Protocols Working Group 
(P& P Working Group) reviewed this Review report and, as required by the TOR, identified 
limitations and areas for improvement regarding the Ministerial Council’s operations and makes 
the following recommendations: 

 
Recommendation 1 
Review and update the Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures to: 
- ensure consistency as far as practicable with COAG Guidelines and Protocols; 
- clarify the mechanisms available to the Ministerial Council under the FSANZ Act, the FRA, 

and the Treaty, and to cross-reference these and other key documents governing the 
Ministerial Council; and 

- articulate the roles and responsibilities of the Ministerial Council and its committees. 
 

Recommendation 2 
Continue with the current ongoing improvements to the Policy Guidelines Development 
Document and the organisation of Stakeholder Consultation Forums. 

 
Recommendation 3 
Establish a mechanism to ensure that Ministers can, wherever possible, focus on items of 
strategic significance and consider difficult food standards issues at meetings rather than out of 
session. 

 
Recommendation 4 
FRSC should more closely examine the Ministerial Council agenda items to ensure that: 
- RIS requirements are met; 
- working groups have followed procedure in the Policy Guidelines Development Document; 
- policy guidelines are clear and unambiguous; and 
- processes and procedures set out in protocols governing the Ministerial Council are followed. 

 
Recommendation 5 
Include a standing item at the conclusion of each Ministerial Council meeting identifying items 
for sharing with other Ministerial Councils that may be of interest to them. 

 
Recommendation 6 
Consider drafting decisions made during Ministerial Council meetings live, in full view of 
attendees, so that members can collectively agree on the exact wording of decisions. 

 
Recommendation 7 
FRSC should more closely examine the ISC workplan and give ISC more strategic direction with 
consideration of resource implications. 
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A number of structural issues were also raised by stakeholders relating to the food regulation 
system that are beyond the scope of this Review and have therefore not been included in this 
Review Report. 

2. Background 
 

In October 2000, the Council of Australian Governments’ (COAG) Senior Officials Working 
Group on Food Regulation Report recommended the introduction of a new food regulatory 
system.  On 3 November 2000, the Council of Australian Governments signed an Inter- 
governmental Food Regulation Agreement (FRA), giving effect to the new system. 

 
The key structures established to support the new system were: 
• a single Australia and New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council (Ministerial 

Council); 
• a Food Regulation Standing Committee (FRSC) to support the Ministerial Council; 
• a Food Regulation Secretariat (Secretariat), to support the committees; 
• a single, independent, expertise-based statutory authority, called Food Standards Australia 

New Zealand (FSANZ); 
• a Development and Implementation Sub Committee and Technical Advisory Group, later 

replaced with a single Implementation Sub Committee (ISC); and 
• a mechanism for consultation with stakeholders. 

 
The Ministerial Council was established in 2002. The necessary legislative changes and 
amendments to the Agreement between the Government of Australia and the Government of 
New Zealand concerning a joint Food Standards System (the Treaty) were finalised on 
1 July 2002 (further background on the food regulation system is included in Attachment A). 

3. The Review approach 
 

The Council of Australian Governments Commonwealth-State Ministerial Councils: a 
Compendium, Section 1 - Broad Guidelines and Protocols (COAG’s Guidelines and 
Protocols) states that Ministerial Councils should review their operations every three years. 
At the Ministerial Council meeting on 28 October 2005 it was agreed that a first review of the 
Ministerial Council’s operations should be delayed until after the reviews of the FRA and the 
Treaty were completed in December 2006. 

 
The Ministerial Council agreed to the Review of the Operations of the Australia and New 
Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council 2007 (Review) and its Terms of Reference 
(TOR) at the Ministerial Council meeting on 4 May 2007 (refer to Attachment B). 

 
During 2005 and 2006 a number of projects and reviews of different parts of the food 
regulation system were undertaken, including the reviews of the Treaty and the FRA. The 
findings from these reviews were evaluated for their relevance to this Review’s TOR and 
issues raised by stakeholders have been included in this Report (refer to Attachment C). 

 
An information gap analysis identified areas requiring further information to address the 
TOR. Members of the Ministerial Council were invited to make a submission to the Review 
(refer to Attachment D), and additional information relating to administrative procedures and 
processes was provided by the Food Regulation Secretariat (the Secretariat). Analysis of the 
Ministerial Council’s objectives and performance was undertaken, including reviewing and 
comparing the Operating Procedures for the Ministerial Council and the FRSC against 
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COAG’s Guidelines and Protocols. 
In order to determine the Ministerial Council’s compliance with COAG’s Guidelines and 
Protocols; agendas, minutes, action lists and outcomes of Ministerial Council, FRSC and the 
ISC meetings were examined, along with work plans and strategy documents. Information 
on the Ministerial Council’s decision process and output was compiled from the Ministerial 
Council’s annual reporting to COAG (for further information refer to Attachment E) 

 
The FRSC Principles and Protocols Working Group (P&P working group) then reviewed this 
Review Report and as required by the TOR identified limitations and areas for improvement 
regarding the Ministerial Council’s operations and made recommendations for potential 
solutions. 

4. Examination and evaluation 
 

4.1 The structure, objectives and performance of the Ministerial Council 
 

Background 
 

At the establishment of the Ministerial Council in 2002, membership was expanded to 
include Ministers from portfolios other than health. Jurisdictions nominated members, 
including a lead Minister to represent a whole of jurisdiction position through their single 
vote. The Ministerial Council is chaired by an Australian Government Minister from within 
the Health portfolio and is supported by a Secretariat from within the Australian Government 
Department of Health and Ageing (DoHA).  There is no Deputy Chair. 

 
The membership of the Ministerial Council comprises Health Portfolio Ministers from all 
Australian States and Territories and the Australian Government, as well as Ministers from 
other portfolios including Primary Industries and Consumer Affairs.  New Zealand’s lead 
Minister is the Minister for Food Safety who is the only New Zealand Minister on the 
Ministerial Council. The lead Minister for New South Wales is the Minister for Primary 
Industries. For all other jurisdictions a Health Portfolio Minister is the lead Minister (refer to 
Attachment F for a membership list of the Ministerial Council as at May 2007). 

 
The primary role of the Ministerial Council, as prescribed in the FRA, is to develop food 
regulatory policy and oversee its implementation and enforcement. The Ministerial Council 
also has the capacity to request that a draft standard or variation that has been approved by 
the FSANZ Board be reviewed and ultimately to amend or reject approved draft standards. 

 
Since 2002 the Ministerial Council has agreed to the following policy documents: 
• Policy Guidelines for Primary Production Standards; 
• Policy Guideline on the Addition of Caffeine to Foods; 
• Policy Guidelines on Novel Foods; 
• Policy Guidelines on Country of Origin Labelling; 
• Policy Guidelines on Food Safety Management in Australia; 
• Policy Principles and Policy Guidelines on Nutrition, Health and Related Claims; 
• Policy Guideline for the Fortification of Foods with Vitamins and Minerals; 
• Policy Guideline on the Regulation of Residues of Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals 

in Food; and 
• National Food Safety Audit Policy. 
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In addition the Ministerial Council: 
• requested FSANZ to conduct a review of section 2.9 of the Food Standards Code that 

covers special purpose foods; 
• initially developed and then completed a comprehensive review of Principles and 

Protocols for the Development of Food Regulation Policy Guidelines (Policy 
Guidelines Development Document) that governs the development of policy 
guidelines on the regulation of food; and 

• was consulted on 28 October 2005 by the Australian Government Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Minister for Health and Ageing before directing FSANZ to 
investigate the viability of expanding the scope of the Country of Origin Labelling 
standard. 

 
Analysis and Findings 

 
The activity of the Ministerial Council from 2002 – 2003 was dominated by the development 
of eight policy documents. From 2004 - 2006 the Ministerial Council reviewed two of these 
policy documents and developed three more. Government submissions to the review 
highlighted the achievements of the Ministerial Council and its committees in the 
development of food regulatory policy.  A considerable number of important and complex 
food regulatory policy issues have been addressed since the establishment of the new food 
regulatory system. 

 
Current challenges for the Ministerial Council include the lack of clarity and agreement 
among key stakeholders regarding the primary purpose of food regulation and the scope of 
the term ‘protection of public health’ in this context. 

 
In addition there is a general view among stakeholders that the Ministerial Council’s policy 
development process is largely reactionary rather than proactive and strategic. During the 
review of the FRA industry stakeholders described the food regulation system as 
characterised by long delays in policy and standards development and that policymakers lack 
understanding of regulatory issues, particularly regulatory impact. Ministers have observed 
that Ministerial Council requests for investigation of issues have not always been met in a 
timely manner.  Two examples raised by submitters are: 

 

• In May 2004 the Ministerial Council agreed to FRSC conducting work to develop a 
policy guideline regarding the addition to food of substances other than vitamins and 
minerals. The Ministerial Council is yet to receive advice on this matter. 

 

• In October 2006 the Ministerial Council requested FRSC’s advice in relation to front-of- 
pack labelling.  The Ministerial Council is yet to receive this advice. 

 
It is anticipated that outcomes of work currently undertaken by the FRSC Strategic Planning 
Working Group will assist in enabling more efficient and timely progress of such matters. 
The work aims to provide a clear vision for the food regulatory system with an agreed view 
of the public health goals and limitations of the system. 

 
Finalising this work should be a priority as it is intended to positively impact on the 
Ministerial Council’s performance and operation. 
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Ministerial Council members observe that a clearer understanding of the roles and 
responsibilities of the Ministerial Council, its committees and FSANZ would enhance the 
efficiency of the Ministerial Council operations. 

 
It appears that some of the confusion over the role and objectives of the Ministerial Council 
can be linked to the FRA, which sets out the objectives of the food regulation system but only 
outlines the responsibilities of the Ministerial Council. This raises the question of whether 
the objectives of the FRA are the objectives of the Ministerial Council. The Ministerial 
Council’s responsibilities as outlined in the FRA are also silent on the Treaty objectives. For 
example one of the FRA objectives is to support Australia and New Zealand joint efforts to 
harmonise food standards, but this objective is not reflected in the Ministerial Council’s 
responsibilities as outlined in the FRA. 

 
The Ministerial Council (and its committees) is the primary mechanism for implementing the 
objectives of the food regulation system. There should therefore be a high degree of 
consistency between the objectives of the food regulation system and the responsibilities of 
the Ministerial Council. However, it is recognised that the Ministerial Council is one of 
several parties responsible for meeting the objectives of the FRA. 

 
Further, it appears that Ministerial Council members may not be fully aware of the 
mechanisms available to them under the FSANZ Act, FRA and the Treaty. This was evident 
by one government submission stating the need to establish a mechanism that enables the 
Ministerial Council to review overarching policy guidelines for specific standards that were 
established prior to the FRA. 

 

Mechanisms available and the roles and responsibilities of the Ministerial Council and its 
committees are not always clearly understood. 

 
The FRA is also silent on performance indicators for the Ministerial Council and its 
committees.  In the absence of performance indicators it is difficult to measure and evaluate 
the effectiveness of the Ministerial Council’s operations. However, consultations with 
stakeholders identified concerns regarding the Ministerial Council’s mechanism for 
requesting reviews, lack of transparency in the policy development process, and mechanisms 
for stakeholder input into planning processes and policy reviews. 

 
Industry and consumer stakeholders identified consultation as an area of Ministerial Council 
operations that required continuous commitment and improvement.  The stakeholder 
consultation process was formalised through a Consultative Mechanism agreed by the 
Ministerial Council in 2003. 

 
In 2004 the first Stakeholder Forum was held; industry and consumers considered that 
consultation was ad hoc, incomplete, not facilitating active engagement, and lacking 
transparency.  The Consultative Mechanism was subsequently updated to adopt a more 
flexible approach, where consultation is commensurate with the complexity and sensitivity of 
the policy issue. 

 
 

The Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures include Operating Protocols for Stakeholder 
Consultation.  During the second Stakeholder Forum in 2006 attendees commented on the 
improvements to food policy development processes since 2004.  There was greater 
satisfaction from stakeholders regarding the current mechanisms being used to inform, 

9 
Ministerial Council Operation Review 



educate and seek their views. Opportunity to test the current mechanisms has been limited 
and it is therefore more appropriate to revisit this issue in greater depth during the next 
review of the Ministerial Council. 

 
Consultations with stakeholders identified concerns regarding the Ministerial Council’s 
mechanism for requesting reviews, lack of transparency in the policy development process, 
and mechanisms for stakeholder input into planning processes and policy reviews. 

 
Some gaps have been identified in the Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures document 
when compared with COAG’s Guidelines and Protocols. For example there is no mention in 
the Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures of the process to be followed by the 
Ministerial Council in relation to temporary exemptions under the Trans-Tasman Mutual 
Recognition Arrangement (TTMRA). To date the Ministerial Council has not considered any 
TTMRA-related temporary exemptions. 

 
Another exclusion in the Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures is the requirement for a 
Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) to be prepared for all regulatory proposals that would 
affect business or impact on competition. According to COAG Guidelines and Protocols, a 
draft should be provided to the Commonwealth Office of Regulation Review (ORR), now 
known as the Office of Best Practice Regulation (OBPR), for comment prior to finalisation. 

 
While the Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures do not specifically address this issue, 
the Ministerial Council’s Policy Guidelines Development Document does. This situation 
highlights the risk of having separate documents for administration and policy, which may 
lead to a disjointed approach. 

 
Gaps have been identified in the Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures document when 
compared with COAG’s Guidelines and Protocols. 

 
The OBPR is obliged to report annually to the National Competition Council on regulatory 
compliance by Ministerial Councils. In its reports covering the period April 2006 to March 
2007 and April 2005 to March 2006 the OBPR found that the Ministerial Council had 
complied with COAG’s RIS requirements. 

 
There have been two occasions where the Ministerial Council did not meet RIS requirements. 
In its report for April 2003 to March 2004 the OBPR determined that the Ministerial 
Council’s policy guideline for the regulation of caffeine in food did not meet RIS 
requirements. The OBPR was concerned that a RIS was not prepared for community 
consultation on the proposal as stipulated by COAG requirements.  It had also assessed that 
the RIS drafted for decision makers did not have an adequate level of analysis. The 
Ministerial Council endorsed the policy guideline and noted the OBPR’s concerns. The 
following year, April 2004 to March 2005, the OBPR reported that the Ministerial Council 
did not meet RIS requirements on consultation and decision-making in relation to the 
regulation of pre-market assessment for biomarker maintenance claims. 
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A government submission to this Review also draws attention to some instances where there 
has been inadequate consideration by the Ministerial Council of alternate policy options 
before agreeing to a standard. The Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission’s draft 
April 2007 report Simplifying the Menu: Food Regulation in Victoria highlights an instance 
where the OBPR determined that FSANZ failed to conduct a rigorous cost-benefit analysis 
for the RIS for the revised Country of Origin Labelling standard. 

 
The Ministerial Council has complied with RIS requirements in recent years, however it was 
non-compliant in the reporting period 2003/2004 and 2004/2005. 

 
In keeping with COAG Guidelines and Protocols, the Ministerial Council has met face-to- 
face only when the work program has demonstrated a need. There have been 10 face-to-face 
meetings and the requirement set out in the FRA that the Ministerial Council must hold a 
meeting at least once in each calender year has been met. On two occasions, in 2004 and 
2007, the Ministerial Council deferred meetings due to insufficient business load. 

 
In 2004 COAG implemented changes through the amendment of the COAG Guidelines and 
Protocols that direct Ministerial Council activities to items of strategic national significance. 

 
A review of the Ministerial Council’s meeting agendas shows that a large number of items 
are routine reports and items for information. COAG Guidelines and Protocols state that 
Ministerial Councils should delegate technical or process issues to Standing Committees or 
consider them out-of-session to focus on items of strategic significance. 

 
Many of the food standards approved by FSANZ are considered by the Ministerial Council 
out-of-session.  Some of the issues raised by these food standards are complex and of 
strategic significance. 

 
A large number of items considered at Ministerial Council meetings are routine reports and 
items for information, while some complex food standards issues are handled out-of-session. 

 
An issue that solicits many comments and mixed opinions from stakeholders is the 
Ministerial Council’s voting arrangements. The Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures 
stipulate that the Ministerial Council should seek to operate by consensus and vote only on 
issues where this is not possible. Meeting minutes show that the Ministerial Council has only 
utilised its voting mechanism of a simple majority on one occasion before May 2007. 

 
The issue of voting may be confused with the mechanism available to members of the 
Ministerial Council to request a review of a draft standard or variation. A review can be 
requested by a single Minister. This mechansim is commonly, incorrectly referred to when 
raising dissatisfaction with the voting arrangements of the Ministerial Council. 

 
When a request for a review is received, the Secretariat checks that the grounds provided by 
the Ministerial Council for the request comply with the requirements of the FRA, or in 
New Zealand’s case, with the Treaty. However, submissions to the FRA review revealed that 
both public and industry stakeholders are concerned that the grounds for the request are not 
evidence-based and published. The Ministerial Council has been aware of these concerns and 
in an effort to be more transparent, Ministers agreed in October 2007 to the protocol for the 
release of the grounds for any review of a draft standard or variation.  This agreement 
demonstrates the Ministerial Council’s commitment to an open and transparent process. 
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The timeliness of food standards development and the role of the Ministerial Council in this 
process are expected to improve as a result of the Ministerial Council only being able to seek 
one review of approved food standards. However this change will not be implemented until 
an appropriate Treaty amendment can be finalised. 

 
The recently agreed protocol to release information on the grounds for review requests 
demonstrates the Ministerial Council’s commitment to an open and transparent process. 

 
The Ministerial Council must report annually to COAG on its decisions relating to food 
standards, policy and administration. The annual reporting also records dates of Ministerial 
Council meetings and officials’ meetings, and a summary of key outcomes including those 
made out-of-session.  Data available from annual reporting to COAG for July 2002 to June 
2007 reveals that during this period the Ministerial Council sought: no reviews of 117 
standards; the first review of a draft standard or variation 22 times; and a second review of a 
draft standard or variation five times.  The Ministerial Council has not had occasion to reject 
a draft standard or variation that has been reviewed a second time. A yearly breakdown can 
be seen in the following table: 

 
TOTAL NUMBER OF DRAFT STANDARDS OR VARIATIONS CONSIDERED BY THE MINISTERIAL COUNCIL & 

REQUESTS FOR FIRST AND SECOND REVIEWS 2002 – 2007 

 
Source: Ministerial Council annual reporting to COAG 

 
The total number of draft standards or variations considered by the Ministerial Council in 
2002/2003 was 19, with 27 considered in 2003/2004, 32 in 2004/2005, 40 in 2005/2006 and 
26 in 2006/2007. The increased number of review requests by the Ministerial Council in 
2004/2005 and 2005/2006 can be largely attributed to the greater complexity and sensitivity 
of the issues raised by the draft standards or variations. 

 

The increased number of review requests by the Ministerial Council can be largely attributed 
to the greater complexity and sensitivity of the issues raised by the draft standards. 
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4.2 The implementation of the decisions of the Ministerial Council in relation to process 
 

Background 
 

Following a meeting of the Ministerial Council, a communiqué is publicly issued and posted 
on the Secretariat website. The Secretariat also records action outcomes arising from 
Ministerial Council meetings and out-of-session meetings. Policies endorsed by the 
Ministerial Council since 2002 are also available on the Food Regulation website. 

 
Ministerial Council work priorities are reflected in FRSC’s Priority List, which is available 
on the Food Regulation website. The work plan includes current policy development and 
other projects and reviews, as well as information on recently completed projects and 
watching briefs.  FRSC has also developed a Strategic Plan for the period 2006 to 2011. 

 
Submissions 

 
A number of issues have been raised in submissions regarding the process of implementing 
Ministerial Council decisions. One Ministerial Council member notes that partnership and 
coordination of activities among jurisdictions has created enhanced consistency in the 
implementation of food regulation. A different government stakeholder remarks that the 
Ministerial Council’s endorsement of the National Enforcement Policy recognises that the 
Ministerial Council is integral to the success of consistent implementation, even though it is a 
jurisdictional responsibility. Another government submission observes that the Ministerial 
Council has effective processes in place to aid decision making and that changes to the 
FSANZ Act will make the decisions more streamlined.  However, this government 
submission also notes that several recent decisions by the Ministerial Council have illustrated 
the challenges of decision making when stakeholders have polarised views. 

 
Participants in the Consultation Forum of 2006 wanted greater consistency in implementation 
and enforcement of food policy and standards, with some suggesting that the implementation 
of food policy be directly considered during the process of policy development.  Ministerial 
Council members are also concerned that at the operational level, consistent implementation, 
interpretation and enforcement of standards is not always practised. 

 
The need for clear policy guidelines to avoid delaying the standards development process was 
also raised in government submissions. For example, consideration of the mandatory 
fortification with folic acid standard was delayed due to questions raised over its consistency 
with policy guidelines. One government submission recommends that there should be a point 
in time during the standards development process where the ability to question whether a 
standard is consistent with policy guidelines is denied. 

 
Analysis and Findings 

 
Issues have been raised regarding the process of implementing Ministerial Council decisions, 
in particular matters of interpretation and application. In part they reflect concerns over the 
clarity of Ministerial Council guidelines.  Ensuring policy guidelines are clear will assist in 
avoiding delays during the standards development process. 

 
Ensuring policy guidelines are clear will assist in avoiding delays during the standards 
development process. 
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Stakeholders perceive the lack of consistency in regulation between jurisdictions as the most 
significant impediment to a national approach to food regulation within Australia. There is a 
correlation between this lack of consistency and the implementation of decisions of the 
Ministerial Council. There are two prominent areas identified - the existence of inconsistent 
laws, and inconsistent interpretation and implementation of food standards. 

 
Inconsistent laws 
A comparison of the various State and Territory Acts and Regulations shows that food safety 
legislation is complex and inconsistent in Australia.  For example Queensland’s Food Act 
contains 296 sections, with the next largest Act being that from Victoria. 

 
The FRA sets out the procedures to be followed where a jurisdiction wishes to amend 
Annex A or the intent of any provisions of Annex B of the Model Food Act.  Agreement by a 
majority vote of the Ministerial Council is required to effect any proposed changes. However 
if amendments are introduced by a jurisdiction as a matter of urgency, the Ministerial Council 
must be advised and at its next meeting it should consider any inconsistencies between the 
amendments and Annex A provisions and may, by majority vote, agree to include appropriate 
amendments to the relevant Annex in order to maintain national consistency.  However there 
is no mechanism to ensure that the necessary processes and procedures governing the 
Ministerial Council are followed. 

 
There is no mechanism to ensure that processes and procedures set out in protocols 
governing the Ministerial Council are followed. 

 
Inconsistent interpretation and implementation of food standards 
In 2005 the Ministerial Council endorsed a strategy developed by ISC for the consistent 
implementation of food regulation in Australia. ISC is also required to prepare a detailed 
work plan to implement the endorsed strategy. Australian food regulators have adopted this 
strategy to guide their work in implementing food regulation consistently across all portfolios 
and levels of government involved in food regulation. New Zealand supports the strategy 
and participates in it for joint Australian and New Zealand standards, where appropriate. 
The ISC work plan focuses on areas of responsibility including monitoring, compliance, 
enforcement, coordination between agencies and local government, education and reporting. 
A review of this work plan shows that progress has been slower than planned in most areas. 

 
Progress on the strategy developed by ISC for the consistent implementation of food 
standards in Australia has been slower than planned in most areas. 

 
Furthermore, a government submission draws attention to the growing shortfall in capacity to 
implement food standards across jurisdictions in an increasingly complex environment. The 
submission points out that several studies have shown that most states and territories lack 
sufficient trained officers, who are central to food law implementation and enforcement as 
well as playing a major educational role. 

 
The implementation of food standards can be enhanced if jurisdictions as represented on the 
Ministerial Council ensure adequate implementation and enforcement resources are available. 
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It is also suggested by a government stakeholder that the current situation will benefit from a 
more rigorous assessment of implementation and enforcement resource requirements before 
new standards are finalised.  This view was supported during the 2006 Consultation Forum 
where there was criticism that implementation issues were not considered during the 
development of standards. 

 
The implementation and enforcement of food standards can be enhanced if jurisdictions as 
represented on the Ministerial Council ensure that adequate resources are provided. 

 
Several government submissions raise the issue of inconsistent food standards between 
Australia and New Zealand. While the majority of food standards between Australia and New 
Zealand have been harmonised since the ratification of the Treaty, some differences remain. 
This is because the food regulation system involves two sovereign states with sometimes 
differing needs. The reality that there will be differences is acknowledged in the Treaty  
under the exclusions to the scope (Maximum Residue Limits, food hygiene and export 
standards) and as provided for under Annex D in rare circumstances. The TTMRA 
overcomes the trade impact of these inconsistencies by allowing foods that can be legally 
sold in one country to be legally sold in the other even if there are separate or different food 
standards. 

 
The Treaty has been so successful that stakeholders have high expectations of a seamless 
trans-Tasman food regulatory system.  The extent of integration in food labelling and 
composition achieved through the Treaty has drawn attention to the few remaining areas 
where differing standards exist. 

 
The FRA stipulates that the Ministerial Council is responsible for promoting the 
harmonisation of domestic and export standards with international standards set by Codex 
Alimentarius. However the FRA does not specify how the Ministerial Council is to achieve 
this nor does it elaborate how this responsibility connects with the rest of the food regulation 
system.  FRSC has identified the need to enhance Australian jurisdictions’ input to Codex 
standard setting processes by including this as a work priority in its 2006-2007 Strategic Plan. 

 
While the FRA stipulates that the Ministerial Council is responsible for promoting the 
harmonisation of domestic and export standards with international standards set by Codex, it 
does not specify a mechanism to achieve this. 

 
 

4.3 The Ministerial Council’s relationship with other Ministerial Councils, including the 
Australian Health Ministers Advisory Council and the Primary Industries Ministerial 
Council 

 
Background 

 
Since its inception the Ministerial Council has had ad hoc communication with other 
Councils and no official communication protocols have been established. In July 2006 FRSC 
commenced a process for the sharing of information between committees with common 
interests, such as the Australian Health Ministerial Advisory Council (AHMAC) and the 
Primary Industry Standing Committee (PISC). The process involves including a standing 
item at the end of FRSC agendas to identify any issues that may be of interest to other 
Standing Committees. AHMAC and PISC also adopted this process of information sharing. 
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In January 2007 FRSC notified AHMAC of four issues of possible interest, including front- 
of-pack food labelling and the development of a policy guideline on the addition of 
substances other than vitamins and minerals. FRSC similarly informed PISC of six items of 
interest, including a report from the Primary Production and Processing Working Group and a 
survey on antimicrobial resistant bacteria in food. FRSC also sought advice from AHMAC 
with regard to iodine fortification. 

 
Submissions 

 
A government submission notes that the importance of the relationship between the 
Ministerial Council and Australian Health Ministers Conference (AHMC) was evident during 
discussions regarding mandatory folate and mandatory iodine fortification, and that this 
relationship should continue to be carefully managed.  One Ministerial Council member 
believes that more can be done to foster dialogue between the Ministerial Council and other 
Councils on issues that may be of mutual concern and interest. Another Ministerial Council 
member supports greater information sharing with the Primary Industries Ministerial Council, 
expressing the hope that there will be more active interaction on issues where responsibilities 
overlap. 

 
Analysis and Findings 

 
Ministerial Council members believe that more can be done to foster dialogue between the 
Ministerial Council and other Councils on issues that may be of mutual concern and interest. 
A Ministerial Council member suggests that the Ministerial Council adopt a similar approach 
to FRSC by including a standing item at the conclusion of each meeting to identify items that 
may be of interest to other Ministerial Councils, for sharing with them. 

 
A standing item at the conclusion of each Ministerial Council meeting identifying items for 
sharing with other Ministerial Councils that may be of interest to them could foster better 
dialogue between Councils. 

 
A government submission states that the Ministerial Council and FRSC need to ensure that 
requests for advice are explicit, the appropriate information is provided, and that there is a 
good understanding of how advice will be used within the food regulatory system. 

 
When requests for advice to other Councils are made these should be explicit and it should be 
clear as to how the advice will be used. 

 
 

4.4 The efficiency of the Ministerial Council’s administrative arrangements including the 
frequency of meetings, structure of the Secretariat and funding issues 

 
Background 

 
COAG Broad Protocols and Guidelines were for the Operation of Ministerial Councils were 
used as a base to document the Operating Procedures for the Ministerial Council and FRSC. 
It outlines guidelines for meeting arrangements, management of the agenda and conflict of 
interest, costs of meeting participation, role and responsibilities of the Secretariat, and roles 
and functions of its subordinate bodies. 
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Submissions 
 

The Ministerial Council’s meeting arrangements, teleconferences, agenda setting and agenda 
management practices are considered by stakeholders to be in keeping with its formal 
requirements. One government stakeholder remarks that the out-of-session processes work 
well for the majority of standards notified to the Ministerial Council, allowing Ministerial 
Council meetings to focus on policy matters. 

 
Stakeholders and Ministerial Council members consider the Secretariat to be fulfilling its 
functions well in terms of its operational support for the Ministerial Council and its 
committees.  It is found to operate capably in terms of knowledge of relevant issues including 
operational procedures and requirements, general helpfulness, response time to queries, and 
arrangements for meetings. It is felt that the provision of a dedicated officer for ISC within 
the Secretariat has been an advantage. 

 
Several government submissions suggest ways to improve the Ministerial Council’s 
administrative arrangements.  Examples included: streamlining the communications from the 
Secretariat and thereby reduce confusion caused by the release of multiple drafts of agenda 
papers prior to meetings; extending timeframes imposed on jurisdictions for providing 
submissions that relate to applications and proposals; and streamlining the way out-of-session 
FSANZ recommendations are provided to the Ministerial Council by the Secretariat. It was 
proposed that Maximum Residue Limits recommendations can be provided separately from 
more complex recommendations such as new standards or first review reports. This will 
enable members to fax back responses promptly for less complex recommendations and assist 
in reducing the timeframes for amendments to the Food Standards Code. 

 
It was further suggested that providing a consolidated Ministerial Council view on the 
rationale for the review request that is provided to FSANZ could improve administrative 
mechanisms. For example, the disparate rationales provided following the request for a first 
review of folic acid fortification increased the complexity of the response to the request. 

 
A government submission notes that there is scope for improvement in the recording and 
circulation of meeting outcomes.  The submission suggests using appropriate technology to 
record meeting decisions live in full view of attendees, and that the subsequent full minutes 
are circulated within 30 days of the meeting being held. Another government stakeholder 
draws attention to the occasional debate after meetings over the wording of Ministerial 
Council decisions in the minutes and communiqués. Ministers collectively agree on the exact 
wording of communiqués at the end of meetings; this can be extended to Ministers 
collectively agreeing on the exact wording of Ministerial Council decisions within the 
meeting. 

 
Analysis and Findings 

 
An analysis found that the Ministerial Council’s meeting arrangements, teleconferences and 
agenda management practices are in keeping with its Operations Protocol. The Ministerial 
Council’s administrative arrangements include mechanisms to deal with conflict of interest. 
Conflict of interest is listed on each Ministerial Council, FRSC and ISC agenda and is raised 
at the beginning of each meeting.  Since the introduction of conflict of interest as a standing 
agenda item in 2004 the only issue to arise related to FSANZ staff and Board members 
needing to leave meetings during discussion on FSANZ Board appointments. 

17 
Ministerial Council Operation Review 



As documented in the Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures, the Commonwealth 
Department of Health and Ageing bears the cost of holding Ministerial Council meetings, 
whilst the cost of FRSC and ISC meetings are either met in full by the larger jurisdictions or 
cost-shared with the Commonwealth for smaller jurisdictions. The Secretariat has established 
a rotational host system for Ministerial Council, FRSC and ISC meetings. The majority of 
meetings are held in Melbourne, Sydney, Adelaide or Brisbane. 

 
The Ministerial Council’s meeting arrangements, teleconferences and agenda management 
practices are in keeping with its Operations Protocol. 

 
Stakeholders and Ministerial Council members consider the Secretariat to be fulfilling its 
functions well in terms of its operational support for the Ministerial Council and its 
committees. The Secretariat keeps a running sheet of Ministerial Council decisions that is 
sent to COAG each September.  The spreadsheet of decisions is continually updated and in 
preparing the FRSC agenda the Ministerial Council minutes are reviewed to ensure all 
matters to be referred are included. Actions arising from FRSC and ISC meetings are also 
tracked and outstanding actions noted for subsequent meetings. 

 
The Secretariat is seen to perform its role in a professional, responsive, helpful and timely 
manner and is adequately staffed with highly skilled officers. 

 
The Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures require that draft minutes and action lists be 
prepared and despatched to all members within five working days of the meeting. 
Improvement in the recording and circulation of meeting decisions could be made by 
recording this live in full view of attendees with Ministers collectively agreeing on the exact 
wording of decisions and ensuring that these are circulated within five working days. 

 
 There is scope to improve documenting meeting decisions and circulating meeting minutes.  

 
4.5 The structure of the Ministerial Council’s committees of officials and working parties 

 
Background 

 
There are two main committees that assist the Ministerial Council - FRSC and ISC. FRSC is 
responsible for co-ordinating policy advice to the Ministerial Council and ensuring the 
objectives of the food standards system are met including: providing a consistent approach to 
the implementation and enforcement of food standards; protecting health and safety; reducing 
the regulatory burden on the food sector; and reducing barriers to trade. It also advises the 
Ministerial Council on the initiation, review and development of its activities. ISC is a 
sub-committee of FRSC. Its role is to develop and oversee a consistent approach to 
implementation and enforcement of food regulations and standards. 

 
FRSC currently has nine working groups that focus, among other things, on food safety 
management, strategic planning, and primary production and processing. ISC also has 
working groups, currently numbering 17, that focus on surveillance and monitoring; 
regulatory and compliance arrangements; food safety incident response and management 
systems; coordinate food regulation between agencies and local government; investigation, 
enforcement, corrective actions, sanctions and prosecutions; food industry support and 
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education; and consumer education. All jurisdictions are given the opportunity to participate 
in FRSC and ISC working groups. The Review has not examined the effectiveness of these 
working groups. 

 
Submissions 

 
Many stakeholders see considerable reduction in duplication of functions following the 
introduction of the two committee structure, which they believe has enhanced interaction 
between FRSC and ISC. However they note that costs to jurisdictions of participating in the 
two committee structure have increased as the workloads and work programmes of FRSC and 
ISC have expanded.  Stakeholder suggestions for improved interaction between the 
committees include FRSC to provide more detailed guidance and supervision of ISC, and the 
information flow between the two committees be more formalised. 

 
Analysis and Findings 

 
An analysis of the FRSC meeting papers has shown that FRSC normally holds three meetings 
per year. This is determined by its business load. It operates its meeting arrangements and 
processes for agenda setting according to formal requirements.  FRSC has implemented a 
process for recording and monitoring action items arising from meetings. After each meeting 
the action outcomes are compiled and tracked and oustanding items are kept on the list until 
they are finalised. As of mid-2007, one action item from 2005 remained outstanding, where 
ISC is to report annually to Ministers on achievements against key performance measures. 

 
In FRSC meetings, an Australian Local Government Association (ALGA) representative 
participates as a full member and has attended the majority of meetings. ALGA’s attendance 
at ISC meetings, also as a full member, has been less consistent, although the ISC chair has 
recently engaged with ALGA to encourage its participation.  FSANZ has consistently 
attended FRSC meetings as an observer, and attended ISC meetings as a full member. The 
Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS), which is part of the Australian 
Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF), inspects and samples 
foods at the border to ensure they comply with quarantine requirements as well as imported 
food requirements, including Australian food standards. AQIS jointly with FSANZ operate 
the Imported Food Inspection Scheme. AQIS therefore holds an important implementation 
role within the food regulation system. AQIS attends ISC as a full member and is represented 
by DAFF at FRSC meetings. 

 
An analysis of the ISC meeting papers has shown that ISC also meets its obligations and 
requirements regarding criteria for membership, chairing and meeting arrangements, 
processes for agenda setting, and management of agendas. It conducts its planning session at 
the beginning of the year. It is noted, however, that pressure on ISC members results in late 
agenda papers with frequent regularity.  The majority of ISC members have wide-ranging 
responsibilities and when pressures on jurisdictions increase ISC papers are often delayed, 
despite frequent reiteration of timelines by the Secretariat.  The current ISC chair has 
instituted a teleconference between the sponsors of the eight components of ISC’s work plan 
to allow late papers to be raised and cleared by the chair before being circulated to 
jurisdictions. However, on occasion papers are tabled at the meeting. 
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While the TOR of this Review look at the structure of the Ministerial Council’s committees 
and working parties, issues were raised during consultations about their objectives and 
performance. The operation of these committees is integral to the Ministerial Council’s 
efficiency and effectiveness. 

 
As part of its objectives, as set out in the FRA, FRSC is responsible for ensuring a nationally 
consistent approach to the implementation and enforcement of food standards.  In practice, 
FRSC has delegated implementation and enforcement issues to ISC, whilst retaining a focus 
on policy development and strategy as evidenced in its work plans. 

 
The scope of issues presented to ISC during its meetings is extensive, varying between high 
level implementation and enforcement decisions and the provision of technical advice.  This 
makes it difficult for jurisdictions to provide appropriate representation and the available 
resources are stretched across the numerous projects of the 17 working groups. It has been 
recognised that the long-term nature of ISC projects could benefit from dedicated resources. 
A proposal and business case for an executive officer with responsibility for project oversight 
to work on the delivery of outcomes across ISC activities has been agreed.  Jurisdictions have 
contributed $120,000 in 2007 and are due to contribute the same amount in 2008 and a 
process has been established to progress this initiative. The impact and effectiveness of this 
arrangement can not as yet be assessed, however the scope and volume of ISC’s work 
suggests that more resources, greater strategic direction from FRSC and a commitment from 
jurisdictions to work towards greater consistency are required to meet ISC’s objectives. 

 
The scope and volume of ISC’s work suggests that more strategic direction from FRSC and 
consideration of resource requirements may be required to meet ISC’s objectives. 

 
There is some evidence that working groups are not fully aware of the procedures in the 
Policy Guidelines Development Document. An example of this is endorsement of 
consultation papers by FRSC. The Policy Guidelines Development Document states that 
working groups must seek FRSC’s endorsement of consultation papers and must advise 
FRSC on a preferred approach for the advertising of public consultation and funding 
arrangements.  Although FRSC endorsement is sought, it appears from a review of FRSC 
agenda papers that working groups are not providing advice regarding consultation strategy 
and funding. 

 
Working groups are not fully aware of procedures in the Policy Guidelines Development 
Document. 

 
Other areas identified by various stakeholders that require attention from FRSC and ISC 
include lack of expertise within working groups, lack of clarity regarding roles and 
timeframes, and lack of operational and technical input into implementation decision making. 

 
Other concerns in relation to FRSC and ISC are lack of expertise within working groups, lack 
of clarity regarding roles, procedures and timeframes, and lack of operational and technical 
input into implementation decision making. 
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5. Conclusion and Recommendations 
 

The Ministerial Council and its committees have considered and finalised a considerable 
number of important and at the same time complex food policy issues since the establishment 
of the new food regulatory system.  Overall the Ministerial Council’s administrative 
arrangements meet its formal requirements and the Secretariat is seen to be fulfilling its 
functions well in terms of operational support for the Ministerial Council and its committees. 
Scope exists to improve documenting Ministerial Council meeting decisions in full view of 
participants and circulating meeting minutes in a more timely manner. 

 
The absence of performance indicators makes it difficult to measure and evaluate the 
effectiveness of the Ministerial Council’s operations.  Consultations with stakeholders and 
submissions by Ministerial Council members identified areas for improvement that relate to 
performance; including a clearer understanding of the mechanisms available and the roles and 
responsibilities of the Ministerial Council and its committees, and a continuous commitment 
to enhancing consultation. 

 
Analysis and review of the Ministerial Council’s governing protocols, processes and 
administrative practices found variances with COAG’s Guidelines and Protocols, and that 
there is no mechanism to ensure that these processes and procedures are followed. An 
examination of the Ministerial Council’s meeting agendas found a large number of items are 
routine reports whilst some complex food standards issues are considered out-of-session. 
The agendas also showed that the Ministerial Council has complied with RIS requirements in 
recent years following two earlier years of non-compliance. The need for greater effort to 
foster dialogue between Ministerial Councils on issues of mutual interest was highlighted 
through submissions by Ministers. 

 
It is noted that progress on the consistent implementation of food standards in Australia has 
been slower than planned in most areas. The scope and volume of ISC’s work suggests that 
more strategic direction from FRSC and consideration of resource requirements may be 
required to meet ISC’s objectives. 

 
The P&P working group reviewed the findings of the Report on the Ministerial Council’s 
operations and as required by the TOR has developed these recommendations: 

 
Structure, objectives and performance of the Ministerial Council 
 

Recommendation 1 
Review and update the Ministerial Council’s Operating Procedures to: 
- ensure consistency as far as practicable with COAG Guidelines and Protocols; 
- clarify the mechanisms available to the Ministerial Council under the FSANZ Act, the FRA, 

and the Treaty, and to cross-reference these and other key documents governing the 
Ministerial Council; and 

- articulate the roles and responsibilities of the Ministerial Council and its committees. 
 

Recommendation 2 
Continue with the current ongoing improvements to the Policy Guidelines Development 
Document and the organisation of Stakeholder Consultation Forums. 
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Implementation of the decisions of the Ministerial Council in relation to process 
 

Recommendation 3 
Establish a mechanism to ensure that Ministers can, wherever possible, focus on items of 
strategic significance and consider difficult food standards issues at meetings rather than out of 
session. 

 
Recommendation 4 
FRSC should more closely examine the Ministerial Council agenda items to ensure that: 
- RIS requirements are met; 
- working groups have followed procedure in the Policy Guidelines Development Document; 
- policy guidelines are clear and unambiguous; and 
- processes and procedures set out in protocols governing the Ministerial Council are 

followed. 
 
Ministerial Council’s relationship with other Ministerial Councils, including the Australian 
Health Ministers Advisory Council and the Primary Industries Ministerial Council 
 

Recommendation 5 
Include a standing item at the conclusion of each Ministerial Council meeting identifying items 
for sharing with other Ministerial Councils that may be of interest to them. 

 
Efficiency of the Ministerial Council’s administrative arrangements including the 
frequency of meetings, structure of the secretariat and funding issues 
 

Recommendation 6 
Consider drafting decisions made during Ministerial Council meetings live, in full view of 
attendees, so that members can collectively agree on the exact wording of decisions. 

 
Structure of the Ministerial Council’s committees of officials and working parties 
 

Recommendation 7 
FRSC should more closely examine the ISC workplan and give ISC more strategic direction 
with consideration of resource implications. 

 
A number of structural issues were also raised by stakeholders relating to the food regulation 
system that are beyond the scope of this Review. The P & P Working Group focused on 
developing recommendations for improvements to the operations of the Ministerial Council 
as required by the Review’s TOR. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Additional background information 
 
Food Regulation System 
 

In 1998 the Blair Review recommended the introduction of a range of measures to improve national 
consistency in food regulation and its implementation, to provide greater clarity and simplicity in the 
food regulatory system for businesses and consumers alike. In October 2000, the Council of 
Australian Governments’ Senior Officials Working Group on Food Regulation Report recommended 
the introduction of a new food regulatory system. On 3 November 2000, the Council of Australian 
Governments signed an Inter-governmental Food Regulation Agreement (FRA), giving effect to the 
new system. 

 
New Zealand’s role and participation in the new system is outlined in the Agreement between 
Australia and New Zealand Establishing a System for the Development of Joint Food Standards (the 
Treaty). 

 
The key structures established to support the new system were: 

 
• a single Australia and New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council; 
• a Food Regulation Standing Committee (FRSC) to support the Ministerial Council; 
• a Food Regulation Secretariat, to support the committees; 
• a single, independent, expertise-based statutory authority, called Food Standards Australia New 

Zealand (FSANZ); 
• a Development Implementation Sub Committee and Technical Advisory Group, later replaced 

with a single Food Standards Implementation Sub Committee (ISC); and 
• a mechanism for consultation with stakeholders. 

 
The FRA states that the Ministerial Council is responsible for the development of domestic 
food regulatory policy; the development of policy guidelines for setting domestic food 
standards; the promotion of harmonised food standards domestically and with international 
standards; the general oversight of the implementation of domestic food regulation and 
standards; and promoting consistency in the compliance with and enforcement of food 
standards. 

 
Development Implementation Sub Committee and Technical Advisory Group 
 

The Development and Implementation Subcommittee and the Technical Advisory Group were also 
established by the Council of Australian Governments’ Senior Officials Working Group in 2001 as 
part of the new food regulatory system. 

 
• DISC’s core role was to develop implementation policy and develop and oversee a consistent 

approach across jurisdictions to enforcing food regulations and standards, regardless of whether 
food is sourced from domestic producers, export registered establishments or from imports. 

 
• Technical Advisory Group was responsible for the provision of technical advice to Development 

and Implementation Subcommittee and FSANZ on the practicalities of enforcing proposed new 
standards and food regulatory measures, and other implications of proposed food regulatory 
measures. 
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Food Regulation Standing Committee 
 

The Food Regulation Standing Committee (FRSC) was established in 2001 to provide advice to the 
Ministerial Council in regard to its policy development role. FRSC is also responsible for ensuring a 
nationally consistent approach to the implementation and enforcement of food standards, and for 
providing advice to the Ministerial Council on the initiation, review and development of FRSC 
activities. 

 
The roles and responsibilities of FRSC are set out in the Operating Procedures for the Australia and 
New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council and the Food Regulation Standing Committee. 

 
Membership of FRSC reflects the membership of the Ministerial Council, and comprises senior 
officials of departments for which the Ministers represented on the Ministerial Council have portfolio 
responsibility. The President of the Australian Local Government Association (ALGA) is also a 
member. The Chief Executive Officer of FSANZ participates on FRSC as an observer. 

 
FRSC is chaired by the Secretary of the Department for which the Chairperson of the Ministerial 
Council has portfolio responsibility, currently the Secretary of the Australian Government Department 
of Health and Ageing. Secretariat support to FRSC is provided by the Food Regulation Secretariat. 

 
FRSC is supported by a network of working groups that comprise representatives of interested 
jurisdictions. 

 
Implementation Sub Committee 
 

The Implementation Sub Committee (ISC) met for the first time in October 2003. ISC’s key purpose 
is to develop and oversee a consistent approach across jurisdictions to implementation and 
enforcement of food regulations and standards, regardless of whether food is sourced from domestic 
producers, export-registered establishments or from imports. 

 
ISC membership comprises representatives from relevant Australian, State and Territory Government 
portfolios, New Zealand, FSANZ and the ALGA. ISC representatives are required to have the 
capacity to make and implement decisions about enforcement issues in their jurisdictions. 

 
The following arrangements for the selection of the ISC Chair were agreed with the establishment of 
ISC: 

 

- only State and Territory and New Zealand representatives are eligible for the position; 
- the Food Regulation Standing Committee (FRSC) will appoint the Chair; and 
- the Chair will be rotated every 24 months. 

 
Under the current arrangements for the ISC Chair, the full cost of the position, including 
representational duties at other meetings, is met by the sponsoring agency. 

 
The first Chair of ISC was the CEO of Safe Food Queensland. The tenure of the current Chair, from 
the New Zealand Food Safety Authority, began in July 2006. 

 
ISC is supported by the Food Regulation Secretariat. Guidelines for the operation of ISC are outlined 
in the Operating Procedures. Supplementary information on the operation of ISC is provided in the 
ISC Operating Protocol. 

 
ISC has established a number of working groups to progress core tasks. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 
REVIEW OF THE OPERATIONS OF THE AUSTRALIA AND NEW ZEALAND FOOD 

REGULATION MINISTERIAL COUNCIL 2007 
 

Terms of Reference 

 
General principles for the operation of Ministerial Councils, as endorsed by Council of Australian 
Governments (COAG), provide that, as a minimum, Ministerial Councils should review their 
operations every three years. 

 
The review of the operations of the Australia and New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council 
(the Ministerial Council) will consider the effectiveness and efficiency of the Ministerial Council in 
fulfilling its roles and responsibilities. 

 
In particular, the review will, in accordance with the COAG Commonwealth-State Ministerial 
Council: a compendium, examine and evaluate the: 

 
a) structure, objectives and performance of the Ministerial Council; 
b) implementation of the decisions of the Ministerial Council in relation to process; 
c) Ministerial Council’s relationship with other Ministerial Councils, including the Australian Health 

Ministerial Advisory Council and the Primary Industries Ministerial Council; 
d) efficiency of the Ministerial Council’s administrative arrangements including the frequency of 

meetings, structure of the secretariat and funding issues; and 
e) structure of the Ministerial Council’s committees of officials and working parties, 

 
to gauge the Ministerial Council’s compliance with the Broad Protocols for the Operations of 
Ministerial Councils and the General Principles for the Operations of Ministerial Councils, as 
endorsed by COAG. 

 
The review will identify any limitations or areas for improvement in regards to the Ministerial 
Council’s operations and make recommendations for potential solutions. In doing so, the review will 
take into consideration relevant issues and recommendations identified through other reviews (eg. 
Food Regulation Agreement review, Treaty review, and Bethwaite review). 

 
The outcomes of the review process will be made available in a report to COAG Senior Officials and 
COAG, the New Zealand Officials Committee on Food Safety and the New Zealand Minister, if 
requested. 
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ATTACHMENT C 
 

Summary of relevant issues raised by Stakeholders during 
related reviews 
 
Structure and objectives of the Ministerial Council 
 

The review of the Food Regulation Agreement (FRA), which involved interviews with public sector, 
industry and consumer stakeholders, found that the role and structure of the Ministerial Council, Food 
Regulation Standing Committee (FRSC) and Implementation Standing Committee (ISC) is not clear  
or well understood by the public sector. Furthermore, there was uncertainty among some public  
sector stakeholders about who was obliged to attend Ministerial Council meetings, which could lead  
to inadequate representation, and that the wording in the FRA is unclear regarding who could act as 
proxy. However, the involvement of Ministers outside health portfolios to present the jurisdictional 
perspective was viewed as an important recognition of the role played by primary industry, other 
portfolios, and the emerging role of food authorities in regulating food. 

 
Most stakeholders considered that there was a lack of clarity about the difference between food 
regulation policy and public health policy involving food and nutrition. Many stakeholders believed 
that Australia did not have a formal national public health policy for the prevention of adverse health 
issues linked to food and nutrition. 

 
Performance of the Ministerial Council 
 

In 2006 a Consultation Forum was held to hear the views of consumers, public health advocates, the 
food and therapeutic industries, and government regarding the future of food policy development in 
Australia. Participants felt that the policy development process of the Ministerial Council appeared to 
be largely reactionary and would benefit from a strategic approach. Their proposals included 
identifying and prioritising issues requiring attention; implementing a defined process and a timeline 
for review of current policies; and having clear mechanisms for stakeholder input into proactive 
planning processes and policy reviews. 

 
In their submissions to the review of the FRA the public sector indicated it was unclear whether  
policy guidelines were mandatory in forming and adopting standards, or just for guidance. During the 
review of the Agreement between the Government of Australia and the Government of New Zealand 
Concerning a Joint Food Standards System (the Treaty), New Zealand stakeholders considered that 
policy guidelines should use a ‘having regard to’ approach instead of taking a mandatory, prescriptive 
approach. It was felt that the intent of Ministerial Council policy guidelines and the resultant standard 
were disconnected. 

 
Both public sector and industry stakeholders raised the voting arrangements of the Ministerial Council 
of one vote per jurisdiction during the review of the FRA. While public sector stakeholders were 
likely to see the voting system as encouraging co-operation within jurisdictions and ensuring that 
larger jurisdictions do not dominate the decision making process, industry stakeholders were more 
likely to consider that the system over-represented the interests of smaller jurisdictions and did not 
represent Australia’s national interest. New Zealand stakeholders, during the review of the FRA, 
expressed the view that the voting system was inequitable for New Zealand. Some Australian  
industry stakeholders also empathised with New Zealand’s voting rights on the Ministerial Council. 

 
Similar sentiments were expressed during the Treaty review. New Zealand stakeholders suggested 
that the allocation of one vote and one Ministerial representative on the Ministerial Council did not 
adequately reflect New Zealand’s position as a sovereign state and should be reviewed. 

 
In submissions to the FRA review both public sector and industry stakeholders expressed concern that 
a first review of a standard approved by Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) Board can 
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be requested by a single Minister on the Ministerial Council. Industry stakeholders were also 
concerned that requests for review could be made without supporting scientific justification. It was 
suggested that transparency could be improved if the scientific justification for the review and 
referring jurisdiction was documented and available for public scrutiny. Industry also recommended 
that a first review should only occur if two or more lead Ministers consider that it is necessary. 

 
Findings of both the review of the FRA and the FSANZ assessment process revealed that industry 
viewed the food regulation system as characterised by long delays in policy and standards 
development, and that policymakers lacked understanding of regulatory issues, particularly regulatory 
impact. Industry stakeholders suggested that Ministerial Council processes should be amended to 
include reference to regulatory impact statements so that Ministers are aware of the impact of their 
decisions on the sector. Some also suggested a need for timelines in relation to Ministerial Council 
activities. 

 
Similar to views raised at the 2006 Consultation Forum, there was a general perception that food 
policy was developed on an ad-hoc basis, often in response to a need for regulation. Stakeholders 
commented that there was no strategic approach or published policy documents. 

 
Concerns identified in the FRA review included the timing of engagement in the policy development 
process, extent to which the consultation’s terms of reference matched the policy under consideration, 
and understanding industry issues. Consultation with industry and consumers was seen as ad-hoc, 
incomplete, not facilitating active engagement, and lacking transparency. It was also felt that the 
current process under-represents small business interests. Stakeholders suggested further public and 
industry awareness through education may be needed to facilitate greater participation and to gain 
input. Structured opportunities to collect stakeholder views could also be created through greater 
direct engagement such as regional workshops, focus group surveys and panel discussions. 

 
During the Consultation Forum of 2006 some stakeholders requested increased transparency about 
how information provided as part of a consultation process has been incorporated into policy 
development. This was important to help them understand why issues they have raised in 
consultation are not reflected in final policy guidelines. It was suggested a stakeholder consultative 
council encompassing industry, consumers and government representatives could be established to 
facilitate the input of stakeholder views and improve the transparency of the policy development 
process. 

 

 
Similar concerns regarding consultation and transparency were raised in relation to FRSC. The role  
of FRSC is not well understood, with some industry stakeholders commenting during the FRA review 
that its role supports decision making by public servants rather than the government as FRSC can 
influence the information it presents to the Council. Consumer stakeholders felt that the process of 
acquiring their input on working groups was inconsistent and FRSC needed to pay greater attention to 
consumers’ interests and views in areas other than immediate public health and safety concerns. 

 
Stakeholders in the 2006 Consultation Forum were also concerned about the volume of work required 
of them to respond to discussion papers and sought greater coordination of policy development and 
standards development consultation processes to reduce demands on them. They wanted more 
opportunities for direct engagement on some issues and more flexibility on how stakeholders are 
consulted. It was suggested that providing consultation papers that are short and have a plain English 
executive summary, along with strategies to engage consumers in rural and remote parts of Australia, 
could improve consumer access to policy consultation to ensure that policy is informed by what 
consumers want. 

 

 
New Zealand submissions to the Treaty review considered that timeliness and the drift away from a 
science and risk-based approach had become an issue. There was concern at the increasing impact of 
politics in setting standards at the expense of the science and risk-based system. New Zealand 
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stakeholders also expressed some concern that the principles of the COAG Agreement and the New 
Zealand ‘Good Regulatory Practice Guidelines’ were not being met. In particular, the objective of 
promoting minimum effective regulation was not seen to be a priority. 

 
The Treaty review also identified transparency issues, in particular the requirement of the Ministerial 
Council to publicly notify its reasons for rejecting a standard but there being no such requirement if it 
requests a first or second review or when it amends a standard. 

 

 
The performance of the Council’s committees of officials (FRSC and ISC) was also considered. The 
review of the FRSC/ISC2 structure, which sought responses from relevant agencies and departments 
in the Australian and New Zealand governments, States and Territories, and the Australian Local 
Government Association (ALGA), found that FRSC works well as a committee, and that there is a 
high level of commitment to it by jurisdictions. FRSC’s Statement of Roles and Responsibilities were 
considered appropriate, consistent with the FRA, and clearly understood within government agencies. 
Stakeholders indicated that the Principles and Protocols for the Development of Food Regulation 
Policy Guidelines provides very clear guidance for FRSC working groups, and are closely aligned to 
current working group practice. However, it was noted that sometimes there are issues put before 
FRSC that are outside its remit and would be more appropriately addressed by ISC and its working 
groups. 

 
Implementation of the decisions of the Council in relation to process 
 

All stakeholder groups responding to the FRA review perceived the lack of consistency in regulation 
between jurisdictions as the single most significant impediment to fully implementing a national 
approach to food regulation within Australia. This was seen as resulting from: 
- the duplication of effort between statutory authorities and increased auditing requirements; 
- inconsistent interpretation of standards between jurisdictions; 
- inconsistent enforcement practices by local government; 
- standards adopted by the States and Territories as minimum requirements which are then locally 

extended (by local government); and 
- lack of State direction and guidelines to local government on enforcement issues. 

 
Industry stakeholders also saw a need for greater support from jurisdictions to local government in 
establishing and interpreting enforcement guidelines. Stakeholders believed that the FRA should 
deliver a consistent regulatory approach across Australia (three levels of government) through 
nationally agreed enforcement procedures and interpretation of standards. 

 
Participants in the 2006 Consultation Forum wanted greater consistency in implementation and 
enforcement of food policy and standards, including within and between jurisdictions, and national 
coordination and consistency in the way food policy and regulation is enforced. 

 
In addition to calls for greater consistency, the review of the FRA revealed there was some concern 
about the lack of national coordination and funding of research in relation to policy development. 
Overlap was seen to occur in many cases where jurisdictions conducted research in isolation in areas 
of common (national) interest. A clearer process for the voluntary coordination of research interests 
and sharing of results was considered by many to be desirable. 

 
Australian submissions to the Treaty review expressed concerns about the provisions in the Treaty 
that allow New Zealand to opt out of a standard. New Zealand’s recent decision to opt out of the 
Country of Origin Labelling standard created concern for Australian industry, retailers and 
enforcement agencies. Stakeholders feared this could create confusion for consumers, enforcement 
difficulties, and inequities between Australian and New Zealand industry. They acknowledged that 
New Zealand has not used these provisions inappropriately and that this option is integral to the 
existence of the Treaty. However they considered that the joint food system may be better served if 
the opt-out arrangements are refined to allow New Zealand, where appropriate, to elect to opt out 
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earlier in the standards development process, rather than at the review stage. This would allow 
Australian jurisdictions to develop the standard knowing that it will be an Australian-only standard, 
which may result in a different final standard. There were some suggestions that the opportunity to 
opt out should only be permitted where there is insufficient robust scientific evidence to support the 
adoption of the proposed standard, or where there is a cost-benefit analysis relevant to consumer or 
industry sectors of the country that supports that position. 

 
The Treaty review also identified stakeholder concern about the need to clearly articulate the process 
and purpose of the review that must be requested by the Ministerial Council in response to New 
Zealand’s decision to opt out of a standard. Given the lack of clarity around the review process 
following New Zealand’s decision to opt out, consideration should be given to the issues raised to 
ensure future certainty. Potential issues arising from the temporary standard provision were also 
highlighted, including the possibility that FSANZ or the Ministerial Council might recommend 
against or reject the permanent adoption of a temporary food standard, and the prohibitively short 
time frames for review and notification. 

 
Views expressed in the 2006 Consultation Forum indicated some stakeholders wanted the 
implementation of food policy to be directly considered during the process of policy development, 
such as the use of “policy impact statements” prior to implementation and even as the policy is being 
developed. 

 
Council’s relationship with other Councils 
 

No significant comments on the Australian and New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council’s 
relationship with other Councils were expressed during the other related reviews. 

 
Efficiency of the Ministerial Council’s administrative arrangements including the 
frequency of meetings, structure of the secretariat and funding issues 
 

Public sector stakeholders in the review of the FRA noted that a lack of resources of smaller 
jurisdictions was seen as a potential barrier to their participation. They felt that funding could be used 
to support the participation at meetings of jurisdictions adversely disadvantaged by travel 
requirements, such as Western Australia and the Northern Territory. 

 
While the FRA provides for funding arrangements, some stakeholders believed these arrangements 
needed to be clarified, that is, the Commonwealth bearing most of the administrative costs while 
recognising that jurisdictions also bear a cost to participate in the system. 

 
The FRA review also examined the Food Regulation Secretariat in terms of its operational support for 
the Ministerial Council, FRSC and ISC and was found to be fulfilling its functions well. The review 
of FRSC/ISC2 similarly examined the Secretariat’s performance, such as knowledge of relevant  
issues including operational procedures and requirements, general helpfulness, response time to 
queries, arrangements for meetings, and minutes. It was found that the Secretariat performed its role 
in a professional, responsive, helpful and timely manner. It has generally been adequately staffed and 
officers are highly skilled. It was felt that the provision of a dedicated officer for ISC within the 
Secretariat has been an advantage. 

 
Structure of the Ministerial Council’s committees of officials and working parties 
 

Aspects of FRSC’s operation, particularly seniority and experience of members, were queried by 
public and industry stakeholders during the review of the FRA. Some public sector stakeholders 
suggested FRSC representation was not adequately specified and open to interpretation, leading to 
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inadequate representation at FRSC meetings by relatively junior representatives unable to make 
decisions for the jurisdiction. 

 
There was concern among industry stakeholders that FRSC membership was focused on regulators 
rather than policy developers and FRSC members were too enforcement-focused, which impacted on 
policy development. Some commented that the Agreement should ensure that FRSC members 
brought a policy rather than an enforcement focus to meetings. They suggested industry 
representation on FRSC and working groups. Industry stakeholders also suggested that the roles of 
committees should be clarified, particularly in relation to industry and consumer consultation, which 
was not always consistent. Some saw the ISC membership as too policy focused and did not include 
people with enough “operational knowledge”. 

 
The Treaty review found that all jurisdictions are given the opportunity to nominate to be part of 
Working Groups at the FRSC and ISC level. Stakeholders involved in the FRSC/ISC2 review felt that 
responsibilities for policy development, implementation and enforcement are clearly defined and 
appropriately assigned under the FRSC/ISC2 committee structure. A majority of respondents noted 
there had been considerable reduction in duplication of functions following the introduction of the   
two committee structure. The review found that the two committee structure has facilitated enhanced 
interaction between FRSC and ISC. Respondents noted that, in general, there was an appropriate   
level of interaction between FRSC and ISC, and that there was a good working relationship between 
the two groups. 

 
Stakeholders also stated that issues on the ISC agenda have varied between high level implementation 
and enforcement decisions and provision of technical advice, so it has been difficult for jurisdictions  
to provide representatives at an appropriate level. 

 
Several respondents to the FRSC/ISC2 review commented that interaction between FRSC and ISC 
could be enhanced, and the following suggestions were made: 
– reporting from FRSC to ISC could be formalised in the same way as currently occurs from ISC to 

FRSC to ensure information flows both ways; 
– more structured planning, accountability and reporting systems could be introduced; 
– FRSC could provide more detailed guidance and supervision of ISC; and 
– a formal mechanism to communicate practical enforcement issues to FRSC during policy 

development could be introduced. 
 

Submissions to the FRSC/ISC2 review highlighted a number of areas that required further attention or 
as factors impeding the operation of the FRSC/ISC2 committee structure: 
▪ inadequate resources and capacity, particularly within smaller jurisdictions, to cover the breadth 

of issues and increasing complexity of issues (particularly for ISC); 
▪ slow progress on some initiatives due to inadequate resources, lack of expertise within working 

groups, and a lack of clarity in role and timeframes; 
▪ unclear outcomes and recommendations provided by FRSC and ISC working groups; 
▪ the need for policy setters to recognise operational or practical limitations facing regulators, 

particularly with respect to implementation issues; 
▪ a lack of operational and technical input to implementation decision making; and 
▪ difficulty in getting decision agreed within ISC prior to taking matters to FRSC. 
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Stakeholders regarded the adoption of the two committee structure as placing demands on all 
jurisdictions both for personnel to be involved and for financial contributions. The anticipated 
reduction in costs and administrative requirements for jurisdictions that were foreshadowed in the 
DISC/TAG review has not resulted. It was noted that costs to jurisdictions of participating in the two 
committee structure have increased as the workloads and work programmes of FRSC and ISC have 
expanded, and the option of working though operational issues has been withdrawn. Further, the scale 
of the tasks of working toward consistent implementation and enforcement of food regulation has   
been grossly underestimated. 

 
Stakeholder suggestions for enhancing FRSC membership included: 
• encourage jurisdictions to provide higher level representatives for FRSC to allow for high level 

decisions, especially resource and implementation issues, to be addressed in a timely manner; 
• where appropriate, jurisdictions could provide representatives from industry development 

agencies or portfolios or provide these views through current members taking a whole-of- 
government response to FRSC; 

• provide separate membership for the Australian Quarantine Inspection Service; and 
• improve or formalise linkages with related groups such as the Communicable Diseases Network 

Australia and the Primary Industries Standing Committee (PISC). 
 

Stakeholder suggestions for enhancing ISC membership included: 
• maintain the seniority of officials attending ISC, critical for the effective and efficient operation 

of the committee; 
• improve consistency of attendance and reduce delegation of representation; 
• ensure both health and agricultural portfolios in each jurisdiction are represented, where relevant; 
• facilitate wider consultation prior to meetings to ensure a whole-of-agency and whole-of- 

government views are presented; and 
• improve the engagement of and communication with local government. 

 
The FRSC/ISC2 review also raised issues in relation to the role of ISC chair: 
• Need to clarify the selection process for the ISC chair and desirable to assign additional selection 

criteria or qualifications to the position 
• Provide additional support to the jurisdiction sponsoring the position to enable them to take on the 

position or appoint and independent chair 
• Cost to the jurisdiction providing the ISC Chair is a major consideration and may dissuade some 

jurisdictions from nominating for the role 
• All jurisdictions should contribute to the chairing costs through a recognised formula for a 

portions of the costs involved (eg AHMAC) 
• At present no succession planning or deputy Chair in place and it may be appropriate in the future 

to formalise a deputy Chair role. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
 
List of submissions to the Review of the Operations of the 
Australia and New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council 

 
Australian Capital Territory Minister for Health 

 
Government of Queensland (joint submission by the Minister for Health and the Minister for Primary 
Industries and Fisheries) 

 
Government of South Australia (joint submission by the Minister for Health and the Minister for 
Agriculture, Food and Fisheries) 

 
Government of Tasmania (submission by the Minister for Health and Human Services and letter from 
the Minister for Primary Industries and Water acknowledging the submission from the Minister for 
Health and indicating that he had nothing to add) 

 
Government of Western Australia (joint submission by the Minister for Health and the Minister for 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries) and addendum 

 
New South Wales Minister for Primary Industries 

New Zealand Food Safety Authority 

Northern Territory Minister for Health 

Victorian Minister for Agriculture 
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ATTACHMENT E 

Other sources 
 

A strategy for consistent implementation of food regulation in Australia, developed by Food Standards 
Implementation Sub-Committee, endorsed by Food Regulation Standing Committee and the Australia and New 
Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council, October 2005. 

 
 

Council of Australian Governments (COAG) - Commonwealth-State Ministerial Councils: a Compendium, the 
Broad Guidelines and Protocols 

 
Food Policy Development Consultation Forum Report, 30 March 2004 

Food Regulation Agreement 

Food Regulation Ministerial Council Annual Reports to COAG 2002-2006 
 

Food Regulation Ministerial Council minutes, work priorities, and action lists 

Food Regulation Secretariat 

Food Regulation Secretariat Meeting Guide 
 

Food Regulation Standing Committee strategic plan 
 

Food Standards Implementation Sub-Committee work plan 
 

The Future of Food Policy Development: Your Opportunity to Shape the System, Stakeholder Consultation 
Forum report, 2006 

 
Managing Intergovernmental Relations in Australia: The case of Agricultural Policy 
Cooperation; Linda Courtenay Botterill, Australian National University; The Australian 
Journal of Public Administration, vol. 66, no. 2, pp. 186-197 

 
Operating Procedures for the Australia and New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council and Food 
Regulation Standing Committee, October 2005 

 
Report to the National Competition Council on the Setting of National Standards and Regulatory Action; Office 
of Regulation Review, 1 April 2006 to 31 March 2007. 

 
Review of the Food Regulation Agreement, June 2006 

 

Review of the Agreement between the Government of Australia and the Government of New Zealand Concerning 
a Joint Food Standards System (the Treaty), October 2007 

 
Review of the Development and Implementation Sub-Committee and the Technical Advisory Group 
(DISC/TAG), August 2005 

 
Review of the Food Regulation Standing Committee and Implementation Sub-Committee Two Committee 
Structure, November 2005 

 
Review of FSANZ assessment and approval processes and treatment of confidential commercial information, 
September 2005 

 
Simplifying the Menu: Food Regulation in Victoria; A draft report for further consultation and input, Victorian 
Competition and Efficiency Commission, April 2007. 
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ATTACHMENT F 
 

Membership of the Australia and New Zealand Food Regulation 
Ministerial Council May 2007 
 

The Hon Tony Abbott MP, Australian Government Minister for Health and Ageing 
 

The Hon Brett Mason MP, (Ministerial Council Chair), Parliamentary Secretary to the Australian Government 
Minister for Health and Ageing (Lead Minister) 

 
The Hon Peter McGauran MP, Australian Government Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 

The Hon Annette King, New Zealand Minister for Food Safety (Lead Minister) 

The Hon Ian Macdonald MLC, New South Wales Minister for Primary Industries, Energy, Mineral Resources 
and State Development (Lead Minister) 

 
The Hon John Hatzistergos, New South Wales Minister for Health 

 
The Hon Bronwyn Pike MP, Victorian Minister for Health (Lead Minister) 

 
The Hon John Brumby MP, Victorian Minister for State and Regional Development 

The Hon Stephen Robertson MP, Queensland Minister for Health (Lead Minister)  

The Hon Tim Mulherin MP, Queensland Minister for Primary Industries and Fisheries 

The Hon John Hill MP, South Australian Minister for Health (Lead Minister) 

The Hon Rory McEwen MP, South Australian Minister for Agriculture, Food and Fisheries 

The Hon Jim McGinty MLA, Western Australian Minister for Health (Lead Minister) 

The Hon Kim Chance MLC, Western Australian Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
 

The Hon Lara Giddings MP, Tasmanian Minister for Health and Human Services (Lead Minister) 
 

The Hon David Llewellyn MHA, Tasmanian Minister for Primary Industries and Water 
 

The Hon Dr Christopher Burns MLA, Northern Territory Minister for Health (Lead Minister) 
 

Ms Katy Gallagher MLA, Australian Capital Territory Minister for Health (Lead Minister) 
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