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Summary and key findings
Objectives of hazardous substances and new organisms’ regulation
The purpose of the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act 1996 (HSNO Act) is “to protect the
environment, and the health and safety of people and communities, by preventing or managing the adverse
effects of hazardous substances and new organisms”.
There are three key outcomes underpinning hazardous substances and new organisms’ regulation:





People are protected from harm
The environment is protected from harm
The operation of the system is efficient and cost effective.

The first two outcomes reflect the purpose of the HSNO Act and the Government’s goals for a strong and
prosperous economy. The third outcome reflects the Government’s goal for better public services.
This report provides data under each of these three areas. The data set for evaluation is still being developed.
There is a more robust data set for evaluating “People are protected from harm” than for the other two criteria.
Over the next year the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) and the Ministry for the Environment plan to
develop a new set of indicators and are looking to expand the dataset used for evaluating the effectiveness of
the hazardous substances and new organisms’ regime.

Summary of hazardous substances and new organisms’ regime
Hazardous substances include pesticides, veterinary medicines, industrial chemicals, explosives, fuels,
household chemicals and other dangerous substances.
New organisms include:






micro-organisms and reproductive cells as well as fish, plants and insects;
genetically modified organisms
species that are not currently in New Zealand
organisms in New Zealand that are held in containment and cannot be released to the environment,
such as organisms in zoos.

To protect people and the environment from harm, hazardous substances can only be sold and used if they
are approved under the HSNO Act, or come under what is referred to as a group standard form of approval.
There are various conditions that must be met as part of approvals, including information to the users of the
hazardous substances. This may be in the form of information on product labels or information provided (safety
data sheets) when a hazardous substance is purchased or supplied.
Similarly for new organisms, they can only be introduced to New Zealand and used if they are approved under
the HSNO Act, and there are various conditions that must be met as part of approvals.

June 2015

4

Outcome 1: People are protected from harm
Hazardous substances
Each year a large number of minimal hazardous substances incidences are reported to the EPA, the majority
related to minor spills or leakages and reported by the NZ Fire Service. These are incidents with mild,
reversible, short-term impact on people and the environment (refer Figure 1).
Of incidents above minimal, in the year ended 31 December 2014, there were 438 hospitalisations attributed
to hazardous substances (excluding intentional exposure). This represents approximately 0.05 percent of the
total number of hospitalisations in New Zealand. Hazardous substances hospitalisations are from poisoning or
exposure to a range of chemicals and noxious substances (refer Figure 3). Hazardous substances
hospitalisation (and mortality) data does not include poisonings from medicines in fixed dose form, alcohol,
and drugs.
Under five years old age group has the highest rate of hospitalisations attributed to hazardous substances
The under five years old age group has consistently had the highest rate of hospitalisation attributed to
hazardous substances (refer Figure 5). However, the rate of under five years old age group hospitalisations is
moving downwards. 2014 was the lowest rate recorded since monitoring began in 2006 (although the rate is
marginally lower than in 2010, so caution must be taken in making any analysis).
Hospitalisations in the under five years old age group from 2006 to 2014 were most likely from child exploratory
activity, where young children have access to hazardous substances, often household cleaners. Ninety-three
percent of injuries for this age group occurred in the home. Most hospitalisations in the under five years old
age group are for less than 24 hours.
The rate of children’s hospitalisations in the next age group, five to fourteen years old, has halved from 12 per
100,000 in 2006 to 5.2 per 100,000 in 2014. This age group has had the lowest rate of hospitalisations for the
last three years. Hospitalisations in the 15 to 24 years old age group also has almost halved from 23 per
100,000 in 2006 to 12.3 per 100,000 in 2014. This is a very positive change. In the opposite direction, the rate
of 55 to 64 year olds hospitalised, whilst low, has almost doubled from 25 per 100,000 in 2006 to 46 per
100,000 in 2014.
Maori have a higher rate of hospitalisation than other ethnic groups, although the rate of Māori hospitalisation
is moving downwards towards the 2016 to 2014 average rate of hospitalisations across the total population
(refer Figure 6).
Male hospitalisations attributed to hazardous substances are considerably higher than female. This is for both
adults and children. In 2014, 70 percent of people hospitalised were male. The ratio of male to female
hospitalised by hazardous substances has remained steady, around 7:3 since 2006 (refer Figure 8).
Commonly used household and workplace substances are the main cause of hospitalisations
Where attributed, the substances most often involved in hospitalisations are those commonly used by most of
the population in both domestic situations and in the workplace (refer Figure 12). Petrol is the most common
substance causing hospitalisation, with most incidents from spills or fires from people mishandling petrol in
their home or workplace. Some were from children being accidentally poisoned by petrol they have found in
the home.
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In 2014, the next most common substances groups resulting in hospitalisation were cleaning agents and
alkalis. The most common substances under the cleaning agent category were detergents and oven cleaners.
The alkali group included bleaches and caustic sodas.
A survey undertaken for the EPA in 2015 identified that people consider it easy to identify hazardous
substances, mainly through reading labels (refer Figure 13). However, in commonly accessed locations within
the home such as the laundry, kitchen and bathroom, hazardous substances are typically stored in unlocked
cupboards, often below bench height. People also considered they stored no more than five hazardous
substances which may suggest they do not realise that common household products, such as dish washing
detergents, hairspray and shampoos, are hazardous products.
Chronic harm from hazardous substances
Data from chronic exposure to hazardous substances is weak. It is considerably more difficult to get data on
hazardous substances causing chronic harm due to a number of factors, including the delay (often decades)
between exposure and disease onset.
Few unintentional deaths are attributable to hazardous substances
There are a low number of unintentional and not known as intentional deaths attributed to hazardous
substances (refer Figure 7). Latest data is 10 deaths in 2012, and in the previous four years the number of
deaths per year was no higher than 14. Intentional deaths attributed to hazardous substances (suicides) are
not included in this report, as deliberate use (misuse) with the objective to cause death is not a meaningful
measure or indicator of the effectiveness of the HSNO Act regime.
A majority of the unintentional deaths attributed to hazardous substances related to the misuse of hazardous
substances, although not with the intent to cause death. For example, five of these deaths were associated
with huffing. Although misuse of hazardous substances causing death is formally recorded as unintentional,
like intentional deaths from exposure to hazardous substances, these deaths do not meaningfully contribute
to measuring the effectiveness of the HSNO Act regime.
New organisms
The 56 new organisms’ incidents in the year ended 30 June 2015 were all minimal or minor (refer Figure 14).
Minimal or minor incidents include those of low risk to human health, safety or the environment, or related to
non-compliance with controls when controls appear to be adequate but implementation may be problematic,
and the enforcement response adequate to address risk. The incidents involved such things as butterflies
escaping containment from a zoo enclosure, typically accidentally removed by members of the public. The
butterflies did not survive outside of the containment facility.
Only seven people were affected by new organisms incidents in the year ended 30 June 2015, and all the
injuries were minor in nature (refer Figure 15). These incidents all occurred in zoos and just one affected a
member of the public visiting a zoo.
Many of the new organism incidents demonstrate that the controls in place for containment work well. There
may be a breach of a primary containment but this goes no further than a secondary containment facility, for
example, a zoo animal exits a primary enclosure, but is contained by the secondary enclosure and thus does
not get into public areas of the zoo. The three minor incidents involving genetically modified material were in
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educational and research facilities and demonstrate the strictness and effectiveness of controls on approvals.
A tear in an outside containment facility wall was discovered during an audit, and there were two incidences
of not filling out a transfer form for transfer of material between educational facilities (refer Figure 16).
In the 20 years prior to 30 June 2015, there have been two deaths from new organisms. Both of these occurred
at zoos and related to health and safety at work incidents rather than breaches of the containment facilities.
These statistics do not include a death of a zoo keeper who was killed by a tiger at a zoo in September 2015,
which is outside of the reporting period of this report.

Outcome 2: The environment is protected from harm
Very few incident reports received by the EPA identify known environmental effects. The extent of any
environmental effects is also usually unknown. There were four Level 2 and Level 3 incidents with effects on
the environment during the year ended 30 June 2015 (refer Figure 17). The numbers for known and unknown
environmental effects are consistent with previous years. Environmental effects are not always easy to
determine, or are not immediately evident, which may account for the low number of incident reports received
by the EPA.
Regional and Unitary Councils have a major role in monitoring the state of the environment in their regions,
including any impact on the environment from hazardous substances. Most hazardous substances impact on
the environment seems to be related to historic pollution, such as heavy metal residue from dumping. Regional
Councils have not drawn the EPA’s attention to any particular problems with current regulations not working.
No cases of environmental damage caused by an approved new organism, or an EPA approved new organism
becoming a pest or weed, have been reported since the HSNO Act was introduced.

Outcome 3: The operation of the system is efficient and effective
The EPA processes a steady number of hazardous substances and new organism applications each year. In
the year ended 30 June 2015, there were 151 hazardous substances and 26 new organisms’ applications
processed by the EPA, and 18 applications processed by Institutional Biological Safety Committees.
Approximately 80 percent of applications are approved.
Applications range from very complex applications involving hearings to more straightforward, administrative
applications
Hazardous substances applications approved in the year ended 30 June 2015 included approvals to import
pesticides and fungicides, such as the Ranman fungicide for control of fungal diseases on horticultural crops,
and KASUMIN, a bactericide antibiotic for control of Psa-V in kiwifruit. New organism applications approved
included the importation of vertebrate laboratory animals and invertebrates to universities for research and
teaching purposes, a live attenuated vaccine for use against the Infectious Bronchitis Virus in poultry, and the
import of animals for zoos around New Zealand.
Customer satisfaction with the EPA’s work administering the HSNO Act
The EPA’s customers’ survey results show a high level of satisfaction with service delivery for new organisms
(86 percent), but low for hazardous substances (54 percent).
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New organisms’ customers had initial lower expectations for quality of service (69 percent expecting good or
very good service), and then 69 percent considered they received better or much better service than expected.
A high number, 75 percent of hazardous substances’ customers expected good or very good service. Fifty
seven percent then considered they received better or much better service.
Ninety one percent of new organism’s customers agreed or strongly agreed they were treated fairly, and this
was 76 percent for hazardous substance’s customers.
Just over half of hazardous substances and new organism customers agreed it is easy to access and
understand information from the EPA. This score, however, is much lower with respect to accessing
information on the EPA’s website. Around eighty percent of customers visit the EPA’s website to access
information.
Compliance with the hazardous substances and new organisms’ regime
For the year ended 30 June 2015, there was a significant increase in the number of non-compliance found for
both hazardous substances and new organisms, compared to the total number of investigations. The majority
of non-compliance was considered minor, and not considered serious enough to warrant any further action.
Sixty percent of investigations are undertaken by WorkSafe New Zealand and 30 percent by the Police.
WorkSafe New Zealand identified 1778 cases of non-compliance, the majority relating to ‘High Risk Sites and
Facilities’ and for ‘Spray coating’. Follow up action in 644 cases was a negotiated agreement. Six hundred and
eighty seven cases, approximately 39 percent, resulted in a HSNO Compliance Order being issued, of which
419 related to ‘High Risk Sites and Facilities’, and 217 were for ‘Spray coating’.
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Introduction
The purpose of the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act 1996 (HSNO Act) is “to protect the
environment, and the health and safety of people and communities, by preventing or managing the adverse
effects of hazardous substances and new organisms”.
One of the EPA’s functions under the Act is to monitor and review the extent to which the Act is reducing
adverse effects on the environment or people from hazardous substances or new organisms.
This report draws together data that is collected on hazardous substances and new organism incidents, injuries
and fatalities, as well as other relevant survey data and compliance data, to provide a snapshot of the effect
of the HSNO Act in preventing harm to people, communities and the environment, as well as the overall
efficiency and effectiveness of the HSNO Act regime. The main sources of data are:




Hazardous Substances Surveillance System (Centre for Public Health Research, Massey University)
HSNO enforcement agencies (85 agencies: WorkSafe New Zealand, the Police, Ministry of Health,
Maritime NZ, Civil Aviation Authority, Ministry for Primary Industries, 67 territorial authorities, and 11
Regional Councils (who may enforce the HSNO Act)




NZ Fire Service’s Fire Incident Reporting System
Reports from public media sources.

Data obtained from government agencies is reported by financial year ending 30 June. Where possible, we
report data as at 30 June 2015.
Hazardous substance mortality and hospitalisations data provided by the Centre for Public Health Research,
is reported by year ended 31 December. The most recent mortality data available is for 2012. Hospitalisation
data covers up until 31 December 2014.
The data for harm to people from hazardous substances in this report is restricted to reports where the cause
of harm is directly attributed to hazardous substance exposure. This data does not capture chronic harm from
hazardous substances that may trigger other health events, so does not represent the full extent of harm to
people from hazardous substance exposure. Also, data on environmental harm from hazardous substances is
limited.

Outline of report
There are three key outcomes underpinning hazardous substances and new organisms’ regulation:





People are protected from harm
The environment is protected from harm
The operation of the system is efficient and cost effective.

The first two outcomes reflect the purpose of the HSNO Act and the Government’s goals for a strong and
prosperous economy. The third outcome reflects the Government’s goal for better public services.
This report provides data under each of these three areas.
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Outcome 1: People are protected from harm
1. Hazardous substances data
Overview
This section draws on data from the Hazardous Substances Surveillance System and data collected by the
EPA.
Hazardous Substances Surveillance System
The Centre for Public Health Research is contracted by the Ministry of Health to provide the Hazardous
Substances Surveillance System, which has the objective to describe the exposure to, and mortality and
morbidity from, hazardous substances in New Zealand1.
The main sources of data for the Hazardous Substances Surveillance System are the National Minimum
Dataset (NMDS) and the Mortality Collection. The NMDS dataset comprises public hospital morbidity data,
while the Mortality Collection provides data on all deaths registered in New Zealand. All diagnoses are
classified according to the World Health Organisation’s International Classification of Diseases.
Morbidity data is primarily based on hospitalisations from public hospitals. Day cases are included but
attendances at emergency departments and outpatient clinics are not. This dataset records individual
discharges from hospital, but for clarity these are referred to in this report as hospitalisations.
Mortality data is derived from death certificates completed by medical practitioners, post mortem reports,
coroners’ certificates and death registration forms completed by funeral directors. Investigations carried out
into the cause of death can result in extensive delays (two to three years) before mortality data can be
published.
The Hazardous Substances Surveillance System data primarily captures acute illness and injury. Chronic harm
from hazardous substances is considerably more difficult to get data on for most substances due to a number
of factors, including the delay (often decades) between exposure and disease onset.
Hazardous Substances Surveillance System data included in this report covers both unintentional and of
unknown intent hospitalisations and deaths attributed to hazardous substances. The category unknown intent
is used when it is not clear that there was intentional or unintentional exposure to hazardous substances. Data
related to intentional harm from hazardous substances exposure is not included in this report, as this data
does not meaningfully contribute to measuring the effectiveness, or otherwise, of the HSNO Act.
The Centre for Public Health Research also has developed a reporting tool on behalf of the Ministry of Health
that collects data from general medical practitioners on hazardous substance illness and injuries. This data is
notifications under the HSNO Act and the Health Act 1956. This data is not currently included in this report but
we are looking to include it in future monitoring reports. We cite from the Centre for Public Health Research
2015 National Hazardous Substances Injury Report 2, which refers to this data.

1

Morbidity refers to an incidence of ill health in a population. Mortality refers to the incidence of death or the number of deaths in
a population.
2
Centre for Public Health Research. 2015. National Hazardous Substances Injury Report. Wellington. Massey University,
http://www.ehinz.ac.nz/assets/Reports/Hazardous-Substances-Injury-Report-2015.pdf .
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EPA data
The EPA data is classified by incidents. A hazardous substances incident is defined as an event that may or
may not cause adverse effects to human health and safety or the environment, and/or involve non-compliance
with regulatory requirements. Under the HSNO Act, the EPA may request a HSNO enforcement agency (an
enforcement officer) to provide information on hazardous substances incidents and may enquire into any
incident or emergency. The EPA collects reports of hazardous substances incidents that are supplied from the
following sources:





HSNO enforcement agencies
NZ Fire Service’s Fire Incident Reporting System
Reports from public media sources.

Incidents are categorised on a scale from Level 1 to Level 5 according to the impact of the incident on people
and the environment, as follows:
Incident level
and category

Key factors l3

1. Minimal

Includes mild reversible short term adverse health effects to individuals in highly localised areas; or
highly localised and contained environmental impact, affecting less than 10 animals and no
discernible ecosystem impact

2. Minor

Includes mild reversible short term adverse health effects to discrete groups; minor injuries not
requiring hospitalisation; localised and contained reversible environmental impact; some local plant
or animal communities temporarily damaged; no discernible ecosystem impact or species damage

3. Moderate

Includes serious harm to individuals and/or reversible medium term adverse health effects to
community (requiring hospitalisation); one death; Measurable long term damage to local plant and
animal communities, but no obvious spread beyond defined boundaries; medium term individual
ecosystem damage; no species damage

4. Major

Includes serious harm to individuals and/or reversible adverse health effects reaching beyond the
immediate community; more than one death; Long term/irreversible damage to localised ecosystem
but no species loss

5. Massive

Includes significant irreversible adverse health effects reaching beyond the immediate community
and/or multiple deaths; Extensive irreversible ecosystem damage, including species loss

Also included in this report is data from a survey conducted by Ogilvy & Mather for the EPA in 2015. The
purpose of the survey was to obtain a baseline understanding on the current knowledge, attitudes and
behaviours towards hazardous substances 4. A total of 496 responses were obtained. All findings were based
on self-reported/claimed behaviour.

3
4

See Appendix 1 for the full description of hazardous substances incident categories
Understanding of hazardous substances, TNS April-May 2015
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Harm to people from hazardous substances
Figure 1: Hazardous substance incidents, 2010 to 2015
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Data source: Incidents reported to EPA. Year ended 30 June.

Key findings



Each year a large number of minimal hazardous substances incidents are reported to the EPA. The
majority of the minimal incidents are related to minor spills or leakages that do not affect the environment
or people, and are reported by the NZ Fire Service.



In comparison, the number of incidents reported to the EPA categorised as more than minimal is low (36),
less than five percent. Two thirds of the minor and moderate reported incidents related to environmental
impacts (refer Figure 17).



The nature of the minor and moderate incidents varies from people having chemical reactions and
accidental poisonings to larger scale spills and leakages. The majority of these incidents are reported to
the EPA by HSNO enforcement agencies including WorkSafe New Zealand, Ministry of Health, Ministry
for Primary Industries, and local authorities.



The EPA incidents data needs to be considered in conjunction with the Hazardous Substances
Surveillance System data (Figures 3 and 4), which indicates a much larger number of Level 2 and above
incidents than those reported to EPA.
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Figure 2: People affected by Level 2 and Level 3 hazardous substance incidents
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Notes
Data source: Incidents reported to EPA. Year ended 30 June.
The data is divided into two categories of non-lethal injury. The illness or injury category is used for short-term,
reversible health effects often not requiring hospitalisation, while the serious harm describes injuries which do
require hospitalisation and/or have long-term effects on the victim.
The numbers in this graph are greater than the number of incidents noted in Figure 1, as some incidents
caused harm to multiple people.

Key findings



In the year ended 30 June 2015, 11 people were injured in hazardous substances incidents, 3 seriously
harmed, and there were no fatalities. The number of incidents was considerably lower than previous years.




The injury and serious harm incidents related to accidental poisonings and larger scale spills and leakages.
The higher number of people affected by Level 2 and Level 3 incidents in the year ended 30 June 2014 is
connected with several incidents where multiple people were affected, including two incidents involving
chemical fumes at an airport and a public swimming pool.
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Figure 3: Hospitalisations attributable to hazardous substances, 2006 to 2014
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Data source: Hazardous Substances Surveillance System. Year ended 31 December. Data does not include
intentional misuse of hazardous substances causing hospitalisation.
Due to improved reporting, there has been a significant reduction in the number of hospitalisations of unknown
intent.

Key Findings



Hospitalisations from exposure to hazardous substances represent approximately 0.05 percent of the total
number of hospitalisations in New Zealand each year.



Because of the large number of unknown intent exposure to hazardous substances in the years prior to
2014, it is not clear whether there are any trends in hazardous substances hospitalisations.



A number of hospitalisations related to poor practices in the handling of hazardous substances. For
example there were 29 people hospitalised as a result of using petrol as an accelerant on outdoor fires
and BBQs.



There were 70 children under five years old who were hospitalised as a result of hazardous substances.
Ninety three percent of these injuries occurred in the home. Most hospitalisations in the under five years
old age group are for less than 24 hours.



Additional to hospitalisations, the Hazardous Substances Surveillance System data5 includes that in the
year ended 31 December 2014 there were 76 notifications of hazardous substances injuries from primary
health care providers (general practitioners) to Medical Officers of Health. There were a low number of
children in these notifications. However, over half the 10,725 telephone calls to the National Poisons
Centre in 2014 involved children under five years old.

5

Centre for Public Health Research. 2015. National Hazardous Substances Injury Report. Wellington. Massey University.
Pages 28, 33, 34. http://www.ehinz.ac.nz/assets/Reports/Hazardous-Substances-Injury-Report-2015.pdf .
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Figure 4: Deaths attributable to hazardous substances, 2006 to 2012
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Data source: Hazardous Substances Surveillance System. Year ended 31 December. Data does not include
intentional deaths (suicides).
Mortality data is derived from death certificates completed by medical practitioners, post mortem reports,
coroners’ certificates and death registration forms completed by funeral directors. Investigations carried out
into the cause of death can result in extensive delays (two to three years) before mortality data can be
published.

Key Findings



There is a low number of unintentional and not known as intentional deaths attributed to hazardous
substances (2012, ten).




Six of the ten deaths were from misuse of hazardous substances through huffing (substance abuse).
Not reported here are intentional deaths (suicides) using hazardous substances as this data does not
meaningfully contribute to measuring the effectiveness, or otherwise, of the HSNO Act. Intentional deaths
continue to be much higher than unintentional deaths from hazardous substances.



Given the low number of deaths attributable to hazardous substance exposure of unintentional and
unknown intent, caution must be taken in making any analysis.
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Breakdown of harm to people
Figure 5: Age of people hospitalised attributed to hazardous substances, 2006 to 2014
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Data source: Hazardous Substances Surveillance System. Year ended 31 December. Data does not include
intentional misuse of hazardous substances causing hospitalisation.

Key Findings



The under five years old age group has consistently had the highest rate of hospitalisation for hazardous
substance exposure since 2006. However, the rate of under five years old age group hospitalisation is
moving downwards. 2014 has the lowest rate recorded since monitoring began in 2006. However, given
the low change from 2010, caution must be taken in making any analysis.



Hospitalisations in the under five years old age group from 2006 to 2014 were likely to be from child
exploratory activity, where young children have access to hazardous substances, often household
cleaners. Ninety three percent of injuries for this age group occurred in the home.



The rate of children’s hospitalisations in the next age group, five to fourteen years old, has halved from 12
per 100,000 in 2006 to 5.2 per 100,000 in 2014. This age group has had the lowest rate of hospitalisations
for the last three years.



Hospitalisations in the 15 to 24 years old age group also has almost halved from 23 per 100,000 in 2006
to 12.3 per 100,000 in 2014..



The rate of 55 to 64 years old age group hospitalised, while low, has almost doubled from 25 per 100,000
in 2006, to 46 per 100,000 in 2014.
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Table 1: Deaths attributed to hazardous substances by age group, 2006 to 2012
Age group

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Total

0-4

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

0

05-14

1

2

1

1

2

-

1

8

15-24

3

6

6

4

8

4

2

33

25-34

-

1

1

-

-

1

1

4

35-44

2

2

2

3

-

1

3

13

45-54

1

2

2

3

1

2

2

13

55-64

1

1

-

1

1

-

-

4

65+

1

6

-

2

-

2

1

12

Note
Data source: Hazardous Substances Surveillance System. Year ended 31 December. Data does not include
intentional deaths (suicides).

Key Findings



A majority of the unintentional deaths attributed to hazardous substances related to the misuse of
hazardous substances, although not with the intent to cause death. Although misuse of hazardous
substances causing death is formally recorded as unintentional, like intentional deaths from exposure to
hazardous substances, these deaths do not meaningfully contribute to measuring the effectiveness of the
HSNO Act regime.



For example, six of the eight deaths in the five to fourteen years old age group during 2006 to 2012 were
related to huffing. Huffing is the inhalation abuse of volatile solvents to achieve intoxication. The other two
deaths were from fires or explosions.



Of the thirty three deaths in the 15 to 24 years old age group, 26 were due to misuse of hazardous
substances through huffing.



Deaths in the middle age groups (25 to 54 years old) were from a variety of substances, with carbon
monoxide and pesticides being the most common.



Given the low number of deaths from hazardous substance exposure of unintentional and unknown intent,
caution must be taken in making any analysis.
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Figure 6: Ethnicity of people hospitalised attributed to hazardous substances, 2006 to 2014
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Data source: Hazardous Substances Surveillance System. Year ended 31 December. Data does not include
intentional misuse of hazardous substances causing hospitalisation.
The data in Figure 6 uses prioritised ethnicity. This means that if someone has identified themselves as
belonging to more than one ethnic group, they are recorded as belonging to the group that has the higher
priority. This method tends to over-represent Maori and under-represent the Pacific population. The use of
age-standardised rates in future reports should improve the accuracy of this data.

Key Findings



Maori have a higher rate of hospitalisation than other ethnic groups, although some of this may be due to
the representation of the data (see note above).



The rate of Māori hospitalisation is moving downwards towards the 2006 to 2014 average rate of
hospitalisations across the total population.



Further analysis shows that of the 70 children hospitalised under five years old, 31 percent (22) were
Maori. This is a decrease from 2013 in which 38 percent of this group were Maori. Given the low numbers,
however, caution must be taken in making any analysis.
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Figure 7: Number of deaths attributed to hazardous substances, 2006 to 2012
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Notes
Data source: Hazardous Substances Surveillance System. Year ended 31 December. Data does not include
intentional deaths (suicides).
The data in Figure 7 uses prioritised ethnicity. This means that if someone has identified themselves as
belonging to more than one ethnic group, they are recorded as belonging to the group that has the higher
priority. This method tends to over-represent Maori and under-represent the Pacific population.
Given the low number of deaths from hazardous substance exposure of unintentional and unknown intent, no
key findings are noted.
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Percentage of hospitalisations

Figure 8: Percentage of hospitalisations attributed to hazardous substances, by gender, 2006
to 2014
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Notes
Data source: Hazardous Substances Surveillance System. Year ended 31 December. Data does not include
intentional misuse of hazardous substances causing hospitalisation.
Refer to Figure 3 for base information on the number of hospitalisations.

Key Findings



Male hospitalisations for hazardous substance exposure are considerably higher than female. In 2014, 70
percent of people hospitalised were male. Since 2006, the ratio of male to female hospitalised by
hazardous substances has remained steady, around 7:3.



When analysed by age group, the youngest (under five years old) and oldest (65 years old and over) age
groups had a slightly lower proportion of males (approximately 60 percent), and the 25 to 34 years old age
group had the highest (approximately 80 percent).



With respect to cause of injury of hospitalisations, males made up a higher proportion of injuries from
explosions and ignition of flammable material (85 to 90 percent). Poisonings had a lower proportion of
males (50 to 70 percent), although, still the majority cause of those injured.
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Figure 9: Percentage of deaths attributed to hazardous substances, by gender, 2006 to 2012
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Note
Data source: Hazardous Substances Surveillance System. Year ended 31 December. Data does not include
intentional deaths (suicides).

Key Findings



Eighty percent of deaths attributed to hazardous substances in 2012 were men. This data is consistent
with the gender figure of hospitalisations attributed to hazardous substances. Due to the low total number
of deaths no further analysis can be made.
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Hazardous substances involved in incidents
Figure 10: Top ten substances involved in Level 2 and Level 3 hazardous substances’
incidents6 2010 to 2015
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Note
Data source: Incidents reported to EPA. Year ended 30 June.

Key Findings




In the year ended 30 June 2014, no particular substances stand out as leading to more incidents.
This compares to past years when LPG and other petroleum products incidents stood out. In the
hospitalisation data (see Figure 12 below), petrol continues to be the main substance recorded as causing
a hazardous substances incident but LPG incidents have reduced.



The majority of incidents involving LPG incidents have been fires and/or explosions. These incidents cover
both those directly related to gas cylinders and fires where cylinders were found on site and deemed a
hazard to the fire crew attending.



Given the low number of Level 2 and Level 3 incidents noted in Figure 10, caution must be taken in making
any analysis.

6

There were no level 4 or 5 incidents in the data period. See Appendix 1 for the full description of hazardous substances
incident categories

June 2016

22

Figure 11: Types of Level 2 and Level 3 hazardous substances’ incidents7 2010 to 2015
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Notes
Data source: Incidents reported to EPA. Year ended 30 June.
‘Other’ can refer to different incident types, but commonly refers to exposure to chemicals.

Key Findings



In the year ended 30 June 2015, no particular incident types (i.e. the physical cause of the incident) stand
out with the most common incident type was classified as ‘other’.



In past years, the most common type of Level 2 and Level 3 hazardous substance incidents was explosions
or spills/leakages.



Given the low number of Level 2 and Level 3 incidents noted in Figure 11, caution must be taken in making
any analysis.

7

There were no level 4 or 5 incidents in the data period. See Appendix 2 for the full description of hazardous substances
incident categories
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Figure 12: Grouped substances causing hospitalisation attributed to hazardous substances
in 2013, compared to average hospitalisations for grouped substances 2006 to 2014
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Notes
Data source: Hazardous Substances Surveillance System. Year ended 31 December. Data does not include
intentional deaths (suicides).
Unknown refers to a hospitalisation has not been attributed to a particular hazardous substance. This
compares to the other category which is an amalgamation hazardous substances with only a few
hospitalisations attributed to them.

Key Findings



Where known or attributed, the substances most often involved in hospitalisations are those commonly
used by most of the population in both domestic situations and in the workplace.



Petrol is the most common substance causing hospitalisation. Most incidents involving petrol were from
spills or fires from people mishandling petrol in their home or workplace, for example, using petrol as an
accelerant to aid a bonfire, or weed clearing. Some were from children being accidentally poisoned by
petrol they have found in the home.
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In 2014, the next most common substances groups resulting in hospitalisation were cleaning agents and
alkalis. The substances in these two groups are similar, but are separated in the data as alkali substances
cause a specific type of injury. The most common substances under the cleaning agent category were
detergents and oven cleaners. The alkali group included bleaches and caustic sodas. They are widely
used both in the home and in workplaces, in small and industrial quantities.



As noted under Figure 3, there were also 76 notifications of hazardous substances injuries from primary
health care providers in 2014. Of these notifications, the most common substance categories were
industrial chemicals (37 notifications) and household chemicals (27 notifications).



Also noted under Figure 3, there were the 10,725 telephone calls to the National Poisons Centre in 2014
(mostly related to children under five years old). Household products were the most common exposure
(61 percent), followed by cosmetics (12 percent), and agricultural agents (10 percent).
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Consumer understanding of hazardous substances
Figure 13: Consumer awareness of how easy it is to identify that a product could contain a
hazardous substance, 2015 Survey
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Notes
Data source: Understanding of hazardous substances, TNS April-May 2015 survey prepared for Ogilvy &
Mather on behalf of EPA. Four hundred and ninety six responses were obtained. All findings from the online
survey of panellists were based on self-reported/claimed behaviour.
The purpose of the survey was to obtain a baseline understanding on the current knowledge, attitudes and
behaviours towards hazardous substances.

Key findings



People considered it easy to identify hazardous substances (82 percent). Eighty-four percent identify that
a substance is hazardous by reading the label while others identify the hazardous properties because a
substance seems dangerous (22 percent), through the media (16 percent) or hearing from friends and
family (13 percent).



Over half of people claim to read the instructions on hazardous substances every time they use them. This
result suggests that people’s perceptions of hazardous substances excludes many everyday products, for
which you would not expect to read use labels regularly (for example, shampoo and dishwashing powder).



The research highlighted that in commonly accessed locations within the home, such as the laundry,
kitchen and bathroom, hazardous substances are typically stored in unlocked cupboards. In addition, most
households that store hazardous substances in the kitchen and bathroom store them at a lower than bench
height, and perceive the laundry, kitchen and bathroom to house no more than five hazardous substances.



There was an information gap on where to get information on storage and handling of hazardous
substances.
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2. New Organisms Data
Overview
This section draws on data from reports provided to the EPA by the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI).
Under the HSNO Act, the EPA may request an enforcement officer to provide information on new organism
incidents and may enquire into any incident or emergency.
The data is classified by incidents. A new organism incident is defined as an event involving a new organism
that may or may not cause adverse effects to human health and safety or the environment, and/or involve noncompliance with regulatory requirements.
Incidents are categorised on a scale from Level 1 to Level 5 according to the impact of the incident on people
and the environment, as follows:
1. Incident level
and category
2. 1. Minimal

3. 2. Minor

4. 3. Moderate

5. 4. Major

6. 5. Massive

Key factors8
Includes low risk to human health, safety or the environment; non-compliance with controls due to
approval holder’s administrative failure, but controls are adequate and enforcement response
adequate to address risk
Includes low risk to human health, safety or the environment; non-compliance with controls and
controls appear to be adequate but implementation may be problematic. Enforcement response
adequate to address risk
Includes a recurring incident or involves a series of lower level incidents that together create the
need for an inquiry; likely to have implications for human health, safety or the environment; noncompliance with controls that appear to be adequate, but implementation may be problematic.
EPA to monitor the adequacy of enforcement.
Includes a regionally impacting incident or the presence of notable concern for the environment or
human health and safety; system/control failure or lack of adequate controls; damage to HSNO
Act credibility; enforcement response is necessary; community or political interest which requires
the EPA to take an active role in the form of an inquiry
Includes an incident or emergency which is of a national or widespread character, or a major threat
to the environment and/or human health and safety; involves a substantial system/control failure
and enforcement response necessary; public or political outrage over the incident

This data only includes injuries caused directly by a new organism to an individual, so does not include the
transfer of diseases to humans (zoonoses).

8

See Appendix 2 for the full description of new organism incident categories.
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Harm to people from new organisms
Figure 14: New Organism incident levels 2010 to 2015
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Data source: Incidents reported to EPA. Year ended 30 June.

Key Findings



The majority of new organism incidents are minimal or minor. Minimal or minor incidents include those of
low risk to human health, safety or the environment, or related to non-compliance with controls when
controls appear to be adequate but implementation may be problematic, and the enforcement response
adequate to address risk.



Incidents involving new organisms occur when there is non-compliance with the controls in place around
an organism and/or adverse effects to human health and safety, or the environment. This may involve an
organism escaping from containment, the illegal importation of an organism, a containment facility that
holds organisms not complying with all of the relevant rules and/or procedures or a structural fault with a
containment facility.



Over one third of the new organisms’ incidents in the year ended 30 June 2015 concerned tropical
butterflies escaping zoo containment facilities. This was mainly caused by their accidental removal from
the containment area by members of the public. The butterflies did not survive out of their containment
facility.
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Figure 15: Number of people affected by new organism incidents
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Note
Data source: Incidents reported to EPA. Year ended 30 June. Figure 15 includes all incident levels.

Key Findings



Seven people were affected by new organisms incidents in the year ended 30 June 2015, and all the
injuries were minor in nature. These incidents all occurred in zoos. Appropriate medical measures were
taken following the incidents. Five of these were keeper injuries, and two were a veterinarian and visitor
being bitten by a monkey at a zoo.



Zookeeper injuries are a workplace health and safety issue, but are still reportable to the EPA when caused
by those zoo animals covered by the HSNO Act.



In the 20 years prior to 2015, there have been two deaths from new organisms. Both of these occurred at
zoos and related to health and safety at work incidents rather than breaches of the containment facilities.
A zookeeper was killed by an elephant in the year ended 30 June 2012 and another zookeeper was killed
by a tiger in May 2009. Neither of these constituted a breach of HSNO controls.



These statistics do not include a death of a zoo keeper who was killed by a tiger at a zoo in September
2015, which is outside of the reporting period of this report.
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Type of new organisms incidents
Table 2: Top New Organisms involved in incidents from 2010 to 2015
Type

2009-10

2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

Total

Tropical butterfly

1

3

7

13

4

19

47

GM material

1

-

1

4

4

3

13

Cheetah

2

1

1

-

3

1

8

Capuchin monkey

1

1

2

-

1

3

8

Squirrel Monkey

-

-

2

2

1

3

8

Brolga crane

1

-

2

2

1

1

7

Spider monkey

-

3

-

-

1

3

7

Microorganisms

1

1

1

1

-

4

Otter

-

1

1

1

1

-

4

Dingo

-

1

-

-

-

3

4

Meerkat

-

-

1

-

2

-

3

Rhinoceros

-

-

2

-

1

-

3

Gibbon

2

-

-

-

1

-

3

Note
Data source: Incidents reported to EPA. Year ended 30 June. Table 2 includes all incident levels.

Key Findings



The large number of incidents for the year ended 30 June 2015 was primarily due to the escape of tropical
butterflies from zoo containment facilities. This was mainly caused by their accidental removal from the
containment area by members of the public. The butterflies did not survive out of their containment facility.



The three incidents in the year ended 30 June 2015 involving unspecified GM material occurred in
educational or research facilities, and were minor non-compliance with controls. They included a tear in
the facility wall discovered during an external audit, and not filling out a transfer form for transfer of a GM
material between educational facilities. None of these incidents caused any adverse effects. Whilst a
technical breach of the outside containment may have occurred in one instance, there was no breach of
the full containment because of the controls in place.
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Figure 16: Types of new organism incidents reported to the EPA
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Data source: Incidents reported to EPA. Year ended 30 June.
Incursion responses refer to actions taken immediately before, during or after a risk organism has been found,
where management of the risks posed by that organism is considered appropriate. Response can include
investigation of suspect risk organisms, efforts to eradicate a risk organism, or long-term management to
mitigate the impacts of an established risk organism, sometimes referred to as "pest management".

Key Findings



Of the incidents involving an escape or release from containment most involved the escape of an organism
from an enclosure within a containment facility, not an escape from the containment facility itself. This
includes escape of zoo animals from their enclosure, but not into public areas within the zoo. The exception
is tropical butterfly escapes, which are escapes from a containment facility.



As noted under the Table 5 Key Findings, a significant rise in the number of escaped/ released from
containment new organism incidents in the year ended 30 June 2015, was mainly due to a rise of butterfly
escape incidents.



There has also been an increase in the number of non-compliance with controls incidents. These were
principally minor containment non-compliance reported to the EPA. Appropriate steps were taken as a
result of the non-compliance.



In the year ended 30 June 2015, MPI conducted one response into an incursion of a new organism, which
is an investigation underway of an exotic snail, previously unrecorded in New Zealand being found.
Additional information on incursions can be found on page 32.



The majority of other incidents involved members of the public intentionally attempting to enter a zoo
enclosure or reaching through the barriers.
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Outcome 2: The environment is protected from harm
Hazardous substances causing harm to the environment
Figure 17: Number of Level 2 and Level 3 hazardous substance incidents where
environmental effects were reported or unknown
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Data is for year ended 30 June.
Only Level 2 and Level 3 incidents are included as level 1 incidents cause no or minimal harm and are not well
reported.
Very few incident reports received by the EPA identify known environmental effects. The extent of any
environmental effects is also usually unknown.

Key Findings



Four Level 2 and Level 3 incidents were reported to have had effects on the environment during the year
ended 30 June 2015. Environmental effects are not always easy to determine, or may not be immediately
evident, so they are not often well recorded on incident reports received by the EPA.



Analysis of past incidents where environmental harm was recorded shows the majority were spills. Most
were located in a workplace, and half of these were in the agriculture industry. This data only includes
acute environmental effects. The extent of any cumulative damage to the environment from hazardous
substances incidents is unknown.
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Substances causing environmental harm
One Level 2 and three Level 3 incidents were reported as causing environmental effects in the year ended 30
June 2015. The Level 2 incident involved pollution in a storm water drain in Tauranga that harmed a number
of eels in the area. The Level 3 incidents were:


Spray drift incident affecting multiple vineyards in Carterton, Wairarapa.



Possible spray or an unknown chemical affected a number of bee hives and caused bee deaths in
Matamata.



There were also a number of bee deaths in the Tasman region. The chemical is unknown.

There were five incidents reported in in the year ended 30 June 2014 causing environmental effects. These
related to spills into the environment, and included fertiliser chemical, diesel, aviation fuel and dye.
Two incidents were reported in in the year ended 30 June 2013 as causing environmental effects: an oil spill
into a stream, and beehives poisoned by pesticides. The incidents of harm to the environment in in the year
ended 30 June 2012 both involved ships, one being the Rena shipwreck and the other a diesel spill from a
ship’s fuel tank. Substances causing environmental harm in previous years included fireworks (causing fires)
and pesticides.

Aerial operation of 1080
The substance sodium monofluoroacetate, also known as 1080, is used to control animal pests including
possums, rabbits, stoats, and rats. It is used for both conservation purposes and to prevent the spread of
bovine tuberculosis (TB).
1080 is one of the most closely monitored hazardous substances in New Zealand. In 2007, 1080 was
reassessed and controls on its aerial use were tightened. The EPA produces an annual report on the aerial
operations of 1080. The latest report9 highlights the incidents that occurred during operations and research
about 1080.
The main findings of this annual report are consistent with previous years, showing that the regime is working
as intended and the benefits of using 1080 are being seen while the risks are minimised.
The EPA received 58 reports of aerial 1080 operations in 2014, covering 967,012 hectares. While this is a
similar number of 1080 operations to the previous year’s figure, the operations covered a larger area. The
difference in total area covered and number of operations is likely due to a combination of the cycle of pest
control operations and the Battle for our Birds programme run by the Department of Conservation (DOC).
The DOC programme was undertaken to address an expected rodent and stoat plague driven by a significant
beech mast (flowering and seeding event) during the 2013 through 2014 summer. The masting event was
predicted to affect most of New Zealand’s beech forests. Operations to target rodents and suppress stoats
were carried out across large areas of beech forest, mostly in the South Island. The operations were targeted
to protect at-risk populations of mōhua/ yellowhead, kākāriki/parakeet, kiwi, whio/blue duck, kea, kākā, rock
wren, giant land snails, and native bats.

9

Annual Report on the Aerial Use of 1080: For the year ended 31 December 2014, EPA
http://www.epa.govt.nz/Publications/2014_Annual_Report_webready.pdf
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Breaches of the HSNO Act controls occurred in six of the 58 aerial 1080 operations in 2014. This is down from
eight breaches in 2013. There were two public incidents, the same number as for 2013, while the number of
dog deaths increased from two to five. Most incidents continue to be reported by operators and funding
agencies rather than by members of the public or other agencies.

Number of new organism incidents involving environmental damage
No cases of environmental damage caused by an approved new organism, or an EPA approved new organism
becoming a pest or weed, have been reported since the HSNO Act was introduced.

Incursion responses
MPI receives a number of reports of incursions each year, and reports to EPA their responses to the incursions.
Incursion responses refer to actions taken immediately before, during or after a risk organism has been found,
where management of the risks posed by that organism is considered appropriate. Response can include
investigation of suspect risk organisms, efforts to eradicate a risk organism, or long-term management to
mitigate the impacts of an established risk organism, sometimes referred to as "pest management". Responses
cover the initial incursion and may involve multiple incursions of the same species of new organism.
In in the year ended 30 June 2015, MPI conducted one response into an incursion of a new organism. During
the year ended 30 June 2014, incursions included the Queensland fruit fly, European alpine newts, the illegal
movement and disposal of new organisms.
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Outcome 3: The operation of the system is efficient and cost
effective
Overview
The indicators in this section seek to monitor how the HSNO Act is operating on an ongoing basis and whether
the Act’s implementation is carried out in an efficient and effective manner. Data covers applications, service
quality and information, and compliance activity.
The applications data covers applications under Part 5 of the HSNO Act (the assessment of hazardous
substances and new organisms) over the last six financial years (2009-2010 to 2014-2015, year ended 30
June). Older data is available, but changes to processes and data recording mean that it is not comparable.
Customer satisfaction data is from a survey conducted on behalf of the EPA by Research NZ.
The information in this section in some cases is the same as reported in the EPA’s Annual Report to
Parliament.

The Application Process
There are three key groups of applications: notified, non-notified, and rapid. Non-notified applications are to
be decided upon within 30 working days (statutory time frame), while notified applications have additional
timeframes for submissions and public hearings; whereas the rapid application process is decided upon within
10 working days. These timeframes can be extended.
For a notified application, public submissions are invited and a public hearing may be held before a decisionmaking committee approves or declines the application. An application is notified when it is determined to be
of public interest.
An application may be approved with special conditions, or controls, on the substance or organism to manage
its effects and risks to people and the environment. All users must comply with these conditions.
After a decision is made, the applicant and submitters are notified and the decision is made available to the
public. A decision can be reassessed if grounds for doing so can be demonstrated. EPA recovers part of the
cost of processing applications through its fees and charges.
Applications for hazardous substances and new organisms’ approvals are evaluated by either:



Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Decision-Making Committee (HSNO Committee)
appointed by the EPA Board,




Chief Executive of the EPA, or
Institutional Biological Safety Committees (IBSC) – These Committees are made up of a group of
experts from universities. They have been delegated authority by the HSNO Committee to make decisions
on low risk new organism applications to import or develop low risk genetically modified organisms in
indoor, approved containment facilities, within that university.
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Applications processed by the EPA
Figure 18: Number of applications received, 2010 to 2015
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Data source: EPA, year ended 30 June.

Key Findings



The EPA processes a steady number of applications each year. In the year ended 30 June 2015, the EPA
processed 151 hazardous substances applications, 27 new organism applications, and IBSCs processed
18 applications under delegation of the EPA.



The applications processed covered a wide range of types. Hazardous substances applications approved
include approvals to import pesticides and fungicides, such as the Ranman fungicide for control of fungal
diseases on horticultural crops, and KASUMIN, a bactericide antibiotic for control of Psa-V in kiwifruit.



The reason for the decrease in hazardous substances applications from 2012 is likely due to the
introduction of group standards for veterinary medicines. This means that substances that come under
one of these group standards no longer require an individual application to get an approval. Other factors
affecting new approval numbers are research levels into new substances and market share of existing
ones.



In relation to new organism applications, examples included the importation of vertebrate laboratory
animals and invertebrates to universities for research and teaching purposes, a live attenuated vaccine for
use against vaccine for the Infectious Bronchitis Virus in poultry, and the import of animals for zoos around
New Zealand.
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Figure 19: Outcome of applications received, 2010 to 2015
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Data source: EPA, year ended 30 June.
Approved includes all applications that were approved in some form, including: applications that were
approved with controls or partially approved; applications to determine if there are grounds to reassess an
approval, where those grounds were found to exist; and applications for a statutory determination where there
was a determination made.
‘Not approved’ includes approvals that were declined, and where grounds for reassessment were not found to
exist. An application may be ‘not approved’ under one section of the HSNO Act, but subsequently approved
after being re-submitted under another, more appropriate, section.
Applications may be withdrawn for a number of reasons, but this commonly occurs when the cost of providing
information to international standards is too high for the applicant, or the applicant anticipates that their
application will be declined. Another common reason is that the approval is no longer required, which may be
due to market forces, the discovery of a better alternative, or a change in formulation of the product.

Key Findings



There has been a rise in the number of applications withdrawn. This is likely due to a movement within the
EPA to work more closely with potential applicants before applications are received to ensure that they
are at an agreed upon standard.
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Table 3: Number of reassessments completed, by outcome, 2007 to 2015
Year decided

Approved with
additional
controls11

Approved10

Partially
approved with
controls12

Revoked13

Total

2006-07

-

4

-

-

4

2007-08

-

4

-

-

4

2008-09

-

1

-

4

5

2009-10

-

4

1

-

5

2010-11

1

5

2

1

9

2011-12

-

1

-

-

1

2012-13

-

4

2

-

6

2013-14

-

1

-

-

1

2014-15

-

2

-

-

2

Total 2006-15

1

26

5

5

37

Note
Data source: EPA, year ended 30 June.

Key Findings
The reassessment of an approval may result in the EPA re-approving the application (with the same or with
changed controls) or withdrawing the approval. Controls on approvals may become more stringent or more
relaxed depending on the change of circumstances or information that triggered the reassessment.
The number of reassessments completed in any given year is not indicative of the level of reassessment work
underway in that year. Reassessments take longer than a year to complete, and can involve a high cost due
to the resources required. Many also often involve the reassessment of multiple individual approvals, for
example a reassessment of organophosphate and carbamate plant protection insecticides, completed in the
year ended 30 June 2013, reassessed 88 individual approvals.
In the year ended 30 June 2015, the EPA reassessed all uses of dichlorvos, as well as the non-plant protection
uses of three organophosphate substances. These were all re-approved with the introduction of additional
controls.

10

Approval reassessed and existing controls retained with no change
Approval reassessed and additional controls applied
12
Approval reassessed and additional controls applied and other controls/uses revoked
13
Approval revoked
11
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Customer satisfaction with the application process
The EPA undertakes an annual stakeholder survey programme to receive feedback from our customers on
aspects of our work, and the results are reported in our Annual Report. The research is commissioned by
Research NZ to survey people who interact with the EPA.
A key component of these surveys is on our customer satisfaction with the application processes, which
includes the HSNO process.

Figure 20: Customer satisfaction with the HSNO process, 2012 to 2015
Hazardous substances customer satisification
Information from the EPA is easy/ very
easy to understand
Easy/ very easy to access information
Agree/ strongly agree treated fairly
Service received better/ much better than
expected
Expected good/ very good quality service
Satisfied/ very satisfied with overall level of
service
0

20

2011-12

2012-13

40
2013-14

60

80

100

60

80

100

2014-15

New organism customer satisification
Information from the EPA is easy/ very
easy to understand
Easy/ very easy to access information
Agree/ strongly agree treated fairly
Service received better/ much better than
expected
Expected good/ very good quality service
Satisfied/ very satisfied with overall level of
service
0

20
2011-12

2012-13

40
2013-14

2014-15

Note
Data is for year ended 30 June. In the years ended 30 June 2013 and 30 June 2012, hazardous substances
and new organism data was not collected separately, so both charts show the combined data.
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Key Findings



The EPA’s year ended 30 June 2015 customers’ survey results show a high level of satisfaction with
service delivery for new organisms (86 percent), but low for hazardous substances (54 percent).



New organisms’ customers had initial lower expectations for quality of service (69 percent expecting good
or very good service), and then 69 percent considered they received better or much better service than
expected.



A high number, 75 percent of hazardous substances’ customers expected good or very good service. Fifty
seven percent then considered they received better or much better service.



Ninety one percent of new organisms’ customers agreed or strongly agreed they were treated fairly, and
this was 76 percent for hazardous substance’s customers.



Just over half of hazardous substances and new organism customers agreed it is easy to access and
understand information from the EPA. This score, however, is much lower with respect to accessing
information on the EPA’s website. Around eighty percent of customers visit the EPA’s website to access
information.
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Monitoring of hazardous substances
Compliance with the controls set out in the HSNO Act is used as a measure of how well the Act is performing
in protecting the health and safety of people and the environment. If compliance levels are low, there may be
high levels of harm occurring. However, if there are high levels of compliance and the incidence of harm is still
high, then the controls may not be effective in preventing harm.
Hazardous substance compliance enforcement is devolved to over 85 central and local government agencies.
The agency with primary responsibility for compliance with regard to hazardous substances is WorkSafe New
Zealand, which is responsible for HSNO enforcement in workplaces.
The other agencies responsible for hazardous substance enforcement are:
 Ministry of Health (MoH), where a substance may be a risk to public health
 New Zealand Police, Maritime New Zealand and the Civil Aviation Authority, responsible for hazardous
substances in or on any: motor vehicle, road, rail vehicle, and railway line; ship; and aircraft respectively
 Territorial authorities, responsible for enforcing hazardous substance controls in public places and private
dwellings
 Regional councils, who have a discretionary power to enforce hazardous substance controls.
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Table 4: Number of investigations and enforcement actions by HSNO agencies for
hazardous substance compliance, 2011 to 2015
Year

2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

Investigations

6,539*

10,265

9,534

11,608

10,910

Significant non-compliances
found

1,461*

1,994

2,073

1,558

2,360

127

117

353

324

688

1

2

1

8

8

Compliance orders issued
Prosecutions taken

*Does not include data on enforcement investigations carried out by the New Zealand Police which is available for subsequent
years

Note
Data source: Investigations and enforcement action reported to EPA. Year ended 30 June.
Significant non-compliance means any investigation where further action was needed to ensure compliance.
Further action may involve a verbal or written warning, or an informal agreement to fix an error before the next
inspection.

Key Findings



The level of investigations, which includes both incident investigation and monitoring, has remained steady
since the year ended 30 June 2011.



In the year ended 30 June 2015, WorkSafe New Zealand carried out 60 percent of investigations, while
NZ Police conducted approximately 30 percent.



Eighty percent of investigations did not require further action to ensure compliance. There was a rise to
approximately 2,300 non-compliance cases that required further action.



Of these, WorkSafe New Zealand identified 1778 cases of non-compliance, the majority relating to ‘High
Risk Sites and Facilities’ and for ‘Spray coating’. The follow up action for 644 cases was a negotiated
agreement.



Six hundred and eighty seven cases, approximately 39 percent of significant non-compliance, resulted in
a HSNO Compliance Order being issued by WorkSafe New Zealand. Four hundred and nineteen
compliance orders related to ‘High Risk Sites and Facilities’, and 217 were for ‘Spray coating’.



Of these Compliance Orders, WorkSafe New Zealand initiated six prosecutions, of which one prosecution
involved hazardous substances non-compliance under the Health and Safety in Employment Act 1992.



NZ Police found 514 cases of non-compliance under the Land Transport Act 1998 and subordinated
Dangerous Goods Rule. However, no Compliance Orders or prosecutions were initiated.
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Monitoring of new organisms
Primary responsibility for new organism compliance falls with the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI).

Table 5: Number of investigations and enforcement actions by the Ministry for Primary
Industries for new organism compliance, 2011 to 2015
Year
Investigations

2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

163

164

146

220

225

Significant non-compliances
found

13

17

7

21

69

Compliance Orders issued

0

0

0

1

1

Prosecutions taken

3

1

1

3

1

Note
Data source: Ministry for Primary Industries. Year ended 30 June.
Significant non-compliance with regard to new organisms is considered to be any investigation where further
action was needed to ensure compliance. This data includes routine audits of containment facilities as well as
ad-hoc inspections and investigations of non-compliance.

Key Findings



There has been an increase in the number of new organism enforcement investigations, which includes
both incident investigation and monitoring over time. In the year ended 2015, investigations included 219
inspections, one system audit and five follow up inspections.



Seventy percent of investigations did not require further action to ensure compliance. In total 69 cases of
non-compliance were found. The majority (about 95%) of non-compliances were classified as minor.



The most frequently occurring non-compliances related to overdue or inadequate internal audits, registers
not up to date, and overdue refresher training.



In the year ended 30 June 2014, there was one Compliance Order issued to the Kamo Wildlife Sanctuary,
and one prosecution initiated relating to the illegal importation of a tree species. The prosecution was later
withdrawn.
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Appendix 1: Categorising hazardous substance incidents
Incident level and
category

Factors

0

Insufficient information
to assess

Further information requested to assess incident level.

1

Minimal

2

Minor

People
 Mild reversible short term adverse health effects to discrete groups; minor injuries not requiring hospitalisation
Environment
 Localised and contained reversible environmental impact; some local plant or animal communities temporarily damaged; no discernible
ecosystem impact or species damage
Economic
 Local short term adverse economic effects on small organisations (businesses, individuals); temporary job losses; damage to property
Community
 Social disruption to a community; multiple buildings or street evacuated
Controls
 Controls adequate, involved human error or breach of controls

3

Moderate

People
 Serious harm to individuals and/or reversible medium term adverse health effects to community (requiring hospitalisation); one death
Environment
 Measurable long term damage to local plant and animal communities, but no obvious spread beyond defined boundaries; medium term
individual ecosystem damage; no species damage
Economic
 Regional adverse economic effects on small organisations (businesses, individuals); temporary job losses; damage to property
Community
 Social disruption to a community; surrounding area evacuated

People
 Mild reversible short term adverse health effects to individuals in highly localised area
Environment
 Highly localised and contained environmental impact, affecting a few (less than ten) animals; no discernible ecosystem impact
Economic
 Some damage to property with possible disruption to businesses
Community
 None or minor social disruption; building evacuated
Controls
 Adequate, involved human error or breach of controls
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Incident level and
category

Factors
Controls
 Involves human error or significant breach of controls; controls appear adequate
 Some public interest

4

Major

5

Massive

People
 Serious harm to individuals and/or reversible adverse health effects reaching beyond the immediate community; more than one death
Environment
 Long term/irreversible damage to localised ecosystem but no species loss
Economic
 Medium term (one to five years) regional adverse economic effects with some national implications; medium term job losses; significant
property damage
Community
 Social disruption to a community, including larger scale evacuations
Controls
 Involves a system/control failure or lack of adequate controls
 Public or political interest requiring an inquiry
People
 Significant irreversible adverse health effects reaching beyond the immediate community and/or multiple deaths
Environment
 Extensive irreversible ecosystem damage, including species loss
Economic
 Measurable adverse effect on GDP; some long term (more than five years) job losses
Community
 Major social disruption with entire surrounding area evacuated and impacts on wider community
Controls
 Involves a substantial system/control failure resulting in public or political outrage
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Appendix 2: Categorising new organism incidents
Incident level and
category

Factors

0

Insufficient
information to assess

Further information requested to assess incident level.

1

Minimal

2

Minor

3

Moderate

Environment
 Low risk to environment
 “One-off” incident
People
 Low risk to human health or safety
Controls
 Non-compliance with controls due to approval holder’s administrative failure. Controls are adequate.
Enforcement
 Enforcement response adequate to address risk
Public and/or political Interest
 Little community or political interest
Environment
 Low risk to environment
 “One-off” incident
People
 Low risk to human health or safety
Controls
 Non-compliance with controls. Controls appear to be adequate but implementation may be problematic. For example, human error or
misinterpretation of controls.
Enforcement
 Enforcement response adequate to address risk
Public and/or political Interest
 Little community or political interest
Environment
 Recurring incident or involves a series of lower level incidents that together create the need for an inquiry.
 Likely to have implications for the environment
People
 Likely to have implications for human health and safety
Controls
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Incident level and
category

Factors


Non-compliance with controls. Controls appear to be adequate but implementation may be problematic. For example, human error or
misinterpretation of controls.
Enforcement
 Enforcement response should be adequate to address risk. EPA to monitor the adequacy of enforcement.
Public and/or political interest
 Likely to gain community or political interest, requiring the EPA to take a pro-active role
4

Major

5

Massive

Environment
 Regionally impacting incident or the presence of notable concern for the environment
People
 Presence of notable concern for human health and safety
Controls
 Involves a system/control failure or lack of adequate controls
 Damage to HSNO Act credibility
Enforcement
 Enforcement response will be necessary and must be monitored to ensure it is appropriate
Public and/or political Interest
 Has gained community or political interest which requires the EPA to take an active role in the form of an inquiry
Environment
 Incident or emergency which is of a national or widespread character, or a major threat to the environment and/or human health and
safety
People
 Incident or emergency which is a major threat to human health and safety
Controls
 Involves a substantial system/control failure
Enforcement
 Enforcement response will be necessary and must be monitored to ensure it is appropriate
Public and/or political Interest
 Public or political outrage over the incident

