
7 October 2009 

Hon Davrd Carter 
Minister of Agnculture 
Parliament Building 
Wellington 

P 0 Box 60-208 Titirangi 
Auckland New Zealand 

Tel: i-64 9 811 8722 
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'�/� � Dear Minrster (Sv \\);.> 

';:�- �'.\) We write to formally request t):l� 'y,�, as<:��ponsible Mm1ster, revoke the 
accreditation of The Animal W�__)ln��� New Zealand as an approved 
organisation under sect1on 1fJ"'�the Ani��'htre Act 1999. 
The uncomprom1smg a�9Jhi

·
;;�::��rlde���n wh1ch the MAF Assurance and R1sk 

Directorate has pursue1 f; ���· 1 h....gf) WINZ Is unacceptable to an organisation 
which IS ent1rely volu 4r\cl w �J$ 1shed to enable the continuation of an1mal 
welfare enforce me aita'kera"�:;z_ty" at a t1me Jn 1999 when MAF was struggling to 
provide an enforc � re��lowing the privatisation of its Animal Health 
Division. �� <�'S-J 

. 
To avoid an u t,(none of �omments are directed at MAF Animal Welfare Group, 
with whom�., ro�Qjp ";!; always been positive. transparent and objective. 
The Tr�e�v�" �n the decision to seek revocation lightly but we are no 
lone·���§J/to....._ b '\s�cted to the intrusion to which MAF Assurance and Risk 
Dir �'tla:;>_SVb16{ted AWINZ over the past 16 months or so, nor are we able or 

· · 
t e Y-ffi�ndards that MAF Assurance and Risk now seeks to impose 10 <¥� teF

e
ft�� 

in existence. Further, we are not prepared to continue to provide 
1 maf � on our operations only to find that MAF will readily hand that 
info ma{�d-Grace Haden, a litigant that the Court has found to be vindictive, only to 
be�>�er in violation of Court injunctions, as has already occurred. 
We !!( not accept the contents of the report or the findings. it still contains (ri� �cies; it still makes references to fraud, when the Court has found that Grace 

\..N®S: 's allegations were completely unfounded; and still makes reference to taxation 
ri1at ers which we believe is a breach of the Privacy Act and breaches the rule of 
confidentiality of matters between a taxpayer and the JRD. 
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We are in discussion with Waitakere City Council concerning our intention to ask you to 
revoke our status as an approved organisation. This will undoubtedly have an impact 
as, unless some other arrangement can be put in place, the 8 full··time salaried 
inspectors operating in Waitakere City and attending to all animal welfare incidents in 
the district will cease to be able to do so and all those matters will be referred to the 
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry's Compliance Unit. We know, because MAF 
officers have told us, MAF does not have the resources to do this work. The alternative 
is that all animal welfare calls to Waitakere City are referred to the SPCA who � 
also advised that there is no way they can take over that degree of �load with 
existing and diminishing resources. 

( <-'i>> (? (\ 
While this is a matter for Waitakere City we understand that ��s ar� 
place with the Royal New Zealand SPCA to ensure th r pejf� · not 
compromised. 
This whole experience is more than you can ask of a voluntary ga�-��n h nee our 
request that we be relieved of that responsibility and=u revo �pointment 
as an approved organisation with effect from J) a� te to enable yvaitakere City C?�ncil and the SPCA to reorga�i��� elve �!3 account of the 
rmpact of our decrsron. 

.:::;_y/ �� In short Minister- we've had enough. /' 0)""' � 
We have set out our reasons for our cte;ts_i·���,))"e' att�pcument. 

,,,'�z')- (��/ 
Yours sincerely "::l) ��v 
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Wyn Hoadtey / ()\;. "-.. ../ �, /? Tom Oidoyich 
Trustee (chair) b �- "(_�:-::�� Truste 
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Neil Wells ( �) �'fl / .(;;; e e Coutts 
Trustee� V� "V Trus1ee <2/v �v? �v J ";,v 
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REASONS FOR DECISION OF THE ANIMAL WELFARE INSTITUTE 
OF NEW ZEAlAND TO REQUEST THAT THE MINISTER REVOKES 

ITS ACCREDITATION AS AN APPROVED ORGANISATION 

Background 

In 1995 a p!lot programme was established between MAF and W�re C!t ou 
to determine whether 1t was feasible for animal control offJcerf: Q t m en� as 
an1mal welfare Inspectors. )� ':::!../ 
That pilot programme contmued for 5 years and was ��MA(�I1ance 
almost annually. ��- � .\) -The programme resulted 1n the appointment of, at�i , up to 11 �and qualified 
warranted inspectors, one of the largest, if not t (fi}lr s�, t a aried full-time 
animal welfare inspectors in New Zealand. ThiS'fe c rre y a aried warranted 
inspectors in the programme. The program e p · our predecessors, 
John FaJioon, Lockwood Smith, John Luxto · �® was such a success 
that MAF and Waitakere City Council w €(8al h t-J:: nt1 ued under the Animal 
Welfare Act 1999. �:::V �, In mid-1999, for reasons known onlx_

��X�· o'bposed by MAF Biosecurity 
(as it was then known), a new p'�� w� � d in the latter stages of the 
consideration by the Primary P�)_'9h Set�� ittee of the Animal Welfare Bill 
that required an approved organis� hB�tknal welfare as its principal purpose. 
That one word would have Jf�ranchis�" e aitakere animal welfare programme 
at a time when MAF Bios��tY) .4\�th · � seeking to expand the NGO sector of 
animal welfare enforce�2 �H t H nbwledge of senior MAF officers, and fully 
disclosed to the PrimarY:,�(ji(j:et�·o ommittee, notice of intent was given that a 
charitable trust be fp'fffi�{)e� roved organisation thus enabling the Waitakere 
animal welfare con1Qtl.arta:� PlflQI__ to continue. Feedback to one of our Trustees 
directly from th�·s� �� time confirmed that MAF Policy officials were at 
odds with �F fu"Y: urity BtftGtals and it was based on MAF Policy's determination 
that local �}lJm · s should ·�t be involved in animal welfare. That was never 
Govern me )J�iij- i�iew held by individual MAF Policy advisers. 
The Rr6cess����WINZ through 2000 was robust and involved extensive 
and���Ji�· l(l ·� Je?prinput from both Crown Law and KPMG Legal (as they were 
thi"�'i(��).]: · tor-General, Professor Bruce Ross, intervened and cleared the 

� �� ��E2_of1Mpproved at the end of 2000. 

I� �roved organisations, the RNZSPCA and its member societies and 
, :;onlfnued in the transition period of 3 years but AWINZ needed to draft both 

Perf ili;:e and Technical Standards and a Memorandum of Understanding prior to 
be �g� approved organisation. MAF was fully involved in the preparation of 

"flocuments and had every opportunity to establish their expectations of the 
ance standards in those documents. 

tally unacceptable for MAF Assurance and Risk Directorate to say 10 years later 
that they were relying on undertakings given in a proposal document when the proper 
place for those standards was in the statutory Performance and Technical Standards. 
In the 15 years that the Waitakere animal welfare programme has been in existence it 
has been subjected to compliance audits almost annually. No MAF compliance audit 
since 2001 has made any reference to those earlier documents that were part of a 
notice of intent. 
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Court proceedings 

In 2006 one of our trustees ran afoul of Grace Haden and a distressing series of legal 
actions ensued. A copy of the judgment is attached for your information. 
We asked MAF Assurance and Risk repeatedly about why they were taking the 
extraordinary steps of invest'1gating AWINZ. We asked if the audit could be delayed 
until the court findings were available but MAF refused on the grounds that this d 
nothing to do with the court proceedings. We received numerous conflicting an 
about why MAF mounted its investigation but not until April 2009�onths la 
MAF Assurance and Risk say in writing that the audit was tri olel 
complaint of one person, the very person who had already bee�� cha�·�·_,u 4 judges. Yet MAF Assurance and Risk make no re�er ��!! :f"" 
judgments in their draft report V 

MAF was fully informed of the progress of those legal proc in s. F ssurance 
and Risk has had access to every judgment issue�he Court Assurance 
and Risk has chosen to make no reference to an o ns in its draft 
audit report. � 
When a member of MAF Assurance and Ri����n��� rustee early in 2008 
and said they wanted to do an extended a,tt��lltfi'Onl �"u� of days notice there 
had been no prior contact and no reason�· t w�iv other than "the Minister 
has asked for the audit". We now kQ:G- i� true; the Minister did not 
initiate the audit. MAF Assurance a��- ice isingenuous about what the 
agenda was. 

<..'-,, ) � �� The report does not identify the cQn:lp lnafA::.::,b;.t,. �me, yet it was she who was the 
cause of MAF initiating this i���atior;._L0"-th/e-'ft�t place, and is the defendant in the 
Court proceedings. Furt��MAF Ass�r��� Risk make no reference to the Court 
find_

in�s i� �ration �o H �/u-:��� i�� ba':rticularly in regard to alleged fraud. That 
omrssron rs, 1n our VIew,�""�· 0-" 
�or your

. 
informatio�Mu�� of the findings of Judge Joyce QC in his 

;udgment. .. _ _... GJ ( "<t·-:. _ _) 
[322] Foe � ow ��Ompensatory elements, what would provide some 
real s iu or the w�_s that have been done to Mr. Wells by Mrs Ha den 
and . ''- . J � [323] hat W-Q.,�,-signal both to Mr. Wells and the public at large (in 

.-"·��w)r th�"h.Y individuals and organisations in and amongst that public < ��w;�c��d).. e.,s has worked, and continues to work) that his reputation has 

/0J.i9J r n(J1f}6od reason at all Mrs Haden- using all the resources at her 
�-(Vco�aQ�embarked upon and has persisted with a relentless and vindictive '-)� < ri)i!<Sl,Jgp to destroy Mr Wells' good reputation. 

I t us have no hesitation in concluding that there should be an award of /,/� plary damages against Mrs Haden as the architect and originator of it all. � <Q41 J Such an award is not. of course, designed to increase the level of 
0Wmpensation for Mr Wells, but rather to punish and, in so punishing, to \� discourage and deter Mrs Haden. 
Even after the Court found in July 2008 that not only was there no evidence of fraud, 
but also that MAF's sole complainant (Haden) had embarked on a path of vindictive 
destruction, MAF continued to pursue the allegation, took no account of the Court 
proceedings and continued to copy documents to Haden. When we asked MAF for 
information about the documents Haden had sent, MAF wanted to charge us 
something in excess of $7000. Our understanding is that only in recent times has MAF 
asked Had en to pay for documents under the OIA. 
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Allegations of fraud 

MAF is not competent to investigate fraud. From the outset MAF should have told 
Haden to report her allegations to the Police or the Serious Fraud Office. And that 
should have been the end of it instead of spending thousands of dollars of taxpayer 
funds on this investigation. lt had already come out in evidence from Haden in the court 
proceedings that she had tried to complain to the Police and the Serious Fraud Office 
but neither would take her complaint. What right then did MAF have to investigate a 
allegation of fraud with no competency nor mandate to do so. The allegations of fr 
were already before the Court There was no need for MAF to s��ly mo 
inquiry into that a!legation when that issue was central to the C di g 
commenced in 2006 - and MAF Assurance and Risk knew that. e ou w 

objected to the reference to fraud in the terms of reference bu au�� sed 
to take that term out on the grounds that the terms of ref ce re not 'llfc o able 
and it was the Minister who had approved the terms of refe en . We I�Q_ed er that 
that was yet another misrepresentation by a MAF offic� 

�� As already noted we have only recently been info �Q� th�� allegation of 
Haden to MAF was that some fraud had been p �t}l�.� _ o  found that not 
only was that false, it was so defamatory that sh s � pay $57,500 in 
damages plus costs of $60,000+. MAF Ass R" · u le to say there was 
ever any evidence of fraud but leaves inn Nr:Ythe r.�rt t there may have been 
but they could not find evidence of it. �?J V r-.., \:' 
We wondered at times whether they ��-kne�� t consequences might be of 
their actions- or were they simpiJ(u{l '��ihingG l$&1fbn determined to find fault to 
justify an action that should never haVt:l_'·�:tfah�'f$ t place. 

MAF Investigation ry ((-<��> 
MAF Assurance and ��y}.�)at pains to say that it was not an 
investigation - it w� dits �r Iifvestigation was never a normal audit. 
AWINZ/Animal Welf ak�� experienced audits carried out by MAF 
compliance office�� [: e�_J?_ ears. They were all positive, transparent and 
helpful interchangg���Y"· ;:Ehljl e �surance and Risk audit was anything but and no 
protestation m Assuran )lnd Risk will convince us that it was anything but an 
investigatio��� u�omA.etently. 
The inv�gat�n/io� �<ature of an accusatorial process that has been justified 
in the/ih���"ef�AF' 'tijfi Is with innuendo cloaked in terms like "perception" or "we 
coul�b�r/" evi�� at ... ". 

y{"H9J�� sucfie?t�"t'hat it was an investigation, the response was that the audit was 'sQ:i�A��port to the Minister on the criteria set out in the Act and that MAF 
ha�o f.o'n��owing that the criteria were being complied with- that after 10 years 
of an udits! If that is the case MAF has no way of knowing if any of the 50 
app anisations (SPCAs) are also meeting the criteria of the Act. Nonetheless, 
· of  the compliance audits of AWINZ/Waitakere Animal Welfare has there been a 

t compliance requirement that impacted on the operational aspects of the 
mme. There were non-compliance recommendations concerning the frequency 
on meetings and concerning the f11ing of statistical reports and the keeping of 

records, all of which have been corrected. 
At no stage has MAF indicated that AWINZ was not performing to their expectation. 
Indeed, although not held as regularly as anticipated, liaison meetings with MAF 
Animal Welfare Group have been positive and transparent and at no stage has MAF 
expressed any concerns at those meetings. lt had been acknowledged though that the 
Performance and Technical Standards and the Memorandum of Understanding needed 
review with the advantage of experience and hindsight. That process had started but 
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was then suspended for something like i 8 months while MAF's investigation was in 
progress. 
Overall, Minister, we found the activities and attitudes of the MAF Assurance and Risk 
team to be highhanded, aggressive, unresponsive, and unsympathetic and pursued 
with a vigour unbecoming an arm of government. 

Compliance audits a If the compliance audits did not reveal an area of concern to MmggeEe'ot> 
two things - either the audits were inadequate or MAF� one ns. e 
understand that 10 years after the Act was passed there a �· � at 

the 50 or so SPCAs are audited in any one year which o t t over m s that an 
have never been audited. In comparison with the annual�f NZ � r 3 of 

SPCA would be audited once in 15 or so years. �-
For MAF Assurance and Risk to now retrospective�sid����s of its own 
compliance audits and Ministerial approved P� a ���al Standards, 
and faJI back to a proposal written before the A � ggests that MAF 
auditors are trying to protect their own pastta�<\�P · e cost of doing so. 
For this programme to continue for 10 yea[�� f\t.Mn AF ssurance and Risk to 
change its expectations must call into qu�� t v� 's compliance audits of 
any approved organisation. r-:--22:,.� v V/ 

', ''"'�J � ( 
Draft report 0 �''> � 
The draft audit report itself was �� of)i�'minutiae. The draft audit report 
contained errors of fact wh���s to J;l___@_<futV(Wat there was little attention given to 
the conversations and c�� th���'\ had with MAF's audit team - after 3 
extensive face-to-face ty) · � � ?.___.::!!} ry of our dealings with MAF Assurance 
and Risk and do not in� sp �,l . ore time on it when it is clear that MAF 
Assurance and Ris�,,mos�� minds. We do not accept the report or its 

::
i
:���cted t��u��t Risk pursuing operation matters that were not 

relevant to tt)o/oAJ- ns of a�proved organisation, that is, taxation and monitoring 
film produo(dnY. �e c9mpletely dissatisfied with the defensive response from 
Teresa Willia� OJO��hg/p-r objection to MAF Assurance and Risk auditing areas 
not a�6<ta_te�ith��'-ro. of an approved organisation. The decision to do that was 
take �),�A��rarfc nd Risk Group and not independently reviewed. A decision 
otJ__b4! :f2-Ppcti.oo?Sb0 be unbiased and made in good faith but the same officials 

�'!M�ctls-iD(I) o uphold their own decision without reference to any other 
10'fity, i r:.�� of one of the rules of natural justice: "no man is permitted to be 
re in . :0- cause". 

We ·ected to MAF Assurance and Risk including matters relating to taxation. 

In spite of our protest, MAF Assurance and Risk have continued to include 
on · ntiaf tax matters in a document of public record. We believe that is a breach of 

Impact on SPCAs 
The conditions which MAF Assurance and Risk now seek to impose as conditions for 
an approved organisation can only be seen as setting standards that no voluntary 
organisation could reasonably achieve. Further, there had been no consultation with 
other approved organisations who will be affected. On more than one occasion when 
we met the Assurance and Risk Team we had made the point that there needs to be 
transparency and equity across all approved organisations and that any attempt by 
MAF to establish standards on AWINZ must also be imposed equally on all SPCAs. 
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Only in the last few months did MAF start discussions with the RNZSPCA about the 
future of compliance audits of its Branches. 

Financial audits 

We have made it c!ea1· to MAF Assurance and Risk that the New Zealand Law Society 
has recommended that, in the wake of the Charities Act, any lawyer acting for small 
and medium charities recommend amending the requirement for financial audits and 
instead require financial review in accordance with the New Zealand Society 9tZ 
Accountants standards. Yet MAF still insists that audits are carri� t� the a� ;:::::: ::::

f

�:::
l

:lunta� organisations can't affor�V�� 
We believe that MAF has paid scant regard to protecting th ��� o:AWJ as a 
statutory approved organisation. In particular MAF has failed��e to ection 
9 of the OIA, by not protecting the privacy of pe�so $-{ 9(2)�a · · protect 
members of an organisation, officers, and emp�o �j m i � ressure or 
harassment (s 9(2)g)); and failed to prevent the di r r �of i_!t:ial information 
for improper gain or improper advantage (s�9 �� ourse say that, 
AWINZ is not an organisation envisaged by t . t · p t MAF Legal have 
tried to assert that approved organisatio

,
��� jec�li lA Whether that is 

legally correct or not, MAF had a moral op��� prot� NZ and failed to do so. 
MAF know fu!!-well tha-t Haden will see��} o� rt under the OIA and even 
ventured to say that she wi!! autom�tk(a e gi y. Where in the OIA can a 
department bf state make a commitm'e.Q r�' ocument before the document 
even exists. Knowing that Ha�ill get a heir report MAF Assurance and 
Risk has in a cavalier fashion nt1 ed �-- . · .  ue�do and errors of fact that serve 
no purpose other than to f�/f ·e�d v1n t1ve mmd �yet they know that Haden 
will get their report. \V</:) //;:, . 
Asking us to put docu�,..--:J '>--,..,:MA,�ds on a regular basis on evel)l aspect of our 
operation and thus�·t · c�Yeach of Grace Haden under the OIA, or any 
other crackpot, is t � to ���)· 
We were takef1'1b-ac hear th�MAF Legal had decided that Grace Haden would be 
allowed to re�tt{�ntir�WJfYZ file, with some exceptions of what we don't know. 
Our cone� wa�nf �ft.� we saw what malicious and vexatious use Haden put 
that inJ6J�'tiol)/to, 1 � • the launch of a new website in violation of Court 
injunG{i� AMAF�€!b.1; d this by feeding her more documents which were inevitably 
g hr�� a breach of Court injunctions . Where in the OIA is that 

W �-
Snti�d to take a separate action to the Domain Names Commission at 

some c :6e�-8 website taken down that contained documents supplied by MAF and 
then 1 manner that contravene injunctions issued by Judge Joyce. 
TtJ ?way we can protect ourselves from this continuing harassment is to remove 

rs� s from the grips of the O!A and not be an approved organisation at all. That 
w en we deal with confidential work such as film monitoring we won't be exposing 
ourselves, nor our cl"lents, to the prying eyes of MAF auditors who then make records 
that will be released under the OIA. 
We understand that the Ombudsman Office may have a different view. 
We would suggest that the Government should be concerned about the State 
resources that are being expended on meeting the demands of querulous and 
vexatious OIA requests. lt is time the Government looked at enabling the Ombudsman 
to declare a person vexatious. 
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MAF's perception of conflicts of interest 

MAF Assurance and Risk's comments about their perceived conflict of interest shows 
that they have no concept that a major part of service delivery of animal welfare 
enforcement is carried out by voluntary inspectors who welcome the opportunity, 
limited though it is, to become independent film monitors to at least get a little income 
to help them with their voluntary SPCA activities. And yet MAF Assurance and Risk is 
prepa�ed to judge as � perceived �onf/ict .of interest if an appointed Jns�r 
occasionally acts as an mdependent f1lm mon1tor. There was o�e · stance on 
the last 8 years of a voluntary SPCA Inspector in the South Is/an · g))ngapP� a 
independent film monitor and it was only for a few days. � / �J) 
This is absurd. Is MAF Assurance and Risk saying th · ea� is a 
perception, as obscure as it might be, that there is a wf�ive onf/ict � ·n erest in 
being a voluntary inspector and also being: . V �V � 

o a career farmer or farm worker, Q �--., a veterinarian, 

(()):� ©,''0 • a lab technician, �� Q 
o an animal wrangler. 

/' � �' If MAF forces voluntary inspectors to den� e�4��Pt'lrtunity of occasionally 
being able to accept some paid casual�� su��� unpaid voluntary work, 
then the possibility is that some will�tn._a �� · e up their warrants. New 
Zealand is too small a country not to����e �� Is. 

Impact on voluntary apprb��;9j\�ions 

Even though the SPCA is�m in�o t��o the non-governmental delivery of 
animal welfare enforce�1h.er wa /"f?'f te:fnpt by the MAF audit team to discuss 
service delivery with th �) d��j ow it really does operate in the field and 
thus establish a bench � r . �e �be- g that MAF Assurance and Risk has made 
assumptions that b68t,���� to reality. We are aware that MAF is now 
discussing with RSRc"'fo{).)�i_f�;. ting regime for branches but that's too late for 
AWINZ. l t  is a p

W�� � ���o e the victim in order for this change to happen. 
We know t�1;(:J) ��cannot p�� animal _welfare enforceme_nt functions �ithout the 
NGO sect r<�A h�nly 5 or 6 full-trme dedicated an1mal welfare Inspectors 
nationajl:(. lt 1�6fuR�� t on the support of NGOs. 
We 5'���'nj6nce���:arld we expressed this to the MAF audit team, that MAF has 
ex�� raAts a6'trlor� in auditing and commenting on activities of AWINZ that faJJ 
�'d�'-t{S s��� approved organisation. We made the point that if MAF does 

<�;ftl)ffis��� WJNZ it must also do this in respect of the other 50 approved 
�>zq.,n�·sa · � � ead, we understand that other approved organisations (namely 
br8rlc t �RNZSPCA) will no longer be subjected to direct MAF audits. 
Whife/��- 1 -.9-ot a matter that the trustees of AWINZ need to consider any more, as 
Mj�W you will need to consider whether MAF is actually setting up a path that could (r� the collapse of the voluntary sector of animal welfare compliance, and in so 

\_'tiQl.IJQ impose on the government an expenditure in excess of $12 million a year to set 
L government organisation that can have any hope of taking over the 24/7 voluntary 
non-governmental enforcement of the Animal Welfare Act. 

Cost to the Taxpayer 

Surely MAF could have approached this in a different manner without so much angst, 
particularly if it is prepared to initiate an investigation on the complaint of one person 
who has already been declared by the court to be relentless and vindictive. This, when 
MAF Animal Welfare Directorate is currently trying to engage with the voluntary sector 
on enhancing the NGO role in animal welfare compliance. 
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We would expect the Auditor General might question whether the cost of this 
investigation was wise expenditure of taxpayer funds. However, we do not intend to 
pursue this any further. We have spent more personal time on this distasteful affair 
than we can afford. We all have full-time careers and not only has this affair had a 
major impact on the mental health and well-being of the trustees but also it has 
intruded on our mainstream careers. We cannot and will not allow this intrusion to 
continue. 

Conclusion /( 

lt is reprehensible that the audit report continues to use innue "isst��� 
with the full knowledge that Haden will one way or the other e �h�rt. 
This is unbecoming of a department of state. /( � \) 
We ask you as the responsible Minister: 

� � 
ll> Is this the sort of work Government policy �a.Q:'_s

_
ts and ""�ce and Risk 

auditors should be engaged in when Gave�� t · ��pose a cap on 
government expenditure and staffing? �;.0 

ll> How does this meet the Governme�t' ��r ��tili�tfo'Orreaucracy? 
ll> Shouldn't MAF be focussing on ho � the � t of the non-government 

sector and increase the effectiv���� im��jo/e law enforcement? 
While this will now be of no direct c��ds �es of AWINZ, we feel that the 
Auditor General's office should �di(_�au t"� n d  ask the question whether 
taxpayer money is being spent in 'a�))he�� vernment would feel comfortable 
with and do they act in a p�e.._ssiol1a1 m\� one would expect of government 
officials. ( ()� ·�, '-v 
We know of course�ha ffi s11 �l�e )rld Risk will justify eve ry action they have 
taken. And you as Mi · "I zfv �ion but to accept whatever MAF tells you 
because you can no · /e ·nformation yourself. 
We are no Ion�.[__� d <!Q_� r voluntary time into supporting MAF's animal 
welfare enforc �es���8s and thus continue the inevitable risk of this 
personal h{.:tsr e�t contmuihQ) 
Henc� , � rn.:._0(��st<:!��ou revoke AWINZ's accreditation as an approved 
organ1�fl V (�·�''./ 

/l,.,'v "\'V/:;, 
( (./ (// ' ·<v <zi;;�f::l/ "... \ // "... '-. 
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