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Executive Summary 
Norfolk Island’s food system is under sustained pressure. The 2021 Australian Bureau of Statistics census 
recorded a resident population of 2,188 on the island, up from 1,748 in 2016 (Australian Bureau of Statistics 
2021). That comparison requires care: 2016 was the first year Norfolk Island was included in the Australian 
census at all, following the abolition of self-government on 1 July 2016, and the methodology differed from 
the island’s own prior census counts. What is clear is that the resident population has grown materially and 
that demand on food supply systems has increased accordingly. Norfolk Island’s food system is being served 
by an agricultural sector in long-term structural decline, supply chains that are fragile and expensive, and 
governance arrangements that have historically failed to translate evidence into durable on-ground change. 
This strategy consolidates findings from the May 2025 Norfolk Island Community Food Supply Survey 
(RDAMNC 2025a), the Norfolk Island Food System Mapping Project (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025), 
the Pinion Advisory Agricultural Audit and Land Capability Assessment (Pinion Advisory 2022), and the 2023–
2028 Norfolk Island Food Security Strategy (Maurin 2023), to present an evidence-based framework for action 
through to 2030. 

Three active program areas define the near-term work program. First, livestock genetics and productivity 
improvement: building on the $210,000 AI infrastructure investment secured by the Norfolk Island Cattle 
Association in 2021 (Maurin 2023), extending to include sheep flock development, pasture management, and 
the economics of local meat processing. Second, a structured bare-rooted fruit tree importation program: 
navigating biosecurity import requirements under the Biosecurity Act 2015 (Cth) and the Biosecurity 
(Prohibited and Conditionally Non-prohibited Goods – Norfolk Island) Determination 2016 (Cth) to establish a 
community-accessible supply of improved fruit tree varieties. Third, system stabilisation: actions across water 
security, freight reform, governance, food literacy, and land protection addressing the structural 
vulnerabilities identified consistently across all available evidence sources. 

The community survey provides the most current and granular evidence base available. From the 144 
respondents, forty-eight per cent of food consumed on the island originates locally. Nearly three-quarters of 
residents grow some food at home. The nutritional quality of locally produced food is recognised as the 
island’s greatest food system strength by 76 per cent of respondents. Yet 74 per cent rate food prices as a 
weakness, and 47 per cent say it is not viable to make a living from growing or producing food (RDAMNC 
2025a). These findings describe a food system in which local production is culturally valued but economically 
uncompetitive — a structural problem driven primarily by freight cost amplification on both imported food 
and agricultural inputs. 

The 2023–2028 Norfolk Island Food Security Strategy (Maurin 2023) was developed with genuine technical 
rigour but was unable to be supported through to operationalisation, with no single institution assuming 
responsibility for execution. The trust deficit documented in the 2025 survey is an institutional problem 
requiring structural response. The first action in this strategy is publication of a public accountability register 
for all food security investment from 2015 to present — a prerequisite for any new initiative to be credible. 

Four recommendations are presented: publish a public accountability register; continue genetics program 
with dedicated technical coordination; operationalise the bare-rooted fruit tree program as a group bulk-
import mechanism with a formal biosecurity service arrangement; and advocate to the Australian 
Government for freight equalisation on agricultural inputs, a funded water security scheme, and reform of 
biosecurity administrative processes for plant material handling. 

This Food System Strategy contains an Action Plan. Many of the activities identified in this plan are not able to 
be led by RDAMNC. However, advocacy, coordination, support and progressing early planning are able to be 
delivered. Where the control over the actions lies with other agencies, they have been identified.  
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Key findings at a glance 

144 survey respondents, May 2025 (RDAMNC 2025a) • 48% of food sourced locally on average 

74% of residents grow some food at home • Vegetables (61%), fruit (54%), eggs (30%), fish (30%) 

76% rate nutritional quality of local food as a strength • 74% rate food prices as a weakness 

Only 5.6% of respondents had sold food commercially despite 74% growing food 

Local beef: under 30% market share despite ~350 head slaughtered annually and ~1,200 head herd (Maurin 2023) 

No new bull genetics introduced since 2014 (Pinion Advisory 2022) 

Groundwater recharge down ~45,000 ML since mid-1970s (Petheram et al. 2020) 

Biosecurity process for bare-rooted trees described as obstructive by multiple producers (RDAMNC 2025a) 

Community trust in government-led food initiatives is critically low • Prior investment accountability absent 
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1. Introduction and Background 

1.1 Geographic and demographic context 
Norfolk Island is a remote external Australian territory located approximately 1,600 km northeast of Sydney in 
the southwestern Pacific Ocean. The 2021 Australian Bureau of Statistics census recorded a resident 
population of 2,188, compared with 1,748 in 2016 (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2021). However, this 
comparison requires qualification: 2016 was the first year Norfolk Island was included in the Australian census 
following the abolition of self-government on 1 July 2016, meaning the 2016 figure was collected under a new 
methodology by a new counting authority using Australian census definitions that differed from the island’s 
own prior census approach. The ABS itself noted that ‘any 2011 benchmarks will not include Norfolk Island’ 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics 2016). Prior to Australian integration, the island’s own 2011 census recorded a 
population in negative growth, with projections suggesting approximately 1,923 by 2016 (Norfolk Island 
Government 2011). What is clearly established is that the resident population has grown materially in recent 
years, driven by in-migration associated with lifestyle relocation and the extension of Australian welfare and 
pension entitlements to the island, and that this growth has placed increasing pressure on food supply 
systems. A substantial number of 2025 survey respondents identified unmanaged population growth as a 
food security risk (RDAMNC 2025a). 

The island has 2,257 hectares of mapped agricultural land, across three principal production zones at Anson 
Bay (approximately 150 ha), Headstone Road (approximately 75 ha), and Steeles Point (approximately 200 
ha), supplemented by widespread household-scale growing on residential properties (Pinion Advisory 2022). 
Only approximately 40 hectares are currently under active cultivation, a figure that has likely declined in 
recent years. The absence of a deep-water port means all freight arrives either via an intermittent sea cargo 
service or by air at prohibitive cost. There are no surface water reservoirs of scale. These are structural 
conditions that policy must design around. 

1.2 The agriculture sector: what evidence shows 
Norfolk Island’s tradition of self-reliance remains measurable: 74 per cent of 2025 survey respondents grow 
some food at home, and food sharing practices are rated as a strength by 68 per cent (RDAMNC 2025a). 
However, the structural environment has deteriorated significantly. Biosecurity rules introduced in 2016 
prohibited the importation of live ruminants and restricted grain imports via New Zealand, creating 
immediate cost increases for livestock and poultry producers (Maurin 2023). The Anson Bay goat farm closed 
when imported feed reached $175 per bag landed against $25 on the mainland (RDAMNC 2025a). No new 
bulls had entered the cattle herd since 2014 (Pinion Advisory 2022) before the RDAMNC Ruminant Program 
commenced in 2025. Egg availability has become intermittent and expensive, with the cost of imported 
chicken feed cited as the primary cause (RDAMNC 2025a). 

Water availability has worsened concurrently. CSIRO modelling indicates groundwater recharge has declined 
by approximately 45,000 ML since the mid-1970s, approximately one-fifth of stored volume (Petheram et al. 
2020). Around 210 of the island’s 500 groundwater bores are now dry, and a moratorium on new bore drilling 
has been in place since 1996 (Pinion Advisory 2022). In dry years, the island’s largest producers have 
eliminated production due to water unavailability. The agricultural workforce is also aging, with no clear 
successor cohort entering production (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025). The existing producers are also 
facing import competition pressures.  

 



 
Norfolk Island Food Security Strategy 

1.3 The project history and the trust deficit 
Food security on Norfolk Island has been the subject of sustained analytical attention. The Pinion Advisory 
agricultural audit (2022) produced detailed land capability mapping and productive improvement 
recommendations. The QUT/RDAMNC Food System Mapping Project (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025) 
completed the first structured holistic map of the Norfolk Island food system, applying the FAO City Region 
Food System Toolkit (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2023) through a participatory 
stakeholder process. The 2023–2028 Norfolk Island Food Security Strategy (Maurin 2023) produced 11 
strategic priorities and over 40 targeted actions. 

The analytical work is of genuine quality. The implementation track record is not. Survey respondents in 2025 
describe a decade of grant-funded initiatives that generated reports and workshops without delivering 
measurable on-ground change (RDAMNC 2025a). The 2023–2028 Strategy, though technically rigorous, was 
implemented through a process the community has broadly characterised as top-down and insufficiently 
consultative (RDAMNC 2025a). The other issue is that no institution held the responsibility for the delivery 
against the actions. This strategy draws on the strongest technical content of that prior work, attributes it 
explicitly, and constructs its action plan around programs RDAMNC is already executing. 
 

On institutional trust: a candid assessment 

Multiple survey respondents express scepticism that this strategy will produce different outcomes from 
prior efforts. One states: ‘There is no trust with this being any different to all the other RDA initiatives 
since 2015.’ Another requests ‘a tally of all those funds and outcomes supplied to the community for 
accountability.’ (RDAMNC 2025a) 

These are reasonable positions as community members are not interested in which agency is funding or 
delivering which activity, only that the action falls short of the perceived investment. However, this 
comment assumes that RDAMNC has been delivering activities on food security since 2015.  We have 
not been leading any of the historical projects. Throughout this Strategy, work delivered or 
commissioned by RDAMNC work delivered since 2023 is documented for clarity.  

1.4 Scope and Structure 
This strategy covers 2025 to 2030. It is structured around three active program areas: livestock genetics, bare-
rooted fruit tree importation, and system stabilisation. Its sections cover: literature review (Section 2); 
discussion and analysis including detailed treatment of the 2025 survey results, the food system mapping 
exercise, and the three program areas (Section 3); conclusion with recommendations (Section 4); action plan 
(Section 5); and a full Harvard reference list. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 Island food system resilience: structural characteristics and 
responses 

Island food systems share structural characteristics that require specific analytical and policy frameworks, 
including: geographic isolation that amplifies freight costs; limited economies of scale in internal markets; 
vulnerability to external supply shocks; constrained land availability; and governance complexity in small 
political units with limited administrative capacity (Blay-Palmer et al. 2018; Food and Agriculture Organization 
of the United Nations 2023; High Level Panel of Experts on Food Security and Nutrition 2020). 

The literature consistently identifies five systemic enablers for island food security: freight equalisation or 
subsidy mechanisms that correct for the market disadvantage of distance — Tasmania’s freight equalisation 
scheme is the most directly relevant Australian precedent and is cited specifically by Norfolk Island 
community members (RDAMNC 2025a); protection of agricultural land from conversion through planning 
instruments and rate structures; water security investment; enabling biosecurity frameworks that balance 
genuine risk management against practical producer needs; and genuinely participatory governance 
arrangements accountable over time (Government of Fiji 2021; Food System Transformative Integrated Policy 
initiative 2023). 

Fiji’s Horizon 2030 food security pathway emphasises local food branding, cooperative production structures, 
and farm-school-community linkages as mechanisms for building long-term cultural commitment to food 
system resilience — elements that align with priorities identified in Norfolk Island’s own community 
(Government of Fiji 2021). Canada’s Food Policy for Canada similarly emphasises a whole-of-government 
approach integrating health, environment, and economic development rather than treating food security as a 
single-department concern (Government of Canada 2020). 

 

2.2 Participatory governance and the conditions for trust repair 
The food system transformation literature is unambiguous on the relationship between participatory process 
and implementation success. Béné et al. (2023) identify community legitimacy as a prerequisite for food 
system transformation, arguing that technically rigorous policy lacking community ownership consistently 
underperforms in both adoption and durability. This finding holds across island, rural, and urban contexts and 
is robust across multiple analytical methodologies. 

Milgroom, Anderson and Chappell (2019) find that food system mapping exercises that engage communities 
as active co-producers of knowledge generate more durable and actionable outcomes than those delivered by 
external experts. Lawrence et al. (2015) identify three consistent requirements for trust repair in community-
government relationships: transparency about what prior initiatives did and did not achieve; genuine co-
design with real community authority over priorities rather than consultation on pre-determined designs; and 
sustained presence over time rather than episodic engagement driven by funding cycles. All three apply 
directly to Norfolk Island. 

Van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell (2025) note that the project team found it necessary to conduct individual 
stakeholder meetings rather than group workshops, directly adapting to community fatigue with process-
heavy, output-light engagement formats. This adaptive approach is documented in the mapping report and 
should inform all future engagement design. 
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2.3 Livestock genetics, biosecurity, and small herd management 
The prohibition on importation of live ruminants under the Biosecurity (Prohibited and Conditionally Non-
prohibited Goods – Norfolk Island) Determination 2016 (Cth) reflects legitimate risk management objectives: 
Bovine Johne’s disease, virulent footrot, and Q fever are all present on the Australian mainland and their 
introduction would damage Norfolk Island’s disease-free livestock sector (Maurin 2023). The logic of the 
policy is sound. 

However, the literature on biosecurity frameworks for remote and island territories identifies a consistent 
tension: risk management frameworks designed for continental-scale agricultural systems impose 
disproportionate costs on small island producers lacking the scale to absorb them (Food System 
Transformative Integrated Policy initiative 2023). The management of small, genetically isolated ruminant 
herds is a well-studied problem: the key risks are inbreeding depression (reduced fertility, growth rates, and 
immune function) and genetic drift (random loss of alleles reducing adaptive capacity), both of which increase 
over time without genetic input. The Australian Government’s 2021 investment of $210,000 in Artificial 
Insemination infrastructure for the Cattle Association was a necessary acknowledgement of this problem, but 
ongoing practical constraints documented in Pinion Advisory (2022) meant that the investment had limited 
impact.  

The 2024 Norfolk Island Cattle program, a coalition of organisations led by RDAMNC and Norfolk Island Cattle 
Association, has run a comprehensive, multi-year intervention to uplift the cattle genetics. This has expanded 
to sheep in 2025, with repeat programs for both ruminants running in 2026. Goat genetics are also aiming to 
be integrated into this program. The program was jointly funded by RDAMNC, the Department of 
Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development, Communications, Sports and Arts, Norfolk Island Cattle 
Association and was delivered in partnership with Holbrook Breeders, Breeder Genetics and Reproduction 
Services Group New Zealand. This program has been delivered as part of the RDAMNC efforts in food system 
resilience and has transformed the Island’s outlook for meat sustainability and commercial viability.  

 

2.4 Horticulture development and fruit tree importation in island 
contexts 

The absence of commercial orchard production on Norfolk Island is not primarily an agronomic issue — Pinion 
Advisory (2022) identifies the island’s soils as high quality and its climate as suited to diverse fruit production 
— but a logistical, regulatory, and economic one. The biosecurity regulatory framework for plant material 
importation is legitimate in its objectives. However, as documented by both Maurin (2023) and RDAMNC 
(2025a), the administrative handling of imported material — specifically, delays that leave trees without 
water, air, or light during inspection periods, resulting in plant death — represents an operational failure that 
destroys the commercial case for importing. 

Group bulk-import programs have a documented track record in comparable island and remote contexts for 
reducing per-unit cost, aggregating administrative burden, and creating formal relationships with biosecurity 
authorities that enable better handling protocols. Pinion Advisory (2022) separately identifies the opportunity 
for a local nursery enterprise to propagate elite varieties through grafting onto established rootstock, 
providing a longer-term pathway less dependent on the import route. Both approaches are recommended in 
this strategy as complementary rather than alternative interventions. 

In 2026, RDAMNC were successful in securing funding for a fruit tree import program. This project will assist 
with the delivery of a variety of fruit trees and will work closely with established bodies such as the Food and 
Farming Alliance to support the increase in fruit production on Island.  
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2.5 Poultry and industry threats 
At the time of the RDAMNC Survey there were two commercial egg producers on Norfolk Island with flocks 
managed in free range, low infrastructure settings. There are feral chickens widely present across the Island, 
though populations appear to have been reduced, and there are domestic flocks supporting the food system. 
As reported in the RDAMNC survey (2025a), local egg production is extremely expensive with agricultural 
inputs being prohibitively expensive. The local eggs are available for sale and are high quality, however it is 
challenging to compete with imports and succession pathways with the two producers are unclear.  

The first confirmed case of Avian Bird Flu in Australia has been identified in Western Australia in June 2026. 
The Department of Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry (Cth) have been working on preparedness for Norfolk 
Island for the H5N1 virus’ arrival on Norfolk Island for two years. As with the rest of Australian industry, this is 
a significant biological threat for the Island. The significant migratory bird populations make the arrival of the 
virus on Norfolk Island extremely likely. There will likely be challenges in enabling any population re-stocking, 
particularly if the Australian and New Zealand stocks are damaged by simultaneous outbreaks.  

 

2.6 Water Security and agricultural production 
Mean annual rainfall on Norfolk Island has declined from 1,334 mm per year (1915–1969) to 1,184 mm per 
year (1970–2020) — an 11 per cent reduction over fifty years (Pinion Advisory 2022, citing Petheram et al. 
2020). CSIRO modelling indicates groundwater recharge and streamflow have decreased by approximately 
45,000 ML (±50 per cent) since the mid-1970s, approximately one-fifth of stored volume (Petheram et al. 
2020). The moratorium on new bore drilling since 1996 means this capacity cannot be replaced. El Niño 
weather events substantially reduce agricultural production in systems reliant on rainfall and bore water 
supplementation. 

The international literature on water security in island food systems identifies roof catchment 
supplementation — systematic installation of water tank capacity across farm and residential properties — as 
the most cost-effective near-term intervention where surface reservoir development is not feasible (Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2023). This aligns precisely with the community survey finding 
that multiple respondents specifically requested a federally funded water tank subsidy scheme (RDAMNC 
2025a). 

 

2.7 Food Security, health, and nutrition 
Food security is an internationally recognised human right enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights (United Nations 1948) and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (United 
Nations 1966), which Australia ratified in 1975. Food insecurity is defined by the World Health Organization as 
having ‘enormous’ public health consequences, contributing to nutrient deficiencies, low immunity, and 
chronic diseases including diabetes, cardiovascular disease, and overweight and obesity (World Health 
Organization 2021). Food security exists, at the macro level, across four pillars: availability, accessibility, 
utilisation, and stability (World Food Summit 1996). 

Primary Health Network Brisbane North (2023) identifies high prevalence of nutrition-related health needs 
among Norfolk Island residents and flags food security strategy implementation as a priority. Van der Pols, 
Vidgen and Gingell (2025) identify a gap in the stakeholder priorities mapped through the food system 
mapping process: health, nutrition, social inclusion, and consumer food security dimensions are not well 
represented relative to production and supply chain priorities. This strategy incorporates health and nutrition 
as explicit objectives rather than implicit benefits. 
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3. Discussion 

3.1 Analysis of the 2025 Community Survey 

3.1.1 Survey design and respondent profile 
The Norfolk Island Community Food Supply Survey was administered online by RDAMNC in May 2025 and 
received 144 completed responses (RDAMNC 2025a). Demographic data was collected from 61 respondents 
who chose to answer the optional demographic questions. Of those 61 respondents: no respondents were 
under 18 or aged 18–24; 8.2 per cent were aged 25–34; 14.75 per cent were aged 35–44; 32.79 per cent were 
aged 45–54; 29.51 per cent were aged 55–64; and 14.75 per cent were aged 65 and over (RDAMNC 2025a). 

The age profile skews significantly toward older residents: 77 per cent of respondents who provided 
demographic data were aged 45 and over. No respondents under 25 participated. This is broadly 
representative of Norfolk Island’s demographic profile but may underrepresent younger residents. Of those 
answering the residency question, 28 per cent had lived on the island most or all of their lives, 21 per cent for 
more than 10 years, 26 per cent for 2–10 years, and 10 per cent for less than 2 years (RDAMNC 2025a). The 
survey therefore captures a genuinely community-rooted perspective with the majority of respondents having 
extended island experience. 

3.1.2 Home food production: what is being produced 
Of 144 respondents, 73.6 per cent (n=106) reported growing vegetables, 53.5 per cent (n=77) reported 
growing fruit, 29.9 per cent (n=43) reported producing eggs, 29.2 per cent (n=42) reported catching fish, and 
18.8 per cent (n=27) reported other production including pork, herbs, and home-slaughtered beef. Only 26.4 
per cent (n=38) reported no home production of any kind (RDAMNC 2025a). 
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Indicator Finding  Source 

Respondents growing vegetables 73.6% (n=106 of 144) RDAMNC 2025a 

Respondents growing fruit 53.5% (n=77 of 144) RDAMNC 2025a 

Respondents producing eggs 29.9% (n=43 of 144) RDAMNC 2025a 

Respondents catching fish 29.2% (n=42 of 144) RDAMNC 2025a 

Other home production (pork, herbs, beef) 18.8% (n=27 of 144) RDAMNC 2025a 

No home production at all 26.4% (n=38 of 144) RDAMNC 2025a 

Average % of diet sourced locally 48% (mean of 143 responses) RDAMNC 2025a 

The 73.6 per cent vegetable production rate and 53.5 per cent fruit production rate represent a significant 
community asset. Qualitative responses identify bananas, citrus, sweet potato, tomatoes, herbs, and salad 
greens as most commonly produced; fish and home-killed beef provide protein; eggs are produced by 
approximately one-in-three households but primarily at personal rather than commercial scale (RDAMNC 
2025a). 

The 26.4 per cent reporting no home production are the group most exposed to freight disruption, price 
volatility, and retail supply chain failures. Several respondents in this group identify time pressure, particularly 
single-parent households with employment obligations, and the high cost of establishing productive gardens 
as barriers. One respondent notes: ‘I am a single mum of 3. I have to earn money. No time to garden’ 
(RDAMNC 2025a). This is a structural constraint, not a values problem. 

3.1.3 Commercialisation: the gap between production and market 
participation 

Of 142 respondents who answered Question 2, only 5.6 per cent (n=8) reported selling food commercially. 
67.6 per cent (n=96) reported never selling, and 26.1 per cent (n=37) reported being unsure — likely 
indicating low-level informal exchange rather than formal market participation (RDAMNC 2025a). 

A community in which 74 per cent of people grow food but fewer than 6 per cent sell it commercially has a 
significant home production base not connecting to the market economy. The reasons are predictable from 
the literature: the economics of small-scale commercial production are unfavourable; infrastructure for 
storage, processing, and distribution is absent; and the regulatory burden of formalising production is 
disproportionate to likely returns (Milgroom, Anderson and Chappell 2019). The policy implication is that 
investments in cold storage, shared processing, and aggregated distribution systems would be more 
productive than additional production incentives targeting households that already grow food but cannot 
economically reach the market. 

3.1.4 Local food sourcing: the 48 per cent figure in context 
Question 3 asked respondents to estimate the percentage of their overall food intake produced locally. Of 143 
responses, the mean was 48 per cent (RDAMNC 2025a). This figure should be interpreted carefully: it reflects 
self-reported estimates, not measured data; respondents may overestimate local sourcing, as is commonly 
found in food consumption surveys where local production is more visible and memorable than imported 
alternatives. The figure also aggregates vastly different household situations. What is clear is that local 
production provides a significant and nutritionally important supplement to the imported food supply for 
many households. 
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3.1.5 Strengths and weaknesses: the rating data in detail 
Question 4 asked respondents to rate eight food system elements as strengths, weaknesses, both, or unsure. 
The detailed rating data is presented below (RDAMNC 2025a). 
 

Indicator Finding  Source 

Nutritional value of local food – Strength 76.3% (n=106 of 139) RDAMNC 2025a 

Lack of fast-food chains – Strength 74.3% (n=101 of 136) RDAMNC 2025a 

Sharing food with family and friends – Strength 69.1% (n=96 of 139) RDAMNC 2025a 

Food price – Weakness 74.6% (n=100 of 134) RDAMNC 2025a 

Current food supply – Can be both strength and 
weakness 

53.6% (n=74 of 138) RDAMNC 2025a 

Current food supply – Weakness 41.3% (n=57 of 138) RDAMNC 2025a 

Local food availability – Weakness 47.1% (n=64 of 136) RDAMNC 2025a 

Ability to make a living from food production – 
Weakness 

38.0% rated weakness; 20.4% both RDAMNC 2025a 

Ability to grow/produce/catch own food – Both 37.7% (n=52 of 138) RDAMNC 2025a 

Ability to grow/produce/catch own food – Strength 32.6% (n=45 of 138) RDAMNC 2025a 

The current food supply is rated ‘can be both a strength and weakness at different times’ by 53.6 per cent of 
respondents — the highest ‘both’ rating of any element. This reflects the conditional adequacy of a system 
that functions reasonably in normal conditions but is vulnerable to disruption. When ships are delayed or 
drought reduces local production, the system fails; when supply chains operate normally, food access is 
adequate. The ability to grow one’s own food receives a ‘both’ rating from 37.7 per cent, reflecting that home 
production is a strength in tradition and capacity but a weakness in inputs — water, time, money — required 
to sustain it (RDAMNC 2025a). 

The ability to make a living from food production is rated as a weakness by 38 per cent and ‘can be both’ by a 
further 20 per cent of respondents — together, nearly three-fifths view commercial food production viability 
as problematic. Qualitative responses from producers elaborate further:  

• water dependency makes commercial growing ‘a very risky business’;  
• the cost structure of production on the island makes it difficult to compete against imported goods; 

and  
• producers cannot earn a living without water reliability (RDAMNC 2025a).  

This is consistent across the 2025 survey, the Pinion Advisory audit (2022), and the 2023–2028 Strategy 
(Maurin 2023), confirming it as a persistent structural constraint rather than a temporary condition. 

3.1.6 Community priorities and the voice of frustration 
Questions 5 and 6 asked what respondents thought would improve the food supply situation and what 
barriers stood in the way. The most consistently cited improvement priorities were:  

• freight cost reduction and reliability improvement (the single most common theme);  
• water access and storage infrastructure;  

• biosecurity process reform, particularly for plant material;  
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• support for local producers through grants, land rate relief, and infrastructure;  
• succession planning and youth engagement in food production; and community food processing and 

preservation facilities (RDAMNC 2025a).  

These priorities align closely with the stakeholder priorities identified through the QUT food system mapping 
exercise (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025), validating both datasets. 

The volume and specificity of frustration with prior processes is analytically significant. Respondents who 
express scepticism do so in the context of specific programs they participated in, specific commitments not 
followed through, and specific instances where their expertise was used without compensation. One 
respondent states: 

“It is extremely frustrating to watch play out, the waste of funds and resources, and there is no trust with 
this being any different to all the other RDA initiatives since 2015. A tally of all those funds and outcomes 
supplied to the community for accountability would be a start in rebuilding trust and belief in this time 
being different. (RDAMNC 2025a)” 

This respondent is not opposed to food security improvement. They are opposed to a specific process pattern 
experienced as extractive and unaccountable. The appropriate institutional response is to provide the 
accountability being requested, not to defend prior processes. 

It is also important to note that Norfolk Island has only had the support of an RDA since 2018. Regional 
Development Australia Mid North Coast is funded to deliver the RDA Norfolk Island contract. The organisation 
has not been given funds for direct initiatives as part of that agreement. Rather, through applying, 
championing, and advocating for Norfolk Island, RDAMNC have supported the community with improved food 
system resilience. It was through the Freight Forum and paper, co-written by RDAMNC and Duncan Evans, in 
2021, that secured the air freight service. Since 2023, RDAMNC been investing in strengthening the Norfolk 
Island food system, by successfully securing additional funds for the cattle, sheep and now the supported 
importation of plants. A register of funds secured and spent, and projects delivered supporting the Norfolk 
Island food system will be published on our website.  

 

3.2 Integration with the food system mapping exercise 
The QUT Food System Mapping Project (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025) completed the first three steps 
of the standard six-step food system mapping process: creating a stakeholder advisory board, identifying 
priorities and objectives, and conducting high-level mapping. The two objectives identified through the 
stakeholder process were: to improve the capacity of the Norfolk Island food system to sustainably feed 
residents and visitors; and to reduce reliance on importation of food. Both objectives are directly served by 
this strategy’s three program areas. 

The stakeholder advisory group identified 11 priority areas and 6 other important areas across the food 
system framework (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025). The table below shows how these priorities map 
to this strategy’s five action plan pillars, confirming alignment between the mapping exercise and the 
proposed interventions. 
 

Stakeholder Priority Area Framework Feature Alignment to This Strategy 

Infrastructure (physical) Food system context Pillar 3: Water security & productive 
infrastructure; Pillar 4: Freight & 
supply chain 

Cattle (dairy and beef) Agricultural assets Pillar 1: Livestock productivity and 
genetics 
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Stakeholder Priority Area Framework Feature Alignment to This Strategy 

Varieties and size of produce Agricultural assets Pillar 2: Horticulture, orchards & fruit 
tree program 

Freight costs Economy & information systems Pillar 4: Freight, supply chain & 
biosecurity reform 

Availability of labour Economy & information systems Pillar 5: Governance, trust & food 
literacy – succession planning 

Supply chain costs Economy & information systems Pillar 4: Freight, supply chain & 
biosecurity reform 

Biosecurity Political / ecological environment Pillars 1, 2, and 4 (biosecurity reform 
advocacy) 

Storage and on-island processing Food supply value chain Pillar 3: cool store feasibility; Pillar 5: 
Sustainability Hub support 

Efficiencies / waste reduction Outputs Pillar 3: Water efficiency; Pillar 5: 
food literacy & preservation 

Viable business opportunities Livelihoods & economic 
development 

Pillars 1, 2, and 5: producer support 
programs 

Freight transport Food supply value chain Pillar 4: Freight reform advocacy 

Age of producers / succession Agricultural assets / resilience Pillar 5: Succession and youth 
engagement program 

Van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell (2025) also identify an important gap: the advisory group’s priorities cluster 
around production and supply chain dimensions, with limited representation of health, nutrition, social 
equity, and consumer food security as priority areas. This strategy incorporates health and nutrition 
dimensions explicitly in the literature review (Section 2.6) and in Pillar 5 Action 5.9. 

 

3.3 The livestock sector: genetics crisis, sheep opportunity and 
market share gap 

3.3.1 The cattle genetics crisis 
The Norfolk Island cattle herd is approximately 1,200 head (excluding calves), with approximately 350 head 
slaughtered annually (Maurin 2023). Despite this, locally produced beef holds less than 30 per cent of market 
share — a market share gap reflecting processing infrastructure constraints, supply consistency issues, and 
the competitive economics of local slaughter relative to imported product (Maurin 2023). 

Prior to the Cattle Reproduction Program led by RDAMNC in 2024, no new bulls had been introduced since 
2014. In a herd with only two producers holding more than 100 head (Lean 2019), ten years without genetic 
input means significant inbreeding risk. Inbreeding depression in beef cattle manifests as reduced calving 
rates, lower weaning weights, increased disease susceptibility, and reduced longevity, with effects 
compounding over successive generations (Pinion Advisory 2022). The Pinion Advisory report (2022) 
documented the practical barriers to AI: the AI facility was not consistently functional; synchronising cattle for 
AI is logistically challenging; moving genetic material by aircraft is difficult and expensive; and skilled 
technician access is intermittent and costly. A community survey respondent who is a cattle producer 
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confirms: ‘We have been grateful to be part of the cattle embryo program, but we do need other new animal 
genetics’ (RDAMNC 2025a). 

3.3.2 The sheep opportunity 
Prior to the sheep program commenced in 2025, the Dorper sheep were present in small numbers on private 
land (Pinion Advisory 2022). There was no commercial lamb production and no genetics program equivalent 
to that available for cattle. The 2023–2028 Strategy’s target of achieving 60 per cent local market share for 
eggs, dairy, and meat by 2028 (Maurin 2023, Action 4.6) is not achievable without sheep flock expansion and 
genetic improvement. The program being delivered by RDAMNC to replace the flock with the hardy and 
robust Australian White sheep from Tatty Keel will take meaningful strides towards this recommendation. 
Even a modest expansion of Australian White production — sufficient to supply a regular volume of local lamb 
to the hospitality sector and retail — would meaningfully reduce import dependency.  

3.3.3 Pasture, feed and the summer gap 
Armyworm infestations during summer and autumn can severely reduce pasture availability (Pinion Advisory 
2022). Rotational grazing is not widely practised, reducing pasture recovery. Hay and silage production does 
not occur at meaningful scale. Imported animal feed fills the seasonal gap but at costs that have driven 
multiple enterprises to close (RDAMNC 2025a). Pinion Advisory (2022) identifies specific practical 
interventions: rotational grazing with extended rest periods; earlier weaning; supplementary summer feeding; 
and hay or silage production from spring surplus. A local feed pelletisation enterprise using island-grown 
material is assessed as a medium-term feasibility option that would partially reduce imported feed 
dependency. 

 

3.4 The horticulture gap and the bare-rooted tree program 

3.4.1 Current horticulture status 
Approximately 40 hectares are under active cultivation, dominated by field-based market garden operations 
(Pinion Advisory 2022). There are no commercial orchards. Fruit supply is fragmented and limited in variety: 
citrus, bananas, and papayas are available in season from backyard growers and small market gardens; stone 
fruit, avocados, nuts, and wider tropical varieties exist in private gardens but do not reach retail or hospitality 
supply chains reliably (Maurin 2023). Survey respondents identify the absence of accessible fruit trees as a 
priority concern, with specific requests for citrus, avocado, papaya, and nut varieties (RDAMNC 2025a). 

3.4.2 The biosecurity process: legitimate but poorly administrated 
The biosecurity framework for plant material importation from mainland Australia is legitimate in its 
objectives. Under the Biosecurity Act 2015 (Cth) and the Biosecurity (Prohibited and Conditionally Non-
prohibited Goods – Norfolk Island) Determination 2016 (Cth), bare-rooted plants may be imported from 
mainland Australia subject to import permit conditions. Maurin (2023) and RDAMNC (2025a) both document 
the administrative failure: delays in assessment that leave trees without water, air, or light, resulting in plant 
death. This operational failure destroys the commercial case for importing and is specifically mentioned by at 
least two independent survey respondents (RDAMNC 2025a). The 2026-2027 edible plant importation process 
will work in close contact with the Biosecurity team on Norfolk Island and will aim to overcome the challenges 
associated with widening the variety of plants and fruits available on the Island.  
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3.4.3 The group bulk-import model and local nursery development 
A group bulk-import program aggregates orders from multiple community members, submits consolidated 
permit applications, and manages biosecurity liaison on behalf of the group. This reduces per-unit costs, 
aggregates administrative burden, and creates formal accountability for handling standards. The Pinion 
Advisory audit (2022) identifies the complementary opportunity for a local nursery enterprise to propagate 
elite varieties through grafting onto established rootstock, providing a longer-term pathway less dependent 
on the import route. Both approaches are recommended as parallel rather than sequential interventions. 
RDAMNC will work with the Food and Farming Alliance and nursery operators to ensure the success of the 
plant import process.  

3.5 System-level vulnerabilities: water, freight, land, and 
governance 

3.5.1 Water: the binding constraint on production expansion 
Water availability is identified by survey respondents as a top three barrier to food production improvement 
(RDAMNC 2025a), and the underlying data is serious. The community survey contains multiple specific 
proposals: subsidised water tanks for all properties; funded irrigation infrastructure for commercial 
producers; treated wastewater reuse for agricultural purposes; and bore rehabilitation where feasible 
(RDAMNC 2025a). The 2023–2028 Strategy’s water security priority (Maurin 2023, Priority 5) identified 
treated wastewater reuse and water tank subsidisation as core actions. Neither has been implemented, and 
the community references this inaction directly (RDAMNC 2025a). 

3.5.2 Freight: the economics of isolation 
Freight cost is the most frequently cited barrier in the survey (RDAMNC 2025a). It affects both the cost of food 
reaching consumers and the cost of inputs reaching producers. A chicken feed bag costing $25 on the 
mainland costs $175 landed on Norfolk Island (RDAMNC 2025a) — a freight cost premium that constitutes a 
structural market failure requiring public policy intervention. Tasmania’s freight equalisation scheme is cited 
specifically and repeatedly by community members as the relevant precedent and desired reform (RDAMNC 
2025a). This is a federal policy advocacy matter that requires an evidence-based submission to the Australian 
Government. 

3.5.3 Land: rates, conversion pressure, and the incentive structure 
Agricultural land is under ongoing conversion pressure, with rate structures creating financial incentives to 
subdivide productive land for residential use rather than maintain it in agricultural production (Maurin 2023). 
Rate incentive reform is a Norfolk Island Regional Council decision; RDAMNC’s role is to support the advocacy 
case (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025; Pinion Advisory 2022). The 2023–2028 Strategy (Maurin 2023) 
recommends rate incentives for agricultural land and conversion of unused land to productive use. These 
recommendations have not been acted upon. 
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3.5.4 Governance: fragmentation, accountability gaps, and the 
Taskforce not established  

The governance of Norfolk Island’s food system is distributed across the Department of Infrastructure, 
Transport, Regional Development, Communications, and the Arts (DITRDCA), NIRC and a set of community 
organisations including the Food and Farming Alliance, the Growers’ Cooperative, the Sustainability Hub, and 
HomeGrown 2899. No coordinating mechanism exists in relation to food security. The 2023–2028 Strategy 
recommended establishing a Food Security Taskforce (Maurin 2023). The Action Plan note states: ‘Currently 
no commitment by the Australian Government or Council to establish a taskforce’ (Maurin 2023). This is one 
of the critical challenges. The establishment of a coordinating body is an essential step in progressing and 
monitoring activities aimed at supporting food system resilience. 

 

4. Conclusion 
Three things are simultaneously true about Norfolk Island’s food system, and this strategy’s approach must 
hold all three together. 

First, the community is right to be sceptical. A decade of externally funded food security initiatives has not 
produced proportionate on-ground outcomes. The frustration expressed in the 2025 survey (RDAMNC 2025a) 
is evidence-based and rational. It should not be managed through communications or explained away with 
reference to process complexity. 

Second, the analytical work is of genuine quality. The Pinion Advisory audit (2022), the QUT Mapping Project 
(van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025), and the technical content of the 2023–2028 Strategy (Maurin 2023) 
collectively constitute one of the more rigorous evidence bases assembled for any food system of this scale. 
This work should not be discarded because of the political failures associated with its delivery. 
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Third, the three specific program areas RDAMNC is now pursuing — livestock genetics improvement, 
structured fruit tree importation, and system stabilisation — are among the most practically grounded, 
community-validated, and technically feasible priorities in the evidence base (RDAMNC 2025a; Pinion 
Advisory 2022; van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025). They are a good starting point. 

Recommendations 

1. Publish a public accountability register for all food security investment on Norfolk Island from 2015 to 
present, showing funding amounts, delivering organisations, stated objectives, and documented 
outcomes. Publish permanently and publicly within 90 days. This is a prerequisite for trust repair 
(Lawrence et al. 2015; RDAMNC 2025a), not an optional add-on. 
 

2. Continue the livestock genetics program for Cattle and Sheep in line with the 10 year plan submitted to 
DITRDCSA. Expand to include genetics for the goat population. 
RDAMNC has already delivered: 

• Cattle Embryo transfer program 2024, co-funded by DITRDCSA, RDAMNC and NICA 
• Sheep Embryo transfer program 2025 and 2026, co-funded by DITRDCSA and RDAMNC 
• Cattle Embryo transfer program 2026, co-funded by DIRTRDCSA, RDAMNC and NICA 
• Supporting expansion to Goat genetics 
• Continued project management and reporting on the program until 2028, funded by RDAMNC 

 

3.  Armyworm Research and support, grazing improvement and a feasibility assessment of local feed 
pelletisation is needed to support the growth of the livestock industry and its sustainability. 
 

4. Operationalise the bare-rooted fruit tree import program as a formal group bulk-import mechanism with a 
biosecurity service standard negotiated with the Department of Agriculture (Maurin 2023; Pinion Advisory 
2022). Develop a community order and distribution protocol and a defined variety list based on community 
demand and agronomic suitability (RDAMNC 2025a). Pursue in parallel the identification of elite mother 
trees and development of a local nursery propagation enterprise (Pinion Advisory 2022). 
 

5. Develop and present to the Australian Government an evidence-based advocacy package covering three 
specific reforms: a freight equalisation mechanism for essential agricultural inputs equivalent to 
Tasmania’s scheme (RDAMNC 2025a; Maurin 2023); a federally funded water security program covering 
tank subsidies and treated wastewater reuse infrastructure (Petheram et al. 2020; Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations 2023); and an integrated approach to biosecurity administrative 
processes for plant material import programs to eliminate issues (RDAMNC 2025a). 

5. Action Plan 
This Action Plan documents the current and future focus of the RDAMNC team. Many actions are in areas 
where RDAMNC has no ability to execute the actions, but can champion, advocate and try to generate 
resources to support efforts. Where the responsibilities are shared or not owned by RDAMNC, attempts to 
identify the correct agency have been made.  

The Action Plan is structured across five pillars. Each action identifies a lead agency, timeframe, and priority 
level. Timeframes: Immediate = 0–3 months; Short = 3–6 months; Medium = 6–18 months; Long = 18–60 
months. Priority: High = resource immediately; Medium = resource within 12 months; Low = desirable, subject 
to capacity. Pillar alignment with QUT Food System Mapping stakeholder priorities (van der Pols, Vidgen and 
Gingell 2025) is noted for each pillar. 
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Pillar 1: Livestock productivity and genetics 

Stakeholder mapping alignment (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025): Cattle (dairy and beef) – Agricultural 
Assets; Viable business opportunities – Livelihoods and economic development; Age of producers / succession 
– Resilience and risks. Evidential basis: Pinion Advisory (2022); Lean (2019); RDAMNC (2023) Action 4.6; 
RDAMNC (2025a). 

 

Action Lead Agency Timeframe Priority 

1.1 Support efforts to improve infrastructure for the 
nitrogen plant and investigate funding opportunities. 

RDAMNC / NI Cattle 
Assoc. 

Immediate High 

1.2 Deliver the 10-year plan to improve cattle genetics as 
proposed to DITRDCSA 

RDAMNC / NI Cattle 
Assoc. 

Short High 

1.3 Engage a qualified animal geneticist to assess the 
current cattle herd, produce the breeding plan, and 
advise on developing an industry strengthening pathway 

RDAMNC Short High 

1.4 Deliver the sheep flock genetic improvement 
program by transitioning to Australian White 

RDAMNC / Producers Immediate High 

1.5 Access goat genetics and support the increase and 
sustainability of goats on Norfolk Island. 

RDAMNC / Producers Short High 

1.6 Deliver a rotational grazing workshop series for all 
cattle and sheep producers covering pasture 
management, Basis: Pinion Advisory (2022). 

RDAMNC / Ext. 
specialist 

Medium Medium 

1.7 Investigate hay and silage production feasibility: 
equipment availability, land suitability, spring surplus 
volumes, and cost-benefit relative to imported feed. 
Basis: Pinion Advisory (2022). 

RDAMNC / Producers Medium Medium 

1.8 Assess the feasibility of a local feed pelletisation 
enterprise using island-grown material to partially be 
offset imported grain dependency. Engage animal 
nutritionist for ration design advice. 

RDAMNC / NIRC Long Medium 

1.9 Commission a meat processing review: assess the 
economics of increasing local beef market share from 
under 30%; identify infrastructure, processing, and 
market access changes required. Basis: Maurin (2023). 

RDAMNC / NIRC Short High 

1.10 Support collective efforts to prepare and recover 
from any outbreak of H5N1 Bird Flu on Norfolk Island.  

RDAMNC / DAFF / 
DITRDCSA 

Short High 
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Pillar 2: Horticulture, orchards and bare-rooted fruit tree program 

Stakeholder mapping alignment (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025): Varieties and size of produce – 
Agricultural Assets; Biosecurity – Political / ecological environment; Viable business opportunities – 
Livelihoods and economic development. Evidential basis: Pinion Advisory (2022); Maurin (2023) Actions 3.3, 
4.5; RDAMNC (2025a). 

 

Action Lead Agency Timeframe Priority 

2.1 Establish a formal group bulk-import protocol for 
bare-rooted fruit trees: community order process, 
consolidated permit applications, logistics management, 
and biosecurity authority liaison. Basis: Biosecurity Act 
2015 (Cth); RDAMNC (2023). 

RDAMNC Immediate High 

2.2 Develop the first community variety list for the bulk-
import program, prioritising citrus, avocado, papaya, 
stone fruit, and nut varieties suited to Norfolk Island’s 
subtropical maritime climate. Basis: RDAMNC (2025a); 
Pinion Advisory (2022). 

RDAMNC / Producers Short High 

2.3 Negotiate a formal biosecurity service standard with 
the Department of Agriculture specifying inspection 
timeframes, plant care obligations during assessment, 
escalation processes, and accountability for plant losses. 
Basis: RDAMNC (2025a); Maurin (2023). 

RDAMNC / Dept. 
Agriculture 

Short High 

2.4 Identify and map elite ‘mother’ trees of key fruit 
varieties already present on the island. Develop a 
grafting and propagation pilot program to demonstrate 
local nursery viability. Basis: Pinion Advisory (2022). 

RDAMNC / Local 
growers 

Medium High 

2.5 Support the establishment of a community nursery 
operation with appropriate propagation infrastructure: 
growing house, irrigation system, biosecurity protocols, 
and trained horticultural staff. Basis: Pinion Advisory 
(2022). 

RDAMNC / NIRC / 
Sust. Hub 

Long Medium 

2.6 Develop a grower support package for new orchard 
establishment: technical guidance on site selection, 
irrigation, pest management, and harvest-to-market 
pathways. 

RDAMNC / Pinion 
Advisory 

Medium Medium 

2.7 Develop and implement an island-wide Guava Moth 
and 27-Spotted Ladybird Beetle management program in 
consultation with NIRC and Department of Agriculture. 
Basis: Pinion Advisory (2022). 

RDAMNC / NIRC / 
DAFF. 

Medium High 
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Pillar 3: Water security and productive infrastructure 

Stakeholder mapping alignment (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025): Infrastructure – Food system 
context; Efficiencies / waste – Outputs; Storage and on-island processing – Food supply value chain. Evidential 
basis: Petheram et al. (2020); Pinion Advisory (2022); Maurin (2023) Priority 5; RDAMNC (2025a); Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (2023). 
 

Action Lead Agency Timeframe Priority 

3.1 Develop and submit a funded proposal to 
DITRDCA for an island-wide water tank subsidy 
scheme. Include cost-benefit analysis modelled on 
comparable remote community programs. Basis: 
RDAMNC (2025a); Petheram et al. (2020). 

NIRC/DITRDCSA/RDAMNC Short High 

3.2 Commission a feasibility study for treated 
wastewater reuse for agricultural irrigation: 
infrastructure requirements, regulatory pathway, 
agronomic suitability, and cost-benefit analysis. 
Basis: Maurin (2023) Action 5.1. 

NIRC Medium High 

3.3 Audit existing irrigation infrastructure on 
commercial farming properties and develop a 
subsidised drip irrigation upgrade program to 
improve water use efficiency per unit of 
production. Basis: Pinion Advisory (2022). 

NIRC/RDAMNC / Producers Medium Medium 

3.4 Assess the feasibility of a community cold store 
facility: technical specifications, energy systems, 
management model, cost recovery, and specific 
functions including seed potato storage. Basis: 
Pinion Advisory (2022). 

RDAMNC / NIRC Long Medium 

3.5 Develop a water management education 
program for producers covering water-efficient 
growing, soil moisture management, mulching, and 
drought-resilient crop selection. 

RDAMNC Medium Low 

3.6 Explore Land Stewardship programs which have 
been successful elsewhere (e.g. Cool Boulder). 
Investigate application for Norfolk Island as a 
means of increasing water system resilience and 
biodiversity.  

RDAMNC Medium Medium 
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Pillar 4: Freight, supply chain, and biosecurity reform 

Stakeholder mapping alignment (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025): Freight costs – Economy and 
information systems; Supply chain costs – Economy and information systems; Biosecurity – Political 
environment. Evidential basis: RDAMNC (2025a); RDAMNC (2023) Priority 7; Biosecurity Act 2015 (Cth). 
 

Action Lead Agency Timeframe Priority 

4.1 Develop an evidence-based submission to the 
Australian Government advocating for a freight 
equalisation mechanism for essential agricultural inputs 
equivalent to Tasmania’s scheme. Include community 
impact data from RDAMNC (2025a). Time to federal 
budget cycle. 

RDAMNC Short High 

4.2 Engage DITRDCSA and DAFF formally on documented 
biosecurity challenges and seek formal support for 
agricultural material handling with respect to mass 
edible plant imports. Basis: RDAMNC (2025a); Maurin 
(2023). 

RDAMNC Immediate High 

4.3 Develop a freight cooperative feasibility assessment 
among agricultural input buyers to reduce per-unit costs 
through consolidated ordering and bulk freight 
arrangements. 

RDAMNC / Producers Medium Medium 

4.4 Map and publish the complete logistics chain for key 
agricultural inputs from supplier to farm gate, identifying 
specific cost-amplifying steps and building the evidence 
base for targeted advocacy. Basis: RDAMNC (2025a). 

RDAMNC Short Medium 

 

Pillar 5: Governance, trust, and food literacy 

Stakeholder mapping alignment (van der Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025): Availability of labour – Economy and 
information systems; Age of producers / succession – Resilience and risks; Efficiencies and waste – Outputs. 
Additionally addresses the identified gap in health, nutrition, and consumer food security dimensions (van der 
Pols, Vidgen and Gingell 2025). Evidential basis: RDAMNC (2023) Priority 10; Lawrence et al. (2015); Béné et 
al. (2023). 

Action Lead Agency Timeframe Priority 

5.1 Publish a public accountability register of all food 
security investments on Norfolk Island from 2015 to 
present: funding amounts, delivering organisations, 
stated objectives, and documented outcomes. Publish 
permanently and publicly within 90 days. Basis: 
Lawrence et al. (2015); RDAMNC (2025a). 

RDAMNC Immediate High 

5.2 Establish a Norfolk Island Food System Taskforce 
with genuine community authority: representation from 
the Food and Farming Alliance, Growers’ Cooperative, 
Sustainability Hub, HomeGrown 2899, NIRC, DITRDCA, 
and NIHRACS. Define decision-making powers and public 
reporting obligations. Basis: Maurin (2023) Action 10.1. 

RDAMNC / NIRC Short High 
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Action Lead Agency Timeframe Priority 

5.3 Map the complete governance of the Norfolk Island 
food system: all agencies with relevant functions, all 
available funding streams, and accountability and 
coordination gaps. Basis: van der Pols, Vidgen and 
Gingell (2025) Recommendation 3. 

RDAMNC Short High 

5.4 Develop a food system data dashboard: publicly 
accessible, regularly updated data on local production 
volumes, freight and food prices, water availability, and 
key food security indicators. Basis: van der Pols, Vidgen 
and Gingell (2025) Recommendation 1.2. 

NIRC Medium Medium 

5.5 Design and fund a food literacy program for schools 
(garden-based learning, farm visits) and community 
(preservation, nutrition, backyard production) delivered 
by local champions. Basis: Maurin (2023) Priority 9; 
Primary Health Network Brisbane North (2023). 

NIHRACS /NI Central 
School 

Medium Medium 

5.6 Support the Sustainability Hub’s proposed 
community food processing facility: identify eligible 
grant programs, provide business case development 
support, and connect to relevant funding pathways. 
Basis: Gupte (2022). 

RDAMNC / Sust. Hub Medium Medium 

5.7 Implement a producer succession program: identify 
the next generation of agricultural producers; connect 
with experienced producer mentors; develop financial 
incentive pathways including grants, concessional land 
access, and training subsidies. Basis: van der Pols, Vidgen 
and Gingell (2025). 

RDAMNC / NIRC Long Medium 

5.8 Advocate to NIRC for agricultural land rate reform: 
establish a reduced rate category for land maintained in 
active agricultural production. Basis: Maurin (2023); 
Pinion Advisory (2022). 

RDAMNC Short High 

5.9 Develop and submit, in partnership with NIHRACS, a 
health and nutrition addendum addressing food 
insecurity among the 26% of households with no home 
production, access to nutritious food for low-income 
residents, and diet-related non-communicable disease 
prevention. Basis: Primary Health Network Brisbane 
North (2023); World Health Organization (2021). 

BNPHN/ RDAMNC / 
NIHRACS 

Medium Medium 
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