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Editor’s Note
Welcome to the Spring 2018 issue of Line of Defence 
Magazine. With this issue, we’re proud to again be 
associated with the New Zealand Defence Industry 
Association’s Annual Forum. To all delegates, exhibitors 
and speakers at NZDIA 2018, we wish you a most successful 
event!
 In this issue we are again honoured to feature the 
insights and opinions of several eminent contributing 
authors and interviewees. If there are themes at all that we 
can attach to this edition, they would be: the benefits of 
relational contracting, fact-checking the China hype, and 
the need for new thinking and investment in New Zealand’s 
national security. Below I showcase a mere selection of 
what this issue offers!
 In Defence, Minister Ron Mark tells us that defence estate 
regeneration is very much on his radar, and that C-130 
replacement will feature prominently in the upcoming 
Defence Capability Plan. Mark Mitchell welcomes the 
Government’s P8 decision, but criticises the purchase of a 
second-hand survey and light construction ship to replace 
the Resolution and Manawanui., It’s skimping, he says, that 
may well face stiff – and as yet undisclosed – fit-out costs 
down the track.
 In this issue we benefit from the insights of two 
Australians who are making their way to NZDIA 2018 in 
Palmerston North. Both will be speaking at the event, and 
one will be MC! We carry on with Part Two of an inspiring 
interview on relational contracting with the Royal Australian 
Navy’s CAPT Greg Laxton, and we chat with Dr Alan Ryan, 
Executive Director of the Australian Civil-Military Centre, who 
elaborates on the evolving challenges facing civil-military 
collaboration. 
 In National Security we feature a truly disruptive 
article line-up. Dr Wayne Mapp argues the case for greater 
New Zealand investment in international peacekeeping 
participation and in critical foreign and security policy 
formation. Dr Simon Ewing-Jarvie takes the case a step 
further and asks why New Zealand has neither a National 
Security Strategy nor a funded national security ministerial 
portfolio. I weigh in on the topic of Chinese tech firm 
bashing, suggesting that paranoia over Huawei and its 
contemporaries is preventing us from focusing on New 
Zealand’s actual cyber vulnerabilities.
 In Border Security, former NZDF Maritime Component 
Commander John Campbell talks about the need for a 
‘system of systems’ approach that can deliver innovation 
in the multi-agency border security context. In Homeland 
Security, we hear from Dr Bridgette Sullivan-Taylor and 
Richard Voss and on the outcomes of the recent QuakeCoRE 
meeting in Queenstown; and we deconstruct the artful 
science of behaviour detection as a frontline methodology 
for identifying potential criminal and terrorist activity.
 Next issue is our summer issue, which will be out in 
December and carry us through to the Autumn issue in 
March. In the meantime, we look forward to catching up 
with you at NZDIA 2018.
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In Part One of this interview that 
appeared in the Winter issue of Line 
of Defence, CAPT Laxton discussed 
the cultural changes needed to support 
the Royal Australian Navy’s Guided 
Missile Frigate Systems Program 
Office’s (FFGSPO) adoption of 
relational contracting. In this second 
instalment he describes the role of 
trust – and the dividends delivered 
when contract-heavy approaches give 
way to trusting relationships between 
customer and supplier.

LoD: You described the FFG Charter 
as “an outcomes-focused relational 
contract on a single piece of paper” and 
as “an overarching intent sitting above 
the contract”. Can you elaborate on this?

GL: It just said, ‘we want to work 
together by communicating regularly, 
we want to do all these things to 
achieve the outcome, and we are 
focused on the outcome.’ 
 We were a little bit initially focused 
on the mission of delivering ‘materially 
seaworthy FFGs on-time every time’. 
It’s a good intro, but the true reason 
– the ultimate reason about why we 
existed was to actually provide the 
ships so that sailors could go out to sea 
safely and execute their mission and 
come back intact to their families – 
that is what our ‘why’ was.

LoD: The need for a Charter implies 
that the relational model requires a 
degree of trust that didn’t necessarily 
exist previously. That’s a different 
concept for people to fathom.

Creating an innovation culture 
between Defence and Industry 
(Part Two)
Captain Greg Laxton of the Royal Australian Navy will be Master of Ceremonies at the 2018 
NZDIA Forum. In this exclusive interview, he talks with editor Nicholas Dynon about the 
importance of trust in collaborative contractual relationships.

GL: Trust arrives on foot and leaves in 
a Ferrari. It takes a lot of effort to earn 
trust, and it takes only a heartbeat for 
you to do something terrible and muck 
it up – and out goes your trust very fast 
with wheels spinning.
 Smart trust is about trust earned. 
The worst thing you can do is to go 
in blindly and decide that you’re just 
going to trust everybody because you’re 
a trusting kind of person. It’s nice, it’s 
lovely… until someone does something 
wrong. You’ve got to earn trust.
 The other thing that I found really 
showcased what we did in the FFG 
Enterprise was the concept of the 
‘speed of trust’. The Speed of Trust 
is a book by Stephen Covey, and the 
concept that it establishes is that trust 
is proportional to speed and inversely 
proportional to cost. 

 What he’s saying is that when 
you increase trust you increase the 
speed with which things get done, 
and you reduce the cost. And there 
is no truer example of this than the 
FFG Enterprise. We had been paying 
an absolute fortune because in the 
bad old days of tendering for every 
capability separately instead of having 
a long-term relationship with industry 
our mindset was that competitive 
tendering was a good thing and it was 
value for money. 
 We were transactionally heavy 
because we had people checking the 
checkers and almost a hub-and-spoke 
model with the Commonwealth – the 
Program office – sitting in the centre 
and acting as gatekeeper between 
any number of ships and contractors. 
Were we getting ‘value for money’ 
through all this bureaucracy? Not 
really, because the ships weren’t getting 
delivered on time and they were 
costing more with each activity than 
what we’d actually budgeted for. 
 Failure to deliver a ship to Navy 
when they’re wanting it is a stellar 
way to lose trust. You’ve really got to 
deliver what you said you were going 
to deliver in order to establish that 
trust. I know this because previously 
I’ve been the customer getting berated 
because once again the ship hasn’t 
come out on time.
 But when we started getting this 
collaboration working, instead of being 
this gatekeeper for each and every 
decision, we gave industry a challenge. 
We sat them around the table and said, 
‘we want this new capability installed 

CAPT Greg Laxton CSC RAN. Image supplied
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on the ship, and we aren’t going to tell 
you how to do it. How about you guys 
get together and come back to us with 
a solution, and if it’s good we’ll say 
yes.’
 Off they went, and they achieved 
this incredible extra capability within 
budget and within an extremely short 
timeframe, because there were less 

transactions in terms of checks and 
approvals at each and every step. We 
let them get on and do it.
 If you build the trust you reduce 
the transactions, you increase the 
agility of the organisation, and overall 
you decrease the costs.
 We were very fortunate to have a 
series of heads of the Maritime Systems 

Division (CASG) that were tolerant of 
trying things a little bit differently and 
built that into their strategy. So, for 
example, Maritime Systems Division 
under RADM Adam Grunsell really 
has the where-with-all to work within 
this collaborative environment.

LoD: How far are we down this track? 
Will we see it coming into play in the 
context, for example, of Australia’s 
shipbuilding strategy?

GL: There’s a lot of ground that’s 
got to be broken to get that right. It’s 
almost like acquiring with sustainment 
in mind and with that collaborative 
contracting mindset.
 What I have seen is that as the 
DDGs have come online they have 
effectively created what’s called the 
DDG Enterprise and have used the 
artefacts from the FFG Enterprise and 
taken it forward. When I’d left in the 
middle of last year they’d made some 
real progress, they had a Charter, and 
they were going down the path of 
working collaboratively.
 An area in which we had real 
issues was the Patrol Boat space. They 
started with a completely clean sheet 
of paper and reworked the whole 
Patrol Boat concept. It is now the 
Patrol Boat Enterprise, and they are 
working very hard to create a similar 
construct to what the FFG Enterprise 
had.
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Sentient Vision Systems, Team Reaper 
Australia’s newest member, is the only 
Australian provider of Intelligence, 
Surveillance, and Reconnaissance 
(ISR) solutions that has been an 
integral part of every Australian 
Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) 
program to date. 
 Sentient Vision is the ninth 
partner to join GA-ASI’s Team 
Reaper Australia bid for the Project 
Air 7003 requirement. The team’s ten 
companies providing a range of sensor, 
communication, manufacturing and 
life-cycle support capabilities.
 Under Project Air 7003 Phase 
1, Australia is seeking to acquire 
an armed, medium-altitude, long-
endurance (MALE) RPA system 
that will include aircraft and Ground 
Control Stations (GCS) that will be 
fully inter-operable with Australia’s 
allies. According to government 
figures, the contract will be worth 
between $1 bn and $2bn over the next 
two decades.
 The new capability will replace the 
unarmed IAI Heron 1 system acquired 
in 2009 by the Royal Australian Air 
Force for deployment in Afghanistan. 
The Heron was retired in August this 
year.
 General Atomics’ Team Reaper 
Australia is proposing a variant of 
its certifiable Predator B platform 
(referred to as the MQ-9B Reaper in 
the US), currently under development 
for Britain’s Protector Program, 
which is due to enter service around 
2020.
 “General Atomics recognises the 
importance of having a robust team 
of Australian industry partners to 
support the Air 7003 requirements,” 
said Linden Blue, CEO of GA-ASI. 
“We continue to be committed to 
partnerships with Australian industry 

Team Reaper Australia 
welcomes its newest member
General Atomics Aeronautical Systems (GA-ASI), the leading manufacturer of Remotely 
Piloted Aircraft (RPA) systems, announced on 04 September the further expansion of 
Team Reaper Australia.

and to providing a capable, affordable 
RPA system to the Australian Defence 
Force.”
 “Sentient is proud of our close 
collaboration with the Australian 
Government. From our foundations of 
the Defence Science and Technology 
Group’s Capability and Technology 
Demonstrator (CTD) program to 
our proud history of deployments in 
support of the Australian warfighter, 
Sentient sees the inclusion of our 
ViDAR wide area motion imagery 
payload as a part of Team Reaper 
Australia… as a reinforcement of 
Australian leadership in advanced 
autonomy,” said Simon Olsen, director 
of Business Development, Strategy 
and Partnerships at Sentient Vision 
Systems.
 Team Reaper Australia, originally 
consisting of Cobham, CAE Australia, 
Raytheon, and Flight Data Systems, 
was first announced at AVALON 2017 
by Linden Blue and Air Chief Marshal 
Sir Angus Houston, AK, DFC of 
Defence South Australia. 
  Team Reaper Australia’s 
membership includes Cobham 
Australia, CAE Australia, Raytheon 

Australia, Flight Data Systems, TAE 
Aerospace, Rockwell Collins, Ultra 
Electronics Australia, Airspeed, 
Quickstep Holdings Ltd and Sentient 
Vision Systems.
 It’s been a big year for GA-ASI. In 
April, its Predator family of aircraft, 
which includes the Reaper, Gray 
Eagle, and new MQ-9B SkyGuardian, 
surpassed five million flight hours, 
the majority of which have occurred 
in combat. In July, GA-ASI undertook 
the first trans-Atlantic flight of a 
Medium Altitude Long Endurance 
(MALE) Remotely Piloted Aircraft.
 A maritime variant of the MQ-
9B SkyGuardian, known as the 
SeaGuardian, has been put forward 
to the New Zealand Defence Force as 
a Future Air Surveillance Capability 
solution.  
 The SeaGuardian can host a 
variety of maritime radars to provide 
long-range surveillance, small target 
detection and radar imaging. In 
addition, it can be fitted with an 
Automatic Identification System (AIS) 
to provide positive identification of 
seagoing vessels. The aircraft has an 
endurance of over 40 hours.

http://www.ga-asi.com
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Evan Butler-Jones is Director, Defence 
Product Line, Aviation & Defence 
Business Unit at IFS, a leading vendor 
of enterprise asset management (EAM) 
software to the global aerospace and 
defence sector.  
His technology background includes 
enterprise software, additive 
manufacturing, robotics and materials 
testing.

The naval support landscape is 
changing. Assets and equipment are 
getting more complex, and delivery 
and support increasingly globalised. 
The increasing dependence of modern 
defence organisations on suppliers to 
generate military capability requires 
acquisitions and through-life support 
contracts to be carefully structured 
with data shared across buyer, supplier 
and maintainer partnerships. 
 Most legacy IT systems cannot 
handle this new dynamic. Because 

70 percent of total lifecycle costs 
of complex equipment comes from 
support and maintenance, this is now 
an area of focus for those responsible 
for these public/private support 
networks.
 We now have complex support 
models such as contracting for 
capability, contracting for availability, 
and the simpler ‘acquire, buy spares 
and maintain’ approach. In addition, 
the support chains associated with 
different asset types require different 
maintenance schedules and supply 
chains. 
 Information flows are key to 
effective maintenance, asset readiness 
and ultimately operational success. 
This means acquiring, transferring, 
representing and then using data 
from multiple sources to impact the 
decision-making processes.

Mastering complexity to deliver 
asset readiness for any duty
To assure asset readiness, logistics 
support systems for major modern 
military assets must be to span a vast 
network of players involved in the total 
lifecycle of the asset, from OEMs and 
suppliers to maintenance activities and 
customer support.

Traditional approach has limited 
scope
The specialist nature of Naval 
equipment makes for a vast support 
chain. Thousands of parts are required 
to maintain specialised assets, with 
strict industry safety regulations. 

 A primary goal is to track, monitor 
and deliver parts or equipment status 
as quickly as possible – whether on 
base or at sea. But often, planners 
struggle to get an accurate picture of 
inventory or asset status, meaning 
delays and mistakes can occur. 
 This is the limitation of the 
traditional systems structure, where 
separate systems were designed 
to act as stand-alone applications. 
Transactional, technical and 
performance data can get locked into 
these ‘functional domains’ making it 
difficult to provide visibility across the 
entire support chain. Not only will this 
have a direct impact on operational 
readiness, but also creates difficulties 
with audit compliance.

One size fits no one?
Modern, component-based, IT 
support systems can enable the 
integration of MRO, performance-
based logistics, project management, 
fleet management, or supply chain 
management solutions to eliminate 
the limitation of stove-piped legacy 
systems. 
 But ‘one size fits all’ systems won’t 
work either. History has proven that 
the generic processes of monolithic 
systems inevitably fail to address the 
varying needs across many levels 
and organisations within a defence 
ecosystem. 
 The same processes required to 
manage spare parts for air conditioners 
will not manage the ship-board 
maintenance requirements of advanced 

Mastering complexity to 
ensure naval asset readiness
Military organisations, OEMs, contractors and third-party providers maintaining equipment 
via service-based agreements all need to work together to ensure Naval asset readiness. 
The key is to treat IT systems not as a transactional tool but as a strategic enabler, writes 
IFS’ Evan Butler-Jones.
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aircraft or comply with the Navy’s 
requirement for vessels to spend 
months at sea operating in autonomous 
mode. 
 Mandating a single system to try to 
achieve the multi-organisation, multi-
purpose objectives is as unrealistic 
as expecting to achieve global force 
readiness with legacy stovepipe 
systems.

Striking the right balance through 
an open, best-of-breed approach
Navies need to strike a balance 
between openness and functionality by 
carefully choosing the right software 
partners and deploying a small set of 
software tools that, when combined, 
provide that full enterprise capability. 
 To ensure best-of-breed 
functionality and performance for each 
area of operations, Naval organisations 
need to deploy open and interoperable 
asset and support chain software 
designed to work within a large Naval 
ecosystem with its complex needs 
around engineering configuration and 
maintenance.
 But this is only achievable with 
supporting systems that have a 

well-developed suite of capabilities 
tailored for Naval support – not a 
generic enterprise solution designed 
to support a much simpler enterprise 
environment. This will allow Naval 
support and maintenance organisations 
to build the capabilities they need to 
support specific end-to-end processes 
that link up the overlapping elements 
of the support chain. 

And now add enterprise 
operational intelligence
If you now add operational intelligence 
- one that is beyond the scope of most 
Business Intelligence (BI) tools - to 
this new architecture, you can now 
have a full 360-degree view across the 
entire Naval support chain. 
 Enterprise Operational 
Intelligence (EOI) gives commanders 
the capability to model operations or 
readiness by drawing data together 
from the carefully selected suite 
of source systems. The goal, when 
deployed correctly, is to support 
the readiness posture for deployed 
operations by accurately identifying 
assets, resources status and any 
required maintenance.  

 The 360-degree view enables 
Operations Commanders to answer 
if they are ready to perform an at-
sea mission from an HR, material, 
and training perspective in a given 
timeframe. If the answer is no, a 
supporting EOI solution should 
analyse what issues need addressing to 
ensure the mission deadline is met. 

Mastering complexity
Naval organisations need the ability 
to maintain asset availability levels no 
matter how complex ,and be able to 
link policy changes to maintenance 
outcomes and achieve significant 
reductions in sustainment costs in a 
bid for affordable asset readiness.
 This means a change in design 
for IT support systems and a move 
away from stove-piped legacy systems 
to a more open, best of breed, 
modular system architecture where 
Naval organisations can build the IT 
environment that matches the unique 
needs of defence ecosystems without 
the limitations of information siloes 
or inflexible monolithic systems—
shifting IT from merely a transactional 
tool to a serious strategic enabler.
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As a 16 year old Regular Force Cadet 
who graduated into the New Zealand 
Army, I never thought for one minute 
I would go on to become the Minister 
of Defence. 
 But, here I am, one year into 
the job, and it’s interesting to take a 
moment to reflect. 
 One of the things that has stood 
out most to me in the role, is the 
professionalism and skills of today’s 
Sailors, Soldiers and Airwomen and men. 
 They built them tough in my day. 
I learnt under Vietnam veterans and 
grizzly Staff Sergeants who took no 
prisoners, but that doesn’t mean we 
were better soldiers. 
 Today’s military personnel not only 
have to be tough, they have to navigate 
incredible advances in technology. They 
have to take to the battlefield armed 
with not only a rifle, body armour and 
ammunition, but essentially a network 
enabled command system which helps 
them win. 

Defence Estate, C-130 
replacement top priorities
Defence Minister Ron Mark writes that defence estate regeneration is very much on his 
radar, and that C-130 replacement will be a key focus of the upcoming Defence Capability 
Plan.

 Our frigates employ touch screen 
technology and advanced sensors, 
and our P-3’s have more technology 
plugged into them than I thought was 
possible.  
 Our people are still tough, they 
can still run up that hill, and do the 
hard graft, but they have to do it whilst 
engaging their minds in ways I was 
never asked to do.  
 Also, another surprise to me was 
how the integration of Maori culture 
into the Defence Force has had an 
incredibly positive effect on operations. 
It has helped create a unique New 
Zealand Defence culture, which is being 
recognised by our friends and allies.  
 My trip in February to Iraq and 
Afghanistan really brought this home 
to me. Our way of understanding and 
integrating into other cultures really 
sets us apart in such complex multi-
cultural training environments. 
 I lost count of the number of times, 
Australian, Canadian, American, Iraqi 
and Afghani officers and officials 
pulled me aside and told me how our 
way of working with other cultures was 
what had made the mission successful. 

 We talk about New Zealand having 
three high end capabilities: the SAS, 
our frigates, and our maritime patrol 
aircraft. But, I think we have to 
seriously consider our people and our 
culture as a fourth.
 Success in military operations in 
these days of insurgency and guerrilla 
warfare is as much to do with winning 
over the population and showing them 
you’re there to help, as it is to do with 
combat operations. 
 Take Afghanistan and Iraq as 
examples: you must first get local 
people to trust you. That means 
understanding their culture and 
working with what you have. This is 
where our people are leading the world, 
and it all starts with how the NZDF 
have taken on Maori culture, and 
turned it into a force enabler.  
 While our people have stood out in 
a positive way, there have been some 
negatives.
 Walking into my old barracks 
at Burnham Military Camp and 
realising that nothing has been 
done to them in 30 odd years was 
disappointing.  Hon Ron Mark, Minister of Defence

An RNZAF C-130 Hercules arriving with equipment and NZDF personnel at Funafuti 
International Airport, Tuvalu. Photo by RNZAF



13Line of Defence

 There has been critical under 
investment in the Defence Estate now 
for decades, and we’re reaching a point 
where real change needs to happen. 
 For all the estate plans, and 
promises of investment from previous 
Governments, not enough has changed 
for personnel who live and work on 
base. If our people are our greatest 
asset then making them feel valued so 
that they want to stay with us, is vital. 
 Of course improving the vast 
Defence Estate is a huge job, but I 
want to assure our people that this is 
very much on my radar and I will be 
working with Defence and my Cabinet 
colleagues to find the best way forward.  
 Another negative was walking 
in to a $148m budget blowout on 
the Frigate Systems Upgrade.  This 
impacted the funding we had available 
for purchasing a littoral vessel. But, 
through some innovative thinking the 
project had a happy ending with the 
purchase of the MV Edda Fonn (soon 
to be HMNZS Manawanui).  
 One of the things I was most 
critical of in opposition was buying 
civilian equipment to do a military job. 
I stick by that principle. 
 But, given the funding we had 
on hand, the options available in the 
market, and the nature of the work 
the vessel will be required to do, the 
team at the Ministry of Defence really 
pulled one out of the hat with the Edda 
Fonn. She is a fantastic vessel, and is a 
step-change in capability compared to 
our previous vessels in this category. 
Not only that, it will be in service much 
earlier, meaning we can regenerate 
our Dive and Hydrographic capacities 
sooner than expected. 
 Something else I am incredibly 
proud of is of the decision to procure 
the Poseidon P-8 aircraft as a 
replacement for the P-3K2 Orion. It’s 
a proven aircraft, and was the right 
choice for the Air Force.  
 I have to admit I was a bit of a P-8 
sceptic at the beginning of the process, 
and really questioned the NZDF and 
Ministry of Defence hard. This is why 
I can put my hand on my heart and say 
the business case stacks up. 
 The P-8 is the best tool for the job. 
It is clearly proven, can do all the work 
New Zealand requires of it and comes 
with a support system that is vital for 
a small nation such as ours. We cannot 

afford to support too many ‘orphaned’ 
systems. We simply don’t have the 
capacity. 
 I announced the P-8 purchase 
a few days after the release of the 
Government’s new Strategic Defence 
Policy Statement, which reset our 
priorities.  The Strategy aligns strongly 
with our Government’s Pacific Reset, 
and puts the focus on the work we do 
for our friends and neighbours in the 
region. 
 We’re now turning our attention 
to a review of the Defence Capability 
Plan.
 The Capability Plan will lay out 
the equipment Defence needs to do 
the job the Government requires of it. 
Once it is completed, it will be my job 
to take forward the business cases that 
identify the right equipment solutions, 
and secure Cabinet agreement for the 
investments we need to make. 

 A key focus of the Capability 
Plan will be a replacement for our 
workhorse C-130 Hercules aircraft.  We 
all know they are critical to the work 
we do around the world, and they don’t 
have much more left in them.  
 Which means, while I’ve had a very 
busy first year as the Minister of Defence, 
the second year promises to be just as 
busy, and even more of a challenge.  
 But, as I look back to that young 
Regular Force Cadet who marched into 
Waiouru all those years ago, I know 
that the Army prepared me for any 
challenge put in front of me. 
 My current challenge is to leave 
the NZDF in a better place than when 
I took over.  And if every Minister of 
Defence following me can do the same 
thing, our Defence Force will continue 
to go from strength to strength 
and continue to build on its already 
outstanding international reputation.  
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The 2018 NZDIA Forum is fast 
approaching and has been the centre of 
NZDIA’s attention for many months. 
This year the theme is  “Exploring 
the Role of Industry in National and 
Regional Security”. This theme reflects 
the maturity of industry in recognising 
the need for a cross-industry support 
of national security agencies, even 
before the agencies were ready to reach 
out for it!
 The Forum programme is, we 
think, unique in the region, weaving 
topics rarely seen together on the same 
agenda. The next edition of Line of 
Defence will have full reports on the 
proceedings. 
 The previous months have, despite 
the domination of the Forum, also 
included an exceptional Member 
Meeting in Wellington showcasing 
“R&D through to Reality” and the 
Annual Executive Lunch where CDF 
spoke to industry for the first time in 
his new role. 
 NZDIA’s collaborations with NZTE 
and NZDF (supporting NZ Inc exports) 
continued in this second half of the year, 
with a presence at Land Forces.
 The numerous Land Forces 
conferences kicked off Monday 3 
September with the Land Environment 
Working Group Sessions. Land Forces 
had multiple conference streams 
underway and it is impossible to be at 
everything, and nearly as impossible to 
comment on every session.
 Despite that, I can pick out two 
sessions to highlight, and these were 
from the Australian Army’s Brigadier 
Chris Mills, in his presentation on 
Land Combat Systems and Army 
Innovation. 
 The evolving sophistication 
and deliberate intentions of the 
Army innovation programme, in 
collaboration with the Defence 

NZDIA Update - Welcome to the 
‘Age of Surprises’
New Zealand Defence Industry Association CEO Jennie Vickers talks Defence and Industry 
as part of the broader national security system, takeaways from Land Forces, and, of 
course, the 2018 NZDIA Annual Forum.

Innovation Hub is impressive. The 
data around sums invested and speed 
of application processing gives us 
some structure to emulate (copy) in 
New Zealand and a model that will 
increasingly encourage industry to 
engage.
 At the end of the session on 
Land Combat Systems the Brigadier 
aired a new video on the theme of 
“Army’s response to the changing 
characteristics of war”. The video laid 
out the many challenges being faced, 
but I was particularly struck by the 
closing message in the video: that we 
are now in the ‘Age of Surprises’. 
 The trouble with many sessions at 
conferences around innovation is that 
they tend to have the same language 
content and interchangeable slides 
with a few examples of successes 
from innovation exercises. In many 
organisations they – in reality – merely 
represent some success tweaking 
around the edges of an organisation 
that continues to believe that it’s in 
control of its environment.
 It would seem that the Australian 
Army has reached the conclusion in 

viewing both the role of innovation 
and the role of modern combat, that 
the only constant is, in fact, ‘surprises’ 
– not change. This shift bodes well 
for developing the mindsets needed to 
keep them one step ahead.
 This concept of the Age of 
Surprises resonates well when 
thinking about Defence as a part of 
the national security system. New 
Zealand is maybe more uniquely 
situated from a cultural perspective to 
deal with surprises than change. No. 
8 fencing wire is so much more suited 
to dealing with surprises than with 
changes! 
 NZDIA has developed a graphic 
which is published free of copyright 
showing all the NZ Government 
agencies that feature in the NZ 
National Security system. It will 
inevitably need to evolve (every time 
an agency has a name change) but it 
does provide a useful aide memoire 
for industry to use, to see where their 
innovations in one space could serve 
the national security requirements 
of another. Any suggestions for 
improvement are most welcome.



http://www.nzdia.co.nz/
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“The 1st Brazilian Fighter Squadron, 
Brazilian Armed Forces, distinguished 
itself by extraordinary heroism in 
connection with military operations 
against the enemy of the United States 
in the Mediterranean Theatre of 
Operations on 22 April 1945. By heroic 
services involving utmost gallantry and 
a display of consummate skill in armed 
reconnaissance and fighter-bomber 
attacks, and by demonstrating superb 
tactical coordination with the Fifth 
Army, they contributed directly to 
the Allied crossing of the Po River in 
northern Italy…. 

The Embraer KC-390: 
Past, present and future.
As its airlift flagship edges closer to Full Operational Capability certification, 
Embraer reflects on shared battlefield history and highlights the capabilities 
and features of the KC-390.

 “The professionalism, dedication 
to duty, and extraordinary heroism 
demonstrated by the members of the 
1st Brazilian Fighter Squadron are in 
keeping with the finest traditions of 
the military service and reflect the 
highest credit upon themselves and the 
Armed Forces of Brazil”.            
             
- An excerpt from the US Presidential 

Unit Citation (Air Force) for 
Extraordinary Heroism to 1st 
Brazilian Fighter Squadron, Brazilian 
Armed Forces, signed by Ronald 
Reagan.

 When turning to the future, it is 
often important to reflect on the past 
to see what common bonds were once 
established. Few New Zealanders 
would be able to tell stories of their 
interactions with the Brazilian 
Forces during the Second World War. 
Nonetheless, they were there, fighting 
together during the many battles that 
were fought as Allied troops and 
planes pushed north through Italy in 
1944-45.  
 New Zealand troops were on the 
ground at the time when Brazilian P47 
Thunderbolt pilots were in the air. All 
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had the common goal to push German 
forces out of Italy, which they did, with 
distinction, together.
 Fast forward to today, and the 
bonds that were made so many years 
ago remain. 

Multi-mission airlifter
The Brazilian KC-390 is the most 
modern and capable, medium sized, 
multi-mission tactical transport aircraft 
in the market today and it is ready 
to contribute to the New Zealand’s 
current and planned Defence Force 
capabilities. 
 New Zealand, like Brazil has 
operated the C130 Hercules for many 
years and has flown it to its absolute 
limits and proven its capabilities. 
But now the tide is turning toward 
new capabilities, modern and 
reliable systems, and more cost-
effective maintenance and support 
methodologies woven into new aircraft 
for the future.
 Equipped with International Aero 
Engines V2500 turbofan engines, the 
latest avionics, a rear ramp, and an 
advanced cargo handling system, the 
KC-390 is capable of carrying up to 
26 metric tons of cargo at a maximum 
speed of 470 knots (870 km/h), 
with ability to operate in austere 
environments, including unpaved or 
damaged runways. 
 The aircraft can carry pallets, 
helicopters, armored wheeled vehicles, 
and troops. The performance of the 

KC-390 is benefited by a modern fly-
by-wire control system with integrated 
technology that lowers the workload of 
the crew and increases the safety of its 
operation. 
 The KC-390 can refuel other 
airplanes in flight with the installation 
of two removable internal fuel tanks. 
The aircraft can also be refueled in 
flight, thus providing greater flexibility 
for longer missions. An advanced 
self-defense system increases the 
aircraft survival capability in hostile 
environments.

Ticking the boxes
The first production KC-390 for the 
Brazilian Air Force has recently been 
finished and flown, with the next 
three aircraft marching through the 
production line ready for operational 
service in 2019. 
 Certifying the KC-390’s aircraft 
basic platform is the Brazilian 
aviation authority ANAC (Agência 
Nacional de Aviação Civil). The aircraft 
is undergoing certification to the 
equivalent standard of United States 
Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) 
Part 25 Air Transport Category, which 
will confirm that the airframe complies 
with the highest civilian airworthiness 
standards.
 A second tier of certification 
for the KC-390 is coming from the 
Brazilian Air Force (FAB) and the 
Brazilian Department of Science and 
Aerospace Technology (DCTA) which 

is Brazil’s national military research 
centre for aviation and space flight. 
 One of the four institutes within 
DCTA is the Industrial Promotion 
and Coordination Institute (IFI). IFI 
recognises the ANAC certification and 
is responsible for the full compliment 
of military mission accomplishment and 
systems that the KC-390 will deploy. 
 This certification process will 
result in Full Operational Capability 
(FOC) of the KC-390 including 
air-drop, air-land, parachuting, 
aerial refuelling, search and rescue, 
firefighting, aeromedical evacuation, 
self-protection, Antarctica operations, 
damaged and semi-prepared runway 
operations and more. 
 Current certification plans have IFI 
completing FOC in 2019, when the full 
complement of the KC-390s military 
capabilities will be proven and cleared 
for operational employment with the 
FAB. 

Into the future
The New Zealand 2018 Defence Strategic 
Policy Statement concludes that the 
Defence Force requires a mix of 
capabilities with broad utility and that 
enable it to remain relevant and make 
credible contributions to international 
efforts in support of peace and 
security. Given its new capabilities, 
modern and reliable systems, and 
more cost-effective maintenance, the 
KC-390 is the best in class platform to 
deliver this.
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Since my last contribution to Line of 
Defence, the Government has embarked 
on a couple of decisions in the 
Defence portfolio which I’m pleased 
to be giving consideration to in this 
column. 
 The Defence Strategic Policy Statement 
released by the Government in July 
introduced a range of goals for 
Defence, and a far stronger rhetoric 
on certain issues such as climate 
change and international states than 
we have previously seen. I welcome 
the introduction of specific defence 
principles, but note these were all 
expectations of Defence under the 
previous Government, as shown in our 
Defence Assessments, White Papers, 
and Government rhetoric. 

Policy and Procurement: 
prolonged, passive, but some 
promise?
The Government needs to clarify its view on China following strong Defence Strategic Policy 
Statement language, and explain what it will spend retrofitting its recent naval purchase, MV 
Edda Fonn, writes National Party Spokesperson for Defence Mark Mitchell.

  This Defence Strategic Policy Statement 
uses stronger emotive language than 
we’ve seen in the past, particularly with 
respect to China – though this appears 
in line with the current Government’s 
foreign policy outlook. The Government 
needs to clarify what its view of our 
relationship with China is because at the 
moment it’s difficult to tell. 
 The Deputy Prime Minister has 
indicated the Government wants a 
Pacific reset for our foreign policy, 
and this Defence policy statement 
reinforces this. But a Pacific reset 
cannot and should not come at the 
expense of other strategic relationships 
and security arrangements. 
 We can’t afford to approach issues 
around defence or foreign policy as an 
‘us v them’ scenario – it’s important 
we cooperate. New Zealand has long 
held a robust and independent foreign 

policy, which balances interactions 
with other states well. It’s important 
these relationships are maintained. 
 Climate change is real and we know 
its impacts are most severe on low-lying 
countries. Disaster relief is a big focus 
of the Defence Force, and will become 
heightened as more freak weather 
events affect the Pacific, so the Defence 
Force needs to be prepared for that. 
 The policy statement greatly 
emphasises the threat of climate 
change and subsequently the 
capabilities required by Defence in 
order to deal with the challenges 
posed, particularly in the maritime 
space. We welcome the priority 
placed on climate change, and agree 
the global strategic environment 
has changed since the release of the 
Defence White Paper 2016 and the Defence 
Assessment 2014. 

Hon Mark Mitchell is the Opposition 
Spokesperson for Defence, and Deputy 
Chairperson of the Foreign Affairs, 
Defence and Trade Select Committee. He 
is the former NZ Minister of Defence.

The Edda Fonn. Image courtesy kees torn.
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  Our Defence Force is required 
to operate in the largest Search and 
Rescue zone in the world, and needs 
to be operable in sub-Antarctic 
temperatures, right through to the 
tropics of the Equator. If sea levels 
continue to rise, there will be an 
impact on some islands affecting the 
resources of those islands, and that will 
need to be dealt with as it happens.
  New Zealand is prepared to 
respond and help mitigate or deal with 
those impacts, as are other countries 
in the Pacific including our neighbour 
Australia. We have seen footage of 
record wave heights blasting our 
patrol vessels in the Southern Oceans, 
ice caps melting at record speeds, in 
addition to having seen significant 
natural environmental disasters such 
as cyclones and flooding in the Pacific 
Islands, and it’s important our Defence 
Force is able to assist across the board. 
  New Zealand has a proud history 
of humanitarian response, and that is 
one of the primary areas of Defence 
in which we operate. The response the 
Defence Force has to the threats posed 
by climate change will be in some 
part an extension to this humanitarian 
response, and we have already seen it 
in action.
  If the Government is as committed 
to combating climate change as it 
has indicated in this policy statement 
and other documents produced by 
the Government, it will procure the 
right assets for our Defence Force, 
and increase Defence expenditure. It 
remains to be seen whether long term 
the two marry up. 
  In the short term, I’m hesitant to 
conclude the two will correspond. 
There have been two significant 
defence procurement decisions made 
in the last quarter, with one ensuring 
our Defence Force is equipped to bring 
us into the 2040s, and the other more 
or less contradicting the Government’s 
commitment to better resourcing.  
  I strongly welcomed the 
announcement of the procurement 
of four Boeing P-8 Poseidons in 
July. This procurement decision will 
bring expanded capability to our 
Defence Force and ensure we retain 
interoperability with our partners. 
 The previous Government had 
put a lot of work into this, and had 
the process well advanced, so it was 

pleasing to see that this Government 
made the right decision, albeit after 
a bit of a delay. The P3 Orions have 
provided our nation with an incredible 
and reliable service for over fifty years, 
and they have earned their retirement.  
  The procurement of the P8s 
sends a positive signal to our allies 
and partners, showing that we will 
remain a capable Defence Force, and 
are well equipped to play our role 
on the international stage, alongside 
providing support to regional security 
arrangements. 
 With our Defence Force being 
responsible for the largest search and 
rescue area in the world, the P8s will 
make a major contribution to search 
and rescue operations and towards 
the policing of our wider Exclusive 
Economic Zone. I look forward to the 
P8 Poseidons being brought into service.
  On a different note, however, 
August saw the Government commit 
to doing something the Defence 
Minister criticised in Opposition – 
making compromise purchases of 
defence assets that weren’t built to do 
the jobs expected of them. This is a 
Government with a now proven fiscal 
hole, and that is starting to impact the 
investments it makes, including long-
overdue upgrades to Defence assets, 
in particular the replacement dive and 
hydrographic vessel for our Royal New 
Zealand Navy. 
 The 85 metre Norwegian vessel 
Edda Fonn will come to the Navy 
already 15 years old. It is a survey and 
light construction ship, not the dive, 

hydrographic and mine clearance vessel 
approved by the former Government 
for purchase in 2016. 
 The Government will need to 
retrofit it at an as-yet unspecified 
further cost to taxpayers on top of the 
$103 million purchase price. The Edda 
Fonn is not the sort of Littoral Support 
Vessel the Defence Force made a 
strong business case for to replace the 
now retired vessels Resolution and 
Manawanui. 
  Only recently the Defence 
Minister said there ‘had been too 
many examples in the past where 
procurement decisions have been the 
wrong decision, where we have taken a 
commercial option only to find that it 
doesn’t work there in the military role. 
He went on to say ‘In fact, some of 
them don’t even work in a civilian role. 
We’re not going to cut corners’. 
 During that interview Mr Mark 
must have known that he was on the 
verge of signing off the purchase 
of a commercial survey and light 
construction vessel that was going to 
need to be expensively overhauled to 
turn it into the dive and hydrographic 
vessel the Navy needs. 
 Mr Mark needs to explain how 
much this process will cost, and 
whether all the specifications in the 
business case approved in 2016 will 
be fitted to the Edda Fonn. If the 
converted ship cannot undertake all of 
the functions in that business case, Mr 
Mark will have delivered a compromise 
solution of the sort he criticised in 
opposition.

Mock-up of a RNZAF P-8A Poseidon. Image courtesy NZDF.
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LoD: The ACMC is an Australian 
Government initiative to improve 
Australia’s effectiveness in civil-
military-police collaboration for 
conflict and disaster management. 
Where exactly does the Centre fit, and 
what does it do?

AR: It’s an issue of scale, and every 
country does it differently. The ACMC 
has been in existence for ten years, 
and when it was first initiated it grew 
out of a perception that we’d been 
involved in coalition management with 
New Zealand and an array of other 
countries in places like Bougainville, 
the Solomon’s and Timor, and we 
found that things that we expected 
would be pure military operations were 
actually not. 

 In each of those operations Foreign 
Affairs had a significant leadership 
role, the Australian Federal Police had 
a significant operational role, and a 
whole array of other agencies became 
involved as well. 
 The sense in 2008/09 was that we 
needed to work on preparedness for 
peace operations, and Government 
was also focused on the humanitarian 
and disaster response missions that 
we do around the region and rolled 
that into the mandate of the Centre. 
What we’ve found in the subsequent 
ten years is in all of the operations that 
we’ve conducted offshore, including at 
the warfighting end of the spectrum, 
such as in Afghanistan, is that the 
work we do is really about interagency 
coordination.
 In addition, the line between 
offshore operations and onshore 
operations is not as sharp as it once 
was, particularly with the roles 
performed by agencies like Emergency 
Management Australia within the 
Department of Home Affairs. We need 
to be working with them in order to 
develop offshore capability, and they 
with us, so if it requires coordination 
and it has civil-military -police 
involvement (or at least two of the 
three) then the ACMC probably has a 
role in developing preparedness for it.
 But every nation is unique. Its 
political circumstances, the role of its 
military, the way its police forces work, 
its foreign relationships; all of those 
mixes are different. What works for 
us works for us in the sweet spot of 
Canberra, which is a fairly small town 
where we can bring things together 

although we work within a federated 
system. 
 New Zealand is quite different 
again. 
 Then you go to somewhere like 
the United States and you’ll find that 
they have pressures and tensions that 
are far, far greater than ours, and 
they couldn’t do it the way we do it. 
You probably need a dedicated unit 
of some sort, and some might argue 
that that function is performed by the 
National Security Adviser’s office and 
it is in part. But you find that in the US 
there are bits and pieces of what we do 
scattered across the administration and 
across government.
 Canada, the UK, Sweden and 
Germany all have some sort of 
institution that’s similar to us in our 
brokerage function. For countries 
of our size and capability, having 
something like the ACMC is a good 
investment. We need something but 
we don’t need a massive bureaucracy to 
achieve it.

LoD:  The language on the ACMC 
website is very much around the 
coordination necessary when 
Australian forces deploy overseas. The 
2016 New Zealand Defence White 
Paper places the NZDF within an 
all-of-government national security 
ecosystem that operates under an ‘all 
hazards’ definition of security. What 
are the key challenges for civil-military 
cooperation in the domestic context?

AR: Australia and New Zealand are 
signed up to the Oslo Guidelines, 
the basic principle of which is ‘no 

Interview: Towards an 
integrated approach to 
civil-military operations
Dr Alan Ryan, Executive Director of the Australian Civil-Military Centre (ACMC), will be 
presenting at the 2018 NZDIA Annual Forum. In this interview, he sheds some light on the 
work of the ACMC and the evolving challenges facing civil-military collaboration.

Dr Alan Ryan is Executive Director of the 
Australian Civil-Military Centre. He was 
previously the Principal of the Centre 
for Defence and Strategic Studies at the 
Australian Defence College, and a Senior 
Adviser to the Minister for Defence.



21Line of Defence

first use’ of the military for domestic 
responses. No first use doesn’t mean 
that you won’t use the military first, 
but that if there is a civilian capability 
that is available and appropriate to use 
you will use that and the military will 
provide a supporting role.
 The reality of most countries, 
even advanced countries like 
Australia and New Zealand is that 
when you have a major crisis the 
civilian response capabilities are 
rapidly swamped and you end up 
needing to use the military. Military 
forces possess logistical capability, 
transport capability and access to a 
large body of disciplined labour that 
can be accessed rapidly. 
 ‘No first use’ is not a prohibition, 
it’s about using what’s appropriate. If 
you can use civil society resources, 
whether it’s private sector or otherwise, 
but you go and use the military, then 
you’re short-changing the private 
sector – and you can actually do 
damage to the economy. 
 Militaries are not necessarily 
organised or optimised for disaster 
response. Military equipment, soldiers, 
sailors and airpersons are expensive 
assets and probably more expensive 
in many circumstances than private 
sector or domestic disaster response 
assets.
 And if you’re using the military 
for domestic disaster response, they’re 
not preparing for conflict; they may be 
degrading their capability should they 
be needed for another task.
 There are good reasons not to use 
the military, but of course for New 
Zealand – and Australia’s exactly the 
same – with bush fires, floods, extreme 
weather events, under pressure it 
doesn’t take very long until the civilian 
services require military support. In 
Australia, from almost September 
though to April when we have 
extreme weather events carpeting the 
continent, people literally cannot cover 
the full range of activities that are on 
their plate.
 So when I talked about the blurring 
between offshore operations and 
domestic operations, that’s been one of 
the pressures of the last decade or so as 
extreme weather events have become 
more extreme. As we have higher 
concentrations of populations in 
disaster-prone areas than ever before, 

we need to up our game in terms of 
our domestic response.

LoD: How much of it is about keeping 
everybody friends?

AR: Everything! All the work we 
do in preparedness – and we work 
on lessons learned, on exercises to 
build preparedness, education and 
training, research and publication, 
best practice, standard operating 
procedures, what the military calls 
‘doctrine’, policy guidelines, and 
agreed principles for interaction – is 
great, but the fundamental piece is 
good relationships.
 If we have made a contribution 
over the last ten years I think it’s 
been building those relationships and 
building respect.
 Government is traditionally 
highly stove-piped into portfolios, 
and departments and agencies are 
in competition for scarce resources, 
and that is the traditional mode of 
government. We have put that behind 
us. 
 We’re moving much more towards 
what we call the Integrated Approach 
in that if you’re going to have a 
national or international response to 
an emergency, you need to work more 
closely together, you shouldn’t have 
agencies or countries in competition. 
We need to be more effective and 
efficient in the application of resources 
given that we’re finding ourselves in 
‘no notice’ operations and black swan 
scenarios more often than previously.
 In many ways the Asian Boxing 
Day tsunami of 2004 was the event 

that turned our mind to the fact that 
something of that scale could break on 
us, that a quarter of a million people 
could be killed, that communities 
could be absolutely devastated, that an 
immediate response was required and 
that failure to do that meant that more 
people were going to die and there was 
going to be an enormous amount more 
in economic wastage. 
 You just can’t put that together 
on the ground when you arrive. You 
must have pre-existing relationships 
and understanding, you need to have a 
degree of trust. The only way you can 
get that is by investing in preparedness, 
which is knowing your counterparts, 
having worked with them before, and 
if you haven’t worked with them before 
in real activity then you need to do 
more exercises – because that’s what 
saves lives.

LoD: Have you had any thoughts 
about the things you may be talking 
about at the Forum?

AR: It’s a bit of a moveable feast, 
because a lot of things are moving 
very, very fast. We’ve done a large 
body of work on the application 
of the integrated approach within 
Australia, which is building 
interagency connectedness through 
relationship building, through 
building understanding, through more 
workable frameworks. Up until now 
we’ve worked very much in terms of 
committee structures and providing 
liaison between departments. That’s 
not enough anymore. Our sense 
is that we need to do more joint 
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interagency taskforces, and that was 
one of the principal lessons from our 
lessons-learned study of Australia’s 
coordinated effort in Afghanistan.
 We had been there for over a 
decade but we went as a gaggle of 
separate agencies. It was only in 2009 
that we started working as a team-of-
teams, and things came together very, 
very well. We can’t afford to do that in 
future. You can’t be in an operation for 
eight years and then decide that we’re 
all going to work together. 
 So the integrated approach is really 
about having policy taskforces at the 
strategic level, multiagency taskforces 
at the operational level and in the 
field a policy that we’re all working 
together. The hierarchical stovepipe 
approach isn’t going to work anymore.
 One of the things that’s becoming 
particularly evident to us is that there 
is another pressure coming into play 
very, very quickly, and that’s what’s 
been broadly referred to as the ‘fourth 
industrial revolution’: Artificial 
Intelligence, robotics, machine 
learning, quantum computing, and the 
connectivity that is being built between 
all of those capabilities and more.
 Most public services, most systems 
of government, are still based on a 
lot of process work being done in 
a clerical sense by people sitting in 
their own agencies; and that is about 
to be completely blown away. Most of 
the process work that is out there is 
disappearing. 
 A good example for me is tax. For 
many years it was a brutal experience. 
Originally you had to do it on a 
paper form, and then it was moved to 
computer form and it started getting 
easier and easier. Nowadays I do it 
in about five minutes. I flip on the 
computer, I enter my details, I give it 
permission to access my information, 
it all comes together. I check it over, I 
make a few claims, I hit a button, and 
that’s done! That is now the standard 
human interface with government.
 If I wanted to make a public health 
insurance claim or get my driver’s 
license renewed, I used to have to go 
to an office around that corner, I’d get 
a ticket, I’d queue, and after a while I’d 
see a person and things would happen. 
Now, all of those things are being 
done online by a machine. There are 
few people doing that anymore.

 At the lower level of government-
public interfaces we’re seeing people 
taken out of the equation, and that is 
going to very rapidly be taken up in 
terms of operations. 
 One of the things we’re starting to 
see – and it’s going to be interesting 
for countries like Australia and New 
Zealand – is that we’ve always turned 
around and said that we’re small 
players, we don’t have a lot of people, 
we can only do niche activities. But 
with robotics, with autonomous 
vehicles, with autonomous sensors 
and increasingly with autonomous 
weapons systems – and this is the bit 
where it starts getting quite scary – 
very few people will be needed to join 
the ranks of what Napoleon called the 
big battalions. We have these force 
multipliers that are available to us.
 We’ve been preaching the 
integrated approach in government 
for a long time, and to a certain extent 
that is based on relationships, process 
and the like, but the next step is the 
technology piece. 
 There are enormous challenges 
there. A lot of people will lose their 
jobs, but the indicators are that a lot 
more jobs will be created, and the 
future really belongs to those societies 
that identify where the opportunities 
are and move fairly rapidly to them.
 Small countries can use their 
technological edge to adapt, and 
we’re all going to need to move fast 
over the next few years. But it’s not 
just technology; what you do with 
it and how you maximise the use of 
your people is going to be the real 
challenge.

 For those of us in leadership roles 
it’s about what we can do to smooth 
this transition, because it’s coming at 
us very quickly.

LoD: Deputy Executive Director 
Glenn Dunbier is seconded to ACMC 
from NZ Police. What is the Centre’s 
formal relationship with New Zealand?

AR: Glenn is the third New 
Zealander in that role, and it’s a 
long standing understanding that 
we came up with when the centre 
was founded. Jim Rolfe was the first 
deputy executive director, and then 
the RNZAF’s Greg Elliot.
 Glenn is the Deputy 
Commissioner of Police. For us 
it’s fantastic. He’s a great person to 
work with, has extraordinary people 
management qualities, and is very well 
respected. He’s been here 18 months 
now and everybody knows him – and 
better than they know me!
 The reason we have a New 
Zealand deputy executive director is 
that we know that we’re unlikely to 
mount a major operation in the region 
without working closely with New 
Zealand. 
 As we saw in the Solomon Islands, 
we needed New Zealand to play a 
leading role. New Zealand is able to 
do many things better than we can. 
New Zealand is a very much a part of 
the Pacific. New Zealanders are often 
much better at managing regional 
relationships and the people side of 
things through their strong presence 
and excellent relationships with other 
countries in the region.
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Battery Load Tester Ref. 730-101
ViTECH, strong, lightweight aluminum case, 5, 15 
and 30 amp battery load tester for fire and alarm use.  
Weight: 500gms, Size: 165mm x 90 x 70mm.

STI-13B10-NW Ref. 720-092
Surface mount, horn and label optional
206mm H x 137mm W x 103mm D

STI-6518 Ref. 720-060
Flush mount, no horn
165mm H x 105mm W x 49mm D

STI-13000-NC Ref. 720-090
Flush mount, no horn
206mm H x 137mm W x 69mm D

Fire Brigade Alarm: (Closed/Open) Ref. 730-231
ViTECH branded Type X (730-230) and Type Y (illustrated) models with 
temperature compensated pressure transducers with digital display 
showing pressures for defect, fire and pump start.

STI-1100 Ref. 720-054
Flush mount with horn
255mm H x 179mm W x 86mm D

Anti-Interference Device  
Ref. 730-400 series
ViTECH AID for sprinkler valve  
monitoring; fits all ball valve sizes.

STI-13210-NG Ref. 720-093
Surface mount, horn and label optional
206mm H x 137mm W x 103mm D

LOKTRONIC’s expansive product range has just become even  
wider with these first class EGRESS and FIRE PROTECTION DEVICES 
and PROTECTIVE COVERS. 

fired up protection

All STI ‘Stoppers’ are made of tough, UV stabilised 
polycarbonate. Many can be supplied with or without  
a 105 dB horn. Other models and sizes available 
including weather resistant options.

• Approved to EN54-11
• Current Rating: 3 Amps @ 12-24V DC, 3 Amps @ 125-250V AC
• Material: Polycarbonate
• Comes with Clear Cover
• 2 x SPDT switches
• Positive activation that mimics the feel of breaking glass.
• Visible warning flag confirms activation.
• Simple polycarbonate key to reset operating element - no broken glass.
• Dimensions: 87mm Length x 87mm Width x 23mm  

Depth (Flush Mount) & 58mm Depth (Surface Mount)

ViTECH products are designed and produced in New Zealand.

STI-1130 Ref. 720-102
Surface mount with horn and spacer
255mm H x 179mm W x 135mm D

NEW

STI-RP-GF-11/CN 
Ref. 720-051G
Available in White, Green, 
Blue & Yellow.

STI-6255 Ref. 720-042
Mini Theft Stopper discourages inappropriate 
use of equipment. Sounds a powerful 105 
dB warning horn when activated. Tough, ABS 
construction. Reed switch activation for cabinets 
and display cases or unique clip activation for 
freestanding equipment. Does not interfere 
with use of protected fire fighting equipment. 
Compact design 85mm H x 85mm W x 25mm D.

STI-RP-WS-11/CN 
Ref. 720-052W
Available in White, Green, 
Blue & Yellow.

STI-RP-RS-02/CI 
Ref. 720-058
Cover included.    
Flush Mount Available.

STI-6720 Ref. 720-047
Break Glass Stopper. Keys under plexiglas.  
Protects emergency keys from inappropriate use.
Keys remain visible. Fast, easy installation. Simple, 
inexpensive plexiglas. 3 year guarantee against 
breakage of the ABS housing within normal use.

STI-WRP2-RED-11 IP67 
Ref. 720-062R
Also available in White.

NEW

NEW
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The concept of Supplier Relationship 
Management (SRM) has gained 
traction recently in Defence, with 
increasing numbers of contract 
managers both in New Zealand and 
Australia benefitting from training 
provided by The International 
Association for Contract & 
Commercial Management.
 Commencing with this issue of 
Line of Defence, we are delighted to 
feature regular articles by IACCM 
president Tim Cummins. This 
inaugural instalment combines two 
posts on digitising contracts that first 
appeared in his blog ‘Commitment 
Matters’:
 It’s 25 years since big 
corporations started to automate and 
streamline internal data flows and communications. Given the impact 

that these changes had, it doesn’t take 
a brilliant mind to recognize the scale 
of cost and inefficiency associated 
with today’s semi-automated external 
communications and the virtual 
absence of automatically shared data. 
 Essentially, the success of an 
organisation such as Amazon is in 
large part because it has automated 
commerce, stripping out cost and 
simplifying the  customer and supplier 
experience.

Streamlining performance between 
organisations 
 At IACCM, we have designated 
these inter-organisational tie-ups 
‘RRP’, or relationship resource 
planning. The concept is increasingly 
understood by technology developers 
and executive management, but 
progress is slow. The complexity of 

contracts is a major barrier; right now, 
they are defying efforts at digitization 
due to a lack of standards in content, 
structure and design.
 It is more than 50 years since 
Thomas Watson, founder of IBM, 
observed “Design must reflect the 
practical and aesthetic in business, but 
above all, good design must primarily 
serve people”. And that, of course, is 
where the vast majority of contracts 
fail. Not only are they unintelligible 
to large swathes of the population, 
they are also unprogrammable, which 
means we cannot readily extract and 
communicate the data within them.
 But that too is changing fast. 
Not only is there growing pressure 
to ‘design for users’, but advanced 
systems are increasingly able to 
extract and disseminate the data from 
contracts. Such systems are starting to 
consolidate and distribute information 

Digitising contracts
There are big benefits to digitising contracts, writes International Association for Contract 
& Commercial Management (IACCM) President Tim Cummins, and it’s fast becoming a 
necessity.

Tim Cummins is President of IACCM. His 
business career included executive roles 
at IBM and earlier roles in the banking, 
automotive and aerospace industries, 
initially in corporate finance and later in 
commercial and business development.
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about performance, providing dynamic 
reports about individual agreements, 
and also across multiple agreements.

A pre-requisite to survival
The momentum is increasing and 
the pace is sure to accelerate because 
automated commerce will soon be a 
prerequisite to survival. Managing 
contracts is, for many organisations, 
their primary driver of costs. Even 
in manufacturing, where a relatively 
high proportion of contracts are for 
commodities and components, it 
represents a significant overhead. 

Case study: Contract Digitisation 
This project, undertaken by the legal 
and contracts team in a $25bn services 
corporation, gathered over 10,000 
contracts from North America and 
Europe. It undertook a process of 
digitisation covering agreements in 
multiple languages. 
 This initiation activity took 
several months to complete, but once 
consolidated into a central repository, 
immediate benefits started to flow. 
These were not only in the management 
of each existing agreement, but also in 
the creation of new contracts.
 A combination of digitisation, 
automation and enhanced reporting 
capabilities generated a wide range 
of business improvements. The 
global contracting process was truly 
harmonised for the first time and 
many previously manual activities 
were eliminated, leading to cycle time 
reductions that are on average greater 
than 25 percent (for example, typically 
representing a 4.5 week improvement 
in time to signature). 
 The freeing up of commercial 
resource, together with the alerts 
generated from within a single 
repository, has created a much closer 
and more strategic relationship with 
other functions – for example, working 
with Sales and account management on 
improved planning and management 
of renewals and opportunities for 
consolidation and – most important – 
regular reporting to executives on key 
business and commercial indicators 
and trends. 
 These reports are starting to impact 
much wider business decisions and 
are being seen as critical sources of 
management information.

The benefits of analysis
Until organisations actually have an 
ability to undertake large scale analysis, 
they typically do not appreciate all 
the valuable insights they can gain. 
For example, at a customer level it 
is now possible to start observing 
the variations across contracts and 
to propose ways that they might be 
harmonised or optimised. 
 Within industries, sectors or 
jurisdictions, patterns can be sought, 
enabling better anticipation of issues 
and term and condition requirements, 
resulting in far less need for 
negotiations. Similarly, comparisons 
across market sectors or geographies, 
or across service types, offer insight 
to levels of risk or comparative 
margins. 
 Business information at this level 
rapidly shifts the role of contracting 
from being an artisan skill, based on 
experience and opinion, to the status 
of a fact-based science.

Nice to have or must have?
The benefits above will appeal to 
many, but the sceptics may suggest 
the benefits are too nebulous, and that 
other projects should take priority. 
So for those who don’t think it’s 
important to invest in the quality of 
customer and market relationships, 
there is also hard data.
 Through contract intelligence, 
the above organisation generated 
more than $18m of financial gains 
in the first six months of operation 
of the new system. Not counting 

the benefits of shorter cycle time or 
workload reduction (which largely 
impacted the use of contract labour), 
the digital initiative has been especially 
effective in areas such as obligation 
management, avoidance of scoping 
issues, reduction in liquidated 
damages, service credits and ‘goodwill’ 
write-offs. 
 It has also supported identification 
of contract growth opportunities 
and capture of earn-backs or gain 
share. Finally, the flow-through is also 
being seen in procurement and sub-
contracting, through greater control of 
business unit spend decisions.
 It is early days and still the long 
term implications are being discovered. 
A recent example is the extent to which 
there is now greater standardisation of 
contract drafting, plus a new initiative 
to simplify contract design, to support 
greater ease of use and understanding.

The decision remains optional
In IACCM’s current benchmark 
survey, more than 60 percent of 
participants highlight that automation 
initiatives are now a priority. For some, 
this is a new direction; for others, it is 
enhancing or replacing what they have. 
But many, while recognising a need, 
will still struggle to gain buy-in, or 
find themselves on a long and tortuous 
journey to identifying a solution. 
 These case studies should act as an 
inspiration – and if that’s not enough, 
contact IACCM for help! Keeping pace 
with the digital age truly isn’t optional; 
it’s a matter of survival
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With New Zealand’s P-8 decision 
announced, the next major capability 
decision is the configuration and mix 
of the air transport fleet.
 Unlike the C-130’s airworthiness 
limits, the projected withdrawal date 
of the Boeing 757 fleet is based on 
predicted increases in operating costs. 
But early replacement of the 757 
would also help the RNZAF simplify 
operations, enhance capability, and 
focus on tactical roles.
 The Boeing 757 fleet came under 
heavy criticism in Sir Roderick Deane’s 
Value for Money review in 2009. 
This criticism was based on the lack 
of utility the expenditure delivered. 
Without defensive equipment, the 
Boeing 757 offers nothing to New 
Zealand that can’t be obtained at much 
lower cost from commercial charter.
 New Zealand Defence spending 
aims to achieve maximum overseas 
political impact, while minimising 
domestic political damage. Aircraft 
limited to commercial-type tasks will 
remain targets of public criticism. 
Military aircraft must therefore be able 
to perform more than just ‘commercial’ 
tasks to be valued by politicians and 
the public.

Long range
A requirement for long range is clear. 
White papers have described the need 
for a strategic transport aircraft to 
complement the tactical transport 
fleet by providing superior range and 
speed. Range and speed requirements 

‘Fee for capability’ 
the way to fly for RNZAF?
According to Ross Browne, Director of Triplex Consulting and a former commercial advisor 
to the NZDF, Defence needs to dramatically simplify its operating model. Commercialising 
some suitable non-tactical capabilities, he writes, offers the chance to do just that.

defeated the arguments for additional 
C-130s in 1980, when the RNZAF 
chose to introduce the 727 instead.
 More recently, successive 
governments have increased their 
emphasis on the Southern Ocean and 
Antarctica. Since a whiteout landing 
incident in 2013, it appears a political 
consensus has been reached: we need a 
transport capability that can travel to 
and from Antarctica without needing 
to land.
 Antarctica’s Pegasus Field is 
approximately 2,100NM (4,000km) 
from Christchurch. Without landing 
this leads to a range requirement of 
4,200NM with a ‘useful’ payload. This 
range puts any commercially derived 
replacement in the widebody jet 
category and is comparable to a direct 
flight from Auckland to Darwin or 
Singapore.
 While moving fresh cabbages and 
a few scientists are not critical military 
transport tasks, robust sovereign 
capability in the Antarctic has important 
diplomatic and political benefits.

Tanker transports: longer range, 
broader utility
Whatever its range, a simple passenger 
transport offers little benefit over 
commercial charter. Adding air-
to-air refuelling capability would 
dramatically improve both military and 
diplomatic usefulness.
 Multi-role tanker transports are 
increasingly common and offer a large 
boost in utility for a modest increase 

in cost. Both for benign and warlike 
tasks, allies rarely have enough tankers 
to meet demand, and the ability 
to contribute a tanker to coalition 
operations would be valued.
 Tankers add range, endurance and 
payload to other aircraft. Supported by 
tanker aircraft, the P-8 could operate 
at the extreme edges of New Zealand’s 
area of interest, more than doubling 
on-station endurance 2,000km from 
base. Or in rough terms, it would 
allow a P-8 to fly to Tonga, remain 
on station for well over 8 hours, and 
fly home again without landing. The 
RAAF is considering adding a pair 
of A330 MRTTs (‘Voyagers’) to its 
fleet specifically to support the P-8, 
bringing its total to 9.
 P-8  deployments will need 
significantly more support than the 
Orion. As well as routine spares, 
a  Mobile Tactical Operating Centre 
(MTOC) is also needed. The MTOC 
provides the essential link back to 
New Zealand, supporting pre-mission 
planning, secure communications, 
operational data uploads to the 
aircraft, and processing the enormous 
amount of data a P-8 sortie generates. 
The MTOC alone weighs 29,500kg — 
well above what tactical transports can 
manage.
 Various aircraft could perform the 
MRTT role, but Airbus A330 variants 
are operated by the United Kingdom, 
Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates, 
Singapore, South Korea, France and 
Australia. It is clearly the market leader.
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Developments in the 1980s
Proposals for a New Zealand tanker 
capability are nothing new. In 1984, Air 
Staff directed a conversion study for 
the C-130, considering Lockheed and 
Marshall Aerospace options. Around 
this time Lockheed also made an 
unsolicited proposal for the KC-130.
 Later that year, staff papers record 
an offer to the RNZAF of 3 second-
hand Boeing 707-320C and conversion 
to tanker-transport configuration. 
An option was also provided for a 
third 727 and conversion of this and 
the two existing aircraft to tanker 
configuration. 
 The prices quoted were NZ$61M 
for the 707 option and NZ$71M for 
the 727 (or roughly $182M and $212M 
in today’s dollars). A foreign exchange 
crisis, a precipitous change in the 
relationship with the United States 
and additional budget pressures are 
the likely cause of these plans being 
eventually cancelled, despite appearing 
in the 1987 white paper.

Fee for capability?
In the United Kingdom, Air Tanker 
Ltd operates the A330 MRTT for the 

Royal Air Force. The RAF retains full 
operational control of the aircraft, with 
Air Tanker providing fleet planning 
and control, operational planning, 
maintenance, dispatch and crew. The 
aircraft move between the military and 
civil registers and are maintained to 
European Aviation Safety Authority 
standards. 
 The blended workforce includes 
civilians, RAF and special reservists. 
Civilian crews become active reservists 
when operational demands dictate.
 Following a commercial model 
similar to the United Kingdom, 
New Zealand could adopt a turn-key 
solution. A ‘fee for capability’ would 
provide clear measures of effectiveness, 
and scalable rates of effort independent 
of military workforce challenges. 
Most importantly, such a model would 
let the RNZAF focus on activities 
best delivered by military transport 
crews — operations requiring tactical 
proficiency. 
 The United Kingdom model 
combines military and civilian crews 
according to operational demands, in 
many cases by the same crew swapping 
uniforms.

 The appeal of a fee for capability 
approach is strengthened by the 
existing commercial operator 
supporting the RAF. Assets could 
potentially be pooled to achieve 
required levels of effort.  RAF surge 
capacity operated by Air Tanker Ltd is 
currently leased to an airline.
 As well as freeing up capital, 
a fee-based model would lead 
to a welcome reduction in the 
maintenance burden shouldered by 
the RNZAF. 
 Outsourcing management of one 
aircraft type would free up personnel 
to train on P-8 or the future tactical 
transport without losing support for 
legacy platforms. Similarly, aircrew 
would be freed up for new types, all 
of which will have a steeper learning 
curve than a strategic transport.
 The overall opportunity is 
to simplify operations, enhance 
capability, avoid a critical-path 
replacement schedule and gain some 
synergies with our allies. The NZDF 
needs to dramatically simplify its 
operating model. Commercialising 
some suitable non-tactical capabilities 
offers the chance to do that.
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The 2018 Defence Strategic Policy 
Statement has essentially set the defence 
policy of New Zealand for the next 
three years, and well beyond, at least 
through to 2030. To a large extent the 
Statement continues the themes of the 
2010 and 2016 Defence White Papers. 
 As forecast in these papers, 
particularly the 2016 White Paper, 
there will be a greater concentration 
on the South Pacific and on the 
sub-Antarctic region with the prime 
capabilities reflecting this emphasis. 

 However, foreign and defence 
policy is much more than procurement 
decisions that reflect contemporary 
concerns, it should primarily be about 
the basic strategic orientation of the 
nation. Has enough new thinking been 
done in that area?
 The focus on the South Pacific and 
the Antarctic of the White Papers and 
the Defence Strategic Policy Statement 
will have widespread support. The 
focus on these areas is already reflected 
in recent procurement decisions. 
 The new tanker has been 
expensively equipped to handle 
the sub-Antarctic seas, including 
delivering fuel to McMurdo Sound. 
The new dive tender is a much larger 
and more capable vessel than was 
HMNZS Manawanui. The decision to 
buy four P8s reflects the priority that 
New Zealand gives to ensuring it has 
the most capable maritime surveillance 
of our region possible. 
 All these procurement decisions 
also fit nicely within the co-operative 
approach that New Zealand has with 

its traditional allies and partners. It is 
all valuable, but does it really strain the 
imagination?
 Thirty years ago, New Zealand was 
willing to forge a new path in foreign 
and defence policy. Helen Clark, at that 
time a member of the Foreign Affairs 
and Defence Select Committee, was one 
of the leaders of this shift. As Prime 
Minister she took a new approach to 
defence capabilities, building on the 
Foreign Affairs and Select Committee 
report Defence Beyond 2000. 
 At this point I should note that 
I worked very closely with Derek 
Quigley on Defence Beyond 2000, 
since we both thought the defence 
force of the 1990’s was not well 
configured for the likely needs of the 
twenty first century. 
 Neither was any likely government 
prepared to pay enough for a modern 
balanced defence force. That would 
have required at least 1.5% of GDP, 
instead of the 1% that was actually 
being spent. Choices, based on utility, 
had to be made. 

Hon Dr Wayne Mapp QSO was New 
Zealand’s Minister of Defence and 
Minister of Science and Innovation 
from 2008 to 2011. He was appointed to 
the New Zealand Law Commission in 
February 2012.

Not quite the internationalist:
Foreign and defence policy in need 
of new thinking
With low representation in UN deployments and a lack of investment in policy think-tank 
firepower, former Defence Minister Wayne Mapp writes that New Zealand’s foreign policy 
independence is starting to look a little hollow.
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 Helen Clark made those choices. 
The air combat force was disbanded, 
and the Navy was re-equipped through 
Project Protector for logistics and 
patrol tasks, as well as combat. 
 The decisions made at the 
beginning of the twenty first century 
have shaped the defence force over 
the last twenty years, covering both 
the Helen Clark Labour and the John 
Key National led governments. They 
will be continued under the current 
government.
 More than thirty years has now 
passed since New Zealand became 
nuclear-free and forged what has 
become known as New Zealand’s 
independent foreign policy. The 
Defence Strategic Policy Statement 
provides additional nuance to the 
independent foreign policy. 
 In essence New Zealand remains 
committed to its traditional partners. 
In that sense the decisions of the 
last twenty years are reaffirmed. 
However, there is a more skeptical 
approach toward China than was 
evident in either of the 2010 and 2016 
White Papers, which may reflect New 
Zealand First concerns as much as the 
changing balance of power in the Asia 
Pacific.
 Overall, there is a very high level 
of multi-partisanship exhibited in all 
three documents. That of course is a 
good thing. The divisive debates of 
the 1980s and 1990s are well in the 
past. But this level of consensus does 
raise a question, and that is one of 
complacency. 
 Has everyone become altogether 
too comfortable with the current 
framework? It does not test us, and it 
does not expand our horizons. 

 New Zealand prides itself as being a 
leader in peacemaking, but in truth we 
do precious little of it, unless there is a 
specific emergency in our own region, as 
was the case in East Timor, Bougainville 
and The Solomons. These did, in fact, 
test the limits of the NZDF. 
 In the first decade of this century, 
the total level of deployments was the 
maximum that was sustainable for the 
NZDF, particularly when coupled with 
the Afghanistan deployments. 
 New Zealand makes small 
contributions to a number of United 
Nations peacekeeping missions. 
Those who have been deployed on 
these missions serve our nation with 
great valour, with some of the highest 
gallantry decorations being awarded.
 If New Zealand wanted to have 
a broader internationalist approach, 
less connected with traditional 
partners, then it could do much more 
with United Nations peacekeeping. 
Such an approach need not be in 
substitution to traditional partners 
and alliances. But it would reinforce 
a more independent approach. This is 
how the Nordic countries, particularly 
Norway and Denmark, have built 
up an international reputation for 
peacekeeping while still remaining as 
active participants in NATO.
 Norway’s approach has been 
twofold. The first was directly 
military, with the Norwegian armed 
forces prioritising United Nations 
peacekeeping. The total numbers 
involved are now relatively low, being 
less than two hundred. However, that 
is ten times more than New Zealand 
currently has deployed, with a total of 
fourteen NZDF personnel deployed on 
UN missions as of June 2018.

 The second limb of the Norwegian 
strategy involved critical thinking. 
In 1959 the Norwegian parliament 
established the Norwegian Institute 
of International Affairs (NUPI). The 
initial staff was only two, but that 
has grown to eighty researchers and 
scholars. 
 The Minister of Education appoints 
NUPI’s Board. The researchers and 
fellows include active academics, 
secondees from the public service, and 
former senior officials and politicians 
with a background in the relevant areas 
of research. The Institute has a much 
bigger public profile and much more 
capability than comparable institutions 
in New Zealand. It has been at the 
forefront of establishing Norway’s 
international profile as a leading nation 
in the world of peacekeeping and 
peacemaking. 
 If the New Zealand government 
wants to enhance its independent 
foreign policy, it will have to do more 
than it currently does. The government 
will need to direct a greater role for the 
NZDF in UN peacekeeping missions. 
It should also proactively build a centre 
for critical thinking and ensure that 
there is public education for such a role. 
The Norwegians, in a multi-partisan 
way, have shown how it can be done.
 Thirty years after the establishment 
of New Zealand’s independent 
foreign policy it is time to take the 
next significant steps. Small scale 
incrementalism will not be enough. 
With a new generation now involved 
in the most senior levels of politics, 
coupled with the independent strain 
that is reflected in the two smaller 
parties of government, the opportunity 
awaits.
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“… as China has integrated into 
the international order, it has not 
consistently adopted the governance 
and values championed by the order’s 
traditional leaders. Both domestically 
and as a basis for international 
engagement, China holds views 
on human rights and freedom of 
information that stand in contrast to 
those that prevail in New Zealand.”
 With this assessment of Beijing’s 
political values, the Defence Strategic 
Policy Statement (DSPS) paints 
an unprecedently negative New 
Zealand Government view of China. 
Unprecedented because it detours 
so stunningly from Wellington’s 
traditionally diplomatic line towards 
our most important trading partner.
 It’s a position that’s no doubt 
been welcomed by New Zealand’s 
more hawkish five-eyes partners. The 
often indelicate diplomatic-speak of 
Canberra and the bellicose language 
of the US’ Trump administration, 
have unequivocally characterised 
an emergent China as a strategic 
competitor and threat. 
 Industrial espionage cases, alleged 
cyber incursions and Chinese island 
building in disputed areas of the South 
China sea are put forward as evidence 
of the threat. In addition to these is the 
often-cited principle of international 
relations that the emergence of a new 
world power is in itself destabilising 
to the existing order, and leads to an 
inevitable escalation of tensions. 

Chinese tech firms wrongly 
accused, threats remain at large
Editor Nicholas Dynon writes that shutting out Chinese tech firms over cyber espionage 
concerns won’t make us safer. If anything, it potentially distracts us from developing the 
types of cyber resilience measures that we actually need.

 In China, they refer to this as the 
‘China threat theory. The West, they 
claim, is driven by a deep desire to 
‘contain’ an emergent China because 
of fears communist Beijing will seek 
to upset the largely Western-built 
structures of governance that have 
defined the post-World War Two 
international order. 
 Up until recently, the strategic 
assessments of Western governments 
had assumed that China’s decades-long 
journey towards a free market economy 
would lead inevitably towards Western-
style political reforms within China. 
This hasn’t happened. Indeed, under 
the presidency of Xi Jinping, they’ve 
realised history is taking a rather 
different turn. 
 Against expectations, Xi has 
strengthened his Communist Party’s 
control over the direction of China’s 
development, its military, economy, 
media, and law and order. Western 
commentators point worriedly to 
evaporating personal, press and 
religious freedoms in China, rampant 
state surveillance and censorship, and 
an increasingly unforgiving insistence 
– both within and beyond its borders – 
on the Party line. 

Trade and security: a fork in the 
road?
Against this background, the DSPS’ 
emphasis on ‘values’ can be seen as 
Wellington drawing a line in the sand. 
It is, as its authors claim, an attempt to 

align New Zealand’s strategic policy 
with its values – values that are deeply 
rooted in the democratic liberalism of 
the West.
 Before the DSPS, China had been 
cast by Wellington as nothing less 
(and little more) than New Zealand’s 
most important trading partner. 
Under the warm embrace of a Free 
Trade Agreement (FTA) the envy of 
the Western World, New Zealand has 
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made billions from China’s seemingly 
insatiable thirst for dairy, and we’ve 
been more than a willing market for 
well-priced Chinese consumer goods.
 The reaction in China to the DSPS 
has thus unsurprisingly been one of 
disappointment. An article in the 
Communist Party newspaper People’s 
Daily observed that this is “the first 
time the New Zealand government has 
publicly ascribed to the ‘China threat’ 
[theory].” The DSPS, it commented, 
“isn’t a statement that one should make 
in relation to a friend.”
 For the time being, however, 
China’s protestations are relatively 
muted, due in part to Wellington’s 
language stopping short of the 
comparatively offensive tones of US 
and Australian remarks. Beijing would 
also be confident that New Zealand 
will not want to risk jeopardising 
upcoming FTA negotiations by 
sharpening its rhetoric.
 But the dual labelling of China as 
‘trading partner’ and ‘strategic threat’ 
is an awkward juxtaposition indeed, 
and nowhere more so than in those 
spaces where market interests and 
security concerns overlap.

 We only need look as far as the 
communications, electronics and 
technology markets overseas to 
witness the tension – and sometimes 
open slinging matches – that can 
result. While Chinese brands, such 
as Huawei and Lenovo, for example, 
are fast becoming household names, 
they’re also increasingly accused of 
being a corporate front for Chinese 
government espionage and information 
operations.

A tale of two value systems
London and Beijing. A Google search 
of English language media will tell you 
that the former’s networks of CCTV 
cameras make it the most surveilled 
city in the world, and that this is a 
good thing. It will also tell you that 
the latter is fast becoming the most 
surveiled city in the world, and that 
this isn’t so good.
 The difference comes back to 
the issue of ‘values’. Within China, 
commentators note, there is an 
expectation that the private sector 
will do the bidding of the state, 
including the offering up of user’s 
(individuals and organisations) 

private and sensitive data to 
authorities. Within the UK, where 
legislation places curbs on such 
practices, the social contract is 
somewhat different.
 Similarly, China stands in contrast 
to countries like New Zealand, where 
there is no expectation that the ruling 
political party be represented within 
the corporate governance structures 
of private enterprises. According to a 
major report published in July by the 
Hong Kong-based Asian Corporate 
Governance Association (ACGA), 
the Chinese Communist Party had 
established Party organisations in 1.85 
million non-state enterprises in China 
by 2016, accounting for almost 68 
percent of the total.
 Furthermore, China’s National 
Intelligence Law also requires all 
organisations and citizens to support, 
cooperate with, and collaborate in 
national intelligence work.
 These disparate value systems 
collide in the context of international 
trade – where Chinese companies are 
doing business in Western markets, 
and vice versa. And it’s here where the 
scene gets ugly.
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 According to a late-July Financial 
Times article, an official watchdog 
overseen by the UK government’s 
National Cyber Security Centre 
revealed that it could only provide 
“limited assurance” that all 
risks to national security from 
Huawei’s involvement in British 
telecommunications networks had 
been “sufficiently mitigated”.
 This revelation came just months 
after Chinese telecommunications 
equipment manufacturer ZTE was 
‘frozen out’ of the UK after the NCSC 
warned of the “long-term negative 
effect on the security of the UK” if 
its products were to be used in the 
country’s telecoms networks.
 Across the Atlantic, US security 
agencies have alleged that Huawei and 
ZTE have shared sensitive information 
with Beijing, and that Chinese security 
agencies are able to access private 
US business communications using 
Huawei and ZTE’s equipment. 
 In February, FBI Director 
Christopher Wray told a US senate 
intelligence committee that his agency 
was “deeply concerned about the risks 
of allowing any company or entity that 
is beholden to foreign governments 
that don’t share our values to gain 
positions of power inside our 
telecommunications networks.”
 His comments follow a 2015 FBI 
report that described perceived threats 
stemming from Huawei’s “opaque 
relationship” with the Chinese 
government.
 And in May, the US House 
of Representatives passed a bill 
prohibiting federal agencies from 
purchasing video surveillance 
equipment from several China-based 
firms, including Hikvision, Dahua and 
Hytera Communications. The ban was 
included as part of an amendment to 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act, which was originally limited to 
the government’s use of technologies 
and services from Huawei and ZTE.
 Huawei’s recent shut-out from 
Australia’s 5G network is perhaps the 
latest in this increasingly long line of 
prohibitions. According to Canberra, 
the involvement of any companies 
“likely to be subject to extrajudicial 
directions from a foreign government 
that conflict with Australian law” 
presented too much of a risk.

Bloomberg revelations
Bloomberg Businessweek’s explosive 4 
October report “The Big Hack: How 
China Used a Tiny Chip to Infiltrate 
US Companies” is the latest and most 
sensational instalment of the saga.
 According to Bloomberg’s 
reporters, Chinese military operatives 
mounted spy chips onto circuit boards 
made by Taiwanese-United States 
server manufacturer Supermicro three 
years ago. Amazon and Apple were 
among those companies whose servers 
were reportedly compromised.
 Amazon and Apple have 
vehemently denied that their 
servers were compromised. The US 
Department of Homeland Security was 
quick to release a statement backing 
them. “Like our partners in the UK, 
the National Cyber Security Centre, at 
this time we have no reason to doubt 
the statements from the companies 
named in the story,” the DHS stated.
 Bloomberg is sticking by its story, 
but it’s been unable to produce a 
smoking gun.

Believing the hype
Chinese tech firms have found 
themselves in the firing line, and yet 
there’s no hard evidence that these 
firms are actually guilty of what 
they’ve been accused of. 

 The China tech espionage line 
runs across the Anglophonic media  
– from mainstream newspaper 
reportage to tech publications and to 
policy think-tank reports, such as the 
Australian Strategic Policy Institute’s 
recent “Huawei and Australia’s 5G 
Network”. But even the latter, for 
all of its well-articulated research 
and analysis, is unable to produce 
anything remotely resembling a 
smoking gun.
 For all the talk about Communist 
Party infiltration in Chinese firms, 
it’s interesting to note that the 
aforementioned ACGA report states 
that Party organisations in foreign-
invested companies in China more 
than doubled between 2011 and 2016, 
from 47,000 to 106,000, with Party 
branches in around 70 percent of all 
foreign-funded firms. But you wouldn’t 
read about that in the press.
 Similarly, for all the reportage 
about Chinese firms being beholden 
to a National Intelligence Law that 
requires them to collaborate with 
Beijing in intelligence work, what these 
reports won’t tell you is that this law is 
also applicable to foreign organisations 
operating in China. Many of the 
world’s tech firms have a presence in 
China, and they don’t appear to be 
kicking up too much of a fuss.
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Nicholas Dynon, Managing Editor of Line 
of Defence, spent several years in China 
as a student and as a diplomat. He 
speaks Mandarin, and his research on 
Chinese politics and ideology has been 
published in several international peer-
reviewed journals.

 Problem is, in articulating a 
viewpoint that attempts to debunk 
the anti-Chinese tech rhetoric, an 
author runs the obvious risk of 
being dismissed as an apologist for a 
totalitarian regime blatantly strong-
arming its fragile private sector into 
spying on us on its behalf.
 It would be naïve to believe that the 
Chinese government was not involved 
in cyber espionage activity. Just as it 
would be naïve to believe that any state 
that had the means to do so wasn’t 
doing it. But that’s not the point.
 On the same day that ASPI report 
was published (10 October), NZ Herald 
tech writer Juha Saarinen said of the 
Bloomberg revelations that it’s “hard 
to imagine the Chinese authorities 
would pull the rug from underneath 
the country’s electronics industry 
like this, and push manufacturing of 
trusted IT gear elsewhere.” 
 Gary Eastwood in The Next Web 
(TNW) comments that “it’s safe to 
say that stealing intellectual property 
is staggeringly common across 
international markets, and it’s not 
too much of a stretch to say that the 
paranoia over Chinese firms is more 
ideologically driven than anything else.”
 It would be equally naïve to believe 
that software or hardware components 
produced under a Chinese brand 

are any more vulnerable to cyber 
espionage than that produced under a 
non-Chinese brand.
 Writing for ZDNet, Jason Perlow 
points out that in addition to their 
own branded products, Chinese firms 
“also form a large portion of the 
overall supply chain of manufacturing 
electronic components used in 
just about every electronic device 
manufactured all over the world.” 
This is true of Supermicro, but it’s also 
true of almost any electronic device 
produced today.
 If a product has semiconductors in 
it, writes Perlow, there’s a good chance 
they came from China.
 It would also be naïve to believe 
that a non-Chinese brand product 
built entirely of non-Chinese-made 
componentry would be any less 
vulnerable to cyber espionage than a 
product containing Chinese parts.
 Data vulnerability exists at all 
steps along the data journey: in 
devices that users interface with, in 
devices that transmit data, in the 
lines and networks that carry the 
data, in the networks and devices in 
which data is stored, in the software 
used by these, in the security policies, 
procedures and design concepts of 
the various organisations responsible 
for any aspect along the way, and in 

the people that engage with and use 
the data.
 It’s a journey that’s far more 
complex than just country of origin.
 Data security vulnerability 
databases, such as Serkan Ozkan’s 
CVEdetails.com provide open 
source mechanisms through which 
the vulnerabilities of various brands 
and products can be quantitively 
compared. The available statistics 
do not support the proposition that 
Chinese-made is necessarily any more 
vulnerable than, for example, US-
made.
 Chinese firms are being singled out 
as spies, but there exists no evidenced 
justification for this.
 The meteoric rise of Chinese tech 
firms such as Huawei is reminiscent of 
the spectacularly rapid rise of China 
as a 21st century world power. Just as 
China’s rise has been characterised 
as destabilising to the established 
world order, Chinese tech firms have 
disrupted the dominance of incumbent 
tech behemoths.
 Shutting Chinese tech firms out 
for ‘national security’ reasons may well 
make policy makers sleep better, but 
it won’t make us safer. If anything, 
it potentially distracts us from 
developing the types of cyber resilience 
measures that we actually need.
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Alternative analysis
Understanding complex issues, such 
as technological challenges to national 
security, requires the inclusion of 
an alternative analysis approach. 
It’s essential to challenge analytic 
assumptions (‘devil’s advocacy’), and 
expand the range of possible outcomes 
considered (‘what-if analyses’ and 
‘alternative scenarios’).

Against the Tide: A red team 
view of technology trends in 
New Zealand’s national security
Red teaming includes war-gaming, physical and digital penetration testing, alternative 
futures and alternative analysis. In this article, Dr Simon Ewing-Jarvie, Chief Disruption 
Officer at Torquepoint Ltd, discusses the latter two in the context of emerging technologies 
and national security.

 Around 50 countries are actively 
working on military-grade robotics. 
Much of that work is protective, 
support or surveillance-based in 
nature. However, most of what we 
see and hear in the media is about the 
enormous potential for autonomous 
lethality while removing humans from 
the battlespace. 
 Much of this hype could be 
considered information operations. 
The leaders in military technology 
fields want others to fear their 
technology and lose the will to fight.

But it doesn’t necessarily work.
Amongst other things, it fails to take 
cultural perspectives into account. The 
‘fear’ is based on a western perspective. 
To someone in a different culture, for 
instance, the sight of a drone overhead 
is just a sign that the enemy is too 
scared to come fight in person. It 
reaffirms the view that they only need 
to kill a few more to achieve victory.
 T.E. Lawrence understood this 
and wrote about redefining victory 
during the Arab Revolt in the latter 
half of World War One - change the 
meaning of events rather than the 
events themselves. He called this 
semantic warfare ‘diathetics’, a phrase 
borrowed from the Greek philosopher 
Xenophon. It’s a battle for the stories 
people will tell and for the public 
consciousness that emerges out of 

those stories. A struggle for meaning.
 The first aim of this is to provoke 
a massive over-reaction. The larger 
goal is to reorient the behaviour of 
the enemy. To alter the mindset to a 
state of despair and counterproductive 
reaction. 9/11 is a classic modern 
example. Every time we are screened 
at airport security we are reminded 
that the most powerful nation on the 
planet was unable to keep its citizens 
safe at home. Al Qaeda, in terms of its 
strategic goals, won.

What military tech capabilities are 
evolving rapidly and are they truly 
disruptive?
We are seeing significant advances 
in intelligence, surveillance, target 
acquisition and reconnaissance and AI 
capability that seeks to make sense of 
the massive amount of data generated 
in a world of sensors. There are also 
huge advances in force protection 
and mobility – both autonomous and 
manned. Precision-guided munitions 
are the third large capability group.
 In anticipation of tactical 
nuclear weapon use disrupting 
communications during the Cold 
War, Soviet tank crews coordinated 
movement on the battlefield with flag 
signals.
 Whenever an antagonist has 
struggled to match the technological 
advantage of the opponent, warfare 

Dr Simon Ewing-Jarvie is Chief Disruption 
Officer at Torquepoint Ltd. He is a former 
ministerial advisor and served in the NZ 
Army for 25 years, retiring as a LTCOL.
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has inevitably become asymmetric in 
nature with the outcome not always to 
the advantage of the high-tech force.
 Australian Army Officer, Mark 
Gilchrist, sums it up well. Advanced 
militaries must be careful to avoid 
a situation where military technical 
determinism guides strategic thinking. 
Indeed, if the experience of the last 
twenty years has taught us nothing 
else, it is that technological superiority 
does not guarantee military success.
 Sun Tzu warned, “tactics without 
strategy is the noise before defeat.” 
In a similar vein, technology 
without integration, or a conceptual 
underpinning, is the hype before the 
let-down. Technology enables tactical 
actions to advance a strategy — but 
technology cannot replace tactics. 
Militaries cannot mitigate a lack of 
strategy nor support operational 
concepts purely through a reliance on 
technology.
 In WWII, German Panzer and 
Tiger tanks were technologically 
superior to any other tank on the 
battlefield. There were several reports 
of ten-to-one kill ratios. The trouble 
for the Germans was they couldn’t deal 
with the 11th, 12th and 13th T34 that 
appeared. The ability to manufacture, 
deploy and sustain was, and is, more 
important than the technology.
 Robotics is a far bigger game 
changer in the logistics chain than on 
the battlefield.

Alternative futures
Due to the conditioning effect of 
entertainment and gun camera news 
clips – ‘war porn’ – new tech is linked 
in people’s minds with war and 
policing. However, New Zealand’s 
national security challenges are far 
broader in scope:
• A pandemic is the most dangerous 

scenario
• Biosecurity breaches are likely to 

have the greatest economic impact
• Displaced people in the region 

arising from global warming 
is potentially a big problem. 
Furthermore, depopulated islands, 
either through emigration or 
evacuation is not a great outcome if 
you don’t want some other country 
to come in and occupy them.

• 97 percent of our imports and 
exports travel by sea. Loss of 

freedom of navigation of sea lanes 
would cripple our economy.

 Rather than attempting to keep 
up with the emerging battlefield 
technology of the likes of larger, 
wealthier nations, we should think 
asymmetrically as a nation. It 
makes sense for our research and 
development efforts to be focussed on 
these areas of need and consider:
• Autonomous, protected 

humanitarian assistance systems 
will be a game-changer and don’t 
carry the ethical and legal baggage 
of combat systems.

• Likewise, autonomous scientific 
systems for places like Antarctica 
make sense and contribute to 
science and security.

• Why slug it out in contested 
space when there are relatively 
uncontested areas to focus on, such 
as the maritime sub-surface domain 
and autonomous sub-surface 
vessels?

• Competition is mounting for 
elements and rare earths needed 
for batteries, optics and circuits. As 
an example, 42 percent of global 
cobalt supply is used for batteries. 
It is estimated that up to 10 percent 
of the world’s supply of lithium and 
cobalt could come from recycled 
materials by 2025.

• Why not accelerate automation 
of our manufacturing sector to 
support these opportunities?

Policy implications
‘So what’ for New Zealand policy? For 
a start there is no national security 
strategy. New Zealand has a handbook 
that describes, in increasing detail, 
how the various silos of Government 
interact in a security situation. That 
is not a strategy – that is what you get 
after several committee meetings. A 
national security strategy requires, 
amongst other things, buy-in from the 
community. That conversation has yet 
to take place.
 In October 2014, then Prime 
Minister Key created a new 
portfolio for National Security 
and Intelligence. He took it on 
himself. Operational oversight of 
the GCSB and NZSIS was passed to 
the Attorney General. The current 
government has taken a similar 

approach with Jacinda Ardern 
holding National Security and 
Andrew Little the Justice, GCSB and 
NZSIS portfolios. 
 There is, however, no budget for 
the national security portfolio.
 According to some government 
officials, the ODESC system (a 
committee formed by the heads of 
all domestic and external security 
agencies) is sufficient to react to 
an emergency. The committee will 
determine, amongst other things, the 
lead agency. The major weakness of 
this approach is that it is reactive.
 Other officials think it sufficient 
that New Zealand’s response to 
an attack of any sort, in legislative 
terms, is based on the Civil Defence and 
Emergency Management Act. ‘All risks – 
all hazards’ is the mantra.  An as yet 
unforeseen threat to New Zealand’s 
security will be handled by a Minister 
outside Cabinet using laws designed to 
respond to and recover from natural 
disaster.
 There are many more examples but 
these two highlight the need for a fresh 
set of eyes on national security.
 New Zealand needs a National 
Security Advisor. Not for political 
optics but for independence and the 
ability to bring together the many 
coloured threads required for the cloak 
of national security.
 To be truly independent and in 
order to maintain national security 
policy momentum across electoral 
cycles, the National Security 
Advisor should be an Officer of 
Parliament. They would operate with 
an independent crown entity under 
separate legislation and budget in the 
same manner as officers such as the 
Auditor-General. The appointment 
should be at least five years.
 This new National Security Agency 
would become the focal point for 
national security-related research in 
our universities, think tanks, and 
industry. It would be the strategy 
bridge for new policy initiatives. Most 
importantly, it is where a coherent 
national security strategy would be 
formulated. The Minister for National 
Security – the Prime Minister – would 
be more than just a title.

First published on unclas.com 27 September 
2018.
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Aviation and border security 
authorities at international airports 
play a critical role in protecting borders 
and ensuring the skies are safe. This 
role has come to the fore since 9/11, 
with more stringent checking of 
passengers and restrictions on carry-on 
luggage becoming a major feature of 
the post-2000 passenger experience. 
 Understandably the checks aren’t 
particularly popular among frequent 
travellers, who find having to take 
off their shoes and belt and having 
to pass through a metal detector – 
and sometimes having to stand in a 
millimetre-wave scanning device and 
have one’s luggage chemical residue 
checked -  a bit of a hassle. 
 There are clear downsides to 
security at the border, but most of 
us begrudgingly accept that it’s a fair 
price to pay for our safety.
 Contemporary airport security 
theatre is as much about deterring 
would-be perpetrators as it is about 
apprehending them. One aspect 
of this theatre though that many 
travelers do have a real problem with 
is the selection of certain passengers 
for enhanced screening based on 
‘profiling’ by aviation and border 
security authorities.
 It’s something that people 
belonging to particular ethnicities 
and religions can get quite unhappy 
about, and for good reason. As 
Newshub reported in late September, 
Syrian-Kiwis are getting pretty fed up 
with profiling at Auckland Airport, 
subjected to lengthy questioning about 
their views on ISIS and terrorism, and 
having to surrender their phones and 
passwords for invasive searches.

Behaviour detection at the 
border: dark art or science?
Although proven in other law enforcement and security applications, behaviour detection, 
writes editor Nicholas Dynon, remains a controversial feature of aviation and border 
security. 

 There’s no shortage of media 
reports documenting criticisms of 
airport authorities for their profiling 
of passengers for more rigorous 
screening based on racial and religious 
indicators. But worse still, a rising tide 
of official and academic research is 
asserting that the behaviour detection 
techniques used as part of the profiling 
process are downright ‘unscientific’ 
and ‘flawed’.

Behaviour detection
In the US, the Transport Security 
Administration (TSA), part of the 
Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS) began implementing its 
Behaviour Detection and Analysis 
(BDA) program (originally called 
Screening Passengers by Observation 
Techniques, or SPOT) in 2007. 
 According to the TSA, the goal 
of behaviour detection is to identify 

higher-risk individuals and route them 
toward additional screening. ”Unlike 
other security capabilities, behaviour 
detection techniques are unobtrusive, 
applied in real time, free of large 
equipment footprints, and threat-
agnostic (i.e. focused on the adversary 
versus the adversary’s weapon), 
allowing implementation in a variety of 
settings and configurations,” states a 
TSA report.
 TSA’s airport-based Behaviour 
Detection Officers (BDOs) look for 
verbal and non-verbal behaviours that 
are contextually atypical and associated 
with a fear of discovery or the stress or 
anxiety that comes with the execution 
of a terrorist attack, or behaviours 
associated with the concealment of 
physical items or knowledge.
 Kept under wraps for several years, 
the TSA’s checklist of behavioural 
indicators was leaked to the media in 
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2015. These included a diverse range 
of 94 behaviours, ranging from the 
obvious to the seemingly absurd, such 
as:
• Exaggerated yawning
• Excessive complaints about the 

screening process
• Excessive throat clearing
• Widely open staring eyes
• Displaying exaggerated emotions
• Wearing improper attire for 

location
• Whistling as the individual 

approaches the screening process
• Gazing down
• Appearing not to understand 

questions
• Exaggerated or repetitive grooming 

gestures
• Face pale from recent shaving of 

beard
• Rubbing or wringing of hands
• Appears to be in disguise
• Arriving late for flight

 These standardised indicators 
are intended to provide BDOs with 
a basis to make objective security-
related decisions, such as referring an 
individual to additional screening if a 
predefined threshold is reached.

Unscientific
Since its introduction, the BDA 
program has attracted continued 
controversy. In November 2013, a 
Government Accountability Office 
(GAO) report found that there was 
no evidence to back up the idea that 
behavioural indicators “can be used 
to identify persons who may pose 
a risk to aviation security.” After 
analysing hundreds of scientific 
studies, the GAO concluded that “the 
human ability to accurately identify 
deceptive behavior based on behavioral 
indicators is the same as or slightly 
better than chance.”
 It was for this reason – and 
partially as a result of the GAO’s 2013 
report – that funding for BDOs was 
slashed by the DHS from 3,131 FTEs 
to around 2,393 in 2016. BDOs were 
also integrated into the wider TSA 
workforce, including being assigned 
travel document checking duties. The 
TSA also revised and shortened its 
list of behavioural factors from 94 to 
36, and sought to bolster evidence in 
relation to the efficacy of these.

 These changes, however, did 
nothing to dampen the GAOs interest 
in TSA’s BDA program. In July 2017 
it released a paper to the US House 
of Representatives Subcommittee on 
Transportation and Protective Security 
titled Aviation Security: TSA does not 
have valid evidence supporting most of 
the revised behavioural indicators used 
in its behaviour detection activities.
 According to this paper, the GAO 
found that 98 percent of sources 
cited by TSA in support of its revised 
behavioural factors list did not 
“provide valid evidence applicable 
to the specific indicators that TSA 
identified them as supporting.” Of the 
178 sources cited, only 15 were found 
to constitute original research meeting 
generally accepted research standards.

Biased
Like the GAO, the American Civil 
Liberties Union (ACLU) has been a 
long-time critic of the TSA’s use of 
behaviour detection. According to the 
ACLU, the unscientific nature of BDA 
leaves is unacceptably susceptible to 
subjective bias.
 “Biased profiling allegations have 
come not only from travelers, but 
also from behavior detection officers 
themselves,” states a Februry 2017 
ACLU report. “One former officer said 
the TSA’s behaviour detection program 
is a “license to harass,” and another 
labeled it “a racial profiling program.”
 “Various documents and 
materials in the TSA’s files reflect a 
disproportionate focus on, and in 
some cases overt bias against, Arabs, 
Muslims, and those of Middle Eastern 
or South Asian descent,” it continued. 

This is despite the TSA and DHS’s 
continued insistence that its profiling is 
based on behavior, not appearance.
 In relation to its “If You See 
Something, Say Something” public 
awareness campaign, for example, the 
DHA explains that it respects citizens’ 
privacy, civil rights, and civil liberties 
“by emphasizing behavior, rather than 
appearance, in identifying suspicious 
activity.”
 Rafi Ron, the former Israeli 
airports security chief and behaviour 
detection pioneer, explained the fallacy 
of racial profiling  succinctly in an 
interview with CSO back in 2006:
 “My experience at Ben Gurion 
Airport in Tel Aviv has led me to 
the conclusion that racial profiling 
is not effective. The major attacks 
at Ben Gurion Airport were carried 
out by Japanese terrorists in 1972 and 
Germans in the 1980s. [They] did not 
belong to any expected ethnic group. 
Richard Reid [known as the shoe 
bomber] did not fit a racial profile.”
 It is important to note that the 
TSA’s BDA is just one behaviour 
detection methodology. There 
are many others, including those 
developed by private security firms 
– such as Rafi Ron’s Behaviour 
Pattern Recognition (BPR) – and 
by governments and international 
organisations, such as the European 
Civil Aviation Conference.
 It is also important to note that 
despite being heavily contested in the 
aviation and border security space, the 
use of behaviour detection in other 
law enforcement and private security 
applications has received more positive 
recognition.



38 Line of Defence

BORDER SECURITY

38 Line of Defence

John Campbell MNZM

When I moved from strictly Maritime 
roles to more of a joint operational 
and capability focus, I had a series of 
“Holey Moley” moments observing 
different service cultures butting up 
against each other, while still striving 
to reach a common goal. How 
could we break down the barriers 
and move to a more integrated 
Defence Force while still retaining 
our environmental professional 
warfighting capability?
 The NZDF, like most others, has 
started down this road and is doing 
well; but there is, as always, a lot more 
to do.
 I had more “Holey Moley” 
moments when I left the NZDF and 
joined NZ Customs Service; this time 
on the national security border system.
 My 18 months in Customs has 
left me enthused and very positive 
about New Zealand’s ability to 
constantly identify ways for pragmatic 
cooperation across agencies all the 
while understanding the challenges 
that face agencies, as criminal groups 
increasingly use military style planning 

Toward a system of 
systems approach to 
protecting the border
John Campbell, CEO of Ra Moana Consulting, is a former NZDF Maritime Component 
Commander and NZ Customs Service Group Manager. He writes that innovation in the 
multi-agency border security context requires new, holistic thinking.

and counter intelligence, to gain access 
across the border.
 My lessons from both these 
organisations is that we urgently need to 
take a system of systems approach while 
simultaneously managing the cultures 
within the organisations.  I am not 
talking about changing the unique and 
special service culture; it is more about 
making it fit with the new environment.  
After all, we all have a common aim: 
Protecting New Zealand’s Border.  
 The unique NZ border is not 
a simple line drawn on a chart 12 
nautical miles offshore.  Some days 
it could be about protecting New 
Zealand lines of communication from 
afar (NZDF anti-piracy deployments 
to the Arabian Gulf ); resource 
protection (NZ’s and our protectorates’ 
EEZ, Southern Ocean and Ross Sea); 
Upstream disruption by NZ Customs 
for the passage of illegal goods 
and passengers; or Biosecurity NZ 
challenges stopping pests and diseases 
from entering the country.
 One thing I have relearnt in the 
last 15 years: we all think our nutty 
problem is particular to us.  They 
never are.  We do not need to develop 
a stand alone solution for one agency.  
We need to be more flexible and 
broadminded about the pan-NZ 
holistic outcome required.  This will 
help deliver capabilities that can be 
shared across the border sector and 
allow for economies of scale when 
going to the market place.
 We need to start engaging with 
industry even earlier to see what is 

out there and what is the art of the 
possible.  Innovation is working at 
a fast pace; we do not need to be 
a pioneer in our fields, but we can 
certainly be an early adopter.  
 This may mean being in 
partnerships with industry and 
understanding what this fully means. 
At the least it means moving away 
from the transactional relationships we 
have today into more transformational 
agreements, where flexibility is the 
name of the game and we all gain from 
improving the system.
 The newly announced Air 
Surveillance Complementary 
Capability from the MOD, to be 
discussed in a workshop at the 
upcoming NZDIA Forum, could be a 
very good example of all of this.  The 
workshop approach announces a green 
field approach to provide surveillance 
capability to the border agencies 
of NZ, to complement the military 
requirements (high end capability and 
expensive to operate) being provided 
by the P8A Poseidon. 
 Agencies will have their own 
broad high-level requirements and 
industry is being asked to present 
possibilities to meet the surveillance 
requirements.
 The approach is not new and 
maybe, just maybe, we have learnt the 
lessons of the past to develop a system 
approach for surveillance to protect 
our near border.
 If “Holey Moley” moments stop 
happening, it will signify resting on 
laurels and the danger of complacency!
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It was a privilege to join over 200 
delegates at the recent QuakeCoRE 
Conference in Taupo. Attendees were 
a mix of researchers, practitioners 
and postgraduate students, as well as 
members from local government and 
industry bodies. QuakeCoRE is the 
research centre for seismic resilience 
and promotes collaboration between 
New Zealand research centres as well 
as overseas universities.
  As part of the conference, iwi 
stakeholders hosted a wānanga. This 
educational gathering looked at ways 
Kaupapa Maori could be consulted 
on seismic resilience for Maori 
communities.  
 One of the highlights at the 
conference was an inspiring haka 
and presentation by a local iwi youth 
group. The importance of whanau and 
local history of the area reinforced 
the conference theme, which was the 
need to form enduring relationships to 
facilitate disaster management recovery. 
 The programme included over 
70 “poster presentations” of various 
QuakeCoRE research projects. This 
gave researchers the opportunity to 
discuss their research not only with 
other QuakeCoRE researchers, but 
also with the wider pool of delegates. 
An interesting synergy between 
research projects was discovered 
“on the floor”.  No doubt the lively 
communication in this type of forum 
leads to new ideas and innovation in 
resilience.
 Importantly, there was also a 
high level of student attendees.  
Students got the chance to hone 

Why collaboration and 
innovation lead to resilient cities
Richard Voss, Director at Ignite Architects, and Dr Bridgette Sullivan-Taylor, Senior Lecturer 
at the University of Auckland, record their learnings from QuakeCoRE 2018 – the annual 
meeting of the NZ Centre for Earthquake Resilience.

their conference presentation skills 
through a series of afternoon sessions 
known as “Lightening Talks”, which 
included Marion Tan’s award-winning 
presentation on her disaster recovery 
app.
 Conference speakers included 
New Zealand experts such as Reagan 
Chandramohan, David Johnston, Rick 
Henry, Garry McDonald, Caroline 
Orchiston, Roger Sutton, Keri Ryan, 
Laura Wallace, Liam Wotherspoon and 
distinguished international experts 
such as Lucy Jones and Anne Wein, 
who both shared their insights from 
the United States. 
 This account will not be able to 
fully convey the diversity and depth of 
the talks, ranging from infrastructure 
resilience and finite engineering 

principles, to the importance of 
community resilience. We outline 
here some of our key learnings from 
QuakeCoRE 2018.
 Lucy Jones shared her knowledge 
from research conducted in the United 
States and explained that in the past, 
disaster planning may have been 
adversely affected by “confirmation 
bias” in the analysis of seismic 
statistical risk. Clear delineation 
between seismic scientific analysis and 
policy decision makers can build more 
resilient cities. 
 Anne Wein presented the HayWired 
research project from California, which 
evaluates potential disruption along the 
Californian fault line. The fault line is 
adjacent to some of the World’s largest 
metropolitan areas. The HayWired 

Richard Voss is a registered architect 
and director of New Zealand-based 
Ignite Architects. He is a Green Star 
Accredited Professional with a career 
spanning the UK, Germany and 
New Zealand.

Dr Bridgette Sullivan-Taylor is Senior 
Lecturer in business at the University 
of Auckland. During 20 years in the UK, 
she worked in the NHS and with the 
UK Cabinet Office Civil Contingencies 
Secretariat.
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scenarios demonstrate how power, 
water, bridges and transportation 
systems will be affected and shows that 
disruption to infrastructure can last 
anything from a few days to 2-3 years, 
depending on the magnitude of the 
potential earthquake.
 Reagan Chandramohan analysed 
the effect of “duration” in seismic 
engineering. Ultimately, longer 
duration of a seismic action can further 
the instability of a building as well as 
the actual force present. 
 Rick Henry explained how “low-
damage buildings” will influence seismic 
engineering, with engineers designing 
buildings for repair and not solely 
around life protection. Researchers in 
New Zealand are now benefiting from 
using large test shake tables, such as at 
Tongji University in China.
 Laura Wallace of GNS Science 
explained the unpredictable risk 
associated with the Hikurangi 
Subduction Zone fault line to the 
East of New Zealand’s North Island. 
Further investment in research will 
assist in scenario planning for a 
possible seismic and tsunami event 
here as, due to its proximity in the 
seabed, it is one of the lesser known 
fault lines in New Zealand. 

 Liam Wotherspoon explained that 
the mapping of our infrastructure in 
New Zealand needs to be maintained 
during and after the seismic events, 
with research on how various seismic 
events affect highway, railway, power, 
water, solid-waste and other critical 
services. There always needs to be a 
balance between the robustness of this 
infrastructure and redundancy in any 
supply system.
 Caroline Orchiston outlined 
findings of the Southern Alpine Fault 
Research Project (AF8). There have 
been 27 seismic events on this fault 
line in the last 8,000 years, so the 
likelihood of another seismic event 
occurring here is increasing. Obviously, 
the scenario planning will not only 
need to address life safety goals, 
but also service the infrastructural 
continuity that supports tourism in the 
South Island of New Zealand.
 Roger Sutton explained that there 
is a “10 percent rule” in seismic 
disaster recovery. The “10 percent 
rule” projects are quick, lower budget 
building projects, which ultimately 
will have a big impact in “keeping 
people and activity in the city”. That 
is of paramount importance after an 
earthquake. Roger also explained the 

importance of effective collaboration 
amongst grassroots communities 
during the recovery period.
 It was great to be surrounded 
by so many positive thinkers and 
doers in what at times seems like 
a daunting challenge - making our 
cities and communities resilient. As 
one speaker said, disaster recovery is 
neither a sprint or a marathon, but 
an undefined adventure run. We will 
need a multitude of stakeholders to 
participate in this (iwi, government, 
researchers, consultants and industry) 
as the learnings in disaster recovery are 
ever evolving in terms of engineering, 
economics and social science. 

QuakeCoRE aims to establish and link 
national, multi-institutional research 
programmes that are internationally 
networked. These research programmes 
advance the science and implementation 
pathways of earthquake resilience through 
system-level science, with highly integrated 
collaborations coordinated across the 
physical, engineering and social sciences 
and relevant research institutions. 
QuakeCoRE’s research is organised 
into Technolog y Platforms, Flagship 
Programmes, Integrative Projects and 
Special Projects.
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The US Transport Security 
Administration’s (TSAs) Behaviour 
Detection and Assessment (BDA) 
program (as discussed elsewhere 
in this issue of NZSM) has come 
under sustained fire from civil 
liberties groups and from 
government auditors. It is, argues 
its detractors, ‘unscientific’ and 
therefore susceptible to bias.
 While that may be the case, it 
still begs the question: does it work? 
And not just in airports. What about 
sports and entertainment venues, 
transportation hubs and tourist 
attractions?
 The case for ‘yes’ is a difficult one 
to convincingly argue, as the TSA has 
found. Behaviour detection (BD) does 
not lend itself to quantifiable science, 
and thus neither the TSA nor anybody 
else is likely to be able to provide 
a data-based legitimisation for BD 
anytime soon.
 And yet there are many in law 
enforcement and security who swear by 
its efficacy. 

Behaviour detection: the human 
side of physical security?
Although its application at airports is hotly debated, behaviour detection has gained 
recognition in other contexts as a method for identifying not only potential terrorist 
activity, but also criminality and violence. Editor Nicholas Dynon explores the efficacy of 
behaviour detection beyond the airport.

 “Given the complexities of 
behaviour detection at an airport, 
surely BD would be valuable when 
applied to protecting people in other 
crowded places where anomalous 
behaviour is far easier to determine 
and work with,” security consultant 
Lincoln Potter PSP told NZSM. “To 
write-off behaviour detection as just 
‘security theatre’ is wrong, simply 
because you can’t prove it doesn’t 
work.”
 No one is suggesting that BD is 
a silver bullet, but they do contend 
that as part of a layered approach to 
security it can potentially pick up what 
physical barriers, standard guarding, 
and electronic sensors and surveillance 
miss.

People versus weapons
Former Israeli Airports Authority 
security agent, Michael Rozin, 
believes that observing behaviour 
and approaching people based on 
observations of them is more effective 
than weapons-focused security 
measures such as metal detectors. 
There are two main factors that create 

acts of violence, he told Emergency 
Management magazine, “intent and 
means or weapons.”
 “If you look through the years both 
in the United States and overseas, you 
see that the weapon itself as a factor 
has constantly been evolving and 
changing,” he said. “Bad guys have the 
ability to outsmart technology like metal 
detectors, X-ray machines, whatever is 
out there and come up with a weapon 
they can get into the secure environment 
and use to attack.”
 Former Israeli airports security 
chief and behaviour detection expert, 
Rafi Ron, agrees. According to Ron, 
the value of behaviour detection lies in 
the fact that it looks for an intention 
to commit a crime rather than the 
weapon to be used to commit it.
 “Security systems today are 
almost totally based on technology, 
specifically weapon detection,” he 
told CIO Online. “[After] 9/11, we 
recognized the fact that the weapon 
[a box cutter] was the minor element 
in the attack plan, and even so, the 
weapon that was chosen was allowed 
to be carried on board the aircraft. It 
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led us to the conclusion that it is not 
enough to look for things, we have to 
look for malicious intentions.”
 Ron also highlights the case of 
Richard Reid (the ‘shoe bomber’), 
a British terrorist who attempted to 
detonate an explosive device packed 
into his shoes while on an American 
Airlines Flight from Paris to Miami in 
2001. In that case, technology failed to 
identify the threat. 
 According to Ron, “when you [a 
terrorist] have to overcome a certain 
technological screening process, you 
can find a way to overcome it, but 
human behavior is where you will fail. 
Because a person carrying out a major 
terrorist attack that will probably end 
his life as well as the lives of many 
others cannot be in a sane state of 
mind.”

Behaviour versus appearance
There exists a wide range of sources that 
list the types of behavioural indicators 
that security officers are tasked with 
using observation skills to detect. These 
include such indicators as:
• failing to make or maintain normal 

eye contact or becoming unusually 
flustered during casual interactions 
with pedestrians, officials or other 
people in the area.

• exhibiting more than just a passing 

interest in security procedures at 
an event or area, or drawn to or 
away from a particular area for no 
apparent reason.

• creating or attempting to create a 
distraction to direct the attention 
of others to or away from a certain 
area.

• being dressed inappropriately for 
weather conditions, such as wearing 
a jacket or coat on a warm day or 
wearing sunglasses in overcast or 
poorly lit conditions.

• carrying shopping, hotel or restaurant 
bags that are not recognisable as 
coming from within the area, or 
carrying baggage, backpacks or 
toolboxes that seem grossly out of 
place for the event or activity.

• fidgeting, appears unusually 
nervous or perspiring profusely 
when conditions or activity levels 
do not warrant such behaviour.

• refusing to leave when asked to do 
so, or returns later.

• paying unusual attention to facilities 
or buildings beyond a casual interest.  

• Attempting to take photos or make 
video or audio recordings in a 
secretive manner or doing so in an 
area that restricts such activities. 
Taking notes or measurements; 
counting paces; sketching floor 
plans, etc.

 If this is starting to look like 
the controversial list of behavioural 
indicators used by the TSA, there 
are some key differences. At this 
point it’s important to note that BD 
is a term that describes a range of 
behaviour detection methodologies 
and approaches, rather than just one.
 The behavioural indicators that 
various BD methods look for can 
be plotted on a continuum between 
‘appearance’ and ‘behaviour’, with 
behaviour itself ranging from the more 
‘passive’ (such as body language) to the 
more ‘active’ (such as taking photos and 
‘casing’ a site).
 The TSA approach to BD has 
been labelled as profiling precisely 
because it relies overly on  appearance 
and passive behaviour indicators. 
Established research tells us that there 
simply is no established typology of 
skyjacker or terrorist, and therefore 
no statistically reliable indicator based 
on appearance attributes such as race, 
country of origin gender, age, clothing 
and perceived levels of anxiety.
 It’s an issue that the US Secret 
Service faced in its report on the 
findings of the Safe School Initiative in 
2004, which considered strategies for 
the prevention of school attacks. From 
detailed analysis of the 37 incidents of 
targeted school violence that occurred 
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in the US between 1974 and 2000, they 
found that there was no accurate or 
useful profile of student perpetrators.
 “The demographic, personality, 
school history, and social 
characteristics of the attackers varied 
substantially,” stated the report. 
“Knowing that a particular student 
shares characteristics, behaviors, 
features or traits with prior school 
shooters does not help in determining 
whether that student is thinking about 
or planning for a violent act.”
 Rather than attempting to 
determine the ‘type’ of student who 
may engage in targeted school violence, 
the report recommended that focus 
instead be placed on a student’s 
‘behaviours’ and ‘communications’ to 
“determine if that student appears to be 
planning or preparing for an attack.”
 Available literature tends to side 
with BD methodologies that more 
squarely focus on behaviours rather 
than appearance. Additionally, there 
appears to be less conjecture around 
those methodologies that rely on ‘active’ 
behaviours (actions) as opposed to 
‘passive’ behaviours (expressions, etc).
 The difficulty is that in the 
security setting of entertainment 
venues, transportation hubs and 
tourist attractions there may be a lack 
of visible preparatory activity by an 
attacker, and therefore no opportunity 
to note ‘antecedent conduct’, 
‘behaviour patterns’ or ‘pre-incident 
indicators’ (PINs). Or it may be that 
there was behaviour to be detected but 
that security officers onsite lacked the 
necessary training and/or intuition to 
notice it.

Intuition versus science
It was seeing how the Israelis effected 
behaviour detection that led John 
Demand, a US law enforcement and 
private security veteran of 40 years, to 
focus on BD. According to Demand, 
“It is estimated that approximately 80 
percent of what we perceive comes to 
us through vision”, thus observation 
and cognitive skills are the most 
important assets a law enforcement 
officer or security professional can 
possess.
 “A long held false assumption 
is that individuals joining law 
enforcement or professional security 
have some innate capacity to observe 

unfolding situations faster and better 
than anyone else,” he wrote in PoliceOne.
com. “More than ever, I am convinced 
that observation training needs to 
become part of every law enforcement 
(and security) officer’s skillset.”
 According to  Brian Johnson 
and Williamson Wallace, behaviour 
detection and assessment relies upon 
four elements: (1) determining a 
baseline; (2) identifying anomalies; (3) 
resolving anomalies; and (4) telling – 
which combine to form the acronym 
‘DIRT’. 
 “Sometimes threats are easily and 
quickly analyzed by the intuitive side of 
your brain—for example, the presence 
of a weapon or assaultive/disruptive 
behaviour,” they wrote in Good Advice, 
Smart Strategy. “Other times, it may 
be more difficult and require using the 
analytical side of your brain to interpret 
potential danger.” 
 “The key to effective BDA is 
acknowledging your gut instincts 
(intuition) and allowing your brain 
to ask questions (analysis), without 
arbitrarily dismissing it as “probably 
nothing.” 
 According to Lincoln Potter PSP, 
there are varying arguments over 
whether intuition – and by implication 
behaviour detection – is something 
that one is born with or whether it can 
be learnt via training and practice. 
 He notes influential psychoanalyst 
Carl Jung’s four psychological prisms 
through which people experience the 
world: sensation, intuition, feeling and 
thinking, and that there are various 
systems of psychometric testing able 
to categorise individuals in this way. 
Identifying security officers more likely 
to excel at the ‘intuitive’ nature of BD 
via psychometric testing, says Potter, 

may be useful in the building of a BD 
capability.
 As lessons learnt in aviation 
security are finding their way into the 
broader security arena, there is also an 
increasing variety of specialised BD 
training programs available to assist 
security professionals to develop their 
skills.
 Apart from course-based training, 
Doug Reynolds, security director of 
the Mall of America in Minnesota, also 
points to the value of ‘red teaming’, 
where a scenario designed to get the 
attention of a security officer is played 
out. According to Emergency Management, 
“Indicators are set up in an area and the 
officer is watched to see how he or she 
responds and how the interview process 
goes.” 
 Another aspect that’s been key 
to that program’s success has been 
enlisting the assistance of workers 
at the mall — from sales assistants 
through to cleaners. According to 
Reynolds, “they are the subject-matter 
experts of their areas and notice when 
something doesn’t match typical 
behavior in that setting.”
 Ultimately, despite being criticised 
as unscientific and as merely an exercise 
in security theatre, there is much expert 
opinion and anecdotal evidence to 
support the proposition that behavioural 
detection works – but only where 
the right type of behaviour detection 
methodology is applied. And it’s likely to 
work better where security officers with 
the right personality type are selected 
and provided with specialised training 
and a great deal of practice. 
 Why would it come any easier than 
this? After all, behaviour detection 
is akin to finding that one nefarious 
needle in a crowded security haystack.
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The TAG was set up following the 
2016 Kaikoura earthquake and the 
2017 Port Hills fires to review the 
country’s emergency response system. 
 According to Mr Faafoi, the 
TAG recognised that the system was 
fundamentally sound but was in need 
of a number of improvements. He said 
the Government’s response needed 
to be robust and specific to ensure 
lessons were learned and people and 
communities protected.
 “This Government is committed 
to ensuring all New Zealanders can 
rely on a system and a response that 
will support them in any emergency or 
disaster.
 “Our investment in rapid response 
teams, known as Fly-In Teams, signals 
the start of a multi-year transformative 
work programme that will significantly 
improve our emergency response 
system,” he said.
 “Fly-In Teams will have people 
with the appropriate skills and 
experience, including event controllers, 
to go wherever required, without delay, 
to work alongside and support the 
local team to ensure a comprehensive 
and immediate response is underway.”
 The $5.2 million in funding will 
resource four teams, each with nine 
staff who will possess specialist 
emergency management skills. The 
staff will be drawn from across 
agencies and civil defence groups 
and will, said Mr Faafoi, “be ready to 
respond when an emergency strikes.”
 A further $1million in new funding 
will progress other initiatives including 
the business cases for a new emergency 
management facility ($250,000) and 
a common operating picture across 
the sector ($400,000), and work on 
legislative changes required ($400,000).

$5.2 million shake-up of 
emergency management system
Civil Defence Minister Kris Faafoi released the Government’s response to a Ministerial 
Technical Advisory Group (TAG) report on New Zealand’s civil defence emergency response 
system on 29 August. The response includes funding of $5.2 million for specialist ‘rapid 
response teams’ to support communities in an emergency.

  “We’re seeing a growing number 
of events and risks in a complex 
environment and that demands that 
we clarify, strengthen, modernise and 
professionalise our response.,” said Mr 
Faafoi.
 “We’ve also seen in the past 
nine years New Zealand’s ability to 
respond to emergencies has changed 
considerably – there’s new technology, 
new ways of working, and learnings 
from the experiences and challenges 
we have faced.
 “The Coalition Government has 
agreed we need to make improvements 
and get consistency to ensure all 
New Zealanders are supported in any 
emergency.”
 Mr Faafoi stressed that the review 
of civil defence was not any reflection 
on the contribution of the volunteers 
and professionals who respond to 
emergencies, who have his utmost 
respect.

 “But this is about ensuring the 
system is fit for purpose in 2018 
and the years ahead. We intend the 
Government’s response will deliver the 
lift and shift that we know is required 
by:
• Putting the safety and wellbeing 

of people at the heart of our 
emergency response system.

• Strengthening the national 
leadership of the emergency 
management system.

• Making it clearer who is 
responsible for what, nationally 
and regionally.

• Building the capability and capacity 
of the emergency management 
workforce, including particular 
focus on development of 
emergency event controllers.

• And improving information and 
intelligence system that supports 
decision making in emergencies.

 “Some of this is about continuing 
work already underway, and some is 
about reprioritising and refocussing 
efforts. There are areas that would 
need significant investment and 
require further work, such as 
consideration of a new national 
emergency management agency 
and a better national emergency 
management facility. That work will 
happen over the coming months.
 “Local government has a major role 
to play in lifting the system and has 
made a significant contribution to help 
us get to where we have today. Many 
others, particularly iwi, also play a 
significant role and their contributions 
have also been instrumental. These 
partnerships will remain critical and 
valued as we continue to progress all of 
this work.”

Civil Defence Minister Kris Faafoi
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ARiMI Risk INNOVATION Forum 2018
When: 25 October 2018
Where: Singapore
Details: https://arimiriskinnovationforum.com

IFSEC Southeast Asia
When: 25-27 October 2018
Where: IMPACT Exhibition & Convention Center, Bangkok
Details: http://www.ifsecsea.com/

NZDIA Annual Forum
When: 30 October – 1 November
Where: Central Energy Trust Arena, Palmerston North
Details: www.nzdia.co.nz

9th Biennial SIA Conference 2018
When: 07-08 November
Where: Canberra Rex Hotel
Details: https://www.submarineinstitute.com

INDO Defence 2018 Expo & Forum
When: 07-10 November
Where: Jakarta International Expo Kemayoran
Details: http://www.indodefence.com

Auckland Build 2018
When: 8 & 9 November
Where: ASB Showgrounds, Auckland
Details: http://aucklandbuildexpo.com

Biosecurity NZ Forum 2018
When: 12 to 13 November 2018
Where: Auckland
Details: https://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/about-us/our-
work/conferences-and-events/biosecurity-new-zealand-
forum-2018/

MilCIS
When: 13-15 November
Where: National Convention Centre, Canberra
Details: http://www.milcis.com.au

Australian Warrior Expo
When: 15-17 November
Where: Brisbane Showgrounds
Details: https://australianwarriorexpo.com.au/

Defence Industry Summit - Ipswich
When: Tuesday 20 - Tuesday 20 November 2018
Where: Ipswich, Queensland
Details: https://www.ipswich.qld.gov.au/about_council/
media/articles/2018/ipswich-to-host-major-defence-industry-
summit

IDEAS 2018
When: 27-30 November
Where: Karachi, Pakistan
Details: http://ideaspakistan.gov.pk/

‘Smart Buyer’/’Smart Seller’ Contract Governance - 
Canberra
When: Tuesday 27 - Tuesday 27 November 2018
Where: Crowne Plaza, Canberra
Details: https://www.contractgovernance.com/contact-2

Data Breach Incident Response & Resilience
When: 27-28 November 2018
Where: Deluxe Hotel, Melbourne
Details: http://www.dbir-au.aventedge.com/

NZDIA Member Meeting
When: Thursday 29 November 2018
Where: TBC
Details: events@nzdia.co.nz

Counter Terror Asia Expo 2018
When: 4-5 December
Where: Marina Bay Sands, Singapore
Details: www.counterterrorasia.com
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Fireworks Trade Media Pte Ltd

For more info, contact us:
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An International Conference on 
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