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Delays to New Zeatand Meat Exports fo China

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Ministry's Assurance and Evaluation Directorate was asked to document
what occurred with regard to the delays to New Zealand meat shipments o
China in April and May 2013, to identify learning points for the future and to
reflect any possible systemic issues. This review covers events up to and
including 28 May 2013.

The detailed objectives are provided in Section 1 of this report.
KEY FINDINGS

The name change to the Ministry for Primary Industries was communicated
extensively, but the notification to China of the date of implemeniation was
defayed

From March 2012, when Cabinet confirmed the change of hame from the
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry {o the Ministry for Primasy Industries.(the
Ministry), communication of the name change and how it would impact the use of
legacy brands such as New Zealand Food Safety Authority (NZFSA) was
communicated extensively. Various mechanisms were used, including advice o
overseas posts, World Trade Organisation nofifications andimeetings. Specific
communications of the change were alse provided during meetings with Chinese
officials in September 2012,

In Novermber 2012 a cable was senito all New Zealand Posts directing them {o
forward a letter from the Ministry.to all gompeient authorities, advising the name
change would take effect on, 1*March 2018 and supplying some generic sample
export cerlificates containing the néw brand. The content of this communication,
including the date of implementation, was not provided 1o the General
Administration of Quality Supervision, Inspection and Quarantine (AQSIQ) until 6
February 2013, only 23 days prior to implementation rather than the required
notice period of one month.

AQSIO requested changes to the MPl-branded meat ceriificaies before
implementation

Ministry staff in Wellington were unaware that the November letter had not been
forwarded to AQSIQ Division 1 (responsible for meat import verification) in
November. Neither were they aware that the letter which was eventually sent on

SQ&Q}(@} 6 February had been tailored by the. NZ Ogmciae v Cueth_ _ o meet
what were understood to be AQSIQ's requirements for changes to meat
certificates. The tailored letier to AQSIQ stated that 50 specimen copies of each
of the meat certiiicates would be provided o AQSIQ once the Ministry had
confirmation that the revised certificates, provided to them in mock-up form, were
approved.

On 19 February AQSIQ responded fo the drait mock-ups of the new MP!
branded meat certificates and signailed that they wanted changes to be made to

these meat certificates before they were implemented. AQSIQ asked that New o :
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Delays to New Zealand Meat Exporis o China

Zealand provide revised certificates to them as soon as possible for their
confirmation. The Ministry and the nZ. of¢Go s w CAwdd yregeived a
translation of this notification on 21 February.

However, prior to receipt of this letter, it was recognised by the wz  ovS@ife
AR __ that it would not be feasible to complete the work that may
be required to meet and support AQSIQ’s requested changes by 1 March 2013.
A conversation between the Ministry and Tue WZ OFEO WUl ws CeS DN
19 February sought to establish which version of the meat certificates would be
in use for China from 1 March 2013. Reference was made to reverting to the
“old” certificates but unforiunately this conversation was not documented and
each party took away a different understanding of which meat certificates were
being referred to as being the “old” certificates.

From 1 March the Ministry started using meat ceriificates
) , to which AQSIQ had not given their
approval - they had requested changes on 19 February:

The possible cause of the problem was identified at an early stage

When exporiers first started to signal o the Ministry that there were problems of
delays with meat consignmenits at one of theporis in China, the

Counsellor regarded this as a ‘business as usual’ issug and initiated the steps
which they believed would clear the problem within'afew days.

The Market Access team,and staff at Posts around the world handle market
access issues on a‘regular basis‘as part of their role. The vast majority of these
issues are cleared within a few days and are regarded as operational, business
as usual, matters that require very little visibility beyond those individuals who
have been given responsibility for addressing these matiers.

On 3 May 2013, shorily after the first indication of delays had been flagged on
the 29 April, the ~ 7 &¢FiedL v Cauwe  and the

Counseilor realised that the conversation they had on 19 February had left them
each with a different understanding of which certificates could be used for meat
axports to China from 1 March 2013. The lack of a shared record of the
discussion, and the conclusion reached, had aliowed the confusion between the
two parties to the conversation to go unrecognised. As a result, MPI branded
meat certificates were implemented on 11 March 2013, contrary to the
understanding of one of the parties to the conversation.

Ministry officials remained optimistic the problem could be resolved
promptly

Assurance and Evaluation Page 4
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e

. Based on experience

6la) ! ihe . 4 Counsellor and the
g:;f»;?) WZ OFFILfAL » cueed  believed that a resolution to the issue of delays

o meat exports could be achieved through the usual channeis. For over fwo
weeks Ministry officials focused on supplying information to AQSIQ on the
affected consignments in the expectation that AQSIQ would direct border staff to
clear the goods.

This belief, that the issue would be addressed within a few days, continued past
10 May when the Ministry was informed of AQSIQ's refusal to accept meat
certified after that date. The media coverage on 17 May, and subsequent

SR L) comments by Ministers and the Prime Minister, were the triggers for the

ER Ry Counsellor and the N2 OF Gl p Cotwds, to determine that
resolving the issue under ‘business as usual had now become unlikely.

A teleconference on 3 May between the Ministry and NZ Embassy officials'in
Beijing identified the importance of meeting with AQSIQ. itwas decided to wait
S;‘%%Lo;} for the refurn of the NZ. G¥F ety w2 Celindd yonTuesday 7 May so he
Y could atiend the meeting. Key AQSIQ contacts were absent and discussions
- L:»(C\\) progressed through phone calls

the first formal meeting between New Zealand and AQSIQ
officials occurred on 21 May. This meeting,was arranged for the New Zealand
Ambassador, )
However,
AQSIQ wwas not prepared to verify the
delayed consignments using the MPI-branded ceriiiicates which had

accompanied the consighments.

!
Cj“"\
Lo

{

Regular reporting processes fajled to mest expectations

The only report distributed to all three Ministers’ offices is a Weekly Status report
for media issues and corres_pondence. This report did not contain information
about this issue - however it did refer to another unconnected issue

The Ministry implemented a new process for weekly issues reporting, internally
and to Ministers in mid April and this was refined over the following weeks.

The new process included the production of an internal Ministry Food Safely
items report for the Ministry's Senior Leadership Team {o discuss, a weekly
Primary Industries Issues and O_pportunities‘ report for the Minister for Primary
Industries and Associate Minister for Primary Industries, and a weekly process
for advising the Minister for Food Safety of any issues arising.

During the two weeks from the recognition by the two individuals that the Ministry
had implemented certificates which AQSIQ had not approved fo the date of the
media coverage, the issue had been flagged as a trade issue in the internal
Ministry Food Safety items report,
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The wording used in the internal Ministry Food Safety items report made no
mention of the scale of the issue or the fact that the Minisiry had made a
mistake.

The issue was not mentioned in the Weekly issues and Opportunities report of
gither 10 May or 17 May, which is distributed to the offices of the Minister for
Primary Industries and the Associate Minister for Primary Industries.

The issue was not included in the weekly process for advising the Minister for
Food Safety of any issues arising.

Ministers were first advised of the issue by the Director-General on 14 May.

The issue had not been brought o the atiention of the Minisier for Food Safety or
the Minister for Primary Industries before this, either through the regular weekly
processes for raising issues or as a timely alert outside the regular weekly
processes.

The Ministry staff involved at the operaticnal level did follow the'process they
understood to be in place at the time to raise thedssue internallyto more senior
levels in the Ministry on 10 May 2013 (and agéain on the 17 May internal Food
Safely ifems report). In reality the limited distribution of the Ministry's internal
Food Safety items report, the way the issue was agticulated in that report and a
disconnect between processes for internal reporting and reporting to the offices
of the Minister for Food Safety and the Minister for Primary Industries, all
confributed fo Ministers not beingadvised of the issue in a timely and appropriate
manner.

The Ministry's weekly issues repotiing processes are fragmented and not
sufficiently well understood by contributors o ensure that issues are flagged
internally and to relevaniMinisters at the right time and with sufficient
information.

Ministry officials failed to advise the Director-General and Ministers when
information on the scale and significance of the issue became kinown

In addition to regular weekly reporiing processes, the Director-General and
Ministers have an expectation that they will be advised, in a timely and
appropriate manner, of emerging issues.

On 8 May, the Ministry initially received a verbal request from AQSIQ officials,
viathentz oetran ws Caws® | o voluntarily stop issuing further meat
export certificates for a few days to allow them to progress with actions for
consignments already detained at the border and those still en route.

The Ministry was verbally informed on 10 May by the BZ Orevsi e coupi®
that China NZ meat exports on 10
May, by refusing to accept any meat certified after 10 May. In advance of this, a
number of New Zealand meat companies had already halted their processing
and loading of meat for export to China. By 13 May, with the help of the meat
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indusiry, the Ministry had identified there were some 1,100 affected
consignments either at port or on the way o China.

However, despite Minisiry officials being aware of this information, the Director-
General was aleried to the problem by indusiry rather than by his own officials,
on 14 May 2013. The Director-General contacted relevant managers but they
were unable o respond adequately 1o his enquiries and provids him with clarity
on the precise issue or the underlying cause of the issue, ifs scale or the level of
risk o exports and industry.

The fact that China had asked New Zealand fo stop cerfifying meat exporis, even
temporarily, should have been recognised as an issue that needed to be
elevated within the Minisiry. The effect of the issue should have been flagged fo
the Director-General and Ministers before 14 May, and a thorough briefing
should have been provided before 18 May.

The Director-General has clearly set an expectation to all Depuiy Directors-
General that there should be “ho surprises” for either the Director-Genetal or the
Ministers. Deputy Directors-General are responsible for ensuring their Branches
understand and fulfil this expeciation. In this instaince the Direcior-General’s
expectation, and Ministers’ expectations, were clearly not met by the Standards
Branch.

Senior staff and Minisiers were not adegquately briefed

By the time TV news covered the issue on Friday 17 May, the Director-General
and Ministers had not been well briefed by the Ministry on the issue, its cause
and scale.

The Depuiy Direcior-General Standards Branch, the Director Market Assurance
and the Counséllor ' o were all
contactable but out of theCountry or out of the office for some or all of thosa first
few critical days whendhe Director-General, Acting Director-General and
Ministers were trying t0'gain a thorough understanding of the issuse.

Agting delegations wers in place but of those people included in the iniiial
briefings to Ministers on 18 May 2013, only one of them had any technical
knowledge of ihe name change project, this particular issue or any specific
knowledge of market access History for China. |

Standards Branch management should have ensured that the relevant
information about the problem and the scale of the problem had been obtained
well before Ministers decided that a meeting on 18 May was required.
Information provided to Ministers on 18 May should have given them a clear
understanding of the cause and scale of the problem but it did not.

The Minister for Food Safety specifically asked Ministry officials at the meeting
on 18 May whether there was any evidence or indication that the Ministry had
made any errors with regard fo meat certification for China. She was assured
that the Minisiry had not made a mistake. The Minister repeated this guestion at

Assuraneca and Evaluation Page 7 July 2013 ]‘
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the meeling on 20 May and received the same assurance that the Minisiry had
not made a mistake. This assurance was provided despite the fact that one of
the Ministry officials who attended both of those meetings had previously been
advised by email that the meat ceriificates in use for export to China had not
been approved by AQSIQ. However, this individual may not have recognised the
significance of AQSIQ not approving the meat cettificates as he had not seen the
letter sent from 7, OSFleAB. ws CAwed ) fo AQSIQ on 6 February asking
for their confirmed approval of the new meai ceriificates before implementation.

For several days after the meeting of 18 May, the informaiion provided o senior
Ministry staff and Ministers was not adequaté. The Ministry was slow and unclear
in its answers to questions raised by Ministers and their offices. This resulted in
Ministers' offices investing time drawing from the Ministry sufficient information o
be confident of their understanding of the issue. This would not have been
necessary if the Ministry had adequately briefed Ministers.

Ministers have clearly expressed their disappointment in the fack of information,
advice and support that the Ministry provided to Ministers. The Ministiy did not
appropriately arficulate what was causing the delaysythe likely scale of the issue,
and the fact that the Ministry had made a process error. The Ministry did not
provide Ministers with information that gave them confidence that either they or
the Ministry had a clear understanding of theissue or options for resolution.
Ministers found the briefing material provided io them by the Ministry in the early
days was too focused on what was described aga technical issue and providad
little advice or broader context forthedtmpact ofthe issue on industry or the
relationship with China. This lack of good guality briefing material, coupled with
the slow and confusing responses to Ministers’ questions, undermined the
Ministers’ ability to brief athers appropriately or to respond to media queries.

The delay in establishing a fermal response structure impsded the
FeSpOnse

By the weekend of 18 May, over two weeks after the initial meat delays had been
flagged fo the Ministry, a formal response structure had vet to be inifiated by the
Ministry. The Senior Leadership Team had previously agreed actions in relation
to the Ministry's response model in January 2012, These actions included
agreeing that the Investigation and Diagnostic Cenires (IDC) and Response
Directorate would take initial responsibility for standing up responses or
allocating them o another group.

it was clear from the interviews we conducted for this review that further clarity is
required on how this works In practice. The Standards Branch considers it has its
own Trade Response capability and therefore, as in this case, does not always
contact IDC and Response.

A formal response struciure was not established until 23 May. This delay in
establishing a forum for all the required areas o work together on managing the
risk undoubtedly contributed to the inaccurate information and unnscessary
delays in preparing options for the clearing of goods and resumption of frade.

Assurance and Eveluation Page § July 2015
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The delay in establishing an effective response structure meant the opportunity
to formally develop a cross agency response approach was not taken early
enough. The cross agency response model is a well practised approach, but in
this case it was not initiated by the Ministry quickly enough. This resulted in other
agencies being ill equipped to assist the Ministry or to ensure their relevant
Ministers were appropriately briefed.

Without the right people being aware of the issue and the right questions being
asked about potential solutions, Standards Branch provided advice that was later
found to be incorrect. They advised that it would be very difficult to revert to the
old NZF SA certificates, even if AQSIQ would agree to accept these. This advice
was incorrect and infroduced unnecessary delays and work, which could easily
have been avoided. When the legality and technical feasibility of reverting to
NZFSA ceriificates was looked at more closely, it was quickly determined that
this was legally feasible and technically relatively easy to achieve.

A farmal response siructure, including Legal, Communications, IT, and
Verification Services could have initiated development of aptions and
contingency plans had they been established much earlier.

Ministry staff and industry worked well together

The Ministry did not hold alt the information that AQSIQreguired fo identify the
affected consignments, so the Minisiry officials worked closely with the meat
industry — through the Meat Industry Asseciation {MIA) — to obtain this
information. Industry, with the help/of importers, were able {o provide a significant
amount of this information very quickly.

Once the decision was fakenio issueweplacement certificales, a short term plan
was initiated for addressing the priority consignmenis. This required significant
work from industry andithe Minisity: A small team of Verification Services staff
worked late inio the night of Wednesday 22 May and through the following day to
procass some 600 high-priarity certificates, with a further 1,000 certificates
processed by a larger team, including volunteers, over the following weekend.
This activity could have been better organised if planning for this as a
contingency had started much earlier. However, it was an excelient example of
the commitment of the Ministry and industry to work together.

There may be a systemic problem about elevating matters internally

Saveral interviews with those Standards Branch staff most direcily involved in
dealing with the issue made it clear that they would net do anything differently if a
similar issue arose. In particular, there was resistance to the idea that elevation
of this matter should have occurred much earlier and that a formal response
structure would have been valuable in managing the overall risk, aiding
information flow and creating quality contingency plans.

Of particular note, is the fact that relatively senior Standards Branch officials
commented during interviews that there is only value in elevating matiers
internally and establishing a formal response structure once the individuals
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dealing with the matter identify that they cannot resolve a problem themselves.
This approach without some accompanying threshold criteria calibrated to the
expectations of the Senior Leadership Team and Ministers is very high-risk and
leaves too much fo individual discretion and judgment.
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Dalays fo New Zealand Meat Exports to China

OVERALL LESSONS LEARNED

Some overall learning points have been identified from the fotality of the
information and interviews we have conducted.

1. Recordkeeping and documentation practices need to be reinforced

The infroduction of an unapproved export ceriificate was due to a
misunderstanding between two parties during a telephone conversation which
was not documented. Had the conversation been documented and shared, the
wo participants may have recodnised that they each had a different
understanding of the decision reached during that conversation and that may
have prevented this issue.

Current practices in the Market Access Team include the use of Outlook for
recordkeeping. Market Access Counsellors should be using the Minisiry’s
caniralised slectronic storage system.

2. Quality contrel, sign-off processes and project gontingency planning
should he followed for all changes to certificates

Any future programme of activity to make wholesale changes to export
documentation needs to take a more proactive approach fo tdentifying and
logging the expectations of major trading partners with respect to engagement,
notification, and approval of the changes:

This issue may have been picked,up if there had been appropriate quality control
and sign-off of all certificatesbefore they went live for 1 March 2013. The normal
process for making changes {o export templates (including written change
requests, assurance thaf each change meets the requirements of the country in
guestion, and sign-off on ‘go-live’ from an authorised individual) needs to be
followed for all certificate changes, even those that may be considered low-risk,

The Standards Branch Name Change Steering Group should have identified
post-implementation risks and could have undertaken more project contingency
planning in the event that major implementation issues arose (including for
example, the feasibility of rolling back to the former NZFSA certificates, in whole
or in part).

3. The Ministry’s resourcing has not kept pace with specific requirements
of market access to China

The Ministry Market Access Team is a small team with an establishment figure of
eight staff to cover all market access matters. Members of the feam are required
o be technically skilled biosecurity and food safety negotiators. In March 2013,
agreement was reached to substantially increase the resourcing of this team by a
further eight staff and a formal change process was developed with assistance
from the Human Resources Directorate. The skills required for these positions
are in relatively short supply and Standards Branch management have not been
able fo deliver the agreed increase in resources from the first round of
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recruitment. Enhancemenis have been made to the recruitment approach for
these roles and a further recruitment round is planned for July.

The workload and responsibiliiies of the Market Access team include working on
specific iniflatives to progress further access to markeis and the cerlification
requirements to support such access. In addition they handle a number of market
access issues under current access arrangements. Their remit is to handle these
issues until they no longer believe they can resolve the issue, and at that point to
escalate the issue.

In the lead up to the implementation of the new export ceriificates under MPI
branding, the two resources (in Wellington and Beijing) who had some
responsibility for market access to China were also addressing a number of other
changes, issues and initiatives. The change of name on export certificates was
addressed at the same time as several high priority matiers they were dealing
with. This included

plans for the New Zealand delegation to China ledbythe Frime Minister,
and various programs of work related to milk and infant formula.

Feedback from industry has been consistent on a,number of points. Industry
values the Ministry's participation in the joint Strategic Directions Group, but the
level of resourcing within the Ministry fo progress market access issues,
including China, needs to be addressed.

4. The Ministiy's relationship building has not kept pace with the market
girowth in China

As a result of a misunderstanding and a lack of rigorous control of the certificate
change implementationyMPIl- branded meat certificates were implemented which
had not been confirmed as approved by AQSIQ. Several people we interviewed
were of the view that it should have been possible io resolve this “technical
problem” relatively simply-and.quickly. We have not interviewed any Chinese
officials who were involved in the issue o understand their perspectives and
views.

Our interviews and discussions with New Zealand officials have indicated that
even if MP!1 had sent senior officials to China earlier than they did (21 May), this
would not necessarily have resulted in a faster resolution of the issue or a long
term benefit to the relationship with China. Key AQSIQ officials were absent:

We understand that the Ministry has allocated time and resources to relationship
building and negotiations with China over the past three to four years. The main
underlying problem, as we understand it from interviews, is that the significant
growth of primary industry exports (but particularly in recent times of meat
exports) to China has not been effectively supported by the identification and
establishment of necessary roles or relationships.
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The Ministry has yet fo establish a way of working with growing markets such as
China, which is attuned o the particular needs of the Chinese

Following the development of the Free Trade
Agreement with China, the Ministry has relied on largely technical skills to
progress market access and irade matters. Although Policy Branch and
Standards Branch provide some resources and relationships to support market
access, the future requirements for support of increasing trade and market
access through skills and resourcing across the Ministry have not been
thoroughly considered and addressed.

In doing this, the Ministry will also need to consider and address how its roles,
responsibilities and skills will work with other New Zealand government agencies,
such as the Ministry for Foreign Affairs and Trade, to build the necessary
relationships in China and across agencies.

We understand the indusiry perspeciive to be

‘that the Ministry lacks a well founded@and understood strategic
approach fo underpin the growth of trade to China. Indusiry has indicated their
willingness and eagerness o develop a closer working relationship with the
Minisiry and other government agencies to achieve this.

5. The Ministry needs {0 assess ifs approach to China

Conversations across the hroad range of people interviewad for this
review indicate that the Ministry has not reached the point where all staff
consistenily recognise; embrace, and plan for the fact that China may have
reguirements that are not'mirrored in other countries

6. The Ministry needs to be clear about its role within the New Zealand
trade system and to position itself to deliver this role cffectively

The Ministry should ensure it has:
a. a clear understanding of the overall “irade” system

b.  clarity of the Ministry’s roles, responsibilities and authorities within this
system

C. clarity of the types, numbers and location of the skills and resources
the Ministry requires to deliver its role effectively and efficiently

d. a culture (consistent with the Ministry’s values) to support the Ministry
delivering effectively against its role in the trade systerm
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e. recordkeeping of decisions and actions, and the appropriate storage
of these

7. The Ministry needs to clearly define its expectations and criteria for
when operational issues and risks need to be notified and escalated to
the Senior Leadership Team, the Director-General and Ministers

The Minisiry needs to ensure that there are clear criteria identified,
communicated and consistently followed across the Ministry for raising
awareness of emerging trade risks and issues within the Ministry, to Ministers, to
other agencies and to industry.

8. The Ministry needs to establish a clearer and simpler process for
Issues reporiing

Issue reporting to each Minister, to the Director-General and to.the Senior
Leadership Team needs to be simplified and well communicated across the
Minisiry. Those contributing to each reporting process should havea clear
understanding of the distribution of material from thatfeporting process.

9, The timely establishment of a formal response structure within the
Ministry would have improved the management and co-ordination of
resolution efforts before the issue became a crisis

a.  The Ministry needs to ensurethat all branches have the same and
accurate understanding ofthe Senior Leadership Team's agreed
approach to initiatingwresponses.

b.  Standards Branch staff,‘as with all other staff within the Ministry, need
to be familiarwith roles and responsibilities, not only once a response
has been established, but also for determining that a response is
required and taking steps to establish the response structure.

C. Current detailed and high level documentation for responses needs fo
be clearly flagged for easy access across the Minisiry and needs fo be
clear about the criteria for identifying when io initiate formal Minisiry
and crass-agency response, particularly for trade issues,

d. The Ministry needs o ensure that response teams include the right
range of specialist and technical skills. Future issues of this magnitude
need fo invoive the Communications team in the issue response much
earlier in the process.

e.  Taking more time in the future to plan, define roles and
responsibilities, and establish workflows before starting resolution
initiatives (such as in this case, the exercise of replacing hundreds of
export certificates) would help ensure responses are effectively
delivered.

f. The development of institutional knowledge for managing and co-
ordinating large-scale responses would have significant value,
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particularly in ensuring cross agency responses are initiated
appropriately.

g. The Ministry needs o be able to provide timely, accurate and
complete information for Ministers on issues of concern. This
information needs to provide Ministers with the wider confext and
enable them fo understand the bigger picture for any issue. Gfficiais
should he encouraged to seek timely input from various sources,
including the assistance of technical specialists, on-the-ground
officials, and, where appropriate, industry.

h.  The Ministry needs to consider how it can make more effective use of
communications channels so that it can ensure it is talking with the
whole of industry, including smaller operators.
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SECTION 1: PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THIS
REPORT

1. On 29 April 2013, the Ministry was first notified by a meat company that an
importer in China was having difficulty getting consignments cleared at
some ports in China. It later became evident the issue was not a localised
problem. Before the problem was resolved, thousands of containers ended
up being held on Chinese wharves, the Ministry stopped certifying further
consignments of meat to China, and meat exporters halted meat
processing and further loading of consignments.

2. The Director-General initiated this review to gain an understanding of how
the issue arose and how the Ministry responded to the issue, in order to
determine what the Ministry should learn from this issue.

OBJECTIVES OF THIS REVIEW

3. The Terms of Reference for this review are attached as Appendix One.

4. This review will examine the Ministry’s processes to explore how, and why,
this situation arose, and to identify any necessary improvements in the
Ministry's processes to reduce the risk'ef similar situations arising in future.
The review will also examine the Ministry’s respense to this situation,
including the appropriateness of its procedures for identifying such issues,
how they were escalated intarnally, and how efforts to reclify the situation
were managed and comimunicated {o stakeholders.

a. The review will document what occuived in this instance, make
recomimendations for the fulure, and reflect on any possible systemic
issues,

8. The review process will focus on the adequacy of the Ministry's established
procedures and decision-making points, based on the experience of NZ
meat delays atthe Chinese border. The work will consider;

® ithe introduction of revised export ceriificates, including procedures
and decision-making relating to their introduction, understanding the
requirements of trading pariners and consideration of the potential
impact on trade and industry

o the Ministry's initial reaction, including identification of the issues
arising, linkages with external stakeholders, internal escalation
pracedures and the provision of timely information to Ministers and
stakeholders

° the Ministry’s response {o the issues arising, including efforts to
reciify the issues, governance and oversight, external engagement,
and provision of timely information.
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7. The review will examine the way the Ministry worked with, advised and
provided information to Ministers throughout the process.

8. The review will examine the actions taken by the Ministry to resolve the
jssues up to 28 May 2013.

9. The review was intended fo identify any changes that may need o be
made to the Ministry's processes (and staff familiarity with these
processes) and/or io decision making authorities to reduce the risk of a
similar situation arising in future.

10.  ltis envisaged that the findings of this review will enable a discussion with
senior management across the Ministry fo share the learnings from this
experience and to ideniify where the learnings can be applied more
broadly.

APPROACH TAKEN IN THIS REVIEW

11.  The review team spoke to Ministers, a range of Ministry officials; officials
from other agencies, and meat industry representatives to gain an
understanding of what occurred in this instance and fo understand any
lessons that could be learned from this experience.

12.  The review team also reviewed a range of documenis (including emails,
meeting minutes, and personal notes) that helped to provide both an
understanding of how systems and processes work generaily and what
happenead in this instance:

STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

13.  This report is structured as follows:

o Section 2 focuses on the introduction of the new MPI-branded export
certificates. it examines whether errors were made with the
introduction of the certificates for meat producis fo China and makes
observations as io why the delays arose

e Section 3 provides a brief chronology of the key events from the
point when the Ministry was first advised of delays with the clearance
of meat consignments in China

° Section 4 assesses the Ministry's reaction and response to the news
of the delays to meat exports to China. it examines the Ministry's
ability to identify the underlying problem causing the delays, the
effectiveness of resolution efforts, whether the Ministry had
appropriate response structures in place, and whether the quality of
advice provided fo Ministers was appropriate

14.  Atimeline of key decisions and relevant developments is provided in
Appendix Two.

‘Assurance and Evaluation Page 17 July 2013
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BACKGROUND CONTEXT
16,
R
Skla) _
i {'{&\“} ) There are wider learnings from this review
- ; that should be considered across a number of markets.
18.
Ch{a)
Lo )
S Blo)

Recent issues with infant formula and Dicyandiamide (DCD) have also
resulted in some market concerns about food safety even where there was
no actual risk to the safety of food in these instancas:

Market Access resourcing

17.  Itis relevant to provide some context aroundihe resglrees available in the
Market Access Team to conduct their rolaiin progressing NZ access o
markets and in resolving issues with. markets where NZ already has
access. The Market Access Teamis a smaliteam with an establishment of
8 staff who are required to be'skilled biosecurity and food safetly
negoiiators. These skills aredn short supply.

18.  There are currently three vacancies in the team and in March 2013 a
decision was taken to increase the resourcing level by an additional 8 staff.

19,  Initial attempts fo recruitfor the vacancies and the additional positions did
not succead and a'further recruitment process is planned for July.

Assurance and Evaluation Page 18 July 2013
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SECTION 2: THE INTRODUCTION OF THE REVISED
CERTIFICATES

20.  This seciion of the report focuses on the process of introducing the new
meat export certificates under an MP! brand. It considers (1) what caused
the delays to exporis of New Zealand meat fo China, and (2) how did the
situation arise?

Key findings regarding the iniroduction of the revised certificates

1. The Ministry started using MPI-branded meat export certificates for China
from 1 March 2013, without the required notice to China and for which we
have no evidence of AQSIQ confirming their approval:

a. The Nz OFeic®e os  Cwhs sent AQSIQ a letter asking them
to confirm their approval of MPI-brarided meat cartificates and advising
them that specimens would be provided after this approval.

b. AQSIQ signalled to the w2, Q8% OIAL ws CAME, ,» in advance
of 1 March 2013, that they wanted changes to be made o the new MPI-
branded meat certificates before they were implemented.

¢. No paper specimen meat certificates were provided {o AQSIQ of the
MP!-branded meat certificates implemented by the Ministry for 1 March
2013.

d. The NZ offi@ wy ¢ywig | “failed to fermally notify AQSIQ 30
days in advance of the certificate implementation change, as required
by the relevant Meat Protocols signed between China and New
Zealand.

2. This situation was avoidableand arose because:

a. A number of erronetus assumptions were made by Ministry staif (as fo
whethar approval was needed by AQSIQ, whether approval had been
given, and which.versions'should ‘go live’).

b. The NL OFe.LAL v Lxwid and the %Counsetlor
had different perspectives on how the MPI name change and the
AQSIQ requesis Tor changes were to be addressed. One thought this
was through ‘one change, the other that these were independent

changes.
c. Communication between the 1 Counsellor and the
NZ osSimen, w Caiey  resulted in confusion about when the

advance noftification of the change was prov:ded fo AQSIQ and which
version of meat certificates was to be used from 1 March 2013.

d. The Standards Branch Name Change Steering Group had limited
visihility of risk and quality conirol over certificate sign off prior to
implementation.

BACKGROUND

2. On 1 July 2010, the New Zealand Food Safety Authority (NZFSA) merged
with the Ministry of Agriculiure and Forestry (MAF). On 1 July 2011, MAF
merged with the Ministry of Fisheries. MAF’s name was formally changed
to the Ministry for Primary Industries on 30 April 2012. When MAF and
NZFSA formally merged, NZFSA ceased to exist as an agency but Cabinet

" Assurance and Evaluation Page 19 July 2013
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agreed the NZFSA brand could continue to be used, initially until 30 June
2011 and later this was extended to 30 June 2013.

Changing the Ministry's Name on Export Collaterai

22.  Exports of food from New Zealand not only have to meet New Zealand’s
foed safety standards, but also often have to meet requirements
imposed by the destination country. The Ministry provides assurances to
these import countries by way of export certificates. These cettificates
vary by product and importing country and might include the origin of the
food, the processes used in manufacturing the product, the microbiological
status of the food, and the health status of the product in New Zealand. An
exporter makes a request to the Ministry for an export certificate, whereby
an approved person will authorise or reject the certificate for each
consignment.

23.  Consignments leaving New Zealand are typically accompanied by arange
of other collateral material also issued and branded by the competent
authority, including official stamps and product seals. Much of this material
has been NZFSA-branded. Following the mergers Cabingtagreed that the
NZFSA brand could continue to operate thfough o 30" 3une 2013."

24.  Changing the name of a designated, ‘competent@uthority’ can be a
complex procedure and may require changes o be made across all export
collateral, for ali risk goods and for all frading partners. Each country, and
indeed divisions within a country, may have different expectations
regarding the extent o which they willbe engaged in the change process.
This change processimay be further complicated in instances where the
Ministry is already.inthe middie of negotiating other changes to export
certificates, of where therimporting country has to make changes to
domestic legislation/regulation to recognise the name of the new authority
in New Zealand. The Ministry allowed 10 months 1o make the necessary
electronic and physical changes to move to MPl-branded collateral and to
engage with trading partners and exporters.

25.  In April 2012 the Ministry initiated a programme of work {o manage the
implementation of the MP! name-change process. As part of this
programme of activity, the Standards Branch within the Ministry
established a Standards Branch Name Change Steering Group (SBSG) to
consider the implications of the name change, particularly with reference to
the many documents and applications utilised by external users.? The

saf1jf{ey  SBSGwas chaired by the (with

Ealo™ gy
ORE W2

responsibility to the DDG Standards), with a representative included from
each directorate to have oversight of the areas of the programme being
managed by the branch. The SBSG oversaw two worksireams of activity:

3

% “Ministry Name Change: Project Brief for the Standards Branch’ May 2012

Asstirance and Evaluation Page 20 July 2013
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e IT Reguiremenis: to make appropriate changes to certificaie templates,
online applications and the Electronic Ceriification (E-Cert) system used
for certificate verification.

Certification, Trade and Approvals: this workstream essentially
addressed all other required changes, such as producing the required
material, notifying countries, choosing the security paper fo be used eic.

26.  In June 2012 the SBSG made a number of key decisions: 1o the exient
possible, the name-change would be simultaneous across all products and
counfries, efforis would be made 1o rationalise existing matarial (including
security paper and official stamps), and a tentative ‘go live’ daie of 1 March
2013 was set to allow adequate time o socialise the change with trade
partners and industry.

27.  The new MPIl-branded material began to be issued from 1.March 2013.

28. By the time of the launch over 700 E-Cert templatesiand 379 expori
certificates had been changed (with hundreds of atiestations updated),
hundreds of exporiers had been guided throughthe fransition process,
there had been correspondence to over 100 frading partners, 15 old official
stamps were consolidated {o two, and expoti collateralhad been
redesigned, produced, and distributed throughout the country to exporters.

WHAT CAUSED THE DELAY TOMEAT EXPORTS TO CHINA?

Was confirmation of approvai fromm AQSIC vequired jor the Changes to
Export Certificates?

29. The SBSG had decided it was not feasibie to seek approval from every
country o changing the Ministry's name on every piece of branded export
documentation. As had occurred in 2007 when the NZFSA brand was
introduced, early-nefification of the name-change was fo be provided to
trading partners,®.including supplying mock-ups of what the MPl-branded
material would look like. It was agreed that issues would be escalated to
SBSG for consideration if a frading pariner had concerns, objected to the
new material, or other complications arose.

¥ MPFs communication to WTO mentbers in March 2012 confirms there was a general expectation that notification
would be sufficient, advising “Brands, official seals and logos, eic. used on official certificates will he wpdated ata
later stage with notification, through New Zealand’s overseas Posts, to covnterpart anthorities well in advance.”
{WTO G/SPS/GEN/1143)

‘i

. R

3
NV
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-Gy
() 32 Boththe ._iCounsellor and the N2 o& &b d, QA
& eaiey have confirmed that they were aware that Division 1 of AQSIQ
would need o approve any new cerlificates containing the new MP!
branding.®
5‘3\{ '?i?@\) 33, On 23 January 2013, the NZ. o0 ws LS amgiled the
> (2@

Counsellor fo request some tailored mock-ups of the
proposed MPIl-branded expoit getiificates io send to AQSIQ and noted his
intention fo write to AQSIQto seek approval of the new ceriificates. He
particularly asked that the ‘third country clauses’ be removed.

34.  The Ministry senielestronic meck-ups of the meat certificates to the
% @X\cx} W2 ORI e Ot on 29 January. He responded on 1
February that the optional origin clauses needed to be removed before the
mock-ups were sentiaAQSIQ.

go\{quﬁ} 35. Inthe absence of revised mock-ups, the W2 CFEW@L. wve  CHws®
’ forwarded the mock-ups of the meat certificates he received on 29 January

to Division 1 of AQSIQ on 6 February 2013. The accompanying fax cover
sheet to AQSIQ explains that the optional clauses are included in the meat
certificates but that these will be removed and revised electronic copies
and paper specimens provided. The accompanying letter to AQSIQ also
explains that specimens will be provided once the revised certificates are
approved:

“Aitached to this letter are the following copies of the new
certificates for CN100, CN102, CN103, CN104, CN105

S 6(‘3\\) Fifty specimen copies will be forward [sic] once we
have confirmation the revised certificates are approved.”

P
» (&% i
LRI .
%oi(z-—!@‘i ¢ Interviews with 2. OS%eCa . v Cyu® | and 'Counsellor Q\{)
S agale July 2013
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Did AQSIQ confirm approval of the Changes to Meat Ceriificates?

36.  No Ministry officials or New Zealand officials in Beljing have identified
receiving verbal or written confirmation of approval from AQSIQ officials.

Contexi: Parallel negotiations were underway with AQSIQ on improving access
for New Zealand meat exporters

37, It is highly relevant to this review that, for several years prior to the name-
change process, the Minisiry had been negotiating with their counterparts
in China to improve access for New Zealand meat exporters.

38,

&y

£
>
B

39.

AQSIQ made clear they wanted changes fo.the MPI-branded meaf ceriificates

40.

5% Q-(-fg},,_ 41, However, on 7 February 2013, the w2 orwwien. wo Clws® _lwas
5 bl advised of a conversation between an NZ Embassy | “and
. AQSIQ where it was conveyead that AQSIQ wanted changes to
g éé@} be made fo the proposed MPl-branded meat certificates (which had been
' supplied the previous day) -

LGS 42,  Emails between the B2 Feaft w Gt ‘andthe

= @yﬁ} ICounselior over the next week or so, showed that they were
unclear whether the name change on certificates must come info effect on
1 March 2013 or whether it could be delayed,

52 ii’{'ﬂ 43. On 19 February 2013 the {Counsellor and the )
W2 oTMUML. o cuwga discussed by phone which version of meat certificates
should be used from 1 March 2013. This discussion was not documented.

44, At this point in time both these two officials recognised the value in
\} suppiying AQSIQ with certificates

o
g
[ %,}

£
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45,
0N

salaxay

48.

Both agreed it would not be possible {o finalise such certificates by 1
March and that the ‘old’ certificates should be used.

Importantly, the two individuals each had a very different understanding of
what they each meant by ‘old’ meat certificates. The ©z

OstieeL we Camis believed that, as AQSIQ had not formally approved
any change to the meat ceriificates, the existing NZFSA certificates would
continue to be used until AQSIQ had conveyed their approval to the new
certificates. The ‘Counsellor believed that AQSIQ was
satisfied that the mock-ups that had been supplied to them on 6 February
were the old NZFSA ceriificate contents but under MPI branding and couid
operate as a transitional ceitificate from 1 March until negotiations on the
‘new’ cettificates to meet their required changes wera completed.

Regardless of this confusion, an 21 February the Ministry received a letter
from AQSIQ (dated 19 February) that made it clear AQSIQ wanted
changes made to the mock-ups of the MPl-brandedimeat-certificates-they
had been sent on 6 February. The covering note from an MFAT franslator
noted, “pis find enclosed translation of AQSIQ letter on name change of NZ
health cerlificates.” Relevant points from the franslated letier include:

The AQSIQ letter was headed “Reply on Name Change of New
Zealand Health Certificates for Meat and Meat Products for Export to
China.”

The letter began "Thank'youfor your letter dated 6 Feb 2013 on name
change of health certificates for NZ ' meat and meat products for export
to China and the samples of revised certificates (CN100, CN102,
CN103, CN104,;CN105, Pleass find our view as below...”

The letter ouilined seven requesis: including halfing use of one meat
ceriificate (CN102), removing the optional couniry of origin clauses from
fhree cerlificates,adding details

, adding a new Chinese {ranslation in one certlificate,
two spacific requesis for amendments {o existing Chinese translations,

“We hope NZ side could revise the certificates based on the above
suggestions as soon as possibie and hand over samples to China side
for confirmation. Once confirmed by China side, please provide 90
paper specimens of the revised ceris as soon as possible. Upon
receipt of the paper specimens and information required in suggestion
no.7, we will notify local ClQs to check consignments against the new
health certificate specimens. We would appreciate if NZ could confirm
the date on which all new certificates will come into effect, and complete
the above work before then to avoid interruptions to trade.”

Assurance and Evaluation Page 24 July 2013



Delays to New Zealand Meat Exports to China

47.

560

The AQSIQ letter of 21 February was a direct response to the letter of 6
February seeking their approval of the MPl-branded mock-ups of the
certificates.

At this point the
Ministry should have revisited their previous understanding that the MPi-
branded certificates could be used in the interim.

Which Version went five on 1 March?

48.

48,

gafNay 50.
AT

=4 R

SHR{AE)

=]

G

On 1 March 2013, the certificate templates for meat exports to China
switched in the Ministry’s E-Cert system from being NZFSA-brarded
to MPl-branded ’

The following chart provides a summary of the activity associated with
steps to create, circulate and approve the different versions of the meat
cettificates that were in circulation.

During interviews and further feedback it became clear that thew, ™

Counselior and the W7, oSHfiL e CRINA ﬁ/ie\ived,,th’é
various changes in quite different ways, butmay not have realised this at
the time:

The MZ oFeicipn v Cilde S was treating the MPI name
change and the AQSIQ requested changes to the certificate as one
change. This view prompted his question of 7 and 14 February with
regard to whether the timing of the chainge could be delayed.

The Counsellorwas treating the MPI name change and

the changes to the cerificates requested by AQSIQ as combiete}y
separale processes.

Assurance and Evaluation Page 25
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Table 1 Summary of versions of meat certificates
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The version that went live had never been supplied to AQSIQ

89 2@} 51.  Asillustrated in Table 1, the meat ceriificates that went live on 1
March had not previously been supplied to AQSIQ as mock-ups. Mock-
ups and paper specimens were passed fo AQSIQ for all other products
(including dairy, seafood and horticuiture).

- 52.  On1 February the Wz S@eled v Driew,  jrequested the

> A @L@% ‘Counselior’ arrange that the ‘couniry of origii’ attestation be
removed and revised mock-ups provided. In the absence of revised mock-

< ‘53{‘21&&%% ups, the Wiz oA cal o Onaren  provided AQSIQ with the draft
mock-ups as provided to him earlier, which included the ‘country of origin’
attestation.

3. The revised mock-ups, without the ‘country of origin’ attestation were
S q{ e § produced and forwarded to the Nz, «88kiaN o Sries on 13
g, q {fz:} ejc* February. This was after the 7 February when the, NZ e BR clal s
e | (e Craqetad been advised, that AQSIQ required changes 1o the
A mock-ups they had received on 6 February. The mock-ups of the 13
February were therefore not provided to AQSIQ.

[

54.  The mock-ups of meat certificates supplied to AQSIQ on 6 February with
the MPI brand (and containing the country of origin attestation) were
created in a PDF writer rather than within the E-cart system templates. No
changes to the underlying E-Cerbiemplates wera made fo refiect these
mock-ups.

55. However, the creation of MPl-branded meat certificates for China without
the country of origin-aftestation on 13 February was achieved by an official
making changes direcily to'the BE-Cert system templates. A number of
versions of a template can axist within the system, each with associated
fields set to indicate{heirsiaius and when they will become live. it was the

PR 13 February template within the E-cart system \ that went live on

sazet M

arch.

56.  The only difference between the version of MPl-branded meat certificates
implemented from 1 March and the version seen by AQSIQ on 6 February
was that the version seen by AQSIQ included the optional country of origin
attestation and the version implemented did noi.

. 57.  During the review it became evident that Ministry officials could not
35 éﬁ? &y correctly identify the version that went live on 1 March. The
S @’«%f@:} Counselior and the Manager \were both
adamant that the version that went live still contained the optional country
of origin attesiation, and that the project team had only been authorised fo
make the MPI hame-change. The changs control process is covered ina
later section of this report.

? Email from Counsellor to Technology Solutions, 4 February 2013 (timeline item 3).

()

/

, Vamul
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The Minisiry’s response fo AQSIQ’s requesis for changes was perceived
differently by the two officials involved

58.

>S9 é}%&f‘}

Sy (e

59.

f5, 0™
] P
A

60,
g4}

Sq0He)

Soalaitey

By the 21 February when AQSIQ provided details of their requests for
changes to the meat certificates, both the Counsellor and
the N2, e>@@laia \m Wit Understood that it would not be
possible o address AQSIQ's requested changes 1o the meat certificates in
time to go live with these changes from 1 March. Changes to the meat
certificates were only part of the work required to mest AQSIQ
requirements.

From 21 February 2013 onwards there was considerable activity within the
Ministry io speedily produce new meat certiflicates that met AQSIQ's
request for changes. Moeck-ups of these new certificates ( 3 within
E-Cert) were submitted to AQSIQ on 28 February 2013,

During this period, the two officials were working with adifferent viewof
what they were trying to achieve with 1 of the meat cerfificates.
The ‘Counsellor regarded this work as separate to the
Ministry name change on meat certificates; which believed had already
been achieved by implementing the “interim” solution for China of the “old”
NZFSA ceriificate with MP! branding.

The. N'Z @R aiel v Ovacg.), Tegarded this work as providing the
package of changes — including the Ministry name change on meat
ceriificates as well as addressing AQSIQ requirements.

OCiher work o support the implementiation of meat ceriificates
such as provisionof printers, fraining for the new verification steps and
advice fo exporiers wouldall be required. The Ministry sent officials to visit
AQSIQ in March to discuss and confirm AQSIQ requirements in order io
progress the process for confirming and implementing these N
certificates.

On 16 April 2013 the NZ o@TleX e Swilte.  received a lefier
from AQSIQ (dated 12 Apill) conveying their acceptance of the content and
format of these revised meat certificates | AQSIQ requested
90 specimen copies of each of the revised meat certificates and noted that
both countries needed to discuss a date for when these certificates would
come into effact,

Until 3 May, the Counsellor believed that acceptable interim
meat certificates were in place and that the imperative was not time but
rather ensuting that all the necessary preparatory wark had been
undertaken and that the specimens were a frue reflection of what would be
implemented for Paper specimens of . were supplied to
AQSIQ on 13 May bui,

this version
was not implemented.
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65.

The fact that paper specimens of meat certificates were not
provided until 13 May is irrelevant to the progress of the Ministry’s work to
clear delayed consignments. Specimens of this version of the certificates
would, at best, have supported implementing i certificates for new
meat exports once trade resumed.

Rid the Ministry meet the notification requirements under the Meat
Protocols with China?

66,

67.

&8.

69.

Under a number of meat protocols signed between the two countries, New
Zealand is obliged to provide China with one month's notification befare
making any changes to export certification associated with meat products.?
For example, the 2006 Deer Meat and Products Protocol states:

“New Zealand shall provide sample copies of quarantine seal
and stamp, sanitary certificate, and access to an NZFSA
electronic certification database will be provided fo further aliow
of the authenticity of any certificate. One-monthnotice shall be
given io China if there is any change or alteration.”

AQSIQ would have been made aware of the nofification of the Ministry
name change at various points in 2012. On16 March 2012 there was a
formal World Trade Organisation notification of the Ministry name change
to take effect 30 April 2012. On 17-18 September there were preparatory
talks for the SPS Joint Management Committee under the China Free
Trade agreement where a Ministry presentation detailed the Ministry name
change and advised that ¢hanges would iake place to stamps, seals and
ceriificates through fo mid 2013.

At the request of the-SBSG, MFAT sent a cable to all overseas posts on 12
November 2012, directing them to inform competent auihotities in their
relevant countries of theimpending name-change using the ‘general letter’
attached.’ The cable.excluded several posts from having o send the
ageneral letier f on the basis that
tailored messages were required to accommodate the unique requirements
in those countries. The ‘general letter’ signed by the Ministry's Manager
‘provided notification that the name change
would come into effect on 1 March 2013 and supplied four generic samples
of MPl-branded export cerfificates and a copy of the two versions of official
stamps. The letter concluded by asking countries to raise any guestions
with MPI or the relevant New Zealand Embassy by 14 December 2012.

The cable fo Posts that was sent on 12 November was not picked up by
the ~z. C@cial \nCine for several weeks.' When the cable
was picked up, the z o@RClaN o Owlee, 'chose not to forward
the letter to AQSIQ, as he believed that it did not adequately reflect that

-

¥ Sce Article 9 of the Deer Meat and Products Protocol, Article 2 of the Beef Protocol, and Asticle 2 of the Sheet and
Goat Meat Protocol.

? MFAT Trade Negotiations Division to All Posts, “MPI name change: New Export Documentation’, 12 November
2012, 12:49pm (timeline item 01B)

1 Interview with (2. c;@\(‘{c:;.,\‘\f\ C\f\‘\?ﬁilg TJume 2013,

g

e S
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AQSIQ would expect to give their approval to the changes to export
certificates. Based on his experience, the official considered that Division
1 of AQSIQ would (1) require tailored mock-ups of the proposed
certificates fo be used in China (with necessary franslations), {2) expect to
give approval, and (3) prior {o implementation, AQSIQ would expect to
receive specimen certificates for distribution to border posts. Ministry
oificials in Wellington had assumed the November name change
implementation date notification letter provided fo the W2 o @haial
2 @é@a\) ey @ndee. had been forwarded ' to AQSIQ. |
§ qgi;gg?& 0. The NZ of@ciel o Owine jhowever does recall a discussion on
56{%} 19 December: ‘where the name change
and implementation daie of 1 March 2013 was discussed.

71, For the purpose of assessing compliance with the Meat Protocol it is only
relevant to ook at the communications received by AQSIQ. Although
AQSIQ officials would “have been aware therewas going'to'be a
Ministry name-change on export certificates:™ the fiisttime AQSIQ
received written notification of the date of the name change to certificates

Y Ci{‘l:%f o, was via the letter from the N2 o@&aied WwuTwWurex' ‘on 6 February

2013.

o

72, This provided AQSIQ 23 days (rather {han one month) written notice of the
impending change to meat certificates on 1. Mareh 2013.

Should the Ministry have supplicd Specimen Certificates?

73.  On 1 March 2013, ithe Minisiry began issuing expoit certificates under the

¢ _({' MP1 brand » The delays to meat shipments began after
@ O noticed that an MPl-branded maat export certificate did not
Lt maich the paper NZESA specimen certificates _‘hat they held a
< ﬁi@éﬁ i the port for verification'purposes. It was this discrepancy at the border that
resulted in the initialhalting of shipments.

74, Border staff in some countries use the online E-Cett functionality to verify
whether an export certificate being presented at the border is genuine, but
the Ministry is often requested fo supply paper specimen copies of each
export cerfificate, These are then distributed by the overseas competent
authority to border posts so that staff can physically check whether a
certificate is valid, i.e. checking the security paper it is printed on, whether
watermarks are present, whether colouring is appropriate efc.

75.

C oo )
Sy According to the A2 a€@ciaN e Chaina
Ministry staif certainly appreciated the importance of ensuring specimen
certificates were provided to Chinese authorities and that these specimens
Q‘@?,‘[éjéﬁ‘i s
ﬁ$ QE (2"1(@:} " Interview with B ]G.g‘mnscllor, Manager . )
.,S {'22 { @?} 2 Bor example, through the WTO siotification in March 2012, . - MPTI officials referenced the”

impending name change in bilateral sessions with AQSIQ) in Aphil, September and Uctober 2012.

Assurance and Evaluation Page 30 July 2013



Delays {o New Zealand Meat Exports to China

SeplaYed
S&f=)

76.

2 A(UE)
ER R AT

SH)

SaGy)

Sa e o
S S

7.

salle) e
5
o éﬁf{ é’,}

should exactly maich the versions signed and issued by the Ministry, in an
interview the Wz, o cial nOwine- ' said it was common practice
for meat ceriificate specimens to be sent following any minor change fo a
cetiificate —

Beiween 14 February and 27 February there was a sequence of
communications between the 'Counsellor and the
WNZ e otal e OWice. about whether specimens of meat
certificates should be sent to AQSIQ. The key poinis of these
communications were that:

e the two officials recognised that the Chinese border staff placed

importance on having paper specimen certificates

both officials were of the view that paper specimens of the name change
certificates 1 might not need {o be supplied if the ravised'meat
certificates could be quickly agreed and put in place

the W2 @G\ e Ciice, ' directed the
Counseilor not to submit specimens of the'meat ceifificates uniil changes

were made as requested by AQSIGand AQSIQ had approved the new
ceriificates.

The aciions of all parties regarding the decision not to send specimen
certificates to AQSIQ wese in'line with their individual understanding of the
situation:

The A2 offcial o Qainnes (directed Minisiry staff not to send
specimen meat cerfificaies as AQSIQ had not approved a change fo
meat cerlificates.and therefore he did not believe there would be any
changes io the'meat certificates issued from 1 March. The certificates
would continue o be the NZFSA neat certificates which were
in use befora 1 March ', therefore new specimens were riot required.

The direction of the NZ of&cich "~ Qo 'notio send
specimen meat certificates was interpreted by the ‘
Coungellor and Mariager | {0 mean that
specimens of the certificates were not needed as it would
shortly be possible to agree the more comprehensive

certificates that would replace them.

The context for thelr interpretation of the direction from the 2
SRToN o Cniow, was their belief that the MP! branded meat
ceriificates _ were essentially the NZFSA certificate contents
with an MPI header and as such their use as an interim measure was

y & gﬂ M Thisis confirmed by the initial reaction by email from the N2 ofBctol o Qﬁ\?ﬂiou 3 May upon
> T y a) learning

that MPI meat certificates were being used: “I thought we were still vsing the old NZFSA certs. Tt looks like

they must have been using the MPI cert for some time? We still need to give them [AQSIQ] specimens if we have

not already done so.” (fimeline item 12E)."

b
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acceptable to the Chinese authorities. -

78.  The fact that paper specimens were not provided to AQSIQwas a
consequence of the earlier misunderstanding between officials as to which
certificate was fo be in force from 1 March 2013.

MANAGEMENT AND OVERSIGHT OF THE CHANGE PROCESS

The situation arose from a human error

79.  Two Minisiry officials formed different conclusions from a conversation on
19 February about the version of the meat certificates that could be in force
from 1 March.

80. This was an avoidable situation. Neither official@appears to have explicitly
set out or checked their understanding of the/conclusionofithe
conversation, or confirmed what needed {o happen following that
discussion on 19 February to give effect totheir understanding of which
certificate would be used from 1 March 2013.

81.

The rofe of SBESG

82.  Onthe whole, the overall programme of worl to complete the
implementation of the erganisational name change was well managed by
the Ministry.

83. There was extensive work required to meet the 1 March 2013 daie for
changing to MP! branded cettificates. This review has looked at the work of
that project and the SBSG only where relevant to China meat certificates.

84. There were opporiunities for improved oversight and monitoring of risks
across the Standards Branch by the SB3G. These steps may have
avoided issues arising in this case.

There was limited visibility of issues and risk associated with individual countries

85. Poteniial problems with implementaiion in specific countries were identified
on an exception only basis, with the Market Access Team expected fo
raise potential issues to the SBSG via their representative. This process
was therefore highly dependent on individual staff members within the
Market Access Team recognising the possibility of an issue arising with a
trading partner and then escalating the maiter to SBSG.
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86.

87.

88.

90.

In some instances this worked very well.

However, the SBSG was not made aware of any risks or issues with
respect to China. It was not informed that Division 1 of AQSIQ would

expact to give prior approval to meat certificate changes, that the
notification of the impending MP1 name change date that was sent to all
Posts was not forwarded to AQSIQ in November 2012, or that AQSIQ had
sent a letter to the Ministry on 21 February requesting changes to the
proposed name change ceriificates.

It would appear that at one point the SBSG received a misleading update.
The minutes of the 1 February 2013 meeting note “China: Seniva draft cert
which they have approved...”. This information isiincorrect. Atthat point in
time AQSIQ had not received any formal message notifying them of the
impending name change, let alone draft cerlificates for their approval. ltis
unclear who advised them on this point, as no one from the Market Access
Team was present at this meeting.

For a project of this size, the SB3G should‘have adopted a more proactive
approach to verifying that the.individual requirements of each country had
been correctly identified andwmet bythe country-specific certificates.

this should haveiincluded a detailed log of the
requiremenis for that country with respeci to engagement, notification, and
approval (including-down fo:andndividual Division level where appropriate).

An issues and risk register was developed for SBSG; however, it did not
adequately ideniifyrisks that might pose significant disruption to rade.
There is no documentary evidence that the register being used was
formally updated and used by the SBSG to identify and track progress fo
manage key risks after August 2012. There is no evidence that there was
any consideration at a programme level of whether there might have been
any misiakes or oversights with respect to any country - such as not
forwarding the appropriate notifications (as occurred for China).

There was no project contingency planning

o1

To help address any confusion that may arise at the border, information
was put up on the Ministry website to assist importers and exporters and
Posis were again informed of the name change just prior to 1 March 2013.
Steering Group members expected there would inevitably be some
country-specific implementation issues arising, but envisaged these would

-
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be capable of being handled as business-as-usual activity by Market
Access Counseliors.'

As it transpired, there were a number of implementation issues arising from
the name-change for specific goods baing exporied

In this instance the Plant Exports team had fo.create an entirely new
template in the E-cert sysiem and overlooked the need for the attestation,
which the third party organisation had previously manually entered onto
every grade certificate. This was esolved between New Zealand and

officials ‘ovet the course of a few days. Emails and a letter were
sent providing assurances on the validity of the grade certificates, a list of
ihe affected certificates, and confirmation that certificates issued after the
date of notification would include the attestation.

The problems that arose

clearly of an order of magnitude larger
than what the SBSG considered might arise from the project. As such,
there were no contingency plans for dealing with wholesale rejection of the
new certificates by a specific country or for specific products.

Given the confusion that subsequently arose within the Ministry in May
2013 as to whether it was feasible to revert to NZFSA certificaies, it would
have been very valuable if issues such as these had previously been
considered at a senior level, The development and testing of a ‘fall back’
option for a worst case scenario (complete rejection of the new cerlificates

for a product and/or country) would have been a prudent step to take in
this instance.

Y Interview with Manager Systems Assurance.
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Usual review and sign- off processes not followed

97.

98.

ey

RICVEN

< a5

A 0=)

Typically when a change to cerfificate atlestations is agreed within the
Standards Branch (following discussions with overseas authorities), the
appropriate attestations are drawn up and provided to the Technology
Systems team to develop a draft template. Depending on the issue and
the market, these templates are agreed within the Ministry or with overseas
approval. An Official Market Access Requirements (OMARY) is notified o
industry and the Market Access Counselior requests the Food Assurance
team fo make the ceriificate template live in the E-cert sysiem from an
agreed implementation date.

in the case of the name change exercise it was agreed that there would be
a blanket approach to making the necessary changes to cetriificates,
whereby the MPI brand would automatically be used from midnight 28
Februar unless an exception had been identified. The Minisiry’s Standards
Branch Technology Systems team was delegated the task of approving all
name change templates ( During February 2013 this
team manually set an ‘expiry date’ of 28 February 2013 for all existing live
templates in the E-cert system and an ‘effeclivedaie’ of 14March 2013 for
new versions to go live. All changes to aclivate the new templates and
deactivate the old templates were carried out by Technology Systems
team. As the project was considered low risk (i.e. focusing on making a
single change), the Market Access Team was not asked to formaily review
or sign-off the individual certificate templates.

Through the review we havedetermined that the version that went live for
meat exports to China o1 March 2013 was not actually the
version that the Gounsellor infended o go live. As if
transpired, this was not a material factor, but is worth reflecting on to help
improve Ministry processes'for the future (refer to Table 1 for further
details}. We do not consider any fault lies with the Technology Systems
team in issuing the version from 1 March without the country of origin
attestations. They'had clearly been instructed by a

Counsellor fo remove the atiestations from the MPI-branded templates and
provided the Counsellor with sample mock-ups of the
proposed certificates on iwo occasions prior to the 1 March go live date.'

@E(z} t—@’} 1 Samples were sentt to the
e\ Ay removed. on 13 Februmy 2013 and 22 February 2013. The email oo 22 February 2013 was in specific
LS /‘ reference to the versions that would be infroduced on 1 March.

Counsellor showing the MPT bianded certificates with the attestations

;

——
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100. The confusion about what version of the MPl-branded ceriificate went live

S6la)

for Chinese meat exports -

may have been prevented by a more rigorous process for sign-off.
Prior to go-live for the MPl-branded certificates it may have been prudent
to formally request every Market Access Counsellor to check the templates
for the areas they were responsible for and to certify they were satisfied
the corract version would be live on 1 March.

There was no clear ‘go live’ decisfon point for the changes fo the certificates

101.

102,

103.

104.

The review has identified a lack of formal instructions and documentation
around the directions to the Technology Systems team prior to the new
certificates going live . This may or may not have contributed to the errors
that arose around certificate version control.

During this review the Technology Systems team has been unable o
identify a single ‘go live’ decision point. While this didmnet direcilylead to
any issues in this instance (as key Ministry officials were all of tha belief
the MPI branded certificates should go live), without the discipline of formal
‘go-live’ decision making there is potential for errors to otcur in the future.

The minutes of the SBSG meeting on 28 Februaryhoted “Final system
release: All planned for Thursday evening for change over on Friday [1
March]’. The Technology Systems ieam wasrepresented on the SBSG
and was aware that the MPl-branded templates should be implemented,
even if this was not formally conveyéd in writing or individual templates
authorised.

For a project of this significance and with the potential to create significant
disruptions to trade if mistakes were made, more formal decision points
should have been included in the change process.
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SECTION 3: A CHRONOLOGY OF THE KEY DATES IN
THE RESPONSE TO THE DELAYS TO MEAT
SHIPMENTS

108.

1086.

This section provides a brief outline of some of the key dates from the point
at which the Ministry first became aware of meat exporters experiencing
delays at the Chinese border, through to agreement being reached with
AQSIQ to resume frade at the end of May. A more complete fimeline is
containad in Appendix Two.

This summary is intended o provide a quick reference for the subsequent
analysis of the Minisiry’s reaction and response, which is focated in section
4 of this report.

Monday 29 April: the Ministry first aware of meat held up at Chinese border

107.

The Ministry advises the exporter to get their import agents to check with
AQSIQ head office to confirm that the updated gerification had been
approved and provided to the pott.

Friday 3 May: the reason for the problem is first ideniified

108.

> ci@i&\)
29

Upon being shown a copy of the export certificaie for delayed meat
consignments, the . ¥ Z QEReNen v Wi, (0N leave at the time)
recognises that MP1 branded; rather thanNZFSA branded, ceviificates are
being used. He advises the ‘Counsellor “We had no

approval o use those?.**

Monday 6 May: AQSIQ reguest details be prepared of affected
consighments

j é(gf) Tuesday 7 May: Exporier provides MPI with example of .

g L Wednesday 8 May: AQSIO ‘requests NZ voluntarily cease meat
© exporis

2 c{@%’% 109,

The W2 O e\ a it has a phone call with AQSIQ. AQSIQ
reiterates need for detail of affected consignments and requests Ministry
stops certifying meat exports. The Ministry is verbally advised of this
discussion that day.

Thursday 9 May: the Ministry seeks information from industry

110.

S ey (230

The Meat Industry Association (MIA) is asked fo seek their members’ help
in collating information on cerlificate numbers and destination ports for all
consignments detained and on the water.'®

3 Q\Eﬁ YV il from. Nz, SEZ el Craten o Counsellor, 3 May 2013 (timeline item 12E).

e o)

*® Pimail fiom - iCounsellor to MIA representative, 9 May 2013 (timeline item 16A).

i

™~
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Friday 10 May: China advises that it will not accept meat certified after 10
May

1. AQSIQ verbally advises the NZ @@ te) ya c¥iae. | that all further
certification of meat consignments for China should stop until the new
certificates are in place.”™ The Ministry is verbally advised of
the discussion that day.

Tuesday 14 May: Director-General advises Ministers, by text message, of a
problem in China with respect to acceptance of NZ meat export cerifficates

Tuesday 14 May: Ministry provides information to AQSIQ

112. By Tuesday 14 May the Minisiry has supplied AQSIQ with information on
563 containers which were believed to be at port and a further 617 that
were believed to be in transit to China.”®

Monday 20 May: AQSIQ receives more complete information on
consignment{s

Tuesday 21 May: NZ and AQSIQ officials meet to discuss for the first time:
AQSIQ advise they will not clear meat certified under MPl-branded
cartificates

113.  Ata meeting of the New Zealanhd Ambassador to China and AQSIQ,
AQSIQ officials request that.the meat export certificates be reissued either
in the old, pre — 1 March, form (with the NZFSA brand) or in a new format
that has been recenily agreed T

Tuesday 21 May: asenior Ministry official flies to China

114. The Director of Market Assurance flies to Beijing, arriving the afternoon of
the 22 May.

Wednesday 22 May: decision to reissue certificates using pre 1 March 2013
NZFSA certificate format

116,  AQSIQ agrees to release all delayed consignments based on.

118. The process of replacing priotity certificates starts late on Wednesday 22
May and is completed the next day.

Thursday 23 May: the establishment of a Response Sirategic Leadership
team

1% Exmail from Agriculiure Counsellor in Be:l]mg to Director Markei Assurance, Manager

 and Counsellor, 10 May 2013 (tineline item 18).
' Bmail from Agriculire Coumsellor in Beijing to Deputy Director-General Standards, 14 May 2013 (timeline item
21A).
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117. Following a meeting of the Ministry Senior Leadership Team, the Ministry
institutes a formal frade response group on Thursday 23 May.

Friday 24- Sunday 206 May: the majority of the remaining replacement
certificates are processed

118, Aieam is puf together to reissue replacement cerlificates for all other
delayed meai consignhments and warks over the weekend fo complete this
fask.

Monday 27 May: meeting with AQSIQ officials on resumption of rade

119.  Minisiry and MFAT ofiicials in Beijing meet with AQSIQ ofiicials to discuss
arrangemenis for resuming trade for new consignments. '

Tuesday 28 May: senior Ministry official flies to China

120. The Deputy Director-General Standards Branch flies to Beijing to-assist
with negoetiations into the resumption of trada.

Feiday 31 May: agreement is reached on the resumption of trade

121, Agreement is reached with AQSIQ to restime trade from all previously
approved premises under NZFSA-branded
ceriificates, as in use before 1 Maich 2013;

Saturday 1 June: delayed meat consigninents start to be cleared

b
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SECTION 4: ASSESSING THE MINISTRY’S REACTION
AND RESPONSE

122. This section assesses the Ministry’s reaction and response to the news of
the delays to meat exports to China. It examines the Ministry's
identification of the underlying problem causing the delays, the
effectiveness of resolution efforts, whether the Minisiry had appropriate
response structures in place, and whether the quality of advice provided to
Ministers and the industry was appropriate.

Key findings regarding the Ministry’s Reaction and Respense

1. Establishing the source and scale of the problem and establishing AQSIQ
position tcok too long

a.

The first formal meeting between NZ representative.and AQSIQ
took place on 21 May,

b. Upon being asked by AQSIQ to supply informationidentifying the
delayed consignments (6 May), ittook a full week until the first batch of
information was supplied fo AQSIQ (13 May)

" full information.in the form AQSIQ required was only
supplied on 20 May.

¢. There were problems providing the Chinese authorities with the
information that wasrequested to enable them to identify the delayed
consignments. The Ministry relied on industry to provide them with the
informationthat was needed'and this took time to collate. Ministry
officials could*have besn more proactive in asking guestions earlier
about the extent fo which information could be provided from Ministry
systems.

2. The issue was not escalated to advise the Director-General and Ministers of
the scale of the problem.

a. The Ministry's weekly issues reporting processes are fragmented and
not sufficiently well understood by contributors to ensure that issues are
flagged internally and to relevant Ministers at the right time and with
sufficient information.

b. Aithe latest, NZ meat exports on 10
May should have been the trigger for establishing a formal Ministry
response structure, formalising cross agency arrangements, developing
options for resolution and providing a briefing to Ministers on the full
range of issues that needed to be raised to thelr attention (by this stage
officials would have been aware that there may be over 1,100
consignmentis affected at Chinese ports).

¢. Ministers were not alerted to this issue until 14 May, four days after
New Zealand meat exports,

d. Of broader concern is the view reiterated in several interviews that
officials, who deal with market access matiers at various levels in
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Standards Branch struciure, do not see any value in escalating issuss to
senior management until they have exhausted ali efforts to resolve a
problem. This way of woiking is not calibrated with the expectations of
the Director-General for infernal escalation and does not support the
timely briefing of appropriate Ministers.

3. The Ministry’s formal response siruciure should have been implermnented
earlier

a. Once the Ministry Senior Leadership Team became involved, there were
missed opportunities fo involve a wider range of people with different
skills to provide suppert and help with the response and contingency
planning for the issue.

b. The ability to manage and exercise oversight of the problem was not
helped by the lack of information provided to senior management about
the underlying cause of the problem or the scale of its effects.

¢. Aformal response structure was not put in place until very late in the
response. There were several poinis in time where it might have been
appropriate for senior management to take the decisionto establish
such a structure, both within the Ministry and as a cross agency
response,

4. Information provided to Ministers was inadequateand incorreet.

a. Oificials initially incorrectly advised Ministers»

5 6(e)

b. The Minister for Food Safety asked on two Separate occasions whether
there was any evidence or indication that the Ministry had made a
mistake with meat ceriificatesto China. On bath occasions the Ministry
assured the Minister that this was notihe case. This was incorrect.

¢. Despite Ministry officials knowing on Friday 3 May (and senior managers
from Tuesday 14-May) that the Minisiry had implemented unapproved
meat cetiificates for Ching, this was not made clear to Ministers until
Wednesday 22 May.

d. The initial meeting on 18 May between Ministry ofiiclals and Ministers
was hot effective because all but one of the people involved in the
meeting had no prior involvement in market access for China. The one
official at the meeting who had any technical knowledge of the name
change project, this particular issue and specific knowledge of market
access history for China, did not clearly articulate verbally or, later, in
writing the exact cause and naturs of the problem, or the scale of its
effect.

e. Ministers and their staff were extremely frustrated at the perceived lack
of urgency in the Mlnlstry’s approach They had no sense that the
Ministry was treating the matter with the high priority they believed it
required. They struggled to get straight aniswers to straightfarivard
questions and Ministérs and their staff consequently lacked confidence
in the information they were being supplied by the Ministry.

5. Efforts to cledr consignments focused on one option

a. The Ministry oﬁicia!s in Wellington and Beijing who were involved in the

......

addressed wsthm a few days This ophmlsm cont:nued for over two
FEat weeks,
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k. Despite earlier enquiries from industry, Ministry officials and Ministers’

offices about the possibility of reverting fo the old NZFSA-branded
certificates, the Ministry was foo slow to explore the possibility of
replacing all certificates with NZFSA-branded certificates. This was
partly influsnced by Ministry officials thinking that this was not technically
or legally possible.

The reissuing of replacement NZFSA-branded certificates demonsirated
how the Ministry and industry can come together to work towards a
comman purpose. Initially a small team of staff from Verification Services
worked laie into the night and the following day fo process the
replacement of some 600 priority certificates. A further 1,000 certificates
were processed by a team of volunieers across the following weekend.
Industry participation was vital to the speed of this exercise.

6. The Ministry’s Communications team was not involved at the right time

a.

The Ministry’s communications team was advised of the issue very late
and only just prior to media interest. Earlier involvement would have
allowed them to be better prepared for addressing media guestions and
supporting the Ministry and Ministers' Offices in press releases and
media statements.

THE MINISTRY'S INITIAL REACTION AND THE DECISION NOTTO
ESCALATE THE ISSUE

The context

123.

124.

125.

126.

Market Access officialsdnWellington and New Zealand officials at
overseas Posis around the world handle market access issues on a
regular basis as partof their rele. The vast majority of these issues are
cleared within a few days and'are regarded as operational, “business as
usual matters”) requiring very little visibility beyond those individuals who
have been given responsibility for addressing these malters.

The Ministry is heavily reliant upon industry to advise them of market
access issues for affected consignments. The Animal Products Act 1999
sets out a requirement on exporters to notify the Ministry of any problems
with access to markeis within 24 hours. There is an expectation that
exporters will either provide non-compliance reports fo the Ministry’s
Verification Services or Food Assurance Direclorates or contact the Market
Access team when they have access issues.

At the point of the initial contact from industry (Monday 29 April) it was not
immediately clear what the actual Issue was, Market Access officials told
us that at this initial stage there was no information to indicate that there
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was a more general problem.?! At this stage we understand industry was
not raising any related concerns through the Verification Services or Food
Assurance Direciorate. Market Access officials provided advice to the
exporter, by email, suggesting actions the exporter could take:

“It's the cerlification, not the seals that they are questioning.

Like the other name changes, it took effect
from 1 March 2013,

). We worked
+ withhChina in January and
February this year

The sample certiffcate your ‘agent has sent was signed in
February 2013, but is not.shown in e-cert as being accepted
(on-line) Be China until 22 March, possibly about the time
the vessel arrived?

127.  After the initial emails and telephone calls from one meat exporter on
Monday 29 April it was not until the end of the week before Market Access
officials became aware of the potential scale of the problem and the
concerns of indusiry (on Friday 3 May). This was a result of further
examples of delays being flagged to them by industry.

Establishing the source and scale of the problem and establishing AQSIQ
position took too long

128. On Friday 3 May meat exporters started to provide information
demonstrating this was not a localised problem. The Ministry’s response
was to raise this issue with AQSIQ through the official channels.

128.  Atthis pointintime the wz 0@Ruial = nine. [fecognised that
the Ministry had introduced meat certificates that had not been approved

. )
A Tnterview with Counsellor. St
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134,

135.
136.

137.

by AQSIQ, and he advised the ' Counsellor.?2 Howaver

) ) ' made
Ministry officials oplimistic that this was a problem that could be resolved
guickly and simply.

A teleconference on Friday 3 May befween the Ministry and NZ Embassy
officials in Beijing identified the importance of meeting with AQSIQ. It was

decided to wait for the retur of the 2. CER et i v Caanes! on
Tuesday 7 May, so he could attend the meeting.

However, from 7 May whenthe vz, «:@& ala\ " Sivaes | returned
io work after a period of leave

.. key Chinese officials were
all away.

The first discussion of the'issue betweenthe w7z o@Roian v Shine

and an AQSIQ representative was on Wednesday 8 May, and the
content of this discussion was verbally relayed fo Wellington officials that
day.

Based on this discussion, the officials involved believed that providing
AQSIQ with details of the affected consignments and copies of spacimens
for MPI branded certificates in use from 1 March to be sent from AQSIQ o
ports, would be'sufficient o resolve the problem.

The Ministry does not hold ali the information AQSIQ required and on 9
May, MIA sought information from their members to help the Ministry
identify all affected consighments. Industry with the help of importers were
able to provide a significant amount of this information very quickly.

Further information gathering on affecied consignmenis continued through
various routes for several days and the provision of this information was
still the only approach to resciufion being considered by the time of the
meeting between Ministers and Ministry officials on 18 May.

Market Access officials told us that it was only on Thursday 8 May that they
became aware of the likely scale of the issue®®. That day a Verification

3 (;,\ ;—3’}{5;) 2 Email from 652 OSFCARL. wa OO o Counsellor, 3 May 2013 (timeline itera 12E).
L Mo .
5 4 1){&) Intexrview Manager,
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138.

> e

139,
3 [a}

Services staff member provided an initial indication, based on information
from industry, that there could be at least 400 affected consignments (a
consignment comprises between 1-10 containers). Full information of
potentially affected consignments was only supplied to AQSIQ on Monday
20 May.

As further information was provided hy meat exporters over the weekend, it
hecame clearer by Maonday 13 May that there may be some 1,100
consignments affected. This was after the 10 May, when the Ministry was
first verbally advised by the NZ = @Ralal xa Taine, | that AQSIQ
officials had advised that they would not clear any meat consignments
ceriified after 10 May. Loading of consignments on New Zealand wharves
was halted. In advance of this, a number of New Zealand meat companies
had already halted their processing of meat for export to China.

The first formal meeting between NZ representativas and AQSIQ
fook place on 21 May,

Escalating and raising awarsness of issues to senior management

Weekly reporting processes failed to alertthe Ministry and Ministers to the scale
of the problem

140

142.

s & 6@:) 143,

The only report distributed to all three Ministers’ offices is a Weekly Status
report for media issues ahd correspondence. This report did not contain
information aboutt this issue <however it did refer to another unconnected
issue:

The Ministry implemented a new process for weekly issues reporting,
internally and to Ministers, in mid April and this was refined over the
following weeks. The new process included the production of an internal
Ministry Food Safety items repott for the Senior Leadership Team (o
discuss, a weekly Primary industries lssues and Opporiunities report for
the Minister for Primary Industries and Associate Minister for Primary
industries, and a weekly process for advising the Minister for Food Safety
of any issues arising.

The Minister for Food Safety meets with officials weekly to discuss matters
including issues and risks. This issue was not included in reports or
information provided to the Minister for Food Safety to support the weekly
meeting with officials. The issue was not included in the weekly process for
advising the Minister for Food Safetly of any issues arising.

On 8 May the Manager ‘flagged the status of
the issue as “red” to the Director Market Assurance through the internal
Ministry weekly reporting process. The information provided at this stage
gave no sense of the scale of the problem, it stated:

Fd

[ —
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“China’ had not approved the 1 March name
change on MPI certificaies for meat, ¢

\. Clearance of containers delayed.....”

144.  On the 10 May the internal Ministry Food Safety ltems report showed the
issue as an “amber” food trade item. This was one of six issues flagged as
amber in that report.

145. The Ministry's Senior L.eadership Team, the Director Communications and
private secretaries from the offices of the Minister for Primary Industries
and the Associate Minister for Primary Industries are invited to attend the
internal weekly Ministry meeting on Primary Industries Issues and
Opportunities. The Director-General did not attend the Friday 10 May
meeting. Paper copies of the internal Ministry Food Safety ltems report
were available to participants at the meeting on 10 May, and the content
of the report would have been displayed on screen during the meeting.
The internal Ministry Food Safety ltems report of 17 May contained the
same information about this issue.

146. The item was not mentioned in the Weekly'lsstes and Oppartunities report
for Primary Industries of either 10 or 17 May.whichis, distributed to the
offices of the Minister for Primary Industties and the Associate Minister for
Primary Indusiriss.

147.  The Ministry operational staffinvolved followed the process they
understood to be in place ai'the timeé to raise the issue fo more senior
levels in the Ministry for the 10 May internal meeting (and again on the 17
May internal Food Safely items report).

148.  Inreality thedimited distribution of the Minisiry’s internal Food Safety items
report, the way the issue was articulated in that report and a disconnect
between processes for internal reporiing and reporting to the offices of the
Minister for Food Safely and the Minister for Primary Industries, all
contributed to Ministers not being advised of the issue in a timely and
appropriate manner.

149.  The Ministry’s weekly issues reporting processes are fragmented and not
sufficiently well understocd by coniributors to ensure that issues are
flagged internally and to relevant Ministers at the right time and with
sufticient information.

Officials did not escalate as they considered they could resolve the problem
themselves

180. The Market Access officials we spoke to told us that they had a view that
the matter was a minor misunderstanding that would be resolved once
AQSIQ were provided with information on which consignments needed to
be released. As such, officials focused on reassuring and sharing
information with industry as they progressed resolving the matier under
“business as usual’.
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151.  The Market Access officials we spoke 02 told us that they do not
generally escalate market access issues fo senior management until
attempis to resolve the problem had been {aken. It was their view that in
this case these attempis had not been fully exhausted. \

=N e 162. The . ‘ fCounse.llor and _5\!2_ Q@s%&;ﬁ“ i, Who
fe were involved in the resolution of the issue at this earlier stage, continued

to be optimistic that the problem could be addressed quickly and easily.
They told us that they were under the impression from early on thai this
probiem could be resolved within 3-4 <:ia|ys.2"r

S k&§ 163. The Counsellor and the W2 ©QRetaX ' St
regarded this as a technical issue that they would have expecied.iobe
resolved quickly, based on sxperiences with other countries.

154. In hindsight, these two officials still balieve hisissue could have been
addressed within a few days had the Ministry been able to provide the
information requested in a timely manner and had the media coverage of
17 I‘uflay29 and subsequent media comments not occurred.

155. There is a clear disconnect inthe way operational staff and the Direcior-
General viewed the significance of AQSIQ officials advising, as the Ministry
learned on 10 May, thatthey will not clear any further meat consigniments.
The receipt of the warning instruction from the meat exporter on 7 May
might also havebeenviewed with more significance. Operational staff at
the time and in hindsight do not regard these types of actions as a trigger
point for ensuring ali management layers, up fo the Director-General, and
relevant Ministers, are aware of this action and its impact. Minisiry officials
should have appreciated earlier that this was a not localised border issue,
and steps should have been taken to escalate the issue to senior
management within the Ministry.

156.  Whilst operational siaff may have belisved that resoluiion was best
handied through the usual routes, senior management in Standards
Branch should have taken a more acfive role. They should have asked
more questions about the level of risk and monitored how that risk was

9 {2}5&_} * Interviews Manager, .Counsellor

2 Q‘ {2¥Q) T Inteyview Manager.

g’% {?}5}'} “ nterview ,JTU ounsellor

b
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157.

158.

169.

160.

changing as the scale of the delay became clearer and the likelihood of
business as usual resolution decreased.

The Director-General only became aware of the issue when he was
informed of the issue by industry on Tuesday 14 May. The Director-
General contacted relevant managers but they were unable to respond
adequately to his enquiries and provide him with clarity on the precise
issue or the underlying cause of the issue, its scale or the level of risk to
exports and industry.

The Director-General told us that he had set expectations repeatedly to
his management team that there should be “no surprises”.*®In this case,
those expectations were not met.

The Deputy Director-General Standards told us that she only became
aware of the issue and concemns on the same day as the-Director-General.
She had received the 10 May Food Safety items report.and attendedithe
discussion of the report on 10 May, but had not understood from that report
the scale or significance of the issue.

Following a request from the Deputy Director-General Standards for detail
on the problem, on Tuesday 14 May, NZ G Cien e Qndne
emailed the Deputy Director-General, Standards, the Director Market
Assurance, the Manager

. This enail Clearly states that over 1,000
consignments may be affected

GOVERNANCE AND OVERSIGHT OF THE MINISTRY’S RESPONSE

Rele of senior managemaent

It took too long for senior management to get a clear understanding of the
problem

161,

162.

The ability to manage and exercise oversight over the problem was not
helped by senior management's lack of understanding of the problem,
despite their attempts fo gain the necessary information.

When the media covered the issue on Friday 17 May, the Director-General
and Ministers were still unclear about the true cause of the issue and is
scale. For several days the infarmation provided to senior management

and Ministers did not help them to determine how io respond appropriately.

* Iterview Director-General .
3 Bmail from . 34 2B N e o, to Deputy Director-General Siandards, Director Market Assurance,
Mamager ;14 May 2013 (Timeline item 21A)

Assurance and Eveluation Page 48

N



88
Sa{e

sal2le)

S
?;"M
Py
35
k“\m’

Delays to New Zealand Meat Exports fo China

163.

164,

165.

The Director-General was out of the country on business from late
Saturday 18 May only returning on Friday 24 May. In his absence an acting
Direcior-General was in post.

The Acting Director-General told us that he did not feel that those invoived
in the issue had a consistent picture of the scale and complexily of the
issue, or a full appreciation of the fime that had elapsed since industry first
raised concerns with the MPL. It was only on Tuesday 21 May that both the
Acting Director-General and Aciing Deputy Director-General Standards
recall that they first learned that the problem arose because the Ministry
had issued unapproved certificates. This is despite senior management
within the Minisiry being informed of the nature of the problem a week
carlier, on Tuesday 14 May.*

The opportunity to gain a first-hand understanding of the issue from the

1.
Counsellor was offered to management whenihe
‘Counsellor retumned to the office on Tuesday 21May.-On
return, the Counsellor immediately assisted with

resolution efforts and briefed the Cirector Matket Assurance and Manager

i also offered to directly brief more senior
management and Ministers — such briefings did not occur.

The wider Senior Leadership Team could have become involved in the resolufion
earlier

166.

167.

168.

Senior management only became aciively invoived in the oversight of the
issue after the Ministerialinterventionon Saturday 18 May. From that point
the Acting Director-General and Acting Deputy Director-General Standards
were receivingdaity tpdates and were both actively involved in the
management of the regponse to the issue uniil the Deputy Director-
General Standards and the Direcior-General retuined {o the office, at
which points they returned to their usual roles.

Not all the Ministry participants of the pre-cabinet meeting on Monday 20
May had bean briefed about the weekend meeting with Ministers, but
during the period of 20 — 23 May, SLT members were updated on the issue
by the Acting Direclor-General.

it was at a meeting late afternoon on Thursday 23 May that SLT members
became fully engaged and cognisant of the significance of ihe issue. A
decision was taken at that meeting to set up a formal Response Strategic
Leadership (RSL) team, including Communications and Legal, to oversee
the Ministty's response to the issue,®

Sending senior officials to Beifing earlier may not have made any difference

169.

When Ministers met with the Minisiry and {eleconferenced with industry on
18 May, the beneiit of sending senior officials to China was discussed,

2 fnterview Acting Director-General and interview with Acting Deputy Director-General Standards
B Interview Acting Director-General

(o
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170.

171,

_ . The
Ministry then sought advice from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs & Trada,
and decided on 21 May to send a senior official o China.

The first formal face-to-face meeting with AQSIQ involved the New
Zealand Ambassador to China

) The meeting reveated that
AQSIQ were not prepared to direct clearance using the MPl-branded
ceitificates for verification.

We have no evidence to confirm that if senior Ministry officials had been
sent fo China earlier then the course of events would have been different.
Their presence in China would not have guaranteed

" a faster _resolution, giv‘en the ébsence of key AQSIQ
officials at the time.

The establishment of a formal response structure

The decision to set up a formalised responsa structure should have been faken
sooner

172

173.

By the weekend of 18 May, over twoweeks after the initial meat delays
had been flagged o the Minisiry, a formal response structure had yet to be
initiated by the Ministry. Officials should have recognised this was not a
business-as-usual problem when China advised that they would not accept
any meat certificates issued after 10 May:
_ Atthe latest):

to.NZ meat exports verbally advised fo the Ministry an
Friday 10 May sheuld have been the trigger for establishing a fermal
Ministry response structure, formalising cross agency aifangements,
developing opfions for resolution and providing a briefing to Ministers on
the full range of issues that needed to be raised to their atiention (by this
stage officials would have been aware that there may be over 1,100
consignments affected at Chinese poris). if Minisiry staff were not
cognisant of the serioushess of the issué already then this was the point
when it should have been clear that this was no longer ‘busingss as usual”.

The Ministry's RSL tearn was formed on 23 May because it was
considered that the issue had got to the stage where it was a crisis, there
was significant Ministerial focus and there was a perception that there was
a need for a whola of government response.®® A formalised response
structure should have been established with much greater urgency. This
would have provided much greater visibility and oversight at 2 much earlier
stage.

5 Interview Deputy Direcior-Genesal Standards
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174. The Acting Director-General fold us that they were under the impression
that a response group had already been formed with Communications and
Legal input.®® A formal response team, including Legal, Communications,
IT and Verification Services could have started to develop contingency
plans had they been established earlier. This would have positioned them
well fo undertake the reissue of certificates which was eventually agreed
as the solution to gaining clearance of goods.

175.  With significant trade issues it is normal practice to convene a cross
agency response group. One official told us that in this case they felt that
the Ministry was {oo slow fo initiate this cross agency response and that
previous issues had also not been raised to cross agency response soon
enough®. The inherent understanding within the Ministry of when to initiate
cross agency response may not be as clear as it needs to be and may
have been impacied over the past few years by siructural and staif
changes at the Ministry.

There needs fo be greater dlarity and understanding about when to establish a
formal response

176. tis not clear under what circumstances a trade issue needs fo be
escalated o a formal response. One Ministry official that we spoke to was
of the view that being able to determine when a formal response is
required is exiremely challenging®® We wera®lga told that

was not necessarily a frigger for escalating an issue to a
response.®

o

177.  The Ministry does have@ draft Trade'Response Guide which sets out
some guidance. The guidance is.subject io interpretation - it advises that
responses needdo.he formalised when there is “the need for prompi action
to prevent harm to consuimers and/or New Zealand’s trade reputation”.
However, the friggeis forinitiating a response are clearly focused on food
safety maiters.

178.  When response stiuciures are established the right people need to be
involved both in the leadership, management and dslivery of the response.
There were some views expressed fo us that the people with the right
technical and specialist skills were not involved in the delivery of the
response. ltis generally recognised by Ministry senior management that
more needs to be done to involve people with a wider range of skill sets
and with different perspectives in responss situations.®

179.  Under the actions agreed at the Ministry Senior Leadership team in 2012,
the responsibility to determine when fo seek advice from Compliance and
Response Branch with regard to how to establish an appropriate response

36 Intexrview Acting Director-General
37 Tterview MEAT North Asia Division Manager
B Interview Manager Office of the Competent Authority
by % C@,kw * One senior official commented fha ) * o all New Zealand trade would not in their view be
= safficient to trigger a formal response stracture — provided the individuals dealing with the problem were confident
they could resolve it themselves.
 fnterview Deputy Director-General Coiporate Services
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structure lay with the branch initially handling the issue. On the basis of
these agreed actions, the IDC and Response Directorate should have
been contacted by Standards branch for advice on standing up the
response.

180. In practice the Standards branch considers that it has its own trade
response capability so does not always use IDC and Response.

Response recordkeeping could be more formalised and systematic

181.  Once the issue was escalated to the Minister the daily updates and formal
briefs recorded the actions taken. At the time there was no formal
discipline around retaining the information that underpinned these records
in a ceniral repository. it is important that key records that underpin
decision making and support actions taken are retained. There is a risk
that the Ministry might not be able fo evidence and support its decisions
particularly those made prior to the establishment of the formal response
structure on 23 May.”'

THE MINISTRY’S SERVICING OF MINISTERS
The scale and significance of the issue was nof flagged early or clearly enough

182, By 10 May, Ministry officials who were tryingdo'address the issue knew
that China had advised them thatthey wotldnot clear any meat
consignments certified by NewZealand after 10 May. Ministers have made
clear that this point should have beenflagged to them at that time as it
would have been matertial to their bnderstanding of the issue.

183.  The Ministers{or Primary Industries and Food Safety were initially notified
there was an issue with'delays to meat exporis to China by the Director-
General, by text message, on Tuesday 14 May. Later that same day, the
Ministers’ officesiwere sent further information by email about the
background to fhe issue, the current situation and further update — this
same information was being used by the MIA to advise industry of the
issue.? A further update was provided to the Minister’s Office on
Thursday 16 May.*

184, This initial advice 1o Ministers did not make the scale or severity of the
issue clear, even though Ministry officials working on the issue had further
information that would have made the significance of the issue much
clearer. By this pcint officials dealing with the issue within the Ministry were
aware that 1,100 consighments of meat on the whaif in China and on the
way to China were potentially affected.

185. For an issue of this size it would have been appropriate to follow the initial
text and email information io Ministers with a briefing which made the
nature and extent of the issue clear. This would have allowed Ministers to

SN=Y ( ‘1) Ca} ! Acting Director-General notes
£ 2 Bmail from Manager ‘fo Ministerial Offices, 14 May 2013 (timeline item 21).
5 Q’i (Ez‘g’g_\ # Email from Manager to Ministerial Offices, 16 May 2013 (timeline item 22).
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have oversight of an Issue having a material impact on the meat industry,
to brief other government officials accurately and o respond appropriately
{o media questions. A briefing was only provided to Ministers on 18 May.

The initial discussion and briefing of Ministers did not clarify the problem or ifs
scale

186. Al the mesting with Ministers of 18 May Minisiry officials did not clearly
communicate what the actual issue was or the scale of the issue. Ministry
officials at that meeting did not appear confident that they understood the
issue themselves.*

187. The Depuiy Director-General Standards Branch and the Director Market
Assurance were oui of the office or out of the country at this point and did
not attend the meeting on 18 May. Delegated authorities were in place in
their absence.

188. Neither of the two Individuals most closely invoived'with this matterthe
Counsellor and the »2Z oG afial \n c\nile ; Were
involved in the meeting with Ministers or asked o coniribute'to the written
briefing. Although neither were in the couniry they would have been
contactable.

189. The Depuiy Director-General Standards, the Director Market Assurance,

the Manager

had all received.an’'email on 14 May advising that the Minisiry
had not received approval fof the MPl-branded meat certificates from
AQSIQ - but only one of these Ministry officials was involved in briefing the
Ministers on 18 iVlay He might not have recogmsed the s:gnif cance of this
email as he had not seen the latter sent to AQSIQ on 6 February asking for
their confirmed acceptancesof the new certificates. This information and its
relevance was not made clear to Ministers until Wednesday 22 May.

180. The Manager | had familiariy with the issues,
authored the written brief and provided oral advice. He stated in the
briefing that the issue was

191, A briefing prepared for the Ministers on Safurday 18 May did not
adequately identify some of the key salient points that would have helped
Ministers to understand the scale of the issue and why consignments were
being delayed. It did not clearly specify that the Ministry had made a
mistake or acknowledge that the Ministry had not received formal approval
for the new MPl-branded meat certificates.

4 Interviews with Acting Director-General and Ministers

Assurance and Evaluation Page 53 July 2013



Delays fo New Zealand Meat Exports to China

192. Standards Branch management should have ensured that the relevant
information about the problem and the scale of the problem had been
obtained well before Ministers decided that a meeting on 18 May was
required and should have ensured a comprehensive and informative
briefing was prepared for Ministers earlier.

193. The Minister for Food Safety asked Ministry officials on two occasions, on
18 May and 20 May, whether there was any evidence or indication that the
Ministry had made a mistake with regard to meat certificates for China. On
both occasions the Minister was assured this was not the case. This was
incorrect.

The subsequent servicing of Ministers was not effective

194.  The Ministry did not provide Ministers with the right information, at the right
fime.

195. Ministers felt that officials were unable o provide them with timely,
accurate and complefe information on the extent of the problem.

196. Ministers and their staff have noted that from that Saturday 18 May
meeting it took a further 4-5 days before-they had a sense that the Ministry
was treating the mafter with.the same urgency as Ministers.

197. By 21 May the office ofthe Minister for Primary Industries was so
frustrated by the lack of information and answers from the Minisiry, that
they resorted to construciing a timeline of events in an attempt {o find a
way to surface the facts they required. Shortly afterwards the Ministry
started to construct atimeline of events.

198. The Ministry did face some challenges in identifying the affected
consignments because its information systems do not hold this information
(the Minisiry systems only identify export certificates issued, not which
consignments have cleared Chinese poris).® Having said that, Ministers
expected the Ministry to have a much better grasp of the key facts by 18
May given they had been aware of the problem for over two weeks before
briefing Ministers for the first time.

199. Minisiers also commaented that they never saw any options analysis of
different possible means of resolving the problem. This contributed fo their
sense that officials were still frying to treat this as a ‘business as usual’
problem.

200. From Sunday 19 May the Ministry provided the Ministers with daily aide
memoires updating on progress. From Monday 20 May regular daily
reporting from the New Zealand Post in Beijing was also insfituted — these

6 Intesview Minister Kaye.
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formed the basis of market access bulletins from China. Bath Ministers
commented that these were a useful means of being able fo frack
developments, as were the teleconferences with indusiry and officials to
discuss progress.

201. Ministers have clearly expressed their disappointment in the lack of
information, advice and support that the Ministry provided to Ministers.

202. Ministers found the briefing maierial provided to them by the Ministry in the
early days was too focused on the “technical issue” and provided little
advice or broader context for the potential impact of the issue on industry
or the relationship with China. This lack of good quality briefing material,
coupled with the slow or confused responses to Ministers’ questions,
undermined the Ministers’ ability to brief others appropriately or to respond
io media queries.

EFFORTS TO CLEAR CONSIGNMENTS

Provision of initial information fo Chinese officials on aifecied consignments

There were challenges in providing AQSIQ with the information they requested™

203. Aiter the problem was initially diagnosed AQSIQ asked for details on the
consignments that were delayed at Chinese poris, with the Ministry
believing the provision of this information would be sufficient for AQSIQ fo
clear the consignments:

204. The Ministry's export certification system — Animal Products (AP) E-Cert —
end user reporting functionality does not provide information that can easily
identify the number of censignments that might have been affected. This
information would doubtless be valuable in the event of ceriain types of
major response.

205. The E-Cert system also does not provide information about detained
. ey consignments. : . .
; ol

The Ministry did not understand uniil they started replacing certificates that
‘accepted’ meant different things to New Zealand and Chinese users.

206. The Ministry worked from Thursday 9 May to provide the information in a
format that AQSIQ required. A requést was made fo provide further
information on affected consignments on Friday 17 May.

S b=}

The Minisiry worked with industry fo identify the information but this took time

47 Section based on interviews with Verification Services Directorate staff involved fomma
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207.

208.

The Ministry requested industry to provide details of the affected
consignments. While every effort was made fo expedite this, the process
took some time as it required exporters to liaise with importers. Most of the
information was collated by close of business on Friday 10 May and further
information continued to be provided the foilowing week. Complete
information on the affected consignments was supplied to AQSIQ on
Monday 20 May.

AQSIQ were waiting to receive all the information at once,

Sourcing information from the AP E-Cert system could have occurred earlier.

209.

The wZ o<Bcied \» Cvise. ' recalls asking early in the week of
Monday 6 May whether it would be possible to run reparting scripts on the
Ministry's AP E-cert system fo provide details of the affected consignments
and was fold that this was not possible.”? Another person alsowecalls
someone offering to run a report from the AP E<ceit feam in the following
week and this offer being declined. “Whilst AP E-cert does'not identify
consignments that are delayed, it does include information about
certificates issued.

On Thursday 16 May a Verification Services staff member took the
initiative and provided the W& @R oi8) s Qe with details
extracted from the AP E-certsystem of meat certificates for China issued
and signed since 1 Mareh 2013, It was envisaged that this information
could be used to cress check the'.completeness of information being
provided by industry. Unfortunately the data provided was missing
important fields and the 82 @@ lel \n Ol Was unable to use
this information,

Another Verification Services staff member worked diligently overnight on
Friday 17 May to-provide another report of all meat certificates for China
issued and signed since 1 March 2013. Unfortunately the information that
was provided to the N2 @il \n odricss  Was not complete.

On Saturday 18 May, after Ministry officials had attempted fo provide
information from AP E-cert themselves, a decision was taken to obtain
assistance from the E-cert developers, 1o write scripts to help
provide the information in a form that would provide AQSIQ with what they
needed (this report identified that there were some 2,990 meat certificates
for China that had been issued and signed since 1 March 2013). A
decision could have been taken fo seek the assistance of the developers
to provide this information from the E-cert sysiem much earlier.

49

“ Iterview (N2 SFTaieNnanine
Interview Veterinary Techinical Supervisor
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issuing replacement certificates for affected consignments®
A decision was made fo replace certificates for all affected consignments

213, AQSIQ officials in a meeting with the New Zealand Ambassador to China
on Tuesday 21 May suggested that all certificates for delayed consignment
be replaced with old NZFSA headed certificates.”

214. On 22 May the Director-General instructed the Acting Director-General by
email to find out why the Ministry could not revert to the NZFSA
certificates, no matter how much work was reguired.

215.  Shortly after this email was sent, the office of ihe Minister Primary
Industries called the Acting Direcior-General and advised that the Ministry
is to begin the process to revert to the old NZFSA certificates.

216. The Ministry determined that this was a feasible option{having previgusly
discounted this option as not legal or feasible) and NZ officials inBeijing
then with AQSIQ to procaad on this
basis.

217.  Once it had been established that this was a feasible gption the Ministry
worked quickly to put a process in place to work witlvindustry to replace
certificates and staried reissuing réplacement certificates.

Verification Services and Standards siaff played an important role in managing
the replacement of high priority ceriificates

218. Both the Ministry and indusiry were involved in producing replacement
certificates. Industiy responded well to requests for their assistance.

218, Beginning on the evening.of Wednesday 22 May and through Thursday 23

May the Verification Services Auckland and Christchurch Certification

Offices played a key role in the processing of requests and the

authorisation of replacement certificates for approximatety 600 high priority

certificates. They were also responsible for signing and printing these
P certificates S0
‘f;g?% that they could be sentto the pz ofRaied wOnines  This work

Salde) continued through Friday 24 May.

. _ 220. There were some challenges experienced by the Certification Offices
= E:’(ét} hecause of congtraints »which could be sent to the
8 @‘b’\é"@\\ ) _,NZ" 9‘%@&@1@3\. \\(‘\ Q\C\}\Q‘Q\ . .
N As a solution to this
f; fw,{ G-} problem, the Verification Services team started sendiing these files o
) another team in Wellington who then took the responsibility for
isending them to the Nz, &R cied v Crive.
S o‘ @\i&“‘t} 3] A 4

%0 Section based on interviews with Verification Services Divectorate and Business Technology and Information
Services staff

! 3mail from NZ Embassy in Beijing Formal Message: Meat Exports to Clina Simation Report 21 May (timeline
item 26g)
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The Ministry put together a dedicated team to manage the replacement of all
other certificates

221. It became clear on the Friday 24 May that there needed to be a dedicated
team working in a dedicated space, with clearly defined processes, roles
and workflows {0 complete the job in a speedy and timely fashion. A
replacement certificate response tearn was established and over the
weekend of Saturday and Sunday 25/26 May a team of volunteers drawn
from across the Ministry then played an important role assisting with the
batching, reconciling, and checking what copies had been sent o the

N2 e ate e iy, This feam processed and issued some

1,000 replacement certificates over the course of the weekend.

There were some challenges in planning and implementing this activity

222.  When the replacement ceriificate response team was established on the
Friday 24 May it soon became clear that there was some confusion about
what work had been done to date, including questions around which

“certificates had already been sent fo the Beijing Embassy.
Part of this confusion was caused by the factthat on the first day of the
replacement certificate processing the Manager,

¥ the priority replacement
certificates '

223. There also appeared o be some confusion about who was keeping
records of what had beéenproduced, sent and received in Beijing. We were
told that this confusion was caused by a lack of clarity and understanding
about who was keeping theserecords after the Verification Services
Auckland and Christchurch Certification Offices started involving the
Ministry team in Wellington ™ - h

224,  Some time should have been taken right at the outset to develop agreed
processes, plan workflows and identify roles and responsibilities.% This
was overiaken by the pressure from senior management at the Ministry,
Ministers and indusiry to start processing the replacement ceriificates as
quickly as possible in order to get the clearance process started.

225. Having said that, the job was completed successfully under very tight
timescales. Industry and staif from across the Ministry played important
roles in the process to ensure its success.® Industry stakeholders were
appreciative of the efforis that the Ministry made.

The Ministry discounted the opfion of reverting to NZFSA cerfificates

226. itis unfortunate that the Ministry did not take steps fo assess the feasibility
of reverting to NZFSA certificates much sooner than they did. This
question had reportedly been raised with the Ministry hy NZ officials

*2 Interview Director Plant Food and Environment directorate
# Interview Manager Business Partnership and Engagement, Business Technology and Information Services
divectorate
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overseas on 3 May, in writing by industry on Tuesday 14 May, and again
hy Ministers soon after they were briefed on 18 May. It was not until 22
May that the feasibility of reverting to NZFSA certificates was scrutinised in
any detail.

227. Officials appear to have had a different understanding of why it was not
possible to reissue NZFSA ceriificates, including that it was not legally
possible,* that it was too difficuli,”® and that it was not technically
possible. Al of these points were later found to be incorrect,

228. The initial understanding of Minisiry officials that it was not technically
feasible was on the basis that it was not possible for E-Cert

. . As
initial assumptions were further challenged it became clearitwas relaiively
simple If this had been known
from the outset then this could have influenced thinking on how the
resolution of this issue was approached.”

RELATIONSHIP BUILDING

Building relationships with Chinese authorities

Building relationships with China and Asian markels is important

229.  One of the views shared-by.industry is that trade with China

reguires more specialist resources on the ground appropriately trained and
with strong relationships. Thefeis'a view that the Ministry should be
investing more effort on the geound in China and being more active in
understanding the Chingse market.*

230. China and Asia are significant markets for New Zealand primary sector
industries. The rate of growth in exports has increased markedly for meat
in recent times and is expecied to grow, helping fo achieve the export
double goal that MPI is now focused on. For such a significant market, and
one which is culturally different to many of the long standing existing
arkets, it is questionable whether the resources both within the Ministry
and across other agencies have changed to keep pace with this growth or
position New Zealand to continue effectively in this market.

231, Historically the Ministry has relied on existing, largely technical, skills o
progress market access and trade. Although the Ministry has invested in
building the relationship with China from Wellington and through the

3¢ Phone call between Ministry and MFAT officials on 3 May and email exchange between Director-General and

Deputy Director-Genesal Standards on 14 May

55 Mimister Guy’s recollection of oral advice given by officials.

%6 Braail from Director Systems Support and ACBM to Manager Technology Solutions feam, 22 May 2013 (iimeline

item 27A). . .

T interview ™2 o TR o Golno- L

58 hterviews with meat exporters represeniatives
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N Z eflalel \odeioe.  the building of resilient on the ground
relationships has not been a core function of the Ministry previously.

232. The Ministry (and other agencies offshore) need to continue developing
relationships with a range of key officials and decision makers in China, so
that any issues can be promptly addressed when they first arise,

in order to get clarity
on what actions are required {o clear the issue.

233. The broader base of support for trade and market access needs to
continue to be developed through building resilient, on-the-ground
relationships in conjunction with other agencies. The Ministry needs fo
consider and address how it works together with other New Zealand
government agencies such as the Ministry for Foreign Affairs and Trade to
engage and resolve these types of access issues.

COMMUNICATIONS
Working with the meat industry
The Ministry and the Meat Industry Associatiom{MIA) workedwell fogether

234, The MIA first became concerned thatthere was an issue around
Wednesday 8 or Thursday 9 May which prempied them to contact the
Ministry.

235. Both parties worked togeiher on an iaitial circular for MIA members, sent
out on Thursday 9 May.” Atihis time the Ministry also actively sought the
help of the MIA members to'provide details of containers delayed in China
and on the water:®

236. From Monday 13'May, MIA was issuing daily updates on the situation to
their members. This included any updated information provided to them by
the Ministry.ﬁ

237. The issues with the detained product also formed the basis of some
discussion at the Meat Industry Association Strategic Direction Group
(SDG) on 16 May. The MIA representatives at the meeting were told that
the Ministry hoped to have acceptance of a new form of meat cerlificate
within 3-4 days.

238.  MIA played an important role in providing a point of contact for media
statement and enquiries. Industry agreed {o this approach and followed it.

239. The Manager was regarded as a helpful
provider of information to MIA io supplement any updates provided by the
Ministry.

% Bmail fiom MILA revresentative to S?ecialist Advisor Technical Standards and Systems, Verification Services, and
Manager ‘ 9 May 2013 (timeline item 17).

 Bmail fom Counsellor to MIA representative, 9 May 2013 (timeline item 16A).

51 MIA — PE/13/40, ‘China Detained Products at Ports Update’, 13 May 2013 (timeline item 19),
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The teleconferenceas wiih industry chief execulives were helpiul

240, The Ministry engaged the senior management of the major meat
companies ithrough teleconferences. The first of these were held on the
evening of Saturday 18 May with other conferences on 21, 24 and 28 May.
The general feeling amongst industry was that these worked weil.

Feedback from industry is that the Minisiry could have been more proactive

241.  Some industry representatives were of the view that some Ministry officials
appeared to be very risk averse and resistant to escalating issuss with
trading partners - in their view this may have been a coniributory factor to
the pace with which this issue was addressed.52 There was also a feeling
that Ministry officials weren't sufficiently connected with Chinese officials
and didn’t have an appropriaie sense of the scale and seriousness of the
issue, and that perhaps the Ministry misread the situation.8

242, Industry were also very strongly of the view that if they had a beitersense
of the problem earlier then this might have influenced decisions on whether
fo continue processing and shipping productdo’the Chinese market.

The role of communications
The Ministry Communications feam only become invelved on 16 May

243.  The Ministry's Communications feam were only made aware of this issue
on Thursday 16 May by the Deputy Director-General Standards. The
suggestion to develop a ecommunications plan had been raised earlier by
the Meat Industry Assogciation and by members of the Meat Industiy
Association at the Strategic Directions Group meeting of 16 May.

Tha tean’s initial involvement was effective but limited

244,  When the first media contact was made by TV a writlen media response
statement was provided. This relied on input from Minisiry officials involved
in markat access and competent authority functions.

245, Following the Ministers’ meeting on Saturday 18 May tha Ministry's
Communications team were asked fo provide a series of Questions and
Answers for possible publication on the Ministry's website. This was not
required afier media statements and subsequent interviews with the fwo
Ministers.

246. From Sunday 19 May all media foliow up queries were directed to the
office of the Minister for Primary Industries (in his capacity as Acting
Minister for Food Safety). Briefing materials and other written material were
prepared by Ministry officials and then approved for issue by the Minister's

office.
¢ Interview representative
© Interview Lepresentative

5 Tnterview with Magager Policy Commumications and Senior Adviser External Communications
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Formal messaging to alf staff could have more done more frequently

247. Messages to staff were provided through the Ministry's intranet ‘Kotahi'.
The first of these was published on Monday 20 May and others were
published during the course of the week. With hindsight it might have been
beneficial to provide daily updates of the latest position to provide better
information for staff.%

The decision to develop an overall communications scenario plan was only taken
when a formal response was calfed

248.  ltwas only decided to develop an overall communications scenario plan
when the issue was escalated fo a formal response on Thursday 23 May.
This set out the strategy for developing both internal and external
communication messaging - this was largely reactive on an as and when
basis.

 Interview Acting Director-General
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APPENDIX ONE: TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR
REVIEW

BACKGROUND

1. On Tuesday 14 May 2013, the Director-General of the Ministry for Primary
Industries (MP) informed the Minister for Primary industries and the Minister
for Food Safety of a technical issue with MPI export ceriificates for meat to
China that was delaying clearance of meat at the Chinese border.

2. The issue affected both frozen and chilled meat.

MPI is commitied to looking at its processes to explore how, and why, this
situation arose, and to identify any necessary improvements in MPI's
processes fo reduce the risk of similar situations arising in future.

4.  MP! will also review its response to this situation, including the
appropriateness of its procedures for ideniifying such issues, how they are
escalated internally, and how efforis to rectify the situation are managed and
communicated to stakeholders.

OBJECTIVES

5. The review will document what occuired in this instahce, make
recommendations for the future, and wiltreflect onany possible sysiemic
issues.

6. The review process will examing the adequacy of MPI's established
procedures and decision making points,.hased on the experience of NZ
meat delays at the Chinese border.

7. The work will be underaken with respect to:

7.1.  the introduetion of revised export ceriificates, including procedures
and decision-making relating to their infroduction, understanding the
requirements of trading partners and consideration of the potential
impact on trade and industry;

7.2,  MPl's initial reaction, including identification of the issues arising,
linkages with external stakeholders, internal escalation procedures
and the provision of timely information to Ministers and
stakeholders; and

7.3. MPI's response to the issues arising, including efforis to reciify the
issues, governance and oversight, external engagement, and
provision of timely information.

8. The review will examine the way MPI worked with, advised and provided
information to Ministers throughout the process.

9. The review will also identify any changes that may need to be made to MPI
processes (and staff familiarify with these processes) and / or to decision
making authorities to reduce the risk of a similar situation arising in future.

10. The findings of this review will enable a discussion with senior management
across MPI to share the learnings from this experience and to identify where
the learnings can be applied more broadly.

B
b
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N SCOPE

11. Relevant actions taken by MPI themselves in this example in terms of the
processes, decision making, communication and governance up to 28 May
2013.

12. The actions requested, in this example, by MPI of other agencies and
government representatives, and the monitoring of those requested actions
by MPI.

OUTSIDE SCOPE

13. The management of the Ministry's project to change the name of the
Ministry, other than where specifically relevant to NZ meat clearance delays
at the Chinese border.

OVERALL APPROACH

14. This work will be conducted by the MP's Assurance and Evaluation
Directorate, a part of the Office of the Director-General Branch.

15. The work will be led by the Director Assurance and Evaluation (MP1), who
will report direcily to the Direclor-Generaifor this warl

16. The Assurance and Evaluation Directorate may seek relevant information
from whomever they see fit in megting this Terms.of Reference, and may
carry out their work by whatevesaneans to promote the efficient fulfilment of
this Terms of Reference.

17. The Director Assurance and Evaluation may seak independent advice,
subject to MPI's progurement processes.

REPORTING PROCESS

18. A report will be provided to the Director-General, MPI, on 28 June 2013,

19. The Director-General will then confirm details of further distribution of the
report and/ or its findings.

Uirector-General

Wayne McNee
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APPENDIX TWO: TIMELINE

Date

Event

22 March 2010

Cabinet agree New Zealand Food Safety Authority (NZFSA)
to amalgamate with Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry
(MAF).

25 March 2010

Amalgamation announced by Minister of Agriculture and
Forestry, and Minister of Food Safety.

19 April 2010 Cabinet confirmed legal amalgamation date 1 July 2010.

26 April 2010 Cabinet confirmed the Cabinet Legislation Commitiee
minufe which exiends thé use of the NZFSA brand through
to 30 June 2011,
Order in Council sighed by Governor General.

1 July 2010 Amalgamation of NZFSA and MAF-4akes effect.

7 March 2011 Cabinet agree Minisiry of Fisheries to meige with MAF, with
a merger date of 1 Feb 2012.

10 March 2011 Merger announced by Minister of State Services.

11 April 2011 Cabinet confirmed the Cabinet Legislation Commiitee
minute whichvextends the use of the NZFSA brand through
to 30 June 2013.
Orderin Council sighed by Governor General.

11 April 2011 Cabinet confirmed legal date of merger of Ministry of
Fisheries with, MAF be brought forward to 1 July 2011.

15 April 2011 Earliermerger date announced by Minister of State
Services.

1 July 2011 Mergér of Ministry of Fisheries with MAF takes effect.

Monday 20 February Cabinet Busihess Committee agreed that the name of MAF

2012 be changed fo the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI).

Monday 27 February Name change from MAF to MPI confirmed by Cabinet.

2012

Tuesday 6 March 2012

Name change from MAF to MP! announced by Minister for
Primary Industries.

Tuesday 6 March 2012

Formal message to all Posts advising change of name from
MAF to MPI effective 30 Aprll 2012. Posts are requested fo
notify their inierlocutors of the name change.

Friday 16 March 2012

World Trade Oraanisation (WTO) notification of change of
name for New Zealand Mlmstry of Agriculture and Forestry
(MAF) o M:mstry for Primary [ndustries to take effect 30
April 2012. Refers to the change process running through to
mid 2013.
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Date

Event

TuesdayWednesday
27 [ 28 March 2012

WTO Committee of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures
Meeting refers to WTO G/SPS/GEN/1142 content.

Monday-Friday
23127 April 2012

MPI Direcior-General, and other MPI representatives, visit
China and advise * General Administration
of Quality Supervision, Inspection and Quarantine (AQSIQ)
of the name change from NZFSA and MAF o MPI,
including providing new business cards with Chinese
translation.

Monday 30 April 2012

Ministry for Primary Industries becomes the legal name of
the Ministry.

Monday / Tuesday
17 1 18 September 2012
{Wellington)

Preparatory talks for the 2012 SPS Joint Management
Committee meeting under the New Zealand — China Free
Trade Agreement. Participants include MP! and AQSIQ
representatives, MPI presentation detailed regulatory
agency names currently in use and.changeof the Ministry
name fo MPI and clarification that changes o stamps, seals
and cerfificates would take place over time, through to mid
2013.

Wednesday 10 Ociober
2012

Meeting of the MPl.Standards Branch Name Change
Project Team agrees that each couniry will be sent a letter
to advise them of the name change with an example
certificate. Agreed that communications will be addressed
o the ‘Competent Authority’, and that this would he dealt
with by the Embassy.” \The minutes describe the
information to be provided fo each country on the name
change, including effective dates and date by which
countries should raise questions with MPI.

Monday-Wednesday 15 £
17 October 2012 (Beijing)

Fourth SRS Joint Management Commitiee meeting under
the New Zealand - China Free Trade Agreement.
Participants include MPI and AQSIQ representatives.

Monday 12 November
2012

Cabie sent io all Posts with a lefter to be forwarded to all
competent authorities, containing details of name change to
MPI, specimens of new signature seals, and notification of
implementation date of 1 March 2013. Nofte: this was not
forwarded to AQSIQ.

Late December 2012/
early January 2013

A NZ official in China verbally advises MP1 of the need to
provide 'mock-ups' of proposed certificates for AQSIQ fo
approve, showing name change from NZFSA toc MPL

Wednesday 23 January
2013

A NZ official in China exchanges information with MPI
regarding requirements for materials to be sent to China,
including mock-up certificates.

Tuesday 29 January 2013

MPI sends electronic mock-ups, in pdf format, of meat
certificates (100.3, 102.3, 103.3, 104.4, 105.3, _and
non meat certificates (202.4, 300.5, 301.3, 302.3, 600.4) o
a NZ official in China.

The meat certificates have the same content as meat
certificates currently in use, except the name at the top of
the certificaté and the name of the competent authority is
stated as Ministry for Primary Industries.

These mock up ceriificates are created using a PDF writer
tool i.e. outside the AP E-cert system so no change o the
femplaies stored in the system.
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Date Event

Friday 1 February 2013 MPI Standards Branch Name Change Steering Group notes
that China will require paper specimen copies of the new
certificates for border confrol.

Monday 4 February 2013 | MP!I responds to feedback from a NZ official in China
requesting removal of third country optional clauses from
3 é{g{} meat certificate mock ups (100.3, 102.3, 105.3,

provided 29 January.

Wednesday 6 February A NZ official in China faxes mock up ceriificates as provided
2013 by MPI on 29 January (with iranslations and cover letier) {o
various divisions of AQSIQ for consideration (including
AQSIQ Division 1 which has authority to approve meat
certificates).

The letter requests confirmation from Division 1 that they
approve the meat cerlificates, and notes thatupon approval
MP1 will forward paper specimens for distribution io border
posts,

The versions of the meat certificatés provided to AQSIQ at
this point included the third country optional clauses. The
official explained, inthe fax that these opiional clauses were
an error and would be deleted:

The letter@ent by the/NZ official in China was sent on an
MPI letierhead. it was not seen by MPI officials in

Wellingion.
S ,;{%{\z Thursday 7 February 2013, |\ NZ official in China receives information " ihat
“ AQSIQ require changes fo the meat ceriificate mock-ups
provided on 6 February.

AQSIQ responds in writing on 19 February, with translation
artiving 21 February. Their response includes but is not
fimited to the removal of the third country optional clauses
from versions of meat certificate mock-ups provided 6
February.

éio(‘f"\ : {

Thursday 7 February 2013 | ANZ official in China asks MP! whether legally locked in to
changmg certificates on 1 March. Comments that “the
problem is that by the time we sort this out there will be no
time to manage the formal appioval process and get the
cert up and running by March 1°.

This question is asked in the context of AQSIQ requests for
further changes to meat certificates

LN
™
K ]

N

» 1 {as advised
verbally by AQSIQ on 7 February).

MPI responds on 15 February (liem 7).

-
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Date

Event

Wednasday 13 February
2013

MPI emails a NZ official in China revised mock up meat
certificates, electronically, in pdf format, (100.4, 102.4,
105.4, each of which now excludes the third couniry
opiional clauses. The header on these cerfificates shows
MPI, but the competent authority is shown as NZFSA. MPI
advise NZ official in China that the AP E-cert system will
automatically insert MPI as the competent authority on all
cetlificates after 28 February when the name change is
implemented in the system.

We understand that these versions were not provided to
AQSIQ for approval.

In order fo provide these revised mock-up certificates a new
template was created in AP E-Cert

These are the versions of the meat certificates implemented
for 1 March, and the system,did aulomaticallpinsert MPI as
the competent autherity from that date.

Thursday 14 February
2013

A NZ official in China follows up on the7 February email to
MPl and asks MP1 again whetherimplementaiion of new
certificates can be delayed.

A NZ official in, China requests 50 specimen paper copies of
all non meat certificates.

The specimens requesied were as per the mock ups of non
meat gerfificates, provided elecironically in pdf format by
MPFon29 January (and passed to AQSIQ on 6 February)
reflecting the name change from NZFSA to MPI.

Friday 15 February 2013

MPI responds io 7 February and 14 February queries from
a NZofficial in China regarding the potential for
impiementation of new meat cerificales o be delayed. MPI
response advises “we are locked into 1 March | suspect. ©

Tuesday 19 February
2013

Telephone conversation between MP1 and a NZ official in
China, includes discussion of which version of the meat
export certificates for China can be used from 1 March
2013.

Discussion not documented. One party understood thai
AQSIQ had not approved a change to meat certificates and
therefore the certificates currenily in use, under NZFSA
name, must continue to be used from 1 March 2013. The
other paity understood that the meat ceriificates provided to
AQSIQ oh 6 February, showing the MPI name rather than
NZFSA name, could be used as a fransitional certificate
from 1 March while MPI endeavoured to make the
additional changes.

However, as the pariies to the telephone conversation did
not have the same understanding, we believe that no
arrangements were made to contact AQSIQ about the
potential use of the meat certificate versions (provided fo
AQSIQ on 6 February) as transitional certificates from 1
March,
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Date Event

We zglso understand no arrangemenis were made o ensure
that the existing NZFSA cerlificates continued fo be used.

Thursday 21 February MPI and a NZ official in China receive a translation of the

2013 AQSIQ letter in response to mock-up certificates AQSIQ
received on 6 February (which only reflecied the name
change to MPI).

AQSIQ letter confirms their requested changes to four of
the six meat export ceriificates. Changes include:- ceasing
use of CN102 certificates, changing the wording of some
atiestations (we have termed these attesiations the third
M L fg:} country optional clauses), _

Monday 25 February 2013 | Paper specimen copies of non meat cerlificates sent to NZ
official in China for AQS!Q to distribute to border staff
(CN202, CN300, CN301, CN302, CN600). Received by NZ
official in China on 27 February 2013.

Tuesday 26 February MPI website updated fo include*F10/13: Changes to Export
2013 Certificates”. Confirms name change takes place 1 March
2013 and provudes link fo MP] website page providing
assistance fo NZ exporters that may'encounier problems
with border officials.

Wednesday 27 February Internal MPI teams work onghanges to meat certificates
2013 templates fo[lowmg feedback from AQSIQ received 21
February. At this'stage, the aim was fo provide mock-ups of
the revised meat cetlificates to AQSIQ (ihat met all of their
requests for changes as quickly as possible (with
Wellington staff-believing certificates with only the MPI
name change'could be used in the interim).

MP1 enails coples of thrée revised cerdificates, in pdf form,
to NZofficial in China for checking. These show NZFSA as
competient authority.

MPIl emails set of five meat ceriificates (including the three
revised ceriificates), in pdf form, to NZ official in China.

The set of five mock-ups of the certificates addressed the
AQSIQ requirements for ceasing use of CN102 ceriificates,
changlng the wording of some attestations (we have termed
these attéstations the third country opfional clauses),

s6(4) The
revised cemﬁcates showed MP! in the header and NZFSA
as the competent authorlty (the system was expecied to flip
over the competent authority automatically to MPl on 1

March).
Note that these changes addressed the Chinese
requirements
S é@*} rather than the name change, and were created in the AP
o (e E-Cert system ,These cerfificates
% never came into force,
g%ﬁ%%

L
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Date

Event

Thursday 28 February
2013

A NZ official in China faxes letter to AQSIQ with copies of
revised meat ceriificates. From the language used in the
fanx cover letter we understand that the versions sent to
AQSIQ were those provided by MPI on 27 February. The
fax cover letler includes the comment “Once we have
received confirmation that the certificates are acceptable we
will send up 90 paper copies of each by fast courier.”

NZ official in China emails copy of fax cover lefter to MPI on
1 March.

Thursday 28 February
2013

MP! website updated with assistance to NZ exporters,
including template of letter for exporters to send if border
officials raise any concerns.

Friday 1 March 2013

Formal message to all Posts:advising that new MPI export
certificates and associated security devices will be issued
from 1 March 2013. Postis advised to refer to MP| webpage
in the event of any prablems experienced by importers or
NZ exporiers.

Friday 1 March 2013

MPI staris using new export cerlificates showing the MPI
name for all exports, incliding meat,

A comparison of vefsions indicaies that MPI implemented
on 1 March 20134neat certificates as follows:

¢ 103.4and (for deer meat and
both with content as seen hy AQSIQ, under version
numbers iitled as 103.3 and on 6 February
2013)

o 100.4, 1024, 105.4, (these are without third

country optional clauses, as provided to NZ Official
in China on 13 February. AQSIQ were not provided
with these versions.,

In practice optional clauses are not used because the China
Meat Protocols do not allow the exporting of meat from third
counfries via New Zealand to China.

Wednesday 6 March 2013

NZ official in China resends fax letter of 28 February 2013
to AQSIQ with further revised meat certificates.
These revised certificates include changes on CN 103 and
CN104 certificates

Thursday/ Friday
11/ 12 Aprit 2013

Prime Minister leads NZ delegation to China.

Monday 15 April 2013

MPI representatives meet with AQSIQ in China.

Tuesday 16 April 2013

A NZ Ofiicial in China provides MPI with a copy of AQSIQ
letter (dated 12 April).

AQSIQ confirm in this letter their acceptance of the content
and format of the revised specimen meat
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Date

Event

cerfificates for
e Bovine and Ovine/Caprine (CN100)
e Deer meat and deer meat products (CN103)
o [Edible deer products (CN104)
e Casings (CN105)
based on those mock-ups provided to AQSIQ on 6 March

and asks for MPI to provide 20 specimen copies of each of
the revised meat certificaies (

AQSIQ letter notes that both sides will need to discuss the
date for launching the new cerfificates.

A NZ official in China calls MPI'several times’in following
weeks to ask for these | paper.specimens of meat
certificates to be provided to progress implementation.

Specimens only couriered to China on 8 May 2013, We
understand that this was because the new certificates can
only be infroduced after asignificant amount of work had
been done to mest the-Chinese reguirements. This takes
fime 1o do.

Monday 29 April 2013

MPI receives firstemails and telephone calls from meat
companies that NZ"seals” and "Health Cerfificates” are not
being acceptediin China and that consignments of meat are
being held up at the Chinese boider.

Monday 29 Aprit 2013

MP! regponds to ohe of the meat companies. Response
notes that '

Friday 3 May 2013

MPI receives further update from one of the meat
companies advising there are multiple customers with
issues at some poris regarding new certification.

Friday 3 May 2013

An MPI official contacts this meat company requesting
information to help with resolving the issue. Advises the
meat company that if they can get all ihe information they
need then they can have it waiting for the NZ Embassy in
Beijing to deal with on Monday morning.

Friday 3 May 2013

NZ official in ‘China becomes aware of the problem with
méat certification not being accepted at the Chinese border
and seeks confirmation from MPI of which versions of the
meat certificates are now in use. MP! advise the meat
ceriificates in use are the same certificates as were in use
before 1 March 2013 but they now show the MPI name in
the title and competent authority rather than NZFSA name.

NZ official in China advises MPI that the certificates in use
have riot been approved by AQSIO.

Friday 3 May 2013

MPI contacts ahather MFAT official in China to advise

have stoppéd consignments of meat products.
MP1 requests help in advising AQSIQ of the transifion and
introduction of the new ceriificates.

“ Assurance and Evaluation
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Date

Event

Friday 3 May 2013

Teleconference between Ministry official and MFAT officials
in China to determine the actions to take. Agree that a
meeting will be requested with AQSIQ upon the return of an
NZ official on 7 May.

Friday 3 May 2013

MP! official responds to meat company concerning the
problem. Advises that, “Yes | am working on it already. Itis
due to change of certs from NZFSA to MPIl — there was a
breakdown in communication. | have contacted the
Embassy.”

Monday/Tuesday
6 /7 May 2013

MPI receives further updates from other meat companies

advising that their consignments are being held up and that

it might be to do with a stamp sample not being registered

with AQSIQ. One company advises that it already has
containers detained at port.

Monday 6 May 2013

MP!I advised by NZ officials in China of a conversation with
AQSIQ about the problem with delays in clearing
meat shipments.

AQSIQ advises NZ officials that the Ministry
needs to get an understanding of current situation and also
provide AQSIQ with 90/'specimen copies of 4 new meat
products certificates. (We believe this refers fo

Monday 6 May 2013

MPI official converses withNZ ofiicial in China about ideal
solution Y,

iMonday 6 May 2013

An MP1 official advises other Ministry officials involved in
meat expori ceriification that there is a problem with the
held up of meat consignments to China

Tuesday 7 May 2013

Exporter provides MP] with example

Tuesday 7 May 2013

A NZ official in China asks MP! for progress in providing 90
copies of specimen meat certificates | Y, approved
by AQSIQ on 12 April and  requested from MP! on 16 April
2013.

Wednesday 8 May 2013

MPI| sends specimens to a NZ official in
China, as requested on 16 April. NZ official in China
advises MPI of receipt of specimens on 13 May.

Wednesday 8 May 2013

A NZ official in China advises Ministry official that they are
waiting for advice on when a meeting can be arranged with
AQSIQ.

Wednesday 8 May 2013

A meat company contacts Ministry officials to advise that
the estimated value of their containers arriving in Chinese
ports between 1 and 10 May is in excess of

Assurance and Evaluation

Page 72 July 2013

%

{



s

A
an

Delays fo New Zealand Meat Exporis to China

Date

Event

Wednesday 8§ May 2013

NZ official speaks to AQSIQ « i by phone. AQSIQ

) verbally requests the NZ official in China to approach
MPI and request they voluntarily cease issuing meat expori
certificates for China.

A NZ official in China telephones MP! fo discuss, that same
day.

Thursday 9 May 2013

A NZ official in China advises MPI vof AQSIQ

request that MP! stop using the “unapproved MPI
cerlificates for a few days”.

Thursday 9 May 2013

A Ministry official contacts the Meat Industry Association
(MIA) to get their member’s help in collating certificate
numbers and destination ports for all meat consighments to
China from 1 March.

Thursday 9 May 2013

The Meat Industry Association (MIA) and MPI agree to start
gathering data from exporters.
!

Thursday 9 May 2013

A Mlmstry official adwses other Miwistry officials and a NZ
official in China that there are atleast 400 containers of
meat affected by the issue.

Thursday 2 May 2013

A Ministry official prepares-an eniry for the internal Food
Safety items Ministry reportand provides it to his manager.
This states that “China _had not approved
the 1 March name charge on MP} certificates for meat,

Clearance of containers delayed. MFAT and
Industry engaged”. Status flagged as red.

Thursday 2 May 2013

The content of the internal Food Safety items repoit is
pravided.to ODG Minisierials. The status of this issue is
now flagged as amber.

Friday 10 May 2013

AQSIQ verbally advise a NZ official in China that AQSIQ

will not clear any meat export certificates approved atter 10
May 2013.

A NZ official in China verbally updates MPI that same day.

P,

Friday 10 May 2013

The Ministry internal Food Safety items report distributed to
the Senior Leadership Team and the Director
Communications includes reference fo “ Meat Certificates
to China” -"China “had not approved the 1
March name change on MPI certificates for meat,

Clearance of containers delayed".

Friday 10 May 2013

A Ministry official circulates a message fo all Verification
Services staff including meat export certification staff,
advising them of problems with hold ups of meat due fo
issuas with the new MP! cerlificates.

Assurance and Evaluation
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Delays to New Zealand Meat Exporis {o China

Date Event
Friday 10 May 2013 A Ministry official suggests to NZ official in China that
B Chinese authorities give an exemption to clear all the
§§i(_3{6) detained product using the existing ceriificate and put in

place the new ceriificate ' but with current

Friday 10 May 2013

certification procedures from Tuesday. Idea not progressed.
A senior MP1 official made aware that there is a significant
amount of product affected. Asks another Ministry official fo
ensure that industry are aware and raises the possibility of
raising with meat industry strategic directions group (SDG).

Friday 10 May 2013

Ministry official emails all E-cert users asking for their help
to provide information on potentially affected consignments.
This was based on the understanding that AP E-cert could
not provide the information needed. By late Friday
afternoon information provided from meat export industry
confirms that there may be some 646 affected
consignments (347 at port and 299:on the Water) - note a
consignment can comprise beiween 1-10 coniainers.

¢ ) 41 [Monday 13 May 2013

A NZ official in China receives vspecimen meat
cerfificates (sent by MPI'on 8 May) and provides to AQSIQ.
These specimens are of the versions of the meat
certificates which AQSIQ received on 6 March

These versions address\AQSIQ requests detailed in their
letter of 19 February., Their requests included:- ceasing use
of CN102 certificates, changing the wording of some
attestations (we have termed these attestations the third
country optional clauses),

NZ oificial in China also provides at the same time a
spreadsheet to AQSIQ which sets out details of certificaies
for consignments believed to be delayed at port or in transit
(spreadsheet lists information from industry about some 526
consighments at port and 617 on the water which are
potentially delayed).

Monday 13 May 2013

A NZ“officiaI in China advises MPI of conversation with
AQSIQ,

MPl issues instructions internally fo cease issuing meat
certificates for China.

Ministry official asks that DDG Standards is updated on this
iSsue.

.. | Monday 13 May 2013
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Delays to New Zealand Meat Exports to China

Date

Event

Tuesday 14 May 2013

MPI Director-General receives notification from a meat
company that in excess of their containers are held
up at Chinese border as a result of non acceptance of the
new “Health Certificate”, and that they have stopped further
shipments fo China.

Tuesday 14 May 2013

Director-General and DDG Standards discuss an industry
request to revert to using old NZFSA Certs. They conclude
that NZFSA no longer exists and that would need fo
investigate legal situation before making any decisions.

Tuesday 14 May 2013

MPI Director-General notifies Minister for Primary Industries
and Minister for Food Safety by text message of a problem
in China with respect to acceptance of NZ meat export
certificates.

Tuesday 14 May 2013

MPI emails offices of Minister for Primary Industries and
Minister for Food Safety to provide information regarding
meat shipments detained at ports in China.

Tuesday 14 May 2013

NZ official in China briefs senior Ministry officials about the
problems and the current situation.

Advises that to daté have provided AQSIQ with details of
some 563 containers at port and 617 in transit.

Wednesday 15 May 2013

Wednesday 15 May 2013

NZ official in Beljing provides update to senior Ministry
officials on,progress in resolving the problem. Notes that
information continues to be provided on consignments that
might be affecied.

Thursday 16 May 2013

MPI provides verbal update to MIA Strategic Directions
Group (SDG) — refers to MPI hope to have acceptance of its
new form meat certificate from the Chinese in 3-4 days.

MPI agreed fo develop a communications plan on the China
access issue for sharing with industry.

Thursday 16 May 2013

DDG Standards advises Ministry communications that there
is an issue that may require their assistance. Advises that
NZ official in China hopes to have "a readout in the next 2-3
days”. At this point DDG Standards had not been in direct
contact with Ministers on this issue but had advised the DG
of her understanding that the issue would be resolved within
a few days.

Thursday 16 May 2013

MPI circulates revised China OMAR to meat industry
technical representatives for comment. Revised OMAR sets
out requirements for attestations in the new _

meat ceriificate, . _and for which
AQSIQ now holds specimen certificates for distribution to
CIQ offices.

Thursday 16 May 2013
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Delays to New Zealand Meat Exporis to China

Date Event
Friday 17 May 2013 News item on television news reports problems with the
clearance of meat imporis to Chinese ports.
Friday 17 May 2013 NZ official advises of a need for other information from MPI
systems for AQSIQ to help clear consignments.
Friday/ Saturday MP1 officials work overnight to extract reports o provide
Z 6 ( &> 17 /18 May 2013 information from the AP E-Cert system of detained
~ (overnight) shipments and provide them to NZ Officials in China.
l
Saturday 18 May 2013 NZ official advises that consignment information provided
overnight by MPI was incomplete.
~ 2 g(s\{s Saturday 18 May 2013 MPI requests "+ (external developer of the AP E-cert
s

systemn) to write a script fo extract the information and
provide a report for the NZ Official in China. The report is
made available 5 hours after the request (the report
provides details of some 2,990 certificates issued and
signed since 1 March).

Saturday 18 May 2013 Meeting between MP! and Minister for Primary industries,
Minister for Food Safety and Ministerfor.Trade to gain a
better understanding of the problem and discuss what
actions need {o be taken:

Writien briefing provided toJministers.

Saturday 18 May 2013 Minister for Rrimary Industries, Minister for Food Safety,
MP1 and meatindustryteleconference number one.

MIA and(industry representatives agree all media comment
will be channelled through MiA.

Meeting discusses the possibility of sending Ministry
officials ta, Beijing — agreed not to send anyone at this

stage.
Saturday 18 May 2013 MPVstarts providing Ministers with daily updates.
Monday 20 May 2013 NZ Official in China provides copy of report produced on 18

May by MPI to AQSIQ by fax, email and sent with a driver.

.

An official in China agrees to ask New Zealand Trade and
Enterprise to assist in providing information on
consignments at ports.

Monday 20 May 2013 Acting DDG contacts Federated Farmers and Beef and
Lamb NZ.
Monday 20 May 2013 MPI continues working on revised OMAR *
S6@)
¢ g@ £} Monday 20 May 2013 MPI seéks advice from.‘I_\;EI-:AT on options
e Y
e Q Q\g{s'\‘} Monday 20 May 2013 MPI asks ~ , AP E-cert systems developers, to update

the previous report script to make it easier to identify details

Assurance and Evaluation Page 76 July 2013



S6fa)

o
a
o,

9 o’

$6(a)

Delays to New Zealand Meat Exports to China

Date Event
of for the Chinese authorities.
Monday 20 May 2013 Minister for Primary Industries (in his capacity as Acting

Minister for Food Safety) and Acting Director-General hold
a Press conference.

Issue also raised at Prime Minister's press conference.

Tuesday 21 May 2013

Media coverage of the problem.

Tuesday 21 May 2013

Ministerial Adviser to Minister for Primary Industries
articulates his understanding of the events and asks for
confirmation. MP) advises verbally that they have not got to
the bottom of the timeline and c¢ircumstances.

MPI starts to develop its summary timeline, provided to
Ministers offices on 23 May.

Tuesday 21 May 2013

Tuesday 21 May 2013

NZ Officials in China speak with AQSIQ official to discuss
progress.

Tuesday 21 May 2013

Telegonference with industry @6.45pm

Tuesday 21 May 2013

NZ officials.inChina meets with AQSIQ

_ AQSIQ advises NZ
official in China that detained product cannot he clearad
using the existing MPI headed cerlificates.

NZ official rejects suggestion that all certificates can be
replaced with NZFSA certificates,

NZ official in China suggests MP] develop a high level letter
of agsurance acknowtedgmg ceftificates had not been
approved but that the only change relates to the competent
authority hame.

Tuesday 21 May 2013
(overnight)

MPI official trave!é fo Chma to provide support fo N2
off' clals in. Chlna :f necessary.

Wednesday 22 May 2013

Director-General asks Acting Director-General fo examine
why MPI cannot go back to old (NZFSA) certificates and
reissue certificates io get the stock moving, regardless of
costs and resources reguired.
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Delays {o New Zealand Meat Exporis to China

Date Event

Wednesday Ministerial Adviser to the Minister for Primary Industries

22 May phones Acting Director-General on behalf of the Minister to
2013 advise that the Ministry revert to the old cerlificates and

begin the process immediately regardless of the complexity
or the amount of time or resource it iakes.

Wednesday 22 May 2013

MPI officials seel to understand how difficult it would be to
revert to using the old NZFSA ceriificate templates

MP1 official advises another official that this is not
possible.

MPI Acting Direcior-General responds to Director-General
that he has advice that MPI can go back fo NZFSA
certificates, and a proposed course of action for the
clearance of detained consignmenits is provided. The
proposal is noted as subject to AQSIQ agreement.

MPI1 officials create new templates
replicate the old NZFSA femplaies :

; which

Wednesday 22 May

Office of the Minister for Primary Indusfries summarises the
actions to be taken.

Wednesday 22 May 2013

s

Wednesday 22 May 2013

AQSIQ forma-lly agregs 10the release of all consignments

LA

Wednesday 22 May 2013

Ministry officials start work on replacing the prioity
cerfificates. This work is challenging hecause even at this
stage it is not ciear exactly which consignments have been
cleared at Chingse ports. '

Approximately 600 high priority replacement
certificates processed by Ministry officials by close of
business 23 May 2013.

Thursday 23 May 2013

replacement cerlificates under NZFSA
name start to be provided to a NZ Official in China and
passed through to AQSIQ.

Thursday 23 May 2013

Ministér for Primary Industries and MPI issue press
releases.

MP| issues all staff message.

Thursday 23 May 2013

Cable sent to all overseas posts setling out actions being
taken.

Thursday 23 May 2013

MPI establishes Response Strategic Leadership group with
work stream leads for trade and market access, stakeholder
management, communication and policy.

Friday 24 May 2013

AQSIQ advises they are unable to prograss further
clearances of detained product until ali remaining
replacément certificates are available. Dacision made to
complete the issuing of majority of replacement ceriificates
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Delays to New Zealand Meat Expoits to China

Date Event
by end of the weekend.,
Friday 24 May 2013 Teleconference with industry at 12.30pm. 7

Friday 24 May 2013

Finalisation of MPl communications plan.

Friday 24 May 2013 MP! initiate the process io exiend the use of NZFSA name
beyond 30 June 2013.

Friday 24 May 2013 i . * initial batch of priority replacement
certificates under NZFSA name arrive in Beijing couriered
by MP1 official.

Saturday/ Sunday MPI officials work over the weekend to complete the

25/ 26 May 2013 collation, distributfion and recording of replacement
certificate. By the end of the weekend approximately 1,600
certificates are replaced <thus includes the 600 certificates
replaced as a high priotity.on 22 and 23 May.

Sunday 26 May 2013 DDG Standards requests a technical assessment of the

fime, cost and otherbusiness priovity impacts of re-

establishing the old NZFSA ceris for all new
meat exports o China.
Sunday 26 May 2013 MPI ‘reguest the AP E-cert developer at io revise

reporting script to allow reporting on the status of
gertificates; and if applicable the details of the replacement
cerfificates. This provides clarity for MPI about which
ceriificates have been replaced to date.

Monday 27 May 2013

The_majority of the remaining replacement ceriificates
produced, and sent 110 NZ officials in
China.

Monday 27 May 2013

Senior MPI official meets with AQSIQ | to seek
a way forward to resuming trade and to deliver a written

apology.

MP1 prepares for resumption of frade using old style NZFSA
certificate.

Monday 27 May 2013

Meeting of MPI officials and AP E-cert developers o
discuss possibility of returning to the use of the old NZFSA
templates ). Meeiing identifies a pofential solution,
which needs {o be tested.

Tuesday 28 May 2013

MPI discussions with AQSIQ
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Delays fo New Zealand Meat Exports to China

Date Event

Tuesday 28 May 2013 NZ Officials in China advise that they have been advised
that AQISQ has sent oui notifications and consignment
details to local ClQs and consighments may sitari clearing
fomortow. _

Tuesday 28 May 2013 Teleconfarence with indusiry @ 3.15pm.

Tuesday 28 May 2013 Testing to re-establish the old NZFSA templates™”
complated successiully.
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