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Policy & Trade 
Market Access 

Charles Fergusson Building, 34-38 Bowen Street 

Wellington 6140, New Zealand 

www.mpi.govt.nz 

OIA20-0105 
 
  
 
Bill Quinn 
bill@organicag.co.nz 
 
 
Dear Bill Quinn 
 

OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT REQUEST 

 

Thank you for your email of 25 February 2020 requesting information relating to the Ministry for 
Primary Industries (MPI) response to your previous request (MPI ref: OIA19-0784). Your request 
has been considered under the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA). 

You have requested the following: 

I note that the correspondence from The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) AMS is 
‘in response to a request for equivalence’ and related to a request made in November 2015 by 
MPI. 

I seek a copy of that request to fully understand the context of the statements I originally requested 
information on. 

The following formal correspondence relating to equivalency discussions between MPI and 
the USDA is provided to you under the OIA: 
 

- 8 November 2011 – New Zealand request for an equivalence determination. 
- 13 December 2011 – Correspondence from USDA. 
- 16 August 2012 – New Zealand request for an equivalence determination under 

US National Organic Program. 
- 2 April 2015 – Letter from USDA regarding review of New Zealand materials. 
- 20 October 2015 – Acknowledgement of request for equivalency. 
- 23 September 2016 – Response to further request for information. 

 
You have the right under section 28(3) of the OIA to seek an investigation and review by the 
Ombudsman of our decision.   
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
Steven Ainsworth 
Director Market Access 
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Policy and Trade 
Pastoral House, 25 The Terrace, PO Box 2526 

Wellington 6140, New Zealand 
Telephone: 0800 00 83 33, Facsimile: +64-4-894 0300 

www.mpi.govt.nz 

23 September 2016 

Miles V. McEnvoy 
Deputy Administrator 
National Organic Program 
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Room 2646-South, STOP 0268 
Washington, DC 20250-0201 

Dear Miles 

Response to your request for further information: 

With respect to the additional documentation you have requested to further the USDA’s desktop 

analysis under the existing Recognition Agreement of 2002 there also appears to be some confusion 

that we perhaps need to clarify before we exchange further information.  In essence the overarching 

structure of our conformity assessment system has not substantively changed since the Agreement 

was signed (when it was deemed acceptable) and has been audited and found acceptable by your 

services on several subsequent occasions.  

I’ll attempt to describe the basic construct again to start the process of trying to narrow down any 

confusion.  MPI formally utilises the services of one of the two national / binational accreditation 

bodies (of which only one is currently relevant to this process) as part of its recognition process of 

third party agencies (TPAs).  We don’t just do this for TPAs involved in the organic programme but 

also for those we utilise for verification of our dairy regulations, our hands-on meat inspection 

programme, MPI’s own Verification Services and the laboratories that provide analytical services 

for us.  The use of formal ISO accreditation by internationally recognised accreditation bodies is an 

integral part of the regulatory model utilised by New Zealand government. 

The Joint Accreditation System of Australia and New Zealand (JAS-ANZ) is one of the two 

nationally recognised accreditation bodies which has international standing and intergovernmental 

recognition as a member of the Pacific Accreditation Co-operation (PAC), the Asia Pacific 

Laboratory Accreditation Cooperation (APLAC), the International Accreditation Forum (IAF) and 

the European cooperation for Accreditation (EA).  In accordance with the protocols recognised by 

our respective governments JAS-ANZ is peer reviewed against the ISO 17011 standard by its peers 

from other countries as per the above referenced mutual recognition arrangements. The list of 

members of IAF, PAC and APLAC and details of the conclusions of assessments of accreditation 

bodies against the ISO 17011 standard are available on their respective websites.  Of relevance the 

American National Standards Institute (ANSI), with which we understand the USDA has domestic 

relationship, is one of the United States’ members and signatories to the IAF alongside JAS-ANZ.  

While MPI sends a technical expert to participate in the ISO 17020 accreditation assessments that 

JAS-ANZ does of third party agencies wanting to be recognised by MPI under our OOAP, we do 

not audit JAS-ANZ against ISO 17011 as this has already occurred in conjunction with the 

intergovernmental recognised international accreditation mutual recognition agreements.  What we 
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do provide is some of the ancillary criteria to be specifically considered as part of any accreditation 

for our purposes and then we separately assess and then effectively contractually bind the third 

party agencies to the deliver the OOAP services on our behalf (including the application of the 

additional technical standards required by your regulations).   

The New Zealand government regards the standardised and internationally peer reviewed way 

international accreditation bodies operate to be robust and transparent. We believe this system 

offers, in conjunction with further government input, superior and more internationally comparable 

calibrations than any assessment by a competent authority which operates independent of the 

standardisation agreements referenced above.  Accordingly our system as currently accepted under 

our Recognition Agreement has never been based on MPI’s own documentation being in 

conformance with ISO 17011 (that is the prevue of JAS-ANZ) and so your requests for information 

in this format would appear outside the scope of the current Recognition Agreement.  In fact your 

request for additional information has the appearance would appear to resemble a renegotiation of 

what is currently accepted in the Recognition Agreement, rather than a review and audit of what has 

already been agreed between the two governments.  I trust this isn’t the intent. 

What we can do, if it would help, is take your staff through how we exert control so as to ensure 

product certified out of the system is assured of being in conformity with the agreed requirements 

and any additional technical standards of the NOP (as per CFR Part 205). To this effect I wonder 

whether a teleconference with our respective experts could help this process?  We are keen to help 

and work with your staff but we think some of the issues discussed above need clarifying first.   

Yours sincerely 

Dr Bill Jolly 
Chief Assurance Strategy Officer 

Cc New Zealand Embassy, Washington DC 
Jacqui Bird, Manager Food Production and Processing 
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