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Foreword

Dear Readers,

I am delighted to present a new report on New Zealand’s food safety system. 
This report was developed as part of IFC’s advisory activities to support and 
strengthen food safety systems in emerging markets and we hope this report 
proves useful to businesses and policymakers alike.

Food safety not only protects consumers; it helps businesses build their 
brands and opens up new opportunities in domestic and export markets. But 
introducing robust food safety systems is not always easy. We chose to profile 
New Zealand because it provides examples of best practices that policymakers 
and business leaders in other countries may find useful to adapt for their own 
contexts. New Zealand’s food and agricultural industries are central to the 
country’s economic stability. Approximately 80% of food grown in New Zealand 
is exported, something that is possible because of the well-regarded food safety 
system. Understanding how New Zealand created such a well-functioning 
and successful food safety system can help reformers elsewhere by providing 
concrete examples and experiences that can inform decision-making and plans 
for food safety programs. 

I am certain that this report, “Food Safety Reforms, Learning from the Best: 
The New Zealand Food Safety System in Case Studies,” will become a useful,  
practical guide for everyone who is involved in developing, maintaining or 
improving national food safety systems. 

Tania Lozansky 

Senior Manager

 Manufacturing, Agribusiness, and Services Advisory

 International Finance Corporation
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Introduction

IFC and global food safety

IFC — a member of the World Bank Group — is the largest global development institution focused 
on the private sector in emerging markets. It works in more than 100 countries, using its capital, 
expertise, and influence to create markets and opportunities in developing countries. In fiscal year 
2020, it invested $22 billion in private companies and financial institutions in developing countries, 
leveraging the power of the private sector to end extreme poverty and boost shared prosperity. For 
more information, visit www.ifc.org.

Developing agribusiness

IFC has made agribusiness a priority because of the potential of agribusiness for broad development 
impacts and an especially strong role in poverty reduction. IFC combines investment and 
advisory services to support the sector in addressing the growing demand and escalating food 
prices in an environmentally sustainable and socially inclusive manner. IFC invests across the 
agribusiness supply chain, from farm to retail, to boost production, increase liquidity, improve 
logistics and distribution, and expand the access to credit among small farmers. The IFC approach 
in agribusiness is comprehensive and covers the entire value chain. IFC aims to bring land into 
sustainable production, enhance productivity by transferring technologies and proven practices, 
and make the best use of water and other natural resources. As urbanization continues, IFC works 
to support efficient supply chains to bring safe, affordable food to cities. To help clients prefinance 
inventories, seeds, fertilizers, and chemicals among farmers, IFC offers working capital facilities. 
It is helping clients maintain competitiveness, upgrade sanitary and food safety standards, and 
expand market access. With both the private sector and the public sector, it pursues investments in 
infrastructure — including in ports, warehouses, cold storage, and telecommunication — that can 
facilitate trade and reduce costs. To reach small farmers and rural enterprises, particularly in low-
income countries, IFC is working with trading companies and financial intermediaries, helping 
channel financing and advisory services effectively.

The IFC global food safety platform

For more than 15 years, the IFC global food safety platform has provided high-quality professional 
services to help more than 200 companies apply international food safety standards and adapt 
sustainable business models.1 IFC support includes food safety assessments and staff training in 
the private and public sectors, as well as guidance in obtaining international certification. Improved 
food safety is helping IFC clients meet regional and export market requirements, attract investment, 
realize cost savings, and strengthen brands. The twin goals of the IFC global food safety platform 
are healthier balance sheets and high-quality food on plates.

Purpose of the case studies

“Food Safety Reforms, Learning from the Best: The New Zealand Food Safety System in Case 
Studies” is a continuation of a series of IFC knowledge management publications aimed at sharing 
best practice with experts involved in reforming national food safety systems.

1 �For more information on IFC food safety advisory services or questions about this publication, contact Natia Mgeladze, Program 
Lead, at nmgeladze@ifc.org, or consult “Global Food Safety Advisory Program,” International Finance Corporation, Washington, 
DC, http://www.ifc.org/foodsafety.
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This publication is focused on New Zealand’s experience with its national food safety system, 
which is widely acknowledged as one of the best in the world.

Food production and, especially, food exports contribute significantly to New Zealand’s gross 
domestic product. To develop its successful food export program, New Zealand established an 
all-encompassing food safety system that is recognized globally. How has it accomplished this?

First, New Zealand is a member of the Codex Alimentarius Commission and regularly takes part 
in international food safety forums. The relevant legislation in New Zealand has been developed 
based on codex guidelines and overseas market access requirements.

Second, education and training programs have been launched in the country to support the 
legislation. These programs embody the latest scientific knowledge on food safety. Relevant 
information is readily available from the Ministry for Primary Industries. The distribution of 
information commenced well before the legislation was enacted. Indeed, the process included 
extensive community and industry consultations to formulate the legislation.

Scientific initiatives have also been undertaken, such as the New Zealand Food Safety Science and 
Research Center, at Massey University in Palmerston North. This center joins with seven science 
research partners to form a virtual research center network. It is funded by both the government 
and industry.

Third, New Zealand operates under a regulatory model framework consisting of a regulator, a verifier, 
and an industry operator. The New Zealand approach to food safety highlights the importance of 
investment and collaboration among all relevant parties, including government, food businesses, 
and organizations supported by industry.

Fourth, there has been widespread adoption by local food producers of international food safety 
programs recognized by the Global Food Safety Initiative (GFSI), such as Food Safety System 
Certification (FSSC) 22000, GLOBALG.A.P., and BRC Global Standards. This has provided New 
Zealand producers with access to large international customers.

All these features have formed a key part of New Zealand’s integrated food safety system and 
allow consumers to be confident about the consumption of any food products, including kiwifruit, 
avocados, apples, honey, wine, meat, seafood, infant formula, and other dairy products.

Organization of the case studies

This publication offers 13 case studies that explain the features of the New Zealand food safety 
system in detail. The case studies cover the structure of the system and the supporting legislation. It 
provides a walk-through of the relevant history of the New Zealand meat industry and the creation 
of a mature food safety system for the meat and horticulture sectors. It supplies an additional focus 
on risk assessment, enforcement, and inspections, as well as on food traceability and principles of 
food safety management.

The publication is associated with a self-paced learning course, “Food Safety Reforms, Learning 
from the Best: The New Zealand Food Safety System in Case Studies,” developed by the IFC Global 
Food Safety Advisory and designed for experts involved in processes aimed at improving national 
food safety systems. The course provides a wealth of information on national food safety systems 
and shares links to tools that are used in New Zealand to achieve great results. The course is 
available at: https://olc.worldbank.org/content/food-safety-reforms-learning-best-new-zealand-
food-safety-system-case-studies
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 An introduction to New Zealand 
and the factors that led to its food 
safety system 

INTRODUCTION

New Zealand is located in the South Pacific Ocean.  It consists of 2 major islands and a smaller Southern-most island.  Its temperate 

climate is well-suited for pasture growth and the farming of cattle, sheep, pigs and a variety of horticultural produce. 

The food and agricultural industries are central to New Zealand’s economic stability; in 2019, the food manufacturing industry 

provided $11,135 million worth of New Zealand’s gross domestic profit, while the agriculture industry provided a further $12,660 

million1. Approximately 80% of food grown in New Zealand is exported, this is made possible by a robust and well-regarded food 

safety system.

The New Zealand food safety system developed as a result of refrigerated shipping and export of meat and dairy products. Initially 

food safety concerns were centered around the export market, with the New Zealand government inspecting export producers to 

ensure food safety as early as 1888. This concern and consequential inspection process gradually filtered through to products for 

domestic use. 

Presently, New Zealand food safety operates under a regulatory model framework, covering all areas of the food industry. The model 

applies to produce intended for both domestic and export markets.

Prior to the adoption of this model in the 1990s, the New Zealand government operated under a ‘command and control’ system with 

a high level of government intervention in food safety. Under this system, the New Zealand government acted as ‘’the rule maker and 

enforcer but also taking responsibility for ensuring product safety’’2 , conducting manual inspections of food manufacturing premises. 

The onus of proof of compliance or non-compliance to food safety regulations lay with the government. 

As the food industry grew, this proved to be a costly and complicated undertaking, with little or no allowance for innovation or self-

regulation at an operator level. These factors coupled with an international focus on risk management systems such as HACCP, lead to 

the adoption of the regulatory model framework for the food safety industry. In 1996 an Independent Scoping Review Team was set up 

to complete a strategic review of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF). The review team recommended the implementation 

of a regulatory model3.

1  “Which Industries Contributed to New Zealand’s GDP?: Stats NZ,” accessed February 26, 2021, https://www.stats.govt.nz/tools/which- 
   industries-contributed-to-new-zealands-gdp#broad-industry. 
2  NZFSA Public Information Paper, April 2008, “The Regulatory Model: An Explanation,” https://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/22075/direct. 
3 Cherie Flynn,  “The Optimal Regulatory Model,” October 10, 1999 https://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/25931/direct.
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The model is made up of the regulator, the verifier, and the industry operator

• �The government creates food safety policies or Acts. These Acts are administered

by the regulator, the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI), formerly the

Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF). There are several functions set

out under the administration of the Acts including (but not limited to), the

approval of risk-based management programmes, approval of verifiers, setting of

standards, enforcing of the standards of the Acts.

• �The verifier or verifiers are third-party independent organizations. These

organizations perform audits and inspections to ensure operators are complying

with standards of the Acts. On completion of the audit or inspection, the

verifier reports back to the regulator and the auditee must close out any non-

conformances. In the New Zealand meat industry, the Ministry for Primary

Industries Verification Services operates as the verifier.

• �Industry operators are obligated to implement and uphold compliance to risk-

based management programmes under the relevant Act. Under the regulatory

model there is an expectation that operators will incorporate all aspects

of quality control and food safety risk management into their day-to-day

operational activities.

The New Zealand food industry (domestic and export) is regulated through four 

distinct Acts. Those are:

• �The Agricultural Compounds and Veterinary Medicines Act 1997

• �Animal Products Act 1999

• �Food Act 2014

• �Wine Act 2003

The range of markets covered by these 

Acts include meat, dairy, food, and 

beverage.  

Government, the Ministry for Primary 

Industries, verification organizations 

and industry operators must work 

collaboratively to ensure the security of 

food safety across the entire food chain. 

This provides assurance to domestic 

and export customers and reduces the 

likelihood of foodborne illnesses. 

The red meat industry provides a relevant 

working example of the factors leading 

to a progressive food safety system in a 

primary industry in New Zealand. The 

case study that follows examines how the 

New Zealand meat industry evolved in 

terms of its food safety system.
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The value of the red meat industry to New Zealand’s economy cannot be overstated. Over 35,000 people are employed in the industry4  

and year-on-year revenue from the export market has seen continued growth.

The industry processes around 25 million sheep and five million cattle every year. The meat industry is New Zealand’s second largest 

goods exporter, generating $9.4 billion in export revenue in 2019/2020. Roughly 90% of red meat produced in New Zealand is 

exported5, which equates to over 1 million tonnes of meat product.

New Zealand currently exports to 120 countries, the principal export market for New Zealand is China, followed by the United States 

and the United Kingdom6.

The meat industry is regulated by the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) in accordance with the Animal Products Act and various 

food safety related documents.

The following model applies:

• �Core legislation is enacted by New Zealand parliament. Core legislation includes Acts and Regulations

• �Ministries that sit outside parliament implement the legislation in the form of Notices, Codes of Practice and Overseas Market

Access Requirements

• �Processors develop their operational procedures or risk management programme based on the Notices, Codes of Practice and

Overseas Market Access Requirements

• �Government verification of processor compliance with its risk management programme.

It is government’s responsibility to provide scientifically valid Notices, Codes of Practice and Overseas Market Access Requirements.

It is the processor’s responsibility to manage its process.

The evolution of the New Zealand 
meat industry in terms of its food 
safety system
Where we are now

4  Introduction to food safety legislation, https://www.mpi.govt.nz/legal/legal-overviews-legislation-standards/food-safety-legislation 
   introduction-to-food-safety-legislation/ accessed on February 26, 2020. 
5  Meat Industry Association of New Zealand. “New Zealand’s Second Largest Good Export Sector,” https://www.mia.co.nz/assets/Uploads/NZ 
   second-largest-goods-exporter-Overall-Factsheet-2020.pdf, Accessed on February 26, 2020 
6  Meat Industry Association of New Zealand. “New Zealand’s Second Largest Good Export Sector,” https://www.mia.co.nz/assets/Uploads/NZ 
   second-largest-goods-exporter-Overall-Factsheet-2020.pdf, Accessed on February 26, 2020
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Each processor, be it the farmer, stock transporter, meat processor, meat packing and storage or final transporter to the final export 

facility, must comply with the requirements applicable to their role. 

It is crucial that food safety is secured across the entire food chain. If a problem exists at a particular part of the chain, it will affect 

production at that stage and the end product. It will also have wider consequences for all parts of the chain. Product food safety from 

farm to the processor to the final customer, relies on compliance to a wide range of food safety requirements. These requirements have 

been developed as a result of scientific research and international requirements. The following diagram shows some of the major parts 

in the farm to plate journey.

Animal Products Act 

Submit Animal Status Declaration

Animal Welfare Act 

Company, MPI Veterinary, customer audits

Animal Welfare Codes of Practice 

Codes of Practice Dairy cows, Beef, lamb

Transport Act

Processor Approved supplier

Regulated Control Scheme 

Veterinary medicines audit/Residues

MPI Veterinary Verification 

Official Assurances (Certification) 

Species verification 

Company systems

Animal Products Act 

Animal Status Declaration 

Stock identification

Risk Management Programme 

Design and Construction

Human Consumption Notice 

Risk Management Programme Notice 

MPI RMP templates 

Quality Control CoP 8 

Slaughter and Dressing CoP 5 

Hygiene and Sanitation CoP 3 

HACCP; Zero Faecal Tolerance 

National Microbiological Database 

Veterinary ante-mortem 

Animal Welfare Officer 

Verification

AsureQuality or  Company Post-Mortem Examination 

Notices (3)

Post-slaughter Processing 

Refrigeration 

Packaging 

Transport

Farm

Official Assurances

Meat Processor
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In 1982 Codex developed a set of agreed post-mortem judgements which were included in the code. These judgements are mostly 

agreed to today by the governments of all New Zealand’s export markets.

The policy purpose is to provide a world-class food safety regime to ensure meat products remain fit for purpose until used by the 

consumer.

This policy has resulted in a highly detailed legislative structure that has sufficient flexibility for the processor to design and develop 

food safety systems that meet their purposes.

LEGISLATION

The New Zealand food safety programme is delivered by several layers of legislation, those are:

• �Animal Products Act 1999.  This act is issued by Central Government and delegated to the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI)

who implement the Act. It is the principal act which prescribes operators must process in accordance with their Risk Management

Programme (RMP).

The RMP is developed by each operator and is designed to identify and manage or minimize risks to human and animal health. It is

subject to independent verification.

• �Notices. These are legal prescriptions issues by the Ministry for Primary Industries that interpret and explain the New Zealand

standards for food safety in order for companies to develop their risk management Programme.

• �Codes of Practice. These are legal documents that detail the New Zealand standard for the production of meat and meat products.

They are flexible, allowing companies to design their own process according to the requirement, provided their process meets the

food safety criteria.

• ��Overseas Market Access Requirements (OMARs).  These are overseas market requirements resulting from government negotiations

for market access with individual countries’ governments.

• �Regulated Control Schemes (RCS). These are regulations issued where it is not feasible or practical for the relevant risk factors

to be managed by individual animal product business operators, within individual risk management programmes (whether or not

those operators would normally be required to have a risk management programme.

7  Ministry for Primary Industries. “New Zealand’s Strategic Objectives in Codex, 2015-2020,” accessed on February 26, 2020. This publication is 
   available on the Ministry for Primary Industries website at http://www.mpi.govt.nz/news-and-resources/publications/

LINK BETWEEN POLICY AND REGULATIONS

The New Zealand government’s policy is developed in conjunction with the 

World Health Organisation and Codex Alimentarius agreements and standards 

resulting from scientific analysis of risks to food safety.

New Zealand was a founding member of Codex in 1962 and is an important 

and influential member of the organisation. New Zealand chairs two Codex 

committees, the Codex Committees on Meat Hygiene and the Codex Committee 

on Milk and Milk Products. The Ministry for Primary Industries operates as the 

lead agency for Codex in New Zealand7. 
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8  Industries, Ministry for Primary. “Regulated Control Schemes (RCS).” Ministry for Primary Industries. Ministry for Primary Industries, 
   November 16, 2020. https://www.mpi.govt.nz/legal/compliance-requirements/regulated-control-schemes-rcs.

An example is the 
management of chemical 
residues in animals on the 

farm 

Animal Products (Regulated Control 

Scheme—Contaminant Monitoring and 

Surveillance) Regulations 2004

4    Prime Purpose of scheme 

      The Prime purpose of this scheme is -

(a) to identify the absence or

presence, extent, and distribution of 

chemical and biological contaminants 

in animal material and animal 

products; and

(b) to address the risks from

hazards to human or animal health 

associated, directly or indirectly, with 

animal material and animal products 

from a risk source (whether identified 

under this scheme or by other means)

The regulated control scheme ensures 

food safety from farm to processor.

“The government develops an RCS in the following circumstances:

• �when a risk management programme (RMP) wouldn’t be feasible or practicable

• �when it is more efficient for the government to run a national programme

• �if it is needed to meet the market access requirements of export markets.

Regulated Control Schemes are legislated in 2 different ways:

• �under regulation

• as a notice under section 60 of the Animal Products Act (APA) 1999.

Some Regulated Control Schemes are issued as a Notice under section 60 of the 

APA. All of these:

• �are national in scope

• apply only to products intended for export

• manage market access requirements

• �are issued after exporters have been notified of the requirements in an overseas

market access requirement.

Regulated Control Schemes issued in this way relate to:

• �hormonal growth promotants

• control of specified substances and contaminants

• transport of animal products for export and handling of animal products at wharves

• �listing of cloned animals

• �verification of farms and stock saleyards exporting animals to the European

Union

• �verification of contaminants in bee products.”8
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How New Zealand’s domestic food safety is delivered and range of markets 

The New Zealand food safety standard is delivered by:

a. Making government food safety requirements available to the processor.

This is achieved by making available Notices, Codes of Practice,

instructional and guidance manuals on the Ministry for Primary Industries

website. For example, the Ministry for Primary Industries publishes the

Approved Maintenance Compounds Guidance Manual. This manual lists all

the chemicals that are approved for use in a food production plant. It also

details the restrictions applying to each chemical, for example vermicides

can only be applied when processing has ceased for the day and surfaces

must be washed down prior to commencement of operations. The processor

utilizes the documents to develop their risk Management Programme

(RMP), Good Operating procedures (GOPs) and quality assurance systems

(QA).

b. The Government supplies the requirements to the processor, allowing the

processor via the RMP to develop operating procedures according to its

product outcomes.

c. The Ministry for Primary Industries verifying the processor’s compliance to

its RMP.
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The following graphic shows the relationship between the government (the Ministry for Primary Industries) and processing. Meat 

products destined for the domestic market are produced to the same standards as those for the export market, the main difference 

being a domestic market plant does not require an export license.

The risk management programme is nowadays the major step in the devolvement from a regulator being fully responsible to 

expectation laying with the business operator.

NZ Government
Animal Products 
Act 1999

Ministry for Primary 
Industries (MPI)

NoticesWorld Health 
Organization

Code Alimentarius

Industry input

Domestic

Export

Codes of Practice

Processor’s Risk 
Management Plan

MPI export 
certification

Product

MPI Verification Agency 
process verification

Export to 120 
countries (USA, EU, 
UK, Russia, China, 

Indonesia, Republic 
of Korea, UAE, Japan, 

etc.)

Overseas Market Access 
Requirements
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Years of resistance to prescriptive legislation and lobbying to central government 

resulted in the passing of the Animal Products Act 1999. This Act prescribed for 

operators to design and develop a Risk Management Programme (RMP) that 

minimises and manages risks to human and animal safety. Each part of the RMP is:

• �Based on known science or by trial.

• �Validated by a company elected competent person for each part of the

programme.

• �Registered by the Ministry for Primary Industries.

• �Verified by the Ministry for Primary Industries Verification Agency.

• �Verified by the operator.

The requirements for designing, evaluating, and verifying the risk management 

program are detailed in the Animal Products (Risk Management Program 

Specifications) Notice 2008.

Supporting documents include but are not limited to:

• �Design and construction

• Specifications for Product Intended for Human Consumption Notice

• �Industry Standard 3: Hygiene and Sanitation

• Industry Standard 4: Procurement of Stock

• �Code of Practice 5: Slaughter and dressing

• �Code of Practice 6: Presentation for Post-mortem examination

• Code of practice 7: Post-mortem examination

• Code of Practice 8: Post-mortem Dispositions

• Code of Practice 9: Post-slaughter processing

• �Approved maintenance compounds chemicals

It is the primary processor’s responsibility to manage the process according 

to its risk management program. This management includes a comprehensive 

monitoring and direct supervision system owned by the processor. 

All export plants must have a Ministry of Primary Industry veterinarian who:

a. Verifies company compliance to its risk management program

b. Deals with animal welfare issues

c. Provides official assurances (export certification).

Optimizing Operator 

Ownership (Triple O)

The Ministry for Primary Industries 

(MPI) verification’s role was to verify 

compliance to the RMP and take 

corrective action for non-compliance.  

However, what evolved from this model 

was companies began to rely on the MPI 

veterinarian to check the process and in 

some cases formulate corrective action.  

This model was contrary to the intent of 

the Animal Products Act legislation and 

so in 2017 MPI designed a system called 

Optimizing Operator Ownership (Triple 

O), where the MPI Veterinarian would 

identify a non-compliance and instruct 

the operator to design effective corrective 

action. The government’s verification 

role has devolved to that of an overview, 

whereas each company now has full 

responsibility for its process compliance. 

For more information on this system, see 

section 10.0 of this report https://www.

rmpp.co.nz/site_files/13089/upload_files/

Resources+ToolsFinalReport.pdf?dl=1
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How we got here

The growth of the meat industry in New Zealand was entirely due to the invention of refrigeration and therefore ability to export 

overseas.

The New Zealand meat industry grew out of surplus meat being available as a by-product of the wool industry which was the leading 

export industry during the late 1880s.  

By 1882 there were 1.5 million sheep in New Zealand, bred solely for wool. Because there was no method of transporting mutton to 

Britain, sheep not required for local consumption were destroyed.
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9 “THE NINETEENTH CENTURY HERITAGE: REFRIGERATION AND THE MEAT INDUSTRY” The 19th Century Heritage: the meat industry. Accessed February 25, 
2021. http://www.techhistory.co.nz/19thcentury/Meat.htm. 
10 “Dunedin (Ship).” Academic Dictionaries and Encyclopedias. Accessed February 25, 2021. https://en-academic.com/dic.nsf/enwiki/6240983.
11 “Dunedin (Ship),” Wikipedia (Wikimedia Foundation, March 22, 2021), https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dunedin_(ship). 
12 “Dunedin (Ship),” Wikipedia (Wikimedia Foundation, March 22, 2021), https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dunedin_(ship).

 13 “Dunedin (Ship).” Academic Dictionaries and Encyclopedias. Accessed February 25, 2021. https://en-academic.com/dic.nsf/enwiki/6240983.

Refrigeration 
Between 1850 and 1880 the price of meat had doubled and 
become a scarce commodity in United Kingdom due to its 
booming population. Unfortunately, there was no method of 
transporting meat to Britain until the invention of refrigeration in 
the 1870s.

“Many methods of meat preservation were tried and over 200 
patents for preserved meat processes were registered. Canning 
began 1869 in New Zealand but only the best meat was 
preserved. The rest of the carcass was boiled down for tallow 
(rendered fat) and all offal was wasted. The returns from these 
processes were poor and sheep were principally grown for their 
wool. In some districts the only practicable way of getting rid of 

surplus flocks was to drive them over the cliffs into the sea”. 9  

The Director of the New Zealand and Australian Land Company 
sent an employee from New Zealand to investigate compression 
refrigeration units. In 1880 the Director convinced the company 
to invest in refrigeration. 

“Teaming up with the Albion shipping company, they approached 
John Bell and Sons and J.J. Coleman, who had been behind 
American chilled beef shipments. As a result of negotiations, 
Albion agreed to refit a New Zealand cargo ship, the Dunedin 
with a Bell-Coleman compression refrigeration machine.  This 
worked by removing air, compressing it, then releasing it to a 
lower pressure refrigeration chamber—in this case the hold — 
where the air cooled as it expanded. Using 3 tonnes of coal a day, 
this steam powered machine could chill the hold to 20 °C below 
surrounding air temperature, freezing the cargo in the temperate 
climate of southern New Zealand, and then maintaining it 

beneath zero through the tropics.” 10  

In February 1882, the Dunedin sailed with 4331 mutton, 598 
lamb and 22 pig carcasses, 246 kegs of butter, as well as hare, 
pheasant, turkey, chicken and 2,226 sheep tongues. 

Having arrived in London safely, “carcasses were sold at the 
Smithfield market over two weeks by John Swan and Sons, who 
noted butchers’ concerns about the quality of meat from the 
experimental transport; Directly the meat was placed on the 
market, its superiority over the Australian [frozen] meat struck 

us, and in fact the entire trade.” 11  Just a token single carcass was 
condemned on arrival in Britain.

“The shipment caused The Times to comment Today we have to 
record such a triumph over physical difficulties, as would have 

been incredible, even unimaginable, a very few days ago.” 12  
After meeting all costs, the venture made a £4700 profit from the 
voyage. 

This effectively launched the industry and assured New Zealand’s 
early dominance in it. 

“Within 5 years, 172 shipments of frozen meat were sent from 
New Zealand to the United Kingdom, of which only 9 had 

significant amounts of meat condemned.” 13  Frozen meat and 
dairy exports continued to form the backbone of New Zealand’s 
economy until the United Kingdom’s entry into the European 
Economic Community in 1974, when New Zealand produce was 
excluded by the EEC’s trade bans.

The Dunedin loading at Port Chalmers in 1882.
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NEW OVERSEAS HYGIENE REQUIREMENTS

For 70 years the export industry had focused on the United Kingdom. Food safety 

was not a public issue in United Kingdom where thoroughly cooked meat and 

vegetables was the norm and the veterinary profession’s interest in public health 

was marginal.  

New Zealand becoming self-governing within the Commonwealth in 1947 became 

the first step in an ever-widening gulf between New Zealand and United Kingdom 

interests. 

The introduction of the European Economic Community (EEC)

The European Economic Community (EEC), now the European Union or EU, was created in 1957. Up until then meat was produced 

for Britain under a bulk purchase arrangement which provided a secure comfort zone for the New Zealand meat industry. As the scale 

of meat exports to EEC countries other than Britain expanded rapidly, the challenge was to identify those countries’ requirements and 

how to best satisfy them.  

It took some time for the industry to understand that where it wanted to export to countries such as the United States and Europe, 

it would need to meet their requirements. In these instances, those countries sent veterinary staff to New Zealand to ensure that it 

complied. This started the hygiene reform in New Zealand.

IMPACT OF THE AMERICAN MARKET

In 1948 the first McDonalds opened in San Bernardino, California, instigating a major change in eating habits worldwide. As the hamburger 

craze grew, the demand for manufacturing beef expanded and soon America was seeking outside suppliers.  New Zealand companies first 

entered the market in 1958, instigating a revolution in the New Zealand system and industry to meet United States’ requirements that 

included:

• �Establishment of specialist boning rooms

• Installation of flat-bed viscera tables

• Chutes installed to direct offal to specialist rooms

• Meat packing houses and canneries had to be licensed

• �Establish procedures for the identification of surface faecal contamination

• �Training meat inspectors to identify faecal contamination

• Introduction of proper ante-mortem examination of stock

• Install direct veterinary supervision

• Improved drainage, impervious flooring, conveyer systems

• Removal of wood from areas where edible meat was prepared and stored, e.g freezer stores

• �Hot and cold water supplied by taps, removing hoses from the slaughterfloor

• More rigorous and consistent assessment for tuberculosis

• Carcasses with pleurisy retained and dealt with

• Increase of inspection staff to man the viscera tables and carcass inspection stands resulting in doubling inspector numbers

• �Increase in United States Department of Agriculture veterinary audits

• �Pressure on farmers to supply clean stock to the plant.
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INNOVATION IN THE MEAT INDUSTRY

The transformation of the New Zealand meat industry from an old-fashioned to modern industry did not happen overnight. It took 

many years for the industry to begin to function efficiently and to assign a greater emphasis on process improvement. Today, this 

improvement through in-depth research practices, ensures a superior product is provided to customers. Some of the more prominent 

innovative practices in the New Zealand meat industry are outlined below.    

Blast freezing 

“A major innovation achieving significant value by increasing turnover in the freezing room was initiated in 1949. Blast freezing in 

which air was circulated at high velocities of 100-150 metres/minute for carcass meat past finned evaporators. Freezing times for lambs 

were reduced to 12-16 hours as compared to the previous 18-72 hours.” 14         

Introduction of the mechanized processing chain 

Prior to 1932, the solo butcher system was in use, where each butcher slaughtered and dressed each carcass.

The solo butcher system. Each butcher was allocated a bucket of water which had to last most of the day, and shared a laborer who ‘cleaned up’ 
and placed stuff in the holes in front of the butcher. 
Belfast Freezing Works, Christchurch. Webb, Steffano, 1880-1967: Collection of negatives. Ref: 1/1-003961-G. Alexander Turnbull Library, 
Wellington, New Zealand. https://natlib.govt.nz/records/23157218

14  “THE NINETEENTH CENTURY HERITAGE: REFRIGERATION AND THE MEAT INDUSTRY.” The 19th Century Heritage: the meat industry. Accessed 
    February 21, 2021. http://www.techhistory.co.nz/19thcentury/Meat.htm.
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The introduction of the mechanized chain system was part of the innovation the meat industry would experience over the next 90 years and continues 
today.
Green & Hahn (Firm). Butchers working on carcasses in a meat works - Photograph taken by Green and Hahn. Making New Zealand :Negatives and 
prints from the Making New Zealand Centennial collection. Ref: MNZ-1517. Alexander Turnbull Library, Wellington, New Zealand. https://
natlib.govt.nz/records/22679660

“The introduction of the chain system where slaughtered animals pass along a line of butchers each carrying out different tasks did not 

take place until 1932. The industry had been in existence in New Zealand for fifty years prior to this.” 15

The chain speed (as measured by how many carcasses would pass a certain point in a given minute) was to reflect the daily output 

of the solo butcher model.  For example, if a team of 30 solo butchers could slaughter and dress 3000 carcasses per day, then the 

mechanized chain speed would be set for a daily tally of 3000 or 6.25 carcass per minute. By adding more butchers to the chain, 

the speed was increased to about 8.5 carcasses per minute.  However, the chain speed was largely dictated by the speed with which 

a carcass could be hygienically produced. To this day chain speeds are agreed between meat processed and the Ministry for Primary 

Industries employed veterinary officer onsite.

15  “THE NINETEENTH CENTURY HERITAGE: REFRIGERATION AND THE MEAT INDUSTRY.” The 19th Century Heritage: the meat industry. Accessed 
    February 21, 2021. http://www.techhistory.co.nz/19thcentury/Meat.htm.
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Establishment of the Meat Industry Research Institute of New Zealand (MIRINZ)

To combat a reluctance on the part of plant owners to approve improvements in 

facilities, a scientific approach to the development of the industry was required. As 

a result, the Meat Industry Research Institute of New Zealand (M.I.R.I.N.Z.) was 

established in 1957.  M.I.R.I.N.Z. was funded by the New Zealand Government 

and industry. It later became a standalone institute and in 1999, merged with 

AgResearch. 

“MIRINZ is best known internationally for its research on meat tenderness and the development of industrial techniques such as 

electrical stimulation to prevent toughness. Mechanical dressing of carcasses has been another major focus with the result that the New 

Zealand sheep industry is well known for its highly mechanized integrated carcass processing systems with resulting improvements 

in cost effectiveness, yields of meat and high hygiene standards. MIRINZ has also made large contributions to both the local and 

international meat industries in a number of other areas, including new packaging systems and systems to monitor and control storage 

and transport.” 16

16  “MIRINZ History.” MIRINZ. Accessed February 21, 2021. http://www.mirinz.org.nz/history.asp.
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Traceability 

In 1998 a team of 9 European Union reviewers visited New Zealand cold stores, farms, and the meat processing plant. The following 

results were:

• �One team visited a non-EU listed cold store where they found EU-eligible product.

• �One team visited a number of farms where they determined there was no record of veterinary medicines being administered to animals or

agricultural chemicals be applied to pasture.

• �One team determined there was no product traceback.

As a result, the EU team delisted the entire meat industry and returned to Europe.

A specialist Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) team flew to Brussels that day and negotiated market access by agreeing to mandate 

an Animal Status Declaration system applicable to all animals being sent for slaughter throughout the country.  It was issued under the 

Animal Products act making it a legal requirement and detailed the following:

• �Owner name and address

• Stock type and number

• Identification tags

• Destination

• �Name of any drugs or chemicals and their withholding periods

• �Animal history, e.g., where born, imported, on any MPI surveillance list

• Feeding, e.g. ruminant protein

• Johnes vaccinations

• Tuberculosis declaration

This Animal Status Declaration has contributed to the partnership between farmers, processors, and exporters by:

• �Giving the farmer confidence that his/her animals will be accepted by the meat processing plant.

• Giving the meat processor confidence that their product will be fit for purpose and not cause harm to the consumer.

• Giving the exporter confidence that the product meets the importing countries’ requirements.

Assurance system 

Company quality control systems include but are not limited to:

• �Good Operating Systems (GOPs).  An example is the opening of the carcass using a ‘spear’ cut.  This consists of making a small

nick in the skin, then inverting the knife into the cut so that the knife edge faces out, then applying a cut that opens the skin from

the inside to outside, thereby preventing the transfer of skin bacteria onto the carcass.

• �Regular process control checks

• �Training

• �Participating in the National Microbiological Database. This confidential programme entails company swabbing areas of concern

on the carcass and submitting the swabs to a Ministry for Primary Industries-approved laboratory for analysis.  The results are

entered into the company’s database where they are accessible to export countries’ governments. The microbiological results are

required and defined by the exporting country.
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REMOVAL OF AGRICULTURAL SUBSIDIES  

Throughout the 1970s and early 1980s, the New Zealand agricultural industry was bolstered by the provision of government 

agricultural subsidies. While the subsidies were originally introduced as an aid in protecting New Zealand’s economy by boosting 

production, by the early 1980s they were having a detrimental effect on the country’s gross domestic profit. The subsidies lead to 

massive rates of over-production (of sheep in particular), inefficiencies in land usage and widespread over-inflated land value. This was 

unsustainable in the long-term.

“By 1984, agricultural output was worth less than the cost of producing and processing it and the government faced a severe fiscal 

crisis.” 17 

In 1984 the New Zealand government enacted widespread reform encouraging deregulation across the economy. For the agriculture 

industry this meant the removal of all agricultural subsidies.

While this had obvious repercussions for rural areas in particular, the government provided support to farmers through this period 

with loan restructuring and social welfare payments. The impacts of the removal of subsidies were lesser than expected. It is estimates 

that ‘only about five percent of farmers’ exited the farming sector between 1985 and 1989. 18

Though the number of farms (sheep in particular), fell dramatically, the industry gradually recovered. “By 1995, farmland prices had 

recovered to 86 percent of their pre-reform levels.” 19  Today, the agriculture sector is larger than when it was heavily supported; it 

is more profitable, efficient, and innovative. Therefore, the economic reform was successful. This success can be attributed to several 

factors including:

• �Farmers’ ability to diversify into production of other produce

• Ensuring farmers were provided with ample information about the reform and it’s impacts

• “Involvement of stakeholders and farmers at early stage of the reform process and in decision-making” 20

17  New Zealand Removal of Agricultural and Fisheries Subsidies,” accessed on February 26, 2021. This publication is available here:  
    https://www.cbd.int/financial/fiscalenviron/newzealand-subsidyfish.pdf 
18  Ministry for Primary Industries. “New Zealand Agriculture, A Policy Perspective,” November 2017. This publication is available here  
    https://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/27282/direct 
19   “New Zealand Removal of Agricultural and Fisheries Subsidies,” accessed on February 26, 2021. This publication is available here:  
    https://www.cbd.int/financial/fiscalenviron/newzealand-subsidyfish.pdf 
20  “New Zealand Removal of Agricultural and Fisheries Subsidies,” accessed on February 26, 2021. This publication is available here:  
    https://www.cbd.int/financial/fiscalenviron/newzealand-subsidyfish.pdf
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BENEFIT OF A GOOD FOOD SAFETY SYSTEM  

Safe food plays an integral role in New Zealand’s economy. Over the last number of years, there is an increasing global trend towards 

greater interest in the food we eat, how it is produced and its safety and health implications among food consumers21. A good food 

safety system provides assurance to the public both domestically and internationally that New Zealand produce is safe.

 New Zealand’s reputation for producing safe meat has resulted in market access to over 120 countries and New Zealand has not been 

implicated in any meat related food poisoning outbreak anywhere in the world.

Significant impacts from food safety related illness in the world caused by unhygienic practices, include the brand damage to both the 

country of origin and the processor of origin. This can create public resistance to the concerned product.

It can take years for the public to overcome food safety scares. 

Remedial action can be tremendously expensive. Although New Zealand meat was not the direct cause of the 1993 Escherichia coli 

food poisoning case in the United States related to meat contaminated with faecal matter that affected hundreds of children, the 

backlash has cost the New Zealand meat industry hundreds of millions of dollars in increased monitoring staff and HACCP training.

The United States Department of Agriculture mandated the New Zealand meat industry to attain zero faecal tolerance for carcasses by 

implementing a Hazard Critical Control Point programme in all plants licensed to export to the United States. Additional staff are now 

employed to inspect carcasses for faecal matter and when there’s a failure, traceback to the last sample implemented which in some 

plants, resulted in loss of production. You will find more information on this in Module 2, case study 1.

21  Ministry for Primary Industries. “A Strategy for New Zealand Food Safety 2019-2024,” September 2019. This publication is available here  
    https://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/36705/direct
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Summary and Conclusion  
 

In summary, the food and agricultural industries, particularly 
export markets play a vital role in the New Zealand economy. 
Food safety has progressed significantly in recent years and 
currently operates under a regulatory model framework. The 
model is made up of the regulator, The Ministry for Primary 
Industries, the verifier - third-party independent organizations, 
and industry operators. The meat industry is the exception to this, 
where the Ministry for Primary Industries Verification Services 
operate as the verifier. While the Ministry for Primary Industries 
has overall responsibility for food safety, all parties involved in 
the industries must work collaboratively to guarantee food safety.

The food industry is regulated through four distinct acts which 
service all market areas within the remit of food safety. Those are:

• �The Agricultural Compounds and Veterinary Medicines Act 1997

• Animal Products Act 1999

• �Food Act 2014

• �Wine Act 2003

The New Zealand meat industry is regulated by the Ministry for 
Primary Industries in accordance with relevant New Zealand 
policy and legislation. The Government’s policy is developed 
in conjunction with the World Health Organisation and Codex 
Alimentarius, resulting in a detailed legislative structure. The food 
safety programme is delivered through the Animal Products Act 
1999, Notices and Codes of Practice. 

Business operators must also adhere to Overseas Market Access 
Requirements (OMARs). These are negotiated by the governments 
of New Zealand and the relevant country. Regardless of whether 
meat is produced for the domestic or export market, the meat is 
produced to the same standard.

Production at a high standard and management of risks is 
supported by the use of Risk Management Programmes as 
detailed in the Animal Products Act 1999. Further detail on Risk 
Management Programmes was prescribed through a 2008 notice.

Where it is not possible for the operator to manage a risk 
factor, Regulated Control Schemes are issued. An example is the 
management of chemical residues in animals on farm.

The business operator is expected to manage their own process 
in accordance with the relevant legislation. To prevent an over-
reliance on the verification services to formulate correction 
actions, the Ministry of Primary Industries created the Optimizing 
Operator Ownership (Triple O) system. This ensured operators 
had full responsibility for their own process compliance. 

The meat industry in New Zealand has undergone significant 
change over the years in terms of food safety.

The journey from the enactment of the Slaughterhouse Act 1847 
to today has been a slow development, from poor conditions 
in the slaughterhouse to the standard of today’s modern meat 
processing plant. 

Historically, there was no legislation dealing with the hygienic 
production of meat for the domestic market and the export 
market. The process of meat inspection and hygienic processing 
was slowly introduced by various Acts and regulation. 

It wasn’t until the formulation of the National Microbiological 
Database and Animals Product Act and introduction of the 
OMAR system, particularly the United States Department of 
Agriculture OMAR requiring zero faecal tolerance was enacted 
that the meat industry’s general understanding of its business and 
standard of hygienic dressing dramatically improved.

Modernization of the industry was greatly aided by the 
establishment of the Meat Industry Research Institute of 
New Zealand (M.I.R.I.N.Z.) in 1957. Since its establishment, 
the institute has conducted significant research into practice 
improvement for the industry and has also assisted in the farming 
industry.
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Though New Zealand’s agricultural sector saw major reform in 
the 1980s, including the removal of agricultural subsidies, today 
New Zealand’s agricultural sector is as profitable and efficient as 
ever. This is can in part be attributed to the early involvement of 
all stakeholders in the reform and decision-making processes.

In conclusion, the security of food safety across the entire food 
chain is vital to the food industry and consequently, to the New 
Zealand economy. New Zealand’s global food safety brand is 
provided and maintained through:

• �The provision of relevant and up-to-date legislation by the New

Zealand government

• �Delegation of implementation of legislation to a central body, the

Ministry for Primary Industries

• �Operator development of Risk Management Programmes based

on relevant legislation and Overseas Market Access Requirements

• �The verification through third-party organizations that operators

are compliant to Risk Management Programmes and relevant

legislation.
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Guiding principles of 
food safety reform:  
Meat Inspection
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Figure 1 Frozen Mutton, Hawke’s Bay, January 1947. Source: Archives New Zealand https://www.flickr.com/photos/35759981@N08/12230222564 
Archives Reference: AAQT 6539 34/A1812 (R21010589) 

Moving to a mature food 
safety system: Meat Inspection

Prior to the first shipments of meat products to Britain, the legislation related to the production of meat in slaughterhouses, mainly 

dealt with licensing. Oversight was provided by an appointed veterinarian to report on proof of ownership of cattle by examining 

cattle hides. 

In the period following up to 1964 several other pieces of legislation were enacted, including the Slaughtering and Inspections Act 

1908, the Meat Regulations 1937, the Meat Act 1939, Meat Regulations 1940. Each had ramifications for the meat industry in terms 

of Food Safety, most notable of those include:

• �Meat Regulations 1937 – provision of requirements for sanitization of slaughtering premises

• �Meat Act 1939 – Prescription of requirements for hygienic construction and conditions of slaughterhouses

• �Meat Regulations 1940 – Further regulation for requirement of meat to be inspected for eligibility for export.
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IMPACT OF THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY (EEC) AND THE MEAT ACT 1964 ON MEAT INSPECTION

Prior to 1964 meat inspection was carried out by lay persons trained to carry out meat inspection and supervised by veterinarians. This 

was deemed to be unacceptable by the United States and especially the EEC, as meat inspection was carried out by a veterinarian in 

Europe’s slaughterhouses. 

To ensure New Zealand met the market access requirements of the EEC and United States and because it was neither affordable nor 

practical for New Zealand to recruit many veterinarians, agreement was reached between the New Zealand and British governments 

that meat inspectors would be partly trained at a veterinary university. A qualification was developed with periodic assessments and a 

final oral and written examination by a panel of 4 examiners. The system and formal qualification were given legal force through the 

Meat Act 1964 and later the Meat Regulations 1969. 
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Training for the qualification was held at Lincoln College in Canterbury. The syllabus was comprehensive because meat inspectors 

were required to carry out ante-mortem inspection and process control checks in further processing areas such as slaughter and 

dressing, offal and packing rooms, chillers, and environments. In addition to the structure and function of organs and tissues and the 

inflammatory response and diseases, the syllabus covered microbiology and its relation to food safety. 

It was later deemed necessary for meat inspectors appointed as training officers and senior meat inspectors to a have a higher level of technical 

knowledge, so an advanced meat inspection course was implemented at Lincoln college with numbers limited to about 50 per course.

The advanced course continued until 1978 when the EU prescribed off-chain tasks to be carried out by veterinarians.

Because some trainees were finding the depth of course content and the pace of delivery difficult, pre-course training was developed 

back the plants. Selected meat inspectors who had already been trained at Lincoln college were officially appointed as trainers and 

given the task of preparing trainees for Lincoln. They did such a good job that trainees were finding the Lincoln course too easy!  

Because of this the Lincoln system was terminated in 1977 and all training carried out at the plant.

In 1998 meat inspection moved into a State-owned Enterprise and two State Owned Enterprises, ASURE NZ Ltd. and AgriQuality 

Ltd. were merged under an official Act. The act contained a Subpart that conditionally allowed examination services to be carried out 

by persons not employed under the State Sector Act 1998, in other words, company inspection was born. Obviously, to be accepted 

by New Zealand’s overseas trading partners, any company inspection model was going to require government inspector control and 

supervision. 
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The 1999 Animal Products Act described the appointment of meat inspectors working for State Owned Enterprises as official assessors. 

It was thought at the time that one reason for the name change was to separate government inspectors from the anticipated company 

meat inspection model. 

A meat inspection qualification through the New Zealand Qualifications Authority was created. The qualification has undergone many 

updates since then, the current qualification offered is the New Zealand Certificate in Meat Processing (Animal Product Examination) 

(Level 4) with optional strand in Ante-Mortem. 

The NZQA or New Zealand Qualifications Authority is the government department that approves qualification standards across 

all industries. In the case of meat inspection, the Inspection Agency (AsureQuality) develops training and assessment programmes 

which are recognised by the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) and meet the requirements of the New Zealand Certificate in Meat 

Processing (Animal Product Examination) (Level 4) with optional strand in Ante-Mortem.
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Overall, the Meat Act encouraged an assumption that the government, through the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MAF) would 

manage food safety risks. That resulted in a relationship with industry that was paternalistic, authoritarian, adversarial and above all, 

ineffective. 

To rectify this ineffectiveness the Animal Products Act was introduced with 2 objectives:

a. “minimize and manage risks to human or animal health arising from the production and processing of animal material and

products by instituting measures that ensure so far as is practicable that all traded animal products are fit for their intended

purpose; and

b. facilitate the entry of animal material and products into overseas markets by providing the controls and mechanisms needed to

give and to safeguard official assurances for entry into those markets”1

These would be achieved by company developing a risk management programme.

NOTICES 

Notices are legal documents issued under section 167 of the Act by the Director of the Ministry for Primary Industries. They provide 

a legal interpretation of the Act and give guidance for companies to develop their risk management programmes. There is a Notice for 

nearly all facets of meat processing, from the procurement of stock for processing to export certification. Because Notices are legal 

documents, they utilize the terms ‘must’ and ‘shall’.

CODES OF PRACTICE 

Where required, a Code of Practice accompanies some Notices. Codes of practice are practical operational instructions and 

requirements and designed to assist operators to develop their risk management programme. Although they are incorporated into 

legislation the instructions within are written as ‘should’ and ‘may’. This step was taken after years of heavy-handed prescriptive 

regulations and allows for companies to develop their own process provided the core criteria are met. Some clauses in Notices do not 

have a code of practice. Where this occurs, the operator is required to design a system that will meet the criteria. For example, a clause 

in the Specifications for Product Intended for Human Consumption Notice details the competency required for ante-mortem or post-

mortem inspectors but there are no instructions on how to achieve the competency.

1  P. (n.d.). New Zealand legislation. Retrieved March 11, 2021, from https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0093/22.0/DLM33509.html

ANIMAL PRODUCTS ACT 1999

The history of the Animal Products Act 1999 is typical of the recurring pattern. 

The Meat Act 1964 was outdated by 1986. Piecemeal amendments had rendered 

it unwieldy, confusing, and lacking cohesion. Even with further amendments it 

could not be made to fit present needs. It detailed prescriptive rules that proved 

inflexible, and unable to readily accommodate new species, products, and 

processes. It was a damper on innovation and competitiveness, created costs and 

no longer provided effective management of the known risks. 
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IMPACT OF THE RISK MANAGEMENT PROGRAM  

The impact of the risk management program on the modern meat processing plant 

has been huge. Under the previous Act, the skins were torn from the carcass by 

manual labor, lighting was poor, and scraps littered the floor. The slaughterfloor is 

now free of clutter, continuously cleaned during processing, and well-lit and clean. 

The skin is mechanically pulled free of the carcass.

The Act also described the appointment of meat inspectors as official assessors. 

It was thought at the time that one reason for the name change was to separate 

government inspectors from the anticipated company meat inspection model. 

The Animal Products Act 1999 prescribes that official assessors appointed under 

the Act for the purpose of meat inspection, must be employed by a State-owned 

Enterprise. In 2007, a new Act allowed examination services to be carried out by 

persons not employed under the State Sector Act 1998, in other words, company 

inspection was born. Obviously, to be accepted by New Zealand’s overseas trading 

partners, any company inspection model was going to require government inspector 

control and supervision.

POSITIVE OUTCOME OF THE NEW ACT - NATIONAL MICROBIOLOGICAL DATABASE   

The National microbiological database programme is the programme administered 

by the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) specifying the technical procedures for 

microbiological monitoring of the effects of the slaughter & dressing and cutting & 

boning processes.

It measures the effectiveness of each plant’s hygienic processing systems. All meat 

processing plants must participate in the programme.

Each plant randomly selects and samples carcasses. The samples are sent to a 

Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) approved laboratory for microbiological 

analysis. The results are entered into the National Microbiological database and the 

results made available to the company, the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI), 

and overseas governments when considering exporting meat to a particular market.

Operators must analyze their microbiological data and investigate and correct the 

cause of any unsatisfactory microbiological test result. Products which fail the food 

safety criteria, including the rest of the batch, must not be exported to the European 

Union, and must be recalled where necessary.

The modern lamb processing line features carcasses spaced so they do no contact each other, 
pelt flayed back to prevent roll-back onto the carcass, floor devoid of scraps, wash facilities 

within reach of each worker and robotic pulling of the pelt from the carcass.

The modern lamb processing line features carcasses 
spaced so they do no contact each other, pelt flayed 
back to prevent roll-back onto the carcass, floor 
devoid of scraps, wash facilities within reach of 
each worker and robotic pulling of the pelt from 
the carcass.
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With the introduction of the Animal Products Act 1999, companies could at last design and run their business by designing and 

producing their own processing systems which were based on the Acts, Regulations, Orders, Amendments, and overseas markets 

requirements.  As a result, companies became very knowledgeable in their requirements. However, the role of the veterinarian did not 

change much, and the industry relied on their experience and knowledge to guide them to effective resolution for non-compliances. 

OPTIMIZING OPERATOR OWNERSHIP

To counter this trend the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) has designed a model called Optimizing Operator Ownership (Triple 

0), which hands over to the industry their total commitment to resolve their compliance issues.

For example, if the veterinarian identifies a non-compliance they will inform the company and instruct them to fix it. This removes the 

animosity that was being generated by the veterinarian always instructing the company. This has led to:

a. Improved relationships between company and the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) veterinarian.

b. Increase in company knowledge and understanding of the regulatory requirements.

c. In the past the veterinarian used to attend company meetings and list all the non-compliances and instruct company on what

needed to be fixed and how.  Now, the veterinarian attends the meeting to see what company is doing about its non-compliances.

POLICY CHANGES AND ITS EFFECT ON THE INDUSTRY

Over the years the New Zealand government has implemented the various 

Acts, Regulations, Orders, Amendments, and overseas market requirements 

in accordance with the prescriptions of the law. Historically this leads to 

considerable animosity and lobbying to central government for change.  
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THE E. COLI FOOD POISONING INCIDENT THAT CHANGED THE MEAT INDUSTRY FOREVER

About Escherichia coli 0157 

E. coli is a bacterium commonly found in the lower intestine of healthy humans and people. It is harmless provided it is confined to the

lower part of the gastro-intestinal tract, e.g caecum and large intestine. It is a common bacterium found in faeces. However, if it finds

its way to the stomach and intestines it can overcome the body’s immune system, multiply and cause serious food poisoning.

Why has it become a problem after over a century of the meat industry? 

Traditionally, meat was sold in primal cuts, e.g. leg of lamb or individual cuts, e.g chops that are cooked at high temperatures that tend 

to kill all surface bacteria. However, the emergence of the ground beef market for hamburger patties for the American market created a 

new hazard. All processed meat carries a population of bacteria on its surface.  Most of these bacteria are of environmental origin and 

usually harmless. However, ground beef has a unique property; when beef is ground, the surface bacteria become mixed throughout the 

mince. If the patty is undercooked, the bacteria will thrive in its warm damp interior. In other words, they will reproduce. If the carcass 

contained surface faecal matter which contains E. coli bacteria the product is now extremely dangerous. The food poisoning incident   

In January 1993, the Washington State Department of Health investigated a major outbreak of E. coli related illnesses in children in 

Seattle. The department found the source to be E. coli O157: H7 from hamburgers sold at several Jack in the Box restaurants. 

“Ultimately, 73 different Jack in the Box locations were linked to the E. coli outbreak. The bacteria led to 171 hospitalizations and 4 

deaths. The investigation into the outbreak eventually identified five slaughterhouses in the United States and one in Canada as possible 

sources of the bacteria, but the exact source of the contaminated meat was never pinpointed.” 2 

The reaction from the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) was huge. For New Zealand meat inspection, this had major 

ramifications. As a result of the incident, all New Zealand plants exporting to the United States of America had to implement a Hazard 

Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) system, provide HACCP training, and establish a Zero Faecal Tolerance (ZFT) for their 

carcasses.  

This level of scrutiny has cost the meat industry a huge amount of money by hiring staff to carry out intensified monitoring and harsh 

penalties for Zero Faecal Tolerance (ZFT) failure, slowing of chains when the carcass faecal incidence reaches the plant’s tolerance level 

and overseas rejections of product for contaminated meat.

2  Marler, B. (n.d.). The Marler Clark network. Retrieved March 11, 2021, from  https://billmarler.com/key_case/jack-in-the-box-e-coli-outbreak
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HAZARD

HACCP

About Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP)

CRITICAL CONTROL POINTSANALYSIS

HACCP is a management system whereby food safety is addressed through the analysis and control of biological, chemical, and 

physical hazards from raw material production, procurement, and handling, to manufacturing, distribution and consumption of the 

finished product.

Because HACCP and Zero Faecal Tolerance (ZFT) are significant market access requirements, a HACCP system is developed by the 

company:

1. Conducting a Hazard Analysis:

This entails examining every step in a process and identifying the risks to food safety.  For example, the cuts made to open a steer

hide may transfer microbes from the skin or hair onto the surface of the carcass. This can be managed by first making a small

incision into the hide, inserting the point of the knife with the edge uppermost and pushing the knife along and under the skin,

so that the knife is cutting from the inside out. There are usually about 50> steps in a typical meat processing process. Company

works out what controls can be put in place to minimize or remove the hazard. In this example it may be a trimming point further

along the process. This is a control point but may not remove all the faecal contamination.

2. Identify the Critical Control Points (CCP)

This step asks the question; where can faecal contamination be controlled? It is not practical to remove any faecal contamination

that may get onto the carcass at either the operator point or a trim station on the chain because of chain speed, so the critical

control must be somewhere where the hazard can be removed.

The point in the process where the contamination levels can be controlled, minimized, or removed is the critical control point.

For the above example this is post-mortem inspection. The post-mortem inspector is responsible for identifying 100% faecal

contamination, retaining affected carcasses for removal of the contamination, and checking that it has been removed.
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3. Establish Critical Limits

A critical limit is the level of a contaminant that can be tolerated. For example, a level of 103 environmental per cm2 carcass

surface microorganisms may be tolerated by an exporting country whereas no Salmonella organisms may be tolerated. The critical

limit for faecal contamination is zero.

4. Monitor CCP

Carcass monitoring to check the effectiveness of the CCP is carried out past the critical control point and can vary from checking

every carcass to a selection of a percentage of the tally for the shift.

5. Establish Corrective Action

A missed faecal is a failure of the system. The usual corrective action is to work back from the last passed carcass by inspecting

every carcass. Depending on the extent of the failure, it can lead to informing the inspector, retraining and sometimes strong

censure by the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI).

6. Verification

Company must verify the effectiveness of its HACCP system. This is done by checking carcasses according to their documented

system and recording the results.

7. Record keeping

FURTHER EFFECT ON THE NEW ZEALAND MEAT INDUSTRY

Since E. coli 0157 was identified as the cause of the food poisoning incident in the United States, 6 Shiga-forming E. coli variants of the 

bacteria have been identified. The United States now require testing for all 7 forms of the bacteria.

The designation of post-mortem inspection as a critical control point has meant an intensive viewing of the carcass for faecal 

contamination is required.  Because the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) standard is all visible faecal contamination 

must be removed, a spot the size of a pin head must be identified, and the carcass retained for trimming. However, with 13 other 

diseases and defects required to be identified, retained, and recorded, and with chain speeds allowing only +/-7 seconds to inspect the 

external and internal surfaces of the carcass, faecal failures at the critical control point do occur.

HACCP and Zero Faecal Tolerance (ZFT) has placed a considerable strain on the inspection service, especially when the company 

verification system presents faecal trims to the inspector.

An important change has been the introduction of ‘hands-off’ sheep and lamb inspection which allows more time to identify faecal 

contamination and prevent smearing faecal contamination all over the carcass.
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ADOPTION OF THE NEW ZEALAND APPROACH BY OTHER 
COUNTRIES

As a world leader in the production of safe meat, New Zealand 
was instrumental in developing a national organisation with the 
aim to design a set of food safety standards, codes and procedures 
that would be accepted and adopted by world food markets.  

In 1962 the FAO and WHO jointly created Codex Alimentarius to 
ensure quality and safety of food and prevent unjustified barriers 
to trade. Its goals included a food standards programme and to 
coordinate the preparation and acceptance of standards published 
as codes. 

New Zealand chairs the Codex hygiene committee. This has 
contributed to New Zealand’s food safety system being accepted 
as the world leader in hygienic and safe meat processing and has 
been adopted by 188 countries.

In addition, New Zealand has trained meat inspectors in 
several countries using the New Zealand post-mortem training 
programme.

SULTANATE OF BRUNEI DARUSSALAM

The Sultanate of Brunei Darussalam has established several 
meat processing plants for the Halal slaughter of cattle and 
poultry. These plants are based on the New Zealand Animal 
Products Notice Specifications for Product intended for Human 
Consumption. It has also adopted and implemented New 
Zealand’s Ante-mortem and Post-mortem training programmes. 

VANUATU

Vanuatu has established a cattle export plant in Port Villa based 
on the New Zealand model. Its quality assurance programme 
is run to the same standard as the New Zealand ministry for 
primary industries.

It contracted AsureQuality to design its documented systems. 
The plant was originally built in 1972 and since that time has 
been upgraded each year. In its current configuration the plant 
can export to New Zealand, Australia, Fiji, Papua New Guinea, 
Japan, Kiribati, Tuvalu, Wallis & Fortuna, Samoa, Tahiti, and 
New Caledonia.

Vanuatu contracts New Zealand to train its meat inspectors.

A group of slaughtermen and meat inspector (white overalls) 
at PDS Abattoir 50km out of Bandar Seri Begawan. Note the 

clean walls, hoses rolled up, clean litter-free floor and the 
workers’ clean personal protective clothing.

A group slaughtermen and meat inspector (white overalls) at PDS Abattoir 50km out of Bandar Seri Begawan. Note the clean walls, hoses rolled up, 
clean litter-free floor and the workers’ clean personal protective clothing. 
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Summary and Conclusion  

The New Zealand meat industry began nearly 160 years ago. It started with nothing and slowly built up to the major industry it 

is today. It has overcome the continual emergence of legislation that was principally driven by negative events, the impact of zero 

faecal tolerance and HACCP, animal welfare requirements, health and safety in the workplace requirements, fluctuating worldwide 

market crashes in meat commodities, and competition from other beef-producing countries, in particular Brazil, Australia, India and 

Argentina. The fact that New Zealand can still sell its meat products to 147 countries is due to the Animal Products Act, the industry 

acceptance of the Risk Management Program model, the rigorous verification service carried out by the Ministry for Primary Industries 

(MPI) Verification Services, and one of the best meat inspection systems in the world. This last claim is supported by the fact that there 

has never been a serious food safety incident directly contributed to a meat inspection failure, nor has there ever been an incidence of 

corruption.

The New Zealand regulatory model works well and apart from minor changes, for example the introduction of Optimum Operator 

Ownership, will continue well in the future.
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Guiding principles 
of food safety reform
Moving to a mature food 
safety system: Apples 
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Moving to a mature food 
safety system: Apples 

To understand why the New Zealand apple industry has chosen the pathway of food safety compliance that it has, the following 

question needs to be asked:

Why are customers, at all levels, demanding certification of food?

• Increased complexity of food supply chains.

• �Increased demand for “ready to eat” (RTE) horticultural produce with a variety of associated food trends such as raw food juicing,

vegetarianism, and veganism.

• �Well publicized contaminated food scandals/recalls, e.g: October 2019 in USA listeria monocytogenes detected in apples from

North Bay Produce.

• �Customer interest in the origin of food.

• �Customer concern about agrichemical levels/heavy metals on and in food resulting from pesticide use, growing methods and

processing.

• �Focus on vulnerable consumers such as infants, pregnant women, the elderly and immunocompromised individuals.

The Growing Background of Apples in New Zealand 
At its simplest level, the apple industry in New Zealand is made up of the following four components:

Growers

Packhouses

Industry Bodies

Exporters
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In 2018 the New Zealand apple and pear industry covered 9,810 hectares and 

produced 576,000 tonnes of apples and pears. Of these, 381,000 tonnes were 

exported, 70,000 tonnes were sold on the domestic market as fresh fruit, and 

125,000 tonnes were processed into other products. The New Zealand apple and 

pear industry is the most productive in the world producing 61 tonnes per hectare 

in 2017, 48% higher than our nearest competitor South Africa at 41.3 tonnes and 

161% higher than the world average of 23.4 tonnes. The industry has been ranked 

as the most competitive apple industry in the world for each of the last 4 years 

(based on The World Apple Report published annually by Belrose Inc.1  The NZ 

apple and pear industry has a current export value of $777m FOB and is expected 

to reach $1 billion by 2022.2  It was reported by NZ Apples and Pears in August 

2020 that the 2019/20 season was worth NZ$870m (US$577m).

The graph below is taken from the New Zealand Plant & Food Research Fresh 

Facts website https://www.freshfacts.co.nz3

New Zealand apple growers are 

producing apples for more than 100 

markets around the world and they 

are tailored to meet their different 

preferences for size, color, and taste. 

There are dozens of varieties being grown 

in New Zealand, as well as many more 

new breeds in development. The main 

markets are North America, Europe, the 

People’s Republic of China, Japan, Taiwan,  

and the various regional markets of Asia 

have seen significant development over 

the past 10 to 15 years.  “Wherever they’re 

sold, New Zealand apples are seen as a 

premium product thanks to the positive 

perception of the country.” 4

Growers are required to register with 

both industry bodies NZ Apples and Pears 

Incorporated and HortNZ if they want to 

export. 

1  “World Apple Review.” Belrose, Inc. Accessed March 25, 2021. https://www.e-belrose.com/apple-world-review/ 
2  NZ International, Business Forum. “SUBMISSION TO THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND TRADE EUROPEAN UNION-NEW ZEALAND FTA 
   NEGOTIATIONS,” August 2018.  
3  “New Zealand Horticultural Statistics.” Fresh Facts. Accessed March 25, 2021. https://www.freshfacts.co.nz/. 
4  “Apples for the world A world of apples.” New Zealand Apples and Pears. Accessed  March, 25, 2021.  
   http://pipfruitnzstories.co.nz/story/a-world-of-apples 
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The chief executive of New Zealand Apples and Pears, Alan Pollard, said the new name makes the industry clear to consumers and 

utilizes the New Zealand brand. “In the early days Pipfruit New Zealand was primarily engaged with growers, who all knew what 

pipfruit is. While that is still our primary role, today we are engaging with a much broader audience from career seekers, government 

officials both here and overseas, and the general public. We found that there was some confusion about who we represented with some 

thinking we represented other fruit with pips such as mandarins, lemons, and oranges, which we don’t. We can now more easily tell 

our story and people will know exactly what we grow and market.” 5

5  “Pipfruit NZ becomes New Zealand Apples and Pears Inc.” AgriHQ. Accessed 24 March 2021.  
   https://agrihq.co.nz/topic/organisations-lobby-groups-campaigns/view/pipfruit-nz-becomes-new-zealand-apples-and-pears-inc

WHO IS NZ APPLES AND PEARS INC?

Previously the apple and pear industry body was called Pipfruit NZ but 
in August 2017, it adopted a new name - New Zealand Apples and Pears 
Incorporated.
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Integrated Fruit Production (IFP) program  
Apple growers must also follow the Integrated Fruit Production (IFP) program. This is the New Zealand system for producing fruit 
with low residues, low biosecurity risk and low environmental impact. IFP was introduced in the 1990s. By 2001, 100% of export fruit 
was being produced under this programme. “New Zealand IFP guidelines were developed from IOBC (International Organisation for 
Biological Control) principles and matched carefully to local production conditions. The rapid rate of implementing the guidelines was 
largely attributable to the industry’s strong reliance on export markets and the legislated single seller status operating at the time.” 7 

IFP has become the industry standard and is now adopted by buyers in key world markets, who demand that all suppliers produce 
fruit to the standards obtainable under the IFP programme. The goal of IFP is to produce high quality apples and pears, prioritizing 
human health and the environment through sustainable production techniques. A manual is available for growers from NZ Apples and 
Pears. 

Apple exports from New Zealand have seen a big shift from west to east in recent years. In 2019 around 57% of total NZ apple 
exports went to Asia, while in 2004 only 13% went there. The NZ Apple industry has some exclusive varieties which are very popular 
and can command premium prices. In 2017 Germany was still the biggest market for NZ apples, followed by the United States then 
the United Kingdom, but Taiwan is now the fourth biggest market having seen huge growth in recent years.

Each component of the apple industry is subject to statutory regulations such as Importing Countries Phytosanitary Requirements 
(ICPRs), Offshore Assurance Programmes (OAPs), Overseas Market Access Requirements (OMARs) and the Food Act 2014. The 
application and enforcement of these regulations is primarily overseen by the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI). 

As well as these statutory regulations, the industry has adopted non-regulatory food safety management schemes (FSMS), specifically 
BRC (now known as BRCGS, Brand Reputation Compliance Global Standards) which is applicable to packhouses and GLOBALG.A.P. 
for growers. These schemes are audited by third party certifying bodies, for example AsureQuality. A key element of validating 
compliance is the use of accredited certifying bodies (CBs). In New Zealand, the Joint Accreditation System of Australia & New 
Zealand (JAS-ANZ) is the accreditation body authorized by the government to provide an accreditation service to the certification 
bodies. For most non-regulatory FSMS, certification bodies must be approved by the scheme owner. This is applicable for BRCGS 
and GLOBALG.A.P. Both organizations have a process for this approval. For example, certification bodies that want to become 
GLOBALG.A.P. approved must be: “accredited for ISO/IEC 17065 for the relevant scope and sub-scope. A GLOBALG.A.P. recognized 
accreditation body must also be a member of the International Accreditation Forum (IAF) and signatory of the part of the Multilateral 
Agreement (MLA) on Product Certification. This means that the accreditation body (AB) has been subject to a peer evaluation in the 
product certification field and has received a positive recommendation in its report. GLOBALG.A.P. signs license and certification 
agreements (LCA) with certification bodies that have passed successfully the GLOBALG.A.P. internal approval process. The agreements 
and the accreditation ensure a standardized high level of quality and integrity.” 8

Certification bodies are organizationally independent from producers and customers and can therefore provide assurance of consistent 
implementation of the food safety standards.

AND HORTNZ? 

It was originally formed by a merger in 2005 of the New Zealand Fruitgrowers 

Federation, the New Zealand Vegetable and Potato Growers Federation, and New 

Zealand Berryfruit Federation.  It “advocates for and represents the interests of New 

Zealand’s 6,000 commercial fruit and vegetable growers.” 6  Their vision states:

Oranga kai, oranga tangata, haere ake nei 

Healthy food for all, forever

6  Horticulture New Zealand — Ahumara Kai Aotearoa. “About Us.” Horticulture New Zealand - Ahumara Kai Aotearoa, November 26, 2020.  
   https://www.hortnz.co.nz/about-us/. 
7  Wiltshire, Jonathan  W. “INTEGRATED FRUIT PRODUCTION IN THE NEW ZEALAND PIPFRUIT INDUSTRY.,” Accessed 24 March 2021. 
8  GLOBALG.A.P. “Become a GLOBALG.A.P. Certification Body (CB).” Accessed March 18, 2021.  
   https://www.globalgap.org/uk_en/what-we-do/the-gg-system/certification/Become-an-approved-CB.
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“GLOBALG.A.P. started in 1997 as EUREPGAP, an initiative by retailers belonging to the Euro-Retailer Produce Working Group. 

British retailers working together with supermarkets in Europe became aware of consumers’ growing concerns regarding product 

safety, environmental impact and the health, safety, and welfare of workers.

The EUREPGAP standards helped producers comply with Europe-wide accepted criteria for food safety, sustainable production 

methods, worker welfare, responsible use of water and plant propagation materials. Harmonized certification also meant savings for 

producers, as they no longer needed to undergo several audits against different criteria every year.

Over the next ten years the process spread throughout the continent and beyond. Driven by the impacts of globalization, a growing 

number of producers and retailers around the globe joined in which gave the European organization global significance.

To reflect both its global reach and its goal of becoming the leading international G.A.P. standard, EUREPGAP changed its name to 

GLOBALG.A.P. in 2007. GLOBALG.A.P. today is the world’s leading farm assurance program, translating consumer requirements into 

Good Agricultural Practice in a rapidly growing list of countries – currently more than 135.” 9 

It was therefore the obvious choice for the apple industry who wished to export around the world.  The New Zealand Apple industry 

adopted the G.A.P. program in 2007 and is often described as an “early adopter”. The adoption of the G.A.P. program represented a 

shift in emphasis to food safety from just phytosanitary.

Individual growers undertake an annual GLOBALG.A.P. audit and any identified non-compliances must be closed out within a 

designated timeframe before a certificate is issued. GLOBALG.A.P. maintains a database where valid certificates can be viewed. The 

apple packhouse receives a copy of the valid certificate for each grower and electronically enters the grower in their database with 

certificate details. These details are reconfirmed prior to harvest and again when the grower’s apples arrive at the packhouse. Quality 

Controllers further confirm GLOBALG.A.P. status prior to the apples commencing the packing process – water bath, grading, packing, 

inspection, and cool storing.

9  GLOBALG.A.P. History. Accessed March 24, 2021. https://www.globalgap.org/uk_en/who-we-are/about-us/history/. 

WHY DID THE APPLE INDUSTRY IN NEW ZEALAND CHOOSE BRCGS AND 
GLOBALG.A.P.?
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Each apple grower’s annual GLOBALG.A.P. audit covers the 

entire growing process including:

• �land selection

• purchase of trees and planting

• fertilizing

• pollination

• pruning

• integrated pest management

• agrichemical application

• water use – sources, uses and safety

• staff training

• disposal of waste

• environmental considerations

• pollution

• energy use

• calibration of equipment

• harvesting

• transport

• health and safety

• hygiene

• traceability

• packing of product i.e. is the packing facility BRC accredited?
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In the grower’s audit there is considerable emphasis on checking records. Spray diaries must include location of spray applications 

including address and field reference, name of applicator, identification of equipment used, weather conditions, date and time of 

application, name of product applied including volume and active ingredients, withholding periods and justification for application. 

Growers are asked whether the agrichemicals being used are on-label or off-label. Residue tests are required. The apple industry has a 

mandated programme to ensure the residue tests are completed and the results forwarded to the grower’s packer of choice. 

Similar details are required for fertilizer applications plus the levels of elements they contain such as nitrogen, phosphorus, and 

potassium. Storage conditions of agrichemicals and fertilizers are also audited to confirm that they pose no risk to the harvested apples.   

Hygienic practices are paramount and are assessed by way of reviewing staff training records, observing staff at work and their 

practices, signage e.g “wash hands”, and availability of toilets and handwashing equipment such as potable water, soap, and paper 

towels. Staff are interviewed to ascertain their level of understanding of the hygiene practices at the orchard. Induction of employees 

will include the instruction to alert a supervisor should anyone become aware of any potential contamination to the apples. This 

contamination could result from fluids or material getting into the picking bags or bins of fruit, for example blood or machine oil. 

Induction also covers illness and communicable diseases which workers may be suffering from. The instructions are clear, any unwell 

staff must not attend work and must get a medical clearance to return – the Covid 19 pandemic has of course brought this rule into 

sharp focus. 
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In the late 1980’s to mid-1990’s, 

apple exports from New Zealand were 

only required to meet phytosanitary 

requirements, from the mid-late 1990’s 

residue results and grade standards were 

added. Circa 2000, the additions were: 

GAP, food safety, labelling, traceability, 

and customer programmes. Today, 

there are all these attributes as well 

as: ethical trade, trade security, food 

fraud, food defense, social practice, and 

sustainability.

When the Global Food Safety Initiative (GFSI) was established, the BRCGS Global 

Standard for Food Safety was the first standard to meet it.  The BRCGS standard 

has therefore come to be readily accepted by many of the world’s biggest retailers, 

such as Tesco and Walmart. It has been developed to ensure that safe food is being 

produced at all stages of the process. It makes good economic sense for both 

producers and those selling their products.

BRCGS certification indicates that a site will have as a minimum:

• �A comprehensive focus on the safety, legality and quality of food being produced

• Evidence of food safety culture

• HACCP based processes

• Evidence of senior management commitment

• A documented food safety and quality management system

• Site standards emphasizing hygiene and pest control

• Well maintained equipment to carry out the tasks required

• Product control including full traceability of product and packaging

• Trained personnel

• Records of cleaning and sanitization

• No open non-conformities

Like GLOBALG.A.P., BRCGS was an appropriate choice for apple packhouses in 

terms of achieving market accessibility and evidencing the safe packing of their 

product.

During the apple packhouse BRCGS audit, an auditor from an accredited certifying 

body (CB), will thoroughly assess the packing operation, looking at records, 

documentation, and processes across the core areas of operations. Audits typically 

are carried out over three days with auditors interviewing staff across all areas of 

the operation. An extensive site walk is completed where buildings and equipment 

are visually inspected. 

Underpinning both the GLOBALG.A.P. and BRCGS programs is extensive use 

of risk assessments, particularly regarding hygiene. Risk assessments require the 

growers and packhouses to identify food safety hazards and categorize them under 

headings such as: microbiological, chemical, physical, and radiological. Having 

identified the hazards, the probability/likelihood of occurrence is determined along 

with the level of harm it is likely to cause. For growers the emphasis on food safety 

hazards will focus on water supply, staff, harvesting equipment and agrichemicals. 

For packhouses, the emphasis will also be on staff and water but will include the 

premises – toilets, handwashing, canteens, equipment, packaging, and storage.
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Effectively, the apple industry compliance programs chosen throughout New Zealand seamlessly ensure that at each step, food safety 

compliance is being maintained. Packhouses will not accept apples from growers who have not achieved GLOBALG.A.P. certification 

and exporters are not able to supply offshore customers if the apples have not been packed in a BRCGS accredited facility. There is a 

multitude of checks undertaken throughout the process from growing to harvesting to packing to cool storing to exporting to confirm 

compliance. Alongside these food safety programs are the phytosanitary regulations – ICPRs, OMARS and OAPs.

There is one other key component in New Zealand’s food safety program – the Food Act 2014. The Act utilizes a sliding scale where 

food businesses with greater food safety risks are required to operate in a different manner to those with less food safety risks. For 

example, the packhouse packing whole fresh apples will not be treated the same way as a company producing apple juice.

The main tenet of the Act is that food production processes must be effective in terms of food safety. The Act came into force in March 

2016 and included other important elements:  

• �food recall management

• �penalties and enforcement

• changes for food importers

All these compliance requirements ensure that New Zealand is supplying safe food to both domestic and export markets. Reputation is 

paramount.
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Legislative reform 
Creating a legislative 
framework: Horticulture
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