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1. TNTRODUCTION

The audlt took pIace in Brazil from August 27 through September 5, 2008."

An opening meeting was held on August 27, 2008 in Brasilia with the Central
Competent Authority (CCA). At this meeting, the auditor confirmed the objectrve and .
scope of the audit, the auditor’s itinerary, and requested additional 1nformat10n needed
to complete the audlt of Brazil’s meat inspection system.

The auditor was accompanied during the entire audit by representatives from the CCA,
the Department of Inspection of Products of Animal Origin (DIPOA) and/or
representatives from the Service of Federal Inspection of Products of Animal. Ongm at
the State Level (SIPAG).

2. OBIECTIVE OF THE AUDIT

This was a follow-up audit.” Brazil currently is ineligible to export meat and meat
products to the United States because of voluntary suspension by the government of
Brazil. The objective of the audit was to evaluate the performance of the CCA with
respect to controls over the slaughter and processing establishments cert1ﬁed by the
" CCA as eligible to export meat products to the Umted States. :

In pursuit of the objective, the following sites were visited: the h.eadquarte'rs of
- DIPOA, located in Brasilia; two slaughter and processing estabhshments and two
~ processing establishments. :

Competent Ailthdrity Visits ' Comments

[Competent Authority Central 1

Regional (State) | 0

Local | 4 Establishment le\_(el

Mi’crobiology Laboratories 0
Residue Laboratories ' 0
‘Slaughter and Processing Estabhshments 2
Processing Establishments 2

3. PROTOCOL

This on-site audit was conducted in three parts. One part involved visits with CCA
officials to discuss oversight programs and practices, including enforcement activities:
The second part involved an audit of a selection of records in the country’s inspection
‘ headquarters ‘The third part involved on-site visits to four establishments: two
slaughter and-processmg establishments; and two processing estabhshments No _
laboratones were audited during this visit.

Program effectiveness determinations of Brazil’s inspection system focused on five
areas of risk: (1) Sanitation controls, including the implementation and operation of
Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) and Sanitation Peiformance




Standards (SPS); (2) ammal disease controls; (3) slaughter/proeessing controls )
including the 1mplementatlon and operation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control -
Point (HACCP) programs and a testing program for generic Escherichia coli (E: colz)
(4) residue controls and (5) enforcement controls, including a testing program for -
Salmonella species (Salmonella). Brazil’s inspection system was assessed by
evaluatlng these five risk areas.

During all ori-site establishment visits, the auditor evaluated the nature, extent, and -
degree to which findings impacted on food safety and public health. The auditor also
assessed how inspection services are carried out by Brazil and determined if _
establishment and inspection system controls were in place to ensure the production-of
meat- products that are safe, unadulterated, and properly labeled. : :

At the opening mee_tmg, the auditor explained that Brazil’s meat inspection system
would be audited against two standards: (1) FSIS regulatory requirements; and (2) any
equivalence determinations made for Brazil. FSIS requirements include, among other
things, daily inspection in all certified establishments, periodic supervisory visits to.
certified establishments, humane handling and slaughter of livestock, ante-mottem

. inspection and disposition of animals and post-mortem inspection and disposition of
carcasses and parts, the handling and disposal of inedible and condemned materials,
sanitation of facilities and equipment, residue testing, species verification, and - .. -
'requirements for HACCP, SSOP, SPS, and testing for generic E. coli and Sdlméhel?a

Eqmvalence detemunauons are those that have been made by FSIS for Brazﬂ under |
provisions of the Sanitary/Phytosanitary Agreement. The following alternative
procedures have been recogmzed by FSIS as equivalent: :

Establishment employees collect Salmonella carcass samples.

o Salmonella carcass samples are analyzed in private laboratories.
Brazil suspénds an establishment the third tlme it fails to meet a Salmonella
performance standard. -

" 4 LEGAL BASIS FOR THE AUDIT

The audit was undertaken under the specific provisions of Umted States laws and
' regulatlons in partzcular :

. The Federal Meat Inspectlon Act (21 US.C. 601 et seq.). :
¢ The Federal Meat Inspection Regulations (9 CFR Parts 301 to end), which mclude .
the Pathogen Reductmn/HACCP regulations. :

5. SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS AUDITS
. Final andit feports are available on the FSIS website at:
htt_p:‘/'/www.fsis.usda.g.ov/Regulations & Polieies/Foreign Andit Reportsfindei.asp

The followmg deﬁc1enc1es were reported during the FSIS audit of Brazﬂ’s meat
- 1nspect10n system conducted August 14 through September 13, 2007




One of the elght estabhshments audited did not meet SSOP requ1rements

One of the elght establishments audited did not meet SPS requirements.

One of the eight establishments audited did not meet HACCP reqmrements
Three of the eight estabhshments audited did not meet HACCP recordkeepmg
.requ1rements g

¢ Oneofthe elght estabhshments audited did not meet the requirements for
corrective actions written in the HACCP plan and documented in the records. -
Actlons taken to prevent recurrence of fecal contamination were not effective.

Deficiencies identified dunng the August 14 through September 13, 2007 audit were
found to have been corrected during the current audit. _

The following deficiencies were identified during the FSIS audit of Brazil’s meat
inspection system conducted June 11 through July 22, 2008: :

» Two establishments were delisted for noncompliance with the implementation -
requirements for SSOP, SPS, and HACCP programs, a lack of inspection coverage
when U.S -eligible product was produced, and a lack of enforcement of U.S.
requirements by the Government of Brazil (GOB) meat inspection officials.

e Seven establishments received a Notice of Intent to Delist (NOID) for 1nadequate

- implementation of HACCP, SSOP, and SPS requirements and a lack of =~
enforcement of inspection requirements by the GOB meat inspection ofﬁmals

o Inall of the 11 establishments audited, some SSOP requirements were not met.

e Innine of the 11 establishments audited, some SPS requirements were not met.

¢ Inten of the 11 establishments audited, some HACCP implementation -
requirements were not met. :

e Inall of the 11 establishments audited, the perlodlc supervisory reviews performed

- by the SIPAG/DIPOA did not adequately verify the implementation. of HACCP,

SSOP, and SPS requirernents.
o In six establishments of the 11 establishments audited, DIPOA 1nspect10n officials
- ‘were not venfymg the reliability and effectiveness of the SSOP adequately to

: ensure that the establishment had met the FSIS requirements.

e In four of the 11 establishments audited, DIPOA inspection officials had conducted
pre-operational and operational sanitation verifications but no deficiencies had
been reported during periods ranging from two to six months. )

- o Insix ofthe 11 establishments audited, documentation of corrective actions taken
in response to deficiencies identified during pre-operational and opetational
sanitation inspection did not include procedures to ensure appropriate dlsposmon of
product(s) that could be contaminated.

e Intwo of the 11 establishments audited, DIPOA inspection officials did not review
and determine the adequacy of corrective actions taken when a deviation from a
Critical Limit (CL) occurred.

¢ Inone of the 11 establishments audited, DIPOA inspection officials were not

. verifying the adequacy of the establishment’s HACCP plan for the ﬁrst-shlft
operations to determine if it had met FSIS requirements. :

e Inone of the 11 establishments audited, DIPOA inspection officials were not
verifying the adéquacy of the establishment’s HACCP plan for the second-shift -
processing operations to determine if it had met FSIS requirements for dlrect :
measuremernit at a CCP -




In two of the. 1 1 estabhshments audited, DIPOA inspection officials did not remove
Specified Risk Materlals (SRMs) (tonsils) in a Samtary mariner during post—mortem
inspection..
In one of the'11 establishments audited, an establishment employee was not
removing SRMs (spinal cords) in a sanitary manner to ensure that there was no ..
cross-contamination with edible product (broken pieces of spinal cords were
contacting edlble parts of the carcasses). '
In five of the 11 establishments audited, DIPOA inspectors at post-mortem
inspection stations ‘were not incising and observing lymph nodes or the masticator
muscles of beef heads properly.
DIPOA officials did not demonstrate that they had effectlve over31ght to ensure the
accountabﬂlty of the SIPAG officials and effective supervision of mspectron
 activities at the establishment level.
SIPAG did not demonstrate that it had adequate supervision over the Regional
Veterinary Supervisors and inspectors in the certified meat establishments.
The Regional Veterinary Supervisors did net demonstrate that they had adequate
supervision over the inspectors in the certified meat establishments.
Verification by all SIPAG offices of the implementation of U.S. requlrements was
inadequate. -
Inone processmg establishment, inspection coverage was not provided durlng ﬁrst-
- shift processing operations when U.S.-eligible product was produced. - '
The formal training of inspection personnel in the principles of HACCP/Pathogen
Reduction was not sufficient to ensure enforcement of U.S. requirements.
" In newly-listed establishments, DIPOA inspection officials had inadequate or no
formal training in HACCP/Pathogen Reduction programs to enable them to ensure
enforcement of U.S. requirements.
DIPOA made a commitiment to FSIS on June 28, 2005, (letter # 83/CGPE

| . /DIPOA/OS) that certified microbiological laboratories would be andited -

bimonthly, jointly with the Coordination Office of Laboratory Support (CGAL)
- These audits were not being conducted at the frequency described. Only five audits
had been conducted by CGAL since June 28, 2005.
* The Laboratory Quality Assurance (QA) officials performed an internal audit on
September 3 through 29, 2007, which covered a one-year period. A total of ten
deficiencies were observed, including the following: no personnel training
program; no-calibtation records for thermometers, ovens, standard weights, -
reference weights, and micropipettes; no SOP for equipment; identification of -
environmental safety issues; no documentation of equipment returned after repalr,
and standards without original certificates.
A follow-up audit was performed on April 8, 2008 by the Quality Assurance (QA)
- officials to-evaluate compliance with the issued Corrective Action Reports (CARs).
Two of the ten identified deficiencies were corrected and another two deficiencies
- were disputed by the laboratory Director and not corrected. Agreed-upon
correction dates were not complied with for the other six deficiencies identified.
There were no records documentationing that the deficiencies identified were .
- corrected; and no new dates were established for the implementatiorn of correctrve
actions.
CGAL/DIPOA officials conducted an audit of the LACL m1crob1ology Iaboratory
on December 7, 2005. However, CGAL officials did not verify, in the follow-up




‘audlt that the corrective actions had been taken for the deficiency 1dent1ﬁed nor -
did the Iaboratory officials have any records to document corrective actions taken.

» CGAL/DIPOA instructed the LACI laboratory officials on December 7, 2005, 10
1mp]ement bimonthly internal audits. The laboratory. officials did not follow these -

~ instructions. Only five internal audits had been conducted since December 7, 2005.

e The private mlcrobmlogy laboratory, SFDK, located in Sao Paulo, was ,conduetmg
tests for Salmonella in bovine carcasses (DIPOA enforcement sampling), bovine
- carcass testing for generic E. coli, and testing for Listeria spp. (food contact.
surfaces and envitfonmental samples) for ready-to-eat (RTE) products from meat:
establishments. The bimonthly audits were not implemented by CGAL/DIPOA
Only three audlts were conducted by CGAL since June 28, 2005.

6. MAIN FINDINGS
6.1 Government Over51ght

There have been changes in the orgamzatlonal structure and stafﬁng since the prev1ous
audit in FY 2008. :

DIPOA, Brazil’s CCA, reports to the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Supply,
and is responsible for providing government oversight for Brazil’s meat inspection
program. The International Export and Import Programs Coordination Division -
(CGPE) is one of the offices in DIPOA. DIPOA’s responsibilities are to: develop and
manage export and import programs and policies, including auditing procedures and
certification of new establishments; manage the regulation and rule making process;
develop and manage field implementation strategies for FSIS food-safety
requirements; and coordinate field inspection activities nationwide. Each State in
Brazil has a Superintendent for the Federal Agriculture Office at the State Level (SFA).
Federal Superintendents are political appointees of the Minister of Agriculture. On
June 16,2005, Ministry Order Number 300 was issued creating the structure of Service
of Federal Inspection of Products of Animal Origin at the State Level (SIPAG).

SIPAG Offices operate within the scope of the national organization of i 1nspect10n
operations coordinated by DIPOA and are responsible for the coordination and
performance. of inspection operations in the establishments located within the State.
Each SIPAG office has a Chief who is in charge of the Inspection of Agncuitural '
“Products.

In addition, there are regional offices operating Within the States. These regional
offices are officially referred to as Regional Technical Units of Agriculture, Livestock,
and Supplies (UTRA). UTRA offices were established to support the activities of
SIPAG offices and their units for the collection and processing of data in relation to -
inspection and livestock protection and also to furnish supplies, transportation, and .
staffing for SIPAG ofﬁces UTRA offices perform mainty adm1n1strat1ve functions.

6.1.1 CCA Control Systems
The CCA mamtalns legal and superviSory control of SIPAG offices to ensure uniform

implementation of inspection act1v1tles in all States containing U.S. -cemﬁed
estabhshments




DIPOA maintains records of audits conducted by its audit staff and evaluates the audlts -
of each estabhshment s self-control programs, the performance evaluation of the in-
plant inspection team, and all supporting documentation for export health certificates.
The periodic superwsory audits are carried out by the auditors: 1dent1ﬁed by CGPE -
under the control of SIPAG offices in each State. :

D‘eﬁ_ciencie's -identiﬁe'd__du_ring the June 11 through July 22, 2008 audit were found, -
during this current audit, to have been corrected in three of the four establishments
audited.” A significant change had been made to the system of government oversight
by moving the overall supervision and review responsibilities from the local inspection
authorities in the individual States to the Federal government. Food safety assessments
had been conducted at all Brazilian establishments certified to ship meat products to
the United States. A Federal-level audit team had been created to conduct periodic
audits of each exportmg establishment. This team is also responsible for conducting
follow-up audits on the corrective actions taken for all issues 1dent1ﬁed

6.1.2 Ultlmate Control and Superv151on

CGEP/DIPOA conducts audits of 40% of the export estabhshments in.each State every
six months. The CGEP/DIPOA audit team audits the SIPAG offices, establishment
programs, implementation of inspection programs within the establishments, and the
export health certificates produced by the veterinarians of the establishments (with all.
supporting documentation). This same audit system is used to evaluate the performance_
of the inspection staff in the establishments.

Periodic supervisory reviews, including assessing and evaloating the job performances
of the veterinary inspectors-in-charge, are conducted by the aud1tors under the
direction of the SIPAG office in each State

6.1. 3 Ass1gnment of Competent Qualified Inspectors

Vetermanans must possess a degree in veterinary medicine, submit an applxcatlon for

and pass a Civil Service test, pass a written test for initial theory/classroom training,

and undergo on-the-job training for three to six months. Newly-hired veterinarians are

~ on probation for two years and are evaluated every six months during the probatwnary
period. - - :

Non- vetermary post-mortem inspectors (Agents) must possess the equwalent of a high-
school degree, submit an application for and pass a Civil Service test, pass a written
. test for. theory/classroom training, and undergo on-the-job training for three to six .
months. Newly-hired Agents are on probation for two years and are evaluated every
SIX months dunng the probationary period. :

All estabhshments were staffed with full-time veterinarians and non-veterinary . '
1nspectors Contmuous daily inspection was provided for all certified slaughter and
processing establishments. Most inspection officials had recently received formal -
training in the principles of HACCP/Pathogen Reduction. DIPOA headquartets -
officials gave assurances that the training would continue until all the inspection -

_ personnel were trained.




6.14 Authorlty and Respons1b1hty to Enforee the Laws

Records of Non-Comphance (RNC) are issued for compliance deficiencies. An act1on :
plan addressmg the non-compliances identified during periodic supervisory reviews .
and DIPOA audits must be submitted by the establishment. ‘The veterlnarlan—m—charge
of the estabhshment must evaluate and approve the action plan. The SIPAG office also
evaltiates the action plan, approves or disapproves it, and returns it to the veterinarian-
in-charge. The veterinarian-in-charge verifies corrective actions and, upon completion,
‘returns the action plans, with verification dates to SIPAG. Repeated non—comphance
and failure to meet export requirements may lead (and has led) to suspension of the

- establishment’s ability to export to the U.S. and other countries. Suspensions are
issued by the CCA (DIPOA) with input from the veterinarian-in-charge and the
‘respective SIPAG office. Enforcement actions (the most common being fraud) are
handled through the Iegal system. Supportmg documentation is presented to the police
and is handled through the court system. Fines are levied by DIPCA through the legal
system (cr1m1nal court)

The sanitation, slaughter; and processing inspection procedures and the standards and
legal authority to enforce these requirements are outlined and specified in a Brazilian’
inspection law referred to as Regulations for the Inspecnon of Industrial Sanitation for
Products of Animal Origin (RIISPOA). The CCA has the authority and responsibility -
“to ensure the enforcement of the inspection laws, and has developed inspection policies
and procedures by adopting FSIS inspection procedures to ensure effective
enforcement of U.S. requirements. Circular 540/2006, implemented August 8, 2006
‘provides SIPAG with the authority to issue fines and other penalties to establishments -
for repetltlve non-compliances identified by the State supervisor during perlodlc
supemsory reviews.

Some FSIS requirem‘entswere not enforeed, for example:

-e. DIPOA inspection officials were not verifying the adequaey of an establishment’s -
HACCP plan regarding monitoring, corrective actions, recordkeeping and
verification for the second-shift processing operations.

e A perlodlc supervisory review had identified a lack of HACCP plan verlﬁcatlon by
the inspection officials during an establishment’s second-shift operations. '

6.1. 5 Adequate Adm1mstrat1ve and Technical Support

The. Department of General Coordination of Laboratory Support at the Agrlculture
Mitistry, Coordinacdo-General de Apoio Laboratorial — (CGAL/SDA/MAPA) is the
oversight body that coordinates laboratory activities-and conducts audits of both
private and government-owned and -operated laboratories. A system for the selection
of auditors trained in IS0Q-17025 principles to conduct audits of residue laboratorles

- has been in pIace smce September 2007.

- All auditors are employees of the Mlmstry of Agriculture. Audits of re51due
laboratories, designed to meet the yearly audit requirement, started in September of -

- 2007. A similar system, des1gned to audit all government and private microbiology-

laboratorles once per year, is in place for microbiclogy laboratones and is coordinated
by CGAL Internal andits are conducted by CGAL once per year. CGAL conducted
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- two- audtts per year of govemment and private laboratories durmg FY. 2007 “No -

labcratory was’ auchted during this current audit.

6.2 Headquarters Audit

The auditor conducted a reéview of inspection system documents at the headquarters In
Brasilia. The records review focused primarily on food safety hazards and 1ncluded the
followmg ‘

Internal review reports
Supervisory visits to establishments that were certified to export to the United -
States .- :

Training records for inspectors and laboratory personnel

New laws and implementation documents, such as regulations, notices, d1rect1ves
and guidelines

Sampling and laboratory analyses for residues

Sanitation, slaughter, and processing inspection procedures and standards

: Export product inspection and control, including export certificates

Enforcement records, including examples of consumer complaints, recalls, sexzure‘ -
and control of noncompliant product, and withholding, suspending, and ' '
withdrawing inspection services from or delisting an establishment that is certtﬁed
to export to the United States.

Concerns identified as a result of examination of these documents are dlscussed in
other sections of the report -

6.3. Audits o_f Local Inspection Sites

SIPAG offices are responsible for direct implementation of U.S. requirementé and

~ inspection oversight activities in establishments certified to produce products destined

- for export to the U.S. The auditor conducted reviews of the inspection offices at the -
four establishments audited to assess the effectiveness of the delivery and
implementation of inspection programs. The veterinarians-in-charge of the
establishments audited were interviewed and the following records were reviewed: .

Internal audit reports conducted by CGPE

Supervisory visits to establishments that were certified to export to the U S.
Training programs and records for inspectors. :
Sanitation, slaughter, and processing inspection procedures and standards

‘Control of products from livestock with disease conditions.

Control of inedible and condemned materials’

Export product inspection and control

Enforcement records, consumer complaints and control of noncomplrant product
Mlcroblology sampling and laboratory analyses for residues

Inspection records pertaining to verification of the establishment’s HACCP SSOP
SPS, humane handhng and slaughter of livestock, and control programs for SRMs
Guidelines for testing for Salmonella and E, coli. in raw: product

New laws and implementation documents, including regulations, notlces

directives, and guidelines _
11




o Performance evaluation procedures and records
. C'onﬂiet~of-interest polioies and records. -

Concems 1dent;ﬂed asa result of examination of these documents are dlscussed m )
other secuons of the report :

7. ESTABLISHMENT AUDITS

The FSIS auditor visited a total of four establishments (two slaughter-and-processmg
establishments and two processing establishments).

Spec1ﬁc deﬁ01en01es are reported in the attached individual establlshment checkhsts
8. RESIDUE AND MICROBIOLOGY LABORATORY AUDITS

Durmg laboratory aud1ts emphasis is placed on the application of procedures and
standards that are equwalent to United States’ requirements.

Residue laboratory audits focus on sample ha.ndlmg, samphng frequency, timely
analysis data reporting, analytical methodologies, tissue matrices, equlpment operation
and printouts, detection levels, recovery frequency, percent recoveries, 1ntra-1ab0rat0ry
check samples, and quahty assurance programs, including standards books and -
correctwe actlons

No residue Iaborat0r1eswere audited.

‘Microbiology laboratory audits focus on analyst qualifications, sample receipt, timely
analysis, analytical methodologies, analytical controls, recording and reporting of -
results, and check samples. If private laboratories are used to test United States’
samples, the auditor evaluatés compliance with the criteria established for the use of |
private laboratories under the FSIS Pathogen Reductmn/HACCP requlrements '

No microbiology laboratories were audited.

9. SANITATION CONTROLS

As stated earher the FSIS auditor focused on five areas of risk to assess Brazil’s meat
inspection system. The first of these risk areas that the FSIS auditor rev1ewed was .
Sa.mtatlon ControIs '

Based on the on-site aud'zts of establishments, and except as noted elsewhere in this
report, Brazil’s inspection system had controls in place for SSOP programs, all aspects
of facﬂ1ty and equipment sanitation, the prevention of actual or potential instances of -
product cross-contamination, good personal hygiene practices, and good product '
handling and storage practices. :

In addition, _Bfazil’s inspection system had controls in place for water potability
records, chlorination procedures, back-siphonage prevention, separation of operations,
temperature control, work space, ventilation, ante-mortem facilities, welfare facilities,
and out31de prermses
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- 9.1 SSOP

Each establishment was evaluated to determine if the basic FSIS regulatory
requirements for SSOP were: met, according to the criteria employed-in the United -
States’ domestic mSpectlon program. The SSOP in one estabhshment was found to
not adequately meet the FSIS regulatory requirements. -

Spec1ﬁc deﬁc1enc1es are reported in the attached 1nd1v1dua1 estabhshment checkhsts
9.2 SPS

In two of the foﬁr estab}ishments audited, some of the SPS req'uir_ements were ﬁet met.u
Speciﬁe'éeﬁciencies a:r-e. reported in the attached individﬁal _establ-i‘shment cheei{ii_sfs._ |

~ 10. ANIMAL DiSEASE CONTROLS |

The second of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditor reviewed was Animal Disease
Controls. These controls include ensuring adequate animal identification, humane
handling and humane slaughter, control over condemned and restricted product, and
procedures for sanitary handling of returned and reconditioned product. The auditor
determined that Brazil’s inspection system had adequate coritrols inplace. No-
deﬁciencies were repo'rted"

~ There had been no outbreaks of animal diseases with public health sxgmﬁcance since
the last FSIS aud1t :

11. SLAUGHTER/PROCBSSING CONTROLS

The. thll‘d of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditor reviewed was Slaughter/ _
Processing Controls. These controls.include ingredients identification; control of .
restricted ingredients; formulations; processing schedules; equipment and records; and
processmg controls of cured, dried, and cooked products.

.The controls also include the implementation of HACCP systems in all estabhshments .
and the 1mp1ementat1on of an . coli testing program in slaughter establishments. -

11.1 HACCP Implementatlon. .

All slaughter and processing establishments approved to export meat produicts to the
United States are required to have developed and adequately implemented a- HACCP
program. -Each of these programs was evaluated aceordlng to the criteria employed in
the United States domest1c inspection program.

The HACCP programs were reviewed during the on-site audits of the four
establishments. Two of the four establishments audited had not adequately
zmplemented their HACCP plans.

Specific deﬁmencrles are reported in the attached individual establishme'.ﬁt checklists.
B ' 13




11.2 'Testing fdr'Generie E. coli

Brazil has adopted the FSIS requlrernents for generic E. coli testmg

Two of the four estabhshments audited were required to meet the basic FSIS regulatory
requirements for E. coli testing and were evaluated accordmg to the criteria employed
in the Umted States’ domestlc inspection program. :
Testing for E. colr was properly conducted in both slaughter estabhshrnents

11.2 Testmg._for‘_Lzstema monocytogenes

Three of the four .estabhsh'ments audited were producing ready-to-eat prodnots for ‘
export to the United States. Inaccordance with United States’ requirements, the -
HACCP plans n these establishments had been reassessed to 1nelude Ltsterta
monocytogenes as a hazard reasonably likely to occuir. ’

No deﬁcrenmes were reported in this testmg program.

12, RESIDUE CONTROLS

The fourth of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditor reviewed was Residue Controls.

These controls include sample handling and frequency, timely analysm data reporting, f
tissue matrices for analysis, equipment operatlon and printouts, minimum detectlon

- levels, reeovery frequency, percent recoveries, and corrective actions.

No residue Iaboratories were audited.

Brazil’s National Residue Testing Plan for 2008 was being-followed and was on -
-schedule. : .

13 ENFORCEMENT CONTROLS

The fifth of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditor reviewed was Enforcement
Controls These coritrols include the enforcement of i inspection requlrements and the
testing program for Salmonrella.

13.1 D&uly Inspectlon in Estabhshrnents

Inspectlon was berng conducted daily in all slaughter and processing estabhshments
audited. All establishments were staffed with full-time veterinarians and non-
veterinary inspectors. Continuous daily inspection was provided for all four certified
slaughter and processing establishments audited.

13.2 Testing for 'Sdlmonella

Brazil has adopted the F SIS requlrements for testmg for Salmonella with the exception |
of the followmg equrvalent measures: :
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. Establlshment employees’ collect Salmonella carcass samples

e  Salmornella carcass samples are analyzed by private laboratories.

¢ Brazil suspends an estabhshment the third time it fails to meet a Salmonella .
_ performance standard

Two of the four establishments audited were required to meet the basic FSIS regulatory
requirements for Salmonelld testing and were evaluated according to the criteria
employed in the United States” domestic inspection program. :

Testing for Sglmonel[a was .prop'erly conducted in both establlshments. -
13.3 _Sp_eCies Verification |

No deficiencies were reported.

13.4 P'e.rio'dic Stlpertfisory Reviews

In all estabhshments v1s1ted periodic supervisory reviews, of certified establ1shments
were bemg performed and documented as required.

The follomng deﬁc1enoy was reported:

e A periodic supervisory review was conducted by a Regional Veterinarian on
August 6-7, 2008, and he identified a lack of HACCP plan verification by the
1nspect1on ofﬁcrals during the second shift operation. DIPOA inspection officials
in the establishment did not enforce the HACCP plan verrﬁca‘uon requirements and
there were no records concerning the non~compl1ances

13.5 Inspect1on System Controls

The CCA was requlred to demonstrate that all government inspectors ass1gned to
establishments certified for U.S. export were being pa1d by the government..

‘. The"CCA continues to use Veterinary inspectors and non-veterinary Agents who are
employed by the municipalities, in spite of assurances that the system to convert all
veterinary inspectors and Agents to Ministry of Agriculture employees was in-
place.. The list of federal SIF inspection personnel had been published inthe

- Diario Official da Unido and officials stated yet again that, at some ﬁJture time,
they w1ll replace mun1c1pal contract SIF employees.

. Although some vetermary mspectors and non- vetermary inspectors were pa:ld by
~the municipalities, supervision and oversight was provided by the natronal
government. :

Records of sel'ary payment for federal and municipal inspectors and receipts for'

payment by 1nspectors to the establishment for meals and transportation were |
reviewed. :
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The CCA had controls in. place for anite-mortem and post-mortem mspecnon

procedures and dispositions; restricted product and inspection samples; disposifion of

dead, dying, diseaséd, or disabled animals; shipment security, including shipment :

between éstablishments; and prevention of commingling of product intended for export

to the United States w1th product intended for the domestic market, w1th the followmg
exceptrons o :

» Inone of the four establlshments audited, some SSOP reqmrements were not met.
“» Intwo of the four establishments audited, some SPS requirements were not met.’

¢ . Ini two of the four estabhshments audited, one or more HACCP deficiencies were
reported.

» In one of the four establishments aundited, DIPOA inspection ofﬁcials ‘were either

ot verifying, or not adequately verlfymg, the adequacy of the establishment’ s
HACCP plan for the second-shift processing operation. :

In addltlon controls were in place for the importation of only eligible meat products
from other count1es for further processing. : : :

- Lastly, adequate controis were found to be in place for security 1tems shrpment

secur1ty, and products entering the establishments from outside sources.

- 16




14. CLOSING MEETING

A closmg meetmg was held ‘on September 5, 2008, in S#o Paulo with the CCA At th1s
meetmg, the prehmlnary findings from the audit were presented by the audltor

The CCA understood and accepted the ﬁndmgs

. ) . . . R V 4 b . " ? N 7 .
| FaizurR. Choudry, DVM | %’ /%’/@/

Senior Program Auditor .
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| 15. ATTACHMENTS

Ind1v1dual Fore1gn Establlshment Audif Checklists
- Foreign Country Response to the Draft Final Audit Report (When it becomes avaﬂable)

18




Focd Sé.fety and inspectzon Semc:é

Fore;gn Establrsh ment Audit Checklxst

i ESTABLISHMENT NAMEAND LOCATION | 2 ADDITOATE |3, ESTABLISHMENT NO. | 4. NAME OF counmv
- Friboi Ltda. R T 9/2/08 SIF385 . Brazil
~ Andradina . C ‘ :

5. NAME OF AUDITCR(S)

- Sao Paulo 0 S | . "F. Choudry & M. Chaudl'y

8. TYPE OF AUDIT

X J ON- SITE AUDIT DOCUME\!T AUDTT

Place an X in the Aud:t F{esults b[ock to :ndlcate noncompliance with requsrements " Use O if not applicable.

: _Part A - Sanitation Standard Operatmg Prodedures (SSOP) At Part D - Continued Auit
: Basic Requirements o Results .Economic Sampling Resuits
7. Written SSOP ‘ ‘ 33. Scheduled Sarmiple :
+ -8, Records documenting implementation, 34, Species Testing
. . d, .
9. Signed and dated SSOP; by en-site or oversll authonty | 35. Residue . )
Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) Part E - Other Requirements
Ongeing. Req_lrements .
10. lmplementatzon of S8OP's, including moniterifg of implementation. . 36. Export
1. Maintenance and evaluatmn of the effectveness of 830P's. . 37. [mport
2. Cormetive action when the SSOP's have faled to prevent dlrect = " - o
product co ntammatl on or adultemtmn ‘ ‘ N 38. Estgbhshment_ Grounds and Pest Coptrol
13, Daly records document tem 10, 11 and 12 above . Establishment Ceonstruction/Maintenance
' Part B - Hazard Analysis and Crtical Controj . Light
P, e —
oint (HACCP) Systenis - Basic Reguiraments  Ventiation
14. Developed e '.mpiemented a wnt‘cen HACCP plan . _ A
15. Contents of the HACCP listthe food Safety hazards, - | 42 Plumbing and Sewage
criticd control peints, eritical I|mzts procedtres comreciive actions. :
15. Records documentung lmplementahon and momtonng of the 43. Water Supply
HACCP plan. ) - ‘ o
44. Dressing Rooms/Lavatories
17. The HACCP plan is skned and dated by the responstble —
<. establishment mdlvdual . Equipment and Utensils
Hazard Analysis and Cnticai COntroi Pomt ) X
- (HACCP) Systens - Ongoing:Requiremients. °

. Sanjfaty Cperations

18, Monitoring of HACCF plan.

. Employes Hygiene.

19, Verification and valdation of HACCP plan.

Condemned Product Control

Part F - Inspection Requirements

48,
20, Comective action writter in MACCP plan. . |
21, Reassessed adequacy of the HACCP plan.
22, Recérds documenting: e writtsn i-'!AGCI'3 plaﬁ. monitefing . of the 440

critical control peints, dates and times o specific evert ocaurrences,

. Government. Staffing

Daily Inspecticn Coverage

ST Part C - Economic | Wholesomeness - _ _;
- 23, Labehng Product Standards : . _ } I

51. Enforcement
'24. Labgling - Net Weights . - :
e : e - 52, Humane Handlin
- 25. General Labeling ) ’ g
26. Fin. Prod Standards/Boneless {Defects/AQL/Pork SkinéfMoisture) 53. Animal Identification
-PartD-S_am-plil“ig S - Ante Mortemn |nspeati
. Generic E. coli Testing R = | 54 “Ante Mortem Inspection
27. Written Procedures o _ ' 55. PostMortem inspection
28. Semple Collection/Analysis : —
Part G - Other Regulatory Oversight Requireiments
29. Records . . ’ ’ L : )
e T 56, Europsan Comimunity Diectives
Salmonella Performance Standards - Basic Requirements: ! S ope . -yr_ S
30. Cormetive Actions . I ’ _ | |57 Monthly Review
".31. Reassessment . 58.
32 Weiten Assurance o . ' 59.
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80: gb’semaﬁon,of‘ the'.E'sta-bzishméﬁt S . Date: 9/2/08 Est#: sn=335 (Fnbm Ltda. [S/P!CS]) (Sao Paulo, Brazil} -

'_ ‘-_.46 After dismaritling the p1pelme which. feeds the corned beef can filling line, an’ accumulatlon of meat res:due was observed
- between the outside threads at the junchon of the | plpes [Regulatory reference: 9 CFR §416.4(b)]

' The management 1mmed1ate1y cleaned the pipes. and d1sma.ntled all the other connecting pipes of corned beef ﬁlhng lines for the
* . verification of the samtary condmons '

- The corrective actions had been taken for all of the deficiencies identified during the last FSIS auditt

&1, NAMEOF"AUDlTOR T L B2, AU‘D]TG_RSIG\I URE A [%TE '
" 'Faizur Choudry & Manzoor Chaudry L o / / 7 @yt P




Unlted States Department of Agrlc:uiture
.Food Safety and Inspection Service

Fore:gn Esta ) shmentAudlt Checklist
. 1. ESTABLISHMENT NP\MEAND LOCATION L 2 ALUDIT DATE 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO 4. NAME OF COUNTRY o '
- Industriae Comercio de Ca.mes Mmerva : 9/3/08 ’ STF471] Brazil
“Ltda. . " |8 NAMEOF AUDITORES) 5. TYPE OF AUDIT ‘ .
Barretos . . . ‘
F. Choudry&M Chaundry ON-S!TEAUDIT '. DOCUMENT ASDIT
.Place an X in the Audit Results block to indicate noncompliance with requirements. Use O if not applicable.
Part A - Sanitation Standard Operating Pr Procedurs {850P} . | aum ' Part D - Continued o Augiit
Basic Requirements Resubs | Economic Sampling .| Results
7.” Written SSOP o . 33, Scheduled Sample '
‘8, Records documenting implementation. _ 34. Species Testing
-8, Signed and dited SSOP, by cn-site or overal) authdri;-y.' . : . {35 Residve . _ o T _ ‘ o
anitation Sta i & 5 ( : ' i i :
Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOF) _ Part E - Other Requitements :
Ongeing Requirsments . ‘ : .
10. Implementation of SSOP's, including moriitaring of tmplementatmn. 136 Export '
14, Maintenance and evaluation of the effectiveness of SSOP's, ' 37, Import
" 12. Corective action when the SSOP's have fajed to prevent direct s : .
- prduct cortamination or aduteration. - . | |8 Establishment Grounds and Pest Control |
13, 93")’ records docyment item 10, 11 and 12above. . Establishment Construction/Maintenance ’ X
Part B - Hazard Analysisand CntmalControl ). Light
Point (HACC stems - Basic R eF -
- ¢ P) Sy S- eqiremeits . Ventilation
4. Develapets and nmp!emented 4 writte HAGCP pian } . ] - _ —
15. Contents of the HACCP fist the food safety hazards, E x |42 Plumbing and Sewage 7 o X
. critica contgl pdints, eritical limits, precedires, dorrective ar:tlons -
16. Records documenting 1mpiementatlen and momtonng of the 43. Water Supgly
HACCP plan, L R ) .
; ‘44. Dressing Reoms/Lavatories
17. The HACGCP plan is signed and-dated by the responslble
establishment individual. : . Equipmentand Uténsils _ ‘ X
Hazard Analysis and Gntu:al Control Point T '
(HACCR) Systems - Ongengequrrements : Sanitary Operations -
_ 18. Monitorng of HACCP plan. : 2 Employee Hygiene,
. Verificat d ti H P pl
19 Venflc tion an vafdation of HACC plan. 48. Gondemned Praduct Gontrol
20. Cormective acuon wntten in HACCF' plan - ) ) ]
21, Ressessed adequacy uf the HACCP plan o : o ' F'art F b mSpe‘:t'on Requ:rernents
.22: Records documenting: the writien HACCP plan. momtonng of the X 49. Govemment Sta_fﬂng
critical control peints, dades and times of specmc event coturrences. )
Part C - Econom:ci Wholesomeness : |50, Daily inspeotion Coverage
23. Labeting - Product Standards S ST ' T o
&1, Enforcement | e
24, Lahding - Ne, Wetghts - - - - ; - :
o 52. Hurane Haridling
25. General Labeling ) .
26 Fin. Prod Standards/Boneless (Def_ects!AQUPOFE SkinsMoisture) . | 53. Animal [dentification
Part D -Sampling - : er A s sectia
Generic E. colj Testing : ' 54 Ante Mortem [nspection
.. 27. Written Procedures o e T ‘ -] ss. Post Maortem Inspection
" 28, Sample Colkstion/Analysis ' . . - ‘ N :
‘ . Part G - Other Regulatory Oversight Requirments
29, Records o ' )
e . : i L ) 56, i Community Diectives |
Salmonelia Performance Standards - Basic Requirements 6. Buropean Cemmuni Y.
30. CorectiveActions - . ¥ - . 57. Monthly Review
31. Reassessment ‘ IR - ’ . 8.
32 Writen Assurance o . : : -59.
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. B0. Observaﬂcn of fhe Estab]lshment ' Date 9/3/08 Est#: SIF421 (Indusmae Cﬂmerc;o de Cames Mmerva Ltda. [S/P/CS}) (San Paulo, Braz:[)

13/51 Documentation of correctwe actichs taken in response to deficiencies 1dent1ﬁed during pre-operatlonal and opera‘uonal
. sanitation did not mcIude some of the required pats of the corrective aetxons {Revulatory references 9 CFR '
- Al6. 15(b) 416. 16(&) and 416 17]

. 14/51. The estabhshment’s flow: chalt did not mclude all process steps and product ﬂow [9 CFR 417 2(a)(2) and 417. 8]

© 15/51. a) The establtshment’s HACCP plan did not address the frequency and procedures of the cahbratmn of precessn
. ‘monitoring instruments in the on-going verification activities. [9-CFR 417.4(a)(2)(i);- 417. 2(c)7,and 417.8]
_ b) The establishment’s HACCP plan did not adequately’ list the-monitoring procedures and frequenmes for Critical Control _
- Point (CCP)5 B (temperature/txme for retort) to ensute comphance with the Critical Limit (CL). [9 CFR 41'7 2(c){4) and 417.8]

22/51. a) The I—IACCP plan momtormcr records for the corrective actmns taken at CCPs 1B and 4B did not contain the
signatiwes or initials of the monitors. . [9CER 417.4(a)(2), 417.5, and 417.8]
-+ b) The HACCP pldn menitoring records at CCPs 1B, 3F, and 5}3 did not contain the signatures or initial and/or time of the
- monitoring. [QCFR 417 4(a)(2), 417.5, and 417.8]

39/51. Gaps beIow the entrance doors to the slaughter and processmcr rooms were not sealed properly to prevent the entry of
‘vermin. {9 CFR 416. z(a)] :

42/51. A buildup of rust, flakmg paint, and dirt was ebserved over the pipes and window covers in the potable—water storage -
tanks. These window covers and water pipes above the potable water tanks were not adequately mmntamed to prevent
adulteration. [9CFR 416. 2(e)(3)] = -

45/51. Ed1ble product ﬁ'orn tom out packaging materials was. contacting non-food contact surfaces (metal racks) in the freezer. -
[9-CER 416.3(2)]

51. DIPOA inspection officials were not venfymg the adequacy of the establishment’s HACCP plan such as monitoring,
corrective actions, record keeping and plan verification for the second. shift processing operation. Although, DIPOA ﬁrst Shlft
inspection officials md1cated that they were verifying the HACCP plan records for the second shift. operat:mons {9 CFR 417.8]

57/51 Periodic supervxsory review was conducted by the Regional Veterinatian on August 6-7, 2008, and he identified lack of
HACCP plan verification by the inspection officials during the second shift operation.. DIPOA inspection officials in the

- establishment did not enforce the HACCP plan verification requirements and there were no records concemning the
aforémentioned HACCP plan venﬁeatmn nen—comphances 19 CFR 41 6 17 :

~ NOTE: Establishiment’ efﬁmals corrected 1dent1ﬁed deficiencies #14, 15 22, 39, 42, and 45. DIPOA officials venﬁed the
cotrective actions and provided documentation to the auditor.

- NOTE: The I-Ieadquarter ofﬁmals replaced the Veterinarian-In-Charge of establishment SIF 421 on sarae day as a part of
_ correcnon action. : : _

L8 NAME OF AUDJTOR - o . . ’ 62. AUDITOR SICGN AT AN ATE
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Unrted States Department of Agr cul_ture B
Food Safety ahd Inspection’ Serwce '

Forelgn Estabhshme nt Audit: Checklist

1. ESTABLISHMENT. NAMF-.‘AND LOCATION _
. Beef Snacks do Brasﬂ Industna ] Comercm
.de Al
- Rodovia sp 340, km 142,5.

2 Auqn‘_ DATE .
08/29/08

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.
SIF1690

4. NAME OF COUNTRY
Brazil -

1 5. NAME OF AUDITOR(S)

F.Choudry & M. Chaudry

6 TYPE OF AUD'.T

X ON- SiTEAUD!T ;-] DOCUMENT AUDIT

Place an X in the Audlt Results block to mdlcate noncomphance wnth req u:rements  Use Q if not applicable.

Part A - Samtatron Standard Operatlng Procedures (SSOP)

Part D - Continued

Augiit

Audit
Basic Requrrements [ Resuits Econom:c Samplmg Réstlts -
7. Wn‘tten SS0OP ' 33. Scheduled Sample
" 8, Records documentng implementation, 34. Species Testing
9. Signed and dated SSOP, by on-site ar everall authority. 35. Residue
Sanitation Standard ng Procedur: . ]
ation S Operating 5 (SSOP) Part E - Other Requirements e i
L Ongelng Reguiréments g - -
10. Impleimentation of SSOF's, including monitoring of implementation. 36, Export
11. Maintenance and evaluation of the effectveness of SSOP's. 37. Import
"12. Corrective action'when the SSOP's have fated to prevent direct : e .
praduct corfamination or aduteration, 38, Establishment Grouwnds and Pest antrol
' 13: Daily records document Hem 10; 11 &nd 12 above. *39. Establishment Construction/Maintehance
Part B - Hazard Ana!ysnsand Cnt:calControl : 40, Light
oint (HACC stems - Basic il S - 3
- Poi { P) Sy Requirement o ] 41, Ventitation
14. Developed and implemented a written HACEP plan.. X o
15. Contents of the HACCP list the food safety hazards, 42, Plumbing and Sewage’
crltu:d cenfral paints, critical limits , rotedaes, corrective, actmns .
" 18, Records documenting - mplementahon and momtonng of the 43, Water Supply
HACCP plan. ’ ‘
44, Dressing Rooms/Lavatories
17. The HACCPplan is signed and dated by the respunsmle :
establishment individuat, . Equipmentand Utensils -
Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Pomt - -
{HACCP}) Systems - Ongoing Reqmrements . Sanitary Cperations
-18. Monlbnng ‘of HACCP plan. . Emplayée HQgie'ne
19. Verificaion and vaidation of SACCP plan, ' )
- - 48. Condemned Product Control )
. 20. Comective action written in HACCP pl'an_. : " o ; i .
21, Riassessed adequacy of the HACCP plan. Part F - Inspection Requirements -
22 Records documenting: the writlen HAGGP plan, mohitoring, of the 49. Government Staffing
critical controt pomts. dates and times of specific event octurmences. L
o Part C - Ecortomic I Wholesomeness 50, Dally Inspection Coverage
23. Labelmg Product Standards - -
- 51, Enforcement
" 24, Labding - Netr Weights : :
52, Hi Handling -
25. General Labeling umane fland °
.26, Fin, Prod Standards!Bonel&ss (DefectslAQUPork Skms!Mmsture) 53, Animal !dehtificaticn ' o
. Part D <Sampling 5 _ . o
Generic E coli Testing .54. Ante Moﬂam. ipspectrpn
27.. Written Procedures 0 55. Post Mortem Inébéction 8]
28. Sample Colkction/Analysis o) — — - '
. - Part G - Other Regulatory Oversight Requirements
29, Records 0 ] o ] .
e : s [ s -56. ommunity Diectives 0.
Salmonella Performance Standards.- Basic Requirements 6. Buropean Compmuot 4 Drect _
30.. Cormctive Actions o 57. Monthly Review
31. Reassessment 58.° ’
32. Writen Assurance 59.
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: 60 Obsewa'ﬁonOf,the'E-sfasﬁshmént : L Date 08/29/08 Est# . SIF1690 (’Beef Snacks-do B:asﬂ IndusmaeComerclo de Ali [P]) (SantoAntonm daPosse,

' 14/5 1. Physical hazards were 1dent1ﬁed as reasonably likely to ocour in Lhe hazard ana1y51s for the needles used for the mjecnon
~ . of brine solution in the meat but did not identify the preventive measures the establishment could apply to control that hazard.
- [Regulatory reference(s) 9 CFR §417 2(2)-(b) and 417.8)

;- 18/51. The estabhshment’s HACCP. plan did not adequately list the monitoring procedures for the Critical L1m1t (CL) at the
: Crmcal Control Poing’ (CCPIB) to ensure. comphance ‘with thie CL. [9 CFR §417.2(c)(4) and 417. 8] Co

| The estabhshmeut management reassessed and amended the HACCP program unmedmtely The con-ecnve actmns were
verified by the Inspeotmn Offic1als and a copy was prowded to the anditors. :

61. NAME OF AUDITOR o ' | 62.-AUDITOR SIGNATURE ARID DATE | /
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Agr :
* Food Safety and Inspectlon Senvice
Forelgn Eshbhshme nt Aud it Checkllst

1. ESTABLISHMENT NAMEAND LmATION

" YFC - International Food COmpany I.ndustna De Ahm
“Ttopeva

ES AYDIT DATE
'8/28/08

3, ESTABLISHMENT NO.
SIF3673

4 NAME QF COUNT’RY
Brazﬂ

" Sao Pauio 0

‘5. NAME 0|= AUDITOR(S) '

Falz Choudry/ M. Chaudry, DVM

f 5 TYPE OF AUDIT

| ON-SITEAUDIT D DOCUMENT AYDIT

- .Place an X in the Audat Results blook to mdrcate nonco mphance thh requmrements Use O if not apphcab}e

Audit

Part A - Saritation Standard Operating Procedures (SS@P) Audit - Part D - Continued
: Basic Requirements Resuits ) . Economic Sampling Resuits
7. Written SSOP ‘ 33. Scheduled Sample’
8. Records ducumenting implementation. 34. Speces Testing
9 Slgned and dated SSOP, by an-site or overall dutherity. 35, Residue
“Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSGP) Part E - Other Requirements
Orngoing Requirements . ) .
10. Ymplerentation of S5OP's, including monitoring of imp_lementation, 36. Export
11." Mairitenance and evaluation of the effecfiveness of SS08's, 37. Import
12. Corective action when the SSOP's have faled to prevent Qirect . . . o
© " prduct conamiination or adutteratlon , 38. Establ.|shment Gromds an§ Pest Gontral
13. Dally records document mem 10, 11 and 12 above. - |29, Establishment Construction/Maintenance
Part B - Hazard Analysns and Crtical Control _ -40. Light
Point (HAG stéms - Basit fenents g '
(HACCP) Systems - Basic Requireme WIS 1. Ventilation
14. Developed and implemented a wiitten HAGCP plan. .
15. Corntents of the HA{:CP list the feod safety hazargs, 42. Plumnbing and Sewage
.. _critical control pdnts, crifical fimits, procedires,. corrective actions. - -
16. Records documéiting mp‘ernenta‘tmn and monitering of the 43, Water ?‘“PP‘Y
HACCP plan, o .
44, Dressing Reoms/Lavatories
17. The HACCP plan is sined and dated by the respcnsnbre - -
© establishment individual,’ 45. Equipmentand Utensils
" Hazard Analysts and Critical Crmtrel Point - T
. {HAGCP) Systems - Ongoing. Requiréments 46. Saitary Operations -
' 18 Monltoring of HACCP plan . 47. Employee Hygiene
19. Verification and validation of HACCP plan. )
: i : P 48. Candemned Praduct Control
20. Gorective-action . written in HACCP plan, — ‘ o
- 21.Reassessed adequacy of the HACCP plan, . Part F - '"SPECtP";REqU'm?“tS
- 22 'Records documentmg the written HACCP plan, momtonng of the 49, Government Staf-l;fhg .
.. critical contof points, dates:and times of specitic event soeumenses; . T
‘ Part C - Economic / Wholesomengss - ~80. Daily inspection Coverage
23. Labeling - Product Standards - )
: 51. Enforcement
_ 24, Labeding - Net Weights —
- : 8 he Handlin, :
25, General Labeling : . 52. Humane g 0
.28, Fin, Prod Standards/Boneless (Defects!AQUPork SkinsMoisture) 53. Animal ldentification 0
Part D - Sampling . :  Insmect Q
Genenc E. coli Testmg 54, Ante Mortem nspectlon_.
27._ Written Procedures O | 55, Post Mertem Inspection o
- 28, Sampie Coliectmnl(-\n_alys_is Q — - - i L
e i Part G - Other Regulatory Oversight Requirements :
29. Records O i ) L :
. o - B E 56, European Community: Drectives o
-Saimonella Performance Standards - Basic Requirements | 56, Buropean Commuinity Directive:
30, Cormctive Actions O | 57. Menthly Review -
- 31, Resssessment s8.
32, Written Assurance’ 1 58
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B0: oﬁsewaﬁoﬂ of the ‘-E.stab.lishrﬁentr S Date 8/28/08 Est#: SIF3673 (IFC Intema:;onal Food Company Indusma De Alim [P}} (Sao Paulo Brazﬂ)

' There were ho s1gn1ﬂcant ﬁndmgs to report after cens1derat10n of the nature; degree and extént of all observatzons
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Craver, Aurora

From: Choudry, Faizur

Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2009 3:05 PM

To: Craver, Aurora o

Ce: Chaudry, Manzoor .

Subject: FW: Brazilian Response to FSIS Audit Report

Attachments: OfficialLetter 21 and 22.doc

From: Silva, Joao [mailtc:Joao.Silva@fas.usda.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2009 12:10 PM

To: Choudry, Faizur

. Cc: Hrapsky, Alan

Subject: Brazilian Response to FSIS Audit Report

Dr. Choudry,

Please find attached two official letter #21 (addressed to Mr. Hrapsky, FAS
Agricultural Counselor) and official letter #22 (addressed to Dr. Smart, FSIS) with
the Brazilian response to the last FSIS Final Audit Report for the period of August
27 - September 05, 2008. The letter is signed by Dr. Nelmon Oliveira da Costa,
Director of Brazil's Meat Inspection Service (DIPOA) who acknowledged receipt of
the report through the U.S. Embassy in Brasilia and states that he has no further
comments.

Joao Faustino Silva

Departamento de Agricultura - USDA
Embaixada dos Estados Unidos
Brasilia, DF Tel.; (55-61) 3312-7119
E-mail: joac.silva@usda.gov

2/17/2009
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REPUBLICA FEDERATIVA DO BRASIL -
MINISTERIO DA AGRICULTURA, PECUARIA E ABASTEGIMENTGC - MAPA

SECRETARIA DE DEFESA AGROPECUARIA - SDA.
DEPARTAMENTO DEINSPEGAO DE PRODUTOS DE ORIGEM ANIMAL — DIPOA

Oficic. No-X0' 12008/DIPOA ' : Brasifla, 13 de fevereiro de 2009,

Prezado Sr.-Hrapsky,.

Acuso recebimentoe de oficio do FSIS/USDA, datado de 12 de.fevereiro de 2008, encaminhande,
relatériv. de auditoria realizada peld “Dr. Faizur -Ghoudry e peld .Dr. Manzoor Ghaudry, nos:
estabelecimentos brasileiros exporiadores de'carne para.bs Estados Unidos da-América,
Sendo assim, solicte.a ViS4, .a gentiteza de encaminhar para o Br. Donald Smart o Offcio.
194 [2009DIPOA. '

Adencicsamente
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Divessé do (POASTR

Imo Sr.-Alan D Hrapsky

.‘-Conselhenro e -Assuntos de: Agrlcu[tura
.Emhalxada-dos Estadlos Unidos;ta América
SES Avenida das Nagois.~Quadra 801~ lote 3
70403 <000 Brasflia « DF




REPUBLICA FEDERATIVA DO:BRASIL :
MINISTERIO DA AGRICULTURA, PECUARIA E ABASTECIMENTO - MAPA
SECRETARIA DE DEFESA AGROPECUARIA - SDA
DEPARTAMENTO DE INSPECAC DE PRODUTOS DE ORIGEM ANIMAL — DIPOA

Oficio N%Z | 12009/DIPOA

Prezado’SF. Siat,

Braisilia, 13 de fevereiro de 2009

Emi:atengag ag oficio do USDA/FSIS, datado. de 12:de févereiro-de 2009, ehsaminkianda o
felatdrio de auditoria realizada-no Brasi, no p‘erfq_c!otde 27 de agosto:a 05 de. setembro. de- 2009,

gostarfamas de informa.lo que este: Departamento ndotem comentérios'a acrescentar.

limo Dr. Donald Smart )
Director; ImMport-Export Pragrams Staff

Office of International Affairs
FSISIUSDA

WASHINGTON, DG

" Atenciosaments

Kebitont Oliveira-de Costa
 Fistal Felloras Agnpacitrip
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