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PROCEEDI NGS

(9:05 a.m)

MR BILLY: M name is TomBilly and 1'"'mgoing to
get this public neeting started. W' ve been asked by the
television folks if we would give our opening remarks from
the podiumso it's a little departure from our nor nal
procedure, but we're willing to accommpdate that request.

It's ny pleasure at this tinme to introduce Dr.

Cat heri ne Wtecki, the Undersecretary for Food Safety at the
U S. Departnent of Agriculture. Dr. Wdtecki is going to
provi de us her opening remarks to set the stage for this

i nportant public neeting. Cathy?

M5. WOTECKI: M. Billy. Actually ny remarks are
going to be very brief today as they usually are at these
public neetings. | want to first of all extend a welconme to
all of you who devoted the time and energy and thought to
prepare for this neeting and also to say we | ook forward to
the contributions that you will be making during this
nmeet i ng.

The comments and the ideas that you provide, even

the questions that you raise, are very inportant in framng
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the thinking of the agency as it noves forward in devel opi ng
its plans across the whol e broad spectrumof farmto-table
food safety for which the agency has responsibility.

I"d like to add ny words of welcome to M. Billy
to all of you today and to say that | |ook forward to
heari ng those comrents and thoughts. The neeting today is
going to focus on the role that the Food Safety and
| nspection Service plays in the food delivery systemafter
meat and poultry products | eave federally inspected
establ i shnents.

There are, as you can see fromyour agenda, a
nunber of presentations that people within the agency are
going to be nmaking to provide you with background
i nformati on about the current thinking of the agency about
its role in distribution of neat and poultry products.

M. Billy, the adm nistrator of the Food Safety
and | nspection Service, will be noderator for the neeting
and there will be plenty of tine during the neeting for
guestions and answers as well as an opportunity at the end
of the nmorning for a real interactive dial ogue.

As | said, we ook forward to these neetings
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because they do provide an enornous anmount of thought from
those in the industry as well as the general public about
the role of the agency in food safety. So | look forward to
a lively discussion this norning. Thank you.

MR BILLY: Again, it's a pleasure to wel cone al
of you to this public nmeeting on in-distribution. 1In
February of 1995, when the Food Safety and | nspection
Servi ce published its proposed rul e on pathogen reduction
and HACCP, the agency presented this new food safety
regul atory strategy with six basic el enents.

The first five elenents address the need for the
Food Safety and I nspection Service, in conjunction with
i ndustry, to clearly define mninmmrequirenents for
industry: to stinulate food safety inprovenent by setting
performance standards; to make industry responsible for
m crobi ol ogi cal testing of their products; to foster
scientific and technol ogical innovation; and to build the
princi pal of prevention into the inspection system

Since that time both FSI'S and industry have worked
together to nmake great progress in all five of these areas.

And this strategy is working to inprove the safety of neet
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and poultry products nati onw de.

W' ve seen tremendous gains in terns of reducing
pat hogens in slaughter and processing facilities. But we're
not done yet. 1In addition to continuing the progress
al ready made in these five inportant areas, FSIS nust focus
on the sixth elenment of that 1995 strategy. And that is why
we' re here today.

The sixth elenent states and | quote, "FSIS nust
approach its food safety m ssion broadly and address
potential hazards that arise throughout the food production
and delivery system including before animals enter FSIS-

i nspected establishnments and after meat and poultry products
| eave those establishnents.”

We are here today to focus on what happens to
neat, poultry and egg products after they |eave the plant.
We must be sure that the work we do within plants to ensure
food safety is not undone once products | eave the plant.

We know t hat products can be m shandl ed and
recontam nated in distribution channels. Now, this isn't a
new role for FSIS. For nore than 30 years FSIS has carried

out a limted nunber of tasks in distribution channels,
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i ncludi ng nmonitoring products as they nove through

di stribution, controlling adulterated products, detecting
and docunenting violations of the law, and followi ng up on
consuner conpl aints.

This work is carried out in full cooperation with
state and local authorities that share distribution.
However, it has been limted to approximately 15 to 20
percent of the tinme available fromour small consuner
officer staff -- excuse nme, our small conpliance officer
staff. That's our conpliance officers that generally are
charged with enforcing our regulations. They were able to
carry out this anmount of effort when they weren't carrying
out other enforcenent responsibilities.

Now, we're not here today to debate whether FSIS
shoul d have a role in distribution channels. Rather we are
here to expl ore whether we can inprove on the approach
currently in place, especially now that HACCP has been
i npl enented. W& want to expl ore whether we can use
i nspectors rather than conpliance officers to conduct nore
activities in distribution channels so that conpliance

of ficers can concentrate on the nore conpl ex investigations
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and other enforcenent activities.

W want to expl ore whether we can identify and
rank hazards in distribution channels so we can better focus
our resources on the nost critical problens. W want to
explore how all of us with jurisdiction in distribution
channel s can best use our resources at the federal, state,
and local levels in a conplenentary nanner. W want to
expl ore whether we can use information collected in
di stribution channels to hel p eval uate whet her in-plant
HACCP pl ans are working to place safe products in the
consuner's hands.

And we want to expl ore whether sone activities
carried out within the plant to address nonfood safety
concerns may be best carried out while the products are in
di stribution channels.

Thi s project should be thought of as a | earning
process. W don't have an approach in a system al ready
designed to present to you today. W do have sone ideas,
however, and we will share those ideas, that is, our current
t hi nki ng, with you today.

As we collect information and test new approaches,
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we will begin to design a systemthat best protects the
public health, using our existing resources as w sely as
possible. This is expected to include establishing new
federal regulatory requirenents, such as performance
standards at sone point in the future, which we will do
t hrough a thoroughly public process.

In closing, we are commtted to finishing what we
set out to do -- that is, to develop a seanl ess farned table
food-safety system This project is an inportant part of
t hat goal

| ndustry deserves nuch credit for the successful
i npl enentation of HACCP in neat and poultry plants, and we
| ook forward to the sane cooperation fromindustry as we
continue this inmportant work. W also |look forward to
wor king closely with the states and ot her regul atory
authorities towards the establishnment of the seanless
system Thank you.

VWhat 1'd like to do nowis I'Il go back to ny seat
and run through the agenda and then we'll start the actual
presentations. Wat we plan to do now i s provide sone

additional detailed information in terns of our current or
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traditional approach to addressing the in-distribution
channel s and then | ook at common questions and issues of
concern to us and others about this area of industry
activity and then highlight for you a nunber of the specific
pil ot projects that we've enbarked on, including training
sonme of our people, our inspectors, and our current thinking
in ternms of other types of approaches we plan to ook at in
t he ensui ng nont hs.

To start this off what 1'd like to do is introduce
Carol Seynour. She is deputy assistant adm ni strator
covering the area of district enforcenment operations under
our Ofice of Field Operations. Carol will lay out for you
our traditional approach to in-distribution. Carol?

M5. SEYMOUR. Thank you M. Billy. Good norning
everyone. The objective of this segnent of our neeting is
to give the participants a brief overview of USDA s
traditional roles that are carried out to nonitor the safety
and | abeling of neat and poultry products in distribution
channel s, including our past and present capabilities and
priorities.

Well, FSI'S has been and remai ns focused on the
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very inportant and difficult task of assuring the safety of
products produced in federally inspected plants. CQur
statutory responsibilities require that we undertake a w de
range of task in distribution channels.

Some of the work conducted outside inspected
pl ants includes nonitoring products as they nove through
di stribution, detecting and docunenting violations of |aw,
foll ow ng up on consuner conplaints, and naking recal
ef fecti veness checks.

Recent statutory anendnents provi de specia
requirenents for nonitoring egg |abeling and storage
tenperatures in distribution. Further, FSIS conpliance
officers | ocate and control adulterated products that nmay
have been contam nated through such things as truck w ecks,
refrigeration failures, fires, and simlar situations.

FSI'S has | ong recogni zed that these kinds of
activities can best be acconplished through cooperative work
with state and | ocal authorities that often share
jurisdiction with us. For the purpose of today's neeting we
wi |l concentrate on one aspect of this cooperative work, the

traditional work by federal and state conpliance officers in
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food distribution to conduct planned and random revi ews of
busi nesses that are covered by the nmeat, poultry, and egg
products | aws.

To better describe these roles it's useful to see
themin historical context. 1In the early |1960s, neat and
poultry were separately regul ated and conpliance activities
were carried out by two separate groups called the neat |aws
investigators and poultry regulatory officers.

Al t hough these two units had significant
differences in their nethods, they shared a comon i nterest
in nonitoring distribution channels for violations that
coul d jeopardi ze food safety.

In the md- to late 1960s, four events occurred
that led to changes in the way USDA carried out our
responsibilities for in-distribution. First, the separate
meat and poultry inspection prograns were nerged into one
unit and directed to nmerge their methods and their
processes, including their processes for enforcenent.

Second, serious violations involving the diversion
of inedible products and uni nspected horse neat into human

f ood channels | ed USDA to conclude that the so-call ed neat
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and poultry allied industries needed to be systematically
nonitored and regul ated. These allied industries include
busi nesses that dispose of animals that died on the farm and
lice fromslaughter operations. O the businesses handl e
simlar materials that would pose a high risk if they were
di verted into human food.

Third, the acts were anended to establish the
current system of federal and state inspection and
enforcenment and a requirenent that states have equal -to | aws
and prograns to ensure that they can enforce these laws. |If
a state is unable to carry out these provisions, USDA is
authorized to designate the state as one in which federal
i nspection and enforcenment authorities fully apply.

Fourth, the sane anmendnments to the | aws that
established the state requirenments al so established new
federal responsibilities and authorities. Some of these
changes were new prohibited acts for causing products to
becone adulterated in distribution channels, detention
authority to block the novenent of products as they nove in
comerce, authority to regulate the transportation in

storage of nmeat and poultry products, a requirenent that al
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meat and poultry dealers register with USDA and nmaintain
records of their transactions. USDA was authorized to
exam ne facilities and records nmai ntai ned by busi nesses
involved in distribution of neat and poultry products.

USDA responded to these changes by, anobng ot her
things, setting up a small conpliance staff to nonitor the
di stribution channels and to detect and docunent viol ations.
The staff was forned in | 966 and has evol ved over the years
to its present organizational structure, which includes two
headquarters divisions and 179 field conpliance officers and
supervi sors.

These officers and supervisors report through the
FSIS district offices. The current district enforcenent
operations carries out nmany roles for FSI'S, but anong our
bedrock functions is the continuing systematic nonitoring of
firms and individuals who are engaged in transportation,
storage, sales, and service of meat and poultry products.
This nmonitoring is carried out through the planned
conpliance reviews or random conpliance reviews. The
pl anned conpliance programincludes visits to approxi mately

11, 000 busi nesses and i ndividuals which are considered high
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ri sk due to the inherent nature of their business or their
past history of conpliance.

The foll owi ng categories of businesses are
covered: processors, distributors, brokers, retailers,
restaurants, transporters, custom establishnments, aninal
food establishments, warehouses, sal vage operators,
renderers, 4-D establishments. These establishnents, the 4-
D, is people who handl e dead, dying, disabled, or diseased
animals. And ot her businesses where neat and poultry and
egg products are handl ed are covered.

Pl anned reviews are schedul ed, based on risk
category. Conpliance reviews are conducted quarterly for
firms or individuals in risk category one. This category
covers businesses that are suspected of currently violating
provi sions of |law or that engage in activities that
particularly I end thenselves to placing unsound neat,
poultry, or egg products into human food channel s.

Ri sk category two covers firnms that were found to
be violating within the past twelve nonths or whose past
operations denonstrate a constant or intermttent risk of

pl aci ng unsound food in human food channels. They're
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vi sited sem annual | y.

Ri sk-category-three firns are visited annually.
They i nclude operations that warrant continued pl anned
coverage but that have not denonstrated nonconpliance in the
| ast 24 nont hs.

The pl anned conpliance program i ncl udes both
i nspected and uni nspected businesses. It permts FSISto
track the novenent of violators from business to business
and to increase the likelihood that repeat violations wll
be detected. It is also used to nonitor the terns of
probation or formal plea agreenents as directed by the
courts.

FSI'S conpliance officers al so conduct randomy
schedul ed reviews in distribution channels. These so-called
random revi ews are nmade when tine and travel funds permt
conpliance officers to visit a firmor |ocation not covered
by the planned conpliance program Last year FSIS
conpliance officers made approxi mately 34,000 random
reviews. A randomreview nay include exam nation of
facilities and products, discussion with the enpl oyees of

t he business that are |ocated on site, answering questions
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or gathering information about the business or,
occasional ly, docunmenting a violation and placing the firm
into our planned coverage.

FSI'S publishes its enforcenent activities,
including the distribution of the full range of conpliance
actions on the FSIS Internet home page. For this neeting,
let me highlight a few statistics that are nost rel evant
fromour recent annual report.

In fiscal year 1999, conpliance officers nmade 941
detentions totaling over 20 mllion pounds of product. They
nonitored 55 product recalls totaling over 40 mllion pounds
of products and they initiated two fornmal court seizures
i nvol ving nearly 160, 000 pounds of product. And finally,

t hey docunented 2,370 viol ations.

Further, since an issue that's often discussed in
relationship to IDl is overlap with states, |et me describe
our current work plan agreenents now in place with 25 equal -
to states for meat enforcenent and 23 equal -to states for
poul try enforcenent.

In states that do not have these agreenents, USDA

has full authority for enforcenment and we often exercise

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



19

that authority in cooperation with county or | ocal
governnments. But in those states where we do have fornal
agreenent, USDA shares the funding for state conpliance
pr ogr ans.

The formal agreements provide for cooperative work
pl anni ng, steps to mnimze or elimnate duplications of
effort, joint sharing of technol ogy and information between
FSI'S and the individual states. State conpliance officers
receive training managed by FSIS, right al ongside of federa
conpliance officers, at Sam Houston State University's
Center for Crimnal Justice.

Bot h federal and state supervisors share
information and refer cases to their counterparts. Federal
managers assist states in the nost difficult cases and we
hand off investigati ons when state enforcenent actions are
judged to be nore expedient or effective.

Presently less than one-fifth of the conpliance
officer staff years are devoted to planned and random
reviews. The balance of the tine is devoted to docunenting
violations, controlling products, and a range of other

enforcenment type work designed to deter violations and

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



20

assure food safety, both in-plant and in distribution.

Nonet hel ess, this percentage of planned and random
reviews time is significant because these reviews play a
very inportant role in educating neat and poultry handl ers,
assuring that we are able to detect violations and deter
continued or repeat nonconpliance.

The plans to test in-distribution concepts
provide, | think, a welcone opportunity to find efficient
and effective ways to increase this coverage.

In closing, it should be pointed out that concerns
have been raised about what FSIS intends to do in
rel ationship to conpliance officers and concerns that we're
pl anning to replace conpliance officers with in-distribution
inspectors. Utimtely it's hoped that in-distribution
i nspectors nmay free up tine at sone |ocations so conpliance
of ficers can concentrate on the nore conpl ex investigation
and enforcenent work.

O her presenters will explain the concepts that
we're examning for the future role of in-distribution
inspectors in the farmto-table conti nuum Thank you very

nmuch.
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MR, BILLY: Carol, why don't you stay there for a
second? We've got a fewmnutes and what 1'd like to do is
provi de an opportunity for anyone that has a question of
clarification. W'Ill get nore into a discussion after
you've heard all of the material, but if there's something
that Carol could clarify or anplify on, |I'd welcone that.

If you d like to raise a question, please state
your name and your affiliation.

MR. SCHEI ER: Bernie Scheier (phonetic), Anerican
Associ ation of Meat Processors. | just had a question on
one of the things you nentioned there about the planned
visits. | guess there was the one category that there were
no visits planned if there were no violations in the past
two years. So why are you doing visits and what kind of
ri sks are you |l ooking for there?

M5. SEYMOUR. |'msorry, we do those visits
generally based on the nature of the work, the business
that's being carried out, or they did have a violation two
years before. And eventually, if there are no continuing
violations we would drop them from our planned coverage.

But the question, for those of you in the
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audi ence, refers to our risk category three. And those
busi nesses are people who are kind of being retired fromthe
pl anned cover age.

They may remain in there for a period of tinme if
the nature of their operation is such that we think we need
to visit themonce a year. W are doing it again because --
primarily because they handl e products or they've had
activities that would |l ead us to believe that they m ght
vi ol at e agai n.

MR BILLY: Caroline?

M5. SM TH DEWAAL: Thank you. Caroline Smith
DeWaal, with the Center for Science in the Public Interest.

| have two questions. The first is how nmuch of this
oversight is in businesses with overl apping jurisdiction
wi th the Food and Drug Admi nistration?

M5. SEYMOUR. We do -- yes, that's a good
guestion. | probably should have nentioned that we do have
what we call dual jurisdiction firnms, businesses that handle
both FSI S-regul ated and FDA-regul ated foods. A great deal
of this is, in fact, in businesses that woul d handl e bot h.

We are working very closely with FDA and when we do find
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violations in a firmthat is handling both neat and poultry
products and, say, bakery products or dairy products, we
make a referral to FDA and we are working on joint
enforcenent actions with them

We have a couple that we hope will mature before
too nuch longer, where there will be a joint action through
the U S. Attorney.

M5. SM TH DEWAAL: Do you have any docunentation
on FDA's foll owp on your referral s?

M5. SEYMOUR. We are getting docunentation on
that. | don't have any yet. | think there is a report that
recently cane out fromthe agency. |Is that on our Wb site?

W may put sonething soon on our Wb site to report on that.

MR BILLY: | believe it is, but if it's not, we
can do so. It's ajoint report on the first year under this
MOU.

M5. SM TH DEWAAL: My second question is about the
40 mllion pounds of products that were recalled. How nmuch

of that is actually retrieved?
M5. SEYMOUR:. Well, the 40 mllion pounds | refer

tois actually retrieved. That's an actual nunber of our
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records of what we were able to confirm
M5. SM TH DEWAAL: And what authority do you, the
USDA officials have in going out and actually getting that
product and retrieving it, or what's your role there?

M5. SEYMOUR: The role for recall effectiveness

checks which | stressed in ny remarks -- our conpliance
officers generally will verify about 10 percent -- is that
correct, Tom-- about 10 percent of the consignees that are
identified of a firmthat is recalling product -- in other

wor ds, the people that they have shipped to. They'll also,
in our randomreviews and our planned reviews, will keep an
eye out for that product.

And one of the areas that we do | ook at is sal vage
operators. And we make sure when conpliance officers go in
to a sal vage operator, they are very attuned to any product
that may have been recalled but not returned. W |ook at 10
percent of the consignees and if in fact we find that there
is still product out there, we would detain that product and
i mredi ately nove to get that product out of any distribution
channel s.

That happens very rarely, but we think its very
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inmportant to verify the recalls, to keep soneone from-- and
it's often not the recalling firm It nmay be someone they
sold to that may choose to not return the product. So we
want to keep a very close eye on that.

MR BILLY: Jill?

M5. HOLLI NGSWORTH:  Jill Hol lingsworth, Food
Marketing Institute. Carol, in your slide about the state
enf orcenent prograns, you nentioned the 25 neat agreenents
and the 23 poultry.

Can you explain what is the difference in the
roles of FSIS and the states in the states that have an
equal -to program and those that do not?

M5. SEYMOUR. Ckay. In a fairly oversinplified --
there's quite a few differences, but for the purposes of our
conpliance and enforcenent work, in states that have equal -
to prograns, the state would -- any violation involving
interstate novenment of products would be under the state
authority solely. Any violation that m ght involve
contam nation of previously inspected, federally inspected
product that's noved in interstate cormmerce, we woul d share

jurisdiction. Any violation that involved interstate
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commer ce woul d be the federal jurisdiction.

M5. HOLLI NGSWORTH: Is there any difference in the
reviews -- of the planned and randomreviews in one state
ver sus anot her?

M5. SEYMOUR  Sone states have nore resources than
others. In those states that may have | ess resources,
federal reviews would be the nore frequent thing and then we
woul d hand those off to the states.

W encourage the states to have basically a
pl anned conpliance programthat would cover repeat violators
and high-risk businesses exactly |like we do. And we'll
share conputer systens and records and fornms and reports.
And as | say, we provide training if the state is interested
in doing that, we provide training for their CGOs right
al ongside with our COs. So they hopefully will conduct
basically the sane kind of coverage and share the
i nformation.

MR BILLY: Stan?

MR. EMMERLI NG Stan Enmerling, representing North
Anerican Meat Processors Association. It appears that the

in-distribution conpliance programis going to be much nore
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expansi ve and broader based -- that seens to be what we are
anti ci pati ng.

You nentioned you have about a 179 conpliance

officers. | have several parts to the question. Do you
anticipate hiring nore, and does the -- the 179 does not
i nclude the state people involved. |[|f you add them al

t oget her and you're working cooperatively, how many do you

have in total ?

M5. SEYMOUR. |I'msorry | don't know t he answer.
| should have | ooked that up, but we'll certainly check on
t hat and make that information available. 1t wouldn't be
twi ce that nuch, though, | can guarantee you. Tom do
you -- | don't know if you have any statistics?

MR BILLY: | don't know that off the top of ny

head.

M5. SEYMOUR: M guess is it would be sonething in
t he range of 250-300.

MR. EMMERLI NG And you're intending to perhaps
hire nmore? Do you have any idea yet what you m ght be
| ooki ng at there?

M5. SEYMOUR: Well, we've had a steady increase
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over the last several years in the nunber of conpliance
officers, as the budget permts. Certainly we do know t hat
there are certain parts of the country where we are thin on
coverage and we certainly want to fill those positions.

MR BILLY: Stan, let ne intercede just a second.
Part of your question will be addressed in the |ater
presentations, but just to provide an initial response,
you'll learn that what we're exploring at least in part is
that sonme of the activities that have been carried out by
conpliance officers -- and keep in mnd, Carol said that
this is only taking about 15 to 20 percent of their tine --
sone of the activity may well be carried out by an inspector
instead of a nore highly trained conpliance officer.

Al so the change to HACCP has put a further denmand
on the role of conpliance officers as it relates to
sl aughter and process facilities. So there's a pull towards
conpliance work related to that, and if we permt it, it
could result in a reduction of this level of effort in
di stribution.

And so what we're looking at is alternative ways

of maintai ning and perhaps inproving the effectiveness of
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our presence in distribution, and that's what you'll hear
nore about in alittle while. So maybe if you keep that
guestion in mnd when we go through the rest of the
presentations, you'll get a sense of what we have in nnd.

MR. EMMERLING | for nany years have been
concerned you did not have enough conpliance people. And
you know, you divide through and do the arithnetic on 34, 000
with 179 and you cone up with about one a day.

The programyou're tal king about, if you're
tal ki ng about other consumer protections as well as food
safety, you need to have, in ny judgnent, a broader way of
addressing that if you're trying to be effective in the |ong
run.

MR BILLY: And that's -- | think we'll get into
that and then once you hear it, | encourage you to conme back
and give us your view of how you feel about what our current
t hi nki ng is.

I"d like to move on now. So thank you, Carol

Next, it's ny pleasure to introduce M. Phi
Derfler. Phil is the deputy adm nistrator for the Ofice of

Pol i cy, Program Devel opnent and Eval uation and he's going to
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tal k about sonme of the commopn questions and issues regarding
this area of in distribution and hopefully dispel a few
nyths in the process. Phil?

MR. DERFLER. Good norning. The national
per formance revi ew suggests that we do our stuff in a
guesti on-and-answer format that would help in the clarity.
And so, since as a speaker, | need all the help I can get, |
figured I'd put my presentation in a question-and-answer
format.

The questions actually reflect actual questions
that we've been getting and concerns that we've been hearing
about the in-distribution programand so that's what | want
to try and address.

The first question is, what's the public health
basis for assigning inspectors to work in in-distribution
channel s? The recognition that neat and poultry products
need to be handled in a manner that will ensure that they
will not be rendered injurious to health as they nove from
i nspected facilities to the consuner and that the federal
government needs to engage in activities designed to ensure

that that's the case, is |ong standing.
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Fifteen years ago, the national research counci
inits report, "Meat and Poultry Inspection: The Scientific
Basis for the Agency's Program" stated that "An ideal neat
and poultry inspection systemw || ensure that adequate
public health protection neasures are |ocated throughout the
food system from aninmal production to the sale of the food
product."

The NRC, in its report, listed several factors
that could affect the safety of neat and poultry products
after they | eave the inspected establishment. 1ncluded
anong these things were the mcrobial load in the product at
the tine of shipnment, air tenperature and novenent in
transportation vehicles and in storage warehouses, insect
and rodent control during storage, nethods of |oading wal k-
inrefrigerators and display cases, and cleanliness of itens
used in handling neat and poultry products, including
cutting boards, blocks, grinders, tenderizers, and cooking
utensils.

FSI'S pointed out or pointed to the need for a
farmto-table systemand to the hazards that can arise as

meat and poultry products nove to the consuner in its 1995
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pat hogen reducti on HACCP proposal. FSIS stated that its
public health nmandate requires that it work with the
transportation, distribution, and retail sectors to
i npl enent effective strategies to prevent food safety
probl ens. The agency pointed out that it was exercising
regul atory oversight of neat and poultry products in
transportation, storage, and distribution channels through
the work of its conpliance officers and by working with the
Food and Drug Adm nistration.

FSIS stated that if it put HACCP in place, it
woul d consi der how to reconfigure its programor initiate
new activities to increase the effectiveness of its efforts
to ensure that product remain safe after it left the
i nspected facility.

In the pathogen reduction and HACCP final rule the
agency reconfirnmed its conmtnent to a farmto-table
strategy. The agency stated that its public health nmandate
requires that if effect a conprehensive strategy to prevent
foodborne illness and that its strategy woul d be based on
three principles.

First, those hazards that could result in
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foodborne illness can arise at each stage of the farmto-
tabl e conti nuum Each stage presents a hazard of a pat hogen
or other contam nation and each provi des opportunity for
mnimzing the effects of those hazards.

Second, those in control of each stage bear a
responsibility for identifying and preventing or reducing
the food safety hazards under their control.

And finally, the agency's public health nmandate
requires that it address hazards within each segnment of the
production and delivery chain and that it inplenment or
encourage preventive strategies to inprove the whole system

Now that HACCP is in place and in effect in plan,
FSI'S has actually begun to consider how best to configure
the in-distribution portion of its conprehensive strategy.
Two factors will be particularly inportant as the agency
does so.

First, product froman inspected establishnent
that the agency finds is not adulterated gets to bear the
USDA mark of inspection. This mark acts as a representation
about the condition of the product. FSIS believes that it

has an obligation to verify that the handling of product as
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it noves to consuners is such that the product appropriately
continues to bear the mark of inspection.

Second, under the agency's HACCP regul ation, an
official establishment's HACCP plan is to be based on an
anal ysis of the food safety hazards that can occur before,
during, and after the product enters the official
establishment. Verification activities focusing on product
as it nmoves in distribution can provide agency personnel
both inside and outside the producing establishnent with
insights as to whether the establishnent, as presented by
its product, has devel oped an adequate HACCP pl an.

Both of these factors point to the need, based on
food safety, to depl oy agency personnel to scrutinize the
condition of product as it noves in distribution. 1In
addition, there's a third, nonfood safety factor that
supports this need.

The agency recently published an advance notice of
proposed rul emaki ng on how it shoul d provi de consuner
protections other than food safety protection. One concept
that the agency advanced in that notice was the possibility

of shifting at |east sone of these other consuner protection
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activities fromin plant to in distribution so that the
agency's checks cone cl oser to the consuners who wll
receive the product and so that the agency's in-plant

i nspection force can concentrate on food safety.

For all of these reasons the agency believes that
there is a significant basis for it to deploy sone of its
i nspectors to work in distribution. But this raises the
guestion of, why inspectors? Wiy not continue to rely only
on conpliance officers?

The answer is that our tentative viewis that
reliance on inspectors to assess the condition of product as
it nmoves in distribution is consistent with a fundanental
shift effected by the inplenentati on of HACCP.

Bef ore HACCP, the prine focus of the agency's
efforts in distribution was to find nonconpliant product
t hat had sonehow slipped by the agency's in-plant personnel
and to take enforcenent action against it. Conpliance
of ficers were the obvious choice to do this work.

Now, however, plants are responsible for ensuring,
subj ect to agency verification, that the product they

introduce in coomerce is not adulterated. Thus the agency's
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enphasis in distribution is to verify that product that is

noving in comerce is not adulterated. This is the type of
work that we are now assigning to inspectors. Only if the

i nspectors find a problem woul d conpliance officers need to
be called in.

One purpose of the in-distribution project is to
determ ne whether this shift nmakes sense in practice. The
agency's goal is to ensure, as Ms. Seynour said, that it
does its work in distribution in as efficient and as cost-
effective manner as possible. To decide how best to do so,
the agency intends to explore various ways of doing in-
distribution work, fromrelying on inspectors to conpliance
officers to state and | ocal personnel and to personnel of
ot her federal agencies, like FDA. W w | design our
ultimate in-distribution strategy, based on what we learn in
t he project.

s the purpose of in-distribution inspection to
find a place for inspectors displaced by the nodels project
or displaced fromnodels plans? The answer to this is no.
It's true that the institution of the inplenentation phase

of the HACCP i npl enentati on nodel s project provided the
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occasion for FSISto select and train inspectors to work in
distribution and to institute the in-distribution project.
However, there is no continuing relation between the nodels
project and the in-distribution project. Each will proceed
based on the findings and devel opnments in the particul ar
project. For exanple, we're increasing the nunber of nodels
plans up to 30 and are considering proposing broad changes
in how we do inspection of the slaughter of young healthy
chi ckens.

Nei t her devel opnment will directly result in an
influx of in-distribution inspectors. The future of in-
di stribution inspection will be determ ned by what happens
in the in-distribution project, including anmong ot her things
the results of the work of the 11 in-distribution
i nspectors, what we learn fromthe work that we intend to do
with the state of M nnesota, which Mary Cutshall will talk
about later this norning, and what we | earned from an
assessnent that we intend to do of the hazards that occur in
distribution. Again, Ms. Cutshall w Il talk about that
assessnent.

One related point. There have been questions as
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to whet her consumer safety officers will be used in the in-
distribution project. Let nme nake clear that the agency has
no plans to do so. What, then, is the relationship of the
nodel s project and in-distribution? As | said, there is no
continuing relation between the nodels project and the in-

di stribution project.

Hi storically they were connected in that both grew
out of the agency's recognition that with the inplenmentation
of HACCP, there would be an opportunity to reconsider how
FSI'S did significant aspects of its work. The two projects
were initially handl ed together by the agency and the MOU
Wi th our union that provided that there could be up to 30
nodel s plans al so provided for the selection and depl oynent
of 11 in-distribution inspectors.

As work on the two projects proceeded, however, it
becanme clear that there was no reason to keep them
connected. First, they focus on conpletely different
aspects of the agency's work. Moreover, the staff working
on the nodels project sinply had no time for in-

di stribution. The devel opnent of the in-distribution

project has lagged as a result. Therefore, we decided it
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woul d be better for both projects if we separated them
conpl etely.

What establishrments will in-distribution
i nspectors visit? Because the work of the in-distribution
project has lagged | don't really have a definitive answer
to this question today. The initial concept for in
distribution was that in-distribution inspectors would do
the sane in-distribution work as conpliance officers. W've
foll owed that concept to date and as a result in-

di stribution inspectors are visiting warehouses,
di stribution centers, and retail stores.

However, as | nentioned, FSIS intends to do an
assessnent of where the hazards are in distribution. As
that work clarifies things, we may reconsider which
facilities in-distribution inspectors visit.

Renenber, however, that our goal is to configure
our in-distribution resources in a way that will increase
their effectiveness in ensuring the product remains safe
after it |l eaves an inspected facility. Renmenber also that
the in-distribution project is not a facility inspection

program Qur interest is not in the facility per se but in
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the product that bears the mark of inspection and in the
condi tions under which that product is being held.

Now, what do | nean when | say that we're
interested in the conditions which the product is being held
and not the facility? Wat |'"msaying is that there's a big
di fference between wal king into a supermarket and checki ng
the conditions in the neat display cabinet and in other

pl aces where nmeat is being held, and on the other hand,

doing a full inspection of the whole store. FSIS in-
distribution inspectors will be doing the forner and not the
| atter.

Wiy isn't FSIS s in-distribution inspection
program redundant to state inspection prograns? W don't
think there's redundancy because of the differences in the
focus of the two prograns. FSIS s focus is on federally
i nspected product and on the mark of inspection that that
product bears. The state's focus is on a lot of the
facilities that are in in-distribution. Thus, in the
exanple | just gave, where FSIS' s focus is on how federally
i nspected product is being handled in the neat departnent,

the state's focus is on the entire store.
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FSI'S recogni zes, however, that there can be sone
overlap between the two efforts. That's why, as part of the
in-distribution project, we are working with the state of
M nnesota in an effort to see how the agency can integrate
state inspection with its in-distribution inspection efforts
and to conpare the input fromstate inspectors with that of
its own in-distribution inspectors.

Qur efforts will be to mnimze any overlap. In
fact, depending on what we | earn, we may decide that in sone
states it will be appropriate to rely on state personnel
working with FSI'S conpliance officers and that it is
unnecessary to post in-distribution inspectors to that state
at all. But that is why we're doing the in-distribution
project, to |l earn how best to configure our resources.

Finally, what standards will in-distribution
i nspectors apply? 1In the short run, in-distribution
i nspectors, like FSIS conpliance officers, will apply the
adul teration and m sbrandi ng provi sions of the Mat
| nspection Act and the Poultry Products |Inspection Act, and
the FSI'S regul ati ons applicable to product after it |eaves

an inspected establishnment. They will not be enforcing
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either the food code or |ocal |aws.

In the future, FSIS intends to propose performance
standards for the handling of neat and poultry products as
it noves in distribution. However, this proposal is stil
in the early stages, very early stages of devel opnent.

That concludes ny presentation. | hope |'ve
answered sone basic questions about the in-distribution
proj ect.

MR, BILLY: Thank you, Phil. Again, if there are
guestions to get clarification of what Bill's presented we'd
wel conre them Nancy?

M5. DONLEY: Nancy Donl ey, from Stop! Safe Tabl es
Qur Priority. I'ma little confused, Phil, maybe. When
Carol Seynour gave her presentation she said that states
have to have equal -to progranms, but then, here you say that
the difference between the state prograns, that there's a
difference in focus. Can you --

MR. DERFLER. Well, I'mactually -- Carol was
talking, | think, about state neat and poultry inspection
prograns and |I'm saying that states have broader retai

i nspection prograns, they work with the state and | ocal --
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and the state and |ocal authorities cover that.

In sone senses -- in a lot of the concerns that
we' ve heard about the in-distribution project, it's been the
overlap between what it is that we're going to do if we're
going to send inspectors in retail stores. And that's what
| was focusing on.

Now, as we work through the in-distribution
project -- | mean, how we work all this out is one of the
guestions that we need to deal with, but that was what
under | ay what | said.

MR BILLY: Now, let nme say it a different way and
maybe this will help as well. Under the |law, states can
choose to have inspection prograns focused specifically on
sl aughter and processing facilities only, that if they're
equal to our program that product can be marked and shi pped
within the state. That's different than state
responsibilities for warehouses or retail stores or
restaurants. And what we're tal ki ng about today is the
| atter -- the warehouses, retail, distribution centers, that
ki nd of thing.

And that's the area that our conpliance officers
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have traditionally focused in, and what Phil's tal ked about
is how, inthat latter area, we could nodify our current
strategy to get a nore effective result in terns of food
safety and ot her consumer protections.

M5. DONLEY: So those 25 neat plants and 23
poultry plants -- or I may have it reversed -- in the
states, that is for slaughter and processing only, or are
they al so doing in-distribution functions?

MR, BILLY: Only. The cooperative agreenents with
us under our acts focus only -- those prograns focus only on
sl aughter and processing. Sonetines the sane people al so
carry out other activities. But it's under the state funds
carrying out other authorities not provided for under our
cooperative program

M5. SEYMOUR. If | could add, we actually do have
separate agreenents for enforcenment. W have inspectiona
agreenents and enforcenment agreenents. The states, if they
have an i nspection program they also have to have an
enforcenment program |If they do not have an inspection
program we don't sign these agreenents on the enforcenent

program
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| can see it's a little confusing, but under our
statutes you have to have an equal |aw and that equal |aw
has to have both an inspection conponent and prohibitions
for selling adulterated product or m sbranded product, that
are nmuch like our federal laws. So a state can't really be
equal to unless they inspect products and they take actions
on their violations that occur. So our cooperative work-
pl an agreenments with the states really cover nore of the
conpliance kinds of activities for crimnal enforcenent,
docunenting cases and prosecuting violators.

A good exanple, | think, that helps clear this up
is, nost states have wei ghts and neasures people who nay go
to retail stores and check to make sure the scales are
accurate when you wei gh your bul k foods and things al ong
those lines. And they have specific | aws about that.

Qccasi onal | y wei ght s-and- neasures ki nds of things bunp into
our food safety and | abeling | aws, but very rarely. W
don't anticipate getting involved in weights -- you know, is
the scale accurate. But we certainly would be getting
involved in working with the states if there were sone kind

of a wi despread consuner fraud involving federally inspected
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product. And so that's the kind of things we'll work out in
the pilot testing.

M5. DONLEY: Thank you.

MR, BILLY: Jill?

M5. HOLLI NGSWORTH:  Jill Hol lingsworth, Food
Marketing Institute. Before ny question, first of all
want to thank Tom and Carol for that clarification, because
| was concerned that the inplication was that only 25 states
had prograns for inspecting at in-distribution, and in fact,
all 50 states do. In sone cases they may be equal to the
food code versus equal to FSIS regul ations, but all states
i nspect in-distribution.

Phil, 1 have a series of questions. First of all,
the first one that would help for clarification is, can you
identify how many food inspectors -- the category of food
i nspector, how many of those people are now call ed consuner
safety inspectors and what is the difference? How does a
food i nspector becone a CSI, or is it just nerely a name
change?

MR. DERFLER. | really don't know the answer to

t hat questi on.
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MR. BILLY: W do though. Hold on a second.

MR. WALLER: Hi, I'mMarlin Waller. For consuner
safety inspectors right now, the change in classification
took place after the full inplenentation of HACCP. W have
approximately 2,900 positions that are now classified as
consuner safety inspectors. They're the processing
i nspectors, off-line slaughter inspectors. So that's the
primary difference. And also in the nodels plants now t hat
-- and also the in-distribution inspectors are in the
consuner safety inspector series.

M5. HOLLI NGSWORTH: |Is there any educati onal
requi renent or what is the distinction? Wy does one becone
t he ot her?

MR. WALLER: The consuner safety inspector
occupati on does not have a positive education requirenent
| i ke the consunmer safety officer, and food inspector
obvi ously does not have a positive education -- that neans
do not have to have a college degree. So we had -- with the
change in the way that inspection is now being done under
HACCP, we think that the consumer safety inspectors series

is nore appropriate for the way that we're approaching
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i nspection now and that's why the change occurred for
processi ng and of f-1ine slaughter jobs.

M5. HOLLI NGSWORTH:  And wi Il sl aughter on-1line
i nspectors remain as food i nspectors and not CSIs?

MR WALLER:  Yes.

V5. HOLLI NGSWORTH: Ckay. M next question is, in
one of your slides where you identified the difference in
the focus, where you said the state focus was on the entire
facility and FSI'S was on federally inspected product, it
sort of sounds there |like you' re saying that the states do
not inspect federally inspected product. Can you clarify
for us, is there anything that an in-distribution inspector
woul d i nspect or nonitor that a state inspector does not
al ready do?

MR. DERFLER:. Well, | think I acknow edged that
there is sonme overlap, and that's why we're working with
M nnesota to see how that works out. The state inspector
may well | ook at the conditions under which the neat is
being held. And that's what we're trying to work out with
M nnesota. Mary is going to talk about that, about what

information we would learn fromthat and how it would worKk.
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But the mark of inspection, though, is uniquely
ours, and right now, in the lack of an interstate shipnent
or anything |ike that, only we would be able to do anything
with respect to that mark. And we take that very seriously.

V5. HOLLI NGSWORTH: Ckay. And ny last question is
on the role in distribution -- when you tal k about assessing
t he adequacy of the HACCP plan, how will assessing the
adequacy of the HACCP pl an, when the product is beyond the
scope of the HACCP plan that is being enforced or used by
the plant, howw |l that differ than, say, a preshipnent
verification?

It was our understanding that the preshipnent
verification was used to ensure that the product in
distribution in fact had been produced under a valid HACCP
program \What would be different in distribution?

MR. DERFLER:. We anticipate that there may be
devel opnments in distribution that reveal matters that the
establ i shment had not adequately anticipated in doing its
hazard anal ysis. For exanple, | nean, the one that sort of
cones to the mind right nowis listeria, where what we've

| earned recently is that some of the sell-by dates that were
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bei ng put on the product were based not necessarily on food
safety considerations and that there was the possibility of
actual listeria growout during that tine.

That's one of the things that m ght be able to be
determ ned by doing inspections in distribution rather than
sinply relying on the work that we're doing in the plant.

V5. HOLLI NGSWORTH:  Thank you.

MR BILLY: And | mght add, that would be
sonething that isn't currently being | ooked at by state
i nspectors specifically, but perhaps that's sonething that
we can address as well through this cooperative effort with
the states. Caroline?

M5. DEWAAL: Thank you Tom It's Caroline Smith
DeVWaal with the Center for Science in the Public Interest.
Phil, a couple of years ago we did sone research that
resulted in a report called "Dine At Your Om Risk," where
we conpared state, county, and |ocal governnment adoption of
the federal food code which Jill Hollingsworth just referred
to. It is true that the states have najor responsibilities
for the oversight of restaurants, food service, grocery

stores. But the reality of that systemis that it's not
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even cl ear which body of government has the responsibility
in some instances. Sonetimes it's the state, sonetines it's
the |l ocal government, sonetines it's the county governnent.

I n addition, each one of these entities has to
separately adopt standards for the regul ati on of
restaurants, food service, grocery stores. Qur report
docunented that there was huge variation in the application
of very basic food safety standards -- things |ike cooking
tenperatures for fish, for eggs, for neat, for chicken.

There can be huge variations around the country in
how such basic tenperature standards as how hot to cook a
hanburger. How the states apply those and the county and
| ocal governnents apply those in a restaurant setting around
the country can be highly variabl e.

We are al so very concerned that state, county, and
| ocal budgets fluctuate nuch nore rapidly, and as a result
we' ve seen huge inspector cuts that can occur very quickly
at the state, county, or local level. The people who are
supposed to be doing this check of grocery stores,
restaurants, and things |ike nursing homes and school

cafeterias may not be there because they may have been cut

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



52

from-- or they may be bei ng used sonmewhere el se because of
budget cuts. So we strongly support having anot her check on
the system which woul d be represented by this in-

di stribution program

My question is, howis this programgoing to
better ensure that we get these m ninum federal standards
for neat safety -- things |ike adequate cooling
t enper at ures, adequate hol di ng tenperatures, adequate
cooking tenperatures. |Is there a way that we can use this
addi ti onal check on the systemto ensure that m ninmum
standards are being applied, mnimmfood safety standards
are being applied around the country?

MR. DERFLER. Well | think the answer to your
guestion has to be a two-part answer. First of all, there
has to be appropriate standards in place, and we intend to
| ook at that through the rulemaking we intend to do on a
performance standard. Plus, | nean, we work very closely
with the Conference for Food Protection to ensure that the
food code is as good and reliable a docunent as possible.

Once those things are in place, then the in-

di stribution inspection system however that ultimately is
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configured, is hopefully going to provide nonitoring.
V5. DEWAAL: But even if the food code is a strong

docunent, if it is not adopted in a particular jurisdiction,

it's not neaningfully serving the public. Howw Il this
program provide -- let ne just give you an exanple from our
report. Qur data was collected, | think it's around four or

five years after the Jack-in-the-Box outbreak. And yet a
third of the jurisdictions that we surveyed still didn't
enforce the m ni mum cooki ng standard for hanburgers that we
all knew had to be enforced to prevent another Jack-in-the-
Box-type out br eak

How wi Il this systemensure that even if a
particular state or locality hasn't adopted that cooking
tenperature, that you will be able to enforce it? How are
we going to ensure that these mninum safety standards are
bei ng enforced around the country?

MR. DERFLER:. Well, obviously the purpose of the
in-distribution programis to find the best way to do that.
That may be in sone circunstances bal ancing what we do with
the states, because the states are providing viable

enforcement. In sone states it m ght nean that we do have a
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bi gger in-distribution program | nean, it depends on what
our resources are going to be, what we learn as we do the
program and what the states are doing.

MR, BILLY: Ckay. Thank you very nuch. |'m going
to now call a break and I'd like you all to try very hard to
be back here at 10: 30.

(Wher eupon a short recess was taken.)

MR. BILLY: Another area that we wanted to share
sone information with you on is to give you the sense of he
ki nd of training and eval uation functions that we're
currently making available to our in-distribution
i nspectors. W think it will help comuni cate sone of our
current thinking and, obviously, again provide opportunity
to ask any questions and clarification.

Wth us this norning to present this material is
Krista Marting. She is with the Ofice of Policy, Program
Devel opnent and Eval uation. Krista?

M5. MARTI NG Thank you. Good norning everyone.
As you have already heard this norning, we have started to
expl ore how resources will conduct in-distribution

activities as part of the agency's farmto-table strategy.
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To start the process, 11 in-distribution
i nspectors were assigned to four locations in the United
States to conduct specific in-distribution activities. This
initiative was designed to provide information about howto
best focus resources to address food hazards after neat and
poultry products | eave inspected establishnents.

This morning I'1I1 be providing you with a brief
update on the 11 in-distribution inspectors, the training
that was provided to them and | will also briefly describe
t he ongoi ng eval uati on process that is underway.

Earlier this year 11 in-distribution inspectors
and their respective supervisors were trained to carry out
in-distribution activities in four locations. Five in-

di stribution inspectors were assigned to the Phil adel phi a,
Pennsyl vania, area. W actually have two in South

Phi | adel phia, one in North Philadel phia and two in Hatfield,
Pennsyl vania. Three in-distribution inspectors were
assigned to the Mnneapolis, Mnnesota, area. W have one
in Mnneapolis, one in St. Coud, and one in Austin. Two
in-distribution inspectors have been assigned to

Harrisonburg, Virginia, and one has been assigned to
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Quntersville, Al abama.

The training that was provided to the in-
distribution participants consisted of four different
conponents: an orientation, introductory on the job, fornal,
and foll omup on the job training.

The orientation session |lasted two days and was
conducted January 19th and 20th in each of the four district
offices. This training consisted of an overvi ew of the
activities that the in-distribution inspectors wuld be
performng. | wll discuss these activities in the next
slide. At this orientation session, in-distribution
i nspectors were paired with a conpliance officer who served
as their mentor throughout the remai nder of the training
program

Fol l owi ng the two-day orientation session began a
t wo-week introductory on-the-job training session. This
| asted from January 24th through February 4th. During this
QJT session, inspectors acconpanied their nentor conpliance
of ficers and observed the conpliance officers performng the
assigned activities.

Next there was one week of formal training. This
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took place from February 7th through the 11th in our
Phi | adel phia district office. At this training session the
i nspectors were taught the specific conponents of each of
the assigned activities and al so how to conplete the
paperwork that was associated with each of the activities.

Following the formal training we had a foll owp
on-the-job training session that, again, |asted two weeks.
This was February 14th through the 25th. During this QT
session, inspectors went out again with conpliance officers
but instead the inspectors assuned the |lead in perform ng
the assigned activities while the conpliance officers
observed and provided the necessary gui dance and i nput as
needed.

Following this two-week QJT session the in-
di stribution inspectors began worki ng i ndependently,
contacting their appropriate supervisor for guidance as
needed. The initial training activities that the
participants were trained to performinclude conducting
reviews -- these are the planned and random revi ews that
Carol Seynour discussed earlier -- conducting the recal

ef fectiveness checks, investigating consunmer conplaints,
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collecting E. coli sanples, and liaison activities.

"1l give a brief description of the |ast three
since the first two we've already discussed earlier.
| nvesti gati ng consuner conplaints sinply involves talking to
t he consuner who has submitted a conplaint, just to gather
i nformati on about the product, and it also may invol ve going
to the store where the product was purchased, to gather
addi tional information.

Collecting E. coli sanples actually doesn't need
an explanation so | won't do that. Liaison activities --
this sinply involved the communication that is needed
between the in-distribution inspectors and FSIS enf orcenent
personnel and state and | ocal governnent officials as a
result of performng all of these activities.

A formative evaluation of the in-distribution
i nspection programis planned. A formative eval uation takes
pl ace during the program s operation and focuses on
provi di ng useful information to programstaff. The purpose
of the evaluation will be to determine if the programis
wor ki ng as intended, identify any problens the participants

are having as they carry out their duties, identify any
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addi tional training needs, and to assess the differences in
how the project is working in the four different geographic
areas.

The eval uation process will be continuous, to
al l ow adj ustnents to be made as necessary. The eval uation
teamw Il collect information fromall participants at
various intervals, using surveys and interviews.
Information will be used to address study questions,
identify inprovenents, and note reconmendations for
conti nued success.

An initial evaluation was conducted shortly after
the training and focused primarily just on the training.
Thi s eval uati on recommended that additional training be
provi ded to address the varying | evels of know edge and
experience anong the in-distribution inspectors. Project
| eaders are currently exploring different options for
providing the additional training to sonme of the in-
distribution inspectors to address these vari ances.

In addition to the formative eval uation, project
| eaders have established an open |ine of comunication with

all participants to allow for continuous feedback and
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i nprovenent .

And that's it for me. | have the shortest of al
present ati ons.

MR, BILLY: Thank you, Krista. Are there any
guestions for clarification? Anyone? Ckay, thank you very
much.

The next presentation is going to be made by Mary
Cutshall. Many of you know Mary as the person that provided
sone very inportant |eadership, helping the snmall and very
smal | plants inplenment HACCP.

Mary is now al so focusing her energies in hel ping
us devel op the concepts and approaches that Phil described
in very general ternms in his presentation. Mary now wil|
give you a little nore in-depth thinking in terns of these
i deas, so that may well pronpt some further questions on
your part. Mary?

MS. CUTSHALL: Thank you. Good norning. | hope,
as M. Billy said, that some of the things that | talk about
this morning will bring together the information that Carol
has presented, that Phil has presented, and that Krista has

presented and give you a little bit nore idea about what our
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concepts and our thinking is. And | want to stress at the
outset that what I"'mgoing to be tal king about is our
current thinking and our concepts, because this is an
ongoi ng process of devel opnent for us at FSIS.

You heard this norning where we began with the in-
di stribution project and about the role that conpliance
plays in assuring that food is safe in an in-distribution
environment. Through this project we are not creating a new
activity within in-distribution channels as you' ve al ready
heard. This activity has already been established through
our conpliance program and under our current authorities.

Rat her, what we want to do is explore new ways to
| ook at assuring food safety through the distribution
channel s as part of our farmto-table commtnent. Thus, as
M. Billy said earlier this norning, we are not debating
about the need for presence in distribution but how we can
best carry out our food safety and ot her consumer protection
responsibilities at this point in the farmto-table
conti nuum

Today | want to discuss our current thinking and

the ideas that we will test, and | want to stress the word

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



62

"test." The enphasis for the future of this project is on
determ ning conditions that exist in the distribution chain
under which inspected products are held that may constitute
food safety hazards and how to address them using the
resources available to us at FSIS, the federal |evels, state
| evel s and | ocal |evels.

|"mgoing to go about this in sort of a who, what,
where, when, and why format as a way of organizing the
information that 1'mgoing to present to you today. And
that follows with sort of our presentation all throughout
t he norni ng.

|"mgoing to begin with "who." And the idea that
I will discuss and the ideas today involve the 11 inspection
program personnel that are currently in place for this
project. |'malso going to discuss cooperative agreenents
that we hope to establish and that we are establishing with
state and local jurisdictions as part of our focus on
partnerships. And I'mgoing to talk nore about cooperative
agreenents later in ny talKk.

Wien we tal k about "what,"” we want to tal k about

what the in-distribution inspectors will do. For the
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duration of this project we will test the concept of having
in-distribution inspectors conduct verification activities

to ensure the safety of federally inspected products, neat,
poultry, and eggs after they |eave the plant and are in

di stribution channels.

This is a central point that | think Phil Derfler
made earlier is that we are going to be focusing on food
safety for federally inspected products in distribution
channels. This is a new type of verification activity for
FSI'S inspectors. Currently our inspection forces focus on
verifying in plant the food safety for inspected products
and facilities.

We're also going to be collecting information, and
this is a big part of our effort. W're going to be using
this for several purposes. First we're going to coll ect
information to help us devel op a system for determ ning how
to target our verification activities, based on food safety
hazards that will be identified in distribution. Second,
we're going to be collecting information to determne if we
can link this information to the adequacy and the efficacy

of in-plant HACCP pl ans.
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Let nme discuss these in alittle bit nore detail.
What we're going to be doing with verification is focusing

on food safety aspects of product during handling,
transportation, and distribution. The 11 individuals that
are in place will visit businesses not to make, as Phi
said, traditional facility-focused inspections but to verify
the safety of federally inspected products within these
channel s.

In a few nonents |'mgoing to tal k about a hazard
ranki ng systemthat we propose to utilize that will serve as
a basis for guiding our verification activities. W believe
that a nmeasured and net hodi cal approach conposed of
determ ning food safety hazards and directed perfornmance of
i nspection activities in distribution will aid us in making
deci si ons regardi ng where, when, and how hazards can best be
addr essed through an out-of-plant approach to in-
distribution to nake determ nations regardi ng conpliance
with food safety regul atory requirenents.

W also intend to address ot her consumer
protection concerns through verification activities in

di stribution, but food safety will remain our priority.
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When we tal k about what we're going to do, | nentioned
i nformation collection.

At this point intine we at FSIS are not aware of
any systematic reviews that define what specific hazards are
found in distribution channels and how t he specific hazards
can be wei ghed or ranked. Because of the scarcity of
specific data, this project will involve determ ning through
the use of a systematic nmethod where the hazards nost |ikely
to affect food safety occur in this continuum

W will be using the 11 in-distribution inspectors
to collect information that can assist us in naking these
determ nations. FSIS will explore using the Brian nodel, a
nmet hod that's been published by Dr. Frank Brian and
presented to the Wrld Health Organi zation. This nodel has
been specifically devel oped with foods of animal origin in
mnd. It takes into account differing factors and the
factors that constitute hazards and it allows a ranking or a
hazard coefficient to be attached to each of these
particul ar paramneters.

In this case, the paraneters that we woul d be

| ooki ng at ranking and eval uating would be: (a) the process
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-- for exanple, grinding, frozen storage, or food service
preparation; (b) the hazard posed by the specific type of
firmor business involved; and (c) the hazard posed by the
anount of product produced. Wen |I talk about this |ast
paranmeter, this would help us predict the inpact on a
popul ation if there were a foodborne illness outbreak
associated with a particular type of business.

Al'l these factors are accunul ated together and you
can conme up, using this nmethod, with a hazard coefficient
for a particular type of business. The use of this type of
nodel can very effectively allow us to nmake determ nations
about where verification should occur and allow us to
docunent our findings over tine.

As we make these determ nations, the in-
distribution inspectors will use these guidelines that we
have devel oped to determ ne where they shoul d nake
verification visits. This activity will be directed through
OPPDE in conjunction with field operations, the district
managers, the circuit supervisors, and the in-distribution
i nspect ors.

Anot her aspect of what we will be doi ng when we
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are collecting information is to evaluate in plant HACCP
prograns. W envision that verification and distribution
channels will allow us a way of providing nore information
and feedback on the adequacy and efficacy of in-plant HACCP
plans in our inspected facilities.

As | said, we hope to be able to use this
information in a continuous feedback so that we can supply
our in-plant inspection personnel with information that we
have gl eaned t hrough our in-distribution activities.

W plan to develop a systemto be able to | ook at
this information, although at this tine we are not sure
exactly what the systemw || ook |ike as we are collecting
information as the project will continue. But we wll
explore our options during the duration of this project to
be able to -- of where we may be able to do this type of
activity that Krista nentioned, the sanpling of ground
product for 0157: H7.

Phil nmentioned listeria and shelf life. These are
the kinds of things that we can nake both verifications and
collect information on in federally inspected product in

distribution that can allow us to | ook at the efficacy and
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adequacy of in-plant HACCP plans that are addressing hazards
as they do not relate to in the plant but, as the regul ation
says, after the product has left the plant.

W tal k about when -- Krista nmentioned to you that
the final phase of the initial training was conpleted in
March of 2000. So we've had these 11 individuals out there
for the past few nonths. W agree that we need to take a
nore focused approach and we have determ ned that that
focused approach is going to be on food safety and federally
i nspected product -- verification of that food safety
through the in-distribution continuum

As Krista also nentioned, we will be doing ongoing
and continuous eval uation throughout the termof this
project. W have nade a conmitnent to the process of
exploration and analysis to determ ne the nost effective
approach to in-distribution as part of our overall farmto-
tabl e food safety strategy.

As was nentioned earlier by, | believe, Caroline
and Phil both, where we will be conducting these activities
is a pretty broad spectrum There are a nunber of different

types of businesses that we will be considering for
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verification activity. Cold storage, warehouses, retai
stores, sal vage operators, brokers, institutions,
restaurants, renderers, animl byproduct manufacturers -- |
think you're all pretty much famliar at this point with the
ganmut of options that we have that we can explore.

How are we tal ki ng about doing sone of these
verifications and collecting information? After we
determ ne who and where and when woul d performthese
verifications, we also want to | ook at how t hose
verifications would be perfornmed. Qur verification
activities will be based upon, as Phil nentioned,
performance standards, and those are performance standards
that not only will be developed in the future but
performance standards that currently exist in our
regul ati ons.

And we wi Il also be |ooking at incorporating our
HACCP systenmatic met hodol ogy for determ ning food safety and
di stribution, based on defined hazards as we have eval uated
t hose and determ ned those, using the nmethodol ogy that |
have nenti oned.

W coul d al so focus on specific growmh | evels and
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control of growth for targeted pathogens in respective
processes that have been identified, as well as products,
and the conditions that may lead to increased food safety
hazards presented by that increased pathogenic grow h.

Tenperature abuse is one exanple and, | think, a
common exanpl e that everyone is famliar with that may occur
in distribution channels. Qur inspectors will |ook at
product to verify whether there are conditions that may
render the product adulterated or m sbranded. | think
m shandling is another pretty common exanple of this.

W tal k about the different types of verifications
and at this point I know the issue canme up about, what is it
that the in-distribution inspector is going to be doing
that's a little bit different.

|"ve tried to lay this out for you, based on
information collection, being able to tie things back to the
HACCP pl an, but one of the things that we are absolutely
commtted to is having in-distribution inspectors take a
proactive role. As | said, when you' re | ooking at HACCP
pl ans and doi ng feedback to the plant, that's a proactive

rol e.
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We also want themto be interactive. W've talked

about the fact that we want to form cooperative agreenents.

We know we'l|l be dealing at the state, |ocal and ot her
federal level, so that we will have inspection personnel in
distribution that will have a very active interactive role

wi th ot her agencies.

And the third piece, as | nentioned, is
information collection so that we can make net hodi cal
det erm nati ons about where, what we want to do with this
project in the future.

Anot her aspect of how we want to go about in-
di stribution devel opment is to work cooperatively with
state, federal and local jurisdictions in order to use
exi sting resources effectively and efficiently. The
cooperative approach is one that we strongly believe in and
we believe it will help assure effective oversight along the
di stribution continuumw t hout necessarily overl appi ng
resour ces.

W woul d |i ke to use nenoranduns of understandi ng
and cooperative agreenents for this purpose. It is possible

that in states where there's a well-functioning cooperative
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relationship with FSIS -- Carol nentioned a nunber of

states. W know we have other activities going on. If we
have a functioning, cooperative relationship with FSIS, then
FSI'S may nake determ nations about a | esser need for a
presence in those areas in distribution channels.

This we hope to be a large part of the information
that we can gather during the project and part of the lines
of conmuni cation that we can hel p becone well established
and well defined over tinme. These efforts we believe would
be beneficial for federal, state, local jurisdictions, FSIS,
consuners, and any other interested federal agencies.

So far as you've heard nentioned this norning we
do have a project in place with M nnesota and we' re working
on devel opi ng a cooperative agreenent. This project
utilizes state inspection personnel and we are working on
devel oping effective |ines of conmunication so that our
people within the state of M nnesota and M nnesota's peopl e
can work cooperatively to assure that without overlap we are
all ensuring the safety of federally inspected product.

We believe that this is a nodel that can be used

in other states to assure conmmuni cati on between FSI S,
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conpliance, and state and |ocal inspections. W' ve also had
di scussions with Virginia and Al abama where, as you've heard
Krista nention, three of our other 1D inspectors are

| ocat ed.

| know the question always conmes up and so |I'm
going to answer it very forthrightly about enforcenent
actions and how we woul d handl e violations. The in-
distribution inspectors will be operating under the
provi sions of the neat and poultry acts and the associ ated
regul ati ons when meki ng determ nations on findings as a
result of their verifications. Cbviously, as part of our
responsibility to assure safe product, if violations are
found, action will be taken. In such cases conpliance wll
be notified through the district office and a conpliance
officer will assunme responsibility, as is the case today.
This is also true in the case of suspected violations.

In all these cases, whether violations are found,
whet her suspected viol ations are found, or where ongoi ng
verification activities are perfornmed, all of this
information will be continued to be fed back through

headquarters to O fice of Policy to make determ nati ons and
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eval uations, and al so through field operations channels.

| nmentioned briefly earlier about other consuner
protections. W are |looking at a different approach to
assuring other consumer protections in the distribution
channels. And this will be a conponent that -- we'll
address ways we can nore effectively use our resources to
| ook at ot her consumer protection in distribution. W
believe that there are sone activities that are currently
being carried out in the plant that could be nore
effectively and/or efficiently carried out in distribution
channel s.

One of the exanples that we use for this type of
activity is nutrition-labeling audits. These now occur in
the plant environnent and we envision that this could nore
effectively occur in the distribution chain to allow us to
gather this information.

| al so nentioned evaluation, which is a big part
of what we're going to be doing as part of this project. W
really envision that we are going to continuously be
collecting informati on and evaluating that information in

order to focus our efforts for verification in the best way
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that we can. The information gathered fromthese
verifications will be evaluated by The O fice of Policy to
hel p further refine the focus of how, what, when, and where
we will be performng verifications.

The eval uation function for each aspect of our
information gathering is going to be based on the
information that's gathered and will be adjusted on an
ongoing basis. This is not going to be a static type of
activity for us.

The eval uation results will consist of hazard
determ nations, the in-distribution inspectors' feedback,
sanpling results, and feedback from our cooperative
agreenents with our state and | ocal partners. This
information will be analyzed to determ ne the nost effective
ways to approach in-distribution and to determ ne what
concl usi ons can be drawn about the effectiveness of in-plant
HACCP pl ans and controlling food safety hazards after
product has left the inspected facility.

In closing | just want to reiterate that we'll be
| ooki ng at different approaches by gathering information,

anal yzing this informati on on an ongoi ng basi s throughout
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the project, and then maki ng judgnments about the nost
ef fective approach based on what we | earned.

In all that we do, we're planning on taking a
nmeasur ed and net hodi cal approach, focusing that, and using
HACCP pat hogen reduction principles in our verification. W
expect that the results of our in-distribution activities
will allow us to create a cycle that will feed back to the
activities conducted in inspected plants as well as in
di stribution channels.

W plan to continue to comuni cate our thoughts
regarding the information that we develop as a result of al
these efforts, in future public neetings. Thank you.

MR, BILLY: Thank you very much, Mary. Are there
any specific questions for Mary and the material she sent
in?

M5. WHITE: Yeah, |'m Debra Wiite with the Food
Marketing Institute, and | have a question that relates to
ot her consumer protections which follows up on sonething
that Phil Derfler said as well. | was wondering if you
coul d explain why the agency believes it's nore effective to

| ook at ot her consumer protection issues after the product
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has | eft the plant and therefore there is no |onger an
opportunity to correct the issue.

You nentioned nutrition labeling. |If we take as
an exanpl e, say, a sausage that's packed at the plant that
gets sonme sort of nutrition |labeling, once its left the
pl ant and goes into the distribution channel and into
retail, if it's incorrectly labeled, it's sold to the
consuner. The consumer then no |onger has a renedy. Isn't
it nore effective to |look at that issue before the product
| eaves the plant and gets to the consuner?

M5. CUTSHALL: | think there's sort of two answers
to that question. The first is that, as | stressed,
everything that we're going to be |ooking at we're going to
be | ooking at in an evaluated format and we may find that
that may not be the nost effective way to do it.

But the other thing to keep in mnd is, even
t hough that is not a function for food safety, it also ties
into our capability to look at what's happening in the
i nspected establishnment and to nake sone determ nations
about maybe where we need to focus back in the inspected

est abl i shnent .
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M5. WHITE: But | guess | still don't understand
why it would be nore effective to do that in the
distribution streamthan it would be to take care of it
before the product |eaves the plant.

M5. CUTSHALL: | don't think any of us really know
the answer to that question and that's why we'd like to
explore it.

M5. WHI TE: But you have no basis to believe it
woul d be nore effective, is that what you're saying?

M5. CUTSHALL: No, | say that we don't have any
basis to nake a determ nati on one way or another and we'd
li ke to explore that option.

MR. BILLY: Phil?

MR DERFLER This is Phil Derfler. The first
thing I'd say is, like | said before, we have a proposal out
there. W specifically raised this question as one that
we' re asking for cooment on. | think we also discuss in
t here sone various other scenarios about -- where we're
| ooking at the possibility of, it mght be better to use our
resources closer to the consuner -- sonme of the net weight

things that you m ght |ook at, for exanple. There's other
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exanples. But we're interested in your comments and the
qui ckest way to do it right nowis to provide themin the
ot her consuner protection docket.

M5. WHITE: And that's what | had planned to
comment, to the docket, so you'll definitely have our

comments there, but | thought it was appropriate to bring

up --
MR. DERFLER. No -- |I'mnot saying no.
MR BILLY: Nancy?
M5. DONLEY: Nancy Donley from Stop! Just a
guestion about these partnerships and then the -- any MOUs.

Is there any financial or econom c arrangenent with state -

-with these partnerships? WIIl -- if they're using state
resources -- will they be reinbursed in sone way, shape, or
fornf

M5. CUTSHALL: At this tinme, no, we are not
| ooki ng at a reinbursable relationship, although |I certainly
woul dn't want to speak for M. Billy and rule any options
out .

MR, BILLY: Okay. Go ahead.

MR, HELMS: Marty Hel nms, North American Meat
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Processors Association. You tal ked about identifying sone
hazards in distribution and I woul d encourage the agency to
| ook back at the Research Triangle Institute report. |
think that's a very val uabl e docunent, specifically as it
relates to this issue, because it brought up a nunber of
both retail food service concerns and potential hazards that
exi sted. Wiich brings ne to a point that in January, as we
| ooked at the retail exenption in January, NAMP (phonetic)
was - -

and in our comments on retail exenption, you'll notice
there too we refer to the RTI docunent.

W were a little concerned that a retai
establishment, although it would be pass-through product,
does not have the same control in selling the possibly food
service and even giving them an opportunity to put together
di stribution to food service establishnments froma retai
grocery store chain as opposed to a federally inspected
est abl i shnment .

On pass-through product, | understand that it's
not quite the concern that it is with processed product

until that product is returned to the retail grocery store.
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| think that returns is a concern that needs to be
addressed as we nove forward. Thank you.

MR, BILLY: Ckay. Thank you.

MR. SCHEIER. | have two questions actually. The
first one, do you have any feeling at this point as to --
dependi ng on what happens in the devel opnent of this
program-- as to when this would actually start, when you
woul d make the shift and this would -- in terns of
personnel, when this programwoul d get underway?

MS. CUTSHALL: Well, as | said, we have the 11 |Dl
i nspectors out there now, so as far as we're concerned, the
programis underway and we're continuing to explore options.

MR. DERFLER: | think, you know, we've just
started and are | ooking at sonme of the concepts that we're
tal king about within the | ast couple of nonths with the
decision to separate the two projects and so we intend to
nove these things as quickly as we can. But right now, we
have in-distribution inspectors who are doing work that is
simlar to the work traditionally done by conpliance
of ficers.

MR. SCHEIER. So you're basically saying pretty
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much that the program has started, that you're kind of going

to ease into it or develop it and see how things go al ong

and make changes when necessary -- those kinds of things?
MR. DERFLER: And as we devel op the concepts that

Mary tal ked about, yes, and we can get themout to the

field.

MR. SCHEI ER:. Ckay. The other question | wanted
to ask -- | had wanted to ask you when you were up there,
but I can ask you or Mary, it doesn't matter -- and it has

to do with the way this programis set up vis-a-vis
traditional inspection. The way that the states and
counties and nunicipalities inspect, if you want to use that
word, retail stores and groceries is very different fromthe
way that USDA and state equal-to prograns do it, for a
nunber of obvi ous reasons, but one of the differences,
obviously, is the frequency.

And | guess what |I'mwondering is, in what you see
in ternms of the inspection being done under this program by
i nspectors instead of conpliance people, is it going to be
closer in ternms of frequency to what states and counties and

municipalities do, or would it be closer to the way
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traditional inspection is carried out, or sonmewhere in the
m ddl e? Do you have any feel for that at all?

MR DERFLER | think the answer is, not at this
point. | nean, part of it is howwe do it. Part of the
i dea of what we're trying to work with Mnnesota is, if they
in the course of the work that they're doing discover
problens with federally inspected product, then they're
going to |l et us know about it and then we woul d do foll owp.
So to the extent that that's a nodel that we follow in at
| east some jurisdictions, it's going to be in the kind of
frequency that they do. To the extent that we have our in-
distribution inspectors doing it, then it's going to be
dependent on the nunber of inspectors we have, the nature of
the task that we've defined for them-- those sort of
things. So | think at this point it's hard to give you a
definitive answer and it nmay well vary, dependi ng on what we
| earn as we go through the project.

MR SCHEIER So it could be different |ocations,
you coul d have different areas, you could be doing different
frequency, different amount -- that sort of thing?

MR. DERFLER. But ultimately, the goal is to have
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as efficient and effective program as possi bl e.

MR. SCHEI ER: Thank you.

MR, BILLY: Jill?

M5. HOLLI NGSWORTH:  Jill Hol lingsworth, Food
Marketing Institute. W were previously told, but | need to
get this clarified since |I know there has been sone change
in the thinking as this program has evolved, that there wll
be no total increase in the inspector workforce. That the
in-distribution CSIs will conme fromthe total pool of
i nspectors that you currently have. |Is that still correct?

MR. BILLY: Uh-huh.

M5. HOLLI NGSWORTH: So the workforce itself is not
i ncreasi ng? And one of the concerns that we have as
retailers is that we're concerned about what appears,
anyway, to be a shift froma prevention node to a detection
and reactionary node. Verifying HACCP and safety of
products when they're already in the hands of consuners is
very stressful for us. W would |like nore assurances that
the preventions are being enforced, that the HACCP prograns
at the point where the CCPs exist and the corrective actions

are taken, that that is not dimnished, that those
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i nspectors are not being taken away fromthat duty and put
out |l ooking for the problens after they occur.

That al nost seens a reversal to the old way. And
we would |ike to encourage the agency to, if anything,
enhance and assure that the products |eaving federal
establishments are in fact produced under HACCP systens that
have been verified and not get into this reactionary
recal ling product fromthe hands of consumers saying, oh,
wel |, we just found out that the systemwasn't worKking.

MR. DERFLER  This is Phil Derfler. Wat | was
trying to say is that we are trying to go into a preventive
node and sone of the work done by in-distribution inspectors
woul d only enhance the work that's done in the plant. As we
devel op our conmuni cati ons channel s between the in-

di stribution inspectors and the feedback back to the plant,
the focus on the federal mark of inspection -- we believe
that that's going to do exactly what you said and that it's
ultimately going to enhance, throughout, the farmto-table
spectrum

MR BILLY: Jill, I"'malittle puzzled with

sonet hing you said, and maybe you could el aborate. | didn't

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



86

hear anything said this norning about doing inspections of
product that's in the consuner's hands. |'m puzzled by that
st at enent .

V5. HOLLI NGSWORTH:  Well, our concern is that by
the tine products are already into distribution in retai
and restaurant, at |least a large portion of that product
wi || have al ready been sold, consunmed. By the tine test
results come back, the product will have been distributed,
and our concern is, we would |like to have an assurance that
the foods, when they conme to a retail store, are already as
safe as they can be.

Now, we're certainly not saying we don't accept
our obligation, and we're not trying to shy away from
i nspection enforcenent at retail. Wat we don't want to do
is see a shift away fromin-plant preventions, with reliance
on detection after the product has already left. And
there's no recourse for corrective action once the product
is in distribution unless it can be recovered and returned.

MR BILLY: Nancy?

V5. DONLEY: Nancy Donley from Stop! | agree with

sone of the comments that Jill has nade, that we too share
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the concern that we can't -- that the prevention area, that
what takes place, the inspection that takes place in both
t he sl aughter and processing levels can't be weakened
t hrough any change in shifting inspection into the in-
distribution channels. So |I think that the agency -- | urge
the agency to be very, very careful and nonitor closely that
if anything seens to be shifting at the processing |evel,
t hat adjustnents be nmade i mredi ately.

| just want to verify one other point, and that is
that -- a coment that Bernie had nmade earlier -- is there
going to be any -- first of all, FSISin distribution and in
retail is in no way, shape, or formgoing to repl ace
anyt hing that states are doing on their own, states and
local. Am1l correct in that?

MR BILLY: Yes.

M5. DONLEY: Ckay. So this is going to be just an
enhancenent of those prograns, which | think is a very good
t hi ng because the state prograns right now are very uneven
prograns so | |like the idea very much of having sone federa
oversight in these areas.

And then lastly, is FSI'S going to nonitor sonmehow
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that states then don't try to rely on the federal governnent
to be able to use you as a fallback position and, when their
budgets get cut, to necessarily cut these -- that's a
concern of ours as well. There's got to be sone sort of a
nonitoring of -- let's nmake sure that ultimately the public
is best protected, that one isn't assum ng, okay, | can rely
this way or that way.

MR, BILLY: Very good points. Stan?

MR. EMMERLI NG Stan Enmerling, representing North
Anerican Meat Processing Association. | just would al so
like to reinforce sone of the prevention coments that were
made by Jill Hollingsworth. It alnost appears -- and though
| support this in-distribution aspect that you' re going on -
- |1 think it's necessary and it's certainly part of the
whol e process -- it's alnost cart before the horse because
sonme of these problens are starting before it even reaches
the slaughter floor -- in other words, on the farm and we
keep talking farmto-table conti nuumand we haven't given up
that concept, but we don't start with it and that's really
the beginning. So the prevention aspects would mnimze

sone of these things that you're trying to do on the in-
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distribution. Those are nore |ike Band-Ai d approaches when
the problem starts way before that.

Wth respect to sonme of the things in the in-
distribution -- and | didn't hear any of that and | don't
know whet her you' ve thought about it, but are you
contenplating nore testing, like, for species or ingredients
with this down, you know, on the in-distribution level, is
that sonmething that's going to be noved out of, say, in-
plant testing further on down the line? How are you goi ng
to catch up with sone of these things that you're trying to
address if you're noving them out of the inspected
establ i shnments?

MR. DERFLER: This is Phil Derfler. W're going
to do the best job that we can. | nean, what you're talking
about is other consumer protections. To the extent that we
take ground beef sanples in distribution, we're going to
| ook at species as well as the E. coli 0157:H7. | nean,
we're going to try and devel op a systemthat provides the
best protection that it possibly can.

MR. EMMERLING Well, with respect to the E. coli,

if you'd do that earlier it wouldn't be necessary to do it
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| ater, which is the prevention aspect of it.

MR, BILLY: One other thing I would add is, we're
sponsoring a national neeting in early Septenber that
focuses on ani mal - production food safety. It's being held
i n Kansas?

MR DERFLER  St. Louis.

MR BILLY: St. Louis. And it wll be a
description of all the efforts that we've been putting forth
wor ki ng cooperatively with the states and the producer
organi zati ons over the |ast several years. There have been
significant gains in that area. They'|Il be highlighted, as
wel | as where the current work is being done, including
research. So | think you' Il find general agreenent here
that there's roomfor inprovenent on the farmend. And
we'll learn at that conference and there will be proceedi ngs
publ i shed fromthat, what progress has been nmade, howit's
bei ng applied, and nore inportantly, where the current work
is being done. It is inportant that there be a bal anced
focus across the farmto-tabl e spectrum

Now Cat hy would |ike to nake sone comrents.

M5. WOTECKI: Thank you, Tom | wanted to reflect
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both on the coments that Jill Hollingsworth nade and al so
t hat Nancy Donl ey made about prevention and prevention of
f oodborne diseases. |If | understood at |east sone of the
prem se of your assunption, Jill, it seened to be that
prevention should occur earlier in the systemthan at
retail.

And if | understood part of the prem se of your
comment, Nancy, it was, does the agency have the resources
to carry out additional responsibilities beyond the role
that they now play in inspection in plants. And | wanted to
talk a little bit about prevention and the antecedents for
t he approach that's being tal ked about now, because | think
you're both raising very inportant questions.

| f you go back to Phil Derfler's presentation, he
has a quote froman Acadeny study in 1985 that we all | ook
back to as being the antecedent to the current HACCP
program And it nmakes the point that the ideal inspection
systemw || ensure adequate public protection neasures
t hroughout the food system from animal production to the
final sale of the food product.

The approach that the agency has built on that
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actually has been a farmto-tabl e nodel because it al so has
had a very strong information and educati onal conponent to
the public about their roles and responsibilities as well in
protecting thensel ves.

But what we're tal king about today is prem sed on
not dim nishing the agency's role and responsibilities in
the areas where it traditionally has worked but al so
addressi ng conceptually not only its legal authorities but
al so the additional protections that, given the current
resources, could be applied in distribution. And all of
that is inportant for prevention. So | just wanted to nake
clear that we're not backing away froma historical role.

We strongly believe that prevention begins at production and
goes all the way through to the point of preparation that
occurs either comercially or in the honme. But what we can
address and are specifically addressing today is this
concept of adequate public protection throughout the

i nspection system

MR RUTGER |I'mJimRutger and I'mwth the
M nnesota Departnment of Agriculture. And I'mhere to give a

little bit of comrent fromthe state's perspective.
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We're very excited and we go on record as
supporting the IDI program It's been an exciting program
it's a good program Farmto table is very inportant for
the state of Mnnesota. One thing | think that we all need
to recogni ze here, though, is it's not one agency here. It
takes all agencies with concurrent jurisdiction, fromfarm
to table, to protect that.

It's a situation where, when we were going through

the training with the ID training, the state had a very

| arge commtnent to this. Indeed it was the state's dollars
that sent three of our individuals to this training. It was
state dollars that sent nme here today. 1'mhere on behalf

of the state of Mnnesota to tell you that we are commtted
to this. W have a staff of 83 people at this Departnent of
Agriculture in Mnnesota, including a state equal -to
program a food inspection program and a dairy inspection
program

We heard a |l ot of comments here today about uneven
playing fields in sone of the states and we recogni ze that
that does occur. One thing for Mnnesota -- and | can only

speak for M nnesota but | have to assune that it is the
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situation for many other states and |ocal jurisdictions as
well -- Mnnesota has the food code in place. |In fact, one
of the things about our food code that differs fromthe
federal code, the federal code says, conpliance with |aw,
and it's silent on what that lawis.

M nnesot a addresses five chapters of federal
regul ati ons that have been adopted by the state of M nnesota
as its own regulations. Indeed, we enforce EPA Food and
Drug Adm ni stration, National Marine Fishery, and USDA
regul ations as our own. Qur staff is trained by the USDA
by the FDA, and National Marine Fishery Service in HACCP.

W have state statutes in place which address and connect us
to the Food and the Drug and Cosnetic Act, the Wol esone
Meat Act, and several other federal acts, including FIFRA
and the Interstate M|k Shippers Act.

M nnesota has a real conmtnent here in this
programand to this. The states have a role to play here,
and it's a bigrole. It's the role -- one of comrunicati on,
of partnership, of making a safe food product for all of our
citizens. One thing where we differ, however, from USDA is

that we feel that in those states that opt to take this
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program that have the resources and the commtnent and the
regul ations in place, that we be all owed through cooperative
agreenents, nenoranduns of understanding, to go forward with
this programand to carry it out.

| ndeed, the citizens of this country and the
citizens of M nnesota expect the best bang for the buck for
the tax dollars out there. |In those states that don't have
t hose resources, we feel that USDA should commt their
resources there and allow the states to do the work where we
have the resources conmtted there.

Qur staff holds nunerous |icenses which attest to
our credentials. W hold several USDA |icenses in egg
i nspection. W hold licenses in school |unch, state equal -
to program Many of our staff have commi ssions with the
Food and Drug Adm nistration. W have licensing with
Nati onal Marine Fisheries to do | ot inspection and HACCP
i nspecti on.

So at least in Mnnesota you have an agency t hat
vests the abilities of all three of the major federal food
i nspection agencies in one |ocation. |Indeed, our sister

agency, with the M nnesota Departnment of Health and the
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M nnesot a Departnent of Agriculture, and our del egated
agenci es, where we del egate to the county and | ocal
authorities, require that they adopt our food code and, |ike
| said, our food code references back to the Food, Drug, and
Cosnetic Act. It goes back to the United States Code on
food regulations. It goes back to title 9, title 7, title
50, title 40. Those are state regul ations.

M. Derfler comented about cooperation, working
toget her, and overlap of jurisdiction. Indeed, if we go
into a food establishnment and we find uni nspected product or
a msuse of a federal inspection seal, the state of
M nnesota al so feels that that's a violation. And through
concurrent jurisdiction, it's not only a federal violation,
it's a state violation.

W have a staff of 27 food inspectors, 8 equal-to
meat inspectors, 20 dairy inspectors, a conpliance staff of
5, and an assistant attorney general assigned to our agency
to protect consumers in the state of M nnesota for food
product. And so we take this very seriously and we honestly
believe that, in those states that can nmake this |evel of

commtnment, that we be allowed to do a partnership and that
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we take the resources that the USDA woul d extend in those
states and utilize them where a state perhaps doesn't have
the resources. In return we would ask that the USDA supply
us with training, they' d supply us with insight, give us the
support that we need to carry out our programso we get on
an even playing field.

In addition to that, the Departnment of Agriculture
has a full |aboratory staff, including mcrobiological,
chem cal, food safety or food chem stry, and pesticide work
that we're capable of doing. Qur agronomy unit holds nmany
accreditations with EPA on that. Qur |aboratory is
certified by Food and Drug, certified by USDA, certified by
EPA.

So many of the states are capable of doing this.
G ve us a chance to do it. Thank you.

MR BILLY: And | would just add to that | think
that what Jim has presented gives you a good sense of why
M nnesota is one of the states we wanted to explore this in
and work together because to the extent that we can take
advant age of the kind of conmtnment and activities that

you' ve just heard about, we can learn a lot fromthat in
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terms of where we might fit in and how best to fashion a
cooperative approach. So it's recognizing what M nnesota is
bringing to the table that is part of the notivation for us
to carry out part of this project in that state as well as
in several other states. Wo0's next? Yes, please.

M5. KRISTIN Hi, I'"'mCharlotte Kristin fromthe
Center for Science in the Public Interest. W certainly
want to applaud the efforts of M nnesota and ot her states
who are working so hard to ensure food safety within their
states. However, sadly that's not the norm

Caroline Smith DeWaal earlier in this neeting
menti oned our "Dine at Your own Ri sk study. That | ooked at
45 state, county, and local jurisdictions and | ooked at
their food inspection and food code activities. The food
code recommends that restaurants be inspected tw ce a year.
And when we tal ked to those 45 jurisdictions, we found that
67 percent of them two thirds, thought that they net or
exceeded the food code recommendations. Unfortunately, when
we actually verified their data, we found that |ess than
hal f of themdid. So while states believe that they're

doing a good job and they're trying to do a good job, they
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don't have the resources or the ability to fulfill that
conmi t ment .

I n addition, when you |look at the FDA's record on
i nspections, the average inspection of an FDA plant is once
every eight to ten years. |In fact, the high risk plants are
only inspected annually. Therefore, CSPlI fully supports
this plan and thinks that there is a definite need for USDA
to be pursuing this. Thanks.

MR, BILLY: Thank you. Bernie?

MR SCHEIER | wanted to nake nore of a brief
comment than a question at this point. | wanted to say to
Nancy and people fromthe consuner groups that we certainly,
I"'mw th the Anerican Association of Meat Processors, we
certainly don't advocate weakeni ng inspection at the in-
plant level. But we do think that increasing scrutiny at
other levels, including prior to that, on the farm and
after that, in distribution, is a good idea. At AAMP we've
had a | ong-standi ng position, and which we've nade the
agency aware of many tines, of supporting inspection of food
and neat and poultry products where the risk exists.

And there are situations that exist today where
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products are being processed in retail and grocery at
various |levels, pretty nmuch the sane thing that's being done
in plant. And the risks are virtually the sanme. And yet
the inspection is not. And so our feeling about this is
that this is a good idea generally.

W'll be interested in nore specifics about it,
but we really support this initiative the agency is taking
because inspection has to happen where the risks exist. And
if there are risks -- for exanple, if things can happen to
products once they |l eave the plant, at the retail or at the
restaurant |evel, then there needs to be sonme exam nation
there so that those things can be dealt with. Thank you.

MR BILLY: Thanks, Bernie. Yes.

MR. SAUNDERS. Doug Saunders with the Association
of Food and Drug Oficials. First off I would Iike to thank
FSI'S for conducting this public nmeeting today. | think
there has been a significant anount of m sinformation
floating around with respect to the ID project as well as
other itenms and | think this public neeting will go a | ong
way towards dispelling that m sinformation

AFDO does strongly encourage continued efforts to
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el imnate any duplication or overlap not only between states
and federal agencies but also between states and | ocal
government agenci es and any ot her overlap that m ght exist.

Additionally we strongly encourage the continued
efforts to efficiently utilize all of the available
resources that are out there with respect to food safety and
to the devel opment of effective partnerships or cooperative
agreenents between states and | ocal governnments, between
states and federal governnent. And we |ook forward to
continuing an effective relationship with FSIS towards
devel opnment of a truly seamnl ess food safety system

MR, BILLY: Thanks, Doug. Yes. GCkay, Jill?

M5. HOLLI NGSWORTH:  Tom if I'mcorrect in
understanding -- there was a report that was published al ong
wi th a Federal Register announcenment and it was on your Wb
site. It was a report on the in-distribution inspection
pilot, the Novenber docunent.

And today's information is certainly appreciated
because it's nmuch clearer for us, but it is sonewhat
different fromwhat's in here. And it's ny understanding

this has been taken off the Wb site now. | certainly
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couldn't find it anynore as of this week, so |I'm assum ng
it's been taken off. But when we filed coments back in
March of "99 it was based on that information. WII there
be a new opportunity to comment on the new approach that
you' re taking, because we're not sure that our comments are
actually as relevant or accurate on the old system as they
woul d be on this one, and we'd |like a comment on this new
system al so.

MR. BILLY: The answer is yes. Phil?

MR. DERFLER. W intend to provide a comment
period with every public neeting that we have. Now, | don't
renmenber the specifics of the notice, whether we actually
said that. W certainly -- that's our intention. W always
do that and we neant to do that here.

M5. HOLLI NGSWORTH: Ckay. Good. Thank you.

FEMALE VO CE: WIIl there be a new proposal sort
of like the witten report that was provided before or are
the presentations and what you've handed out going to be the
extent of what the agency has?

MR. DERFLER: The presentations represent what we

have so far. But we're working on it.
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MR, BILLY: Oher coments or questions? Ckay,
|l et me provide a brief wap-up. First I'd like to thank al
of you for being here and participating. Those that have
provi ded comment or suggestions we wel cone them and as we
stated several tinmes, we do listen and we factor into our
t hi nki ng the thoughts and other information that you share
with us. 1'dlike to reiterate the inportance of addressing
food safety in distribution and repeat the quote that Phi
Derfler used on one of his slides fromthe National Acadeny
of Sciences 1985 report on the scientific basis of the neat
and poultry inspection program which was that, "An ideal
meat and poultry inspection systemw || ensure that adequate
public protection neasures are |ocated throughout the food
system from animal production to the final sale of the food
product.” In terns of the next steps, we intend to use the
information that we've been provided fromyou today, your
t hought s and suggestions, as we go through this project,
i ncl udi ng devel opnent of the performance standards that were
referred to earlier.

W al so plan to continue the effort working with

M nnesota and ot her states and | ocal authorities in terns of

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



104

devel opi ng new ki nds of MOUs or cooperative agreenents as we
| earn how or nost appropriately to approach that kind of
partnering. W also plan to continue the public process.
As we nentioned, there will be an opportunity for public
i nput and we plan to have further public neetings as we
| earn nmore and build on the work that we're doing.

| believe the discussions here today have been
good di scussions and hopefully cl eared up sone
m sunder st andi ngs and created a better general understanding
of our current thinking. And we think this kind of dial ogue
is inmportant as we nove forward and we plan to continue it
in the future. So thanks everyone for com ng.

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m, the neeting was
concl uded.)
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