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Remarks preparedfordelivery by Thomas J. Billy, Administrator ofthe Food Safety and Inspection 
Service, before the Annual Cooperative Food Safety Research Workshop, December 9,1997, Riverdale, 
MD. 

Good morning. It's a pleasure to be here at the gathering of the Eighteenth Annual USDA Cooperative 
Food Safety Research Workshop. I cannot overemphasize how important it is that we maintain a dialog 
on our research needs and accomplishments. 

FSIS is very proud of its long-standing research relationship with ARS, which was initially formalized 
in 1981 with an Memorandum of.Understanding between the two agencies. In the ensuing roughly 
seventeen years, the research relationship has grown and changed, recently becoming a partnership 
focused on team wotk, in keeping with the trend throughout government. 

Importance of Research 

I know it is clear to this audience the importance of research to our Departmental food safety initiatives. 
There are many data gaps that exist from farm to table that keep us from making further progress in our 
fight against foodbome illness. We need to know more about the hazards in meat, poultry, and egg 
products and their rdationship to adverse human health outcomes. 

Fortunately, we have been able to make significant progress in spite ofthese data gaps. Next month we 
begin HACCP impli~mentation in the large,st 300 meat and poultry plants, and Salmonella performance 
standards go into effect in concert with HACCP. We are also making progress on our farm-to-table 
strategy by working with industry, consumers, and the appropriate Federal, State and local government 
agencies to create a seamless national food safety assurance system. 

But enormous chall(~nges remain. We have just touched the surface in terms of doing all that we can to 
improve food safety. Your work is critical to our ability to progress even further. In fact, often it's a 
prerequisite to most progress. 

We must plan carefully throughout this process to get the most return we can from our research 
investment. And, we must be sure that we are targeting research on the most critical areas in terms of 
public health concern. 

Food Safety Research Agenda 

To that end, in May 1997, FSIS issued its Food Safety Research Agenda as one means of 
communicating with those outside our Agency about our priorities for food safety research. The 
document, which was developed with the help of a working group representing a broad base of Federal 
scientific expertise, outlines the priority pathogenic organisms on which we recommend that research 
dollars be concentrated. It also establishes risk assessment as an integral feature in determining the 
public health hazards associated with these and other pathogens. 
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We encourage the uSle of this document as a standard against which food safety research projects should 
be judged. In other words, we expect research conducted to answer the questions outlined in this 
research agenda. . 

Presidential Initiati;ves 

We are fortunate that this year the importance offood safety research has been confirmed at the highest 
levels of the Administration. The President's Food Safety Initiative strongly supports the need for 
research, as part of a comprehensive . approach to reduce foodbome illness. 

One challenge for the future will be to integrate the research needs stated in the FSIS Research Agenda, 
and those contained j,n the President's Food Safety Initiative, into a comprehensive plan. To assist in this 
process, the President's Food Safety Initiative calls for the convening of an interagency working group 
by the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy ~6 coordinate Federal research planning 
and priority setting. The goal of this working group will be to develop a coordinated Federal food safety 
research plan, which will extend to our research partners in States, industry, and academia. 

This interagency committee will hold its first meeting soon. The first step for the committee will be to 
develop an organized picture of the existing Federru research portfolio, followed bya determination of 
what steps need to be taken to design a more coordinated research plan. 

Importance of Partnerships 

It is clear in examining all of these initiatives that partnerships and teamwork are critical to the future. In 
the interest of enhancing the partnership between FSIS and ARS, we have developed a new strategy of 
using Scientific Liaison teams (SL Ts) to track, guide, and assist the research that ARS performs on 
behalf of FSIS. The resulting improved communication between our two agencies will better enable 
ARS to meet the research needs and objectives ofFSIS so that we may, in tum, meet our own food 
safety regulatory objectives. 

The teams will meet periodically to review, evaluate, and guide current ARS research projects and 
provide feedback both to ARS and to the FSIS Office of Public Health and Science on a regular basis. 
Because the teams will be expected to evaluate food safety research from all sources for its scientific 
merit and relevance to FSIS needs,we envision that they will.serve as an important linkbetween FSIS . 
research needs and the research community at large. . ' . 

Closing 

In closing, we look forward to hearing the reports from ARS scientists about the important work they 
have accomplished. Many of these issues are front-burner issues for us, such as the prevalence of 
premature browning of hamburger, new pathogen inactivation technologies such as steam 
pasteurization, and methods to detect Campylobacter. I appreciate your hard work on our behalf and 
look forward to continuing our partnership. 

'ee 

For Further Inforrnation Contact: 
FSIS Food Safety Education and Communications Staff 
Public Outreach aild Communications 
Phone: (202) 720-9352 
Fax: (202) 720-9063 
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FOR THE UNDER ECRETARYBRIEF 

DEC I 0 1997
FROM: 

SUBJECT: Intemtate Shipment of State-inspected Meat and Poultry Products 

PURPOSE OF BRIEFING: 

On December 11, 1997, the Administrator will brief the Under Secretary andthe Deputy Under 
Secretary on the status ofFSIS activities regarding Interstate Shipment of State-inspected Meat 
'and Poultry Pro~ucts. 

BACKGROUND: 

The Federal Meat Inspection Act and the Poultry Products Inspection Act require that all meat 
and poultry product!; sold in interstate commerce be inspected by the Federal Government. Under 
the State-Federal Cooperative Inspection Program, individual States are authorized to inspect 
meat and poultry products sold solely within their boundaries, provided their inspection program 
is "at least equal to" that of the Federal Government. Currently, 25 States have USDA-approved 
inspection programs formeat and/or poultry. 

The argument to change the current prohibition on interstate shipment of State-inspected 
products is that: State programs are, by definition, equal to the Federal program. Yet, unlike 
federally-inspected products and imported products inspected under "equivalent" foreign 
programs, State-inspected products are kept from markets in other sta.tes, including sometimes 
markets literally acr()ss the street from the State-inspected establishment. This restriction places . 
the many, mostly small, rural enterprises at an unreasonable competitive disadvantage with the 
mostly big federally-inspected companies who have no such restriqtion, and is leading to the 
demise of these small business. 

State officials want to protect if not strengthen their programs in this era of increasingly tight 
State budgets. They justifiably fear that their programs are vulnerable to elimination in State 
legislatures because while states pay only 50 percent of the cost of their program, we pay the 
other 50 p'ercent--about $40.5 million. State legislative budget cutters know that if they do away 
with their State meat and poultry inspection program, FSIS must by law provide Federal 
inspectors to do the job at no cost to the State. When a State-inspected plant becomes federally
inspected so it can ship products outside the State, the viability of the State program is further 
eroded by loss of that plant and the political support it provides. 

On the other hand, managers of State-inspected plants wanting to market outside the State 
frequently have a comfortable working relationship with the State inspection program. They fear 
that obtaining a grant ofFederal inspection would cost them money to upgrade their operation 
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and cause other problems which could be avoided if they remained under the State program. 

In the face of these fears, many State program officials and owners of State-inspected plants have 
concluded that the solution is a change in Federal law to permit State-inspected meat and poultry 
products to be distributed in interstate comm~rce. 

Chronology ofEarlier Eyents: 

• 	 The 1996 Farm Bill directed USDA to report to Congress on "steps to achieve interstate 
shipment ofproducts inspected under State programs that. are "at least equal to" the 
Federal insp,ection program." 

• 	 USDA provided a report to Congress in July 1996, recommending that before state
inspected establishments are authorized to ship products in interstate commerce, the 
following conditions should be met: 

-- States should implement FSIS' Pathogen ReductionlHACCP regulations; 

-- FSIS resources need to be adequate to accommodate any additional oversight needed to 
substantiate "at least equal to" status; 

-- Legislation should clarify that the Secretary retains ultimate authority over products 
prepared for interstate commerce; 

-- A number of additional issues, mostly dealing with potential conflicts ofFederal and 
State laws, would have to be resolved. 

• 	 On February 19, 1997, the Ohio Department of Agriculture, joined by some State
inspected plants, filed a lawsuit against the USDA seeking to have current law be declared 
unconstitutional on the basis that it violates plaintiffs' right to due process oflaw under 
the 5th Am€::ndment and right to equal protection under the 14th Amendment. (Ohio 
Department ofAgriculture v. USDA, C2-97-215, S.D.Ohio.). Other states have now 
joined the suit. 

• 	 The Secretary has expressed support for removing barriers for small plants that want to 
make interstate meat and poultry shipments, but has also stated that there are a number of 
issues that must be addressed first, and that more effort is required to "involve all the 
stakeholders in a deliberative process to resolve these issues." 

• 	 FSIS published a Federal Register Notice on June 10, 1997, announcing public meetings 
and requesti.ng comments on interstate shipment. The comment period ended on August 
22, 1997. 

2 


http:requesti.ng


• 	 FSIS held public meetings on interstate shipment on June 16-17, 1997, in Sioux Fall, SD, 
and on July 22-23, 1997, in Washington, DC. These public meetings grew out of the ' 
Department's commitment to the National Association of State Departments of 
Agriculture, during the pathogen reduction and HACCP public meetings, to address the 
interstate issue. 

Current Status and Next Steps: 

• 	 FSIS has developed a concept for a legislative proposal based on the findings of the' 
Secretary ofAgriculture's report, the comments in response to the June'10 Federal 
Register Notice, and the public hearings' comments. 

• 	 FSIS submitted the legislative proposal concept paper to the Meat and Poultry Advisory 
Comrnittee for consideration at its September 10, 1997, meeting. 

• 	 The concept paper, as revised based on comments of the Advisory Committee and the 
Under Secn:tary's office, suggests that specific provisions of a legislative proposal on 
interstate shipment of State inspected meat and poultry products should include: 

1) New provisions to the Federal Meat Inspection Act and the Poultry Products 
, Inspection Act would redefine the relationship between Federal and State 

programs. The provisions would authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to enter 
into State-Federal cooperative agreements that provide for State meat and poultry 
inspection programs to enforce Federal meat and poultry'inspection laws and 
regulations within their State as part ofa seamless national inspection program. 

2) A one year transition period (January 26,2000 to January 26,2001) will exist 
durilllg which States will transition from State programs, enforcing "at least equal 
to" requirements to programs enforcing Federal meat and poultry laws and 
regulations. 

3) Prior to January 25,2000, comprehensive reviews, designed in consultation 
with stakeholders, of all State meat and poultry programs will be conducted. 

4) Prior to entering into the new agreements to )participate in the national 
inspection program, States will have to be certified as having implemented all 
recommendations from a comprehensive review and be certified as fully 
impllementing HACCP. ' 

5) In addition to assisting the Secretary in the administration and enforcement of 
Federal meat and poultry inspection laws and regulations, State programs may 
impose additional inspection requirements on establishments. 
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6) An annual review process to certifY that State inspection programs meet the 
terms of State-Federal cooperative agreements will be designed in consultation 
with stakeholders. 

7) USDA will collect samples and test for Salmonella in State inspected meat and 
poultry establishments to determine compliance with pathogen reduction 
performance standards. The Secretary shall collect samples and conduct other 
tests in State plants to determine compliance, such as for residues, chemicals, and 
other microbial agents as deemed necessary. 

8) USDA: will conduct sampling of State 'inspected products in the commercial 
distribution chain to ensure that food safety and economic adulteration 
requirements are being enforced. 

9) The Secretary may contribute Federal funds in excess of 50 percent of the total 
cost ofa State meat or poultry inspection program as an incentive for States to 
maintain their inspection programs. (A separate economic analysis will identifY the 
appropriate' share.) 

10) In States operating State meat and poultry inspection programs, establishments 
will have the option of applying for either a Federal or State grant of inspection. 
Limitations will be set on switching between Federal and State grants;, perhaps 
once per year. Under a State grant of inspection, inspected and passed product 
will be eligible for both Federal and State inspection seals. . 

11) Technical statutory changes may·need to be made to ensure the Secretary's 
authority in jurisdictional issues. The Secretary shall retain primary jurisdiction in 
matters such as labeling and seizure and detention. 

• 	 FSIS is currently obtaining comments on the concept paper from the Deputy 
Administrators. 

• 	 FSIS will have legislative language on interstate shipment of State-inspected meat and 
poultry products prepared by the first week ofJanuary 1998 for consideration by the Meat 
and Poultry Advisory Committee at its January 13 -14 meeting. 

• 	 The Meat and Poultry Advisory Committee will finish its consideration of the concept 
paper in January 1998. 

4 




Pagel of 5 

Release No. 0041.98 

Remarks 

OF 

SECRETARY DAN GLICKMAN 


UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON PUBLIC HEALTH SCHOOL 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON JANuARY 28, 1998 


Thank you, Provost Huntsman. I want t,othank State Secretary of Health' 
Bruce Miyahara for joining us. And, I should recognize the woman who brought 
me to Seattle, Suzanne Kiner. I met Suzanne in Chicago at the memorial ' 
service marking the' 5th anniversary of the Pacific Northwest outbreak. This 
morning, I met with Suzanne, her daughter Brianne, Nancy Donley, the 
president of a wonderful organization -- Safe ~ables Our Priority -- and 
other families who were victims of that terrible", 'I hope, unrepeatable 
tragedy. 'This afternoon, i ~ 11 go to the s,tate public health lab and meet 

,some of the heroes -- the epidemiologists who helped bring the ,outbreak . 
under control. 

" Washington ,needs no lecture on the importance of safe food. Long 

before the tragedy of 1993" this state and this university have been on the 

cutting-edge 'in fighting food-borne illness. Washington was, the first state 

~- back in 1987 --,to make E. coli 0157:H7 a reportable disease. Today, some 

40 states have followed suit~ ,I'm proud to have in the audience today Dr. 

Phillip Tarr, a world ,expert on Hemolytic Uremic Syndrome, along with Dr. 

John Kobayashi', G,ne of our nation's finest epidemiologists . These, are true 

pioneers in the' safety of America's food'. 


I also want to in~roduce someone on my team.' Just a few years ago, the 
words public health' were rarely uttered at the Department of Agriculture. 
Today, we have an Office of Public Health and Science which is headed by Dr. 
Kay Wachsmuth who used to be a researcher here at the University of 
Washington. We. i r€! very lucky to have her.' She's one of the world's leading 

, experts in microbiology and infectious diseases. 

You know, I talk a lot to folks 'in the "meat and poultry industry and 

to ,COnSUInE;ll::S, 'but I rarely talk to scientists. That's when I talk to 

all of yO\;( about the CDC, or epidemiology or the finer points of microbial 

testing and DNA ,fingerp:r'inting;'::;and I get something wrong, you can call me 

on it. So I stand here not without trepidation. On the other hand, I never 

confuse myself with a scientist. My domain is public policy, and. I'm here 

because our, arenas -- science and government --, are making a dramatic 

difference -- and can do more to improve the public health. 


You know, WE! hear people grouse all the time abou,t how much better, 
things'would be if government just got out of the way. But ask,those same 

'people: who should make sure the planes they fly run safely? Who should 
ensure the solvency of the banks that hold' ,their life savings? Who shollld' be 
in charge of the nation's defense? The unanimous answer is government. Food 
safety falls into this same category, and people don't just want government 
involved in, food s'afetY. They wantgovernmeht to do mqre. 

Why? ,BecausE~ people look to government to protect ,them in ways that 

they cannot fulljT protect ,themselves. People want government to be actively 

involvedin protE~cting the' public heal til and, safety. They know, in the ,same 

way that the fox can't guard the chicken coop, that it is sound public 

policy'for,the government to be the chief,overseer of public health 'and 

safety functions." , 
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There is no responsibility that I take·more seriously as Agriculture Secretary 

quality of every American life, every day, which is why USDA's work is very much a p 

effort to improve public health by supporting cutting~edge science. 


In his State of the Union, the President talked in detail about the s'tunning ad 

technology, particularly in the field of biomedicine. In the 1980s, it took nine yea 

that causes cystic fibrosis. Last' year, scientists located th~ gene that c,auses Park 


Scientists stand qn the cusp of dramatic breakthroughs that could revolutionize 

understand, treat and prevent some of our most devastating diseases. We know our sci 

these advances. The real question is: will ,they have the resources? Last night,· Pres 

resounding' yes,' proposing an historic increase -- a boost of $1.15 billion to be 

biomedical research. And, ~hat's just in his 1999 budget. He intends to increase by 

.Institutes of Health over the next five years -- bringing the total federalinvestme' 
~20 billion. . , ' 

Clearly, advances in food safety are' clo'sely linked to the forward march of sci 

another family to go through what the families I met with this morning have 

been through. Ask them. Ask Doctor Tarr. It's not something you. would wish 

on your worsten~ay. We don't have a .silver bullet, at least not yet. But we 

do have the power to take dramatic steps toward safer food. 


From new sciElnce-based meat and poultry inspections to historic 

investments in eVE!rything from cutting-edge research and surveillance to 

consumer education, I am proud of what this Administration has done for food 

safety in America. Alongside a balanced budget and a formidable U.S. 

economy, I believe that a science-based revolution in the safety of our food 


'will be one of OUI' lasting legacies. 

The same month this Administration tookoffice-- along with Senator 

Patty Murray, who has been a great·champion of our food safety efforts·- 

tragedy struck here, galvanizing the nation behind a ,morally unstoppable' 

mandate fordrarnatic change. At the time, that meant modernizing our systems, 


taking what science, had learned and ,raising the bar .chfood safety. 

The bes~ example is USDA's new meat and poultry inspection· system· 
which went on-line at the bigger plants this Monday. For close to a century, 
·our inspectors had to rely solely on.their human senses -- sight, touch and· 
smell -- :t'~ spotcontamiriation. We now knoyJ that the biggest dangers in o~r 
food are invisible pathogens th~t cannot be detec,ted without the help of 
science~ The old ways -- which date back to the turn of the century when. 
Upton Sinciair wrote The .Jungle and sparked the passage of the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act, one of America's first consumer protection laws ~- were no 
longer adequate., 

Our new inspection system recognizes ,what science has discovered. For 

the first time, there will be regular tests for generic E. coli and 

salmonella. For the first time, plants and processors will be required to 

not .just catchcontaminat'ion, but close the safety gaps that invite it,. For 

the first time; the focus on j;:ll::evention, and America's public policy 

makes it crystal clear that industry is responsible for producing safe food. 


We call the mlW system Hazard Analysis· and Critical Control Points.- 

HACCP, for short.I,t requires plants to corne up with a tailored prevention 

plan 'that targets key points in' their operation where contamination might 

occur and outlines specific, s,teps to ensure safety. USDA's job is to make 

sure the plans work through testing, inspections, and reviews of company 

records. 


Thls is a major cultural change."I've talked to industry and consUmer 

." . " . .:. 
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. groups over the past few weeks to make it clear that USDA will be fair but 

firm in its enforcement. HACCP's goal is to use modern science to 
significantly imp:r:ove food safety, and we will not back away from that goal. 
In 1996, we shut down six plants for inadequate sanitation. In 1997, as 
companies phased'in their HACCP sanitation plans that number rose to 20. So 
companies need to take their new responsibilities very seriously, every day. 

When there are problems, .our goal is to step in early enough that 
failures can be addressed without any major disruptions and certainly before 
illnesses occur. ~1any companies are good about fixing problems quickly. 
Unfortunately, others let the complaints pile up, engaging in a game of 
regulatory chicken, knowing that USDA's only formal recourse is to shut them 
down. Some offensE!s are so egregious that severe action iswarra:nted. But 
many: times it's nc,t, and a lesser punishment, such as a fine, would do. 
Unfortunately, while the Consumer Product Safety. Commission and the FAA can 
issue . USDA cannot .. It is an unjustifiable! anomalY'. After all, USDA 

. can fine you for abusing a circus elephant, for failing to report to the 
watermelon committee, or selling a cat without a license. Yet when it comes. 
to unsafe food -- the only one of these actions that puts people's lives at 
stake -- our hands are tied. It's wrong .. We should not treat unsafe food 
differently than any other threat to the public health. 

I want to thank Senator Murray for her. effort on behalf of the Food 
Safety Enforcement Enhancement Act which would give USDA the authority to 
fine companies thaI: violate food safety standards. This would give them a 
strong incentive tl) fix problems quickly so things don't escalate to the 
point where a plqnt's very existence is on the line. Noone wants that. But 
as USDA has demonst:rated, to protect the public healtl1, we will take 
whatever action is necessary. 

I'll never forget during the Hudson.recall when I stopped in at a 
fast-food restaur'ant for lunch. I asked the guy at the register, how do you 
know when your burge·rs. are cooked.' He said, we use a meat thermometer.' 
Then, I asked, how do you use it?' He looked at me and said, we stick it 
in our customers ears.' In a roundabout·way,..that was an encouraging answer. 
Evidently, held been asked that question one too many times .. consumers' 
wanted to know. 

/:,i'. 

Do yoU know what NPR's top 3 stories of 1997 were? One: Princess 
Diana .. Two: Iraq '8 . chemical weappns. Three: the Hudson Beef recall . 

.Consumers are interested and inc'reasingly educat.ed. Meat thermometer sales 
this past Thanksgiv.ing were at record highs. These trends reflect a basic . . 
truth in today's world: 'the health interests of consumers. and the economic 
interests of the food industrY are coming together. Why? Because safe food 
sells. . 

Look the global scares of 1997: During the avian flu epidemic in 
Hopg Kong where they killed all the chickens -- Hong Kong consumers cut 
their poultry purcha.ses in half. With the mad cow problem' in Europe, beef 
sales there dropped 40%. Here at home', what was the market impact of the 
Hudson beef recall? Nearly zero. People trusted that government and the 
public health community were putting their safety first. That trust is 
around.the world. All of us must constantly challenge. ourselves. to earn it. 

I mentioned thclt with the early food safety advances 'of this 
Administration, the focus was more on adjust.ing our standards to 
modern science. Our challenge now is to push the frontier~ of our knowledge, 
seeking new ways to improve food safety and better understand our enemy. 

Why are we new; more virulent,resistant strains 'of E. coli and 
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,other pathogens? ,A.s our surveillance has increased, we've found that' 

campylobacter is the number one cause of food-borne illn~ss. Why? There are 

also on~farm questions: What causes E. coli to show up in some animals and 

not others? Are there ways to'prevent it from appearing or multiplying? This 


, would ,be the ultimate in prevention: Can, we stop pathogens from showing up 
in the first plac~~? Dr. Dale Hancock is doing some very interesting work at 
Washington State on these issues. 

Some of the new technologies we're developing are equally fascinating. 
understand that there is work underway to adapt Gulf War technology that 


identifies nerve,9as in the air for use in detecting pathogens on food., It 

would work sort of like night-vision goggles that arm our eyes with the 

ability to quickly and easily spot microbial threats. 


There are also existing technologies, like irradiation. FDA recently 

cleared the practice for use on meat. USDA's no~workingon a r~gulation, 

but the jury of public opinion'is still out. Of course, increased public 

concern over food safety might make it more popular today than it,has been 

over the years for poultry., 


But clearly, as we look ahead to the next generation of food safety 
challenges, increasingly we look to science ,and technology for answers. This 
Administration recognized this in our White. House Food, Safety Initiative, ' 
investing in cuttil1g~edge research; enhanced inspections; a catchy, easy-to-understa 

'all of you -- a nal:ional high-tech early warning system to prevent food~borne illnes 

The early war!ling system helps us dramatically cut down the time it , 

takes to identify cmd get to the source of an outbreak. We can now do in 24, 

hours'what -- just a few years ago-- would have taken two weeks. Just a few 

years ago, to try and link a pers'on' s illness to an outbreak or get at the 

source of the problem would have required mailing samples around the country 

and conducting hundreds of hours of lab work. Now, folks can enter the 

genetic fingerprint of a particular pathogen into a, national database, and 

the computer quickly sorts through all, the entries for a match -- saving " 


,time, saving money, saving lives. 

'This system is not'unlike what law enforcement uses to track 

criminals ..:,A police officer plugs in a suspect's fingerprints and, instantly 

gets any c'r-iminal record or outstanding warrants. Our scientists can get a 

simi,1ar rap sheet' on a pathoge,l): --, everything from its link to an 

outbreak, to its known sources, to the toxins it produces. I want to commend 

the work done at' th.= Washington state public health lab which is among a 

handful of state labs around the country that have joined:with CDC in doing 

DNA fingerprinting. In early February, this database will be available 

nationwide, marking a, world of difference in fighting outbreaks. Anyone 

who's been involved in these efforts knows what a difference every day, hour 

and minute makes in tracking the cuiprit. ' ' 


DNA' fingerprint:ing enabled Dr. Kobayashi and his team to quickly 

pinpoint the Odwalla outbreak involving unpasteurized apple juice.,It also 

enabled us to identify the Hudson outbreak. The state lab in. Colorado' 

plugged their strain.s into the riational database, spotted the outbreak, and 

e-mailed the information to the CDC . CDC was" then able to link the illnesses 

to hamburger thanks to DNA,data'on thE:! food 'side of the equation that was 

provided by USDA's lab'in Athens, Georgia. In the Pacific Northwest 

outbreak, which was before we had this rapid response capability, 732 people 

became ill before we could identify the problem. In the Hudson case, we 

stopped the outbreak at ,16 illnesses. Our goal is to keep bringing that 

number doWIl, but we have made dramatic progress. 
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I say we' for a reason. Our ability to work across federal, state, 

university and private lines will be critical to our efforts. Food is now 

produced, processed and moved qUickly around the country in massive 

quantities.' The days where the norm is food-borne illness linked to local, 

church picp.ics are likely to be subsumed by outbreaks with a far greater 

geographic ~each, requiring a natiorial community of scientists to work 

together. We are building that community today. 


,In looking ahead, ,the increasingly central role of science and public 

health experts in fighting the next generation of food safety battles is 

obvious tome. But it would be far too easy to put everything on your 

shoulders. You must give us the scientific ariswers and technological 

breakthroughs. government mus,t ensure that you get the resources you 

need to get the job done rl.ght. 


Before I proceed, I,should have you know that this Administration is 

under strict orders not to reveal what's in President Clinton's 1999 budget. 

But I made a special phone call, and got permission to share some good news 

with all of you. We kriow from the State of the Union Address that this will 

be the first balanced budget in a generation which means that we're going to. 

see some tough decisions' on funding priorities. 


I . know that has 'some concerned about the future of' our' food safety 

efforts. Don't be.'A~the federal budget comes down, the federal food safety 

budget will go up way, way up. In 1998, we increased food safety 

investments by. $43.5 million. For 1999, President Clint~m wiil propose' an 


'increase 	of $101 million, over and above the 1998 levels; to continue high-priority 
research and. sur~e:illance. . 

This is a' shoi.;r of faith in the work of many of the people in this 
·room. It is a reflt~ction of the strong desire of the American people for a 
food safety revolution. And, it is a. sign of respect for the many families 
who ,have worked thl:oughtheir own tragedies ·to push government ,industry, 
consumers, and the scientific community to rise to one of the greatest 
public health challenges of our time. I want to; thank the' scientific ' 
community here in ~rashingtori for the pioneering role you have played on food 
safety: I am grateful for, all that you have done. But with this new, 
invigorateq commitment, it is my hope that your greates~ achievements are 
yet aheadYThis Administration will support you every step of the way. Thank. 
you., 

NOTE: USDA news releases and media advisories are available on the Internet. 

Access,the USDA Hom~3 Page on the World Wide Web at http://www.usda.gov 
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United States Department of Agriculture 
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Washington, D.C. 20250·3700 

Backgrounders 

February 1998 

Foodbornt,~ Diseases Active Surveillance Network (FoodNet) 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture's Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS), the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA), and the Centers for Disease Controland Prevention (CDC) are collaborating 
with state health departments and local investigators at seven locations across the country to identify 
more accurately the incidence of foodborne illness in the United States. Through the Foodborne 
Diseases Active Surveillance Network (FoodNet) , the agencies involved will be better able to track the 
incidence of foodbome illness and monitor the effectiveness of food safety programs in reducing 
foodborne illness. ' 

Background 

FSIS ensures the safety, wholesomeness, and accurate labeling of meat, poultry, and egg products. FDA 
ensures the safety and wholesomeness of foods other than meat and pOUltry. CDC monitors the rates of 
foodborne diseases in the \Jnited States, investigates outbreaks offoodbome illnesses, and facilitates 
'efforts to prevent foodborne disease. ' 

Traditionally, foodborne diseases are reported to local and state health departments and to CDC through 
passive surveillance systems or laboratory-based reporting systems. Current data from these systems are 
used to estimate that there are 6 million to 33 million cases of bacterial foodborne diseases in the United 
States ,each year. However, these systems do not provide precise estimates to evaluate food safety 
reforms and program changes, nor how they will affect the incidence of foodborne disease. ' 

" 

"/.:" . 
These existing "passive" systems rely qn a number of events. First, an individual with foodborne illness 
must choose' to seek medical care. Then~the patient's' physician must decide to collect cultures and 
request laboratory analysis. And finally, results must be reportedrostate health departments and then to 
the CDC. If any step in the process is missed, the case goes unreported. CDC estimates that only one to 
five percent of foodbom.e disease cases are reported. 

To overcome the difficulties caused by such a large number of unreported cases, the collaborating 
FoodNet sites have set up asystem to actively identify laboratory-confirmed cases of foodborne illness 
ana to perform surveys to more accurately estimate the actual n,mnber of people who become sick with 
diarrhea each year. 

. . . . 

FoodNet is in keeping' with the National Academy of Sciences' recommendation for more community
based surveillance of pathogens and of foodborne disease incidence in humans. The project measures, 
the impact of programs aimed at reducing the pathogens on meatand pOUltry. 

. . . , 

The program, originally known as the Sentinel Site Survey, began with a 3-month trial in 1995, and has 
been actively collecting clata since January 1996. Coordinated by CDC, data is collected at sites in 
Atlanta, GA, at Emory University and the Veteran's Affairs Medical Center; jn northern California at the 
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California Department of Health Services and the University of California at Berkeley; in Connecticut at 
the Connecticut Department of Public Health and Addiction Services, and Yale University; in Minnesota 
at the Minnesota Department of Health; and in Oregon at the Oregon State Health Division. And, . 
beginning in January 1997, an additional county in Connecticut and 12 counties in Georgia were added 
to FoodNet. This increased the population under surveillance by an additional 1.5 million to now include 
14.7 million people. Also, investigators in New York and Maryland joined the program and now 

conduct active surve:illance in s.everal counties within their states. 


Data is collected through: population-based surveys; laboratory surveys; physician surveys; and case

control st1,ldies. 


Laboratory SILlrvey 

. Laboratories that conduct microbiological testing of stool samples were surveyed to 
determine their practices for processing and· culturing samples. They are reporting results 
from cultures so that FoodNet can determine the number of culture-confirmed cases of 
foodborne bacterial illnesses. 

Population S1llrvey 

The populatiori:-based surveys are intended to develop estimates of the numbers of diarrheal . . 

cases that occur in the study population each year, the proportion of persons with diarrhea 
who seek health care, and their food handling behaviors and practices. Data is being 
gathered through random telephone surveys with individuals who reside within the sites. . . 

Physician Survey 

The primary purpose of the initial physician survey is to determine how often and under 
what circumstc:(nces physicians order tests. As changes occur in the way health care is . 
provided over time, FoodNet will monitor how those changes affect stool culturing 
practices. 

Case-control Studies .,. 
..~ .. 

Case-control·studies are used to statistically determine risks associated with different foods . 
and to obtain information on potential exposure. Case-control studies consist of interviews 
with selected persons who had laboratory-confirmed cases of Salmonella or E. coli 
0157:H7, and a.random selected control group ofpeople in the community who were not 
ill. 

"' 'The FoodNetprogram specifically targets seven bacterial pathogens--Campylobacter, E. coli 0157:H7, 
Listeria, Salmonella, Shigella, Vibrio, and Yersinia . .In addition, the case-control studies seek to develop 
a better understanding of two of those pathogens, Salmone lla and E.coli 0157:H7. 

. .. 
In 1997, FoodNet began active surveillance for hemolytic uremic syndrome (HUS), a serious potential 
outcome of infections caused byE. coli 0157:H7and other Shiga toxin producing E. coli infections. In .. 
addition, FoodNet initiated active surveillance for Cryptosporidia and Cyclospora at three of the survey 
ili~. ' 

.. First Year'sResults 
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. . 	 . -' 
FoodNet completed its first year of gathering data on December 31, 1996. Results from the fIrst year of 
the study were published by CDC in the March 28, 1997, issue of the Morbidity and Mortality Monthly 

• 	 Report (MMWR) (copies of the MMWR are available through the Internet at ' 
http://www.cdc.govlepolmmwrlmmwr.html). 

FoodNet found 7,259 laboratory-confirmed diarrheal cases attributable to the 7 bacterial pathogens 
, targeted. Of those cases, 45 percent":-or 3,267 cases--were attributed to Campylobacter. Salmonella was 


identified in 29.5 percent (2,142 cases), Shigella in 17.2 percent (1,251 cases), E. <;oli 0157:H7 in 5.3 

, percent (384 cases), Yersinia in 1.9 percent (135 cases), Listeria in 0.9 percent (63 cases), and Vibrio in 

0.2 percent (17 cases). 	 ' ' 

FoodNet: Cases, by month of collection, 8,11 sntes 1996 An 
, 	 importa' 

500 	
,,------------i 

-..,...-..,..-----1 collecti, 

.---",.,1 

..,...,..---------------'-------------, benefit 

of the ' 
data 

400 
is the 

SOO identific 
of200 
outbrea, 

100 	 which 
might 
previou

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct, Nov Dec have 

Campylobacter 1.11 Salmonella 	 gone 
undetec

• Shlgalla • E. coli 0157:H7 
or 


treated as isolated cases. 


How Data Will Be Used 
" iI·· .. 

,./;'" . 

FSIS,FDA, 'CDC, and theproject site~;will use FoodNetinformation to monitor , the incidence of 

foodborne diseases in the United States !Outbreaks identified during this surveillance project will be 

investigated and appropriate control measures taken. This system will help identify new and emerging 

foodborne pathogens. 


FSIS will use the pathogen data to evaluate the effectiveness of new food safety programs and 
, regulations in reducing foodborne pathogens on meat and poultry. In July 1996, the Agency published a 

final rule requiring meat and poultry plants to begin implementing pathogen reduction and hazard 
an'aIysis and critical control point (HACCP) systems to reduce microbial contamination. The rule 
mandates microbial testing for Salmonella to verify the effectiveness of HACCP procedures in reducing 

,pathogenic organisms in meat and poultry. ' 
. . , 	 . 

FDA published a fInal rule implementing HACCP principles for seafood in December 1995. The 
, provisions of that rule took effect on December 18, 1997. FDA will include data from FoodNet in its 

evaluation of the effectiveness of HACCP systems as well as otherfood safety interventions in reducing 
foodborne pathogens in s:eafood, dairy products, fruits and vegetables, and to develop future food safety 
programs. 
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The Future of FoodNet 

For the project to be successful, data must be collected over a number of years to chart national trends 
and consider the effe:ctiveness of control strategies. The data at this point are very preliminary and 

. cannot be relied upon as an accurate indicator of either the prevalence of foodbome illness or its. causes .. 

Beginning in fiscal year 1998, all sites will participate in a case-control study for Campylobacter 
infections. Previously, the case-control studies were limited to laboratory-confirmed cases of Salmonella 
or E. coli 0157:H7. . . 

For MoreInformation ... 

Technical Inquiries: . Peggy Nunnery (202) 501-7515 

Media Inquiries: Jacque Knight (202).720-9113 

Food and Drug Administration: Judith Foulke (202) 205-4144 . 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention: Tom Skinner (404) 639-3286 

Consumer Inquirie~: USDA's Meat and Poultry Hotline: 1-800-535
4555, or in Washington, DC: (202) 720-3333· 

FSIS Web site: . http://www.fsis.usda.gov/ 

... 
. . 

This backgrounder is also available at the FSIS Web site at: 
http://www.fsis.usda.govlbackgroundlbfoodnet.Iitm 

.. 
Additional infOrination about the Foodbome Disease ActIve Surveillance Network is available at: 
http://wwJ:tsis.usda~gov!oPHS/fsisrepl.htm . . . 

. ; . 
.Jt.;: 

MfhH 'M*¥ 

. 

Backgrormders Menu Il=SIS Home Page I USDA Home Page . 
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Release No. 0123.98 

Remarks 

OF 

SECRETARY DAN GLICKMAN 


TURNING THE TABLES ON FOOD-BORNE ILLNESS' 

NATIONAL PRESS CLUB -- MARCH 19, 1998 


Good afternoon. ,Not 'too long ago, I was at an ~verit where Cokie 

Roberts was the E~mcee. When she introduced me, it was after a dinner, and 

she got up and said she watched me eat the whole time, ,and everythipg I ate, 

she ate, because she knew it would be safe. 


, I 

That's a risky strategy. You could gain a few pounds. I've always said 
that even though I wasn't a farmer (I just represented 'them as a Congressman 
from Kansas for ,18 years), my training for this job started at an early age 

sitting at my mother's table with her,saying, eat,' eat, eat.' 

I oy, a good meal, and even as a person who work;sconstantly on food 

safety issues, I can honestly say that I enjoy my meals with the confidence 

and peace of mind that comes with knowing that America ,does indeed have ,.the 

safest food in the world. Yes, 'it's true, more and more today we eat the 

world's food. But: we do a good job of making sure it's safe,and thanks to 

President Clinton,' we are' taking our food safety efforts to a whole new 

level. 


You know, wIlen I was up for. this job, my confirmation hearings focused" 

on things like wIleat and cattle prices, dairy and crop :insurance reform. But 

when I took this job, ~y mother gave me one piece of advice: Dan,', she 

said, just make sure the food is safe.' ' 


Everywhere I go, food safety is what's' on people's, minds. Folks 

literally walk up to me on the street and ask, how do ,I cook a hamburger 

right?' You.know, a research group asked folks what stories they followed 

most closely last: year: 1) Princess Diana~2)Iraq's chemical weapons. 3) 

the Hudsor:,:,.Beef recall. 


, Consumers understand how i~ortant this' is i they want government to do 
more; but they also have confidence in their food supply, and that rare 

'around the world. When they killed all the chickens due ,to the bird flu 
epidemic,in Hong Kong, consumers there cut poultry purchases in half. With· 
the mad cow problem in Europe, beef sales there dropped by 40%. What was th~ 
market impact here during last year's. hamburger recall? Nearly zero. 

, ,Folks today have their qualms with goyernment, but hot when it comes 

to food safety. In this arena,people unanimously want 'a strong government. 

It ~ay get smaller overall, it may do less, but people always will look to 

government to protect them in ,ways they cannot protect ;themselves: making 

sure the airplanes we fly in are ,safe"making sure our.nation is secure, 

making sure the banks that hold our life savings are sO,lvent, makin'g sure 

the food we, our families is safe. 


. . 

You kriow, tc.morrow is National Agriculture Day which is news to most 

folks. As we've rlloved 'from an agricultural to an industrial service economy 

where only 2, of our people work directly on the-farm, our public 

perception of agJ:'iculture has come to border on science' fiction. 'It' is sort 

of like: Star, Trek where a computer magically produces whatever food you 


. ", 
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desire. 

Our lives in Washington don't seem so far off from that futuristic 

scenario. Here in our nation's capital, it's the dead of winter. But if you 

step into'a'Safeway or Giant or Fresh Fields, you'll find a tropical 

paradise of fresh fruits and vegetables -- along ~ith abundance of every, 

kind -- meat, poultry, seafood whatever you want, whenever you want ,it. 


Americans also sJ;)end less of their income on food:than any other 

people in the world --about 11%. In China, it's 50%. This abundance and 

affordability -- along with a strong Q.S. economy -- affects everything from 

our waistlines te)' our health. We're a heftier people today. We're also 

heal thier. Last "'leek the National Cancer Institute' announced the first 

decline in cancer rates in 60 years. One reason cited was improved diets, 

including more. fresh fruits and vegetables. 


Yet today, we also know that more than 9,000 Americans die every year 
from foodbo:r:ne illness. Turning the tables on foodborne illness requires 
responding to a complex web of trends: new, more. virulent, more drug-resistant patho 
how we process arid distribute food; we're eating more outside the horne - 
40% of the American food dollar today is spent in restaurants, paying others 
to prepare our mE!als; we eat food from around the world; and, we have a 
growing senior population whose immune systems are, more vulnerable. 

We face a far more complex food safety challenge today; It is one that 

requires everyonE! -- farmer, rancher, scientist, public p01icy maker, 

processor, shippE!r , grocer, cook-- to do their part. 


We've made progress. This time last century, more u.s. troops died in 

the Spanish-American War from eating contaminated food than from battle 

wounds. A few yeclrs' later ,Uptoh Sinclair wrote The Jungle,' which pushed 

America to enact its first meat and poultry safety laws -- really our first 

consumer protection laws. This book also launched the progressive movement 

here. 


- ' 

When Sinclair published hi~ book, then-Agriculture Secretary James 

Wilson wrote to the Postmaster General saying it was the most scurrilous 

slander he:",d seen, and could the Postmaster, instruct his delivery folks to 

prevent i:t'~ distribution? . ~. We have corne a long way, 


" 

~' 

Like that first consumer groundswell, what President Clinton -- with 

the strong support of cohsumers and,by and large the food industry -- is 

doing t believe will go' down in history as one of the most significant 


'consumer and public health victories of this decade. 

Like ,Sinclair's book affected the people of 'his time, we had our Own 

shocking, unifying catalyst for change. Preside~t Clinton took office the 


same month'the Pclcific Northwest E. coli outbreak begari, when hundreds were 

sickened and ,four young children died. That tragedy united government, 

consumers, industry and the public health community behind a food safety 

revolution.- ' 


USDA now has'an independent, arms-length Food Safety and Inspection 

Service -~ the l,;rgest food safety agency in the world -- sta'ffed with some 

of the best public health scientists in the world. Their core mission is 


, preventing foodborne disease. Just a few years ago, these folks worked in 
,the,same agency that markets U.S. agriculture. Now, they are totally' 
,separate. 
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We banned the sale of hamburger contaminated with harmful E. coli. 
This decision ha~; kept millions of pounds of unsafe food off the market, but 
it was highlycoiltroversial at the time. 

President Clint'on has invested heavily in a state':'of-the-art 
surveillance system that allows doctors and scientists to do in 24 hours 
what just a few years ago tOok two weeks. Instead of conducting hundreds of 
hours of tedious lab work, doctors now can enter the DNA fingerprint of a 
pathogen into a national database and quickly search fo~ vital, life-saving 
information. It's like the system law enf6rcement uses where they scan 
suspects '. fingerprints into a computer to get their cri~irial records. On our 

. system, scientists can get a similar. rap sheet' on a pathogen -- everything 
from its link to ·an outbreak, to known 'sources, to the toxins it produces. 

In the Pacific Northwest, before we. had this rapid response, 732 

people became ill before we zeroed in on the cause. Last year, we stopped 

the Hudson outbre,ak at 16 illnesses . 


.This .Adrninistration also put the safe-food-handling instruction 

stickers on the meat and poultry you buy at the grocery, store, and we have 

education campaigns that promote basic in-kitchen safety practices like 

washing your hands, and storing foods at proper temperatures. 


In fac::t, President Clinton's Food Safety Initiative works at every 
. point from farm to table to secure food safety. And, he', s asking for an 
extra $101 million to advance inspections, fruit and vegetable safety, 
cutting-edge research, consumer· education and national surveillance. 

This year, we· also started a new approach. to meat and poultry 
inspections. For rlearly a century, inspectors had to look for contamination, 
even though many dangerous threats in our food supply are 'invisible. Now, we 
use technology·to go after these hidden dangers. There are regular tests for 
E. coli and salmonella, and we require plants not just to catch 

contamination, but.to close safety gaps. 


This is a major cultural· change. Our public policy now makes it 
crystal· clear that, industry is responsible for producing safe food .. In fact, 
they have:.primary responsibility .. It's not just up to inspectors to catch 
unsafe food. It's not just· up to consUmers to cook their: meat thoroughly, 
and wash their fruits and vegetables' well. Industry, also, is responsible 
fOr producing safe food. .,

This is a prOfound and positive step, but it must be taken firmly. 
Most in the industry·are'eager·to rise to the new safety standards. They 
know safe food sells. They are 100% committed, and they are the first to 
tell me that some in the industry do not meet their safety responsibilities. 

',' The experts agree, They'll tell you it's the few folks who drag their· 
. feet on the little things that time and again wind up causing the major 
public health incidents. I've asked Congress for the authority to fine them 
for putting the public's health at risk. Right now, all USDA can do is drop 
what I call .the atomic bomb' -- shut a plant down. That's an action that . 
affects people's livelihOods, and it is only taken in extreme cases. But I 

,don't think our.food.safety efforts should solely focus on the lowest common 
denominator. Fines tailored to the seriousness of the offense would allow us 
to get folks' attention, and fix minor flaws before they become major 
problems. 

Most folks arle surprised when I.tell them USDA doesinot have this 
authority, and they are shocked when I'tell them that .no one in government 
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canorde~ a r~call of unsafe food ... It's true. Wh{le 'industry by and large 

acts in good fait:h, wh~t concerns me is the changing nature of the food 

business. Take hamburger plants. The big guys can now produce upwards of a 

million pounds of product a day, and ship most of it virtually overnight 

across the count:z:y. 


WhEmwe ask for a recall. We have no assurance that every corner 

store, every retail outlet, every distributor will act and act quickly. We 

don't even have mandatory notification. Days can go by before USDA is even, 

informed that the public may be at risk. This is a terrible situation to be 

in, during an outbreak when-every day, every hour that g?esby without action 

someone could get sick or worse. 


, ,This is way out of step with America's strong consUmer protection 

laws. After all, if I sold an unsafe toy, or car, other government agencies 


'could order a recall, and fine me for putting people 'at risk. USDA can fine 
people under various statutes: sell a cat without a license, abuse'a circus elephant 
fine, fine. Yet, if you produce unsafe food -- the only one of these items that puts, 
financial penalty. 

I'll'let you draw your own conclusions why. 'I'll just say that not'oncehas a c 
said, don't let 90vernment protect me from unsafe 'food.,' There's a bill before Cong 
Food Safety Enforcement Enhancement Act -- that would give USDA these powers 
-- fines,' mandatoi:y notification, and the p'ower to orde:r; a recall if a 
voluntary'recall fails. 

We're also in a new fiscal environment, today. The American people want 

government to do more on food safety --' more inspections, 'more research, 

more consumer education':'- and the American people want a balanced budget. 

Given these conflicting demands, we have to find new ways to appropriately 

fund the most critical functions of government. How. can )tJe do'this? 


Weil, the entire Nuclear Regulatory Commission is funded through fees 

for services rendered to the industry. The Food and Drug Administration has 

f~es for safety evaluations of pharmaceuticals; there are safety fees on the 

railroad and airline industries. The Administration wants the entire Federal 


, , 

Aviation Administration funded through user fees., And, when chemical 
companies.register new pesticides with the Environmental Protection Agency, 

, they, a:re ~harged for the work EPA has to, do to ensure their produc,t can 
safely be used on our food. ',~ 

In 'each of these cases, safety is a company's most valuable asset. 
'Industry should not look entirely to taxpayers to safeguard it. And, 
'relative to these other proposals, 'USDA is asking for a mere pittance: less 
than one penny a pound. How much are you willing ,to pay for safe food? 

We also need to challenge more state'and local governments to adopt 

the food code -- .which is a uniform set of food safety guidelines for the 

,li~ks in our commercial food chain that are primarily overseen by state and 

local jurisdictionl3 -:-- that is" the 1 million resta~rants, grocery stores 

and cafeterias in this country. ' The food code is ,our top scientists best 

recommendations for .one high standard of, safety. I'd like to see it in" 

action across the, <:ountry . 


We must keep challenging industry to step up to the plate. I give them 

a lot of credit. I see the cattlemen here today. They've invested millions 

of dollars in food safety research. Some in the fast-food'industry have set 

their own standards Over and above g9vernment' s. 'If you compare ,today' s food 

safety revolution t.o Sinclair's, the biggest difference is industry" This 


"time around, theya.re providing, real leadership, and taking their 
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, , 

responsibilities seriously. 

When you loc,k back on what this Administration has, done to date, you 

see government ca.tching up with science -- using what science knew to raise 

the bar of food safety. When we look ahead, the next great frontier is 

pushing the boundaries of what science knows and can do, for us. 

I sat on the' front row at the President:' s State of the Union speech. 

The biggest applause he got was when he announced that he would seek the 

largest funding increases in history for the National S~ience Foundation and 

the National Institutes of Health. He got this applause because every Member 

of Congress understood the importance of this work to people's lives. The 

same is true 'for food safety research'and,President Clinton has been 

generous in his funding. ' 


Science,is the next great food safety frontier, and without question, 

our greatest weapon in the battle for food safety is new technology. Earlier 

this decade, scientific advances enabled us to beat back Listeria. Now, 

scientists see glimmers of hope that we may be at a turning point on E. 

coli. Today, Thavean exciting breakthrough to announce, on the salmonella 

front -- one we hope may prove just the tip of the in a new food 

safety revolution. 


,This week, USDA received FDA approval for a new anti-salmonella spray 

that has proven up to 99.9% effective in eliminating salmonella in poultry. 

Scientists know that naturally occurring organisms in adult chickens are 


,highly successful in warding off salmonella. This means! the bacteria's usual 
window of opportunity is when the chicks are young. This new product allows 
poultry producers to mist young chicks with these good organisms. The chicks 
then do their preening, which gets the good guys into their system and keeps 
the salmonella out. And, as long as the spray gets on the chicks before the 
salmonella, they 'llill be salmonella free. . ' 

We ,tested 80,000 chicks. The presence'of salmonella was.reduced to 

zero with just onE~spray right ,as they hatched. I have also directed that we 

proceed ';'ith the next stage'of our research which will focus on breeder hens 

to see if we can prevent salmonella from passing 'from a hen to her' eggs. We 

are very optimistic about this" and it will bring us even closer to a 100% 

solution.:"" " , 

"r;, 
We are also now seeking to"'apply the same principle in cattle and hogs 


which holds the promise of opening upa whole new world for prevention of 

foo4borne'illness .. 


This is a, ma:ior milestone for food safety. But I do want to make clear 

that proper processing and safe in-kitchen preparation remain essential. I 

also want to give a world of credit to Donald Corrier and David Nisbet ,of 

USPA's Agricultureil Research Service lab in College Station, Texas, along, 

wi~h all pf their partners in this picineering effort. 


'Our scientist:s stand on the verge of many more breakthroughs.' They-are 

looking into the origins of camPylobacter -- which is the leading cau,se of 

food-borne illness in our nation. I should point out that preliminary data 


,on our salmonella spray indicates that it fights campylobacter, too. 

There are a number of folks converting Gulf War technology to food-safety uses. 
pregnancy tests --, that would go on your juice cap or other food pCl.ckaging 
and give you a cleiar siQil if ,your, food has been contaminated,_ 

We need to encourage these advances. That means moie funding for food 
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, ' 

safety research, and it means a more strategic, coordiriateduse of 
funds -- making ElUre that every project fits into ,a national food 
strategy driven by the-public health experts. 

! ' 

I wish I could stand here today with a simple solution to the food 
safety challenge -- you know, some, ,magical 5-point government plan that 
would make foodborne illness go away. But that's not ,something government' 
alone can do. This President and this Administration have, done more than any 
before us to improve, the safety of America's food. Together with farmers and 
ranchers, with ,the food industrY"withthe public health community and the 
rese~rch'community and the consumer communityr. I believf= ,weare turning the, 
tables on foodborne, illne,ss -- setting the mition on an irreversible path 
toward a safer food supply and a healthier American people. 

,Thank you. 

# 

NOTE: USDA news r,eieases and media advisories are avail~ble on the Internet. 
Access the USDA Horne Page on the World Wide Web 'Cit http://www.usda.gov 

11121/2000http://www.usda.gov/m.:wslreleases/1998/03/0123 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250 

TO: (See Distribution List) 


< E W '10 e.~WD~
FROM: Cathenne . ote ' APR 30t998 
Under Secretary 

Food Safety 


SUBJECT:' USDA Food Emergency Rapid Response & Evaiuation Team ' 
, , 

, As ,you know, the Secretary ofAgriculture has made improving food safety a high personal 
, priority. As part ofhis commitment, on April 22 he issued a directive (attached) charging me 

with the responsibility fOI: orgaIrizing and coordinating the work of an intra-departni~nta1 Food 

Emergency Rapid Response & Evaluation Team (FERRET). ,The Team will be responsible for 

recommending to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary ofAgriculture (1) a plan that would 

enhance USDA's capacity to respond rapidly to food safety emergencies, as they might arise, and 

(2) along-tennstrategy for preventing food safety emergencies. " 

The Secretary has asked me to chair a Team whose membership also would include the Under 
Secretaries for Food, Nutrition, and Consumer Services; Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services; 
and Research, Education, and Economics;' the, Assistant Secretary for Marketing and Regulatory , 

, Programs; and General Counsel. 

Additionally, he has asked that - as appropriate - the Team involve in its work the Under 
Secret~es fo~ Environment and Natural Resources and Rural Development, the Press , 
Secretary's Office, Office ofLegislative Affairs,' Office ofBudget and Policy Analysis, Office of 
the Chief Economist and Office oQntergovernmental Affairs, as \veIl as appropriate ' . . .~ 

representatives fromFDA, EPA, and CDC. 

, The Secretary and I need and value your active participation in the Team's work. My office will 
, be calling you sh0l1ly t6 notify you ofour first meeting. 

Attachrilent 

DISTRIBUTION LIST 

Shirley Watkins, FNCS Gus Schumacher, FF AS 

Miley Gonzalez, REE , Mike Dunn, MRP 


, 'Charlie Rawls; OGC ' " Jim Lyons, NRE 

....'.-- - , Jill-Long-Thompson" RD Tom Amontree, OC , , 

Dave Carlin, OCR Steve Dewhurst, OBP A 
Keith Collins, OCE 'Maria Hernandez, OIA 

I ' 

AN, EaUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY' 


WAS,HINGTON. D.C. 20290 


APR 22 1998 
t 

MEMORANDUM FOR:. CatherineE. Woteki 

,Under Secretary " 

Food Safety 


FROM: Dan Glickman' " 

. Secretary OfAgriculture 


SUBJECT: USDA Food Emergency Rapid esponse & Evaluation Team 

Thro~gh this memorandUm, I am charging you, as USDA's senior fooq. safety official, with the 
resporlsibility oforganizing and coordinating the work ofan intra":departmental Food Emergency 
Rapid Response & Evaluation Team. I am directing you and the Team to develop a plan which the 
Department can use (1) in responding quickly and appropriately to food safety emergencies as they 
arise, especially those which cross agency jurisdictions, and (2)to evaluate our emergency episodes 
and use what is learned to improve our long-term strategy' for preventing food safety emergencies, 
particularly by returning that information to the appropriate mission ,areas for evaluation and action. 

The Team will be our coordinating mechanism for developing departmental responses to food . 
safety emergencies, imd Will advise on food safety issues that might arise from emergencies. Such 
timely, accurate information, developed from an objective, well-coordinated response team will 
enhance. the public health, protect consumers, while at the same time informing the marketplace of 
problems which need to be addressed for the benefit of all..The Team will make recommendations 
in these areas to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary ofAgriculture. ' 

Team meni~ership should include, but not be limited to: 
-' .' 

Under Secretary for Food Safety (Chair) 

Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition, and Consumer Services' 

Under Secretary for Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services 

Under Secretary for Research, Education, and Economics 

Assistant Secretary fo:r Marketing and Regulatory Programs 

General Counsel 


. . .' '. . . .' '. : 

As appropriate, I also would anticipate your iricluding the Under Secretaries for Environment imd 
'Natural Resources and. RUral Development,the Press Secretary's Office, Office of Legislative 

._______ Affairs, Office of Budget and Policy Analysis, Office of the Chief Economist and Officeof 
",--,.' ,1nieigovemmet1tal'Aff'hlrs~'-The'members ofthe team will utilize staff from their oWn mission areas 

. ,as necessary and appropriate to provide information, advice and coun~el to themselves and the team 
asa whole. 

AN EQUAL OPPOATUNrry EMPLOYER 

. .. ,';. " .. " "'. ,.,' ~,I ,~"'.' '. 



. . , 

The USDA Food Emergency Rapid Response & Evaluation Team is charged with: 

.. 	 Addressing quickly and appropriately emergency food safety issues that cross agency 
jurisdictions, for example USDA commodity purchases, assigning the highest priority to 

. responding to issues or incidents that have the potential ofputting families' and school 
children's health atrisk.~ a priority that is consistent with the President's April 21, 1997 
"Prote~tion of Chil<h-en From Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks" executive . 
order, or issues which may arise in. other areas ofthedepartinent, for instance, grain storage 
and inspection, or other commodity programs; 

• 	 Establishing goals for communicating internally and externally the outcomes of food safety 
issues addrei3sed by the Team, inc1udingcommunication with other govemmentoffices, 
agencies, and departments; the Congress; school administrators, school food preparets, and 
school childten's parents, industry groups and trade associations,. members of the scientific 
community, and.state and county officials, as well as other consumers, as appropriate; and,· 
the news media. 

, . 	 , . " .', .. '.... ' ' _..., .' . 

• . Lending support to the Federal Outbreak Response Coordination Group (FORCG) initiated· 
. by President Clinton in May, ·1997, as part ofhis Food Safety Initiative. FORCG will . 

:function as the primary mechanism to improve communications; between Federal food 
safety agencies and state agencies with food safety responsibilities. 

. 	 . 

• .. Producing guidelines and procedures for responding to emergency situations. 

, 

In addition to working with USDA Sub-cabinet, I expect you to collaborate with your counterparts 
at FDA, ErA, and CDC to ensure this department's timely response to emergirig issues and 
USDA'siietive role in interdepartmeIltal activities .. 

This charge to you is effective immediately. Please prepare a response to me by May 1, 1998 and 

. include an anticipated time line for establishing the Team and producing a document that responds 

to the items listed in the directive. .. . 
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Release No. Q295.98 

Statement 
of 

Ag'riculture Secretary Dan Glickman 
on House Introduction of the 

Food. Safety Enforcement Enhancement Act 
July 21, 1998 

"I want to. t.hank Congressmen Baldacci for introducing HR4266, USDA's. .. 
"Food Safety Enforcement Enhancement Act." 

".This legislation is an' important part of the Clinton Administration's 
comprehensive effort to improve food safety. Our broad-based strategy 
includes cutting-·edge research into the root causes. of 'foodborne illness, 
expanded consumer education, and more nationwide monitoring to control 
outbreaks more qu.icklY. Most importantly, we have fundamentally improved our 
meat and poultry inspection system by focusing on. prevention and by 
incorporating scientific testing directly targeted at h.armful bacteria like E. 
coli 0157:H7.and salmonella. 

"But we need additional 'enforcement tools to ensur'e that this new system 
is as effective c,s possible. As the law stands today, USDA cannot fine Ii 
company for lax safety standards. We can assess fines for all kinds of other 
things: selling a cat without a license; abusing a circus elephant, selling a 
potato that's too small .. Yet it" you produce unsafe' food -- the orily one. of 
these actions that puts people's lives at risk-- USDA cannot impose any 
financial penalty. This legislation grarits USDA the authority to fine 
companies that violate food safety laws. 

"It is time to treat food safety as seriously as we do any other thre~t 
to human health.' Right now, when a .car kills due to faulty manufacturing, a 
plane engine fails revealing critical safety gaps, or ~ toy harms the childre~ 
it was meant to J;')lease .""- the federal government can act quickly to remove 
them from the marketplace. Food safety is just as· impo,rtant. That's why' this 
legislation requires prompt government notification when contaminated meat or 
poultry ma,y have ~nteied the market, and.it ~llows for mandatory recalls when 
vOluntary'hteans fail to remove 'all potentially unsafe product from themaik~t . 

..~' ..' , 

"Again, I thank Congre'ssman Baldacci and his. 15 co-sponsors .for their 
leadership on thisvital·issue. I look forward to working with thE:m on what. I 
hope.will be a successful attempt to turn this bill into law." 

# 

Note to reporter~';: . The other House sponsors are Congressmen LaTourette, 
Klink, Doyle; Pomeroy,· Farr, DeLauro, Ackerman, Allen, 'Sanders, Hinchey, 
Gejdenson, Coburn, Fazio, Kaptur, and Bluinenauer. The ,companion Senate bill; 
S. 1264, was ,introduced by Senator Harkin on October 7, 1997. Its other 
sponsors are Sencl.tors Daschle, Leahy, Johnson, Durbin,. 'Murray, Moseley-Braun, 
Boxer, Mikulski, Torricelli, Dodd, and Kennedy. ' 

. , 
. . 

http://www.usda:gov/news/releasesI1998/07/0295 1112112000 

http://www.usda:gov/news/releasesI1998/07/0295


by 
Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman 

Regarding the WTO' s Decision on the .. EU ,Beef Hormone Ban 
May 28, 1998 

"We are pleased with the WTO's final decision that the European Union must 
bri~g its ban on meat from animals treated with growth"':promoting hormones into 
compliance with the Woro Dispute Settlement Panel and Appellate Body rulings by, 
May 13, 1999. ' 

,"This decision shows that the WTO dispute-settlement process works, even in 
the case of sensitive, long-.runningdisputes. The disciplines of the WTP 
Sanitary-Phytosanitary Agreement, for which the United States fought long and 
hard in the Uruguay Round, have, been preserved. Countries' have been pu.t, on 
notice that they can no longer hide behind measures that have no scientific 
basis and are inconsistent with obligations to which th~y have agreed. 

"U.S. beef producers have waited a decade for ~his day to corne. We trust 
that the EU will now do the right thing and implement market opening measures 
by the WTO-mandat.ed deadline. The United States, and now the WTO, expect 
nothing less." 

# 
NOTE: USDA news release and'media advisories are available on the Internet. Access 
the World Wide Web at http://wWw.usda.gov' 

http://www.usda.gov/news/releases/1998/05/0224 11/21/2000 ' 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

AMONG 


THE UNITE:D STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

AND 


THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT' OF HEALTH AND 

HUMAN SERVICES 


, ,AND , ' 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

I. INTRODUCTION' 

A. PARTIES 

The parties to this agteement are the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), the United 
States Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)and the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). 

B. BACKGROUND 

While the American food supply is among the safest in the world, there are still millions of Americans 
stricken by illness every year caused by the food they consume, and some 9,000 a year --mostly the 
very young and elderly -- die asa result. The threats are numerous and varied, ranging from Escherichia 
coli 0157:H7 in meat and apple juice, to Salmonella in eggs and on vegetables, to Cyclospora on fruit, to 
Cryptosprodium in public drinking water supplies -- and most recently, to hepatitis A virus in frozen, 

" sliced and sugared strawberries~ . 

In his January 25, 1997 radio address, President Clinton directed three Cabinet members -- the Secretary 
of Agriculture, the Secretary of HHS, and the Administrator of the EPA -- to identify specific steps to 
improve the safety of the food supply;, Their May, 1997, report to the President identified several issues 
and outli~ed' a comprehensive,new initi~ive to. addressthose issues and improve the safety of the . 
Nation~s food supply, ' . I' ' 

One issue addressed in the report to the President was the coordination among federal, state and local 
agencies in respondiIlg to interstate outbreaks of foodborne illnesses. This MOU builds on preyious 
Administration steps to modernize our food safety system and respoqd to emerging challenges as well as 
creating partnerships and leveraging the resources of federal, state and local agencies as part of the Vice 

, President's NatioriaI Partnership for Reinventing Government. ' 

Four f~deral entIties are charged with responding to outbreaks of foodborne illness (for the purpose of 
this MOU,foodborne illness also includes waterborne illness): USDA, EPA, and the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) at HHS. Each of the 
four federal agencies has a critical role when a outbreaks occur. CDC's primary responsibility is!o assist 
state and local health departments in investigating outbreaks of illness and in identifying the cause of the 
outbreak. FDA, th,e Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) at USDA, and EPA also have· 
responsibility for determining whether a product they regulate may be causing illness, and for halting the 
spread of illness by taking regulatory action against the suspect products~ or wastes (other than animal ", ' 

http://www.foodsafety.gov/-dms/forcgmou.html· 11/21/2000 
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• manures) that have the potential to contaminate the air, land, or waters used to produce the food product. 
· The food product implicated in a foodborne outbreak determines which regulatory agency has primary 
jurisdiCtion: FSIS regulates meat, poultry, and egg products; FDA regulates all other foods including 
game meats, bottled drinking water and shell eggs; and EPA reguiates water, drinking water from public 

· systems and pesticides, and manages organic and inorganic wastes used or disposed of on agricultural 
land. While each entity has clearly defined areas of responsibility, the successful containment of many 
outbreaks of foodborne illness involves more than one federal entity. . 

All 'states and many local governments with varying expertise and resources share responsibility with the 
federal agencies for r(~sponse to such outbreaks and, also, have a critical role. Identification and 
investigations of foodborne illness often begin at the community or state leveL States and local 
governments share with the federal government the legal.responsibility for protecting the health of their . 
residents. The majority of foodborne outbreaks occur at the local or state level, however, many . 

. outbreaks involve federal agency jurisdiction. lllnesses cross state borders, and most foods or food 
ingredients are proce~jsed or produced in another state or by international trading partners. Federal 
involvement is also necessary when contaminated food from a common source has been distributed to 
grocery stores,· restaurants, and homes in more than one state. 

When outbreaks of foodborne illness occur, federal agencies work with state and local health and 
agricultural authoritit:s in their investigation and in implementation of control measures through 
consultation, diagnostic assistance,and by regulatory action against the products. In some instances, on
site assistance is requested by local and state authorities from the CDC to establish the cause of an 
outbreak, and from other agencies to help find the source of the problem. For large or multistate 
outbreaks, federal agencies playa critical coordination role to ensure consistency of approach and 
implementation of needed controf measures. . 

C. RECOGNITION OF NEED 

Although significant communication aIready·occurs among the federal agencies; among federal,state 
and local agencies; among the various state agencies; and between state and local agencies, better 
coordination is needed to meet new arid growing threats to the natioq's food supply, enhance the level of 
·public healt,h,protection; provide standards for prevention of future foodborne illne.ss outbreaks, leverage 
agency resburces and experience, and avoid duplication of effort and move more quickly since products . 
. can be widely distributed. .'~ . 

Further, a critical element of an effective, rapid response to a foodborne illness outbreak is ready 
communication by all the involved parties. Although there are communication systems in place, the 

" systems need to be expanded and coordinated to achieve.rapid exchange of information.and data 
between key outbreak response personnel in each agency at the federal, state and local levels and the 

· affected food industry. . . 

The report to the President recommended the establishment of an intergovernmental group, to be known 
as the Foodborne Outbreak Response Coordinating Group, to improve the approach to interstate. . 
ou'tbreaks of (oodborne illness and develop a national, coordinated outbreak response system. 

II. PURPOSE 

A This memorandum of understanding ("Memorandum ff 
) among the parties is entered into in order to 

, , fonD the Foodborne Outbreak Response Coordinating Group ("FO~CG"). 

http://wWw.foodsafetY.gov/-dms/forcgmou.htnil '1112112000 
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. 	 ,. 

. 	B. The purpose of the FORCG is defined by the following goal, mission and objectives: 

1. 	 .It is the goal of FORCO to improve the approach to interstate outbreaks of foodborne illness. by . 
. federal, state and local agencies charged with responding to such outbreaks. 

" 	 " . 
. . ". . . 	 ; . . . . 

2. ,Toward this goal, it is the mission of FORCO to include feder~, state and local agencies with 
outbreak respolise duties in the development of a national comprehensive and coordinated 
foodborne illness outbreak response system. " ' 

3. 	 This mission will be accomplished by subscribing to the following management objectives which 
, will, in turn, guide FORCO: . 

. .' 	 . " ,": . 

a. FORCO will review and evaluate outbreak response at the federal agency level (among 
agencies), including cooperation among federal agencies and between state and local agencies and 
affected industiies. FORCO will identify areas where efficiency can be gained and make specific, 
recomm:endations for improvement. FORCO will work with federal, state, and local governments, 
the food industry, health professionals, and consurrieradvocates to implernent beneficial changes. 

. . . 	 . 
, 	 . . 

b. Standard operating procedures will be developed for the rapid exchange of data and information 
, . associated with foodborne illness outbreaks between' involved agencies and for dissemination to . 

the public. The procedures will cover the exchange of daia and, information associated with 'an 
outbreak and will complement systems established for exchange of information about day-to-day 
occurrences of foodborneillness. ' ' . 

c.' A nationwide survey will be conducted to. catalogue existing state and local food safety program . 
infrastructures. 

d. Working groups will be established to develop recommended procedures for outbreak response 
. coordination between federal and state agencies', and between state and local agencies levels to 

improve the coordinated response to interstate outbreaks. ' . ' 
... 

.' . 	 ' .. " . . . , 

ill. ORGANIZATION AND.MEMBERSHIP 
" '. ~' . . . 	 . 

A. Under Title II,Section 204, Subpart(a) of the Unfunded Mandat~ Reform Act of 1995, Pub. L. 104
, 4, elected state officers,' or their designated representatives with authority' to act on their behalf, may, 
meet with federal officers to exchange views~ inforniation, or advice relating to ,the management or 
implementation of fe:deral programs established pursuant to public hiw that explicitly or inherently share 
intergovernmental responsibilities or administration. The parties, thetefore,agree that all members of" 
FORCO will be federal officials or state employees with the requisite authority. '. 

, B. FORCO will have the following members: 

L 	 Two representatives from USDA: The Under Secretary for Food Safety and the Adrriinistrator for 
FSIS, or their designees.' '. ' , , 

, 2.' 	Fourrepresentatives from HHS: The Assistant Secretary for Health, the Commissioner ofthe 
FDA, the Director of CFSAN and the Director of CDC, or their designees .. ' . 

.' . . 	 ' .. 

3. 	 Two representatives from EPA: The Assistan~ Administrator for the Office of Prevention, 
Pesticides and Toxic Substances and the Assistant Administrator for Water, 'or their designees. 

'. 	. . . .. . 

. http://www.foodsafety.gov/-dmStforcgmou.htrnl , ' 1112112006 
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4.. One state employee who is a representative of the Association of Food and Drug Officials. . 

5. One state employee who is a representative of National Association of City and County Health • 
. Officials. 	 .. . 

6. 	 One state employee who is a representative of the Association of State and Territorial Public 
Health Laboratory Directors. .. . 

7. 	 One state employee who is a representative of the Council of State and Territorial 

Epideritiologists. 


8.. One state employee who is a representative of the National Association of State Departments of 
Agriculture. . 

IV. RESPONSIDlLITIES AND SCOPE OF WORK 
. 	 .,",..;., . 

. . A. FORCG will be co-chaired by the Under Secretary for Food Safety (USDA) and the Assistant 

Secretary for Health (HHS). His or her designee will facilitate each meeting. . 


'... # ' 

B. One member will be designated as the outbreak response coordinator fOF each department or agency 
. that has arole in an outbreak response. The duties of each outbreak response coordinator will be 
. identified as FORCG develops the overall outbreak response system. HHS will designate the Assistant 
Secretary for Health'·as the primary person in charge of coordination for HHS. USDA will designate the 
Under Secretary for Food Safety as theprlmary person in charge of coordination for USDA. EPA will 
designate the Assistarlt Administrator for Water as the primary person in charge of coordination for EPA . 
when drinking water is involved, and the Assistant Administrator for the Office of Prevention, 
Pesticides, and Toxic Substances will be the primary person when Pesticides and Toxic S:ubstances are 
involved.· 	 .. . 

V. GENERAL PROVISIONS 
.' 

A. FORCG\vill meet Bi-monthly. 
. 	 .~. .. . . 

B. This Memorandum may be modified with supplemental written ~greements signed by the parties and 
can be terminated in writing, in whole or in part, by consensus of the parties. . 
'. . " .....'. . 


. . . . 


.. C. This Memorandum will become effective on the date the final signature is affixed hereto. 
'. 	 .. . 

D. This Memorandum is· entered into ·within the lircits of the statutory authority of the parties to the 
Memorandum. 

Catherine E. Woteki, Ph.D., R.D. 
Under Secretary 
Food Safety 
U~S. Department of Agriculture 

Lynn R. Goldman, M.D. 

. . . 

SIGNATURES 

. David M. Satcher, M.D., Ph.D. 
Assistant Secretary for Health and 
Surgeori General 
U.S. Department of Health and Human . 
Services 

. Robert :perciasepe 

. http://www.foodsafety.gov/...;.dms/forcgmou.html . 	 ..1112112000 . ' 
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Food Safety and Inspection Service 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Washington, D.C. 20250-3700 

Speeches 

Office of the Under Se(~retary for Food Safety 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

The Importalllce of Sound Science 

Remarks prepared for delivery by Dr. Catherine Woteki, Under Secretary for Food Safety, before a 

public meeting on the President's National Food Safety Initiative, October 2, 1998, Arlington, VA. . 


It's a pleasure.to' join 11lY colleagues from the.Office of Science TechnologyPolicy, the Department of 

Health and Human Services, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Department of Agriculture 

at this very important meeting to begin the development of a comprehensive, strategic Federal food 

safety plan. 


One of my tasks here today is to talk just a few minutes about the part of the vision statement that 

addresses the importaJlce of science. As Neal Lane said in his opening remarks, "sound science must 

underpin all of our f~od safety efforts." . 


This is important for two major reasons. First, science must guide our program and policy decisions. 

And second, the appli(:ation of science holds real promise for major improvements in food safety. 

Continued investment in food safety research will provide the information we need to make better 

decisions, and it will provide the technologies to prevent-or at least to reduce-foodbome diseases. 


The vision statement says, "We work within a seamless food safety system that uses·farm-to-table 
preventive strategies and integrat~d research, surveillance, inspection, and enforcement. We are vigilant 
to new and emergent threats and consider the needs of vulnerable popUlations. We use science- and risk-
based approaches along with public/private partnerships." . 

'0' • 

It isc1ear thatwithin such a seamless ~{stem, science must guide our food safety priorities-whether we . 
are talking about research, regulation, or surveillance. With scarce resources, we must set our priorities 
in all three areas wisely based on the best science avrulable. What are the most critical food safety . 
threats? What methods will work best to attack them? These are the types of questions we must answer 
through science. . 

W~ also must use science to set good food safety policies. For example, science-based HACCP systems 
are being widely adopted as a means of preventing contamination from pathogens and other hazards in 
meat, poultry, seafood, and fruit juices .. 

Unfortunately, we don't always have a)lof the information we need to make every food safety decision . 
. The best we can do is make decisions based on·the information we have available today, and invest in 
.researchthat will filIthe information gaps. . . . , . 

If we are to achieve the seamless, prevention-based, integrated f~od safety system in the vision . 

. statement, we will need a better understanding of pathogens in food and what interventions can be 

implemented farm-to-table to help control them . 
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By the same token, we need to push forward the scientific frontiers in our understanding of the risks 

posed by chemical residues in food and water. We need better methods to estimate exposure and risks to 

special groups-such as children and the elderly-that may be more sensitive to the effects of 

. pathogens, pesticides and other hazardous contaminants. We also need to better understand the potential 

for chemicals to affect the endocrine, immune,. and nervous systems. 


. . . . . 

At the same time, new food safety challenges continue to emerge as a result of factors such· aschangirig 

food habits, a global food supply, and a changing population. Emerging pathogens ·are testing our ability 

to respond quickly arid effectively~ Just think about the impact of E. coli 015:H7 -- a pathogen that was 

virtually unknown 15 years ago but is now a household name. 


. . 
. .. 

A critical review of the federally-supported portfolio ~f food safety research has already begun through 

the National Science and Technology Council and will cont~nue as a result of the new Joint Institute for . 

Food Safety Research. But we have a lot of work to do before we can honestly say we have a 

coordinated and cooperative food safety research strategy and that we are making the best use of public

private partnerships to further that strategy. 


Under the President's National Food Safety Illitiative, I can speak for all the participating agencies when 

I say that we are committed to using science and risk-based approaches to assure the public of the 

highest level of safety we can attain. I was also pleased that the recently published report from the . 

National Academy of Sciences, Ensuring Safe. Food From Production to Consumption, further supports 

the science-based directions we' are taking. 


Salmonella Enteritidis 

In closing, I would like to offer a specific example-perhaps a prototype--of this seamless food safety 

system that uses sciertce- and risk-based approaches. It is our strategy to address the public health 

problem assoCiated with Salmonella Enteritidis in eggs and egg products. 
 . . 

Epidemiological data fro~ the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention showed there was an 

increasing problem with infections of Salmonella. Enteritidis associated with these products. 


'. .'. . .' . . . 

. .' ·'/,i r . '. . . . .' . . . 


A multi-disciplinary team fromgovell).!llent and academia conducted a quantitative microbial risk ... 
. assessment to characterize the adverse health effects assoCiated with consuming eggs and egg products 
contaminated with th(: pathogen and to help us identify interventions that could lead to. public health 
improvements. Through public meetings, the industry, consumers, and the scientific cominunity offered 
data and advice. FSIS and FDA then published, jointly, an advance notice of proposed rulemaking to 
initiate a comprehensi.ve and coordinated process to address this public health problem. 

Cooper~tive endeavoi-~with industry and other regulatory agencies sharing the responsibility for food 

safety will characterize our approach, now and in the future. But this approach will only work if we have 

good scientific infomtatiori to work with. . . 


Pllblic Discussion Format·. 
. . 

Now that we have described the three themes contained in the.vision statement, we will begin, following 
the break, a facilitated. discussion of the draft vision statement. We see the vision statement as a starting 

. point, and thus a good. place to begin the strategic planning process. . 

.. We are here today to listen to you. We want to receive as much input as possible from all ofour 
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constituencies. This public process is absolutely necessary to ensure that we. arrive at a strategic plan 
that has a·broadbase of support . 

. Wehavedeveloped six questions to help facilitate and provide a framework for the discussion and have 

allocated a certain anlount of tim~ for each question. We recognize thatmany people have requested 

time to present their views, and we will be as flexible as we can to honor these requests within the time 


. constraints .. We hope you will try, as much as possible, to speak to the six questions .. 
. . 

.. I will ask the first question now so that you can begin thinking about the answer during the break .. 

Question #1: Does the vision statement accurately depict an achievable food safety system vision? What· 
modifications, if any, would you make? 

With that question in mind, we will take a 15-minute break. 

Further Information Contact:. . 
FSIS Food Safety Edu.cation and Communications Staff 
Public Outreach and Communications 
Phone: (202).720-9352 

. Fax: (202) 720-9063 

Speeches Menu I FSIS Home Page I USDA HomePage . 
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President's Conncil on Food' Safety 
. . r .......,\.l'·'~ . 

USDA {/c. 
"'~ 

Department of Health . Department 
< and Human Services QU;Qmm~rce 

. Charter 
. December 16, 1998 

Article I: Purpose . 

. On August 25, 1998, the President, by Executive Order 1"3100, established the President's Council on . 
Food Safety ("Council ") to improve the safety of the rood supply through science-based regulation and 
well-coordinated inspection, enforcement, research, and education programs. The purpose of the 
Council is to protect the health of the American people by preventing foodborne illness through 
improving the safety of the food supply by means of science-based regulation and well-coordinated 
surveillance and investigation, inspection, enforcement, research, and educational programs. The 
Council is to: develop and update periodically a comprehensive strategic plan for Federal food safety 
activities; make recommendations to the President on how to' implement the comprehensive strategy and 
enhance coordination among Federal agencies, State, local and tribal governments, and the private 
sector; advise Federal agencies in setting priority areas for investment in food safety and developing a 
coordinated food safety budget for the Administration; and to oversee research efforts of the Joint 
Institute for Food Safety Research. The President also directed the Council to evaluate and report back 
to him on the proposals contained in the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report on food safety . 

. This Charter provides the basis for collaboration among the members of the Council in carrying out its 
responsibilities as set forth in the Executive Order. 	 . 

Article II: Membership 
. 	 ~. 

The following individuals shall be members of the Council: 

. 1. Secretary Of Agriculture,. 
2. 	 Secretary of Commerce, 
3. Secretary of Health and Human Services, 


.4. '. Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, 

5. 	 Director of the Office' of Management and Budget, 
6. 	 Assistant to the President for Science and TechnologylDirector of the Office of Science and 


Technology Policy, 

7. 	 Assistant to the: President for Domestic Policy, and 
8. 	 Director of the National Partnership for Reinventing Government. 

Each member may designate a senior Federal'employee to serve as an·altern~te representative to' 
perform the duties of the Council member. 

Article III: Co-Chairs 
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The Secretaries ofAgriculture and of Health and Human Services and the Assistant to the President for 
Science and TechnologylDirector of the Office of Science and Technology Policy, or their designated 
alternates, shall serve as co-chairs of the Council. 	 ' 

The co-chairs shall provide leade~ship and direction to the Council, ~d coordinate the formation and 
schedule of standing committees. Each meeting will be led by one co-chair, and this responsibility shall 
rotate quarterly amoIlg the co-chairs. 	 . 

Article IV: Staff Support Services ' 

Staff support.services for the activities of the Council will be provided by the Co~Chairs through a 
Secretariat, which will consist of a senior Federal employee from the Department of AgricultUre' and one 

, from the Department of Health and Human Services. Other members may provide additional staff 
support services, as necessary. The Secretariat will facilitate planning, coordination, and communication, 
among Council members. , 	 ' 

Article V: Meetings 

The Council shall meet on a quarterly'basis at a time and location chosen by the co-chairs.' Additional 

meetings may be held at the call of the co-chairs or at the request of a majority of the members. 


A majority of the Council membership shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business. All 
decisions made by tlie Council at the meetings shall be by consensus defined as substantial agreement as 
determined by the chair. . ' 

, 	 , 

The Secretariat will prepare updates of the Council's activities and make the information available for , 
public inspeCtion and copying and on the Council Internet web site. 

The Council will prepare a report for submission to the President on March 1 of ' each year. The report 
will contain, at a minhnum, a description of the Council's activities and accomplishments during the 
preceding fis,cal year, a description of the planned activities for the coming year, a review of strategic 

',planning objectives, and progress made toward accomplishing those ,objectives. 

1-" 
Article VI: Duties and Responsibilities 

The specific responsibilities of the Council are to: 

1. 	 Develop and update periodically a comprehensive strategic Federal food safety plan ("plan ") to 
reduce the incidence of foodborne illness and its chronic sequelae by further enhancing the safety 
of the nation's food supply and monitoring the impact of these enhancements. The plan will 
address public health, resource, and management questions facing Federal food safety agencies, 
and will focus on the full range offood safety issues, including the needs of regulatory agencies 
and the actions necessary to ensure the safety of the food Americans consume. The planning 
process will consider both short-term and long-term issues including new and emerging threats to 
the nation's food supply arid the special needs of vulnerable p<?pulations such as children and,the ' 
elderly. In developing this plan, the Council will take into consideration the findings and . 
recommendations of the NAS report "Ensuring Safe Food from Production to Consumption" and 
the review of Federal food safety research by the interagency working group under the auspices of 
the National Science and Technology Council. 
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The strategic plan will help set priorities, improve coordination and efficiency, identify gaps in the 
current system and ways to fill those gaps, enhance and strengthen prevention and intervention 
strategies, and identify reliable measures to indicate progress. 

,The Council will conduct public meetings to engage consumers, producers, industry, food service 
providers, retailers, health professionals, State and local governments, Tribes, academia, and the 
public in the strategic planning process. 

2. 	 Consistent with the strategic plan, advise Federal agencies of priority areas forinvestment i~ food 
safety and work with member agencies in developing annual food safety budgets for 'submission 
to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to sustain and strengthen priority activities on 
food safety, eliminate duplication, and ensure the most effective use of resources for achieving the ' 
goals of the pl:m. " , 

3. 	 Oversee the Joint Institute for Food Safety Research (JIFSR). The Council will evaluate the ' 
reports from J1FSR on food safely research activities and give direction to JIFSR on research 

'needed to establish the most effective possible food safety system. 

4. 	 Evaluate and report to the President on the NASreport, "Ensuring Safe Food from Production to 
Consumption". After providing opportunity for public comment, including public rp.eetings, the 
Council will, by February 21, ,1999, report to the President on the Council's response to and 
recommendations concerning the NAS report and appropriate additional actions to improve food" 
safety. 	 . . 

Article :Vll: Committees 

The co-chairs, after consultation with Council members, shall establish committees of Council members, 
their alternates, or other Federal employees, as they deem necessary, to facilitate and carry out 
effectively the responsibilities of the Council. Such conimittees shall report to the Council. 

The followin.g committee shall be established by the co~chairs: . 

JIFSR Executive Research Committee, , 
,1'-" 

This committee will evaluate the reports from the JIFSR on its efforts to coordinate food safety research 
and make recommendations to the Council regarding research needed to establish the most effective . 
possible food ~afety system. 

Article WI: Web Site 
',~ 

The Council shall establish an Internet web site. The Department of Agriculture shall be the system 
owner of the web site and shall be responsible for maintaining it. The Council website will provide links 
to websites of all federal agencies having food safety responsibilities. 

Article IX: Effective Date 

This Charter shall become effective on the latest date affixed below ari.d may be modified with 
supplemental agreements signed by all the members of the CounCiL 

I' December 16; 1998 
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Food Safety and Inspection Service . 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Washington, D.C. 20250·3700 

Speeches 

Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safety 
U.S. Department of Agricultur43 

A.Farm-To-Table Food Safety Strategy 

Remarks preparedfor delivery by Dr. Catherine Woteki, Under Secretary for Food Safety, before the 
Amer~can Farm Bureau Federation, Albuquerque, New Mexico, January 10,1999. 

Thank you for the opportunity to join you today to talk: about food safety. January is always a good time' 
to reflect on our accomplishments and focus on priorities for the new year. It's also agood time to be in 
New Mexico! 

Over the past several years, food safety has received attention at the highest levels of government and by 
the public. I don't have a crystal ball, but I believe that·food safety will continue to receive much . 
attention in 1999. 

I also believe that th~ long-term effect of this attention will be to strengthenconsuiners' confidence in 
the safety of olir food supply. News about recalls' or the identification of a new food safety problem can 

.,have some short-lived negative effects, such as reducing consumer purchases of specific products. But 
the attention has some positive effects as well, because everyone-government, industry, and the 
public-is coming together to make our good food safety system even better. And in surveys, consumers 
continue to believe that government food safety agencies are protecting them. 

'Foodborne illnesses are not new, of course. But many factors have forced us to pay closer attention to 
foodborne pathogens as a health risk. ' 

.:~I· . 

First~ is the groVfing knowledge abouqj.~ogens, how they are transmitted through food, and their role 
in causing disease. . 

Second, new pathogens ate emerging. Pick up a microbiology textbook from 20 years ago and you 

'won't even find mention of E. coli 0157:H7. Shigatoxin is another pathogen of concern. 


Third, our population is aging, and the elderly and immune-compromised are two groups that are 
growing in numbers and are more susceptible to foodborne diseases. 

. ' 

Lastly, several factors are creating opportunities for bigger outbreaks, including cO,ncentration in the. , 
food industry, increases in imported foods, more convenience foods that are prepared in advance; and a 
population that is not as savvy as' our grandparents when it comes to food .preparation. Calls to our toll
free Meat and Poultry Hotline show that consumers still need the b3$ics 'on what temperatures to cook 
'their turkeys and how to safely store leftovers. . 

One thing is clear-foodborne illness is a problem we need to be concerned about. And by "we," I mean 
everyone involved in food production, processing, distribution, and preparation. We all have a role to . 
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" 
 play in preventing foodborne illness. You may have heard the statistics about foodborne illness. The 
Council for Agricultural Science and Technology (CAST), based on data from the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, estimates that annually, 6 to 33 million Americans become ill, and that 
foodborne illness contributes to the deaths of perhaps 9,000 persons each year. The economic impact of 
foodborne illness, in terms of medical care, lost wages and associated costs, is $5.6 to $9A billion per 
year. 

And we must remember that foodborne illness is not just a minor digestive upset. It can result in very 
serious, life-threatening health problems such as Guillain-Barre Syndrome, which is paralysis associated 
with Campylobacter, and Hemolytic Uremic Syndrome--life:"threatening kidney damage associated with 
E. coli 0157:H7. 	 ' 

. 	 ,' 

There have been some recent concerns about the statistics on. foodborne, illness and their accuracy. The 
Centers for Disease Cc'mtrol and, Prevention in Atlanta is now conducting a review and will come up 
with a revised estimate in the near future. Although it is important to have accurate estimates of the 
burden of foodborne illness, we don't need exact figures in order to take action. Thefact is, a large 
percentage of foodbome illnesses are preventable, and there is a lot we can do to reduce the numbers. 

,Recognition of the preventable nature offoodborne illness is a major motivation for the President's Food 
Safety Initiative. 

Food Safety Strategy 

Fortunately, we have a food safety strategy in place that is leading to concrete improvements in food ' 
safety. Our strategy is based on two very important points. First; we know that partnerships are critical 
to our success. All of us-government, industry, academia, and consumers-are in this fight against 
foodborne illness together, and none of us can do the job alone. ' 

And second, we must keep a broad, farm-to-table focus when finding s,olutions to our food safety 
problems. It will require multiple steps, ,all along the farm-to-table chain, for real progress to occur. 
There is no one quick food safety fix. - ' 

Farm-to-T~~le Strategy 
.. . . 

Let me talk about our farm-to-table str~tegy in a little m()~e detail. We believe thateach sector in the 
food system is responsible for doing whatever it can to improve food safety. We know there are many 
data gaps when it comc::sto knowing how to reduce pathogens. This is particularly true on the farm. But 
as science and technology improve, scientific principles for reducing pathogens and other hazards will 
emerge. We expect each sector to take full advantage of these developments to improve food safety. 
Thi's is already happening. We are seeing many instances of new technology being used to make food' 
safer. For example, slaughter plants are using antimicrobial rinses and steam vacuum technology to 

," 	 reduce pathogens 'on carcasses. Andcompetitive exclusion products are now commercially available to . 
poultry producers to prevent Salmonella from becoming established in ,chickens. ' 

Our involvement in farm..,to-table food safety does not mean webelieve that Federal regulation is needed 
to solve all problems. For example, in piants, where anim3.Is are slaughtered and meat and poultry 
processed; the Federal govern merit clearly has the authority and the responsibility to take regulatory 
action. 

But the animal production level-that is, on the fannand during intenriediate stages before animals 
. reach the slaughter plant-is an example of where we do not envision a direct regulatory role. Rather; 
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we are working with producer groups toward the voluntary application of food safety asslirance 
programs, based on HACCP principles. At the same time, we are guiding and supporting research that 
will tell us what really works and what is practical in real-life situations to make food safer. 

We have seen a lot of interest among producers in doing their part. Of course, because women are key 
managers on farms, you have a large role in implementing many of these initiatives. I'll cite some 
examples, but there are many more. . . 

For example, producers have joined forces WIth government agencies in South Dakota to develop a 
quality assurance beef safety plan. Feedlots in that state are participating in a pilot project to identify and 
manage the critical cOlltrol points affecting beef safety in feedlots. The goal is to develop an overall set 
of guidelines and a protocol for each feedlot to assure buyers that food safety is a priority: 

,, 
The National Pork Producers Council, in cooperation with government, is implementing a nationwide, 
multi-step quality assurance program, which includes 10 basic production practices to improve food 
safety, herd health and the environment. It has been sho;wn that producers implementing this program 

. not only produce a saf~r product, but a more profitable and higher quality product. ' 

And the Beef IndtistryFood Safety Council has developed a research agenda to reduce, or possibly 
eliminate, E. coli 0157:H7. ' , 

President's Food Safety Initiative 

Food safety received a major boost in 1997, when President Clinton announced his major Food Safety 
Initiative. In fact, this rnonth is the 2-ye~ anniversary of the President's radio address. The initiative 
continues to provide new funds for needed improvements in'areas such as foodborne diseases 
surveillance, research, inspections; and consumer education. It also unifies the various food safety 
iniiiative~ being carried out by Federal agencies with responsibility for food safety. Twelve agencies in 
four Federal departments have a role in food safety, and seven of these' are in USDA. We have been able 
to make much progress through this initiative. I will highlight just a few areas. . 

For instance,)he FoodNet surveillance network has been expanded under the President's initiative. 

FoodNet tracks foodboine diseases in ~~e United States and helps public health officials better 

understand tpe sources of these illnesses: We are learning some important information from FoodNet. 

Second-year data indicate that Campylobacter is the most fr~quently isolated pathogen in cases of 

diarrheal disease, which has led us to take a number of steps to address the. problem. 


'. . 
Under the President's initiative, we also have made progress in responding to outbreaks of foodborne 

.. illness. Last year, Vice President Gore announced the new Foodborne Outbreak Response Coordinating 
Group, a partnership of Federal andState agencies established to better respond to foodbome illness' 
outbreaks. We are sharing more information now about outbreaks; coordinating responses with State . 
departments ofhealth and agriculture, and weare trying to standardize our procedures. as much as . 
possible. 

. . 
We also are improving inspections for meat and poultry products by requiring the implementation of 
HACCP-Hazard Ana1ysis and Critical Control Points-Systerns in all plants. Under HACCP, plants 
identify critical control points during their processes where hazards such as microbial contamination can 
occur, establish controls to prevent or reduce those hazards, and maintain records documenting that the 
controls are working as intended. HACCP has already been implemented in all large plants-those with 
500 or more employees. This month, small plants will be required to have HACCP in place, and next 
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January, very small plants must meet the requirements. 

We also are doing more under the' President's initiative to educate everyone involved in the fann-to
table chain about what they can do to improve food safety. Our Fight BAC! food safety campaign for 
consumers features "BAC," a green, slime-oozing bacterium. The campaign emphasizes four basic 
safety food handlingrrlessages-Clean, Separate, Chill, and Cook. Activities also are being carried out 
to educate food handlers at other points in the farm-to-table chain. 

NAS Report 

As we continue our progress in these and other areas, we also are having to respond to major concerris, 
on the part of Congres8 about whether we are organized at the Federal level ,in a manner to best protect 
the public from foodbome illness. In 1997, a bill was introduced by Senator Durbin and Representative 
Fazio to create a single food safety agency. And the House Appropriations committee last year asked the 
National Academy of Sciences to conduct a study to determine the scientific and organizational needs of 
an effective food safety system. The Academy released its report in August, and the President's Food , 
Safety Council, which I will mention in just a moment, is in the process of responding to the 
recommendations contained in the report. Specifically, the Academy had three major recommendations. 

First, the Academy concluded that an effective and efficient food safety system must be based in 
science. It noted that while many rational, science-based regulatory philosophies have been adopted, this 
adoption has been uneven. : 

Second, the committee said that Federal statute changes are needed to enable the U.S. food safety 
system to be based in science. The committee recorrimended statute changes that would allow 
inspection, enforcement, and research efforts to be based on scientific risk assessments. It also 
recommended that Congress and the Administration require development of a comprehensive, national 
food safety plan. ' ' 

Third~ the Academy said thatCongress should establish--by statute--a unified and central framework for 

, managing Federal food safety programs. Under this structure, one official should be responsible for 


Federal eff~IJS in food safety and have control of resources allocated to food safety. ' 


" " President's Food Safety Council ';;' 

A public dialogue about what is the best system for ensuring food safety will continue as we-both 
, Congress and the Administration-review the recommendations. In August, President Clinton signed 


the order creating the President's Food Safety Council, which he charged with developing a 

comprehensive strategic plan for Federal food safety activities and ensuring that Federal agencies 

develop coordinated food safety budgets each year. One of the Council's first jobs will be to review the 

Academy's study, solicit public input, and report back to the President with recommendations on 

appropriate actions to illiprove food safety. Of course, Congress, which funded the study, also is 

expected to weigh in on the recommendations. The Council also will be preparing a long-range strategic 

plan and preparing a unified, coordinated food safety budget. ' 


, Closing 

Clearly, we have an ambitious agenda ahead, and there will be many upcoming discussions about how 
bes't to improve the national food safety system. Fortunately, there are many points of agreement on 
where we should be headed, and they are reflected in the vision statement developed by the President's 
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Food Safety Council:. 

"We work within a seamless food safety system that uses farm-to-table . 
preventive strategies and integrated research, surveillance, inspection, and 
enforcement. We are vigilant to new and emergent threats and consider the 
needs ofvulnerable populations. We use science- and risk.-based approaches. 
along with public/private partnerships. " 

This vision statement will guide us as we work to meet our goal of reducing the incidence of foodbome 
illness to the extent possible. . 

. For Further Information: 
FSIS Congressional and Public Affairs Staff 
Phone: (202) 720-3897 
Fax: (202) 720-5704 

Speeches Menu I FSIS Home Pa~1 USDA Home Page 

::: 
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Department of Heallth and Human Services 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
February 25, 1999 

Backgrounder 

2000 President's Food Safety Initiative' 

For the third consecutive year, the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) and the ' 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) have coordinated a multi-agency effort to protect the health of the 
American public by improving the safety of the Nation's food supply. Through joint planning, agencies 

. can maximize the use of their resources and achieve the greatest improvements in' food safety. This 
process began with the May 1997 report to the President, entitled, Food Safety from Farm-to-Table: A 
National Food Safety Initiative. The report recognized foodborne illness as an emerging public health, 
hazard that required aggressive government action, identified critical gaps in the food safety systetnfor 
controlling or eliminating foodborne pathogens from the food supply, and proposed a strategy for 
closing those gaps. ' 

1998 and 1999 ActiVities 

The 1998 budget initiative brought much-needed new resources to enhance surveillance offoodborne 
disease and outbreaks and better coordinate our response to outbreaks, improve inspections and 
compliance-particularly seafood HACCP inspections, targetimportant new research,and risk assessment 
to critical scientific gaps, and strengthen education and training especially of those who handlefood at 
critical points from the retail setting to the home. The 1999 initiative built on science-based gains made 
in these areas, and placed increased emphasis on ensuring the safety of domestic and imported fresh 
produce and imported foods; targeted retail food safety education; transformed traditional meat and 
poultry inspection systems to science-based HACCP systems; and developed scientific information and 
tools to control a greater range of food s~ety hazards. 

" ; ,,-.; 

2000 Budget Request 

, Fot 2000, the Administration is proposing an increase of $74.8 million for the President's Food Safety 
Initiative. Of this amount, $40 million is allocat~d to HHS and $34.8 million to USDA. The 2000 
President's Food Safety Initiative builds on the foundation established in 1998 and 1999. Additional 
res.ources will be targeted to: (1) further develop a nationally integrated, seamless, and science-based 
food safety system,. (2) enhance public health surveillance and increase the speed and efficiency of . 
responses to outbreaks of foodborne illness, and (3) place greater emphasis on the control of foodborne 
hazards in the pre-harvest phase of the farm-to-table continuum. Funding is requested for the following 

,activities: . ' , . 

Enhance Surveillance and Investigation to Improve Outbreak Response (+$16.4 million): 

HHS (+$16.4 million): The Food and Drug Administration(FDA), working through the Centers for 

Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) will expand its access to PulseNet and increase outbreak 

response and associated traceback activities. FDA will begin initial development of electronic 
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communication and data sharing systems for use in Federal-State monitoring and traceback activities. 
FDA, working withTDC, will also expand and increase the overall capacity of the National 
Antimicrobial Resistance Monitoring System (NARMS) and the number of States covered to assure a 
higher probability of detecting emerging resistant pathogens capable of animal to human transmission 
and to minimize the occurrence of foodborne outbreaks including those from outside of the United 

, States. CDC will iderltify foodborne hazards and characterize the risk posed by those hazards, increase 
the speed with which the presence of hazards in foods can be determined and controlled, and improve 
the accuracy and timeliness of public, health data that justify food safety control programs and evaluate 
their effectiveness. CDC will also work with the States to improve diagnostic capacity for viruses and 
parasites, and expand the network of States with capacity to interact electronically with CDC to evaluate 
and improve diagnostic practices. ' 

Strengthen Coordination and Improve Efficiency (+$0.5 ,~lion): 

USDA (+$0.5 million): The Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) will assign district 
epidemiologists to work with State Departments of Agriculture and Public Health to better coordinate 

, responses to foodbome disease outbreaks and recalls. Efforts will be directed at increasing the speed and 
'efficiency of responding to outbreaks of foodborne illness and to prevent further outbreaks. Funds will 
provide the specialized training, supplies, technology, and equipment for district epidemiology officers. 
This effort will further assist Federal, State, and Local integration in support of a seamless national food 
safety program.'· ' 

" . 

Expand Inspection and Compliance Efforts with Additional Emphasis on High Risk Foods, 
Imported Produce, and Enhancing Federal-State Partnerships (+$19.3 million): 

·HHS(+$16.9 million): FDA will increase inspection coverage and frequency of coverage of domestic 
firms, with the highest risk firms being inspected once per year begiiming in FY 2001. FDA will 
increase the number of inspections of foreign processors and will conduct evaluations of foreign food 
productions systems. FDA will continue to provide training to State and local food safety officials and 
industry in the effective use of preventive control systems, such as hazard analysis and .critical control 

, , point (HACCP) systems-especially seafood HACCP systems, and to perform inspections of HACCP 
systems. FDA will provide States resources and "hands-on" training to promote the adoption of the Food 
Code by retaI'I establishments. ' ' 

,,:.' 

USDA (+$2.4 million): In 2000, all State meat and poultry establishments will be required to have 
implemented hazard analysis and critical control point (HACCP) systems. By that time, the 26 State 
meat and pOUltry inspection programs will be required to amend their regulations to make them equal to 
Federal regulations. To facilitate this transition, FSIS will conduct the pathogen testing required by the 

, HACCP rule of State. inspected meat and poultry products in FSIS laboratories. In addition, FSIS will '. 
conduct comprehensive reviews 'of State laboratories to validate the ability of these laboratories to meet 
HACCP testing requirements. Demonstrating compliance with pathogen testing requirements of the 
HACCP rule,will be a major prerequisite for permitting interstate shipment of State inspected product. 
Assisting States will integrate and unify efforts to create a seamless national inspection program; 

Improve Capability to Estimate Risks Associated with Foodborne Hazards (+$7.9 million): 

HHS (+$1.5 million): FDA will develop methods for predicting the risk associated with foodborne 
pathogens and will develop partnerships with government, industry, and academic scientists to conduct 
studies that demonstrate comparability of disease across species. FDA will continue a program of 
research in quantitative'risk assessment (particularly for microbial hazards) that is targeted to address the 
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limitations in risk assessment methodologies. FDA will continue to build the activities of the 

interagency Risk Assessment Consortium that provides a forum for coordination of Federal microbial 

risk assessment research: FDA through the Joint InstitUte for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition 

(JIFSAN) will continue development of a risk assessment clearinghouse to better establish government, 

industry, and academic partnerships. 


USDA (+$6.4 million): The Agricultural Research Service (ARS), the Cooperative State Research, 
, Education, and Extension Service (CSREES), the Economic Research Service (ERS), and the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) will extend risk assessment modeling and data collection to 
include the pre-harvest phase for all foods. Previous risk assessment activities have focused on post
harvest operations. This pre-harvest modeling is necessary to determine the effects of various production 
practices, processing, and transportation systems on the behavior and subsequent contamination of 
poultry, beef, and swine as they are presented for slaughter. A Nationwide survey of fruit and vegetable 
producers and packinghouses will be conducted to establish a baseline of agricultural handling practices 
related to food safety. Data from the survey would be used to target food safety education materials and 
to conduct economic analyses concerning food safety related agricultural practices. 

Contiime to Develop and Disseminate Targeted Food Safety Education Materials (+$2.4 million): 

HHS (+$1.5 million): FDA, in cooperation with USDA and other Federal; State,and local agencies, will 
develop multi-lingual education programs for food service workers and will implement a National 
education and training program to ensure greater safety in retail food preparation practices, including the 
use of HACCP principles in retail establishments. Efforts will focus OQ the development of education 
materials for educating and training relating to proper storage, handling, and transportation practices' 
identified in the Food Code. In addition, FDA will develop educational messages for using antimicrobial 
drugs for use in animal foods . 

. USDA (+$0.9 million): CSREES, will develop educational programs that target high-risk, under-served 
populations who are at increased risk from developing foodborne illnesses, such as the elderly, children, 
and immuno-compromised individuals. Food safety education materials will also be provided to very 
small retailers and distributors to increase their awareness of their food safety responsibilities as part of a 
Nat,ionwidee!iucation and training program. In additional CSREES will develop and implement training 
programs fo{producers" veterinarians, and crop consultants on good manufacturing and agricultural , 
practices that can minimize microbi'!1 c'6i1tamination of their products.' , 

,Accelerate Food Safety Research (+$28.2 million): 

USDA (+$24.5 million): ARS and CSREES will support research projects that will contribute to the 

development of effective methods of handling and treating agricultural products to minimize 

microbiological contamination. Control of animal production practices, including manure manageinent, 

will prevent possible distribution of pathogens to crops or other animals from surface runoff and 

irrigation waters. In addition, improved detection methodologies will be developed to enable producers 

to monitor their production processes for contamination. Research will also be supported to develop the 

,knowledge necessary to prevent the development of antibiotic drug resistance. Research results will be 

used to develop strategies to prevent both the emergence and the maintenance in food producing animals 

of pathogenic and non-pathogenic antibiotic resistant bacteria. The Agricultural Marketing Service 

(AMS) will establish microbiological baselines for pathogens on fruits and vegetables. This information 

will contribute to the identification of microbiological hazards and the development ofinterVention 


',strategies to reduce the food safety risks posed by these products. ' 
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HHS (+$3.7 million): FDA will expand research on methods development and prevention technologies. 
FDA will collaborate with other Federal agencies and the private sector at the National Center for Food 
Safety and Technology (NCFST) and with academia to translate preventive technologies and techniques 
into appropriate versions for use by small firms and consumers. FDA and USDA will expand . 
mechanisms to transfer technologies to States, small and large firms, foreign governments, consumers, 
and others. FDA will expand its ongoing research on the development of methods for detecting 
foodborne pathogens in animal feeds. . ' 

I 

PRESIDENT'S FOOD SAFETY INITIATIVE 
FY 2000 BUDGET 

c:Jc:Jc:J 2000 IncreaseOver 
Budget· 1999 

ACTMTY 

I 
Dollars in Thousands 

I 
SURVEILLANCE: 

USDA: QQGJGJFood Safety and Inspection Service $0 

Economic Research Service 
II 

32 
II 

.32 
II 

282 
II 

285 
II 

.3. 

I 
Subtotal, USDA 

II 
1,032 

II 
1,532 

II 
1,782 

II 
1,785 

II 
3 

HHS: QQQQFood and Drug Administration 6,400 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Centers for Disease Control and I~ I 14,500 11 
19:000 

II 29,000 II 10,000 I. Prevention .~ .. 

I 
Subtotal, HHS 

II 
5,237 

II 
18,397 

II 
22,897 

II 
39,297 

II 
16.400 

I 

I 
Subtotal, Surve:ilIance 

II 
6,269 

II 
19,929 

II 
24,679 

II 
41,082 

II 
16,403 

I 

I 
COORDINATION: 

I'.' 

USDA: ··OOOQ.

Food Safety and Inspection Service' . 500 

:~:aMDrugAd~nis:J17'11311· .1.123111.12311 U~ Q 

I II II II II II I 
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I 
Subtotal, Coordination 

II 7,173 II 7,723 
II 7,723 II 8,223 II 500 I 

I 
INSPECTIONS: , 

USDA: CQQQFood Safety and InspeCtion Service 2,400 

HHS: 

·1· ~ II·'· ruM II. 105,61411 122S14 IFood and Drug Administration 16,900 

I 
Subtotal,Inspections 

II 
73,244 

II 
81,679 

II 
115,727 

II 
135,027 

II 
19,300 , 

I 
RISK ASSESSMENT: 

" 

USDA: , GJQGQAgricultural Research Service 2,400 

Cooperative State Research, Education, ~~~[3[3arid Extension Service 

Food Safety and Inspection Service 0 
II 

0 3,260 ' '3,260 0 

Economic Research Service 33 
II 

33 236 686 450 

National Agricultural Statistics Service 0 0 0 2,500 2,500 

Office of th~Chief Economist 62 60 158 158 Q 

I 
,1"' 

II
Subtotal, USDA 5,701 4,741 11,175 17,615 6,440 

::JQGJGJQ
' , , 

HHS: ,,' ' , , , ', ' 

Food and Drug Admini"ration ... '. 2S89 . 6,539 6,539 •8,039 1.500 

I 
" Subtotal, Risk Asstjssment , 

II 
8,290 

II 
'11;280 

II 
17,714 

II 
25,654 11 7,940 

I 

I 
EDUCATION: 

I 
USDA: . 
Cooperative State Research, Education, 2,365 2,365 7,365 8,287 922 

and Extension Service 

I II II II II II I 
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Food.8afety and Inspection Service. 0 II 0 .3,659 3,659 0 I 
Food And Nutrition Service 0 II 0 2,000 2,000 0 I 

I I 
. 

I
Office ofthe Chief Economist 27 38 38 38 0 

I. Economic Research Service .. 420 
II 

420 42!2 .42!2 Q 

I Subtotal, USDA 2,812 
II 

·2,823 13,482 I 14,404 922 

HHS: Q '

Food and Drug Administration 6,870 6,870 8,370 1,500 

Centers for Disease Control and DD Q 
Prevention 

Subtotal, HHS I 
·4,800 

II 
6.810 

II 
7,346 II 8,846 I uoo. 

Subtotal, Education 
II 

7,612 
II 

9,693 I 20,R?R 2,422 

I RESEARCH: I 

:=JGJGJGJGJ. USDA: . . . .•... . 

Agricultural Research Service ... . • 44,186 50,351 64,959 ·74,279 . 9,320 

Cooperative State Research, Education, 00c::Jc::JE3and Extension Service 

I Agricultural Marketing Service II·~- Q 

" 

Q 

" 

112 
II 

6,297 

" 

6.185 I 
.... I TT......... 

I ·47,910 II 56,601 I 79,859 1 I· 24,516 I, 

HHS: [=11 =II.~[Food and Drug Administration ~ 3.700 

II 
Subtotal, Research I 68.703 II 83.794 I 

1 I 28.216 I 
I· TOTAL, INITIATIVE II 171.221 II 214.028 I 

74,781 
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I FY 2000 PROPOSAL I 
L 00 2000 Increase 

Budget Over 
TOTAL INI'fIA TIVE 1999 

I Dollars in Thousands I 
USDA: 

1$49.M7 1$54,84911 $69'8681~11 $11,720 1Agricultural Research Service 

Cooperative State Research, .c::J~[::Jc::Jc::JEducation, and Extension Service 

IAgricultural Marketing Se~ice 1~1c=31 112 .6'2971~
IFood Safety and Inspection Service ~~I 18,532 21,4321~ 
II Economic Research Service I~I~I 938 .. 1,3911~
IOffice of the Chief Economist I~~I 196 196 

11 01 

National Agricultural Statistics ~DD~c:JService 

IFood and Consumer Service I~I~I bOOQ II bOOQ II QI 
I Subtotal, USDA I~I~I· 116,411 II 151,192 11 34;781 1 

HHS: 

1109,33611133,33611158,33611188,33611 30,000 1. F09d and Drug Administration 

Centers for Disease Control and 
."$ I ':500 I· 14,500 II 19,476 11. 29,.76 11 10

• 
000 1Prevention 

I Subtoltal, UUS 11113,83611147,83611 . 177,81211' 217,812 11 40,000 I' 
TOTAL, INITL\TIVE 1171,291 11214.09811 294.22311 .369.004 11 74,781 I 
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"Ensudng Safe Food from Production to Consumption" 
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United States Department ofAgriculture 

RESPONSE: TO THE' NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES REPORT, 
"ENSUJRING SAFE FOOD FROM PRODUCTION TO CONSUMPTION" 

NAS REPO]RT OVERVIEW 

Introduction. USDA believes that the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report, 
"Ensuring Safe Food from Production to Consumprlon, " IS a valuable contribution to the 
ongoing and.necessary dialogue on the future direction of the national food safety system. 
The report, initiated in 1997 at the request of Congress, provides an examination oithe 
scientific' and organizational needs of an effective food safety system and gives us the 
opportunity to expand the food safety and public health dialogue. . . . 

. 	 . 

NAS Attributes of the Effective FooQ Safety System. The NAS Report defmes the 
operational charge or mission of an effective food safety system as "to protect and improve .. 
the public hea1th by ensuring that foods meet science~based safety standards through the 
integrated activities of the public and private sectors." Further,' the report outlines the· five 
major components or attributes of a model food safety system:·' . 

1. Science-based, with a strong emphasis on risk analysis or risks deemed to have the greatest 
potential impact and including comprehensive surveillance and monitoring as the basis for 
risk analysis; . 

.. 	 2. A ilati0r;tal food law that is cl~~, rational, and comprehensive, as well as scientifically 
based on nsk; .. . ... . 

3. A unified mission and single food safety entity at the Federal level with a.uthority and 
resources to implement a science-based policy in all Federal activities related to food safety; . 

4. A responsive organization partnering with non-Federal partners; and 

S.An adequately funded organization abkto promote the public's health and safety. . . . . 	 . . ' 
. , 	 .... .. 

In considering our present c~mplex, multi-faceted food safety systemDcharacterized as 
having evolved "piecemeal over a century"Dthe report claims that it "is not the product of 
planning, and it is often not equipped to ruiticipate changes; But the situation is not just 

. haphazard; changes in risks have made the system outmoded ..Therole and organization of 

. government entities have remained largely unchanged, and the food safety system has fallen 
behind today's needs." . 
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. NAS Recommendations. To transform our present system,the' Academy proposed three 

major recommendations: 


First,the report concluded that an effective and efficient food safety system must be based on 
science. It noted that while many rational, science-based regulatory philosophies have been 
adopted, progress has been uneven. 

Second,the NAS committee said that changes to Federal statutes might well be needed to 
enable the U.S. food safety regulatory system to adopt and use the best science available. The· 
committee suggested that the statutory changes would allow inspection, enforcement, and 
research efforts to be based on scientifically supportable risk assessments. It also . 
recommended that Congress and the Administrationrequire development of a comprehensive 
food safety plan. . 

Third, the authors urged Congress to establish a unified and central structure for managing 
Federal food safety programs. It offered four possible structures under which one official 
would be responsible for Federal efforts in food safety. Further, the NAS recommended that 
Congress should provide the Agency responsible for food safety at the Federal level with 
sufficient resources and the tools necessary to integrate and unify the efforts of authorities at 

• the state and local levels to enhance food safety. ' 

While the NAS report's analysis and recommendations offer much for USDA to consider, the 
Department believes, based on its first-hand experience, that while some further changes in 
authority and a rationalization ofresources are desirable, major reinvention or major 
restructuring ofFederal food safety activities may not be needed to raise the level of food 
safety. Existing statutory authorities, which were reviewed and significantly amended in 
1994,are not Inajor impediments to improvement. USDA's current authority provides the 
flexibility needed to implement substantial change and improvement. We have most of the 
nece~sary tools; improvements are already emerging. 

, .' ..~ I . . 

. . . 

A SCIENCE-BASED US])-A REORGANIZATION. . .. 

A Farm-to-Table Strategy 

The committee report defines safe food as "food that is wholesome, that does not exceed 
acceptable levels of risk associated with pathogenic organisms or chemical and physical 
hazards, and whose supply is the result of the combined actiVIties of Congress, regulatory 
agencies, multiple industries, universities, private organizations, and consumers." Clearly this 
definition implies that the safety of our food supply requires that everyone, at every step of 
the production process, make a serious commitment to food safety. We are all responsible. 

Recognizing its responsibility, USDA has adopted a farm-to-tableapproach that looks at 
food safety as an integrated and interdependent system. Actions and programs within USDA . 
. are directed across this food production continuum rather than focused on any individual 
component. However, our farm-to-table strategy recognizes that our statutory authorities· 
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limit' regulatory oversight and enforcement to prescribed areas. Therefore our strategy relies 

. upon voluntary adoption ofquality control programs at the production level, and partnership 

with states, the private sector, and research and education agencies to strengthen the base for 

such voluntary programs. " 

Discussed below are a number of the more important aspects of the dynamic system that 
USDA is in the processofimplementing that we feel will more fully explain our position. 

Reorganization 

Much has been said about the need for organizational and structural change in the 
intergovernmental system as well as the need for mo.re coordination within an improved food 
safety system. The Administration has been actively engaged in organizational and program 
changes to eliniinate conflicts, enhance coordination ofresponses to public health issues and 
emergencies, and coordinate .research plaiming and prioritization. 

Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safety. In 1994, the Congress and Administration 
cooperated in (enacting a major reorganization of food safety within USDA, creating the, new 
mission area and Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safety, which oversees the Food' 
Safety al1d InspectioIiService (FSIS) and the U.S. Manager of Codex Alimentarius.Under. 
that legislation, a mission area dedicated to public health was created within USDA, and the 
legislation matldated that this office be occupied by an individual with a proven background 
in public health and safety.. . 

This actio~ also effectively eliminated what had appeared to some as a conflict of interest by 
separating the food safetY and regulatory function from marketing functions related to . 
agricultural products, tWo mission areas that had previously been housed together within the 
Department. 

~r' . . . 
The Food Safety and Inspection Service. FSIS, the USDA regulatory agencyunder the 
UnderSecretary for Food Safety,"fthat is responsible for the safety ofmeat,' poultry, and egg 
products, also underwent a major reorganization. Among its most significant features were' 
the establishment of a more efficient field organizational structure and the establishment of a 
new Office ofPublic Health and Science to provide scientific 'focus, leadership, and expertise 
to address the most important public health risks related to meat, poultry, and egg products. 
Within .this new office, the Agency established the following divisions: 

Emergency Response, which coordinates all Agency recall activities associated with 
outbreaks of foodborne illness; 

Emergency Pathogens and Zoonotic Diseases, which monitors emerging human pathogens in 
the food supplyand animal populations and studies farm-to-tablecontrol and prevention 
strategies; 
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- -

- -

-_ 	Food Hazard Surveillance, which maintains both active and passiye surveillance systems for 
foodborne illness; and 

Epidemiology and Risk Assessment, which leads and coordinates all agency investigation and 
traceback activities associated with outbreaks of foodborne illness and conducts quantitative 
mIcrobial risk assessments. 

Research 

Research is a key component of the President's Food Safety Initiative. There have been a 
number of actions taken by the Administration and the Department in the past few years that 
have provided an expanded role for research in the U.S. food safety system. _ 

_	Office of the Under Secretary for Research, Education and Economics. The 1994 
reorganization ofUSDA centralized research activities in the newly created mission area of 
Research, Education and Economics (REE). Food safety research is largely funded through 

- two USDA agenciesDthe Agricultural Research Service (ARS) and the Cooperative State 
_Research, Education and Extension Service (CSREES): Together in FY 1998 these agencies 

- conducted and funded in excess of $56 million in food safety research. The centralized 
research focus enables_ the Department to better leverage existing funds. 

The REE research activities, both intramural and extramural, are intended to meet the need of 
the regulatory agenCies to achieve improved food safety via HACCP implementation and 

_other initiatives. To that end, ARS, the intramural research arm ofUSDA, and FSIS have 
- yearly food safety and research budget and planning sessions.-These sessions provide one 

mechanism to ensure that proposed research initiatives address the specific priorities ofFSIS. 
In addition, FSIS consults c10selywith other USDA agencies to ensure that its critical 
research and infonnation needs are being met. 

CS~ES supports food safety research via several funding mechanismsDfonnula-funds, 
National Research Initiative co.mpetitive grants, special research grants awarded by a 

-_competitive p:rocess, and speciallfSite-specific grants that are appropriated by Congress. The 
priorities fort:ompetitive grants are based on stakeholder input, including government 
agencies in support of their public health mission. 

Interagency 'Working Group on Food Safety Research. The Administration has also been 
actively engaged in other coordinated research planning and prioritization. In 1998, an 
Interagency Working Group (lWG) on Food Safety Research was created. The IWG, co~ 
chaired by USDA and the Department ofHealth and Human Services (HHS); develops a 
governrrient-wide coordinated strategy for food safety research, including the identification 
of infonnation gaps and priorities for future research. The IWG provides a forum for _ 
coordination,collaboration, and communication in setting and reviewing the Federal research 
agenda. - -	 - - 

Joint Institute on Food Safety Research. Iii Juiy 1998, thePresident.directed the Secretary 
of Agriculture and Secretary ofHealth and Human Servicesto develop a Joint Institute on
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, Food SafetyResearch (llFSR). The llFSR concept provides a mechanism for coordinated 
planning of food safety research among the various parts of government and the private 
sector, as well as fostering effective translation ofresearch results into practice. The llFSR, 
operationally located in REE at USDA, expects to optimize food safety research investments, 
channel Federal resources to research that is needed to minimize the impact of current and 
emerging food safety problems; and avoid research redundancies. The llFSR is currently 
being developed jointly by USDA, HHS, and Office of Science, and Technology Policy. The 
program is expected to be fully developed by ,late 1999. 

New Technology Development. One of USDA's goals is to encourage the application of 
new technology by industry to improve food safety. Some new technology approved for 
industry use indudes steam pasteurization, antimicrobial rinses,to reduce pathogen loads on 
raw products, and competitive exclusion to reduce Sabizonellalevels in poultry on farms. In 
addition, the Food 'and Drug Administration (FDA) has approved i~adiation for meat 
products. Research could also clarify how to increase economic incentives for industry to 
develop and adopt new technologies to reduce foodbome hazards. 

National Database for Food Safety Research. USDA, through thedirectionofARS and its 
National Agricultural Library, is developing a national database on, food safety research. The 
database will contain information: on all federal food safety research and will attempt to 
document private sector investments infood safety research. The database will provide one 
additional mechanism for communicating the range of food safety research and potential 

, applications. 

National Food Safety Research Conference. The recently signed Agricultural Research 

Bill mandates that USDA sponsor a national food safety research conference. This 

conference was held in November 1998. The conference provided a valuable means of 


, , 

'disseminating research results and a forum for discussing stakeholder priorities for future 

food safety research. The Bill also mandated four workshops to follow the conference. 


" 

RisltAssessment 
',' 

'~ ," 

The NAS report's focus on the use of scientific risk assessment and cost benefit analysis in 

order to develop rules that will have the most positive influence on public health is 


, appropriate and is mandated by Congress for most USDA regulatory actions that impact 
public health and have an annual impact on the economy of $100 million or more. The 
analysis of risk and benefits should begin at the start of any regulatorydevelopnient progress. 
Because scientific certainty is not realistically attainable, these analyses can guide the', 
process and help decision makers make the tough decisions a science-based food safety 
system will require. 

USDA has a strong lead agency involved in risk assessment activities, the Office ofRisk 
Assessment and Cost-:Bemifit Analysis within the Office of the Chief Economist. In addition,' 
the Economic Research Service (ERS), the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service' 
(APHIS), FSIS; CSREES, and ARS conduct research used in risk assessment or use risk 
assessment in managing their programs. USDA is conducting: quantitative microbial risk 
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, , 

assessments to focus food safety resources on reducing those risks that have the greatest 
'consequences for human health, These risk assessments draw on the technical expertise 
residing in these six agencies. Risk assessment is also'being used to identify data gaps and 
target research that should have the greatest value in terms of impact on public health. 

, ' 	 , 

USDA has completed a farm-to-table quantitative risk assessment for Salmonella enteritidis 
in: eggs and egg products and has initiated a risk assessment for E. coli, 0157:H7 in ground 
beef. It has also entered into a cooperative agreement with Harvard Umversity1s School of ' 
Public Health and Tuskegee University's School of Veterinary Medicine for a risk analysis of, 
bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE). 

USDA also plays an important role by supplying data on pesticide residues in food through 
its Pesticide Data Program. These data are used by the Environmental Protection Agency to 
conduct realistic dietary risk assessments and to address pesticide registrations issues. The ' 
PDP is a criticial component ofthe Food Quality Protection Act of 1996~ which directs the, 
Secretary of Agriculture to collect, in a uniform manner" pesticide residue data on foods most 
likely consumed by infants and children. PDP operates in partnership with cooperating state 
agencies, which are responsible for sample collection and 'analysis using statistically reliable 
protocols. Following the PDP model, USDA has begun developinent ofa Microbiological ' 

'Data Program that will yield statistically reliable data on the level ofmicrobiological 

organisms f01.li1d in the U.S. food supply. 


FLEXIBILITY AND COORDINATION IN THE PRESENT SYSTEM. 

Inspection' 
, 	 ' 

. ' 	 . . 

The ~AS Report identifies a desire for a "national food law that is clear, rational, and , 
,comprehensive, as well as scientifically based on risk" as a major component of a model food 
safety system. Further, the docUWent notes that the, continuous inspection system ofmeat and 
poultry through sight,; smell, and touch ("organoleptic" inspection) creates inefficiencies, and 
should be replaced by a science-based approach that is capable ofdetecting hazards of 
concern. " 

, ' 

, USDA already has substantial flexibility under its current meat and poultry inspection 
authority to create a more risk-based regulatory system similar to the one recommended by 

.. 	 the report., In fact, major steps have already been taken to achieve that objective. It is 
important to note that current law requires cOIitinuous antemortem and postmortem ' 
inspection at all official $laughter and processing facilities. These laws do not specify how 
this inspection mandate is to be implemented. This continuoUs inspection requirement for 
animals ensures use of the best sanitary dressing processes, prevents fecal contamination, 
reduces the incidence ofdisease-causing pathogens~ and prevents the meat from diseased 
animals from entering the food supply. Wholesale elimination of inspection of all animals ' 
and carcasses is therefore not the most prudent course of action. ' ' 
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Statutory Differences. Itshould benoted that there is a fundamental difference between the 
statutes that govern the inspection and oversight of meat and poultry, implemented by FSIS, . 
and the statute's for other foods, enforced by HHS via the Food and Drug Administration. 

It is FSIS' statutory responsibility to ensure that no meat and poultry that may be adulterated 
receives the mark of Inspection and enters the marketplace. Companies slaughtering or 

· processing meat and poultry have a legal obligation to report such activity to FSIS and FSIS 
is obligated to provide appropriate inspection to the plant. FSIS also has the responsibility to 
ensure that othtlr countries maintain equivalent inspection and oversIght of meat and poultry 
products intended to be exported to the United States from those countries. . 

FDA's statutory responsibility is much different. FDA is obligated to remove adulterated 
foods from the marketplace. It has the authority to inspect establishments producing food but 
cannot provide daily inspection of even high-risk food products. at this time. ' ' 

Pathogen Reduction and HACCP. In July 1996, USDA published its landmark rule on 
Pathogen Reduction and HACCP. The rule requir~s all plants that slaughter and process meat 
and poultry to implement HACCP systems as a means ofpreventing or controlling 
contamination ·from pathogens and other hazards. To make sure HACCP systems are 
working as·intended, the rule also sets in-plant performance standards for Salmonella, the 
first-ever pathogen reduction performance standards for a broad range ofproducts and a . 

· major shift from the Agency's traditional reliance on "co:mn:land and control" regulations. 

Performance standards provide companies wjth the flexibility they need t6 innovate and 
efficientiy nieet their food safety responsibilities. Standards also provide FSIS with 
measurable points to ensure that the food plants they oversee are in. compliance and 
successfully producing meat and poultry products deserving of the USDA inspection mark.. 

· The largest meat .and poultry plants were required to have HACCP systems in place arid to 
meet the performance standards for Salmonella by January 26, 1998. Small plants were 
required to meet those require)Jlents by January 25, 1999, and.very small plants by January 
25,1600. ' . . 

::It 
New Inspection Models. As USDA focuses on HACCP implement~tion throughout the 
industry, it has begun development of a: project to design new inspection models that better 
address current public health risks in the meat and poultry supply. These changes will 
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of inspection oversight and permit better use of' • 

. Department resources .. 
. " ", ' '. . , 

State c.ooperative Meat and Poultry Inspection Programs. FSIS oversees and supports 
(with more than $40 million annually) 25 state inspection programs for meat and poultry. An 
additional state (Minnesota) is presently initiating a meat inspection program. These 
cooperative programs permit states to inspect product for distribution within their own 
boundaries. The State inspection programs must be equivalent to the Federal program 
conducted by FSIS. ' 
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Voluntary Services. To promote and facilitate the adoption of.fIACCP-based auditing 
programs, USDA offers voluntary, HACCP-based auditing and verification services to fresh-
cut produce processing facilities. ,. 

InformationSharing. FSIS has atrained inspection force in every Federally inspected meat 
and poultry slaughter and processing plant in the United States.· In some cases, products are 
being processed in the same plants that fall under the jurisdiction of FDA because they are 
food products that do not contain meat or poultry. FSIS and FDA are in the process of 
establishing and implementing a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to facilitate 
appropriate sharing of information among senior agency field personnel regarding safe food 
production in these plants. . . 

Modernizing Information Technology. As one step in the adoption of new information 
. technologies in inspection programs, FSIS has developed an interactive computer system 
the Field Automation and Information Management (F AIM) .,. for its own use,and is 
encouraging st~ltes to adopt it by sharing the costs of implementation. The system permits the 
field inspection force to have in their possession regulations, scheduling information, and 
appropriate information regarding enforcement. It can also be used for training. FSIS has 
conducted discussion with FDA regarding F AIM's applicability to its inspection system. 

Food Code and International Standardls. USDA is also wor19ng more closely with its .. 
counterparts at the Federal, State, and local level to encourage national uniformity in food 
safety standards through support and endorsement ofthe Food,Code. 

. : '. . ' 

Because world trade in agricultural commodities continues to grow, USDA is working .. 
through the Codex Alimentarius Commission to encourage international uniformity in food 
safety standards. Responsibility for oversight of the U.S. manager of Codex is in the Office· 
ofFood Safety. . 

The NAS reports having 12 primary Federal agencies (seven ofwhich are housed within 
uSDA.) involved in key food safety issues fragments the current system and implies that the 
system suffers from a crippling lack of coordination. In fact, in recent years tremendous 
progress has been made in strengthening ties among food'safety agencies at all levels of 
government, industry, academia, ·and the publicDsharing a common public health mission and 
fulfilling that mission more effectively by continuing to build partnerships in so many food 
safety areas. 
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· Production .. 

Voluntary Quality Control Programs. The Animal ProductionFood Safety Staff in FSIS is 

an excellent example of developing partnership with states to encourage the voluntary 

implementation ofquality control programs at the animal production level. The education of 


· small producers is ofparticular concern as we move forward with HACCP implementation in 

small plants. We believe that changes in the marketing of animals will be expected by plants 

operating under HACCP, and we want to help producers be ready for these changes. 


Surveillance 

I . 
FoodNet Surveillance Network. In July 1995, USDA began a collaborative project with 

HFIS, through its Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and Food and Drug 

Administration (FDA), to collect more precise information on the incidence of foodborne 

disease in the United States. The FoodNet surveillance network has been expanded under the 

President's Food Safety Initiative, and it is providing valuable information on trends in 

foodborne illness and on the association between cases of illness and the types of foods 

consumed. . 


Monitoring for Adulteration. USDA also conducts a number ofmonitoring programs to 

ensure that FSIS-regulated meat and poultry products are free ofmicrobial, chemical, and 

animal species adulterants. When adulterated products are found, they are removed from . 

commerce to protect the health ofconsumers. . 


Farm-Level Surveillance and Education. USDA also conducts farm-level surveillance 

through the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS). APHIS has a field force of 

veterinarians who work cooperatively at the state and local level to ensure the health of 

poultry and livestock populations. APHIS' National Animal Health Monitoring System has 

conducted nine science-based studies addressing information gaps in the areas of animal 


·healiH, welfare, and production; product wholesomeness; and the environment in the cattle, 

swine, and layer industries. .'$. . . 


Antibiotic Resistance~ The National AntibiotIC Resistance Monitoring System was 

established in 1996 as an interagency cooperative activity to monitor emerging resistance in 

foodborne pathogens, begiruring with Salmonella. The effort is coordinated and directed 


. through HFIS by the Food and Drug Adniinistration's Center for Veterinary Medicine (CVM) 
andincludes CDC and three USDA agencies (ARS, APHIS, FSIS). Both APHIS and FSIS· 

"~ . play an integral role in system design and the acquisition of isolates. . 

BSE Study.ln 1998"FSIS, APHIS, and the Office ofRisk Assessment and Cost..,Benfit 
Analysis (ORACBA) cooperated to develop a contract for the Harvard School ofPublic 

· Health to examine any unrecognized pathways ofpossible BSE entry into the United States. 

USDA has been working successfully since 1989 to prevent its entry, and this cooperative 

effort is regarded as one more safeguard for the American people. 
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Pesticide Data Program. In the area of pesticide residue data for dietary risk assessment, 
USDA's Pesticide Data Program is being focused to address national priorities involving at
risk popUlations. Examples include data for acute dietary studies, aggregate risk associated 
with drinking water, and cumulative exposure assessments. Also being compiled are data for 
fresh versus processed as well as imported versus domestic agricultural products. .' 

Outbreak Response 

FORC' G. In 1998, Vice-President Gore announced theformation of the Foodborne Outbreak 
Response Coordinating Group (FORe G), apartnership ofFederal and State agencies 
established to better respond to foodborne illness outbreaks. The role of this interagency 

· group, co-chaired by the Under Secretary for Food Safety and the Assis,ant Secretary for 
Health, is to coordinate and develop procedures for managing outbreaks, share information 
on potential sources ofoutbreaks and pathogens,and coordinat~ interdepartmental action on 
those issues wherinecessary. ' 

FERRET. Within USDA, the Secretary asked the Under Secretary for Food Safety to form 

and chair an internal Food Emergency Rapid Response and Evaluation Team (FERRET), 

designed to .enable USDAto be prepared to respond to such emergencies as outbreaks . 

involving foods purchased by USDA feeding programs, and formulate plans across mission 


· areas to diminish those possibilities in the future. 

Field Epidemiology. USDA has stationed field epidemiology officers ina number of FSIS 
district offices to provide more rapid response. USDA also is exploring changes in its recall 
policies and procedures in light of a number of large recalls that strained the system currently 
in place. . , 
.' ." , . 

PulseNet, the national database of molecular fingerprints ofpathogens, developed through·' 

partnerships involving CDC, FSIS, FDA, and State governments, allows a comparison of, 

sfrai:Q5. ofbacteria to determine whether or not there is a single source for outbreaks or . 

spoi~alc cases. . ': ' ,'.... '.' . . . 


!I'.J' 

Education, 
" 

. -' . 

· Improving research, inspection, and surveillance alone will not ensure safe food. Education 
and training for all those involved in producing, processing, and distributing food are 
essential to the goal ofproviding 'the public with safe food products. The budget for food 
safety education has increased from a modest $2.8 million in FY 1997to $13.5 million in FY . 
1999. Although it is still in the conceptstage, the Joint Institute on Food Research will also 

· provide amechanism for joint planning and prioritization offood safety education activities. 

· Consumer Education. The President's Food Safety Initiative has spurred new consumer 
education programs within USDA as well as expanded cooperative ventures with public and 
private partners, including other Federal agencies. One example is the "Fight BAq" 
campaign sponsored bythe Partnership for Food Safety Education, a public-private 

. partnership, with participation ofboth USDA and HHS. In addition, USDA is working 
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through organizations such as the Association ofFood and Drug Officials (AFDO) to provide 
. education to those who handle food at the retail level and is carrying out extensive HACCP 

. education for its own and State employees involved in inspection. USDA is also working 
with industry to develop science-based food safety assurance programs for fresh-cut fruit and 
vegetable processing facilities. 

Epidemiology Applications. USDA is basing its safe food handling education on science. 
Epidemiology lriformation from FoodNet and other sources is helping to identify types of 
foods associated with illness, behaviors that can contribute to disease, and populations who 
are more vulnerable. In addition, USDA is increasingly using risk assessments and research 
data: to develop accurate and high-priority consUmer messages., An example is an ARSIFSIS 
study on the premature browning of ground beef, which led to a nationwide education 
campaign to promote the use of food thermometers when cooking hamburger . 

. Animal and Food Handler Education. CSREES administers;a food safety education 
program {the National Food Safety and Quality Iriitiative)in partnership with land-grant 
institutions across the United States. This program supports food safety education initiatives, 
at all land-grant institutions as well as specific education initiatives that reach animal and 
food handlers along the entire farm-to-table chain. In addition, science-based programs in . 
HACCP training for the meat and poultry industry are fUnded by CSREES through Fund for 
Rural America grants and special research grants. The scope and focus of these educational 
programs are developed in consultation with stakeholders, including other Federal agencies 
involved in food safety education. . . 

Summary: . 

The NAS report and its recomme~dations open irriport~t are'}s of dialogue on the direction 
of food safety intQ the 21 st century. We can neVer get away from the fact that at any point in 
the farm-to-table continuum, harmful bacteria or chemicals can contaminate food. Therefore, 
at ev!!r:y point along the way, everyone must be proactive in keeping food safe. That is . 

.. exactly what we are doing at USDADbeing proactive,not reactive, to the challenges 

presented by .m increasingly sophisticated food production sJ-;stein. 


. .' . . ' 

We wish to utilize all the effective tools available in the current food safety system as well as 
increasing th(:·science-based natuI:e of that program. We feel strongly that we must be single

. minded about our commitment to improving the nation's food safety system. Clearly, we in 
USDA and the authors oftheNAS report are in agreement on this point. 

Where we differDand we believe this is healthy disagreementDis in the details ofhow best to 
accomplish these improvements. We have tried to demonstrate in the preceding section that·· 

. much has already been done. These accomplishments, however, came within the existing 
. laws, structure,andsystem. Achieving consensus on a new comprehensive national food 

safety law or major organizational changes will·bririg about worthwhile deliberations, but· it 
will also not be easy. USDA focusing its energy on the foundation we have already 
established and building from there will best serve the American public. 
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A DISCUSSION OF THE NAS REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 

_	RECOMMENDATION I: AN EFFECTIvE AND EFFICIENT FOOD 
SAFETY SYSTEM MUST BE BASED IN SCIENCE 

Background 

The report notes that the United States has enjoyed notable successes in improving 
food safety and that with increasing know ledge, many rational,: science-based- regulatory 
philosophies have been adopted. The reports adds, however, that adoption of these 
regulatory philosophies has been uneven and difficult to ensure given the fragmentation of 
food safety activities, and the differing missions of the various agencies responsible for 
specific components of food safety. The greatest strides in ensuring food safety from 
production to consumption, the Academy noted, can be made through a scientific, risk:-based 

-system that ensures that sUrveillance,_ regulatory, and research resources are allocated to _• 
maximize effectiveness. - 

Strengths of the Recommendation 

USDA agrees that a food safety system that is based on science is important in 
ensuring that surveillance, regulatory, and research activities provide the greatest public 
health benefits. This involves identifYing the foremost public health needs, discovering the 
most.c6st-effec:tive opportunities for improvement, and setting priorities. As knowledge 
incnf~ses, new technologies become available, The natUre of food hazards changes and the 
food safety system must be f1ex~ple enough to identity, adapt to, and take advantage of these 
changes. The system should provide economic incentives to develop new inventions, 
commercial scale-up, and industry adoption. 

A research effort with industrY, consumer, academic, and government' participation' 
~ould develop options and evaluate them. The benefits and costs of each option should be 
considered, the impact on public and private economic incentives for food'safety at each of 

. the three stages of innovation (invention, commercial scale-up; and industry adoption) 
appraised, and the short-run versus the long~run impact on economic incentives estimated~ 

Weakriesses of the Recommendation 
, " 	 , 

USDA;s progress thus far in implementIng asclence:'based strategy, and its' . 
.__ commitrrient to further this'progress, supports the underlying philosophy that food safety 

measures must be based in science. However, it is also trUe that the science underlying these 
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. measures is subject to large uncertainties. A joint Food and Agficultural Organization/World 
Health Organization consultation! in risk management and food safety notes that, "in many 
cases, there is iIlsufficient quantitative iriformation to translate requirements for 'safety and 
wholesorrieness' into a definitive quantitative assessment of the risks to human health.'~ By 
default, most food'safety risk assessments are not quantitative predictions of the expected 
level of damaging effects but rather qualitative asses~ments of whether a hazard at a 
particular level is safe or unsafe. 

In addition, the Corru:nittee failed to consider that it is neither feasible, nor good 
.. 	 public policy, to perform detailed, quantitative risk assessments for every problem.· The level 
of detail in a risk analysis should be commensurate with the problem's importance; expected 
health, economic, or social impact; and the expectedjrnpact and cost of control measures2

• It 
is important to adopt a tiered approach to food safety risk analyses and to avoid paralysis by 
analysis. For decisions with insignificant regulatory or economlc impacts, simplistic, routine 

, analyses are often appropriate. And in emergency situations, rapid public health and 

scientific assessments are needed. In many cases, relative risk rankings are sufficient, and 

precise predictions of actual public health risk unnecessary and even counterproductive, if . 

they result in ineffective allocation of resources. For the purposes ofpromulgating a major 

rulemaking, more elaborate analyses with independent review are warranted. So long as 

USDA continues to develop measures ofbenefits and costs of health-promoting . 

interventions, ·it will be betterable to choose among interventions in emergency situations 

and to decide whether risks and intervention costs entail significant.impacts. . 


Science must also be temperedwith other considerations, such as technical feasibility, 
statutory mandates, policy considerations, budget constraints, aildconsumer preferences. As 
the Committee itself ackno:wledged, the determination ofwhat constitutes asafe food 
involves a subjective evaluation of social issues and values, as well as a scientific assessment 
of risk. F or eX~lmple, public health benefits should be balanced with associated costs. 
'Executive Order 128663 and USDAadministrative guidance require agencies to consider 
economic factors in decision making. The Reorganization Act of 1994 established the 
USdA Office. ofRisk Assessment and Cost Benefit Analysis, which is charged with ensuring 

. that major regulations proposed',by USDAare based on sound scientific and economic 

analysis." . 


Barriers to Implementing the Recommendation 
. 	 ' 

There are many barriers,or challenges, to improving the scientific basis offood 
safetyprograms. First, public health needs change. New food safety challenges continue to . 
emerge as a result of changing food habits, a global food' supply, and a changing population. 
An example is the impact ofE. coli 0157:H7-a pathogen that possibly did not exist 20 

, . . ' 	 . 

1 FAO and WHO. 1997; Risk Management and Food Safety. Report ofa Joint FAOIWHO consultation, Rome, Italy, 
January 27~3I.FA() Food and Nutrition P~perNo. 65. . 	 . 

2 Presidential/Congressional Corrimissionon Risk Assessment and Risk Management. 1997. Framework for Environmental 
. Assessment and Risk Management. www.riskworld.com!NreportsI1997/risk-rptlpdfJEPAJAN.PDF.' 

3 58 FR51735; October 4, 1993, . 
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years ago but has been responsible for m~jor outbreaks of foodborne illness in recent years. 
Second, the scientific understanding ofrisk changes as well. There. remains a steep learning 
curve when it comes to understanding the hazards in food and how to minimize resulting· 
risks. Third, there is a fragmentation ofresearch and regulatory efforts, although cooperation 
and coordination among public health agencies at the Federal, State, and local level, and with· 
the private sector, is improving. Fourth, limited resources exist to conduct surveillance, 
monitoring, and riskassessments to identify the most salient public health needs. And fifth, 

· inconsistent fo()d safety standards exist at the Federal, State, local, . and international levels. 
· Mechanisms are in place to reduce this inconsistency, but it is a long-range project. 

Conclusion 

USDA's food safety progralns are already science-based and the Department is 
striving to make them more so. Considerable improvements have been made over the past 
several years ac; a result of the President's Food-Safety Initiative and individual agency 
activities. Elements important to a science~based program-.surveillance, outbreak response, 
risk assessment, research, inspection, and education of stakeholders--exist and are 
continually being strengthened. 

However, the scientific information produced from research and risk assessment 
efforts will not result in improved food· safety unless there is a strong educational component 
in the system. This means there must be education for all those involved in producing and 
handling food as well as for those persons involved in government food safety activities. 
Strengthening also involves improving coordination among the various pUblic-private entities 
involved in these activities. Under any organizational structure, coordination among agencies. 
and between the public-private sector is critical. 

In addition, science must be tempered with other considerations, such as technical 
feasibility, statutory mandates, policy considerations, budget constraints, practicality, and 
con~Umer preferences. A new rapid test that works in the laboratory may not work in real
life plant environments. In som~circumstances, it may be more appropriate to focus 

· reSOllfces on a lesser risk, ifthafrisk can be addressed relatively easily and quickly. 

Additionally, emphasis should be placed on better evaluating science-based 
programs. InitIal efforts have been made in this area. For example, Salmonella data from the 
first year ofHACCPimplementationshow a trend toward fewer contaminated products. And 
FoodNet data provide a picture oftlle incidence of foodborne illness, and whether it has 

.. 	changed for specific pathogens. But much more needs to be d,one to ensure that the programs 
in place are doing wh<:\.t they are designed to do. 

. 	 _. 
. 	 , .. 

USDA believes that the necessary elements of a science-based pr~gram are in place, 
and that improvements planned for the next 5-10 years will enhance food safety. 
Specifically, USDA recommends that the President's Council on Food Safety consider in its 
strategic planning process how to accomplish the following erihancements: 
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Organizational Improvements A new organizational structure is in place in FSIS, and 
·the Agency will be doing much more to improve its infrastructure for recruiting and retaining 
scientists. In particular, USDA could take more advantage of visiting scientist programs, 
term appointments, and senior level biomedical research scientists. Moretrairiing is needed 
to prepare a new cadre of risk analysts. The. degree to which a food safety program is· 
science-based is directly related to staff expertise. 

Surveillance As USDA approaches the new millennium, it will be looking for new ways to 
achieve surveillance goals and to monitor the food supply. Although the FoodNet has . 
provided inforrnation never before available in the United States about the pre"alence of 
foodborne illness, it remains an incomplete picture of hatiop.al prevalence. 

In addition, new and improved ways are needed to monitor the food supply. For 

example, new detection methods for Campylabaeter will allow USDA to better estimate the 

prevalence of this pathogen ..In the future, it may even becom~ possible for the consumer to 

judge the presence ofpathogens on foods in the grocery store or refrig~rator by looking at a 

simple c010rimetric marker on the product packaging .. 


USDA also conducts farm~level surveillance through the Animal and Plant Health· 
• 1 . ' 

Inspection Service, which, although only indirectly involved in the area of food safety, haS a 
field force ofveterinarians who work cooperatively at the State and local level to ensure the 
health ofpoultry and livestock populations. APHIS' National Animal Health Monitoring 
System has conducted nine science-based studies addressing information gaps in the areas of 
animal health, welfare, and production, product wholesomeness, and the environment in 
industries including the cattle, swine, and layer industries. Further use of these resources to· 

. enhance food safety should be considered. 

Outbreak response A tremendous amount oHime and expense is currently being expended 
on recalling products that are. found to contain certain pathogens such as E. eali 0157:H7. 
USDA needs to systematically evaluate the effectiveness of these recalls. In the future, 
USDA should be able to determine howmuch product was retUrned and make an effort to 
estimate, 'when appropriate datc!(ilfe available, how many illile~ses may have been averted by 
the recall USDA also needs emergency response funding to .enable it to respond to .. . 

epidemics and. possible bioterrorism incidents . 

.Risk assessment The Federal government needs to create and use a nationalniicrobial 
risk assessment capability as a means of identifying hazards and quantifying risk and assist in . . 
creating similar. capacities internationally. This will enable limited resources to be used more 
effectively. to conduct risk assessments,and will enable resources to be used more effectively 
to address food safety problems according to the relative risks they pose. . ' . 

Finally, there ts an acute need to develop new methods and datafor microbial risk 
analysis. In the area of dose-response assessment; because clinical trials with human subjects· 
are not feasible for the virulent pathogens of greatest concern, animal and in vitro. models are 
needed to fully integrate dose-response information into the risk assessments. Investigation 
of outbreaks, however, could provide more information on the exp()sed population and the 
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pathogen levels in foods capable ofcausing illness. It is equally important to develop 
'methods and conduct monitoring that will enable an efficient assessment of the occurrence 
and level ofmicrobial pathogens at different points along the farm-to-table pathway. In thIs 
area, methods and models are especially needed to predict the growth and decline of 
pathogens under a variety of'environmental conditions and under a variety of interventions., 
When developing databases on pathogen occurrence and levels from farm to table, 

, "cooperative efforts among industry, academia, and government should be fostered. 

Research. Through the Joint Institute for Food Safety Research, a research infrastructure, 
has been established to ensure scientific support for a risk-based, farm-to-table food safety 
program. The Institute will continue a critical review of the federallY supported portfolio of 
food safety research that was begun through the National Science and Technology Council. 
Future goals in the area ofresearch will be to establish a coordinated scientific research 
agenda, integrate research efforts through an increased use ofpartnerships and other means, 

, , 

increase resources to support science-based decision making, encourage the application of 
new technologies to improve food safety, and conduct research on the costs and benefits of 
interventions. ' 

Inspection. USDA will further improve the inspection ofmeat, p~u1try, and egg products 
through the continued implementation ofHACCP and HACCP-based inspection models. It 
will also continue to promulgate more science-based regulatory requirements. An example.is 
additional performance standards for pathogen reduction, which can be developed as more 
monitoring'and surveillance data become available. 

USDA also will work with FDA and others toward consistent food safety standards" 
nationally and internationally. The Conference' for Food Protection and the Codex 
AlimeniariusCommission are the primary mechanisms through which these activities will , 
take fplace. However, the CAC is only a body for the international harmonization of science
based food safety standards. It,has neither the resources nor the mandate to assist its 
members-in particular, develo~fug countries-to strengthen their capability to meet 
internationciIlyagreed-upon standards. USDAshould become more active intliis area of 

,technical cooperat~onwith developing countries. ' , 

, ' 

Education. USDA will continue science-based education and training programs for, 
producers, processors, distributors, food handlers, and consumers, as well as those involved 
in regulatory activities. It is essential to include in these pr<;>grams hew scientific information 
onfoodporne pathogens and their control and effective food safety management strategies. 
An increased effort will be made to provide education to the growers and producers offood 

, products to reduce pathogen occurrence in the production setting, thus reducing the need for 
remedial action later in the food production chain. There also will be a focus on "at-risk" 
populations to provide the most vulnerable segments of the popUlation with increased', ' 
knowledge ofhow to avoid the risk of foodborne illness. This will be accomplished through 
enhanced cooperative programs with stakeholders from all segments ofthe food system. In 
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addition, USDA will continue to encourage voluntary use of science-based food safety 
techniques, such as HACCP, in the food industry. 

'. RECOMMENDATION IIA: CONGRESS SHOULD CHANGE 

FEDERAL STATUTES SO THAr INSPECTION, ENFORCEMENT, 

AND RESEARCH EFFORTS CAN BE BASED ON SCIENTIFICALLY 


. SUPPORTABLE ASSESSMENTS OF RISKS TO PUBLIC HEALTH. 

Background 

The report contains several criticisms ofthe current food safety laws. It states that the 
laws-particularly what the report characterizes as the requirement that there be continuous 
inspection of meat and poultry production through sight, smell, and touch ("organoleptic" 
inspection)-create inefficiencies, do not allow resource use to reflect the risks involved, and . 
inhibit the use of scientific decision-making in activities related to food safety, including the' 
. monitoring of imported food. . 

. The report recommends revision ofthe current statutes on food safety to create a 

comprehensive national food law under which: 


1. 	 Inspection, eriforcement, and research effort~ can be based on a scientifically supportable 
assessment of risks to public health~ This means eliminating the continuous inspection 
system for meat and poultry and replacing it with a science-based approach that is 
capable of detecting hazards of concern. . 

2. 	 There is aSIngle set of flexible science-based regulations for all foods that allows 

resources to be assigned based on risk, that permits coordination ofFederal and state 

r,e~ources, and that makes it possible to address all risks from farmto table . 

.~ .'" .,' . .' 

. 3. All imported foods comeort1y from countries with food safety standards equivalent to 
U.S. standards. 

Strengths of the Recommendation 

The report's recomrriendations that Federal statutes should provide agencies with 
authority to make decisions based on risks to the public health and on scientific. 
considerations make perfect sense. USDA has no disagreement with these recommendations. 
In fact, the Clinton Administration's Pathogen ReductionAct.of 1994, which was not passed 
by Congress, would have made more explicit the mandate that the Secretary ofAgriculture is" 
to use the best available scientific and technological data in prescribing regulations. USDA 
sUpports:incteased coordination among Federal agenCies, and between the Federal 
government artdthe states, in pursuit of food safety goals. 
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In fact, imported meat, poultry, and egg products now come only from countries with 
food safety standards that are equivalent to U.S. standards. In fact, the statutes administered 

. by FSIS prohibit the importation ofmeat, poultry, and egg products from countries not 

identified by the Secretary ofAgriculture as having inspection systems equivalent to that of 

the United States. FSIS has a monitoring system in place with these exportirig countries. 


. .. 

Weaknesses ofthe Recommendation 

. The report overstates the problems with the current statutory requirements. The 
statutory requirement for inspection of all poultry and meat carcasses and products is 
misunderstood by the authors ofthe report For instance, the report reflects the mistaken 
belief that the statutes require the current method oforganoleptic inspection of all carcasses. 
In fact, the statutes do not prescribe how inspection is to be carried out. USDA has the 
flexibility ~o create, and is in fact has begun to develop, the more risk-based regulatory 
system recommended by the Academy. The Department has adopted regulations requiring 
that flACCP be implemented in all slaughter and processing plants and is studying how best 
to effect further inspection improvements in slaughtering plants. It has also adopted· . 
pathogen reduction measures. ClearlY,the Agency is pursuing a science-based approach to 
reducing the ri~;ks to the American public from meat and poultry. . 

. ' . . . 

While the current lawdoes not "require" organoleptic inspection as it has been, ' 
accomplished hy FSIS historically, it does require antemortem and postmortem inspection of 
all official slaughter and processing facilities. The report fails to note that this inspection 

. ,requirement ha.s servedArrierican consum:erswell. Postmortem inspection is the key to 
ensuring that plants are employing the best sanitary dressing processes and thatthey are 

. effectively preventing Jecal contamination, which harbors the pathogens that cause disease. 
Inspection of all animals and carcasses also serves to protect the public from diseases and .. 

. other hazards to human heitlth. Europe's experience with BSE should serve as' a reminder 
that wholesale elimination of mspection of all animals and carcasses is not the most prudent 
courSe ofaction.'· . ,. 

The inspection ofall miliiials and carcasses does not n~cessarily lead to· inefficiencies, 
as the report seems to suggest. FSIS has instituted a study ofnew inspection models for 
carrying out its antemortem and postmortem inspection mandates. This study is designed to 
test whether the public will be adequately protected with plants doing the sorting and 
government inspectors providing oversight inspection and verification inspection of the 
slaughter process: .. .. . 

Consumers expect safe food, but they also expect food to be wholesome and not to be . 
economically adulterated. Consumers also want ~ssurance that animals used for food are 
healthy and well cared for, and are slaughtered humanely. There are several methods of 
ensuring safety, and continuous inspe~tion is one ofmany options. 

,'However, given the pro~inence ofmeafand poultry products in the American diet, a 
. comprehensive continuous inspection program is necessary if consumer expectations areto . 

be fulfilled. ' , 
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The report also fails to recognize the efforts at resource coordination that Federal 
agencies are making under their current authorities.' First, as part ofthe President's Food 
Safety Initiative, agencies have fonnedFORC-G to coordinate outbreak response and to 
develop appropriate procedures for emergency responses. In addition, FSIS and FDA will 
soon enter into a Memorandum ofUnderstanding under which each agency will share 
selected inspection results of interest with the other agency, which should minimize 
duplication. Also, FSIS and FDA are working together on final rules and a MOU that'will 
minimize duplication in reviews of the safety ofnew substances for use mfood (see Page 45 
of thereport). These efforts should increase,the efficiency of the Federal government's food 
safety program. More importantly, they represent only a beginning effort at coordination. 

Finally, the report fails to acknowledge the difficulties in obtaining passage of the 
sweeping new law that it recommends. The report cites the absence ofa food safety 
counterpart to the Clean Air' Act and the Occupational Safety and Health ACt (page 85). In 


, fact, legislative proposals to do many ofthe things that the report finds to be necessary (e.g., 

enhance FDA's authority over imports) have been introduced in Congress in recent years but 

have not received necessary support in the legislative process. 'Given this history, the 

,President's Food Safety Council will need to consider the political feasibility ofmajor 
statutory changes. 

Conclusion 

USDA believes that the President's Council on Food S~fety should n.otrecommend ~ 
, major overhaul of the food safety laws, without first conducting a full assessment of these 
statutes and recognizing the significant regulatory changes, both current and planned, 
allowed by them. 

The 1994 Reorganization ofUSDA accomplished the creation ofthe Office of Under 
Secretary for Food Safety, separate and apart from its previous position with Marketing in 
the Department. In addition, thelesearch functions were centralized in the Office of the ' . 
Under Secretary for Research, Ed.ucation'and Econornics,enabling food safety research to be 
coordinated and enhanced. ' . 

, USDA also believes that it has' achleved, and can continue to accomplish,significant 
scientifically based improvements inlts food safety programs,under current authorities. The 
report's failure to recognize this fact, and its reliance on an incomplete and inaccurate 
understanding ofcurrent laws and the inspection program, ha~ led the authors of the NAS 
report t6 recommend sweeping legislative changes that are not supported by facts in the 
report., This is particularly true given the report's failure to assess the significant difficulties 
in obtaining the fYpeofbroad legislative change that it recommends. USDA, in conjunction 
with the othet federal food safety agencies and the states, has,made substantive progress, and 
will continue to strive, for an ever more effective and efficient food safety system that is 
based on the best avaiiable science and appropriate. analysis and assessment ofrisk. While 
we do, not agree that major statutory refonns are needed, we do recommend that some 

19 

United States Department of Agriculture 



changes be made. For example, the following legislative changes will, we believe, enhance 
. the Department's ongoing efforts to improve food safety: . . 

. '. . 

L USDA has sought, and would benefit from, enhancements to its enforcement authority. 
The Food Safety Enforcement Enhancement Act, forwarded by the Clinton Administration 
and introduced during the last Congress, included new tools needed to support the new 
sCience-based inspection system. Specific examples ofproposed legislation that are highly 
desirable include authority to mandate recalls and the authority to assess civil penalties in 
administrative proceedings for violations of inspection laws and regulations. 

2. USDAis exploring statutory changes that would allow meat and poultry products 
produced under state inspection to be distributed in iJ;lterstate cbrrimerce while ensuring a 
seamless Federal-State food safety system. 

3. USDA supports legislative clanfication of the current system for the regulation of eggs 
and egg products: .... 

4. USDA supports statUtory changes to the FDA statutes that would permitFSIS inspectors 
not only to report their findings to FDA but also. to actually perform inspedions for that 
agency to increase interagency efficiencies. 

5.· FSIS should be given explicit authority to enter into cooperative agreements for food 
safety risk assessment. Under the current statutes, FSIS has to go through other USDA 
agencies thathave that authority. 

RECOMMENDATION lIB: CONGRESS AND THE 
ADMINIStRATION SHOULD REQUIRE DEVELOPMENT OF A· 
COMPREHENSIVE NATIONAL FOOD SAFETY PLAN. FUNDS 
APPROPRIATED FORJFOOD SAFETY PROGRAMS (INCLUDING . .~.. 

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS) SHOULD BE 
ALLOCAtED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SCIENCE-BASED 
ASSESSMENTS OF RISK AND POTENTIAL BENEFITS. 

.. . 

Background 

. The NAS report's recommendation IIb contains two parts. The first part recommends 
that Congress and the Administration require preparation of a comprehensive, national food 
safety plan. The report' sExecutive Summary lists several essential features of such a plan, 
including a unified food safety mission; integrated Federal, State, and local activities; .. 
adequate support for research and surveillance; and increased efforts to ensure the safety of 
imported foods. The second part of the recommendation suggests that resources be allocated 
on the basis of science-based assessments of risk and potential benefits. 
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Since publication of the NAS report, much has been done to initiate a comprehensive 
national food sMety plan. On August 25, 1998, President Clinton issued Executive Order 
13100 establishing the President's Council on Food Safety. One of the Council's primary 
purposes is to develop a comprehensive strategic plan for Federal food safety activities that 
contairis specific recommendations on needed changes, including goals with measurable 
outcomes. The plan's principal goal is to establish a seamless science-based food safety 
system. The plan will set priorities, improve coordination and efficiency, identify gaps in the 
current system and mechanisms to.fill those gaps, continue to enhance and strengthen 
prevention strategies; and develop performance measures to show progress. 

The Council will consult with all interested parties in preparing the plan and consider 
both long-term and short-term issues, including new and emerging threats and the' special 
needs of vulnerable populations such as children and the elderly. ·The Council 'will advise 
agepcies of priorities for investing in food safety and ensure that Federal agencies annually 
submit coordinated food safety budgets to OMB. In short, the President's Food Safety , 
Council will develop a national food safety plan and the budget to accomplish what the 
Committee recommends. . ' 

. . -, 

Food safety agencies have already taken the first steps to develop the national plan by 
holding interagency strategic planning sessions, developing a draft vision statement for the 
U.S. food safety system, and establishing the roles of all those involved, in food safety. In 

addition, during 1997 and 1998, the Federal food safety agencies involved a wide range of 

stakeholders in public meetings and written comments to public' dockets. 


At 'its first formal meeting, on December 16, 1998, the Council approved the process 
'to develop anational food safety plan and a unified budget to support the plan. These. 
decisions clear the way for meeting the Committee recommendation for a comprehensiv~ 
national food safety plan. " 

, fir However, the NAS report recommendation goes astep' further than a national plan by , 
urging that resources be al1ocat~according.to science-based assessments o(risk and .. 
potential benefits .. While this seems like a very good idea, early attempts by Federal agencies 
to carry out risk-based allocation ofresources have not been successful. 

The Federal experience with comparative risk assessment to allocate resources dates 
to 1986, when the U.S; Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) assessed the risks posed by 
various environmental problems. In 1988, the agency released its findings in a report . , 
entitled,"Unfmished Business." This project did not enjoy broad credibility because 1) it 

,was ,so broad and 2) critics,wjthin the agency suggested that programs with sufficient. staff to 
, devote to the inter-office working group were able to generate the most favorable analysis. 

" " '. 

EP A asked the Science Advisory Board (SAB) to review the validity of ~'Unfinished 
Business." The expert panel declined to provide a consensllsranking ofhuman health risks, 
citing scientific uncertainties and the subjective nature of such comparisons. In 1996, EPA. 
requested that the SAB revisit comparative risk assessment andtheBoard established an 
Integrated Risk Project (IRP).' As of December 1998, the tinai report was still undergoing 
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peer review and did not prioritize specific pollution problems. Ultimately, none of the 
.. national environmental risk ranking exercises has significantly impacted EPA's budget 
. allocations. . 

Since 1987, more than 24 states and localities have completed risk ranking exercises. 
Usually, priority-setting was an initial, primary objective. However, as the projects evolved, 
'Other objectives such as "enhancing stakeholder involvement" generally eclipsed priority
setting. Instate projects, contentious issues with potentially large economic repercussions 
were omitted from the comparative risk discussions. Commonly, the final risk rankings were 
used to initiate new programs or to increase the budget of existing progralns that addressed 
highly ranked risks. . . 

Strengths of the Re.commend~tion 

. ' '. ' ' 

. Propom:nts of risk-based allocation of resources see comparative risk .analysis as 
objective, rational, and based on sound science. They believe that it should be an integral. 
part of food safety strategic plans becauSe it provides an efficient method of applying limited 
Federal resources to public health prioritieS. It is argued that comparative risk analysis 
would increase the predictability, transparency, and overall credibility offue process of 
allocating funds to food safety programs. USDA believes that the analysis of risks and 
benefits should be an integral part of the regulatory development process. In fact, the output 
from these analyses can truly serve as a guide to the process and help decision makers choose 

· an appropriate course of action. 

Weaknesses of the Recommendation 
. . 

'. " 

The limitations ofcomparative risk analysis are the time and resources required to 
· conduct them. As more risk assessments are conducted, the techniques and databases will be 

developed and they will be more timely and more precise, Policy makers will have the risk . 
assessments as valuable scientific· inputs to their decision:-making processes. . . 

Barriers to ][mplementing the Recommendation 

. . 

The President's Council onFood Safety has made sigruficant progress in developing· 
· a process fora national food safety plan and unified budget. However, developing arid . 

successfully implementing a national plan will require strong cooperation, coordination, and 
communication. Each Federal,State, and local agency has unique mandates, authorities, 
history, culture, and operating procedures. These differences make the planning and . 
implementation process extremely complex. While the food safety agencies may agree on ;. 
goals and outcomes, it will bemore difficult to ensure. accountability for performance. The 
discipline necessary to achieve all that the NAS report has recommended will come only with 
a strong central authority that has the abilitY to direct food safety resources. Science-based 

. risk assessments can be conducted on a variety of levels. Iftime is short, screening-level risk 
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assessments sh(mld be used to provide information to decision makers. In other cases, more 
, detailed risk assessments of a broader scope are preferred to identify and evaluate a wide 
range ofpolicy options." 

Conclusion 

, Scien.ce-based risk assessment does not seek absolute certainty. Rather, it endeavors 
'to bring the best existing science to the problem at hand. Risk assessment and cost benefit 
analysis should be ,built into the regulatory management and decision process so that these 
valuable tools eaninform decision makers in an appropriate way. Though risk assessment 
and cost-benefit analysis are an important part ofthe4informati6nprovided to a decision 
maker, it must be remembered that there are legal, political, and other economic concerns 
that must also be considered. Only with the best analysis possible can the limited food safety 
and public health resources be appropriately allocated. 

USDA believes that the President's Council has already set in motion activitiesthat 
'meet the NAS report's recominendation and supports continuation of this process. In 
response to the NAS report, the President's Council requestedthe Food Safety Risk 
Assessment Consortium to consider how to develop a comparative risk analysis for food 
safety strategic planning. The Corisortiumdeveloped three options. 

, , 

Unde:rOption 1, USDA's Economic Research Service (ERS)wOlild lead an analysis 
using cost-of-illness methodology tor3nk foodborne pathogen risks, based on CDC 
surveillance data. This option does not require any additional funds, and could be 
accomplished during CY1999. " ' ' ' 

, Option 2 would expand Option 1by considering a broad range of food safety hazards, 
including pesticides and chemicals. The analysis would rank hazards on several criteria, 
such.,a.s cost of illness,chronic and acute illness, and environm'ental effects. This option 
wouia cost approximately $823,000 and would take 24 months to complete. 

',' 

,Under Option), scientists would select highly ranked hazards and evaluate control 
measures and net benefits. They would determine which actions or interventions yielded the 
best return ,in terms of redUcing illness. Intervention options niight include education; better 
surveillance; more inspection; or formal; quantitative risk assessments and focused research. 
This option would cost approximately $2,143,0.00 and would accomplish the objectives 
described in options 1 and 2. However, it would require 51 months to complete, 

These options could provide helpful input to a national food safety plan. USDA 
cautions; however, that the Council avoid repeating mistakes of the past in applying risk' 
assessment that is too strict, rigorous, or inflexible. Instead, the Department recommends 
that priorities be established on the Ialown greatest risks at the current tUne, with the 
understanding that scientific risk estimates can change frequently over time and are likely to 
do so. How economic incentives for new food safety innovations could be increased should 

, also be investigated: ' 
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RECOMME:NDATION IlIA: TO IMPLEMENT ASCIENCE-BASED 
SYSTEM, CONGRESS SHOULD ESTABLISH, BY STATUTE, A 
UNIFIED CENTRAL FRAMEWORK FOR MANAGING FEDERAL 
FOODSAFlETY PROGRAMS, ONE WHICH IS HEADED BY A SINGLE 
OFFICIAL AND WHICH HAS THE RESPONSIB][LITY AND. 
CONTROL OF RESOllRCES FOR 

' 

ALL FEDERAL FOOD SAFETY 
ACTIVI'fIE:S, INCLUDING OUTBREAK MANAGEMENT, STANDARD 
SETTING, INSPECTION, MONITORING, SURVEILLANCE, RISK 
ASSESSMENT, ENFORCEMENT, RESEARCH, AND EDUCATION. 

Background 

The NAS report finds that the current regulatory, structure for food safety'in the 
United States is not well-equipped to meet current challenges.: Specifically, it notes: ,The 
system is facing tremendous pressures with regard to: 

• 	 emerging pathogens and ability to detect them; , 

• 	 maintaining adequate' inspection and monitoring of the increasing volume of imported 
foods, especially fruits and vegetables; , 

• 	 maintaining adequateinspection of commercial food servi~es and the increasing number. 
of larger fc)od processing plants; and 

• 	 't~~ growing number ofpeople at high risk for foodbomeillnesses. 

The report cites the strengths of the current food safety system, including the advent . 
ofFoodNet and PulseNet, HACCP implementation, and the Partnership for Food Safety 
Education. It also identifies deficiencies, which.it attributes p,artly to "the fragmented nature· 
of the system." The Committee attributes the fragmentation largely to a lack of adequate, 
integration among the various Federal agencies involved.in the implementation ofthe 
primary statutes that regulate food safety, and observes that this lack of adequate integration' 
occurs also with state and local activities. 

The report goes on to note that 12 primary federal agencies are involved in key food 
safety functions. The Committee also references more than 50 memoqlllda of agreement 
between various agencies related to food safety. The agencies'to which the Committee refers' 
are listed below, within their four cabinet.:.level agencies.' . 
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u.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE . 


Food Safety and Inspection SerVice 


Agricultural Research Service 


Agricultural Marketing Service 


Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 


Economic Research Service· . 


Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration 


Cooperative Sta.te Research, Education and Extension Service. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 


Foodand Drug Administration . 


Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 


National Institutes ofHealth 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


National Marine ~isheries Servi~e 


U:S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
·.i" 

~ Single Voice for Food Safety. USDA agrees that commuriication, coordtnation; and 
cooperation between federal agencies can and should be improved. The Department also 
points to specific examples of effective coordination between USDA agencies and other 
federal agencies. For example, the Joint Institute for Food Safety Research (JIFSR) is ... 

'? 

expected to.provide an even more· effective forum for discussion and coordInation of research 
plans and allocation of resources. . . 

. . . . . . 

The report attributes the lack of adequate integration among Federal, State, and local 
. . . food safety authorities in part to the absence of "focused leadership" that has the 

responsibility, the authority, and the resources to address key food safety problems. The 
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report presents several examples ofpossible ~rganizational structUres to create a single 
•federal voice for food safety. These include: 

• 	,'A Food Safety Council with representatives from the agencies with a central chair 
appointed by the President, reporting to Congress, and having control of resources" 

. . '.. 
, 	 , 

• 	 Designating one current agencyas the lead agency and having the head ofiliat agency' 
be the responsible individual. 

, , 

• 	 A single agency reportingto one current cabip.et-Ievel secretary. 

• 	 An independent single 'agency at cabinet leveL 

Although the report indicates many of the authoring conimittee's members believe 
that a single, unified agency headed, by a sirigle administrator is the most viable structure for 
implenienting the "single voice" concept, the report recognizes iliat there may be many other 

, . ,models that would be workable.' 	 , 
. .' . " . - , ' 

. Council on Food Safety. In August 1998, the President established by Executive 
Order the Council on FoodSafety. The Secretary ofAgriculture, the Secretary ofHealth and . 
Human Services, and the head of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy 
are the co~chairs ofthe CounciL The Executive Order assigned 'three key responsibilities to 
the Council: 

, 1. 	 Develop a comprehensive. strategic federal food safety. plan;, 

2. Develop a coordinated federal food safety budget. 
.. 	 " 

~r 	 ",
, 3. Oversee federal food safety research efforts. 

~ .. 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Four Options 

In this context, USDA agencies make'the following observations about the four , 

options presented by the Coimnittee in recomniendation IlIA. ' 


Options 1 and ~. Council on Food Safety; designating one current agency as lead agency. 

Strength!i: USDA believes Option 1, the Food Safety CoUncil, could foster, , 
interagency cooperation, permit appropriate allocation ofresources to 'most urgent questions, 
and allowsynergy among research, education, and reguhltory functions.' In addition, a Food 
Safety Council with specific responsibilities has already been appointed (as described above). 
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Some USDA agencies believe that Option 2, the Lead Agency concept with other 

. agencies reporting to that Agency Administrator, could be workable, but do not dte any 

specific supporting points (and favor it second to the Council on Food Safety). 
. . 

Weaknesses: USDA agencies agree that some parts ofthe Federal government's food 
safety activities may be appropriate for consolidation within a single agency. They regret 
that the Committee report did not focus more carefully on specific food safety issues for 
which interagency efforts need improvement and on spedfic methods for achieving that 
improvement, beyond what is already underway or planned. USDA agendes suggestthat the 
Food Safety Council's strategic plan, which will be based on input fromthe agencies, provide 
more attention to this topic. 

Options 3 and 4: Single agency reporting to one. current cabin~t-IevelSecretary; or 

Independent single agency at cabinet level. . 


Strength§: One strength ofconsolidating food safety within the USDA is that most of . 
the Federal Government's food safety reSources (7 of the 12 agencies) currently report to the 
Secretary of Agriculture. . . 

Weaknesses: In addition to the weaknesses noted with Options 1 &2, USDA 
.. agencies point out that massive reorganizations require broad legislative support as well as 

additional funding and are very time-consuming. They also have the potential to damage 
customer service and even public health protection if not managed very carefully. Finally, . 
some USDA agencies are particularly concerned that options 3 and 4 would be particularly 
detrimental to research,and educational activities. They do not believe that a clear need has. 
been demonstrated for a single independent food safety agency. . 

Other Models 

/,~;The Committ~e has recommended that other models be examined. USDA proposes· 

one for consideration. '.


',,c' 

Structural model-Joint Chiefs of Staff: ,An analogous situation existed some 

years ago in the military, where uniformed services operated independently ifnot at odds 

with one another, despite a shared goal: National Defense. Inter':'service relations were 

characterized by competition~~oncommu:n1cation, and waste. After the Goldwater-Nichols 

Bill was passed into law, however, the Joint Chiefs of Staff was given command authority ,. 

over the individual services, with a rotating Chair. 


, , 

The result was that the services retained their core missions, but are now obliged to 

coordinate in many areas where their missions coincide. Logistics, research and . 

development, information technology and communications, and emergency response are 

among the many functions now served by joint commands. 


Service in "j~intn billets, once to be avoided, has becom~'desirable ifnot mandatory 
career steps for senior military personnel. ' There is near universal agreement that the changes 
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have enabled the services to become more effective and efficient, to the benefit ofthe . 
taxpayers and.national defense. This model could be Instructive as we look for ways to make .' 
the federal government's food safety activities more effective and efficient. 

Challenges 

In general, USDA agencies do not believe that a major reorganization of 
responsibility, authority, and budget-making is timely, necessary, or desirable in order to 
achieve the model food safety system. ., 

USDA agencies are concerned about a number of specific issues.' These issues are 
surfaced because USDA believes they warrant closer attention by the Food Safety Council in 
its analysis and report to the President.. " 

• 	 Foodsafety issues cross jurisdictional lines. Many food safety issues simply cannot be 
dealt with by a single agency. For example, BSE is an animal health issue and a human 
health issue. The foodborne disease problem is also a waterborne disease problem .. 
Salmonella enteritidis in shell eggs is not only a food safety issue but also'an animal . 
health and a marketing issue; support for the scientific investigation to unravel the secret 
of ovarian transmission came from both the public health and agricultural communities. . 
And, of course, food safety is also a nutritional issue. In this country and around the .. 
world, people do not gain the nutritional benefits ofthe food available to them if they 
suffer foodborne illness, particularly when accompanied by dehydration due to prolonged 
diarrhea.. That makes foodborne illness also an international issue of concern to 
susceptible popUlations such as children, the elderly, and persons with immune
compromised conditions. 

• 	 Not all food safety problems are amenable to regulatory solutions. All food safety 
problems or concerns cannot.be resolved by legislation or regulation. For example, 
iri'adiationofpork for trichina control was approved moret1:lan a decade ago; approval of 
irradiation ofraw beef for m.~~robial control is waiting in the wings. Despite the 
scientific and regulatory view that irradiation is an effective technology for minimizing 

. food pathogens, public perceptions about irradiation-qnxieties not even related to food 

. . safety-have prevented its widespread use ..In our pluralistic system, the marketplace 


and other forces will influence, sometimes drive, our regulatory agenda. 


In addition, all of the options the Committee has listed involve transfer of "command and 
control" functions from numerous agencies to a single Federal entity. It is noteworthy 
.that USDA, ainong other federaiagencies, is engaged in a politically popular regulatory 
. reform effOIt to replace "command and control" regulations with science-based 

"performance standards" .whenever possible. . . 


• 	 Mostfood safety problems have multiple "solutions." A regulatory solution, i.e., 
standard setting and enforcement, is not alwaysthe best solution to a food safety 
problem. Research, education,and volUntary corripliance can reduce the need for' 
regulation. 
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• 	 New partnerships are silver, old ones are gold. We should build upon, not discard, 
existing successful partnerships. For example, CS.REES, FSIS, FDA, CDC; and other 
private and governmental organizations now participate in the Partnership for Food" 
Safety Education. Thisgroup serves to coordinate all food safety educational programs 
among private and governmental agencies, and isa key element of the Food Safety . 
Initiative. Within that partnership, the RFP for projects on food sat-ety education from' 
CSREES waS shared with other Federal agencies to gain input and improve coordination 
of these efforts; . 

Yet that partnership would not have been possible without relying on the many effectiVe:( 
working relationshIps developed among the partiCipants over the years, including joint 
projects on residue control and nutrition labeling. Moving food safety education . 
. programs into a single food safety agency would be of concern because of the potential 

". 	 loss of the very important partnership that CSREES has with its partllets in the Land-' 
Grant system and the Cooperative Extension Service. This 'partnership is critical to the 
easy and rapid transfer of research results from CSREES-funded programs directly into 

· the Extension System and on to the end users. . 

. . 

By the same token; the Joint Institute for Food Safety Research builds on long-term 
. research coordination among food safety agencies. ARS and CSREEScontinue to work 
closely on planning of research agendas and allocation of funds for research projects. In . 
the writing of the two current new Requests forProposais (RFPs) by CSREES, the· . 
general outline of the RFP was discussed in detail with other Federal agencies, including 
FDA, FSIS, and ORACBA, to ensure that we were meeting their needs. as much as' 
possible within the confines of the authorizing language for pte programs. 

• 	 There is strength in diversity: Public partnerships are strengthened by having diverse 
views and expertise among the members, to better anticipate all factors that will affect 
r~~olution of any food safety issue. For example, any attempt to place "pure" food safety 
research and education in one agency could actually jeopardize our ability to deliver .' 
improved food safety to conSumers. Research and education programs for food safety do 
not operate as separate activities within the agencies but rather draw significant strength 
from one an()ther. While some projects are entirely focused only on food safety, the food 
safety research portfolio actually includes many other projects in such ~eas as animal .. 
health and animal genetics, which provide major contributions to the total set of 
information that supports the national food safety effort. . 

Conversely, scientific expertise and endeavors should always inform regulatory activities.·' 
· . Each regulatory agency must have a cadre of trained and involved scientists to facilitate 

'. commUnications and cooperation with the research/education agencies. [Appiied 
· research, especially focused on adaptation and adoption ofnew diagnostic methodologies 

and development of risk assessment models, remains a crucial element of the action 
. agency.] . . 
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Conclusion 
. . .' . 	 . 

The President has directed the Council, as one ofits first activities, to review the NAS 
report and, after providing opportunity for public comment, including public meetings; ·report 
back to the President within 180 days with its response. The Council was asked to consider 
appropriate additional actions to improve food safety, including proposals for legislative. 
reform arid reorganization of the food safety system. 

However; any reorganizatiori of food safety activities must recognize agency . 
activities that are not related to food safety and how they relateto the food safety 

·responsibilities. Reorganization must not be done at the expense of these responsibilities and. 
activities. Congress had valid reasons for creating a single agency, ARS, to conduct 

. agricultural research, a single agency, EPA, to regulate pesticides, a single agency, APIDS, 
to regulate animal and pJant health~ Those reasons still exist. USDA is concerned that 
separating , 

• 	 agricultural re'search related to food safety from agricultural research that is riot could 

. weaken both.; . . 


• 	 regulation of foodborne animal diseases from the regulation .of other animal diseases 

could weaken both; and 


• 	 regulation ofpesticides for food crops from the regulation of pesticides for nonfood crops .. 
could weaken both .. 

. USDA recogniz~s that some reorganization and consolidation of activities may be 
. desirable but is concerned that a massive reorganization ofthe federal governInent's food 
safeo/ activities may' create as many problems and inefficiencies as it solves . 

. : .. USDA believes that before the CoUncil considers reorganization, it should do what 
. the C~mmittee has suggested: identify and analyze other existing models in government for 

achieving mutualand truly national food safety goals. Some ofthes~ models might address 
structure, and some might address facilitatirig mecharusms: 
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RECOMMIGNDATION I1IB: CONGRESS SHOULD PROVIDE THE 

AGENCY RESPONSIBLE FOR FOOD SAFETY AT THE FEDERAL' 


· LEVEL WItH THE TOOLS NECESSARY TO ][NTEGRATE AND' 
. , ,. : ' . '. . I" • 

UNIFY THE EFFORTS OF AUTHORITIES AT THE STATE AND 
LOCAL LEVELS TO ENHANCE FOOD SAFETY. 

'; 

Background 
,. 

, 
. ' . , 

The authors of the NAS report concluded that reorganization of federal food safety. 
· responsibilities is necessary to implement a science-based food safety system. 

Recommendation lIIB addresses the issue of integrating and unifying the efforts of 

authorities at the state and local levels to enhance food safety. 


The ,report identified five statutory tools required to integrate local and state food' 
~safety activities into an effective national system: .'. ' 

. 1. Authority to mandate adherence to ~mal federal standards for products or processes. 
. . '.. . 

2. Continued authority to deputize state and local officials to serve as enforcers of federal 
l~~ '. 

3: Funding to support> in whole or in part; activities of state ~d local officials that are 
judged necessary or appropriate to enhance the 'safety of food. . 

4. A,uthority given to the Federal official responsible for food safety to direct action by other' 
. agencIes with assessment and monitoring capabilities. . 
.'~~ .'.' 

5. ,Authority to convene working groups, create partnerships, and direct other forms and 
means ofcollaboration to achieve integrated protection of the food supply. 

, . 

This 'recommendation acknowledges the "equally critical roles'" of state and local 
government entities with those of the federal'sector in ensuring food safety; and suggests' 
changes in federal authorizing and appropriating legislation inay be necessary to achieve 

". , better integration of federal, state, and local activitIes. . I '. 

The report also notes: "The work of the states and localities in support of the federal 
· mission deserves improved formal recognition and support." We believe that the report is 
highlighting this critical point ata serendipitous time. ' 
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.. Strengths of the Recommendation 

USDA recognizes, and agrees with the report's conclusion, that the divisions among 
federal, state, and local authority often complicate the administration of regulatory programs; 

. Weaknesses of the Recommendation 

USDA believes that most ofthe statutory tools suggested by NAS already exist for USDA; ,as 
noted below.' . 

'. . 	 '.' '..\ . 

• Authority to mandate adherence to minimal federal standards for products or pr.ocesses. 

The Federal meat and poultry inspection laws already provide USDA with the clear 
. authority to set minimUIil federal standards and require adherence to those standards. Both 

tpestates and other governments must satisfy the "equal to" provisions of those key laws .. 
USDA has preemption authority if it becomes necessary. Twenty-five states operate state . 
inspection programs inspectirig product for in-state sale, and one additional program is in 
development. ' 

In practice, however, USDA has rarely had to call uponthis authority to achieve food 
. safety goals. For example, it is generally for budgetary reasons rather than program 

inadequacies that states give up their inspeCtion programs for products produced and sold. 
within the state .. USDA in practice often defers to State Attorneys General where state laws. 
are equivalent in addressing particular compliance matters. 

• 	 Continued authority to deputize state andl~cal officialsto serve as enforcers ofJf~deral 
. law . . ' ' , ' . 

j:', 	Under FI~deral-State Cooperative Inspection Program Agreements (formerly 
,J ~I. 	 . 

. Tahriadge-Aiken), State employees carry out inspection in federally inspected plants . 
. Approximately 250 plants nowo-perate under such agreements. Weare also exploring new 

approaches,under current law, to extend this concept' into other areas of food safety. 

'. . . 	 . . . 

• 	 Funding to support, in whole or in part, activities ofstate and local officials that are 
judged necessary or appropriate to enhance the safety offood. . 

Under current law; USDA provides up to 50 percent ofthe costs ofstate inspection 
programs (for25, and somi to be 26, states with inspection programs for meat and poultry 
products produced and sold within the state). This support adds up to more than $40.5 
million dollars per year. 

. 	 " 

. Under current law, USDA (through FDA due to lack ofFSIS cooperative agreement 
, authoritY) nas funded animal production food safety outreach projects involving 11 states. 

These projects bring together at the state level all of those involved in food aniinal 
, production, vetetinary practice, .animal health, public health, and related areas to assess the 
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. current level of food safety awareness among food arumal producers; promote increased 
awareness of needs for food safety at the animal production level; identify production 
practices that enhance food safety and articulate them to producers, trarisporters, and 
marketers; provide a continuing forum for addressing food safety issues as they arise; and 
support education and information activity that results in food animals being presented for 
slaughter that will yield safe,wholesome food products. The projects vary according to 
regional and food ruumal species differences, but all seek the same result-safe food. 
($405,000.) Contract states are Louisiaria, Oregon, Michigan, South Dakota, Nebraska, 
Texas, New York, Wisconsin, Ohio, and Vermont. ' . 

An essentially identical contract was developed with the state ofC()lorado, and will 
be funded through APHIS ($45,000.) 

. 	 . . ,'. 	 . 

. Under current law, USDA (CSREES) transferred an em:ployee to 10waState to 
develop an educational program to train veterinarians as auditors for on-farm food safety and 
quality assurance processes. Under current law, USDA funded animal production food 
safety workshops in Colorado, Nebraska, and Ohio ($25,000 through the Livestock . 
Con13ervationhlstitute). These workshops provided extensive information to the state~based . 
information multipliers on food safety, consumer concerns, HACCP, packers andretailers' 
needs, and what producers can do to.best address these issues. ' 

Under current law and the President's Food Safety Initiative, USDA is enhancing 
state labs and computer capabilities. Under current law, FSIS is supporting the State training 
initiative for HACCP .. 

• 	 Authority to convene working groups~ create partnerships, and direct otherforms and 

means ofcollaboration to achieve integrated protection ofthe food supply. '. 


USDAbelieves it does have the authority 'under curren~ law to convene wo~king 
group~ and to create partnerships. The federal-state initiative to encourage adoption of the 
Food:'Code does not require statutory authority. What FSIS lacks is cooperatiye agreement 
authority, which it is pursuing atfeady in the legislative venue. " 

USDA also believes that any formal comment from the Council to the President on 
this recommendation should fold in and be responsive to the views of the states. The 
Department believes the strategic plan described under Recommendation lIB above is the' 
vehicle for obtaining that input. It is doubtful that any changes in the federal-state-Iocal 
relationship on food safety will be effective ifthey are not mu~ally agreeable.. . 

. . , 

Barriers to Implementing the Recommendation 

The discussion under Recommendation IIA is also relevant here in that the 

President's Councilon Food Safety should not undertake overhaul of the foodsafety laws 


, without first cO:llducting a full assessment ofthese statutes. . . . ' 
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Conclusion 

USDA recommends that the President's Council on Food Safety incorporate the 

ongoing dialogue with the states into its strategic planning process. 


At a September 1998 "50-state" meeting, participants (largely state regulatory 
officials)-developed avision statementfor an ideal national integrated food safety system and 

, , 

a list of issues that would need to be addressed to reach the ideal system. Since that time, six 
key operational "intersections",have been identified for integrating federal, state, and local, 
government activities: 

1. Roles and responsibilities; capacities and resources. 

2. Coordinating outbr,eak responses and investigations. 

3. Data collection and sharing. 

4. Communication. 

5. "Minimum Ull1form standards. 

6. ' Laboratory operations and coordination. 

Action plans for these six areas need to be considered by the Council as well as the • 
participating agencies at federal, state, and local-levels. It is also important to emphasize that 
current work on a national integrated system has been built on successful federal/state/local 
food safety initiatives over the past several years, within existing frameworks. 

. . . '.' . 

In some cases, the activiti~s were generated by the States and in other cases by the' ' 
federal agencies. In some inst3i).ces, specific issues have served as the trigger (promoting 

, adoption ofthe Food Code,E. coli 0157:H7 in ground beef, HACCP implementation in ' 
small and very small plants, interstate shipment, Salmonella in eggs). In other cases, 
agencies such as FSIS and FDA, which have themselves established new,cooperative modus 
operandi (dating back, perhaps, to nutrition labeling), have drawn state and local agencies 
,into addressing emerging issues such as food safety in transportation and food safety in 

animal production. ' 


, USDA believes that s~me ofthe landmark food safety improvements from 1992 to 
, 1998 could not,have occurred without the active participation ofstate and local agencies. 

One case in point is safe-handling labels for raw meat and poultry. Another is the ','sentinel 
site project," precursor to FoodNet and P.ulseNet. ' 

USDA believes that the.Council's planning process provides the opportunity to draw 
the States into the process as primary and ;equal partners in the development of the food 
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safety system of the future. We believe that the national integration project described above 
. is one of the. appropriate vehicles for doing so. ' 

:;;. 
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