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Background: ' 

The Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) has proposed and implemented a . 

numbe:r·of food safety initiatives since the Clinton/Gore administration took office in 

January 1993: Although the U.S. food supply is already among the safest in the 


.' world, this Administration has made further reductions in foodbome illness a 
.. national priority. The Administration has putJn place improved safety standards for 

. meat, poultry, and egg products and has frequently communicated these actions to 
the publiC through media addresses. Research, education, and surveillance efforts 
have also been greatly expanded. 

Current'Status: . 
• Here are some significant milestones in the Administration's foo¢t safety ~fforts. 

. , 

. . , 

· .'; . 

May 2:000' President Clinton, in a Saturday morning radio address, announced 
that USDA will propose this summer to require nutrition labels on 

· ground or chopped meat and poultry products and for single 
, ", " ingredient, raw products on the package or at point-of-purchase. 
t .,' 

.. ::.::.,', 
May 2000 President Clinton, in a Saturday morning radio address, directed 

· USDA and HHS to propose required systematic testing for Listeria at 
food processing plants to significantly reducethe risk of illness and 
death from Listeria monocytogenes in ready;-to-eat foods. 

. . 
, . 

January 2000 Final implementation of HACCP for meat a~d pm:dtryes'tablishments. 
All 7700-plus federal and. state inspected plants now operate with' 
pathogerileductioil processes in place. 

Janullry 2000 Held a public meeting of the President's Council on Food Safety to , 
discuss the draft strategic plan. 

: President Clinton, in aSaturday morning radio address, announced 
the Administration's Egg Safety Action Plan to reduce the number of, . 

Salmonella illnesses attributed to eggs and eggproducts. 

Dec. 1999 ' Announced comprehensive plan by HHS and Treasury to prevent 
,"port shopping" of unsafe imported foods. Customs and FDA will 
stamp rejected foods with a clear "U.S. Refused"label and step up a 
policy for destroying imported food that poses a serious threat to 
people~s health. . 



" 

Alllgm,t 1999 

July 1999 

July 1999 

July 1999 

July 1999 

July 1999 

July 1999 

, June 1999 

May:L999 

. '" . 

:.'.,. May 1999, 

March 1999 

. :~: : .. 

, 
/' 

' ... 

Held public meeting of the President's Council on Food Safety to 
discuss the development of an action plan on egg safety to reduce the, 
occurrence of Salmonella enteritidis in shell eggs and egg products. 

Held public meeting on the President's COlincil on Food Safety 
Strategic Planning Task Force goals. 

, " 

Announced grants to five land grant universities that will serve as 
models for very small meat and poultry plants due to implement the 
final phase of HACCP. ' ' 

Proposed efforts to improve egg safety by requiring thatshell eggs ·be . 
stored at 45 degrees or below during transport, in warehouses, and at ' 
retail stores; and by requiring safe handling statements on egg, cartons. 

Released Interagency Working Group on Food Safety Research 
,report, which compiles. an inventory of food safety research on . 
niicrobial contamination; 

, , 

Directed the Departments. of Health and Human Services and' ~' 

Treasury to explore ad~tional actions the~ could take to protect U.S. " 

consumers from unsafe Imported foods, WIth reports due back to the . 

President by late 1999.. ",.'.,' 


. ,) " . . . ," -.: " 

Directed the Strategic Planning Task Force of the President's Council 
on Food Safety to develop immediate recommendations concerning 
the regulation ofeggs.- ' 

PulseNet exp~nded to in~lude~almonell~, ~higella, and Listeria, as~ 
well as E. colz O!57:H7bactena fingerpnntmg. " , .~ 

, PublishedWederal Register notice advising meat and poultry plants to 
reassess their HACCP preventive control plans to ,ensure they are 
adequately addressing Listeria monocytogenes in ready-to-eat 
products, and provided guidance to industry recommending , 

, environmental and end-product testing for presence ofListeria " 
monocytogenes inready-to-eat products . 

Implemented extensive educational efforts targeted to at-risk , 
consumers about Listeria monocytogenes in ready-to-eat products. 

FoodNet surveillance data announced by CDC that indicate important " 
'decreasesin Salmonella and CampylobaCter infections since 1996, 

including a'15 percent decrease in Campylobacter and a 44 percent, ' 
drop in, Salmonella enteritidis infections . 



Feb. H)99 

Feb.l!1)99 

Jan. BI99 

Jan. 19'99 

Jan.' 1999 

Nov. 19'98 

Nov. 1998 


. Nov. 1998 


. Aug~ 1998 

July 199:8 

. Proposed rule on irradiation for raw meat and meat products. 

FSIS and FDA signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to'..' ..' ... '-J-' 

. facilitate the exchange of information at the field level about food ' 
. estab1i~hments and operations that are subject to the jurisdiction of. '. 
· both agencies. . '. . '. 

\. 

Implemented new procedures to expedite the review of food additives 
that are intended to decrease the incidence of foodbome illnesses . 
through their antimicrobial actions against human pathogens that may 
be preSent in food., 

Implemented HACCP in almo~t 3,000 small meat and poultry plants. 
Preliminary results from the 300 largest meat and poultry plans that 
implemented HACCPin 199,8, show significant reductions in the 

, prevalence of pathogens on meat and poultry products. 

Announcement of new technique to detect DT104, a potentially 

· deadly strain ofSalmonella that resists many antibiotics. 


FoodNet expanded to include an eighth s~ate, 'and now represent~ 
· more than 10 percent of the U.S. populatIon~ . . ' . ~-) 

Bessie Berry received an NPR "Plain Language" Award for rewriting 
a backgrounder on the preparation of turkey . 

Held National Conference on FoodSafety Research:with a goal of 
answering the question: "What should our food safety research be as 
we move forward?" Participants included F:ederal agency 
representatives as well as academics, and industry and consumer 
group representatives. Discussion focused on the research needs of 
regulatof)4iand action agencies, and on the research needs.for 
detection, prevention, and risk assessment. 

Finalized a regulation that requires eggs to be stored and transported 

· at 45 degrees Fahrenheit or less. By law this regulation became 

. effective in August 28, 1999. . 


· Created the President's Council on Food Safety, which is charged, 

with developing a comprehensive strategic plan'for Federal food :, 


. safety activities and with ensuring that all Federal agencies involved 

in food safety work together to developcoordiriated food safety 

budgets each year. 


Announced new warning htbels that would be required on packaged 
. fresh fruit and vegetable juices not processed to kill harmful bacteria. 



July 1~~98 
~, ", 

July 199~ 

May 1~~98 

April 1998 

, Feb.·15198 

Jan~1998 

. Dec. 1997 


. Oct. 1997 . 


June 1997 

May1997' 

Vice President Gore appeared at 4th of July BBQ on the Mall as part 

of the Fight BAC campaign encouraging the use of thermometers 

.when grilling. 


Announced the Joint Institute of FoodSafety Research, which will 

develop a strategic plan for conducting and coordinating all Federal, 

food safety research activitIes, including with the private sector and 

academia. 


· Formed. national computer network of public health labOratoriesc-' ..'~ 
called PulseNet--to help rapIdly IdentIfy and stop epIsodes of. ' .• I 
foodborne illness. The new system enables epidemiologists to respond .' 
up to five times faster than before in identifying serious arid . . . . \'. 

· widespread food contamination problems by performing DNA ---.J 
· "fingerprinting" on foodborne pathogens. . .' 

Implemented a pilot HACCP program for the retail sector of the food 

industry, including restaurants, grocery stores, institutional food 

service and vending openltions. . . 


. Announced Admiriistration's proposed food safety budget, which 

requested an approximate $101 million increase for food safety 

initiatives. 


Inlplemented new, science-based HACCP system for 300 of the 
largest meat and poultry plants . 

Approved irradiation for red meat as a food additive~ 

Established the Partnership for Food Safety Education, an ambitious 
. . Federal-~f;i.vate partnership to reduce the incidence of foodborne 

iilness by educating Americans about safe food handling practices. 
The Partnership launched a multi-year, broad-based public education 
campaign Fight BAC! -:. to teach Americans about safe food-handling 
practices. Federal partners include the U.S. Departmentof 
Agriculture, U.S. Department of Education, and U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services .. ' 

First Lady :Hillary Clinton was the keynote speaker at the Consumer 
. Education Conference for food safety educators ~ "Changing . 

< .Strategies, Changing Behavior." 
· . 

Reported to the President a comprehensive new plan to improve the 
safety of nation's food supply "Food Safety from Farm-to-Table"-­

, ;,' ' 
,·'1 I 



, detailing a $43 million food safety program, including measures to 
improve surveillance, outbreak response, education, and research. 

Jan~ 1997, 	 Unveiled National Food Safety Initiative, a five-point plan to 
'strengthen and improve food safety. Working with consumers, 
producers, industry, states, universities, and the public, the 
Administration recommended actions to reduce foodborneillness. 

Jan. 1!~97 	 Announced new early warning system, the Foodborne Outbreak:' 
Response Coordinating Group, (FORCG), a partnership of Federal and 
State agencies established to develop a comprehensive, coordinated· 
national foodborne illness outbreak response system to increase. 
coordination and communication among Federal, State, and local 
agencies; guide efficient use of resources and expertise during an 
outbreak; and prepare for new'and emerging threats to the U.S. food 
supply. 

July 1~)96 	 President announced new HACCP regulations that modernize the 
nation's meat. and poultry inspection system for the first time in 90 
years. New standards help prevent E. coli bacteria contamination in 
meat 

Jan. HI96 	 Began collecting data through the Foodborne Diseases Active 
SurVeillance Network (FoodNet), a collaborative effort among FSIS, ' 
FDA, and CPC along with state health departments and local 
investigators around the country to better track the incidence of, 
foodbome illness and monitor the effectiveness of food safety 
programs in reducing foodbome illness. . 

, .' Oct.19195 . Declared E. coli 0157:H7 an adulterant in raw ground beef. 

Spring1994 	 Issued n~~rule requiring the application of safe handling instructions , 
on labels on raw meat and poultry products: , ' 

1994 Embarked on' strategic CDC program to detect, prevent, arid control 
. emerging infectious disease thre,ats, some of which are foodbome, , 
making signific'ant progress toward t~is goal in each successive year. ' 

1994 	 Reorganized USDA to establish the Office of the Under Secretary for 
Food Safety as a means of increasing the visibility offood safety, ' ' 
within USDA and separating food safety functions from marketing 
functions carned out by other parts of USDA. Reorganization also 
created a new Office of Public Health and Science within FSIS to 
improve the scientific base 'needed to make good regulatory decisions 
that are based on public health. 



'{\ 

·f , , 

1993 ' Vice President's National Performance Review issued report 
recommending that government and industry move toward a system 

, of preventive controls for food safety. 
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United States Department of Agriculture 
Washington, D.C. 20250-3700 ' 

. . , 	 " . ., 	 . . 

STATUS OF THE FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION 
 . 
SERVICE REINVENTION GOALS 	

' 

, 

Updat~d May 2000 

The 'Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) provides serl-ice to consumers by regulating the meat, 
poultry, and egg product industries to ensure that products in interstate commerce are safe, wholesome,' 
and accurately, labeled, including the inspection marks. The FSIS. strategic goal is to enhance the public 
health by minimizing foodborne illness from meat, poultry, and egg products. The outcome of this goal 
is a 25% reduction in the number of foodborne illnesses associated with meat, poultry, and egg products 
by th~ end of year 2000. Salmonella, E. coli 0157:H7, Campylobacter, and Listeria monocytogenes are ' 
significant food safety haZards associated with meat and pOUltry products. In 1996, FSIS estimated that 
the contamination of meat and pOUltry products with these bacteria r~stIlts'annually in as many as 4,000 
deaths and 5,000,000 illnesses. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimates that 

'foodborne illnessfro~n all foods may cause 76 million illnesses and 5,000 deaths in the United States 
every year. 

1. Reduce pathogens on raw products. 

• ,The Agency's I>athogen ReductionlHazard Anaiysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP) Systems 
regulation for meat and poultry products requires plants to adopt this system of process controls to 
prevent chemical, physical, and biological food safety hazards: Specific regulatory requirements 
for plants for sanitation and microbiological testing are to be in place. 

,. 	By 2099, 100% of all federally inspected meat and poultry products will be produced under a 
HACCP system; by 1998,80% of,all federally inspected meat and poultry products will be 

, produced under a HACCP systein~' " 
• 	 Based on the best science available, prepare appropriate regulatory and non-regulatory options, 

including HACCP, for egg products. ' 
• 	 Develop a better understanding of E. coli 0157:H7, Salmonella and other foodborne pathogens by , 

developing baseline data and by collaborating on research andother regulatory and non-regulatory 
, approaches. , ' , ' 
• 	 By 1998, more than 95% of plants slaughtering cattle, swine, chicken, and turkeys' will be tested, ' 

routinely for Salmonella incidence. ' 

Status: 
, , 

" 	 ' 

• FSIS reached a major milestone in its food safety strategy onJanuary 25, 2000, with the third and, 
final phase of HACCP implementation. On this date, 3,159 Federal and approximately 2,300 

, State-inspected very small plants--those with fewer than 10 employees or less ,than $2.5 million in 
, sales--were required to implement HACCP and meet performance standards for Salmonella. FSIS 
achieyed its goal of having all domestic meat and poultry establishments operating under HACCP. 

,. CDC,has performed active surveillance for a number of foodborne pathogens since, 1996. 
Preliminary surveillance data for'1999 compared with data from 1996 through 1998 suggest the 

http://www.fsis.usda.gov/OMlnpr/goalsOO.htm 11/1512000 
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following: . 

-The incidenceofE. coli 0157 declined 22% 

- The inCidence of Campylobacter declined 26% 

- The incidence of Shigella declined on average by 44% 

- The incidence of Salmonella enteritidis declined 48% 


, 	 ' ' 

- The incidence of parasitic diseases caused by Cyclospora infections decreased 70% 

CDC has stated that the declines (from 1996 through 1998) in Salmonellosis and 

Campylobacteriosis may reflect changes in meat and poultry processing plants in the U.S. 


, mandated by the PRlHACCP rule of the USDA. The largest producers in the food industry 
implemented HACCP in January 1998. The decline from 1996 to 1998 in the incidence of 
Salmonellosis parallels the reported decline in the percentage of meat and poultry products testing 

,positive for Salrnonella at large, federally inspected processing plants. Reasons for the decline in 
Salmonella enteritidis isolates remain under investigation. This decline also might in part be 
explained by the: decrease in the percentage of poultry products testing positive for Salmonella in 
large processing plants. 

• 	 As of January 2000, 1 00% of cattle, swine, and chicken are subject to testing for Salmonella 
incidence at the slaughter plant. Data 'from a year of testing in small plants show a decline in the 
prevalence of Salmonella from the pre-HACCP baseline studies. Of broiler carcasses, 20% tested 

, , positive for Salmonella before HACCP implementation, compared to 16.3% since 
implementation; a decline of 18.5% to date.;ln ground beef, 7.5% of the national baseline sampl~s' 
tested positive for Salmonella prior to HACCP implementation versus 4.3% since HACCP 
implementation; a 42.6% decline. Of cow and bull carcasses, 2.7% tested positive before HACCP 

'implementation while 2.3% tested positive after HACCP implementation; a 15% decline. 
• ·FSIS has prepare:d a white paper on E. coli:0157:H7 that was a major topiC at the May 2000 

meeting of the National Advisory Committee on Meat and Poultry Inspection. In the next few 
, months, FSIS'will publish notices in the Federal Register calling for all establishments that 	 ' 

process beef to rr~assess their HACCP plans for control ofE. coli 0157:H7. The Agency will also 
announce that copies of the risk assessment for 0157:H7 will be available. . 

• 	 President Clinton, in his May 6th radio address, said that the Administration's goal is to cut the 
number of illnes~;es caused by Listeria in half by the year 2005. FSIS held a public meeting in 
May 2000 to dis(:uss the issue. The Agency has also advised manufacturers of ready-to.:eat meat 
and poultry products to reassess their HACCPplans to ensure that they adequately address this 
pathogen. In November 1999, FSIS released a refined laboratory methodology that reduces the 

, " analytical time re:quired for detect;i.:ng and identifying potentially 'contaminated products by at least 
two days. FSIS has made significant progress in implementing action items in, a plan issued last 

. year. 
• ' In 1998, FSIS and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) jointly dev,eloped a risk assessment 

model for shell eggs and egg products to address the risks of foodborne illness caused by 
Salmonellaenteri.tidis. ' 

• In December 1999, the President's Council on Food Safety released the Egg Safety Action Plan. It 
was based on the results of the joint risk assessment mentioned above. Under the Plan, FSIS will 
develop HACCP ..,based standards for shell egg packers and egg products processors, as well as be 
responsible for providing inspection ,and enforcement for both. FSIS is also developing a rule in 
conjunction with the Egg Safety Action Plan. This rule, expected to be published in late 2000, will 
establish HACCP-based systems for shell eggs as well as for processed egg products. The rule 
will include components such as basic facility sanitation,biosecurity, and Sanitation Standard 

, Operating Procedures (SSOPs). 

2. Establish effective "rorking partnerships with other public health agencies and stakeholders to 
support the PreSident's National Food Safety Initiative. ' 

http://www.fsis.usda.goV/OMlnpr/goalsOO.htin 1111512000 
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'.I 

• 	 Expand and improve interagency cooperative agreements on inspection and establish effective 
partnerships with States and other agencies. . 

• 	 Collaborate with other food safety and public health agencies tq identify and encourage research 
to address food safetY risks. . 

•. Collaborate with States, other Federal agencies, industry, and academia to expand existing 
information systems and data on foodborne illness and establish a national clearinghouse on food 
safety information and education. 

Status: 

• 	 FSIS continues to actively participate in the Partnership for Food' Safety Education, the President's 
Council for Food Safety, the National Partnership for Reinventing Government, and other intra> .. 
and inter-agency food safety task forces. FSIS and FDA worked together to establish the National . 
Food Safety Information Network, part of the Food Safety Initiative, that maintains a database of 
educational materials. In addition, the Agency continues to produce educational materials for a: 
Wide audience. . '. 

• 	 Under the Food Safety Initiative, FSIS contributes to the Foodborne Disease Active Surveillance 
Network (FoodNet) which currently contains nine sites. For 2000, FoodNet now encompasses 
approximately 29 million Americans, nearly 11 % of the population. In addition to new data on the 
burden of foodborne illness in general, FoogNet found Campylobacter to be the leading'cause of 
sporadic cases ()f foodborne illness from 1996 through 1998. , 

• 	 FSIS also contributes to the PulseNet, a computerized database that matches the DNA fingerprint 
of foodborne diseases, and accelerates the traceback process to the source .of the contamination. 
PUlseNet is especially successful in identifying dispersed illnesses with potentially common 

. sources of implicated product and in alerting the appropriate regulatory agencies so they can take 
action. Recently, Harvard University and the Ford Foundation selected the interagency PulseNet 

· .' effort to receiv(~the prestigious "Innovations in American Government Award. 1\ 

• 	 Under the Food Safety Initiative, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Health and Human 
Services (HHS), and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) created the Foodborne 

. Outbreak Response Coordinating Group (FORCG) to bring together Federal, State and local 
agencies to develop a comprehensive, coordinated, national foodborne illness outbreak response 
~~~ ..' '. . .' . 

• 	 During'1999, FSIS hosted the first-ever joint meeting of State Secretanes ofHealth and 
Agriculture with federal food safe.ty officials on improving cooPeration and working towards a 
seamless national food safety system.. .. . . . 

• 	 In February 19~)9, FSIS and FDA signed a Memorandum of Understanding to facilitate an 
exchange Of information' between the Agencies about establishments and operations that are 
subject to the jurisdiction of both Agencies. This exchange of informationperrnits resources to be 
used more efficiently, and will improve public health protection. . 

• 	 On December23, 1999, FSIS published a final rule to streamline the approval process for food 
ingredients and additives by ending the requirement that they be approved separately by both FDA 
and FSIS. Previously, once FDA approved a food ingredient, FSIS had to conduct separate 
.iulemaking in order for ittobe approved for use in meat or poUltry. The new rule became 
effective January 24, 2000. . . 

• 	 In November 1999,FSIS and the U.S. Public Health Service (PHS), Commissioned Corps, signed 
a MemoranduIll of Understanding assigning Commissioned Corps officers to PSIS to assist in 
reducing the incidence of foodborne illness; 

. 3. Promote food SafE~ty from farm to table. 
, , .,.' . 

. . , . 

• 	 Cooperate with States and producer~ to expand knowledge and use of public health-based on-farm 
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, 
practices. 

• 	 Improve food sMety during transportation and distribution. 
• 	 By 2000, communicate food safety information to 158 million people a year through partnerships 

between FSIS and industry, academics ahd educational institutions, scientists, and consumers. 
• 	 Promote the nationwide adoption of the Food Code .. 

Status: 
" .' 	 . 

• 	 Through FSIS efforts, state veterinarians, and other officials responsible for the production of 
food animals are incorporating food safety responsibilities into their practices. Producers and 
veterinarians are becoming more aware of the impact of the HACCP rule. State partnerships to 
foster producer education continue to encourage small packer-producer information sharing, and 
efforts to strengthen relationships between and among1Public health and animal health officials are 
increasing. FSIS entered into several new state partnerships; producers from these states represent 
32% of all producers. FSIS continues its leadership role by cooperatively organizing a national 
conference on the role of animal production in food safety. The'conference is scheduled for 
September 6 and 7, 2000 in St. Louis, Missouri. . . 

• 	 FSIS continues to be actively involved in the Partnership for Food Safety Edu~ation. The "Fight 
BAC" campaign began in October 1997 as a unique partnership of industry, government, and 
consumer groups dedicated to redudng the incidence of foodborne illness. The partnership, which . 
was originally kicked off by Vice President Gore, has grown from 10 founding members to 18 

. active organizalions.Hundreds of grassroots organizations are now "BAC Fighters" helping to . 
spread the consumer education messages designed to redu.ce foodborne illness. Tens of thousands 
of publications, curricula packages, and fact sheets from the Web:..based Virtual Tool Box have 
been distributed throughout the U.S. and the Fight BAC! Web sites had 3 million hits in 1999. 
Additionally, Canada became the first international affiliate. 

• 	 On May 25, 2000, FSIS launched a newfood safety education campaign to promote the use of 
food thermometers in the home. The campaign theme is: "It's Safe to Bite When The Temperature 
Is. Right!" FSIS introduced its new messenger, Thermy TM, after focus group testing confirmed' 
consumer acceI,tance of the character and the message. The campaign was created as a result of 
USDA research that indicated that lout of 4 hamburgers turned brown before reaching a safe 
intern~. temperature--high enough to destroy harmful bacteria. Color can be misleading and it food 
therrn'dineter is the only safe way to be sure meat, poultry, and egg dishes are s3fely cooked. . 

.'. USDA and FSIS support adoptiohT;of the Food Code by all jurisdictions because it promotes 
. uniformity in the nation's laws on food safety. This uniformity in turn promotes commerce,fosters 
cooperation among jurisdictions on a problem that is inherently multi-jurisdictional, and enhances 
public health fCir all Americans. Senior USDA officials have shown support through numerous . 
public remarks, direct communications to State governors and other officials, and agency support 
of various intergovernmental.initiatives. The Secretary of Health and Human Services and the 
Secretary of Agriculture signed ajoint letter to state governors promoting the Food· Code. In good 
measure' due to federal prompting, the Food Code has been adopted by increasing .numbers of 
jurisdictions. As of December 1999,27 State agencies in 19 states, and many federal, local, and 
tribal agencies have done so. Another 25 State agencies, and the Puerto Rican Department of 
Health, among others, are in some stage of the adoption process. . 

• 	 To better inforrn consumers, FSIS recently adopted a policy to issue a press release for each recalL 
The policy wentinto effect February 2000, and serves to alert consumers of all recalls conducted. 
It also serves to remind consumers to always follow safe handling practices with meat, poultry; 
and egg products. . . 

.• 4. Complete the necessary cultural change to support HA CCP and food safety. 
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" 

• 	 Train the workforce to carry out the redefined regulatory tasks and procedures generated' by the 
HACCPrule. . 

•. Clarify and emphasize industry's responsibility for food safety through regulatory reforin~ 
• 	 Promote new technologies to enhance food safety. . . 
• 	 Establish a Matiagement Development Academy. 
• 	 Centralize the manag~ment of all policy, rulemaking, and program development activities to 


reform existing regulations and eliminate layering. ' . 


Status: . 

• 	 FSIS completed training 100% of the meat and poultry inspectors responsible for HACCP 
implementation to ensure a smooth transition to HACCP. Inspection personnel were provideq 

· with resource materials and participated in work unit meetings. FSIS maintained a HACCP hotline 
at the FSIS Technical Services Center in Omaha for additional information as needed .. 

• 	 FSIS implemented the Management Leadership Development Program (Management Academy) 
· both in headquarters and in the field. The Agency plans to phase it in over the next few years. 

• 	 In 1997, FSIS and Texas A&M began collaborating on the Food Safety Education Program 
desigtied to educate FSIS employees in the scientific foundation for HACCP and related issues. 
By the end offi:ical year 2000, approximately 1,175 individuals will have graduated and received 
five college credits fortheir efforts . 

• ,Management of all policy, rulemaking, and program development activities to reform existing 
regulations and to eliminate layering is now centralized under the Office of Policy, Program 
Development and Evaluation. . . . 

• 	 FSIS is signific~LIitly reforming its regulations, and putting them into plain language that can be 
· understood by plant personnel, FSIS employees, and the pUblic. Traditionally, Agency regulations. 
were very long, detailed, prescriptive, and not easily-understood. FSIS has been converting these 
command-and-control regulations to performance standards, to clarify responsibilities and allow 
flexibility for industry innovation. Examples of regulatory reform include: eliminating prior 
· approval for certain types of product labels; eliminating prior approval requirements for . 
equipment; convert~ng highly prescriptive'sanitation requirements to performance standards; 
·harmonizing and streamlining FSIS and FDA procedures to review and approve use of food 
ingre(U~nts and sources of irradiation in meat and pOUltry products. 

• 	 On December 23, 1999, FSIS published a final rule, previously discussed in this document, to 
'. streamline the approval process for food ingredients and additives. On May 30, 2000, FSIS . 
, published a final rule removing requirements for partial quality control (PQC) programs in meat 
and pOUltry processing plants. This followed previous rulemakings that eliminated many PQC 
program requirements. This new rule is the latest in a series of regulatory reform .initiatives 
published by the: Agency to improve food safety. Simultaneously, FSIS is making regulations less 
burdensome, easier to use, and more consistent with HACCP systems. 

• In FY1999, FSIS created new job descriptions defining the more science-based inspection role we . 
will play under HACCP. Although we received OPM approval for Consumer Safety Officers 

· (CSOs), Congress raised concerns about our plans to implement conversion to and hiring of 
CSOs. FSIS reported to Congress that we intend to mini~ze costs by advertising vacancies only 
in lo~al commuting areas where there is an adequate number of qualified candidates. FSIS still 
hopes to hire 50 to 75 CSOs during FY 2000. In the future, we will need a mix of technical, 
professional, and adlninistriltive employees. However, within that mix FSIS triust increase the 
proportion of scientific professionals in frontline occupations. The CSO, a scientific generalist, 
will be the journeyman FSIS employee of tomorrow. . . , 

• 	 FSIS will soon i.ssue the report entitled The Future of FSIS Veterinarians:Public Health 
Professionals For the 21stCentury. To develop this report, in 1999, FSIS convened a select panel 
of veterinarians from inside and outside of FSIS, a variety of FSIS management personnel, and 
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individuals affiliated with academe, non-government organizations, and foreign governments . 
. This task force met numerous times during 1999. In February 2000, FSIS held a public meeting 

and solicited comments on the draft report. Recommendations cover five major issues: Defining 
the role of the PSIS veterinarian; Education, training, recognition and recruitment; Development . 
and refinement of partnerships; Information management centered around animal identification; .. 
and Veterinary contributions to international credibility. Upon receipt of the final report in the 
next few weeks, FSIS intends to implement most of the recommendations which will positively 

· impact our approximatly 1,200· veterinarians. 

5. Promote international cooperation on food safety. 

• Assure the safety of the domestic food supply through the application of appropriate domestic 
food safety standards to imported products. ; 

• 	 Participate in Codex Alimentarius to improve the Co&~x system and to develop and adopt 

international food safety standards that promote fair trade. 


Status: . 

• 	 All plants exporting meat and poultry products to the U.S. must now meet the new requirements. 
of our HACCP system. To ensure the safety of imported meat and poultry products, FSIS 
developed and applied a process to assess the equivalency of eligible foreign inspection programs 
relative to the re:quirements ofthe HACCP rule. Although foreign food regulatory systems need 
not be identical to the U~S. system, they must employ equivalent sanitary measures that provide 
the same level of protection against food safety hazards as is achieved domestically. 

• 	 FSIS houses the U.S. Codex Office and maintains an active role in all Codex activities. These 
· activities include restructuring ·the interagency policy steering committee to ensure focus onpolicy 
development and coordination; training of delegates; conducting foreign outreach efforts; hosting, 
Codex sessions on food hygiene, processed fruits and vegetables, and residues of veterinary drugs 
~~~. 	 . 

• 	 During the 23rd session ofthe Codex Alimentarius Commission, FSIS Administrator, Thomas J. 
Billy, was elected to a two-year term as Chairperson of this United Nations Commission. His role 
as Cht,ri,r helps to ensure that the processes used by Codex to develop food standards are based on 
sound science and have integrity. Under his leadership, the Codex priorities will include: 1) . 

· continuing support of science-based decision making; 2) obtaining support from WHO and FAO; 
3) increasing and strengthening participation of developing countries; 4) ensuring greater 
participation of non-governmental organizations and addressing the need for transparency; and 5) 
improving efficiency and speed of the Codex process ·and consensus building. . 

.'. 

For Further Information Contact: 
FsIs Planning Staff 
6904 East Franklin Court 
Washington, DC 
Tel: 202-501-7136 
Fax: 202-501-7642 

NPR Home Page 
FSIS Home Page 
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Food Safety: An International Perspective 

·Remarks prepared for delivery by Dr. Catherine Woteki, Under Secretary for Food Safety, before the 
Association ofFood and Drug Officials, Burlington, Vermont, June 19, 2000. 

Good afternoon. Last: year when I presented the USDA keynote address at your meeting in San Antonio, 
I discussed the progress we had made in establishing a framework to make significant food safety 
improvements. This framework was first presented in 1997, as the President's Food Safety Initiative, and 
it now is being contitlUed by the President's Council on Food Safety, which is in the final stages of 
developing a strategic plan for federal food safety activities. I'd like to recognize the important role that· 
AFDO has played and continues to play in developing the strategic plan. 

Last year, I also addressed. the need to work toward the integration of federal, state, and local , 
· government activities and resources, and I'll talk more about that in a few moments. This is a major 
. theme of the strategie plan that carries through all three of the plan's major goals. 

At this year's conference, AFDO has chosen a global focus, and that certainly is relevarit to our food 
safety activities and to the theme of working together to achieve fOQd safety goals. Not only should we 
aspire to a unified food safety approach domestically, but internationally as well. There are many 
similarities between our domestic food safety goals and those that are implemented at the intem;ational 
leveL Of utmost importance is that they be rule-based and utilize the. best science available.· Thus, as we 
improve oU;:90mestic program, we must ensure that science guides international food safety 'policies as 
well. This is"particularly important as food safety is appearing frequently on the agendas of international 

· leaders. And it has becom~central to riego~iations with respect to tra~e over the laSt decade. 

Let me provide you with some l;>ackground on what is happening at the intern~tionallevel. Last year, 
President Clinton and the leaders of the G-8 countries during their annual Summit meeting held a 

· discussion and 'issued acom.niunique on food safety. 

· As you know, the heads of state orgovernment of the major industrial democracies meet each year to 
deaI with major economic and political)ssues facing. their own countries and the international 
community as a whole. The communique issued by the G-8leaders requested that.the Organization for 
Economic Cooperati.on and Development --OECD-- prepare background papers for their discussion this· 
summer that would focus on biotechnology and other aspects of food safety ..To respond to this request, 
the Ad Hoc Group on Food Safety was established, arid five papers have been prepared for this year's 
Economic Summit, which will be held in ~uly in Okinawa, Japan. . 

The first paper is a repo~ of the scientific forum. held in Edinburgh, Scotland, in February to examine 

· ,the safety of food produced through biotechnology. A second paper describes the roles of our national 


and international food safety organizations. Papers three aridfour review how environmental and food 


, . 
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•\. safety determinations are perfonned for foods produced through biotechnology. And the fifth paper is a 
report of the consultations that OECD has conducted with non-governmental organizations on these 
topics.' 

At next month's G8 meeting, we can expect discussions to occur about the need to strengthen , 
international efforts to address these food safety and environmental questions. The United States will 
emphasize that for food safety such a mechanism already exists through Co'de~, and that Codex has a 
proven track record in developing international food safety standards. You will have to stay tuned until' 
July to hear the results. 

, , 

, EU Precautionary Principle 

One international issue that will also occupy the G-8 leaders, has been the subject of recent meetings, 
, and has generated much discussion in Codex and other international organizations is the ED's ' 
Precautionary Principle. The EU has been attempting to introduce its Precautionary Principle into 
various international forums ,and agreements for more than a decade. And in an effort to provide more 
cohesion among its member states and to enhance the credibility of the principle, theEU issued a paper 
'in FebruarY entitled Communication from the Commission on the Precautionary Principle. ' 

" ' 

, If you've missed the full-pagenewspaper~ds and the heated rhetoric, let me try todescribe the debate. 
The'European Corrimission proposes that politicians should be able to invoke the Precautionary 
Principle when making risk mariagement decisions in which there is poor, limited, or contradictory 
scientific evidence as to safety. The risk management decisions could be in any area of the environment 
or public health. The European Commission communique also goes on to say that the precautionary 

, prin9iple cannot be defined, but that it can be inferred from international law and court decisions. 
" . , 

The U.S. has argued in these international discussions that precaution is built into the decision making 

activities of Codex and that precaution is also inherent in our own food safety laws and regulations. 


'Therefore, there is no need for an ill-defined Precautionary Principle. , 


However, there are some sections of the ED's communication with which we agree. For example, we 
agree withtheEU that decision-making procedures should be transpareritand should involve all 
interested parties. In addition; we agree ti1at precaution can be an integral component of risk 
management and that decisions usually~eed to be madein the face of uncertainty and, in the absence of, 
complete knowledge. And we welcome the commission's insistence that the precautionary principle can, 
under no circumstancl!s,' be used to justify the adoption of arbitrary decisions regarding trade. 

, , ' 

But on the other hand, we have some concerns that the ED's Precautionary Principle is vaguely defined. 
At the same time there are numerous sections in the ED's communication about which we have ' 
questions and concerns. We are continuing this discussion of the use of precaution in food safety 

,decisions in the Codex Committee on General Principles, which we believe is the appropriate venue. , 

Working with interested federal agencies, 'the U.S. Codex office is now preparing comments on the 
principles of risk analysis, which will be submitted to the Codex by July 1. The United States will hold a 
publk meeting on Thursday this week to discuss the issue with interested parties. I urge AFDO to keep 
involved in Codex, because these international decisions may affect our domestic policies. 

Domestic Issues With International Implications 

It is important to recognize the converse,- that U.S. domestic issues potentially have.international 
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implications. Permitting the interstate. shipment of state-inspectedproduct is a good example. U,SDA's " 
legislative proposal has been introduced by Senators Daschle and Hatch and is currently pending before 
the Senate Agriculture Committee. We do not anticipate that the bill as written will interfere with 
international trade, but because state-inspected products would be eligible for export, the issue has 
international implications. AFDO has been active in discussions of this bill and the Senate may move it 
this session, so, I encourage you to contact your Senators to express your views on the bill. . 

Another example of a domestic issue with international implications is the USDA's Pathogen Reduction 
and HACCP rule for meat and poultry products. As you know, the rule has been implemented in aU 
plants, and FSIS has completed its equivalency determinations to ensure that countries eligible to export 
to the United States h~lve equivalent systems in place. In his talk tomorrow on the "Globalization of 
HACCP," Dr. John Prucha will provide you with an update on FSISwork in this area. USDA is a leader 
in applying the concept of equivalence, and FSIS continues to audit and inspect to remain confident that 
exporting countries have implemented equivalence systems.' 

Federal-State:-Local Cooperation 

As we pursue our food. safety initiatives in both the domestic and international sectors, it is a major 
'priority of USDA to work more closely with our state and local counterparts. I believe there are many 
.good examples of our commitment to strong partnerships. 

Interstate shipment is one prime example. Our legislative proposal is designed to encourage thecreation 
and continuation of state programs. We believe the state programs have many strengths--one of these' 
beipg regulating smaller plants. . . , 

The implementation of HACCP is another example of how committed USDA is to working closely with 
the states. Throughout the implementation of HACCP, FSIS worked very closely with state HACCP 
contacts and coordinators to ensure that the small and very small plants had the resources available to 
them to successfully implement HACCP.' 

Our project ~o ensure the continued safety of the meat, poultry and egg products while in distribution 
channels is~other pr~iect where weare working very closely with the states. FSIS recently held a 
public meeting on food safety during in-distribution; and I am pleased that AFDO was represented at the 
meeting. This project illustrates the type~of cooperative working relationship to improve food safety that 
we believe is possible among the various levels of government. In fact,.FSIS is now working with 
Minnesota to devel~p a model appropriate for that particular state, and we look forward to working with 
other states as well. . ' 

USDA is very aware of concerns that this project will lead to an overlap of activities at the retaillevet. I 
want to assure you that we want to avoid this as well. We certainly don't want a retail store to be' vIsited 
by" a series of retail inspectors--that does not serve anyone's interests. ' 

We recognize that States have the primary jurisdiction for food safety at the retail level. However, FSIS 
. has a role in ensuring that the integrity of the mark of inspection is maintained on Federal products, and 
the Agency has the authority to set perfonnancestandards for the handling of federally inspected ' 
products in retail. Our focus is not on facilities, but on the product, and we are interested in exploring 


. with the states how we can both meet our food safety responsibilities without overlap. This project is an 

enhancement of what states are currently doing. ,,' . 


. '. . 

I also want to emphasiz1e that this project is exploratory innature. At the public meeting, we emphasized 
. . 
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that we have no one model to present. Our ultimate strategy for in-distribution will be based on what we 
learn. Information collection will be a big part of the project. We believe that models may look different 
in different states, depending on the extent of the program already in place. Minnesota has given us a 
clear message that if a. State is carrying out an effective program at the retail level, it should take the 
lead. We intend to evaluate that as part of the project. It is possible that some states may not need 

. Federal irispectors in-distribution: 

We welcome your cotnments as we proceed with this project. In fact, we expect there to be issues raised 
that will require your involvement. For example, a hypothetical situation was raised by a consumer 
group representative regarding a supermarket that receives a chub of irradiated ground beef and then. 
mixes it with non-irradiated trimmings, and how that would affect labelIng requirements. We hope 
AFDO will help in emiuring that situations such as these are appropriately handled. 

Closing' 

In closing, the need to address food safety issues simultaneously at the state and local, Federal, and 
international levels wiIl require us to continue to improve our working rel<i.tionships. With initiatives 
such as interstate shipment, HACCP, and in-distribution food safety, I believe USDA has illustrated its 
commitment to strengthening state programs and providing assistance to the states as much as possible .. 

For the future, we must further our goal of a unified approach to food ~afetydomestically, and to use 
that unified front to ensure that science guides international food safetY policies as welL This is indeed a 
challenge, and one I look forward to working with AFDO to achieve. . 

For Further Information: . 

FSIS Congressional and Public Affairs Staff· 

Phone: (202) 720-3897 

Fax: (202) 720-5704 
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Antimicrobial Resistance--The USDA Perspective 

Remarks preparedfordelivery by Dr. Catherine Woteki, Un,der Secretaryfor Food Safety, before the 

conference on Antimicrobial Resistance sponsored by the Rbyal Society ofMedicine Foundation, .the· 

Royal Society ofMedicine, and the Tufts University School ofMedicine, May 4,2000, Washington, DC. 


It's a pleasure to be here today to talkabout antimicrobial resistance from the perspective of the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture (USDA). With. the tremendous growth in international trade of agricultural 

commodities we have seen in recent decades, food safety issues must be addressed on a global level. . 

Antibiotic resistance is no exception, so I am pleased to see this issue being addressed in an.international 

forum. Antimicrobial resistance i~ a growing public health threat that has been identified as a major 

priority in the United States by a number of expert groups, including the Institute of Medicine, the 

American Society fOJ Microbiology, and the Congressional Office of Technology Assessment. It also is 

a concern for our agricultural producers who are striving to produce safe, high-quality products. 


A Complex Problem 
. . . 

Antibiotic resistanc~ is a complex problem~-6ne that requires attention by manydiverse interests, 
. including agriculture experts, public health experts, and regul~tory agencies. The list of speakers at this 

conference certainly reflects the diversity ofinvolvement needed to contain the problem of antimicrobial 
resistance. Here in the United States, the Department of Health and Human Services is leading the 

· developmen.tpf acoordinated public health action plan to address antimicrobial resistance, and I expect 
.the action ptan to be released shortly. USDA has participated in this effort through the Antimicrobial 

· Resistance Working Group, which has' ':t:nembership from six USDA agencies~. ',', . 

. . . 


The complexity ofthe antimicrobial resistance issue stems from the fact that two previously parallel· 

stories are now converging. First is the story of how the inappropriate use of antibiotics in human 

medicine has contributed to the growing human health problem of antimicrobial resistance. The second 

story is the use of antibiotics in animal agriculture, and the growing recognition that this practice 

contributes to antimicrobial resistance in both animal and human pathogens. 


We have long recognized that the health of food-produciriganimals is intrinsically linked to human 

health. But in the past, agriculturists resisted the idea that the ·use of antibiotics in animals could relate to' 

resistant pathogens in humans. It's time to move beyond that, because there are now cases that provide 

evidence of such a link. For example, a May 1999 article in the New England Journal ofMedicine 

showed a genetic association between resistant Campylobacter strains from chicken products produced 

and consumed in Minnesota and resistant Campylobacter strains causing infections in Minnesota . 


· residents; , 

In addition, a report published by the Institute ofMedicine in July 1998 ackDowledged that there is a . 

link between the use of antibiotics in food animals and the development of bacterial resistance to these 
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drugs. 

1 want to acknowledge from the outset the multifactorial nature of drug resistant human infections. As ' 
Under Secretary for Food Safety for USDA, I am here to focus on those infections that may be acquired 
through the food supply. It is well'known, however, that resistant human infections are acquired in other 
ways, such as through the use or abuse of antimicrobials in human medicine. 

It is not possible to quantify the contribution of antibiotic use in the agricultural setting to the broader 

problem of drug resistance in humans, nor do I beiieve that this exercise would be particularly helpful. I 

believe it is r.nore helpful to acknowledge that ,antibiotic use in animals contribut~s to the problem and 

that prudent antibiotic use should be encouraged in all sectors. The agricultural community must accept 

part of the responsibility. . 


, 

Both of these pathways to antimicrobial resistance-human 'and animal-must be managed.The 
emphasis is on the word managed, because, atotally risk-free system of food production is an 
unreasonable and unattainable goal. At least so far, microbes always develop resistance to, antimicrobials 
used against them. But we can intelligently manage the use of antimicrobials so we can prolong their' 
usefulness, for both humans and animals. 

Risk Assessment 

The need to take action now to address the problem ,of antimicrobial resistance in our animal populations ' 
does not mean we have all of the answers to our questions. Many data gaps remain. Forex ample, we do 
not know what degree of resistance is transferred for various organisms. In many cases, we do .not even 
know exactly how resistance is transferred. We also do not know which practices related to antibiotic 

, use present the greatest risks: . , 

But having to make food safety decisions and take action based on incomplete data is nothing new to 

risk managers. We mustmake the best possible public health decisions based on the information 

available today, and build our knowledge base so that we can make more informed decisions in the 


. future. " . ' 

Sound science is the key in making thes~decisions.ln January 1999, the Food and Drug Administration 
published a discussionpaper--commortTy referred to as the "Framework document," that presents a risk­
based process for evaluating the microbial safety of antimicrobial drugs used in food producing animals . 

. FDA Commissioner Dr. Jane Henney will be here tomorrow to provide more detail on this document 
and the risk assessment models FDA is developing to' account for the transfer of resistance from bacteria, 
in food producing anirr.lals to bacteria in humans via food. The United States firmly believes that such a 
scientifically sound, risk-based approach is key to the decisionmaking process for the use of 
an.~imicrobials in food producing animals-both here and abroad. 

USDA's Current Role in Managing Antimicrobial Resistance 
, , , 

., . . 

Because I am here to address the agricultural sector, let me provide avery brief overview of the role of 
veterinary drugs in food animal production and then discuss what USDA is currently doing to address 
the problem of antimicrobial resistance. ' 

Veterinary drugs are a ,critical component of food animal production and contribute to the exceptionally 
high level of health we find in food ·animals today. They also provide other benefits related to animal 
welfare'and economic return for the industry. Since the benefits of antibiotics in enhancing growth and 
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feed efficiency in animals were observed almost half a century ago, the number and use of these' 

products has increased . 


. U.S. controls regarding the use of veterinaiy drugs emphasize sound science and risk' assessment. And in 

addition to activities that generally address the proper use of these drugs, Federal agencies also have in 

place programs to learn more about, track, and reduce antimicrobial resistance in animals. Many of these 

activities are joint activities among several Federal agencies and are supported by the agricultural . 

industries. . 


First is surveillance. In 1996, HHS and USDA established the National Antimicrobial Resistance 

Monitoring System for Enteric Bacteria-NARMS-EB. The goal of the system is to obtain a spectrum 

of, and monitor trends in, antimicrobial resistance in foodbome pathogens. NARMS collects and . 

analyzes Salmonella, Campylobacier,E. coli and enterococeus isolates from animals and humans. . 


. USDA supports the project through three of its agencies. The Food Safety and Inspection Service (PSIS) 
contributes isolates from its regulatory program for Salmonella and isolates of Campylobacter from its 
microbiological baseline data collection surveys. The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
(APlllS) contributes isolates from clinically ill animals and isolates from healthy animals on farms ..And 
the Agricultural Research Service (ARS) conducts all testing and analysis of data. . 

APHIS also carries out farm surveys through the National Animal Health Monitoring System 
(NAHMS), which provide information on the spectrum of antimicrobial resistance and the relative 

. contribution of various management practices to the development of resistance: 

In addition to survei11ance, USDA carries out research on antimicrobial resistance. Research has a vital 

role in delaying and controlling the emergence of resistance in pathogens associated with food products 

because our progress is hampered by data gaps. We need basic as well as applied research on' 

antimicrobial resistance. More research is needed to· assess which agricultural practices can reduce 

antimicrobial use, to identify what types of antimicrobial use present ahigh risk of resistance, and to 

better understand how resistance is transferred by meaps other than food.. . 


For example, thelnstitute ofMedicine, in its 1998 report, indicated. that farm workers could be at greater . 
risk for clin~9.al antimicrobial resistance, so environmental factors may also playa role in this transfer. A 

recent artici~ in the Apll1 27th New Englqnd Journal ojMedictne provides further evidence of an 
environmental link. Th(~ authors conclua'ed that a boy's infection by Salmonella enterica serotype 
typhimurium resistant to ceftriaxone-a widely used. pediatric' antibiotic-came from cattle on his farm. .. . . 

USDA's Agricultural Research Service recently established an Antimic'robial Resistante 'research unit in 
Athens, GA. Researchers there are determiniJ).g how both pathogens and nonpathogens acquire and 
ti"ansfer.antibiotic resistance and whether the presence of resistance alters virulence in pathogens. A 

, ma..jor accomplishment has been the development of a rapid gene probe for Salmonella typhimurium 
. DT-104-a multi-drug resistant pathogen that is difficult and time-consuming to identify .. 

" " 

In addition, USDA's Cooper~tive State Research, Education arid Extension Service (CSREES) last year 
awarded three grants through a new program within the National Research Initiative that specifically· 
address antimicrobial resistance. These studies seek to understand the processes involved in the rapid 
spread of multiple drug resistance in poultry and to identify management practices t)1at may help to 

. address the problem of antimicrobial resistance in cattle. 

Prevention and control is a third area of emphasis within USDA. This is closely related to .the research 

area, because as scientists determine what on-farm interventions can help to reduce antimicrobial 
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resistance in animals, these management practices can be encourageci.For example, the use of vaccines 
to eliminate. pathogepic bacteria from the food chain is a relatively unexplored area. And competitive 
exclusion cultures are: providing alternatives to antimicrobial use in animals. 

, There are some management practices that producers can take now to prevent and control resistance. 
They include improved nutrition for farm animals, biosecurity measures to minimize the introduction of 
infections on the farm, and, of course, the prudent use of antimicrobials. All of these steps are supported 
by USDA. . 

These activities-surveillance, research, and prevention and control-'are'part of a multi-hurdle· 
,approach within USDA. Each by itself will not solve the problem, buttogetlier, they provide cumulative 
protection against antimicrobial resistance. Through the action plan now being developed by Federal 
agencies, these public health protections will become even stronger. ­

Another way USDA is, helping to reduce antimicrobial resistance is through its successful strategy to 

reduce pathogen loads on meat and poultry products. Through mandatory HACCP and Salmonella 

performance standards for meat and poultry, products, USDA has seen significant reductions in 


. Salmonella levels in most types of products. Reduced levels of Salmonella are not a solution to the 
problem or a substitute: for other efforts, but any action USDA takes to reduce pathogen loads on meat· 
and poultry will help t(> reduce the transferof.resistant pathogens to humans. ' . 

Future Directions~·,Pulblic Health Action Plan 

For the future, as I mentioned,the U.S. agencies with a role in managing the problem of antimicrobial 
resistance, including USDA, are developing a public health action plan through an interagency Task 
Force on Antimicrobial Resistance that was created in 1999. The task force is co-chaired by the Centers 
for Disease Controlancl Prevention, the Food and Drug Administration, and the National Institutes of· 
Health. It also includes· the Agency for Health Care Research and Quality, the Department of Defense, 
the Department of Veterans Affairs, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Health Care Financing 
Administration, and,the Health Resources and Services Administration:,This extensive list reflects the 
fact that antimicrobial resistance is a multifaceted problem, and combating it successfully will require 
creative solu;tions on many fronts. 

The plan reflects a broad-based consen~~s ofFederal agencies on actioris needed to address 
antimicrobial resistance. It is being developed through a public process,and a public meeting was held 
last July in Atlanta. The purpose of the meeting was to solicit ideas from a variety of constituents about 
possible ways that Federal agencies might address antimicrobial issues. We have received input from 
state and local government agencies, universities, professional societies, pharmaceutical companies, 
health care delivery org,mizations, agricultural producers, consumer groups, and otherniembers of the 
puplic. Ideas discussedttt the July public meeting have been incorporated into the action plan. When it is 
ready~ the action planwilllbe made available to the public through the Federal Register, with . 
opportunity for additional pUblic input. ' 

. . 
. .. 

I can't provide details' at this time, but I can tell you that the plan will have four areas of focus­
surveillance, prevention and control, research, and product development. Underthe proposed action. 
plan, many of the activities already underway to address antimicrobial resistance will be expanded, and 
new activities will be initiated. All four areas will be important to containing the problem of 
antimicrobial resistance, and it will take involvement from all of the constituents I mentioned to 
. implement the action plan. ' 

. . 

I 
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. Closing 

Inclosing, I believe that the next few years hold much promise interins of addressing the growing issue 
of antimicrobial resistance .. The development of a multi-agency, coordinated action plan in the United 
States is a major step forward. The Unite~.$tates looks forward to a continuing dialog on antimicrobial. 
resistance not only domestically, but internationally as well .. 

# 

For Further Infonniltion: 
FSIS.Congressional and Public Mfairs Staff 

Phone: (202) 720-3897 


. Fax: (202) 720~5704 
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Good afternoon everyone. It's certainly a privilege to be with yoU: all this afternoon at this important 
conference on Food Safety in the European Union. We have already spent a good deal of time:talking 

, about the plans that the Commission has proposed to enhance food safety throughout the whole union, 
, although we know that member states have had a long tradition of food safety - albeit under different 
, laws or systems of law, regulations and customs. 

. . "...: 

Exchanges like this, can only lead to more understanding among th~ member states and the Conimission, 
the media; industry and consumers, as well as information and understanding for me and for others from 
other parts of the world attending the conference. ' '" 

, I especially appreciated learning more about the EU White Paper and Dr. Belveze's discussion of the. 
EU's paper on the "Precautionary Principle." ' 

The White Paper states that the establishment of the new Authority will "help restore and maintain 

consumer cbI1fidence:." Certainly maintaining consurrier confidence is something everyone in , ' ' 

government and in the entire world foo'9;system - from farm to table;-:- has to place at the top of their 

daily agendas. ' 


We believe that your discussions here of this Authority and necessary laws and organizing theories 

within the EU are important steps as you work toerisure consumer confidence. ' 


I am not going to spend iny time with you today critiquing the White Paper or the "Precautionary , 
Principle" paper, we feel that these discussions are your internal business. Both papers contain some, 

'worthy objectives and concepts. However, it is well known that the U.S. government has asked many 
, questions relative to uncertainty of definitions; and is seeking clarification regarding both these papers. 

,I am going to comnu!nt on the diffic~lties ofdefining and transferring any"general principle" into a 
legal framework that is already extant. As you will hear in my remarks today, we in the United States 
have an almost one hundred year history of food safety iaw, regulation and judicial interpretation. It has 
been created and reviewed within our constitutional framework and our national traditions of law­
including its absorption of much of the history of English Common Law. We recognize that the 
Commission is trying to find such common frameworks for its own laws and regulations, and we 
recognize that this Cclnnot be an easy process since it is working with member states that have a tradition' 
. . .. . j 

, , 
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of the Napoleonic Code on the one hand and English Common Law on the other hand - with many other 
legal and regulatory traditions in between. . 

Therefore, we should not be surprised that there could be difficulties· finding the vocabulary to discuss 
"principles" in an international context outside the Commission and the European Union. 

This is why we believe this is an important project for the Commission arid the member states to work . . 

out among yourselves, and why we in the United States and many other countries find it difficult to 
address such an internal debate from afar. . 

1 

Instead, today, we thought it would be helpful to concentrate on the almost one hundred year history of 
. food law and regulation inthe United States, its inherent use of precaution and risk analysis, risk 
management and risk communications, and the contributions these factors make to consumer confidence 
in the United States. 

By describing this system, I hope to outline the strengths that have led to a long history ofconsumer . 
confidence. Key elements of this system are: . . 

• Strong, risk-based laws, 
• Well.thought through science based regulations, 
• A transparent system of legal, regulatory and enforcement procedures; 
• A public andpl"ivate system for research and scientific advice, : 
• Effective inspection and strong enforcement actions,and,' 
• A focus on transparency and direct communication withconsumers and the affected industry. 

A BRIEF mSTORY 

. Since 1906, the United States has had a national food safety system based on risk and codified in law . 
..' Many of our states preceded the federal government in enacting strict food safety laws, and indeed there 
were some federal rules before that time. Both the Meat Inspection Act and the Pure Food and Drug Act· 
were enacted in responseio the current events of their time. From their inception, these laws focused on 
different paris of the food supply and they took different legislative approaches to ensure food safety -. 
based on the contemporary congressional understanding of risk. . . 

. ' ." '.'~ .' 

. The Meat Inspection Act of i906 acknowledged the significant risk orand link between some animal 

diseases and human d.iseases. Prior to its enactment, U.S. food safety 'policy had not kept pace with the 

changing needs of a society that was becoming more urban and less agrarian. Many problems had been 


, . exposed in US. meat packing plants and consumer confidence was eroding; 
. . . . . . ~ . . . . . .' . 

Inlesponse, the Meat Inspection Act created an inspection force within USDA and required continuous 
inspection of red meat (including ante~mortem and post mortem inspection), to identify animal diseases, 
maintain more sanitary slaughter .and processing environments, and thus prevent contaminated meat 
from reaching the market. : 

. .. ' 

. The Act required USDA to stop any adulterated products from reaching the marketplace as well as to • 
prevent consumer deception in labeling or other practices. It recogniied that most meatreached the . 
consumer raw-without an intervening step to control disease-causing agents. And to address consumer 
confidence, it required placing the inspection mark on all marketed product demonstrated through . . 
inspection not to be adulterated. ' ' . . 

http://www.fsis.usda.gov/OAlspeecheslcaw_eulaw.htm 1112112000 . 

http://www.fsis.usda.gov/OAlspeecheslcaw_eulaw.htm


The U.S. Food Safety System: The Uses of Precaution 	 Page 3 of 11 

The Pure Food and Drug Act - also passed in 1906 - was born out or' a debate surrounding the use of 

impure additives like borax, and substitute foods such as margarine. The Pure Food and Drug Act 


. origimilly gave USDA jurisdiction over domestic and imported foods: (not covered by the Meat 
Inspection Act) that are.marketed in interstate commerce. The Act forbade adulteration and misbrimding . 
of foods with the government having enforcement capabilities to find· and remove such products from 

· the marketplace. In the 1940's, during the War, the Food and Drug Administration was moved from 
USDA to a security agency and then to what is now the Department of Health and Human Services 
(DHHS) when that de.partment's predecessor agency was created. . 

Passage of the Poultry Products Inspection Act in 1957, and the Egg Products InspectionAct in 1970 

broadened the UnitedStates Department of Agriculture's (USDA) oversight and inspection authority to 

include poultry and egg products. Several other statutes such as the Public Health Service Act and the . 

Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) contribute to food safe.ty as well. . 


. 	 . I 

For many years the Foed Safety and Inspectien ServiCe (PSIS) reperted to an area ef USDA that. 
· oversaw beth marketing and regulatery programs. Hewever, in. 1994, Cengress decided to. create a new 
separate missien area, the Officeef the Under Secretary fer Feed Safety within USDA - so. the U.S. has 
recently been invelved in reerganizing its feed safety system tee. Mereever, we centinue to. leek at 
mere ways to. build a natienal'seamless feed safety system including the deliberatiens ef the President's 
Ceuncil en Feed Safety that I will describe mere fully later; . 

. 	 . . 
. 	 . . 

· Teday, primary respensibility fer enfercement ef the U.S. foed safety; system is vested in USDA '.s Foed 
Safety and Inspectien Service (PSIS), which is required to. inspect meat, peultry and eggpreducts, and 
in the Health' and Human Services' Feed and Drug Administratien (FDA), ,which has' primary 
jurisdictien over the ether feed products in the system. The FDA's Center fer Veterinary Medicine 
(CYM) eversees animaldiugs and animal feeds, and their petential impact en human health. 

The Envirenmental Pretectien Agency (EPA) establishes telerances for pesticide residues en feed and in 
animal feed." . . . 

All these agencies ept'~rate with the philosephy that feed safety is truly a farm to. table cencern. Teward 

this goal, U~PA, DHHS', and EPA regularly enter partnerships -with states, lecal gev.ernment, grewer, 

erganizatiens and public interest greups. Tegether;these teams werk to.: ' 


. 	 ,- .' '$ .... ' 

,. Analyze risksthreugh surveillaIlce ef hazards, 

'. Utilize risk assessments to develop effective interventiens and management 

• 	 Develep pelicies andrisk management metheds fer reducing hazards ' 
• 	 Implement risk management precedures within statutery authorities 
• 	 Assure cempliance with feed safety laws and regulations 
• 	 Cemmunicate effectively with the public, and segments ef the feed system abeut risk 

management from farm to. table - including: develeping geed agricultural practices to. minimize. 
pesticide residues and micrebial risks. . . ' , 

THE FEDERAL SYSTEM 
" . 	 . . '. . 

, The U.S. Department ef Agriculture (USDA), Deparlment of Health and Human Services (DHHS), and 
the Environmental Pr()tection Agency (EPA), are part ef the executive branch of the U.S. gevernment, 
which is respensible for the implementationeffeed safety laws: This 'is. achieved threugh the, . ' 
development ef and implementatien ef regulatiens, which the U.S. publishes in the Federal Register and 
pests en the web. The other tw() branches ef gevernment -legislative;and judicial- alSo. play key reles ' 
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in 'our food safety system. Under the legislative tJrilDch, Congress enacts statutes designed ~o ensure the 
safety of the food supply and establish the nation's level of protection. 

Food safety statutes enacted by Congress provide USDA, DHHS, and EPA with broad authority but also 
set limits on regulatory actions. The statutes are drafted to achieve specific objectives. The agencies then 
develop regulations that give specific direction and establish specific measures. When new technologies, 
products, or health risks must be addressed, agencies have the flexibility to revise or amend regulations 
generally without need for new legislation. " 

Agencies are able to maintain their state-of-the-art scientific methods' and analyses because changes of 
this type can be made at the administrative/technicallevel. ' ' 

The judicial branch ofgovernment adjudicates disagreemen~ over implementation or interpretation of ' 
food safety laws. If a person or organization wishes to challenge an agency decision,' the complainant 

, may take the agency to court. The judiciary plays a criticalrole.in the regulatory process in that it 
reviews an agency's action in light of the substantive law and procedural requ,irements. An independent 
judge or panel examines the whole agency record of activity detailing what the agency did and why. If , 
the court.finds that the agency didnot follow its statutory mandates, fulfill the procedural requirements, 
or have a rational ba~is for its action, .the judicial system can overturn the agency's action. 

Under the U.S. legal system, producers of food products have a legal'obligation to put safe food on the 

market. If food laws and regulations are violated agencies have varying enforcement authorities. The 

judicial system serves as a forum for such consumer complaints and agency-initiated enforcement " 

actions. Consumers vvho feel they have been harmedby an individual product can bring suit against the 

company that they be:lieve produced the food as well. These judicial actions can provide an important " 

safeguard in our system.' , 


State and local governments also have jurisdiction over many ,food safety issues. State and local health 

departments conduct inspections of restaurants and at the retail level. 'And though the laws differ 

somewhat from state to state, an Increasing number ofthem are adopting the U.S. Food Code; a model 

law developed by ,the: FDA and FSIS. ' 


,./',~ t ,,' . . , ' " . . '. ., . . 

U.S. c()nsuiners have; ~heopportunity to influence food safety policy in all three branches of the federal 

government,. and in state and,localgovefumerit as well. At the legislative level, consumers regularly 

communicate with lawmakers through face-to face meetings, written submissions, and testimony at 

hearings. During the rulemaking process, regulatory agencies including FSIS, FDA and EPA - invite 

consumers to submit written comments and suggestions, as well as to participate in public meetings. 

FSIS alone has held l38 public meetings in the last five years. And, if consumers are still unsatisfied 

they have the option to challenge regulations and laws through, the judiei~ system. ' 


AN OPEN AND TRANSPARENT SYSTEM 

The opportunity for ,citizen participation in the U.S. regulatory system is much more extensive than the 
examples I've just listed. In fact, there are a number of laws, which outlirie....; in very specific terms - the 
obligations of U .S.agencies to keep citizens informed of all ,proposals and relevant decisions. ' 

To further ~nsurean open and transparent regulatory system, all U.S.' regulatory agencies are subject to 

several procedural statutes, including, tI;1e Administrative Procedures Act (APA), the Federal Advisory 

Committee Act CFACA), and the Freedom Of Information Act (FOIA). The APA specifies the 

requirements for ruh~making (i.e., the process by which federal agencies formulate, amend, or repeal a 
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regulation and the process permitting any interested party to petition for the issuance, amendment, or 
repealofa regulation,.) Substantive regulations promulgated by an agency under the APA have the force 
and effect of law.' . 

. . 

FACA requires that certain kinds of groups whose advice is relied upon by the government be chartered 
.as advisory committees, that they be constituted to provide balance, to avoid a conflict of interest, and to 
hold committee meetings in public with an opportunity for corriment from those outside the committee. 
Currently, USDA has over 50 such committees, including The National Advisory Committee on Meat 
and Poultry Inspection and the National Advisory Committee on Microbiological Criteria for Foods, and 
the Secretary recently created his Advisory Committee on Biotechnology.' . 

The FOIA provides tlle public and the media with a statutory right to 'access federal agency information, 
.records of discussions and other data. "Pre-decisional" information used for policy development need 
not be revealed.' ... 

The U.S. regulatory process is conducted in an open and transparent mann~r. Regulations are devel~ped . 
and revised in a public process that not only allows, but also encourages, participation by consumers, the 
regulated industry, and other stakeholders. In 'developing new regulations and revising existing ones, 
agencies often provide the public a preliminary discussion and opportunity for comment by publishing 
'an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulerriaking (ANPR). This notice lays out the issues, presents the 

agency's suggested resolution, and solicits alternative solutions. The information received from the . 

public is used by the agency to decide whether and how to pursue rulemaking further.· All public. 

comments must be addressed in the proposed regulation either by being reflected in the rule or via an 

explanation of their omission. . " 


. The next steps are publication of a proposed regulation and publication of a final regulation, which is 
enforceable, with opportunities for public comment. It may interest regulators here to know that while a 
regulation development process is underway what our law calls "ex parte" communication regarding the 
rule is not permitted. Thus all parties who may be impacted by the rule are given the same chance for 
information and. input about it as well as to influence ii. . , ' . . . 

WQen confr~!lted by a particularly complex issue whe~e ,advice is needed from experts, who are not part 
of the agency, the regulatory agency m~y choose to hold a public meeting or convene an advisory 

. committee meetirig. Open, public meetings, announced in advance~ and structured according' to the 
agency's needs,' bring together experts and .stakeholders vja an informal process.' These meetings are 
used to receive the puhlic',s input on a specific subject area or on theagency'sfuture programs: . 

·An advisory committee meeting is structured more formally under requirements of a specific law. Public 
meetings and advisory committee meetings are announced in the Federal Registerand the meetings are 
held in public unless an exempt issue, such as trade secrets, confidential commercial information, or . 
personal medical information, is being discussed. . 

INSPECTION & ENFORCEMENT 

Now that you have a sense of the framework of our system, I would like loget into the specifics of our 
inspection and enforcement activity. Since I am Deputy Under Secretary for USDA; my remarks will . 

. focus mainly on the activities under my mission area, food safety. But first, let me give you a brief 
overview of FDA's system:· . 

All food and food products not under FSIS' authority are subject to oversight of FDA. They re~iew the 
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safety offood andcolor additives before marketing, establish good food manufacturing practices ~nd 
other production standards including criteria for HACCP programs, and, with the states, inspect food 
produdionestablishments and food warehouses~ The agency also reviews animal drugs for safety to 
humans who eat food produced from the animals and monitors the safety of animal feeds used in food 
producing animals. " I ' ' 

FDA implements' and oversees the ,U.S. nutrition labeling law as it applies to FDA inspected products. 
Under this law, all products with the exception of certain raw single ingredient foods - such as fruits and 

" vegetables- are required to display a detailed label outlining everything from calories and saturated fat 
to the vitamins contained in the product. " 

When FSIS instituted nutrition labeli~g the Agency first chose to focus its requirements on multi­
ingredientfoods that vary in composition by manufacturer apd brand: suchasfrozen dinners, canned 
soup, and sausage. Labeling of raw, single ingredient products, like chicken breasts, hamburger, and 
steak was adopted on a voluntary basis with the caveat that if participation by the industry did not reach 
60%, the Agency would initiate a mandatory program.' , 

', , 

Nutrition labeling has been extremely popular with U.S. consumers, and has contributed to their overall 
confidence in our system. Even so, many consumer groups argued that the labeling laws did not go far 
,enough, and that they should be extended to raw, single ingredient meat and pOUltry products" 
particularly ground beef. FSIS surveys showed that the voluntary labeling program had, indeed, not 
reached 60%. Therefore, the Agency initiated rulemaking to make nutrition labeling of raw, single 
ingredient meat and pOUltry mandatory. , " ' I 

FSIS niaintains jurisdiction .over the regulation and continuous inspection of all meat, poultry, and egg 
products, overseeing both domestic production and imports. The agepcy employs approximately 7,500 
Federal inspectors who carry out continuous inspection, in approximately 6,000 federal plants across the' 
country. This involves nearly 8 billion poultry carcasses and 135 million livestock carcasses annually. In , 
'addition, it oversees 25 state programs for meat and poultry inspection that are equal to the federal 
system. Nevertheless, products from those state plants may not move into interstate commerce. , 

!tis also imp.9rtant to note that both FDA and FSIS are subject to strict ethics laws the FSIS law is the 

most stringent in the federal system and,under it an inspector, administrator or even the Under Secretary 


, arid Deputy Under SecretaryareforbidCren to accept anything of value - including a Clip of coffee from a 

regulated industry.' . , 


HACCP 

As we all know there,are numerous possibilities of foodborne illness or conditions being caused by 
pa~hogens, zoonotic diseases, chemical contamination or physical hazards. Following an analysis of the 
known causes of fOCldborne illness it was determined that an attempt should be made to apply scientific 
principles and HACCP systems to reduce the incidence of pathogens in the U.S. food supply. ' 

Toward that goal, FSIS recently completed implementation of the Pathogen Reduction and Hazard 
Analysis and Critical Control Point (PRlHACCP) rule. Implementation of the rule was a three-year 
process with large plants coming on first,followed by small, and then very small operations. Before the 
rule became final, FSIS held over twenty public meetings inc1udingtechnieal conferen,ces and issue 
focus groups. At these meetings, consumers and industry representatives shared their concerns and gave' 

, suggestions for changes to the rule. These meetings were given top priority by both Fsis and USDA. 
, Senior FSIS officials were present at every meeting, and Agriculture Secret~ Glickman participated in 
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many as well. 

, FSIS recognized that implementation of the HACCP rule would affect all countries that export meat and 

poultry to the U.S. Therefore, when the rule was still a proposal, the agency held public meetings for the 

37 affected couQtries. At those meetings, USDA officials informed the export countries of the rule and 


,invited them to take part in the comment process. . . ' 

In keeping with the SPS agreement, FSIS formally notified affected countries of the HACCP.rule 
through the WTO. After the rule was made final, the agency held-another public meeting at which the' 
final rule waS explained, copies were handed out, and questions were' answered. In addition, FSIS 
contacted all affected countries before each of the public J;l1eetings and invited them to respond in 
writing if they would not be able to attend the meeting in person. 

Under the HACCP system, plant owners must.identify any and all food safety hazards reasonably likely 
to occur in their processes and products. For each specified hazard, the point at which the hazard can be 
controlled, reduced, or eliminated must be identified. Next, a determination must be made how to ' 
control the hazard, what limits are placed on that control, how plant personnel will monitor those limits, 
and what the plant personnel will do if there is. a mistake or problem. Of course the plans are all very 
specific to the type of product produced by the plant. 

, FSIS inspectors review the HACCP plans in action. And if a plan fails in any way, FSIS inspectors can 

stop production if necessary while the plant evaluates the problem and their system . 


. As part of this, rule the Agency had to predict the actual impact on foodborne' illness and then provide 

evidence of success or failure. Under the Government Performance and Results Act, FSIS predicted a . 


. '.25% reduction in foodborne illness in four years. It supported a plan to measure progress. It did so with 
the help of Congress and Health and Human SerVices' Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC) by working with them to fund a monitoring network. More.onthat later. 

, , , 

Adoption of the HACCP system marks a critical developmentin the FSIS approach to Inspe~tion from 
one of command-and··control to a performance-based system of preventative controls. And it reflects 
FSIS' comrn;i,tment to a science-based food safety system. TheHACCP system includes a performance 

, standard for ·Salmonella. HACCP has ~~duced the prevalence of Salmonella on raw meat and poultry by 
up to 50% in large and small plants. In!ddition, DHHS' Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC) reported a decline in human illness caused,by Salmonella and Campylobacter, and they have' . 
attributed that decline in part to meat and poultry HACep implementation. " 

FSIS also enforces a'~~erotolerance policy for Listeria monocytogenes In ready-to~eat products. In 1987, 

the agency established an Lm monitoring program, which today analyzes some 3,500 samples annually 


.. from a variety of product categories. Lastyear, approximately 2.5% of these tests came back positive for, 

the pathogen. When a positive sample is found, the manufacturer recalls any product in commerce; 'and 

FSIS conducts follow-up testing of all at-risk products produced by that plant. The agency also requires 

slaughter plants to cOjlduct regular product'testing for generic E. coli.: . 


When any product in commerce is deemed adulterated,thecoinpany is askedto issue a recatl. Should it 
,company refuse, the agency has the authority to detain and to seek judicial seizure of the product. We 
have sought authority to order recalls - something that has not been granted yet. . 

In an effort to ensure adulterated product is tiot consumed, PSIS issu~s a press reiease on all recalls . 
regardless of whether they are for 2 pounds of product or for 2 million pounds orproduct in addition, 
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FSIS's enforcement actions are made public through its web page. 

PRESIDENT'S FOOD SAFETY INITIATIVE 

Recognizing the need to improve food safety coordination, in 1998 President Clinton created the 
President's Council on Food Safety. Co-chaired by USDA Secretary pan Glickman, Assistant to the 
President for Science and Techn<?logy Policy Neil Lane, and DHHS Secretary Donna Shalala, the 
Council began work on a strategic plan and coordinated budget designed to fill existing gaps, improve 
coordination, and rais.e the visibility and importance of food safety issues. Prior to that, in January of 
1997, the Presidentannounced his National Food Safety Initiative, which provided multiple years of. 
targeted funding for c:oordinatedfood safety,surveillimce, detection, research,education, and . ' 
inspections. . 

These efforts were extended to state agencies through activities such as the expansion of FoodNet and 
'PulseNet. Unique to the U.S., these systems represent cutting edge technologies designed to make the 
best uses of scarce resources. This is accomplished through the exchange of data from state health 
departments to the CI)C, which uses it to track trends, identify outbreaks, and trace down the sources of 
spec;:ific foodborne outbreaks. ' " , 

" ' , , 

Formed in 1995, FoodNet is a collaborative project of the CDC, nine:states, USDA and FDA. The 
project conducts active surveillance for foodbornediseases and related epidemiological studies.FoodNet 
provides a network for responding to new and emerging foodborne diseases, monitoring the burden of ' 
foodborne disease, and identifying the sources of specific foodborne diseases.' With the help of the 

, President's initiative, the surveillance area under the project has grown each year. Today, FoodNet 
, , covers about 25 million U.S. citizens. It is this system to which I referred earlier as ,the basis to measure 

progress on our goal of a 25% reduction in foodborne illness, and we are well on the way. 

Also formed in 1995, PulseNet is a national network of public health 'laboratories that p.erform DNA 
"fingerprinting" on b.lcteria that may be foodborne. This data enable~ public health authorities to 
recognize when cases of foodborne iIlnessmay be rebi.ted even if the outbreaks occur in different 

'geographicregions. Matching patterns can indicate possible nationwide outbreaks and lead to public 

health actions such as epidemiological investigations and product recalls. ' 


. ..' .' ,"!ti:' : ,,' .' .... , .,,', ..,­

. PulseNet has already aided FSIS to identify several outbreaks, and stem them before contaminated' 

product could continue to be manufactured and distributed. ' 


U.S. consumers have pl~yed an a~tive role in the developme~t of the Jnitiative and the Council ~ s 
, strategic plan a.:qd co()rdinated budget: Many consumer organizations have participated in large public 

,meetings on the. initiative and the strategic planning task force has periodically called meetings of all 

, affected constituencies to gauge reaction to the plan. ' 


THE COMING STRATEGIC ]PLAN FOR FOOD SAFETY - RISK ASSESSMENT, ' 
RISK MANAGEMENT, RISK COMMUNICATION 

The President's Food Safety Initiative recognized th~ importantrole of risk i,n managing a successful 
food saf~ty system. fIrst it was recognized that more risk analysis was necessarY to establish priorities 


, and appropriate levels of regulation. Under the initiative, USDA and,DHHS have completed a risk, 

" assessment on Salmonella Enteritidis in eggs and egg products, which inc1udedthe first farm-to-table 


quantitative microbial riskassessment. This plan was used to develop an Egg Safety Action Plan to be. 
implemented by FSIS and FDA. DHHS, with help from USDA has r~eritly completed work on a risk 
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, assessment for Listeria monocytogenes in a variety of ready-to-eat foods. In addition, USDA is also 
conducting a risk analysis for E. coli 0157:H7 in ground beef and has entered into a cooperative 
agreement with Harvard University's School of Public Health for a risk analysis of any possible 
unexpected pathways for Bovine Spo,ngiform Encephalopathy to enter the United States. 

These are some specific examples of the use of risk assessment leading to risk management programs in 
our system. 

The Strategic Plan is envisi~nedto be fashioned around Risk Analysis, Surveillance and Risk,' 

Assessment; Risk M,lnagement; and Risk Communication. We expect it to be sent to the President this 

summer. 


I would now like to take a moment to talk about our use of r~sk management and precaution in a more 

general sense. ' " " , ' 


Highly qualified regttlatory authorities with the sole objective to provide high levels of protection to the 
U.S. consumer exerc:ise risk management.Management of risk is ne~essary when much, some, little, or 
no data are available, thus requiring knowledgeable experienced exp~rts capable of making scientifically 
defensible 'decisions :in the interest of public health. Risk management principles are set by law or by the 

,risk manager's expert judgment to reduc,e risk to the lowest practical,' or achievable, level. 

Certainly we all recognize that emergencies can arise, and we have several structures in place to deal 

with them. As part of the President's Initiative a Memorandum of Understanding was signed among 

several departments ,md agencies to create the Foodborne Outbreak Response Coordinating Group 

(FORC G). It is co-chaired by the Under Secretary for Food Safety and the Surgeon General' and , 

Assistant Secretary of Health and Human S~rvices. It is intended as a coordinating mechanism in the , 

event of a regional ot national outbreak that would require the utilization of all governmental tools to ' 

manage it. ' 


When there is a need for emergency risk communication, alertsare c~nveyed through national and, 
regional media to make citizens ,aware of the risk. If appropriate, international organizations (World ' 
Health Orgaw,zation, Food & Agriculture Organization, Office of International Epizootics and the World 

, Trade Orgariization, if appropriate), as,;well as to'the EU and its member states, and other individual 
countries would be illformed immediatelY. ' 

, ' 

',' . . 

Risk communication is critical throughout the risk assessment and management stages. The U.S: is 
committed to openness and transparency of its work to protect the ptiblic from food~related health risks. " 
For example, regulatory agencies provide public notification of recalls of food products. Information 
about meat and poultry recalls is also provided on FSIS' website, as are frequent reports of regulatory 
and enforcement actions taken against regulated food establishments. EPA's pestiCides website contains 
the full risk analysIs for specific pesticides, and risk analyses procedures have been made available to 
the public for comm€!nt. Where appropriate, riskanalyses processes have been modified in response to 
'these comments. Food Safety education campaigns and televised public service announcements are used 
to communicate and there are many programs for school children and food service workers as well as , 
general consumer messages. ' 

The genesis of many health, safety, and environmental laws is, asso~iatedwith the prevention of 
undesirable events. and the protection of public health and the environment. Specific prevention and 
protection measures reflect differing provisions of law, regulation, and circumstances. However, they' all 
are risk-based. '" 
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ROLE OF PRECAUTION 

There ~e, of course, times when decisions need to be made when complete'scientific evidence is 

insufficient For this reason,precaution is built iilto every aspect of the U.S. decision-making process 

and has been part of our food safety system for almost 100 years. As'! stated earlier, the Federal Meat 

Inspection Act and P()ultry Products Inspection Act were written in a manner, which allows the' 

regulators to react quickly to emerging threats. This is an example of how precaution is used in the 

execution of our laws... ' 


Another example of the use of precaution is the control system for ingredients in food and feed, such as 
the feeding prohibition of certain animal proteins to ruminants to prevent the introduction' of BSE in the 
U.S. The use of precaution is also apparent in the U.S. pre-market approval requirements for food 
additives, animal drugs, and pesticides. The products are not allowed on the market unless, and until, 
they are shown by producers to be safe to the satisfaction of the regu~atory authorities. When the petition 
is reviewed, data are levaluated to determine exposure to the additive, including exposure to all likely 
impurities in the additive. The degree of testing considered necessary depends on the class of chemical 
and expected exp6sUJ'es, including exposures to vulnerable parts of the population such as children. The 
data or the lack of data drives a decision. The evaluation of all is documented .. 

As I come toa close, I must clarify and use as an illustration; a misunderstanding of the supposed need 
to use precaution inthe U.S. last year. Some have tried to characterize the actions taken by the United 
States in response to the dioxin problem in feed and animals in Belgium last year as an example of an 
application of the "Precautionary Principle." However, this was simply an example of the strong laws in 

· place in the .United States. When it wasJearned that meat products had been accidentally or deliberately 
contaminated with a substimcethat; if added to a product, is considered an adulterant in the United 
States, there was no question of invoking a separate principle of precaution. These products were simply 
considered adulterated under our statutes, and thus could not be admitted to the United States. ' 

CLOSING 
· . 	 ..' . 

· As you can see,theUnitedStates system' is both comprehensive and flexible, thus allowing our . 
regulations:rb protect the American people while keeping up with modem science and reacting to. 

· current issues. Our system: is also extr~~ely transparent and is designed to allow consumer participation 
at every level. As a result, the U.S. system enjoys a high l~vel of consumer confidence: This is because 
our citizens have the opportunity to influence the types of laws that are passed and the means by which 
they are implemented.: And if allelsefails, U.S. consumers can freely challenge our regulations in a . 
court of law.' 

" 	 . 

.	Time was too short today to outline the millions of dollars of food safety research i)roje~ts currently 

un~erway in our dep,utment and at DHHS and coordinated by the Joint Institute for Food Safety" 

Research. . '. , 


. . 	 .' 

Let me recommend to yo~ a web site thatwi1l'~omiect you to almostall activities on food safety in the 
U.S~ It is: www.foodsafety.gov.·· . . . . 
. , 	 . 

In ciosing, I would like to reiterate my support for exchanges such as this one. Senior le~~l meetings . 
have already occurred between DG Sanco and U.S. government officials as well as meetings with 

. member state leaderships. These meetings are an important step toward increased understanding of our 
respective systems and improved relations. All of us share a concern for food safety and for the public 
health of all of our ~itizens.The U.s. government supports the continmition of such dialogue. I am 
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personally looking forward to hearing more from my colleagues as t~is meeting progresses. 

Thank you., 

For FurtherInformation: 
FSIS Congressional.md Public Affairs Staff. 
Phone: (202) 720-3897 
Fax: (202) 720-5704 

, . . . . . 

Speeches Menu I FSIS Home Page I USDA Home Page 

I, 

':',-:' .. 
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Remarks 
As Prepared for Delivery 

by 

Secn!tary of Agriculture Dan Glickman 

Memorial Service For Jean Hillery, Torn Quadros And Bill Shaline 


June 30, 2000 Oakland, California 


"Before I say a·few w?rds, I want to share a message from someone who 
couldn'·t be here today. 

Secretary Glickman reads statement from President Clinton 

"On behalf of the entire U.S. Department of Agricuiture, I want to offer 
my condolences to the families, friends and colleagues of Jean Hillery, Torn 
Quadros and Bill Shaline. USDA and the Caiiforn,ia Department of Food and 
Agriculture are better off for the time that they gave to us. 

"Many people have corne up to me and expressed their sadness at this 
loss. Just the other day, I received a letter from the members of the Safe 
Food Coalition asking that I pass alorig their condolences as well. 

"Food safety compliance officers perform one of the most important 
functions in pubiic service, protecting the American people where they are 
largely powerless to protect themselves .. Jean Hillery" Tom Quadros and Bill· 
Shaline did the people's work. And over this holiday weekend, as. we grill our 
steaks, chicken and burgers, I hope we'll all remember that it's the efforts 
.of these three pe,ople and the thousands of others like them that ensures 
the safety of the. food we serve· to our ·families. 

nAnd while t.heir work is absolutely critical, rarely do we think of it 
as dangerous and life-threatening. Which makes last week's tragedy all the 
more shocking and~ unsettling. . It' scruelly ironic that., in the process of 
protecting:.the lives of the American people, their own lives were taken from 
them violently and needlessly.. . . 

. . .~ . . ... ... . .. 

"All of thenl led lives of purpose and dedication, 'not just at their jobs· 
but within their families and their communities ..Whether it. was Jean Hillery 
going to college and beginning a new career after raising. three daughters, or·· 
Torn Quadros' work with the Special Olympics; .it's clear that these were more 
than distinguishE!d public servants .. :they wereextraor~inary people as well. 

. . . . . . 
. . 

"Yest~rday, back at. USDA headquarters, I gave a speech about ~ivil 
rights at our Department. And although I talked some about programs and 
pr'ocedures, the message I really tried to convey was that civil rights and 
human rights begin with people simply treating each other with respect and 
common courtesy. This tragedy is not about race or civil rights in any way, 
but I think it~an still teach a lesson about civility and decency, about open 
communicati9n and the importance of resolving disputes ·peacefully and 
sensibly. Jean Hillery,· Tom Quadros. and Bill Shaline' lived those values, .. but· 
they died becaus,= some people still do. not. 

"I want to close with a message to their: children. Last December, I 

lost both of my parents, within just a few weeks of each other. They were 

old, and they were sick. But I'm immensely grateful that they lived into 

their 80'.s and.that. I was able to enjoy them for 55 years of my life .. I can't 
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imagine the pain you must feel at losing parents in-' the prime .oftheir lives. 
But I hope that YC)U measure their time in terms· of quality rather than 
quantity ... always remembering that their lives, though short, were ones of 
both accomplishment and integrity.

I .. 

/I Thank you /I .• 

# 

.. /..~r . 

'.' ..~ 
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.. United States Department of Agriculture 
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Washington, D.C. 20250 
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AUG 2000 

MEMORANDlJM 

TO: . TomBilly 

. Administrator, Food Safety and Inspection Service 

. . . 6-~OV¥-- ~.'.' 


FROM: Catherine Woteki () 

Under Secretary, Office of Food Safety 


, SUBJECT: .Recalls 

It has now been six months since we instituted the policy of issuing press releases on all 
recalls. At that time we committed to review the policy in July and make any ne.eded 
adjustments. As a first-step in this review process, I would like ~o discuss the Agency's' 
findings at an upcoming Wednesday staff meeting. . 

In addition, there are some specific 'questions and concerns that ~ have regarding recalls 
and our recall policy in general. I would also like to address these issues at the same 
Wednesday meeting. . 

Specifically, the increasing number of recalls has meant the recall committee (OPHS), 
Field Operations staffs, and CPA staff have had to work on a number of weekends! 
holidays and ev(~nings.In addition, CPAstaff have had to be essentially "on call" for an 
entire .weekend, wearing a beeper and being prepared to stop whatever they are doing if a 

, recal·(6ccurs in order to put out press releases and answer questions. I am sure that .. 
. compliance staff is similarly imp~ted. 

.The odd hour .at whichmany of these recalls have occurred has meant that FSIS press 
releases have received little or no media attention. As a result, the Agency has essentially 

.. been unable to accomplish its public health goal of informing the public. This situation 
has opened the Agency to questions and criticisms from the media 

I understand that recalls are not something that can be predicted, and it is unlikely that 
late night and weekend recalls can be eliminated. But I dt:> believe that we can redude the 
percentage of recalls occurring during."non-business" hours. It' is important to do so for 
many reasons - not the least of which is to better infonn consumers ofpossible health 
risks, and to maintain the well deserved reputation of the .agency in many other areas of . 

. transparent prac:tic~. 
.~'\ 

'. 
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I have several specific questions about our recall procedures and would like a briefing on 
the following issues: 

• 	 Doe~; FSIS have written recall procedures outlining who needs to be contacted 
and ,when? If so, does FSIS document recalls as to the time that each office 
was notified? For instance, on Friday evening, July 7, ERDnotified the CPA. 
staff of a.recall at 7 p.m. It would be helpful to know when ERD was notified, 

. when the lab knew the final results of the tests and n~tified ERD, etc .. 
I. . . 

• 	 The labs have regular hours and a schedule that they adhere· to. Therefore, 
would it be possible for the labs to give a "latest possible time" that a positive 
would come back? . This would at least allow the staff to go home or turn a 
beeper off after c~rtain hours on the weekend. I understand that staff stay in 
the office on a Saturday or Sunday awaiting a call that only comes late in the 
day. 

• 	 Thel'e is also concern emerging about the timing of laboratory tests, orders for 
follow up and the subsequent schedule that seemingly ends up in recalls on· 
Saturday evenings. Would it be possible to schedule tests in such a manner so 
that fewer results would come back on Friday afternoons, without delays that· 
run into the following week? How are confmnatory tests trel;lted in the . 
priority of testing? Is this a problym of capacity or scheduling or both? 

In addition, I wo~ld appreciate receiving a tabulation of data on recalls such as day and 

date of recall, time of recall, type of recall etc., for the past eight months. 


On a related note, questions are now arising on possible disparities between large and 
small plants and their recalls/market withdrawals. I would also like more information 
abou~ market withdrawal. Specifically, I would like a report of all the market . 

. withdrawalS over the past eight months with a breakdown by plant size - with as much 
specificity as possible. .' ::.1" 	 . . 

I have attached a copy of a press story from the Associated Press today. It makes clear 

that the press is watching the timing of these actions by the agency and the industry, 

which should be expected. . . 


Attachment 

Cc: . Caren Wilcox 

Margaret Glavin 




~ r 	 'wt' Delayed Meat Warning ,0288 
f'iea:tpacker waits four days for tests before telling public of, 

, 	 recall 

With BC-WI--Bacteria Illness 

phqdrflsjdh 


SOUDERTON, Pa. '(AP) A meatpacker waited four days while' tests 
were ,run before notifying the public 'that it was recalling nearly 
350,000 pounds of ground beef because of E. coli concerns. 

~ 'we told distribu.tors ,immediately that they should consider 
recalling the meat, , 'Moyer Packing Co. 'spokeswoman Ella Roush ' 
said: "we dicin't tell consumers until the weekend because we' 
weren't even sure.it' ,was ours. II, . ' ., 

Federal food inspe,ctors notified the company 'on July 24tliat 
preliminary tests showed that beef sent to New York state had the 
bacteria. Customers were warned on Saturday, after further tests 
confirmed that, the mea,t was from Moyer packing, Co., .also known as , 
Mopac. , " 
. The recalled Mopac packages ,have the plant estl:lblishment number 
1311 and are dated 07/11/00. They were distributed in five- and 
10-pound packages to wholesalers in Connecticut, Delaware, 
Louisiana,' Massachusetts, Maryland, Michigan, New. Jers~y, 'New .york i . " 

Virginia, Pennsylvania and WisconSin. ' , , ' , 
Roush would not identify the distributors or the retailers" that 

,carry the products., , . 
"That's not what's important, 'I Roush said. ~'we need to'make 

things right ,with. our distributors to make sure none of that meat 
is in the market right now.' , 
. , u. S. Department of Agriculture spokeswoma:n Carol Blake said no' 
cases of illness linked to the Mopac meat have been reported. 

But Milwaukee health officials have said they are checking to 
see whether the meat.might be related to an E; coli outbreak thislre. 

(PROFILE , 

(CAT:Agriculture;) 

(SRC:AP i ST: WI; ) 

) 

AP-NY-07-31'-00 1141ED'I' 

: SUBJECT:' WI AGRI 

Copyright (c). 2000 The Associated Press 

Received by.NewsEDGE/I.)Ut: ,07/31/2000 11:52 AM 
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· The Honorable Richard G. Lugar 
Chairman 
Committee on Agriculture, 
... Nutrition, and Forestry . 
· United States Senate 

328-A Russell Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C.· 20510-6000 


· Dear Mr. Chrumlan: 
. . . 

Thank you for your February 8, 2000, letter about the coordination of Federal research activiti~s 
·r~lated to foodborne pathogens. 

. . .' . . 

We believe that in order to protect consumers from foodborne illness, we have to strengthen the . 
· Nation's capacity to predict and prevent foodborne hazards and to monitor and rapidly react to 
outbreaks of foodborne illnesses .. Federal agencies are working together to attain those goals by 

· sharing infoIDlation and scientific data, coordinating research efforts, and cooperating in 
· activities intend(:d to protect the pliblicJrom foodborne illness. For example, the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA), the Food Safety and Inspection SerVice (FSIS); and the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) collaborated with one another;as well as with State and 

. local public health and food control agencies, industry, academia, and consumers, to update the 
Food Cqde in 1999. FDA and·FSIS are conducting ajoint risk ranking on Listeria 
monocytogenes. The Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the Department of Health and . 
Human ~,ervices (HHS) recently had the opportunity to participate with the Soldierand . 
Biological and Chemical Command ina simulation of a major foodborne.outbreak. Through 
participation in the exercise, we use.tt our mutual responsibilities and authorities to respond to 
naturally occurring, as welfas terrorist-initiated, disease outbreaks. The Department of Defense 
(DOD) is represented on the FoodborneOutbreak Re~ponse COQrdination Group. . . 

. , . ! 

We have made progress through the President's Food Safety Initiative, which was announced in 
1997, as a means of providing funds for food safety. This initiative set in motion a number of 

.' activities that have contributed greatly to reducing foodborne illness, including surveillance and 
outbreak response, new food safety research, and development in the science of risk assessment. 
For example, th(~ initiative calied forall Federal agencies with food safety risk management 
responsibilities to establish the Interagency Risk Assessment Cqnsortium, which was charged 
· with advancing the science of microbial risk assessment by encouraging research to develop 
predictive models and other tools that can be used to conduct risk assessments.·lt also has . . . .~ 

established a c1e:ariilgh6use that will collect and catalogue resources on risk assessment offered 
by various sources. 



. 

- ~.I'" ..... 

The Honorable Richard G. Lugar 
Page 2. 

. . 
, ' , , 

The President's Council on Food Safety is building on the achievements of the Food Safety' 
· Initiative. The Council, jointly chaired by HFis Secretary Shalala~ Neal Lane, the President's 
. science advisor and Director of the White House Office of Scienc~ and Technology Policy 

COSTP), and me, was established in August 1998 to strengthen and focus out efforts to 
coordinate food safety policy and resources. The Council was directed to: (l) develop a 
comprehensive strategic Federal food safety.plan; (2) advise agenc;ies of priority areas for 
investment in food safety and ensure that Federal agencies annually develop coordinated food 
safety budgets for subniission to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB);. and (3) ensure 
that the Joint Institute for Food Safety Research (JIFSR) establishes mechanisms to guide Federal 
research efforts toward the highest priority food safety needs. By prioritizing research needs and , 
coordinating our efforts across the Federal government through JIFSR, we can ensure that our 
research dollars are well spent. 

The Joint Institute for Food Safety Research (JIFSR) was formed by the cooperativeactionof the 
Departments of Agriculture and Health and Human. Services in response to the President's Food 
Safety Initiative. The Institute will identify critical gaps in our knowledge that can be researched 
and thereby help resolve conflicts between trading partners, segments in the food production 
system, and shareholders (private and governmental) with responsibility to produce safe food. 
Th~ Institute will foster development of joint program announcements involving multiple Federal 
research programs and multi-center trails to demonstrate the cost effectiveness of prevention 
strategies and technologies and improve cost-efficiency of research initiatives., By improving 

'. communication between agencies and private shareholders, the Institute will increase the 
· transparency of Federal food safety research efforts anq move to~ard eliminating redundancy in 

private and Federal research endeavors. Finally, asa result of all of these efforts, the overall 
quality of the scientific research in the area of food safety will improve and be more focused on 
issues critical to preventing foodbome illnesses. 

We appreciate your constituents' interest· in food safety and hope that this information is helpful.' 
Your constituents' may be interest~d' in visiting the FSIS' web site at http;llwww.fsis.usda.gov, 
which carnes the latest informatiOIi~n our programs and also has links to other relevant· . 
governmentweb sites. In addition, at http://www.FoodSajtey.gov, a Gateway to Government 
Informapon, is a web site established by the President's Food Safety Initiative. It is designed to 
help web site users more easily find government information on food safety .. 

. ".~ 

Ifyou have questions or if we can be of further assistance, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 
" .' 

·~~,-~~lJc-ki.: . 


· CATHERINE'WOTEKI, Ph.D.,R.D. 
Under Secretary 

, . . ' . 
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. United States Food Safety Washington, D.C. 

Department of . ,ari,d Inspection 20250 . 

Agriculture Service 


October 19, 2000 . 

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRJBUTION BELOW: 

FROM: . NEIL F. OMANSKY.d(J 

. Congressional and Public Affairs 


, ' 

SUBJECT: FY2001 Agriculture Appropriations Conference Report 

, 	 Ii, 

, 	 On October 18, the Senate passed the Conference Report (106-948) accompanying the FYOI 
, ,Agriculture Appropriations Act (H.R. 4461) by a vote of86-8. On October 11, the House passed 


,the Report,by a vote of340-75.President Clinton has indicated that he will sign itjnto law. The 

following is a brief description of the FSIS related bill and report language with attachments: 


President's House Senate Conference Change Change 
FYOO Request Mark Mark ··Mark FromFYOO FroinPres. 

OFS , $446,000 . , $560,000 $446,000 $460,000 $460,000 . +$14~000 ' -$100,000 , 
FSIS $649.119M ,$688.204M $673.79M $678.011M $696.704M· +$47.5M +$8.5M 

FSIS: . 

'. No less than $591,258,000 shall be available for Federal food inspection; (attachments 1 and 2) .' 

• $1,000,000 may be credited to this account from fees collected for the cost of lab accreditation; 

.' :Not more than $2,500,000 for mandatory ~atite and squab inspection (section 752); (attachment 1) 

..• The conference agreement includes $6,000,000 to be used to the extent approved by the Director 
of OMB to liquidate obligations incurred in previous years that violated the AntideficiencyAct. 

, Accorq,ingto the House and Senate Agriculture Appropriations Subcommittees, old report 
language prohibiting FYOI money from beingused to address these. obligations was accidentally 

. left in the· Conference Report. FSIS is reviewing the jssue with OGC to determine if the statutory 
, language overrides rePort language or if a correction will be neede?; (attachments 'I and 2)' 

• 	 . No money is specifically appropriated for delays in implementing HIMP. House and Senate 
· 	Agriculture Appropriations Subcommittee staff have orally indicated that if money is needed, . 

the issue should bt: addressed in a silpplemental appropriation; , 

• 	 The perennial prohibition on using FSIS funds for shell egg surveillance under the EPIA has . 
been lifted; (attachment 2) . .. 

• 	 Th.e conferees note that the conference agreement provides for all mandatory pay cost increases 
· and the full· amount requested for the,FSIS portion of the Food Safety Initiative; {attachment 2} 

• 	 The conference agreement includes $2,039,000for activities related to Codex. The conference 
agreement provides for up to $50,000 for representational expenses' associated with Codex 

· activities; (attachment 2) . 

FSIS Form 2630-9 (6/86) 	 EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN EMPLOYMENT AND SERVICES . 
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, ' 	 , 

• 	 The House andSel~ate report l~gliage that is not changed by the conference is approved by the 
committee of conD~rence. The statement of the managers, while repeating some report language 
for emphasis, does not intend to negate the language referred,to above unless expressly provided 
herein. In cases in which the House or the Senate have directed the submission of a report, such 
report is to be subtnitted to boththe House and Senate Committees on Appropriations. 
(attachment 3) and ' 

• 	 School food authorities in Ohio participating in a domestic food assistance program administered 
, by the Secretary and preparing meals for use by other schools and institutions also participating in 
a domestic food assistance program, shall, with regard to such me~ls, not be subject to additional 
requirements under section 301(c) of the FMIA or section 5(c) of the PPIA. (attachment 4) 

Directives and Reports (from Conference Report): (attachment 2) , 

• 	 The conferees direct the Agency to continue to provide- the Quartedy Report on Budget 
Execution and Staffing to the Committees on Appropriations. ' 

• 	 The conferees direct a report by March 1,2001 on meat and poultry inspection regulations in 
place prior to publication of the HACCP Rule. 

• 	 The conferees direCt that as part ofHHS' and USDA's ongoing re~hartering of the National . 
Advisory COTnmittee on Microbiological Criteria for Foods (NACMCF), the Secretaries of 
Agriculture and Health and Human Services shall: (1) appoint a number ofmembers consistent 
with scientific advisory committees utilized by agencies such as t~e FDA and the EPA; (2) 
adhere strictly to applicable Federal'conflict-of-interest requirements for Federal advisory 
committee me~bership; (3) report to the Senate Committees on Appropriations and Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Fon::stry, the House Committees on Appropriations arid Agriculture, and the' 
Secretaries of Agriculture and Health and Human Services on any,conflicts of interest of 
NACMCF members involved in making recommendations to Federal agencies, whether waived 
under ;:tpplicable FederaUaw or not, and what those conflicts are. : 

• 	 The conferees direct the Agency to provide $500,000 to the National Research Council for an ' 
, ,evaluation, at the earliest date practicable, bythe NationalResearch Council of the role of 


scientifically determined criteria, including microbiological criteria, in the production and 

regulation ofmeat and poultry products. 


• 	 The conferees direct the AgencyJo,d)repare a report, including recommendations to the 
'Secretary, to be prepared by the NACMCF, no later that March 1,2001, regarding 
microbiological performance standards, including the role of such standards as a means of ' 
assuring meatand poultry product safety, as well as such other considerations as the Committee 
deems appropriate:. These activities should in no way delay the implementation of the HACCP 
inspection system or other food safety activities. " ' 

Directives and Repolrts (from Honse Report): (attachment 5) 

• 	 The Committee expects all appropriateseniorpersoruielofthe Agency, specifically senior 
personnel in FO, OPHS and OPPDE, to become HACCP certified and to observe operations in 
'the range of establishments inspected by the agency at least annually. The Agency is directed to 
provide the Committee a report no later than March 1, 2001 listing these senior personnel (GS 

" 	 14, and above), the date on which they have become HACCP certified and the date and type of 

, establishment in which they have observed operations. ! ' 




• 	 The Committee expects the Agency to make full use of its authority to ensure that 'i~spection 
resources are rationally dedicated to address relative food safety risks and to avoid the disruptfve 
effect ofcontinued inspector shortages. To further these objectives, the Agency is expected to 

. evaluate greater flexibility in requirements for frequency ofunscheduled inspection and other 
possible means of enhancing the efficiency of inspection in processing establishments. FSIS 
should report its findings to the Comtnittee by January 31,2001.· : . 

• 	 The Inspector General is directed to undertake,an investigation of the adequacy ofFSIS financial 
, management and project management, as well as the adequacy ofmanagement controls' in those 

areas. The Committee directs the Inspector General to provide a preliminary report no later than 
March 1,2001. The investigation should ascertain what deficiencies resulted in recent inspector 
shortages and why Anti-Deficiency Act violations occurred over the last two years . 

.Directives and Reports (from Senate' Report): (attachment 6) , 

• 	 The Committee expects the Agency to make full use of its authority to ensure that inspection 
, resources are rationally dedicated to address relative food safety risks and to avoid the disruptive, 
effect ofcontinued inspector shortages. To further these objectives, the Agency should evaluate 
greater flexibility :in requirements for frequency of unscheduled inspection and other possible ' 
means of enhancing the efficiency of inspection in processing establishments. FSIS should 
report itsfiridings to the Coriunittee by January 31,2001. 

• 	 The Committee believes that agency managers should have ail understanding of the 
establishments ,thC::l agency regulates, which necessarily requires the occasional observation of 
operations in all inspected establishment. The Committee expects senior policy development 
personnel ofFO, OPHS,and'OPPDE to become HACCP certified and to observe operations in 
the range of establishments inspected by the agency at least semi-annually.' The Agency is 
directed to provide the Committee a report, no later than March 1, 200l,.listing the senior 
personnel (GS 14and above), the date onwhich they become HACCP certified, and the date and 
type of establishment in which they have observed operations; 

General Provisions: (attachment 7) . '.• " . ', .' , " 

• 	 Sec. 79.S. Newobligatioiuil authority provided for FSIS' field automation and information 
management project shall remain,~available until expended; 

• 	 'Sec. 713. FSIS may usecooperati~ agreements to refleCt a relationship between FSIS and a 
State or cooperator to carry out special studies to improve the safety ofthe nation's food supply; 

• 	 Sec. 716; Not more than $1,800,000 shall be used to cover necessary expenses ofactivities 
related to all advisory committees, panels, commissions, and task forces of the USDA, except 
for panels used to comply with negotiated rule makings and panels used to evaluate, 
competitively aWilIded grants; 

• 	 Sec. 717. None ofthe funds appropriated by thisAct maybe used to carry out section 410 pfthe 
, FMIA or section 30 of the PPIA (Safe Meat and Poultry InspectionPanel); , . . , 

• 	 Sec. 718. No employee of the USDA may be detailed or assigned from an agency or office :, 
funded by this Act to any other agency or office of the Department for more than 30 days unless', 
the Individual's employing agency or office is fully reimbursed by the receiving agency or office 
for the salary, and expenses of the employee for the period of assignment; 

• 	. Sec. 719. None of the funds appropriated or otherwise made avai1able to the USDA shall be' 
used to transmit or otherwise make available to any non-USDA employee questions or responses 
to questions that are aresult ofinfo rmati oIl requested for the appropriations hearing process; 



• 	 Sec. 720. None of the funds madeavailable to the USDA by this Act maybe usedto acquire 
·new information technology systems or significant upgrades~ as de~ermined by the Office ofthe 
ChiefInformation Officer (OCIO), without the approval of the CIa and the concurrence ofthe 
Executive Information Technology Investment Review Board; 

• 	 Sec. 721. (a) None of the funds provided by this Act, or provided by previous Appropriations 
Acts to the agenci(~s funded by this Act that remain availablefor obligation or expenditure in 
FYOl shall be available for obligation or expenditure through a reprogramming of funds which: 
(1) creates new pn)grams; (7) eliminates a program, project, or activity; (3) increases funds or 
personnel by any means for any proj ect or activity forwhich funds, have been denied or 
restricted; (4) relo(;ates an office or employees; (5) reorganizes offices, programs, or activities; 
or (6) contracts out or privatizes any functions or activities presently performed by Federal 
employees; unless the Committees on Appropriations of both Houses of Congress are notified 
15 days in advance of such reprogramming of funds. (b) None of the funds provided by this Act, 
or provided by previo,us' Appropriations Acts to the agencies funded by this Act that remain . 
available for obligation or expenditure in FYOI shall be available for obligation or expenditure 
for activities,programs, or projects through a reprogramming offunds in excess of$500,QOO or . 
10 percent, whichever is less, that: (l) augments existing programs, projects, or activities; (2) 
reduces by i 0 pen:ent funding for any existing pro.gram, project, or activity, or numbers of 

. personnel by 10 percent as approved by Congress; or (3) results from any general savings from a 

reduction in personnel which would restiltin a change in existing programs, actiVities, or . . 

projects as approved by Congress; unless the Committees on Appropriations ofboth Houses of 


· Congi-ess are notHied 15 days in advance of such reprogramming 9f funds. ( c) The Secretary of . 

· Agriculture shall notify the Committees on Appropriatio,nsofboth Houses ofCorigress before' 
implementing a pl"ogram or activity not carried out during the previous fiscal year unless the 
program or activity is funded by this Act or specifically funded by any other Act; : 

• 	 Sec. 729. None ofthe funds appropriated by this Act or any other Act may be used (by AMS) to: 
(1) carry out the proviso under 7 U.S.c. 1622(f) (increasing consumer education); or (2) carry 
out 7 U.S.C. 1622(h) (Inspection and certification ofproducts in illterstate commerce; credit and 

· future availability of funds; investment; certificates as evidence; penalties) unless the Secretary 
·ofAgriculture inspects and certifies agricultural processing equipment, and imposes a fee for the 
inspection and cedification, in a manner that is similar to the insp'ection and certification of' . 
. agricultural products under that sel?tion, as.determined by the Secretary: Provided, That this 
provision shall not affect the authority of the SeCretary to carry out the FMIA, thePPIA, or the EPIA; 

• 	 .Sec. 730. None ofthe funds appropriated by this Act or any other Act shall be used to pay the .. 
. salaries and expel;ses ofpersonnel who prepare or submit appropriationSJ~guage as part of the 
President's Budget submission to Congress for programs under the jurisdiction ofthe 
Appropriations Subcommittees on Agriculture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies t~t 

" . assumes revenues or reflects a reduction from the previous year due to tiser fees proposals that . 
··have not been enacted into law prior to the submission of the Budget; . . 

• 	 Sec. 752. Effective 180 days afteithe date 6fthe enactment ofthis Act and continuing for the 
remainder of fiscal year 2001 and each subsequent fiscal year, ratite and squab slaughter and . 
processing for distribution in commerce as human food shall be subject to the ante mortem and . 
post mortem inspection, reinspection, and sanitation requirements of the PPIA rather than the 

. voluntary poultry inspection program of the USDA under section 203 of the Agricultural 

Marketing Act of 1946; 
 1 	 . 



.• 	Sec. 753. In developing a rule concerning on-fann standards for prevention ofSalmonella 
Enteritidis in shell eggs pursuant toany plan to eliminate SE illnesses due to eggs, the FDA shall 

(a) consider one environmental test per laying cycle for each layer house for verification of the 
producer's SE reduction plan; (b) c,onsider when it is appropriate to require diversion ofshell 
eggs to treatment, such as pasteurization, and base any requirement for testing that would 
necessitate diversion, which may include the receipt of a positive egg test result, on sound .' 

. science; (c) conduct or supportresearch to develop cost-effective.and improved tests for 
determinationofSE; and (d) solicit comm~:p.ts on appropriate options for implementing a SE 
reduction plan in shell eggs, including comments on conducting and funding testing, through 
State and Federal programs; and 

Other: (attachment 8) . 

• 	 The conferees expect FDA to makefinalthe regulations regarding labeling of irradiated foods 

by March 1, 2002, and report to the House and Senate Corrimittees on Appropriations on the 

status by November 15,2000. This agreement changes the dates proposed for final regulations 

by the House ofSepteniber30, 2001, and by the Senate of October 30,2001. 
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Attachment 1 
TITLE I 

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS 

PRODUCTION, PROCESSlNG, AND MARKETING 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the Office ofthe.Urider Secretary for Food Safety to 

administer the laws enacted by the Congress for the Food Safety and Inspection Service, 

$460.,0.0.0.. 


FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE 
For necessary expenses to carry out services authorized by the Federal Meat 'Inspection Act, the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act, and the Egg Products Inspection Act, including notto exceed· 
$50.,0.0.0. for represer'Ltation allowances and for expenses pursuant to section 8 ofthe Act . 
approved August 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1766), $696,70.4,0.0.0., ofwhich no less than $591,258,0.0.0. 
shall be available for Federal food inSpection; and in addition, $1,0.0.0.,0.0.0. may be credited to this 
account from fees collected for the cost of laboratory accreditation as authorized by section 10.17 
ofPublic Law 102237: Provided, That not more than $2,50.0.,0.0.0. of this appropriation may be' 
used to implement section 752 of title VII ofthisAc~: 'Provided further ~ That this appropriation 

. shall be available"for field employment pursuant to the second sentence of section 706(a) ofthe 
Organic Actof 1944 (7 U.S.C.2225); and not to exceed $75,0.0.0. shall be available for 
employment under:5 U.S.C. 310.9: Provided further, That this appropriation shall be available 

. pursuant to law(7 U.S.C. 2250.) for the alteration and repair of buildings and improvements, but 
the cost of altering ~my one building during the fiscal year shall not'exceed 10 percent of the 
current replacement value of the building: Provided further, That from amounts appropriated . 
under this heading not needed for federal food inspection;up to $6,0.0.0.,0.0.0. may be used to . 
liquidate obligations' incurred in previous 'years, to the extent approved by the Director of the 
Office o{.Management and Budget based on documentation provided by the Secretary of . 
Agricul~e. "': 

t . 



Attachment 2 
TITLE I--AGRICULTURALPROGRAMS , . , 

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY 

The conference agrel~ment provides $460,000 for the Office of the Under Secretary for Food 

Safety as proposed by the Senate instead of$446,000 as proposed by the House. 


FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE 
The conference' agrej~ment provides $696,704,000 for the Food Safety and Inspection Service , 
instead of$673,790,000 as proposed by the House and $678,011,000 as proposed by the Senate.' 

The conference agreement includes $591,258,000 for f~deral foodirispection. 

The conference agreementincludes $6,000,000 to be' used t~ the extent approved by the Director 
. of the Office ofMapagernent and Budget to liquidate obligations incurred in previous years that 


violated the AntideficiencyAct. The conferees expect the agency to 'take appropriate action to 

avoid violations of the Antideficiency Act from occurring again. 


The conference agreement does not adopt Senate bill language providing that the appropriation, 
shall not be available for shell egg surveillance under the Egg Products Inspection Act.' 

The conferees direct the agency to provide $500,000 to the National Research Council for an 
evaluation, at the earliest date practicable, by the National Research Council of the role of 

. scientifically determined crIteria, including microbiological criteria, in the production and 
regulation ofmeat and poultry products and a report, including recommendations to the ' 
Secretary, to be prepared by the National Advisory 'Committee on Microbiological Criteria for 
Foods, no later that March 1, 2001, regarding microbiological performance standards, including 

, the role oJ such standards as a.means ofassuring meat and poultry product safety, as 'well as such ' 
other c6iisiderations as theConimittee deems appropriate. These activities should in no way 
delay the implementation oHIle HA(t;CP inspection system or other:food safety activities. 

, The conferee~ direct the' agency to continue to provide the Quarterly Report on Budget Execution 
, and Staffing to the Committees on Appropriations:, , ' , . 

I 

The conference agreement does not include language under this heading which pe~its FSIS to ' 
" expend funds appropriated for FY 2001 to liquidate overobligations: and overexpenditures 

'incurred in previous fiscal years as proposed bythe House. 
. '. . . 

, , The conferees note that the co~ference agreement provides for all m~datory pay cost increases • 
,and the full amount requested for the FSIS portion of the Food Safety Initiative. ' . 

, -.' . ' ." 

The conference agr{iement includes full funding for inspection costs and activities and 
$2,039,000 for activities related to the Codex Aliinentarius.The conferees note increased' 
responsibilities for the agency regarding participation in the Codex Alimentarius.The conference 



.. . . Attachment 2 
agreement provides for not to exceed $50,000 for representational expenses associated with 
Codex activities. . 

The conferees direct a report by Mai:~hl, 2001 on meat and poultry inspection regulations in 
'place prior to publiciltion of the Pathogen Reduction HACCP Rule .. 

. Furthermore, the conferees, in supporting food safety regulations based upon the best available 
science, recognize the importance of the National Advisory Committee for Microbiological 
Criteria for Foods' (NACMCF) chartered mission ofproviding iinpartial, scientific advice to 
Federal agencies on food safety matt~rs. The conferees, therefore, direct that as part of 
Department of Healtn and Human Services and Department ofAgricultUre's ongoing 
rechartering of the NACMCF, the Secretary ofAgriculture and Secretary ofHealth and Human, 
Services shall: (1) appoint a number of members consistent with scientific advisory committees 
utilized by agencies such as the Food and Drug. Administration and the U.S,Envitcinmental 
Protection Agency; (2) adhere strictly to applicable Federal conflict-of-interest requirements for 
Federal advisory committee membership; (3). report to the Committee on Appropriations and 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry ofthe U.S. Senate, the Committee on :, 
Appropriations and COInmittee on Agriculture inthe U.S. House ofRepresentatives, and the 
Secretaries ofAgriculture and Health and Human Services on any conflicts of interest of 
NACMF members involved in making recommendations to federal agencies, whether waived' 
Under applicable Federal law or not, and what those conflicts are. 

. J .~; . 

. ,c· 



. Attachment 3 
Congressional Directives 

. . . 

The statement of the managers remains silent on provisions that were in both the House and 
Semite bills that remain unchanged by this conference agreement, except as noted in this 
statement of the managers .. 

The conferees agree that executive. branch wishes cannot substitute for Congress' oWn stateme~ts 
as to the best evidence of congressional intentions--that is, the official reports of the Congress. 
The conferees furtherpoinf out th.at funds in this Act must be used for the purposes for which 
appropriated, as required by section 1301 of title 31 of the United States Code, which provides: 
"Appropriations shall be applied only to the objects for which the appropriations were made . 
except as otherwise provided by law." 

. . 

The House and Senate report language that is not changed by the conference is approved by the 
committee of conference. The statement of the managers, while repeating some report language 
for emphasis, does not intend to negate the language referred to above unless expressly provided 

. herein.· . 
, . . . 

In cases in whi~h the House or the Senate have directed the submission ofa report, such report.is 
. to be submitted tQ both the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations. 

I 
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Attachment 4 
, TITLE N DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS 

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE: 
, Child Nutrition Programs 
(including transfers of funds) 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Nationai School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.), 
except section 21, and the Child NutrItion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq:), except sections 

, 17 and 21; $9,541,539,000, to remain available through September 30,2002, ofwhich ' 
$4,413,960,000 is herebyappropriated and $5,127,579,000 shall be derived by transfer from 
funds available under section 32 of the Act ofAugust 24~ 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c): Provided, That 
except as' specifically provided under this heading, none of the funds made available under :this ' ' 

, heading shall, be used for studies and evaluations: Provided further, That of the funds made 
, , available under this heading, up to $6;000,000 shall be for school breakfast pilot projects, 

including the evaluation required under section 18(e) of the National School Lunch Act: ' , 
Provided further, That of the funds made available under this heading, $500,000 shall be for a 
School Breakfast Program startup grant pilot program for the State ofWisconsin: Provided 
further, That school food authorities in Ohio participating in a domestic food assistance 
program administered by the Secretary and preparing meals for use by other schools and 
institutions also paJrticipating in a domestic food assistance program, shall, with regatd to' 
such meals, not be subject to additional requirements under section 30I(c) ofthe Federal 
Meat Inspection AI:t or section 5( c) of the Poultry Products In,specdon Act: Provided further, 
That up to $4,511,000 shall be available for independent verification of school foodsetvice ' 
claims. ' " ' 



Attachment 5 

House Directives and Language 

The Committee believes that agency managers must have an understandingof the establishments 
that the agency regulates, which necessarily requires the, occasional observation of operations in 
an inspected establishment. The Committee expects all appropriate senior personnel of the 
agency, specifically senior personnel in the Field Operations, the Public Health and Science and 
the Policy and Program Development and Evaluation offices, to become HACCP certified and to 
observe operations in the range of establishments inspeCted by the agency at least annually. The 
agency is directed to provide the Committee a report no later than March 1, 200 1lis~ing these 
senior personnel (GS 14 and abov~), the date on which they have become HACCP certified and 
the date and type of establishment in which they have observed operations. 

';' 

FSIS has a plan to better utilize available inspection personnel through implementati~n ofdaily, 

unscheduled infpection in processing ,establishments. The Committee expects the Agency to 

,make full use of its authority to ensure that inspection resources are rationally dedicated to 

address relative food safety risks and to avoid the disruptive effect of continued inspector 

shortages. To further these objectives, the Agency is expected to evaluate greater flexibility in 


, requirements for frequency ofunsche?uled inspection and other possible means of enhancing the 
efficiency of inspection in processing establishments.~ FSIS should report its findings to the 

,Committee by January 31, 2001. 

The Committee remains concerned that the Food Safety and Inspection Service has not finished 
removing or revising those meat and poultry inspection regulations inconsistent with the ' 
HACCP-based inspection system. The agency has missed self-imposed deadlines for completing 
this project, and the Committee believes the accomplishments in this area, as cited in testimony 
and correspondence, are not as extensive as they should be. Accordingly,the Committee directs 
FSIS to· prepare by March 1, 2001, a report listing every meat and poultry inspection regulation 
in place prior to publication of the Pathogen RedudionlHACCP rule, the agency's detennination . 
ofwhether each regulation shoJ]ld be revised or removed in the wake of HACCP implementation 
and the a~ency's proposed date for completing that revision or removaL 

. The Inspector Genei'lll is 'directed t;lindertakean investigation of the adequacy ofFood Safety 
and Inspection Servi(~e fmancial management and project management,as well as the adequacy 
of management controls in those areas. The Committee directs the Inspector General to'provide a 
preliminary report no later than March 1, 2001. The investigation shoulci ascertain what 
deficiencies resulted in recent inspector shortages and why Anti-Deficiency Act violations 
occurred over the last two years. 



Attachment 6 
Senate Directives and La.riguage 

The Committee remains concerned that FSIS has not finished removing or revising those meat 
and poultry inspection regulations inconsistent with the Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point 
(HACCP) based inspection system. The agency has missed self imposed deadlines for 
completing this pro}~ct, and the Committee believes the accomplishments in this area are not as 

. extensive as they should be. Accordingly, the Committee directs FSIS to prepare by November 
1; 2000, a report listing every meat and poultry inspection regulation in place prior to publication 
of the Pathogen ReductionIHACCP rule, the agency's determination of whether each regulation . . 
should be revised or removed in the wake ofHACCP·implementation, and the agency's proposed 
date for completing that revision or removal. . . . 

The amount provided assumes savings proposed in the budget of $4,000,000 upon 
implementation of daily, unscheduled processing inspection. This proposal will allow FSIS to 
better utilize available inspection personnel. The Committee expects the Agency to make full use 
of its authority to ensure that inspection resources are rationally dedicated to address relative 

, food safety risks and to avoid the disruptive effect of continued inspector shortages. To further 
these objectives, the Agency should evaluate grea~er flexibility in requirements for frequency of 
unscheduled.inspection and otherpossible means of enhancing the efficiency ofinspection in .. 
processing establishments. FSIS should report.its findings to the Co,mmitte.e by January 31,2001. 

The Committee l:;Jelieves that agency managers should have an understanding ofthe . 
establishments the agency regulates, which necessarily requires the occasional observation of 
operations in an inspected establishment. The Committee expects senior policy development· 
personnel of the Field Operations and Policy, the Public Health and. Science and the Program 
Development and Evaluation offices to become HACCP certified and to observe operations in 
the range ofestablishments inspected by the agency at least semi-arinually. The agency is . 
directed to provide the Committee a report, no later than March 1,2001, listing the senior 
personn¥l,{GS 14arld above), the date on which they become HACCP certified, and the date and 
type of ~stablishment in which they have observed operatii:;ns .. 

. .~~.. 

.' .. 

, ",' 



. Attachment 7 

TITLE VII--GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 705. New obligational authority provided for the following appropriation items iIi this 
Act shall remain available until expended: Animal and Plant Heal,th Inspection Service, the 
contingency fund to meet emergency conditions, fruit fly program, integrated systems acquIsition 
project, boll weevil program, up to 25 percent of the screwworm prdgram, and up to $2,000,000 

· for costs associated with colocating regional offices; Food Safety and Inspection Service, field 
automation and information management pr:oject; funds appropriated for rentaJ payments; 
Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service, funds for competitive research' 
grants (7 U.S.C. 450i(b», funds for the Research, Education and Economics Information System 
(REElS), and funds for the Native American Institutions Endowment Fund; Farm Service. 
Agency, salaries and expenses funds made available to county committees; Foreign Agricultui:'al 
Service, middle-income country training program and up to $2,000,000 of the Foreign 
Agricultural Service appropriation solely for the purpose of offsetting fluctuations in international 
currency exchange rates, subject to documentation by the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

Sec. 713. Notwithstanding chapter 63 of title 31, United States Code, marketing services of the 

Agricultural Marketing Service; the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration; . 

the Animal arid Plant Health Inspection Service; and the food. safety activities of the Food 


· Safety and Insp~ction Service may use cooperative agreements to reflect a relationship 
. between the Agricultural Marketing Service; the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards 
Administration; the Animal and Plant Health Inspection ServiCe; or the Food Safety and 
Inspection Service and a state or cooperator to carry out agricultural marketing programs, to 
carry out programs to protect the nation's animal and plant resources, or to carry out educational 
programs or' special studies to improve the safety of the nation's food supply. 

Sec. 716. Of the funds made available by this Act, not more than $1,800,000 shall be used to 

cover necessaIy expenses of activities related to all advisory committees, panels, commissions, 

and task forces of the Department of Agriculture, except for panels used to comply with 


·negotiat~5i rule makings' and panels used to evaluate competitively a,warded grants ... 
- , ' . '. . . 

Sec~ 717. None of the fundsapprop~\ted by this Act may be used to carry Qut section 410 of the . . . 
Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.c. 679a) or section 30 of the Poultry Products Inspection 

Act (21 U.S,C. 471).· 


, . .-

Sec. 718. No employee of the Department of Agriculture may be det~iled or assigned from an . 
agency or office funded by this Act to any other agency or office of the Department for more 

,. than 30 days unless the individual's employing agency or office is fully reimbursed by the 
· receiving agency or office for the salary and expenses oftheemployee for the period of 
assignment. . ' 

" . . .' , 

Sec. 719. None of the funds appropriated or otherwise made available to the Department of 
,Agriculture shall be used to transmit or otherwise make available to any non-Department of 
·Agriculture employ€:e questions or responses to questions that are a result of information' 
requested for the appropriations hearing process. 



Attachment 7 

Se~. 720. None of the funds made available to the Department ofAgriculture by this Act may be 
. used to acquire new :information techriology systems or significant upgrades, as determined by 


the Office of the Chieffuformation Officer, without the approval of the ChiefInfonnation 

Officer and the concurrence of the Executive information Technology Investment Review 

Board: Provided, That notwithstanding any other provision of law, none of the funds 

appropriated or othelwise made, available by this Act may be transferred to the Office of the 

Chief Infohnation Officer without the prior approval of the Committees on Appropriations of 

both Houses ofCongress. . , . 


Sec..72L (a) None of the funds provided by this Act, or provided by previous Appropriations 
Acts to the agencies funded by this Act that remain available for obligation or exper,tditui-e in . 
fiscal year 2001, or provided from any accounts in the Treasury of the United States derived by . 
the collection of fees available to the agencies funded by this Act; shall be available for obligation 
or expenditure through areprogramming of funds which: (1) creates new programs; (2) eliminates 

. a program, project, or activity; (3) increases funds or personnel by any means for ally p,roject or 
. activity for which funds have been denied or restricted; (4)relocates an office or employees; (5) 
reorganizes offices, programs, or activities; or (6) contracts out or privatizes any fun~tions or 
activities presently performed by· Federal employees; unless the Committees on Appropriations of 
both Houses ofCongress are notified 15 ~ays in advance ofsuch reprogramming of funds. (b) . 
None ofthe funds provided by this Act, or provided by previous Appropriations Acts to the . v 

agencies funded by this Act that remain available for obligation or expenditure in fiscal year . 
2001, or provided from any accounts In the Treasury of the Unit<?d States derived by the 
collection of fees available to the agencies fiinded by this Act, shall be available for obligation or 
expenditure for activities;programs, orprojects through a reprogramming offunds i.n excess of 
$500,00Qor 10 percent, whichever is less, that: (1) augments existing progra.n1s; projects, or· 
activities; (2) reduces by 10 percent funding for any existing program, project,or activity,or 
numbers ofpersonnel by 10 percent as approved by Congress; or (3) results from any general· 
savings from a reduction in personnel which would resuit in a cl:tange in existing programs,.. . 
activities, or projects as approved by Congress; unless the Committees on Appropriations ofboth 
Houses·o.r.Congress are notified. 15 days in advance ofsuch reprogrammingoffunds .. (c) The .. 
Secretary ofAgriculture shall notify the Committees on Appropriations ofboth Houses of 
Congress before implementing a pro~a:m or activity not carried out during the previous fiscal 
year unless the program or activity is funded by this Act or specifically funded by any other Act. 

Sec. 729. Hereafter, norte ofthe funds appropriated by this Act or any other Act may be used to: 
(1) carry out the proviso under} U.S.C. 1622(f); or (2) carry out 7 U.S.c. 1622(h) unless the 


. Secretary.of Agriculture inspects and certifies agricultural processing equipment, and imposes a 

., fee for the inspection and certification, in a manner that is similar to the inspection and 

certification of agricultural products under that section, as determined by the Secretary: . 
Provided, That this provision shall not affect the authority of the Secretary to carry out the 

.. . Federal.Meat Inspection Act (21 U .S.C. 601 et seq~), the Poultry Products Inspection Act 
(21 U.S.C.451 et seq.), or the Egg Products Inspection Act (21 U~S.C. 1031 etseq.). 

http:Secretary.of


. Attachment 7 

Sec.. 752. Effective 180 days after the date of the enactment of this Act and continuing for the. 
remainder of fiscal year 2001 and each subsequent fiscal year, establishments in the United States 

· that slaughter or process birds of the order Ratitae, such as ostriches, emus and rheas, and squab, 
for distribution in commerce as human food shall be subject to the antemortem and post mortem 

· inspection, reinspection,and sanitation requirements of the Poultry Products Inspection Act (21 
U.S.C. 451 et seq.) rather than the voluntary poultry inspection program of the Department of 

Agriculture under section 203 of the Agricultural Marketing Actof i946 (7 U.S.C. 1622). 


Sec. 753. In developing aruie concerning on-farm standards for prevention of Salmonella . 
Enteritidis in shell eggs pursuant to any plan to eliminate Salmonella Enteritidis illnesses due to 
eggs, the Food and Drug Administration shall-- (a) consider one environmental test per laying 
cycle for each layer house for: verification of the producer's Salmonella Enteritidis reduction 
plan; (b) consider when it is appropriate to require diversion of sheil eggs to treatment, such as 
pasteurization, and base any requirement for testing that would necessitate diversion, which may . 
include the receipt of a positive egg test result, on sound science; (c) conduct orsuPI>ort research 
to develop cost-effective and improved tests for determination of Salmonella Enteritidis; and (d) . 
solicit comments on appropriate options for implementing a Salmonella Enteritidis reduction 
plan in shell eggs, including comments on conducting and funding testing, through state and 
· federal programs~ . . 

,:.1: 




Attachment 8 

TITLE VI-~RELATED AGENCIES AND FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND }fUMANSERVICES 


FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 

. . 

Salaries and Expenses 

The conferees expect FDA to make final the regulations regarding labeling of irradiated foods by 
March 1, 2002; and report to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations' on the status 
by November 15, 2000. This agreement changes the dates proposed for final regulations by the 
House of September 30, 2001,and by the Senate ofOctober 30, 200i. . 

.f: 

"--. 



As of 10/28/00 

Status of FY2001 FSIS Congressional Reports 

Date Due to-
r 

Name and Description of Clearance -Due Dates! 
Re~ortlAssigning Bill 

Date Assigned: IOther Agencies 
Author ".:; . Involved Congress Current Status 

October 28, 2000 1. Quarterly Updates on Quarterly to the Agency: 

Budget Execution and 
 House and Senate . Under Sec: 

Analysis ·of Staffing and 
 Ray Bolyard Appropriations Department: 

Recr:uitment: The conference 
 COrPu'Ilittees Other Agencies: 

report to the FY2001 , 
 OMB: 

appropriations bill directs the 
 Beginning date: Final: 

Agency to continue to provide 
 February 1, 2001 

the Quarterly Report on 

Budget Execution arid 


''';l. Staffing. 
October 28, 2000 2. Regulations Prior to March 1, 2001 to Agency: 


HACCP: The conference 
 the House and ' Under Sec: 
judy Rigginsreport to the, FY200 1 Senate Department: 

appropriations bill directs the, Appropriations Other Agencies: 
Agency to prepare a report on Committees OMB: 

. meatand poultry inspection Final: 

regulations in place prior to 

publication of the HACCP 

Rule. 


October 28, 2000 180 days after the Agency: 

InspectiOli: The conferenc'e 

3. Ratite and Squab 

., date of the Under Sec: 

report to the FY2001 
 Judy Riggins! enactment of this Department: 

appropriations.bill.directs 
 John McCutcheon! Act (April 26, Other Agencies: 

effective 180 days after the 
 Kaye Wachsmuth 2001) OMB: 

date ofthe enactment of this 
 Final: 

Act and continuing for the 
 Letter to be sent on 

remainder ofFYOl and each 
 or about Dec. 1, 

subsequent FY, the PPlA is 
 2000 to let 

amended to include ratites and 
 Congress know the' 

squab under mandatory , 
 ,status. 

inspection. 




-----------------

---------------

As of 10/28/00 

,;~ 

Date Assigned! Other Agencies Date Due to Clearance Due Dates/ 
Author Involved Con ress Current Status 

,4~ National Advisory October 28, 2000. Report :'any ,Agency:RHS', .... 
' w.(

Committee on conflicts ofinferest Under Sec: 
Carol Maczkal Microbiological Criteria for ofNACMCF Department: 

Foods: The conference report Mark Leking members involved Other Agencies:, 

to the FY2001apprcpriaticns 
 in making OMB: 

bill directs the Secretaries of 
 recommendations Final: 
Ag and HHS to: to Federal 

agencies, whether • (1) appoint a number of 
waived under members consistent with 
applicable Federal , FDAand EPA scientific 

'7\ law or not, and advisory committees; 
what those .(2) adhere strictly to 
conflicts are" to applicable Federal 
the House and conflict -of-interest 
Senate Agriculture requirements for Federal 
andadvisory committee 
Appropriations .membership; and 

--,>.Committees and to • (3) report to the House the Secretaries of 
and Senate Committees on AgandHHS
Agriculture and 


, Appropriations and the-
 No date given' 
Secretaries of Ag and 

RHS on any conflicts of 

interest ofNACMCF 

members involved in 

making recommendations 

to Federal 'agencies, 

whether waived under 

applicable Federal law or 

not, and what those 

conflicts are. 




As of 10/28/00 

Date Assigrie ther Agencies· Date Due to· Clearance Due Datesl 
. Involved Author· Con2ress Current Status 

· 5. Microbiological 
Performance· Standards: 
The conference report to the 
FY2001 appropriations bill 
directs the Agency to provide· 
a report to be prepared by the· 
NACMCF regarding 
microbiological performance . 

· standards, including the role 
ofsuch standards as a means . . 

.	of assuring meat and pouitry 
prod\lct safety; as well as such 
other considerations as the 
Committee deems 
aoorooriate. . 
6. Microbiological Criteria: 
The conference report to the 
FY2001 appropriations bill· . 
directs the Agency to provide 
$500,000 to the National 
Research Council for an 
evaluation; at the earliest d~te 
practicable, by the National 

· Research Council of the role 
of scientifically determined 
criteria, including 
microbiological criteria, in the 
production and regulation of 
meat and Doultrv oroducts. 

O~tober 28, 200Q< 
" 

Eli Walker 

.1\ 

October 28, 2000 National 
Research 

Eli Walker· Council 

M.arch I, 2001 to 
the House and 
Senate 
Appropriations 
Committees 

Letter to be sent on 
or about Dec. 1, 
2000 to let 
Congress know the· 
status. 

"earliest date 
practicable" to the 
House and Senate 
Appropriations. 
Committees 

Agency: 

Under Sec: 

Department: 

Other Agencies: 

OMB: 

Final:. 


Agency: 

Under Sec: 

Department: 

Other Agencies: 

OMB: 

Final: 


J 

I 



c 
, , As of 10/28/00 

Name and Description of Date Assigned/ Other Agencies Date Due to ' . . . . . 

Re ortlAssi nin Bill Author Involved Con ress 
7. HACCP Certification: ' October 28, 200Q, March 1,2001 to 
The House and Seriate reports' '-:' the House and 
to the FY2001 appropriations John McCutcheon! Senate' _ 
bill directs FSIS to prepare a Vincent Fayne Appropriations ' 

, r'lisi of: ,-,om...'lllttees 
•• all FSIS persoimel OS-14 

and above inFO, OPHS, (In both Reports 
andOPPDE;" but not in the 

Conference• the date on-which they 
Report), became.HACCP certified; 

"1\
and 

•. the date ~d type of 
, establishment in which" 

J.heyhave observed' 

operations. 


Clearance Due Dates/ 
Current Status 


Agency: 

Under Sec: 

Department: 

Other Agencies: 

O~~ ,

!Y!n: 

,Final: ' 

8. Unscheduled Inspection: 
The House and Senate rePorts 
to the FY2001 appropriations 
bill directs FSIS to report it's 
findings on the daily, ' 
unscheduled inspection in , . 
processing establishments and 
an evalt'!-ation of the expected 
greater flexibility and 
efficiency with- this program. 

I October 28,2000 

I Jane Roth 

'January 31,2001 ' 
to the House and 
Senate 
Appropriations 
Committees 

, , (In both Reports 
but not in the, 
Conference 
Report) , 

Agency: 

Under Sec: 

Department: 

Other Agencies: 

OMB: 

Final: 




--------- ----------------- --------

-------------

------------

As of 10128/00 

.,.; 

. Name and Description of Date Assigned! Other Agencies Date Due to Clearance Due Dates! .. 
Report/Assigning Bill Author, Involved Congress Current Status 

OiG9. OIG Financial. March 1, 2001 to October 28,2000.;." Agency: 

Management Review: The. 
 the House and Under Sec: . 

House report to the FY2001 
 Jeanne AxtelUOIG Senate Department: 

appropriations bill directs the 
 Appropriations Other Agencies: 

IG to undertake an. 
 Committee OMB: 

investigation' of the adequacy . 
 Final: 
of the FSISfinancial 
management and project . 


· manageme!lt, as well as the 

adequacy ofmariagement 


'~· controls in those areas, The .. 

iinvestigation shOUld ascertain . 
what deficiencies resulted in 
recent inspector shortages and 
why Anti-Deficiency Act 
violations occurred over the 
!~~!two years. 
· 10. Irradiation: The' FDAOctober 28,2000 Status: Agency:'" . ' 


conference report to the 
 November 15; Under Sec: 

FY2001. appropriations bill 
 FDA 2000 Department: 

expect FDA to make final the 
 Other Agencies:' 

- .. .. - . ­- ... Final Rule: _. -­regulations regarding. labeling OMB:' 

of irradiated foods. 
 March 1 ~ 2002 . Final: 

, . (House Report 
9':30-01 and 
Senate Report 10­

.. ." 30-01) ... 
I 
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Release No. 0072.95 

Mary Dixon (202) 720-4623 
Jacque Knight (202) 720-9113 

,USDA UNVEILS SWEEPING NEW FOOD SAFETY PROPOSALS 

WASHINGTON, Jan. 31, 1995-~TheU.S. Department of Agriculture today 

proposed sweeping ,changes in fe~eral meat and poultry inspection, from a 

system based primarily on sight, touch and smell to one incorporating 

scientific testing and systematic prevention of contamination. 


"These reforms ,demonstrate this administration's strong commitment to 

making meat and poultry safer for consumers," said Acting Secretary Richard 

Rominger at a press conference announcing a thorough'modernization of USDA's 


,food safety procedures. 

"In keeping with the President's initiative to reform the way the 

federal government does business, we propose to ,reinvent the meat and poultry 

inspection system by incorporating science-based concepts to make our food 

supply safer. This initiative is not about more regulation. It'sabout 

better, more sensible regulation.'" 


"We are proposing a system that would directly, target ,and reduce harmful" 

bacteria and build prevention offoodborne illness into meat and poultry 

inspection," said, Michael R. Taylor, the acting ,under sec'retary for, Food 

Safety and admin~st:rator of USD1\' s Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS).' 


"These proposals mark a fundamental shift. They are targeted to improve 

the safety of meat and poultry products by directly addressing the pathogenic 

microorganisms that cause most food-related illnesses and by increasing our 

ability to ensure that all meat and poultry companies follow sound food safety 

procedures," Taylor said, , 


The proposal would require the nation's nearly 6,200 federally inspected 

meat and poultry slaughter and processing plants to adopt science-based 

process control systems, called Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points 

(HACCP). '.T.he, HACCP systems would identify potential food,' safety hazards 

arising til,;' slaughter and processing piants and build in science-based 

preventive controls. USDA's foop safety proposals would also affect about 

2;90'0 state inspect,=d plantsand~ foreign meat and poultry' inspection programs, 

which under current law must be equivalent to the U.S. system. 


Under the HACCP proposal, industry would verify the effectiveness of 
, their operations by continuous monitoring of the controls, end product testing 
'and careful record keeping. FSIS, the agency'responsible for designing and 

carrying out USDA's food safety program, would review each plant's records 
and conduct other in-plant inspection activities to verify, that 1?roper food 
sa:'fety procedures are being followed. ' " 

For the first time; targets would be set for reducing the incidence of 

contamination of ra'l' meat and poultry products with harmful bacteria. Plants 

that do not achieve established targets for pathogen reduction within a 

specified time would be required to'take corrective action under Fsis 

supervision to achieve the, target. 


,The proposal would require slaughter plants to test r'aw products 

initially for Salmonella, a pathogenic bacteria that is the, most common cause 

offoodborne illness in the' United States. The proposal includes identifying 

the current'baseline incidence of Salmonella contamination for each major 


1112112000, http://www.usda.gov/news/releasesI1995/01/0072 
.............. ;,_.,,.,. -;.' 
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species and for ground meat and poultry. Slaughter plants would be required 

to reduce contamination to a level determined after FSIS reviews comments on 

the proposed rule. The proposal would require bacterial testing 90 days after 

publication of thE~ final rule. 


, ' ' 

"The HACCP system clearly establishes the meat and poultry industry's 
,responsibility for improving the safety of their produ'cts, and the interim 
targets will help achieve measurable progress to~ard pathogen reduction even 
as we develop our HACCP program;"said Taylor, 'who was appointed the 
administrator ,of t.he Food Safety and Inspection Service ,in August and in 
October was named to the new position of acting under se,cretary for food 
safety. 

"Our proposals will stimulate the innovative capacity of the meat and 

poultry industry to produce safer products," Taylor added. To facilitate the 

innovations" PSIS is reviewing its existing food safety regulations and will 

delete requirements that are obsolete or unnecessarily inhibit the, 

incqrporation of 'science-based preventive controls into meat and poultry 

production systems. 


The new proposal also includes basic food safety procedures that Taylor 
says many plants have already implemented, including written sanitation plans,' 

,antimicrobial treatments and strict temperature controls, for raw products.' 

, USDA estimated the totalimpl,ementation cost of, the proposal to the meat 

and poultry industry at $733.5:rnillion ,over three years, ,or an average of 

$244.5 million pe;r year. ' Yearly public health benefits from reduced foodborne 

,illness costs, including medical care and ,lost work time, would range from 
$990 million to $3.7 billion. These costs amount to slightly more than two' 
tenths ofa cent per pound. 

According to Rominger and Taylor, the proposals to improve in-plant food 

safety procedures are part of a broad USDA food safety strategy that will 

stress preventive Ineasures throughout the food chain; 


"We will be working cooperatively with the producer 'community to find' 

arid implement solutions to food safety problems on the farm, and we will work 

jointly with FDA to ensure that appropriate food safety controls are in place 

during the/' transportation process," Taylor said. "We are also expanding our 

collp.boration with the'states,tQcimprove food safety at the retail level;'" 


. ..J'. " . 

, , 

Notirig that consumers also share the responsibility' for the safety of 

their food, Taylor added, "As ,USDA works, to do a' better job to protect ' 

consumers, 'it is critical that consumers do their part by properly handling 

and cooking meat and poultry products." 


,FSIS plans extensive public .outreach during the 120"':day comment period 

to,: explain and receive comments on' the proposal.


", .... 

"It is only wi.th the ideas, views and input of all interests that we can 
, develop the best inspection system possible. We want to' stimulate dialogu,e and' 

draw out informed and constructive comments so we, can make this proposed rule 
effective and worka.ble.' All parties, government and industry, consumers and 
the scientific community, need to work together to improve the safety of meat 
and poultry," Taylor said. 

The proposed USDA HACCp/pathogenReduction rule is scheduled to be 

publish in the Feb. 3 Federal Register .' Co~ents will be accepted' through 

June 5. Comment's can be to: Policy" Evaluation and Planning Office, 

Attn: Diane Moore, FSIS Docket Clerk, Room 3171-South B-iIilding, Food Safety 


http://www~usda.gov/news/releasesl1995/0110072 ' 1112112000 

http://www
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a,nd Inspection service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington,D. C. 
20250. 

The. USDA proposals for HACCP and'pathogen reduction are the latest steps 
taken by the Administration to strengthen and update· the federal inspection.' 
program for meat and poultry products. "Initiatives since January 1993 
incilude:' . 

started unannounced reviews in 1,000 meat and poultry plants, 
implemented mandatory safe cooking and handling instruction on labels 

of meat and poultry prciducts, 
increased funding for food safety research, 
elevated food safety to a sub~cabinet level ,at USDA, 
declared E.coli 0157:H7 in raw ground beef an illegal adulterant, 
initiated a sampling program for raw ground beef~. and 
streamlined approval of antimicrobial treatments for use by industry. 

# 

r 

http://www.usda.gov/news/releasesI1995/01l0072 , 1112112000 
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Clinton Administration Accomplishments in Food Sa 

Release No. 0035.98 

Johna Pierce (202) 720-4623 
johna. .gov 

Tom Amontree (202) 720-4623 
tom.amontree@usda.gov 

Clinton Administration Accomplishments Food 

October, 1997. President Clinton announces new initiative to enhance FDA oversight 
over imported foods "and to develop on good agricultural and manufacturing 
practices for fruits and vegetables. 

October, 1997. Administration announces partnership to promote food 
safety education, that intludes the » campaign . 

May, 1997. President announces new initiative to improve the safety of 
the nation's food supply Farm to Table"-- detailing a $43 million 
food safety program, measures to improve surveillance, outbreak response, 
education, and research. 

January, 1997. President announces new Early Warning System to g~ther critical 
scientific data to stop foodborne disease outbreaks quickly and to improve 
prevention systems. 

January, 1997. l\ctministration generic E.coli testing for all meat and poultry 
slaughter plants and Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures. 

August, 1996. President Water Act of 1996. The law requires 
drinking water systems to protect dangerous" contaminants like crytosporidium, 
and gives people the right to know about contaminants in their tap water. 

August, 1996. President s Food. Quality Protection Act of 1996, which streamlines 
regulation of pesticides by FDA and EPA and puts important new public-health 
protections in place, for children. 

July, 1996. President announces new regulations that modernize the nation's meat and 
poultry inspection system for the first time in 90 years. The HACCP systems approach 
emphasizes science based controls and microbiological testing directly at E. co 
0157:H7 and Salmonella. 

December, 1995. Administration issues new rules to ensure the safety of seafood using 
the HACCP regulatory 

October, 1994. Administration declares E.coli 0157:H7 an adulterant in raw ground 
"beef and initiates a nationwide sampling program in federally inspected ~lants and retai 
stores that process ground beef. 

March, 1994. Administration requires safe handling and cooking instructional labels on 
raw meat and 

January 26, 1998 

http://www.usda.gov/news/releases/1998/01/0035 11/28/00 
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Release No. 0362.96 

Johna Pierce (202) 720-4623 

Jacque Knight (202) 720- 13 


PRESIDENT CLINTON ANNOUNCES NEW FOOD SAFETY RULES TO PROTECT CONSUMERS 

WASHINGTON, July 6, 1996--President Bill Clinton today announced 

sweeping reform of federal food safety rules for meat and , The new 

rules will modernize a 90-year-old ion program and fulfill the 

Clinton administration's broad commitment to protecting the public's health 

by improving safety. 


The rules a system based on sight and smell with more 

scientific methods and will, . for the first time, requi're plants that 

slaughter and process meat and poultry to target and reduce bacteria 

on their products. 


President Clinton said, "Our families have every right to expect that 

the food they serve their children is safe. They have every to expect 

that the world's most bountiful food supply would be the world's safest. We 

have a national responsibility to protect ~he safety of,the food we eat. We 

have learned that we must all be vigilant." 


"This regulation updates a 90-year-old system for meat and poultry 

inspection developed before many of our grandparents were even born," said 

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman at a White House press conference. 

"Today, consumers purchasing meat and poultry. inspected by USDA will have 

the assurance that their food has been inspected using the most modern, the 

most scientific methods available . 


. "This is the fundamental change in meat and poultry ion called 

for by the National Academy of Sciences and many other experts throughout 

government, industry, and the consumer community," Glickman said. "The power 

of the new HACCP-based food safety is that it targets 

the important hazards and builds the public health principle of prevention 

into every meat and poultry production process." 


The four major elements of the new rules are: 

D 	 Hazard and'Critical Control Points (HACCP, an acronym 

pronounced "HAS-SIP") -- Every plant must adopt and carry out 

its own HACCP that systematically addresses all the 

significant hazards associated with its products. The 

effectiveness of the HACCP plan must be demon'strated by the 

plant and will be continually verified by inspectors from US'DA' s 

Food and Inspection Service. 


C 	 Mandatory E.coli testing in slaughter plants -- Every slaughter 

plant must test carcasses for generic E. coli to 

verify ~he effectiveness of the plant's procedures for 

preventing and reducing fecal contamination, which is the or 

source of contamination with harmful bacteria like E.coli 

0157:H7 and Salmonella. Generic E.coli is the best microbial 

indicator of the process control of fecal contamination. 


D 	 Pathogen Reduction Performance Standards ior Salmohella -- All 

slaughter and plants producing raw gro~nd products must 

ensure that their Salmonella contamination rate is below the 

current national baseline incidence. This first ever regulatory 


http://www.usda.gov/news/releases/1996/07/0362 11/28/00 
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performance standard for a pathogen on raw meat and poultry will 
ensure real progress in reducing harmful bacteria. USDA will 
begin comprehensive Salmonella testing this summer and enforce 
the Salmonella standards in conjunction with implementation of 
HACCP. 

c 	 Sanitation Operating Procedures (SOPs) -- As the 
foundation for HACCP, ·every plant must adopt and carry out a 
written plan for meeting its sanitation responsibilities. 
Effective sanitation in slaughter and plants is 
essential to direct adulteration of meat and poultry 
products. 

The new system will be in beginning this summer with USDA's 
Salmonella testing program, followed early next year by implementation of 
the sanitation SOP and E. coli testing requirements. The HACCP system will 
be implemented first in the meat and poultry s, with 75 percent 
of slaughter production to be under HACCP-based process control and subject 
to Salmonella performance standards within 18 months. Small plants will 
have 30 months to comply with HACCP, and very small plants (ones having 
fewer than 10 employees or less than $2.5 million in annual sales) will have 
42 months. 

"We wiil make the transition to the new system as as 
," said Michael R. Acting Under Secretary for Food Sa-fety. 

"Our implementation schedule takes into account both the health 
importance of the new rules and the time it will take to about such 
fundamental changes within our own program and within an enormously complex 
and diverse industry." 

USDA estimates that as many as 4,000 deaths and 5,000,000 illnesses 
result annually from the consumption of meat and poultry contaminated with 
four maj~r bacterial pathogens: Salmonella, Campylobacter, E.coli 0157:H7, 
and Listeria monocytogenes. 

The new rules apply to over 6,200 slaughter and plants that 
under federal inspection. The same or. equivalent requirements will 

to state-inspected meat and poultry plants and to plants that 
export to the United States. 

"We cannot totally eliminate harmful bacteria. will still have 
to properly handle and cook fresh meat and poultry," said Taylor. "Our 
new system will substantially reduce harmful contamination and reduce the 
risk of illness for American consumers." 

The FSIS "farm-to-table" food safety strategy for meat and poultry 
also includes-collaboration with the Food and Drug Administration to set and 
enforce standards designed to minimize growth of harmful bacteria during 
transportation and storage. The strategy calls for cooperation between state 
and Federal food safety agencies to improve food safety standards and 

in retail and food service. establishments, such as restaurants and 
grocery stores. 

# 

Editor's Note: In December 1995, the Food and Drug Administration adopted 
rules to require HACCP systems· the seafood process industry. In 

1996, Vice President's National Performance Review reported on 
the administration's comprehensive effort to reform and improve food 

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

the USDA Home Page on the World Wide Web at http://www.usda.gov 
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Release No. 0268.93 

Steve Kinsella (202) 720-4623 
Mary Dixon (202) 720-4623 

MEAT INSPECTION lBIG WINNER IN USDA BUDGET PROPOSAL 

WASHINGTON, April 9--Funds for USDA meat inspection operations were 
increased by $18 million in President Clinton's 1994 budget proposal, said 
Secretary of Agriculture Mike Espy. 

"We are putting an additional $10 million into this budget to hire more 
meat inspectors and an additional $8 million to fund our Pathogen Reduction 
Strategy," Espy said. 

Espy, who took office during the E. coli outbreak in the western states, 
said the increased funding in this area demonstrates that "our FY 94 budget 
proposal doesn't just call for business as usual. We must develop new 
scientific ways to insped our meat supply to ensure that our families can 
continue to benefit from the safest food supply in the world." 

The $10 million provides funding for 200 additional meat inspectors.· 

The additional $8 million for the Pathogen Reduction Strategy will use a 
battery of scientific techniques to reduce the likelihood of harmful microor­
ganisms entering the food supply at key points throughout the production, 
distribution and consumption chain. 

Espy said that in pursuing this new strategy, "USDA will be making a 
decisive break with the past. 

"In the future USDA will not wait for pathogens to become a problem; nor 
will it be satisfied with holding the line against contamination: USDA will 
strive to reduce contamination from the farm to the table." 

Espy added, "Since being sworn in, I've traveled all across America ... in 
my travels I have found! that people all across rural America and elsewhere 
support President Clinton because he represents change ... Well, this budget 
represents change." 

# 



Release No. 0687.93 

Steve Kinsella (202) 720-4623 
Mary Dixon (202) 720-4623 

ESPY SAYS NOT-READY-TO-EATMEAT AND POULTRY TO HAVE CARE & HANDLING LABELS 

WASHINGTON, AllIg. 11 -- Secretary of Agriculture Mike Espy today said 
that all raw and partially-cooked meat and poultry products will soon have a 
label outlining care and handling instructions. 

"When you and I go to the grocery store, we will see this new handling 
and cooking label on not-ready-to-eat meat and poultry packages. Through the 
new labeling effort, we hope to increase consumer awareness of safe food 
practices for controlling bacterial growth and that consumers will folfow the 
safe handling instructions to protect themselves and family members from food­
borne pathogens," said Espy. 

"I want to make it clear, we are not relinquishing USDA from its 
responsibility of inspecting the nation's meat supply. USDA has an important 
responsibility as meat and poultry moves from the farm to the table. And we 
need t() do much better than in the past. But I know it is also our 
responsibility to keep the consumer informed and to pass on to the consumer 
helpful information so they can protect themselves and their families. " 

Under the new USDA rule, manufacturers and retailers must label all not­
ready-to-eat meat and poultry products. The care and handling instructions 
must accompany each product and must appear either on the principal display 
panel or the information panel of the product label. 

The new labels that will appear on product in grocery stores required by 
USDA show four care andl' handling instructions and illustrations: 1) how to 
safely store and thaw raw products; 2) how to avoid cross-contamination; 3) 
cooking instructions; and 4) how to store leftovers. 

Though today's announcement outlined an interim final rule, only 
comments that come in during the first 30 days of publication of the rule will 
be considered. However, the labels will be mandatory after 60 days. 

"Our goal is to improve public awareness about the necessity o{ safe 
food handling," Espy said. "Until we have rapid tests to detect the presence 
of unseen harmful bacteria or vaccines to prevent the occurrence of bacteria 
in food animals, we must do everything we can to help inform consumers about 
proper preparation and storage of not-ready-to,:,eat meat and poultry." 

Today's announcement marks another step by Espy to improve the meat and 
poultry inspection system at USDA. 



On Feb. 5, Espy amlOunced plans for a USDA pathogen reduction program 
for meat and poultry that included the mandating of safe-handling instructions 
on raw meat and poultry labels. He has also ordered special unannounced 
reviews of meat and poultry plants throughout the country. 

Espy, who took office the same week the E. coli outbreak in the western 
states was reported to USDA, has said he is directing USDA "to reinvent and 
rethink every aspect of meat inspection." 

# 
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Release No. 0815.93 

. (Joint Release by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Food and Drug 
Administration and U.S. Department of Agriculture) 

Tuesday, September 21,1993 

CLINTON ADMINISTRATION PROPOSES STRENGTHENING THE NATION'S 
PESTICIDE AND FOOD SAFETY LAWS 

USDA - Tom Amontree (202)720-4623 
EPA - Al Heier (202)260-4374 
FDA - Brad Stone (202)205-4144 

The Clinton Administration today proposed comprehensive reforms of the 

nation's pesticide and food safety laws to reduce the risks pesticides pose to 

Americans, especially infants and children. The reforms were presented at a 

joint House and Senate committee hearing by the Environmental Protection 

Agency, the United States Department of Agriculture and the Food and Drug 

Administration. 


The reform package rlepresents the first significant, realistic attempt to 

improve and update the nation's food safety and pesticides laws in the last 20 

years. It stems from the three agencies' joint commitm~nt earlier this year 

to seek the reforms, which contain specific provisions to protect infants and 

children, as well as incentives to achieve a real reduction in the use of 

pesticides in the United States. 


The Administration's reform package will: 

Extend the strict FDA health-based standard of a "reasonable 

certainty ofno harm" for food safety across the board for all pesticide 

treated foods, including raw fruit and vegetables~ 


Initiate a USDA-EPA one ye~r project to establish commodity 

specific pesticide use reduction goals to be met by 2000. 


Require that most high risk pesticides meet the safety standard 

within three years and all other pesticides meet the standard within seven 

years. 


, Eliminate the consideration of economic benefits in the 

pesticide review and approval process, except in exceptional cases involving 

significant disruption of the food supply and even then the benefit . 

consideration would be limited to only five years. 




;; 

Mandate that EPA issue specific findings that a tolerance is 
safe for infants and children.. 

Make it easier to r4~move from the market pesticides suspected 
of posing a risk to health and the environment and make lower-risk pesticides 
a top priority in the approval process. 

Significantly enhance the enforcement provisions of existing 
laws for violations of statutes .and regulations. 

Establish a national goal for use of Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM). 

Prohibit the export of pesticides that have been banned or 
voluntarily withdrawn in the United States because of health concerns. 

Protect farm workers from the hazards of working with 
pesticides. 

"Today's proposal is a giant step toward protecting all Americans--:­
especially our children-:-from the risks of harmful pesticides on the foods we 
eat," said Carol M. Browner, EPA Administrator. "For the first time ever, the 
federal government is brt~aking the logjam of competing and vested interests to 
ensure that Americans willi be able. to rely on a single, rigorous standard for 
food safety." ' 

Secretary of Agricultul:"e Mike Espy said, "This proposal for meaningful 
pesticide reform is another good example of the interagency cooperation under 
the Clinton Administration. It is a significant step forward as we continue 
our effort to make the world's safest food supply even safer. The agreement 
also protects the environment and public health, while maintaining the 
economic viability of the American farmer." . 

"The time has come to streamline and modernize our pesticide laws," said 
FDA Commissioner David A. Kessler, M;D. "The shift we have proposed to a 
strict health-based standnrd for all pesticide residues represents real food 
safety reform." 

Under this proposal, EPA for the first time must identify--within six 
months--all pesticide-residue levels on foods that may exceed the safety 
standard. Within three years, regulatory action must be taken against the 
highest risk pesticides. Within seven years, EPA must officially have 
reviewed all pesticide-residue levels, or tolerances, to ensure that all foods 
are safe from unacceptnble risks from pesticides. 

The legislative proposals call for setting tolerances or allowable 
pesticide residues at levels that ensure a. "reasonable certainty of no harm to 
consumers of food," the same strict standard FDA applies to food additives 
today and the same standard recommended by the National AcademY,of Sciences. 



The proposal also calls for a seven year phase-out of all pesticides that do 

not meet the "no harm" standard. If the pesticide is a potential carcinogen, 

the residue can pose no more than a negligible risk. 


Currently the negligible risk standard is interpreted to mean that the 
increase in risk above the background cancer risk is no greater than one in 
one million persons exposed over a 70 year lifetime. Because of the 
conservative nature of risk assessment,in reality this means the risk 
consumers actually face will likely be far less. Only in exceptional cases 
involving indispensable consumer benefits would EPA have the authority to set 
time-limited tolerances (up to five years) that exceed negligible risk. 

The Administration called for reducing the use of high-risk pesticides, 

particularly through increased use of IPM techniques, which utilize a 

combination of agricultural practices such as crop rotation, cultivation of 

predator insects, biological pesticides, and other practices, together with 


. judicious and limited chemical pesticide use. By the year 2000, the 
Administration's goal isthat 75% of all farms will use integrated pest 
management (IPM) techniques that reduce pesticide use. 

The Administration's proposals recognize that infants and children may 
receive greater exposure to pesticide residues because they consume more food 
for their size than adults. Other provisions call for more comprehensive 
surveys of food consumed by children of all ages, races and geographic areas. 
Under the proposals, EPA and USDA would more accurately identify the foods 
children eat in large quaIlltities and to focus on child safety when setting 
tolerances for these foods. 

Some of the other major proposals include: 

-provisions for giving greater priority to safer and reduced­

risk pesticides; 


-a requirement to "sullset" all pesticide registrations every 

15 years to ensure they either meet the public health standards 

or are automatically cancelled; 


-a phase down and phase out of ~hose pesticide uses which 

credible science indicates may pose a significant risk to the 

public or the environment; . 


-authority to suspend the immediate use 9f a pesticide in the 

face of significant potential risks without also having to 

take simultaneously a time-consuming cancellation action; 


-incentives to the pesticide industry to support the continued . . 

registration of lower-risk pesticides for use on minor crops; and 

-expedited cancellation procedures, which currently can take 



up to five or more years to remove a pesticide from the 

market. 


The three agencies pn!sented their testimony before a joint hearing of 
the Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources and the House Subcommittee 
on Health and the Environment. 
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