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Components of old meat
Inspection system

USDA required to Police the industry

Inspectors used a “Hands On” approach
USDA favored Command & Control

Uniform National Standards controlled many
aspects of meat inspection

Established minimum sanitation standards required
at all plants nationwide



Old System (

Organoleptic”: hum AN s
Sight, Smell, Touch, et

USDA discredited its hi:
system as an alleged “ Polk¢

USDA Conclusic vlic hee
be improved
testing, which

USDA essentia
methods of se;

described as “
N A 4

%




Pillsbury HACCF

Started in 1959, with NA
Employed “KILL STEPS”
Safety built into ea




USDA-sty

Ostensibly designed to |
USDA-style HACCP i:
Allegedly “science-based’

Every meat plant writes its ov
HACCP Plan |

USDA no lor
plants police t
USDA experim
for field inspe:

USDA relinquis




USDA-Style HACCP (cont)

Microbial Testing:
Greatly increased under HACCP

USDA doesn’t know what results should be, or how to
react to adverse test results. Examples:

Salmonella Test Sets: 53 samples per set

5 or fewer positives out of 53 samples (9.5% positives):
USDA deems process to be safe

6 (11.4%)or more positives: deemed to be unsafe
One failed set results in a 274, and 39, set of tests

If plant fails 3 consecutive sets (159 total samples),
USDA then has authority to withdraw inspectors

Not a timely system for corrective actions (159 days)
Does not quality for Pillsbury-style HACCP
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FSIS Framework for Event Days

Using the FSIS trim year-long baseline result of
0.68% samples positive for E. coli O157:H7 and
applying an upper end of 1.5% estimate on pre-FSIS
tested trim, a number can be assigned to "how many
positive test results are too many”

Tells us with at least 95% confidence that the true process %
positive rate exceeded 1.5%
« Each establishment should have data to support its food safety
system; presently, FSIS doesn’t yet have the pre-FSIS tested % for
the low or high prevalence season
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National Standards disbanded,
since each plant writes and
justifies their own HACCP

decisions

Creates confusion for USDA employees

Example: Maximum Processing Room Temperature

Before HACCP: USDA’s National Standard had
been 50 degrees maximum for processing rooms

With HACCP: Ilowered it to 45 degrees at my
plant, and encountered massive agency resistance.
Why? An alleged lack of scientific justification

USDA officials assume the right to reject whatever
they desire, and mandate their own personal biases
in the virtual absence of national standards
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January, 2003: Agency
threatened to withdraw
inspectors from NB, and NB
sued, resulting in an out-of-
court settlement.

USDA spokesman Steven Cohen told Food
Chemical News “The main reason the agency
settled with the company was to eliminate the
possibility that the plant could continue to
operate under allegedly unsanitary conditions
during months of litigation”.



USDA lacks authority under HACCP to
withdraw inspectors.....................

from LARGE plants

USDA saved face by demanding that NB
must hire a full-time employee
responsible for HACCP

Plant with 1100 employees lacked a
HACCP-qualified employee!

My plant, with 11 employees, had 4
employees fully certified in HACCP
Iraining



Small Plants: HACCP

Genocide

USDA promised that each plant could write its
own HACCP Plan, and that the agency could
not dictate the contents of the HACCP Plan

Not true at small plants, where USDA dictates
what must be in their HACCP Plans

Small plants are withdrawing from USDA
inspection, not because they can’t produce safe
food, but because of frustration with ever-
changing and biased USDA demands, devoid
of a scientific basis

Hagride: torment and harass, especially with
worry and dread



Small Plant

Disadvantages
No political clout....... easy prey.

Limited financial resources
USDA desires out of small plants

Fine! Transfer to state inspection

States want small plants to thrive

Provide 2/3 of current USDA funding
to state meat inspection

Implement reasonable Interstate
Shipping Regulations
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vViicrobliological
Testing

Primary Scientific Basis of HACCP

January 26, 1998
Large plants Implemented HACCP

February 1, 1998

USDA Issued Dir 10,010.1 essentially exempting large
plants from agency-conducted testing.

Quick payback: 6 days!
Plants killing thousands daily enjoyed no USDA-
conducted testing

USDA denied access to company test results

Results of this “ ” Hands Off
protocol benefit public health?
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Cross Contamination of no
Concern to USDA Meat
Inspection

USDA allows slaughter plants to ship into
commerce intact meat cuts which are surface-
contaminated with E.coli

See intact Top Sirloin

USDA stance: E.coli are transformed into lethal
killers DURING further processing

USDA insulates source slaughter plants from
accountability for presence of pathogens

Downstream businesses now held fully liable for
presence of Enteric Bacteria

Meat plants, retail meat markets, restaurants, rest homes



Microbial Testing is now
discredited by USDA and the big
packers

Allegation: testing (alone)won't produce safe food
True!
However, when adverse test results occur, if

meaningful corrective actions to prevent recurrences
are implemented, “Safer” meat will be the result.

Company-conducted testing at ConAgra did NOT
produce safer meat

Corrective actions were not implemented
Advantage of deregulated aspect of HACCP



Frequency of USDA Testing

Quality Meats of Montana (OMM) in Miles City
Very small USDA-inspected plant
USDA collected 16 samples in 2008

Cargill Plant # 86 in Friona, Texas
Very Large Plant
USDA collected 16 samples in 2008

Although the Cargill plant kills more in one day
than QMM does in 2 years, USDA still only collects
16 samples annually at the huge plant

Biased testing protocol, specifically designed to:

Insulate the large plants from scrutiny and accountability

Detect pathogens primarily at small plants, especially
those which do NOT slaughter.
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ATTACHMENT K

From: Legg, Jeffrey £
Sent Wednesday, July 31, 2002 8:38 AM
To: FO/DO20/ALL. - - .
Subject: E. Coli 0157H7 Information

Iimportance: . High
Hello Everyone:

Please implement immediately the following.

Thanks
Jeffpey

Dr. Jeffrey T. Legg
Deputy District Manager
Minneapolis District #20
(800) 843-1974 X229

Hicks, Cheryl
Friday, July 26, 2002 3:48 PM
District Office
Wiliam C. (FOODA); Masters, Barbara; Van Blargan, Richard; Petersen, Kenneth
E. cali O157:H7 Supplier Notification Procedures

Here is a summary of the procedures that were agreed upon at the conference call earlier this
week. Please note that the Agency directive on the "Microbiological Testing Program for E. coli
O157:H7 in Raw, Ground Beef” is being revised to indude these notification procedures. While
we have provided these to the policy people, there is always a chance in the clearance process
that the procedures undergo some change.

Therefore, please follow the agreed upon procedures provided here until further notice. | will try to
keep you informed if it looks like they may change some. | will also try to get someone to compile
the list of DO contacts you all provided for this notification procedures into one master list.

As discussed in our conference call on July 23, 2002, the following are the actions cach District must take
when an FSIS E coli O157:H7 monitoring sample is taken for ground beef. The contacts that are to occur
after a positive finding are to be carried ouat without delay and this procedure is to be in place immediately.
Please notify your IIC’s/CS’s of the new procedure.

MmmﬂzmpksnmmchmﬂmﬁmMmmmcmmpomdm
establishments
mfommnnttmmldheuwﬁdwlhemnﬁcxﬂhcymlmumnﬁcdofan& coli

identifying
O157:H7 positive.. This information should be kept on file in the inspection office with the other
documentation rclating to the sampile.
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National Standards

Provides scientifically proven meat production
procedures to help plants produce safe food

USDA inappropriately using deregulated
HACCP to disallow some plants from using
accepted scientific findings in their operations,
while allowing other almost identical plants to
use the same scientific studies.

Because of HACCP, USDA refuses to accept
National Standards, using the excuse that no
two plants are identical.



HACCP Deregulated the Industry

Deregulation of the big plants only
Hyper-regulation of the small plants

Paper flow & daily HACCP records, most of which
have no connection to safe food, are swamping
small plants

Small plants have been targeted for higher
numbers of enforcement actions

Small plants lack staffs to challenge USDA"s
unethical demands. Easier prey.

Small plant owners are easily bullied into
complying with inane USDA suggestions, aka
“mandates”




OIG and GAO Reports on HACCP

Both the General Accounting Office and the

USDA Office of Inspector General have
released reports highly critical of USDA-style
HACCP. For example:

Two different OIG reports have stated:

“USDA had reduced its oversight short of
what was prudent and necessary for the
protection of the consumer”

When USDA itself admits this problem, the
criticism becomes legitimate
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Two Beneficiaries of USDA-Style
HACCP

USDA: Since the agency enjoys a “Hands Off”
non-involvement role, no longer polices, and has
no command and control authority, it is no longer
liable for the presence of contaminated meat.
Removes the discomfort of attempting meaningful
enforcement actions at the big packers.

BIG PACKERS operate in the relative absence of
USDA inspectors. They author their own HACCP
Plans, they self-police, create their own standards
in the absence of national standards, and maintain
their own command and control



Dr. William Sperber, Pillsbury
Microbiologist 1972 - 1995

Outspoken critic of HACCP,
which doesn’t qualify as HACCP because:

HACCP not preventative in nature.
Raw meat and poultry does not have a kill step, an
essential prerequisite of Pillsbury-style HACCP

HACCP not “Science” based

Microbial testing is not required if products
originate from a true Pillsbury-style HACCP system.

HACCP regulations are not

transparent, but opaque: not easily understood,
deceittul, hidden, unintelligible
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Suggestions — continued

Dramatic increase in USDA-conducted
microbial sampling, primarily at
slaughter plants, and especially at the
largest slaughter establishments

USDA publish all microbial test results,
in real time, on its web site

Congressional increase in funding for
additional inspectors and increased
microbial testing
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