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Preface 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has been directed by Congress to provide an annual 
report on the incidence of foodbome iUness in the United States. This report is to be 
submitted to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations. 

This report includes a description ofthe Foodbome Diseases Active Surveillance 
Network (FoodNet) and foodbome iUness data for calendar year 1997. 

Questions about this report or about FSIS may be directed to the Food Safety and 
hispection Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250. 



Overview o f FoodNet 

The Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) ofthe U. S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) administers a comprehensive system of inspection laws to ensure that meat, 
poultry, and egg products moving in interstate and foreign commerce for use as human 
food are safe, wholesome, and accurately labeled. 

Over the past decade, foodbome iUnesses caused by bacterial contamination have 
heightened concem about the safety of food. The Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) has identified bacterial pathogens as the most common cause of 
foodbome Uhiesses because they can be easily transmitted and multiply rapidly m food, 
thus making them difficult to control. CDC has targeted seven bacterial foodbome 
pathogens {Campylobacter. E. coli 0157:H7, Listeria, Salmonella, Shigella. Vibrio, and 
Yersinia) as those of greatest concem to pubhc health. Govemment economists have 
estimated that foodbome ilhiesses cost biUions of doUars each year m lost productivity 
and medical care. However, an accurate picture of both the number and causes of 
foodbome ilhiesses in the United States is unknown. 

hi July 1995, as part ofthe federal government's campaign to improve the safety ofthe 
nation's food supply, FSIS began a coUaborative project with CDC and the Food and 
Dmg Administration, known originally as the Sentinel Site Study and more recently as 
the Foodbome Diseases Active SurveUlance Network or FoodNet. to coUect more precise 
infomiation on the mcidence of foodbome disease m the United States. This project 
includes direct working hnks with state and local health departments at seven selected 
sites nationwide as a means of obtaming the most complete and current foodbome lUness 
data available. This study, which is expected to continue for several years, wiU provide 
much-neejled43as€linejktaTegarding the incidence of foodbome ilhiess in the Umted 
States which is attributable to consumption ofmeat, poultry, and other food products. 

Background 

Bacterial foodbome diseases are currently reported to local and state health departments 
and CDC through passive surveUlance systems. As with all passive systems, cases are 
frequently unreported, hi fact, only 1% to 5%of foodbome disease cases are believed to 
be reported to CDC. 



hi July 1994, the USDA Pathogen Reduction Task Force recommended that FSIS work 
with CDC on research and surveUlance activities that wUl better characterize risks for 
foodbome pathogens. This recommendation echoed a National Academy of Sciences 
recommendation for more community-based surveUlance of foodbome disease. To 
improve data on the mcidence and causes of foodbome Uhiess, FSIS and CDC have 
estabhshed seven foodbome ilbess sites to study the epidemiological links among 
outbreaks of foodbome Uhiess and to explore what relationships may exist between 
outbreaks and the types ofmeat, poultry, and egg products consumed. The selected sites 
are Northem California, Oregon, the Minneapohs/St. Paul metropohtan area, Uie 
metropolitan AUanta area, Connecticut, counties m Maryland and upstate New York. 

Objectives 

The major objectives of FoodNet are to: 

• determine the yearly mcidenceof diarrheal Uhiess due to bacterial foodbome 
paUiogens (i.e., Can^ylobacier\ E. coli 0157:H7, Listeria. Salmonella. Shigella, 
Vibrio, and Yersinia); 

• develop a network to collaboratively respond to emergmg foodbome diseases; 

• determine Uie proportion of foodbome disease cases attributed to specific 
commodities; and 

determme wheUier federal interventions are having a measurable effect on Uie 
incidence of foodbome ilhiess attributable to consumption ofmeat, poultry, and 
other foods. 

Scope and Duration of Study 

FoodNet is a comprehensive effort to track major pathogens that cause foodbome Uhiess, 
to examine Uie epidemiological hnks among outbreaks of foodbome iUness, and to 
explore what relationships may exist between outbreaks and Uie types of food products 
consumed. 

Active surveiUance data wUl be collected on reported Uhiesses associated with the seven 
bacterial pathogens targeted by CDC. CoUected data will be used to identify emergmg 



paUiogens and monitor iUness incidence. The results wUl be used to help monitor the 
effectiveness of new fbod safety programs aimed at reducing the levels of these 
pathogens in meat, poiUtry, and other foods. 

For Uie project to be successful, data must be coUected over a number of years to chart 
national trends and consider the effectiveness of control strategies. It is hoped Uiat the 
success of FoodNet wiU prompt Uiejiiture collection of such data injtate health 
departments all over the countiysoUiat a mfly accuratepicture ofthe extent and causes 
of foodbome Ulness wUl be achieved. 

Components of FoodNet 

• Active Surveillance: The purpose of this survey is to determine in each site 
the actual number of laboratoiy-confirmed cases of illness caused by the seven 
targeted bacteria and, as of 1997, two targeted parasites. 

- — - / . / \ 

- Bacterial: In 1997, the total population under surveiUance was 15.9 I 
miUion persons. Culture-confirmed cases for the five sites total ̂ 33yThe 
Tables in the last section provide detaUed information about theseTsases. 

- Parasitic: In 1997, data coUection began in four sites for illnesses 
caused by the parasites Cryptosporidium and Cyclospora. A total of 464 
cases were found. Beginning in January 1998, aU sites wUl survey for these 
parasites. 

*• Laboratory Survey: The primary purpose of this survey is to determine 
whether or not laboratories within the site boundaries are performing cultures for 
foodbome pathogens. A baseline survey of 230 clinical labs which perfonn stool 
cultures in the sites was completed in late 1995. This survey demonstrated that aU 
230 labs in the five sites routinely culture for Salmonella and Shigella, 95% for 
Campylobacter, 48% for E. coh 0157, 30% for Yersinia, and 19% for Vibrio. The 
suivey was repeated in 1997 to determine the total number of bacterial stool 
cultures perfonned, includmg those that did and did not yield a pathogen, to 
coUect specific information on Campylobacter isolation techniques, and to coUect 
information regarding testing for Cryptosporidium and Cyclospora. Analysis is 
being conducted by CDC. 



Physician Survey: The primary purpose of this survey is to detennine 
whether or not physicians who see patients for dianheal complaints are referring 
them for laboratory analysis. A total of 5074 surveys were mailed to physicians 
in non-surgical specialties m five sites m 1996; 2939 (58%) were retumed. In 
1997, the survey was conducted in Maryland and New York, the two newest sites. 
Analysis is being conducted by CDC. 

Population Survey: An outside contractor. Macro Intemational, performs 
this survey for FoodNet. Both adult and pediatric surveys are bemg used. The 
primary purpose of this survey is to detennine population behavior m the site ^^.^ 
areas, particularly regarding what foods are consiuned and how food is handl̂ a j 
and prepared. The first fiUl year of data coUection was completed m June 1997. / 
A total of 12,209 mterviews were conducted. Prehmmary analysis at CDC / / 
indicates 11% of persons interviewed had a dianheal Uhiess m the previous 
weeks, which represents 1.3 dianheal episodes per person per year. The second 
year of data collection began in Febmary 1998. 

Case-Control Studies: The primary purpose of Uiese studies is to 
determine patient behavior and food consumption just prior to becoming iU. 

-E.coli0157:H7 

The first year of Uie E. coli 0157:H7 study was completed in May, 1997. 
It has not resumed. Data is being analyzed at CDC and the Minnesota 
Department of Health. 

' .4=-
(yr-^ Preliminary analysis indicates that consumption of pink hamburgers or pink 

^^^C' ground beef and living on or visiting a farm are risk factors for sporadic 
infection. CIXl-
- Salmonella 

The Salmonella serogroup B & D study began in AprU 1996 in three sites 
and in August 1996 in two sites and ended 12 months later in all sites. It 
has not resumed. Data is being analyzed at CDC. 



- Campylobacter 

In 1997, it was decided to add a case-control study for Campylobacter 
which was found to be the most frequent cause of illness in aU sites. The 
questiormahe was developed in 1997 and the study began in January 1998 
in four sites, Febmary 1998 in one site, and March 1998 in two sites. 

Future Plans 

Plan for 1998: 

Coimties in New York (Genesee, Livingston, Monroe, Ontario, Orleans, Wayne, and 
Yates) and Maryland (Arm Arundel, Baltimore, CanoU, Harford, Howard, and Baltimore 
City) wUl join FoodNet as fiUly participating sites. An invitation wiU be presented to aU 
remaining state pubhc health departments to join as the eighth site. Selection of this 
eighth site wiU be made in the faU of 1998, and participation wiU begin ui 1999. 

Plan for 1999: 

The eighth site wiU begm to participate in FoodNet. Case-control studies 
for additional pathogens such as Listeria and Cryptosporidium wUl begin. Validation 
studies for the Physician survey and Laboratory survey will be performed to validate 
collected data. The Laboratory survey will be repeated. The FoodNet population under 
surveillance will increase to 24,979,368 with the addition of statewide surveUlance in 
Georgia and the Albany, NY metropohtan area. The addition of the eighth site will 
increase the population as well. 



DRAFT 
Foodbome Illness Data 
The foUowing information represents fmdings from Uie^cond year ofdatacoUcction. It 
is important to note, however, that the tables and charts Uiat toUow are based solely on 
the number of laboratory-confirmed actual cases in the sites. No analysis ofthe probable 
causes ofthe illnesses is presented; only the pathogen foimd in each patient. 

Population in sites (based on 1996 Census data): 

1996 1997 

Cahfomia: 2,063,454 2,063,454 
Connecticut: 1,626,366 2,460,127 
Georgia 2,729,783 3,541,230 
Mmnesota 4,657,758 4,657,758 
Oregon 3,203,735 US)!1321 

TOTAL 14,281,096 15,926,304 

The total United States population is 263,552,678. 

These population totals are based on 1996 Census data. Connecticut includes the 
addition of Fairfield county. Georgia iacludes the addition of 12 counties. 

Active Cases: 

There were 7,933 laboratory-confirmed dianheal cases in 1997 that were attributable to 
tiie seven targeted bacterial pathogens (i.e., Campylobacter, E. coh 0157:H7. Listeria, 
Salmonella, Shigella, Vibrio, and Yersinia). This represents an iocrease of 611 cases 
(8%) over the 7,322 final case figure for 1996. However, tiie population figure also 
increased by 1,645,208 (11%). A comparison of cases per 100,000 population for 1996 
and 1997 shows that the prevalence of cases decreased from 51.3^ to 49.*^ (Table 3) 

Most frequently isolated pathogen: 

For the second year, Campylobacter is the most frequently isolated bacterium from 
persons wiUi dianhea (45.8%); Salmonella is second (26.9%); Shigella is Uurd (14.7%); 
E. coh 0157:H7 is fomth (4.1%); Yersinia is fifth (1.6%); Listeria is sixUi (.8%); Vibrio 
is last (.6%). 



Table 1: Percent Pathogen by Site 
From January 1.1997 to December 31,1997 

Pathogen 
Site Campylo­

bacter 
E. coll 
0157 

Usteria Salmon­
ella 

Shigella Vibrio Yersinia Total 

Califomia Cases 1,001 19 13 380 291 30 33 1,767 
Percent 56.6% 1.1% 0.7% 21.5% 16.5% 1.7% 1.9% 100% 

Connecticut Cases 477 34 7 430 77 4 12 1.041 
Percent 45.8% 3.3% 0.7% 41.3% 7.4% 0.4% 1.2% 100% 

Georgia Cases 469 8 20 457 549 1 44 1,548 Georgia 
Percent 30.3% 0.5% 1.3% 29.5% 35.5% 0.1% 2.8% 100% 

Minnesota Cases 1.179 202 18 636 138 2 31 2.206 
Percent 53.4% 9.2% 0.8% 28.8% 6.3% 0.1% 1.4% 100% 

Oregon Cases 719 80 11 356 178 12 15 1,371 Oregon 
Percent 52.4% 5.8% 0.8% 26.0% 13.0% 0.9% 1.1% 100% 

Total Cases 3.845 343 69 2.259 1,233 49 135 7.933 
Percent 48.5% 4.3% 0.9% 28.5% 15.5% 0.6% 1.7% 100% 

This table shows the number of actual cases of illness caused by each pathogen 
in each site. HoieCampylobacter is the most frequently found pathogen. 
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Table 2: Percent Site by Pathogen 
From January 1, 1997 to December 31. 1997 

Pathogen CA CT GA MN OR Total 

Campylobacter Cases 
Percent 

1.001 
26.0% 

477 
12.4% 

469 
12.2% 

1,179 
30.7% 

719 
18.7% 

3,845 
100.0% 

E. coli 0157 Cases 
Percent 

19 
5.5% 

34 
9.9% 

8 
2.3% 

202 
58.9% 

80 
23.3% 

343 
100.0% 

Usteria Cases 
Percent 

13 
18.8% 

7 
10.1% 

20 
29.0% 

18 
26.1% 

11 
15.9% 

69 
100.0% 

Salmonella Cases 
Percent 

380 
16.8% 

430 
19.0% 

457 
20.2% 

636 
28.2% 

356 
15.8% 

2.259 
100:0% 

Shigella Cases 
Percent 

291 
23.6% 

77 
6.2% 

549 
44.5% 

138 
11.2% 

178 
14.4% 

1,233 
100.0% 

Vibrio Cases 
Percent 

30 
61.2% 

4 
8.2% 

1 
2.0% 

2 
4.1% 

12 
24:5% 

49 
100.0% 

Yersinia Cases 
Percent 

33 
24.4% 

12 
8.9% 

44 
32.6% 

31 
23.0% 

15 
11.1% 

135 
100.0% 

Total Cases 
Percent 

1,767 
22.3% 

1.041 
13.1% 

1,548 
19.5% 

2,206 
27.8% 

1.371 
17.3% 

7.933 
100.0% 



Table 3: Cases per 100,000 by Pathogen for All Sites 

1996* 1997 
Pathogen Rate per 

100,000 
Total Rate per 

100.000 
Total 

Campylobacter 23.5 3.359 24.1 3.845 

E. coli 0157 2.7 388 2.2 343 

Usteria 0.4 64 0.4 69 

Salmonella 14.5 2,069 14.2 2.259 

Shigella 8.9 1.272 7.7 1.233 

Vibrio 0.1 21 0.3 49 

Yersinia 1.0 149 0.8 135 

Total 51.3 7,322 49.7 7.933 

Tigures represent final 1996 data. 



Table 4: Pathogen by Month—All Sites 
From January 1,1997 to December-31̂ ,̂  1997 

MpfTth 
Pathogen JAN FEB MAR APR MAY ( J U N JUL AUGy SEP OCT NOV DEC Total 

Campylobacter 255 210 249 271 335 49T" ""^470^ 407 364 358 234 195 3.845 

E. coli 0157 11 11 15 8 18 41 93 45 49 24 15 13 343 

Usteria 3 4 3 5 5 6 11 8 9 7 3 5 69 

Salmonella 179 135 146 216 172 207 245 267 255 183 129 125 2,259 

Shigella 80 78 74 103 88 109 113 171 134 101 90 92 1.233 

Vibrio 0 0 2 1 1 4 10 18 7 3 2 1 49 

Yersinia 17 11 9 11 15 7 8 9 11 6 8 23 135 

Total 545 449 498 615 634 871 950 925 829 682 481 454 7.933 

This table shows the number of actual cases for all sites for each month in 1997. 
Note that July has the greatest number of cases. 



Table 5: Age Distribution by Pathogen for All Sites 
From January 1, 1997 to December 31, 1997 

Pathogen UNK 0-<1 1-<10 10-<20 20-<30 30-<40 40-<50 50-<60 60+ Total 

Campylobacter Cases 8 120 613 300 672 798 558 358 418 3845 Campylobacter 
Percent 0.2% 3.1% 15.9% 7.8% 17.5% 20.8% 14.5% 9.3% 10.9% 100.0% 

E. coli 0157 Cases 0 10 156 55 30 18 12 24 38 343 
Percent 0.0% 2.9% 45.5% 16.0% 8.7% 5.2% 3.5% 7.0% 11.1% 100.0% 

Usteria Cases 0 4 2 1 2 9 5 7 39 69 
Percent 0.0% 5.8% 2.9% 1.4% 2.9% 13.0% 7.2% 10.1% 56.5% 100.0% 

Salmonella Cases 5 277 537 217 297 315 241 139 231 2259 
Percent 0.2% 12.3% 23.8% 9.6% 13.1% 13.9% 10.7% 6.2% 10.2% 100.0% 

Shigella Cases 4 27 578 74 155 208 100 54 33 1233 Shigella 
Percent 0.3% 2.2% 46.9% 6.0% 12.6% 16.9% 8.1% 4.4% 2.7% 100.0% 

Vibrio Cases 0 0 0 0 15 18 4 4 8 49 
Percent 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 30.6% 36.7% 8.2% 8.2% 16.3% 100.0% 

Yersinia Cases 0 56 28 7 7 12 10 5 10 135 
Percent 0.0% 41.5% 20.7% 5.2% 5.2% 8.9% 7.4% 3.7% 7.4% 100.0% 

Total Cases 17 494 1914 654 1178 1378 930 591 777 7933 
Percent 0.2% 6.2% 24.1% 8.2% 14.8% 17.4% 11.7% 7.4% 9.8% 100.0% 

This table shows the number of cases by age group. The greatest number of 
cases involves children between the ages of 1 and 10 years. 



Table 6: Sex Distribution by Pathogen for All Sites 
From January 1,1997 to December 31,1997 

Pathogen Male Female Total 

Campylobacter Cases 
Percent 

2112 
55.1% 

1723 
44.9% 

3835 
100.0% 

E. coli 0157 Cases 
Percent 

163 
47.5% 

180 
52.5% 

343 
100.0% 

Usteria Cases 
Percent 

38 
55.1% 

31 
44.9% 

69 
100.0% 

Salmonella Cases 
Percent 

1138 
50.5% 

1117 
49.5% 

2255 
100.0% 

Shigella Cases 
Percent 

637 
51.8% 

593 
48.2% 

1230 
100.0% 

Vibrio Cases 
Percent 

31 
63.3% 

18 
36.7% 

49 
100.0% 

Yersinia Cases 
Percent 

61 
45.5% 

73 
54.5% 

134 
100.0% 

Total Cases 
Percent 

4180 
53% 

3735 
47% 

7915 
100% 

This table shows the number of cases by sex. There are 18 cases where sex is 
unknown. 



Table 7: Salmonella Typhimurium and Enteritidis Serotypes by Site 
From January 1, 1997 to December 31,1997 

Site 
Serotype CA CT GA MN OR Total 

Typhimurium 86 116 152 179 113 646 

Enteritidis 32 142 23 122 38 357 

There were 2,259 cases attributable to Salmonella. The most frequently 
occurring Serotypes were Typhimurium and Enteritidis. 



Table 8: Patient Outcome by Pathogen for All Sites 
From January 1,1997 to December 31, 1997 

Pathogen Alive Unknown Dead Total 

Campylobacter Cases 2972 871 2 3845 
Percent 77.3% 22.7% 0.1% 100.0% 

E. coli 0157 Cases 329 4 10 343 
Percent 95.9% 1.2% 2.9% 100.0% 

Usteria Cases 50 5 14 69 
Percent 72.5% 7.2% 20.3% 100.0% 

Salmonella Cases 1843 405 11 2259 
Percent 81.6% 17.9% 0.5% 100.0% 

Shigella Cases 970 262 1 1233 Shigella 
Percent 78.7% 21.2% 0.1% 100.0% 

Vibrio Cases 25 24 0 49 
Percent 51.0% 17.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Yersinia Cases 112 23 0 135 
Percent 83.0% 17.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total Cases 6301 1594 38 7933 
Percent 79.4% 20.1% 0.5% 100% 

This table shows the number of known deaths of patients who tested positive for 
one of the seven targeted pathogens. Note that these deaths may or may not 
have been caused by the pathogen, but may be attributable to an underlying 

illness such as AIDS. Further case control study is warranted. 
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GLICKMAN ANNOUNCES $30 MILLION BEEF PURCHASES; OTHER ACTIONS 
TO ASSIST CATTLE INDUSTRY 

WASHINGTON, March 24, .1998~Agriculture Secretaiy Dan Glickman today 
announced that USDA will purchase up to $30 million of beef products to help improve prices 
for cattle producers and the livestock industry. The additional beef purchases will be distributed 
to recipients in federal food assistance programs through food banks and other charitable 
institutions. 

"Right now, producers are operating below break-even levels," said Glickman. "Even 
though USDA has already purchased 5141 million of beef for the 1997-98 school lunch 
program, it's in the best interest of everyone to maintain a viable livestock industry. These 
additional beef purchases will help oflEset a surplus supply of fed cattle which is depressing prices. 
to ranchers, farmers, and feedlot operators." 

In addition to the beef purchase, Glickman also announced two other measures to 
support the industry. First, USDA will add meat to several existing export credit guarantee 
programs, such as Brazil, the Phillippines, and Thailand, and will work to include meat in any 
new programs that may be announced. Through March 15, more than $160 million in sales have 
been made using USDA's export credit guarantee programs. In addition, USDA will also send a 
trade team to Asia to promote the movement of addhional quantities of U.S, meat and other 
agricultural exports. 

"Maintaining and expanding export markets is critically important for American fermers 
and ranchers," Glickman said, "and we will continue to aggressively explore opportunities to use 
all ofthe tools at our disposal to promote U.S. agricultural exports around the world." 

Glickman also announced several actions thait USDA will take to address concems about 
concentration and fair trade practices in the livestock and poultry industries. First, Glickman 
outlined a plan to strengthen the ability of USDA's Grain Inspeaion, Packers and Stockyards 
Administration (GIPSA) to ensure fair competition in the marketplace. "USDA is committed to 
protecting farmers and ranchers from unfair trade practices," Glickman said, "and this new plan 
will enhance our ability to conduct investigations and combat unfair or anticompetitive practices 
in the marketplace. But to get the job done, the Congress must provide us with the resources to 
make this plan a reality for American farmers and ranchers," Glickman said, noting that the 
Administration's FY 99 budget calls for $3.8 milhon to strengthen and restructure GIPSA. 

-more-
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Under the plan, GEPSA field office consolidations will allow more resources to be 
located in regions where beef, pork, and poultry production and processing are concentrated, 
and the field ofl&ces will be strengthened with additional expertise in economic, statistical, and 
legal issues to more effectively conduct investigations of alleged anticompetitive practices and 
financial and trade practice violations, 

Glickman also aimounced two regulatory actions to address producer concems about 
concentration and fair trade practices. First, GIPSA will publish an Advance Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking in the Federal Register seeking public comment on a regulation which 
would make purchasing or selhng livestock, with the condition that the price not be publicly 
reported, a violation of the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

Second, GIPSA will also publish a proposed rule which would require that accurate feed 
weights be provided to contract growers when those weights are used in detennining producer 
compensation. "These regulations will help to ensure that farmers and ranchers are treated fairly 
in today's concentrated agricultural marketplace," Glickman said. 

Finally, Glickman announced two additional actions to improve the market and price 
discovery information available to the livestock industry. First, GHckman aimounced that USDA 
will issue a proposed rule to add beef and pork to the weekly "U,S, Export Sales" report. The 
proposal would require exporters to report weekly on the quantity, destination, and the 
marketing period of their export sales of beef and pork. This change would provide the 
livestock industry with an early indication of export sales, before export shipments actually 
occur. 

Second, Glickman directed GIPSA and the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) to 
conduct a comprehensive analysis of the relationship between prices reported to AMS and prices 
that GIPSA has obtained during its investigation of major beef packers in Texas. Data from 
recent investigations will be used to evaluate the statisiical vahdity of ciirrent voluntary price 
reporting efforts. Glickman also directed that all fiiture GIPSA investigations of competitive 
issues in the livestock industry include an investigation of price reporting. 

"Accurate price reporting and greater information are critical to ensure fair, competitive 
markets," Glickman said, "and over the past two years, we have dramatically expanded the 
amount of market infonnation we are providing to the livestock industry. These two new steps 
will provide even greater information to producers and will help to ensure that the current 
voluntary price reporting system is working effectively for farmers and ranchers." The 
Administration has requested that Congress provide an increase of $820,000 for FY 99 to 
maintain and expand USDA's price reporting initiatives. 

During the past 18 months, USDA has taken several steps to strengthen livestock market 
reporting recommended by the Advisory Committee on Agricultural Concentration, These 
include: expanded boxed beef reporting to include approximately 45 percent of traded volume, 
began a new weekly report of premiums and discounts offered for cattle, began a regional beef 
quality and yield report; initiated discussions aimed at expanding the Missouri pork producer 
price report to include three additional states; began reporting the numbers of hogs produced 
under contract by large operations; and began a new weekly report ofthe number of cattle 
produced under contract for future delivery. 

# 
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ACTIONS TO ADDRESS 
CONCENTRATION AND PROMOTE COMPETinON 

In further response to the recommendations ofthe Department of Agriculture (USDA) Advisory 
Commission on Agricultural Concentration, Secretaiy Glickman has annoimced additional 
actions to address concentration and promote competition in livestock, poultry, and meat 
markets. 

Restructure the Program Agency that Enforces the Packers and Stockyards Act (P&S 
Act): 

• The Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration (GIPSA) will 
restructure ils Packers and Stockyards (P&S) Programs to strengthen enforcement 
against anticompetitive practices and provide greater flexibility and efficiency in 
enforcing the trade practice and payment protection provisions of the P&S Act. The 
principal purpose ofthe P&S Act is to assure the integrity of livestock, meat, and poultry 
markets. This includes fostering fair and open competiiion and guarding against 
deceptive, discriminatory, and monopolistic practices that affect the movement or price 
of meat animals or their products. 

• GIPSA will restructure the headquarters offices of P&S, consolidate field oflBces, and 
add staff with economic, statistical and legal expertise to work on investigations of 
anticompetitive practices, 

• At headquarters, two operating divisions and six branches will be consolidated into 
one office with three branches. A new Office of Policy and Litigation Support will be 
responsible for development of regulations, enforcement policies and procedures, and 
litigation support. This office will include three branches; Competition Branch, Trade 
Practices Branch, and Financial Branch. Headquarters also will include an Office of 
Field Operations and an Economic and Statistical Support Staff. The Office of Field 
Operations will be responsible for managing delivery of all P&S activities and fimctions 
at the field level. The Economic and Statistical Support Staff will provide economic 
advice and support on issues related to GIPSA's mission. 

-more-
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• P&S' regional offices cany out program activities under the provisions ofthe P&S \ct 
within their assigned areas. The 11 existing field offices will be consolidated into 3 re .:nal 
offices located in Denver, Colo,; Des Moines, Iowa; and Atlanta, Ga. This will allow 
significantiy larger staffs to be located in those regions wirh concentrations of beef, pork, and 
poultry production and slaughter. As part of the restructuring, the three field offices will include 
staff with economic, statistical, and legal expertise to perfonn the fiill range of investigations of 
alleged anticompetitive practices and financial and trade practice violations in each region. 

• The Denver, Colo,, office will handle all trade practice and financial protection issues 
in its geographic area (Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Montana, 
Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Washington, Wyoming, 
Utah, Hawaii, and Alaska) and all major competition and industry issues in the United 
States relating to cattle and sheep. 

• The Des Moines, Iowa, office will handle all trade practice and financial protection 
issues in its geographic area (Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Ohio, and Wisconsin) and all major competition 
and industry issues in the United States relating to hogs. 

• The Atianta, Ga., office will handle all trade practice and financial protection issues in 
Its geographic area (Alabama, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 
Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Maryland, Mississippi, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
New York, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Vermont, Virginia, and West Virginia) and all major competition and industry issues in 
the United States relating to poultry. 

• In order to assure basic services are maintained across the nation, the reorganization 
plan includes resident agents who will either work of their homes or three s - offices 
located in Sacramento, Calif; Fort Worth, Texas; . d Lancaster, Penna. 

• Congress appropriated an additional $800,000 for P&S in fiscal year 1998 to pursue 
investigations of anticompetitive practices in the concentrated meat packing industiy. 
These fiinds are being used to recruit staff with economic, statistical, and legal expertise. 

• Restructuring of field operations will require S3 million to cover the one time cost, 
GIPSA FY 99 budget also includes increases of $800,000 to address competition issues 
in meatpacking and $750,000 for strengthening poultry compliance. 

USDA will also initiate regulatory actions in two areas to address concems of livestock 
and poultry producers: 

• USDA is considering a proposed regulation thar would make purchasing or selling 
livestock with the condition that the price not be re.:orted a violation of the P&S Aa. 
To create a public forum for discussion of this issue, USDA will publish an Advance 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) in the Federal Register seeking public 
comments. 

. -more-
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• A February 10, 1997. ANPR in the Federal Register sought comments on the need 
for additional rules to ensure that settiements under contract production of poultry are 
equitable. Over 95 percent of the country's pouhry and an increasing number of 
livestock, especially hogs, are produced under various forms of contractual 
anangements. Contract production has afforded small farmers a viable altemative to 
traditional feeding operations while lessening the risk associated with price fluctuations. 
USDA recognizes the importance ofthe accuracy of feed weights in conirart production 
and will publish a proposed rule that would require firms subject to the P&S Act to 
accurately weigh feed provided to contract growers when feed weights are used in 
determining producer compensation. 

USDA will take the following additional actions to improve market information for 
producers: 

USDA will propose adding beef and pork to the weekly "U.S. Export Sales" report. The 
proposed rule, which wiU be published shortly for comment, would require exporters to report 
weekly on the quantity, destination, and the marketing period of their export sales of beef and 
pork. This change would provide the Uvestock industry with an early indication of export sales, 
before export shipments actually occur. 

USDA's GIPSA and Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) will conduct a comprehensive 
analysis of the relationship between prices reported to AMS and prices that GIPSA has obtained 
during its investigation of major beef packers in Texas. Data fi-om recent investigations will be 
used to evaluate the statistical validity of cunent voluntary price reporting efforts. AU future 
GIPSA investigations of competitive issues in the livestock industry include an investigation of 
price reporting. 

Market Reporting Initiatives Resulting from Advisory Committee Recommendations: 

• Producer pork reporting ~ USDA is expanding the Missouri pork producer price 
reporting pilot project. Officials fi'om USDA have met with the National Pork Producers 
Council to explore expanding the Missouri hog price reporting to three additional States 
~ Illinois, Iowa, and Wisconsin. 

• Expanded boxed beef reporting - Beginning September 1996, USDA extended its 
coverage of boxed beef sale commitments to cover the upcoming IS business days, 
rather than the previous coverage of 10 business days. Approximately 45 percent of 
volume traded is now reported, compared with 30-40 percent previously reported. 

• Value-based reporting ~ In October 1996, USDA initiated a weekly report of 
premiums and discounts being offered for cattie in the upcoming week by meat packers. 
All major packers are participating and feedlots can verify information through the 
report. 

-more-
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• Livestock produced or traded under contract - Beginning with the December 1996 
Hogs and Pigs Repon, USDA is reporting the numbers of hogs produced under contract 
by large hog producing operations. Starting in October 1996, USDA also began issuing 
a weekly report indicating the number of cattle being produced under contract for 
delivery in fiiture months. For those contracts calling for settlement relative to a fiitures 
market price, the basis difference fi-om a fiirures market contract is also reported. 

• Regional beef quality and yield report - In February 1997, USDA initiated a report of 
beef grading results on a regional basis, for four regions of the country, that will provide 
better geographic detail than contained in the cunent national report. 

Programs & Customer Service: 

USDA will continue to pursue initiatives to improve customer awareness of its programs and 
services: 

• Under the Customer Service Initiative of the National Performance Review lamiched 
by the Clinton Administration, agencies are reviewing plans for outreach to their 
clientele, striving to larget specific groups within the agricuiturai and rural communities 
to improve their awareness of how to access programs and services, as well as actions 
taken by agencies. 

USDA has increased efforts to provide more and better market information, and 
producer knowledge of and ability to use market information is crucial to marketing 
success. In order to increase the capacity of cattle producers to use market information, 
USDA has participated with the land grant university system to develop a planning 
program for cattle producers called "Marketing for Today's Cattie Market and Beyond." 
Twenty-nine livestock and farm managemenl experts from 15 States have cooperated to 
produce a series of materials to aid producers in comprehensive planning. To dc'.ie, 
workshops have been conducted in over 12 States and notebooks of materials have been 
distributed. 

USDA also kicked off its Risk Management Education Initiative with a national forum in 
Kansas City in September 1997 with plans underway for a more comprehensive 
conference in early 1998 using an "expert team approach." Since then, the 10 regional 
offices of USDA's Risk Management Agency (RMA) have been working vkrith 
educational and extension panners to create expert teams to reach producers through 
conferences at the State and local level. In early 1998, RMA will issue a Request for 
Proposals to award $3 milhon in grants to support the Risk Managemenl Initiative. 
Grants will focus in three areas: delivery of risk management programs, development of 
curricula, and research and decision aids. 

• To ensure tr ; i USDA's research helps provide opportunities for small-and medium-
sized farming c ̂ rerations, the Research, Education, and Economics mission area has 
ananged for the National Academy of Sciences to condua an independent review of 
USDA's research program and to make recommendations to USDA. 

March 24, 1998 
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(3) 
USDA Moves 
Against Abuses 
By Meatpackers 

By BRL'CE iNGEltSOU, / ^ t / 

WASHINGTON - The govemmeni is 
movlnf to curb big meatpackera' sus­
pected manipulation of cattle prices and to 
stop poultry companies from shoncfuM-
ing their contract growers. 

Agriculture Secretary Dan GUckman 
said Ills depaitment has bcpm reorpmiz-
Ing the agency that enforces agriculture's 
anUtTTist law-the 1921 Packen and Siock-
yarts Act - and soon will propose a nile to 
end an Industry practice of forcing cattie 
producers to Iceep mum about contract 
prices. 

pe department has been bamged 
with complaints that meatpadtars are us­
ing contracts with feed-lot operators and 
other producers to conceal prices and to 
manipulate markets to their advantage. 

On the poultry front, Secretary Glick­
man vowed to address a long-festering 
problem ia the Broiler Belt that nms from 
j^laware to Arkansas: contract disputes 
between poultry companies and their 
growers. The department will propose a 
new requirement that companies accu­
rately weigh the feed they supply m 
thousands of growers. Feed costs figure 
prominently in the calculation of grower 
payments. Pop many years, contract 
growere have complained about being 
shorted on the feed due them or over­
charged. The rule proposal would also 
cover contracts between bog producers 
and packen. 

Dl another significant policy shift, Mr. 
GUckman said he favors mandatory re­
porting once a week of all cattle prices, 
includmg spot-market transactions aad 
contract purchases, Depaitment officials 
no longer see packers' infrequent volun­
tary reporting as adequate. Mandatory 
reporting would require congressional au­
thorization. 

Last year, the department launched a 
broad effort to expand disclosure of market 
data in an Industry increasingly domi­
nated by a handful of companies. 

With canle prices in the doldrums, 

Meat Market 
PercemaBe cattle slaughiered tiy Ihe lour 
taggest U.S. meatpackers wtiich curwoy are 
IBP, Ca(uil. Conagra and Farmland irkjusJriw, 
9IKr 

'LKEtt MataM o t t on il i i^Mtr of Unn taibn 

farmers have been pressuring the Din ton 
administration and members of qongress 
to rein in the market clout of IBfr inc • 
Mo.nfort Inc., a ConAgra Inc. subsidiary-
and Caî in Inc's Bxcel Inc. unit. Tô  
^ther. those three companies account for 
about 73% of ail cattle slaughtered. 

Add to those giants another com­
pany. National Beef Packing Co.. a unit of 
Farmland Industries IDC., and the slaugh­
terhouse martet share for the h^ four 
companies Is about m , more than double 
• ta t i l was in 1980, Back then, the four 
biggest meatpacking companies accounted 
for just 36% of the heifers and steers 
slaughtered. 

'We can't let three or four very large 
companies run roughshod over family 
farmers," Mr. GUckman said after meet­
ing yesterday with several lawmaiters 
from Midwestern states. 

Mandatory price reporting has consid­
erable political support In Congress. "We 
want to end the secret deals on livestock 
sales." said Senate Minority Leader Tom 
Daschle, a South Dakou DemocraL 

The American Meat Institute, which 
represents the major meatpackers. dis­
putes allegations of unfair practices and 
price manipulation. "This issue has been 
looked at repei:edjy," said Sara Lilygren, 
the group's cniet spokeswoman. "They've 
never found anything wrong." 

Meaqiackers. she added, will oppose 
any rule requiring them lo make public the 
terms of their private contracts with cattle 
producers. 

_ i 
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-̂GR Meac Monopoly, 0519 

USDA, Congress moving tio examine monopoly i n beef packing induscr-.-
WASHINGTON (AP) Agricult:ure Secretary Dan Glickman today an.-iounced several actions aimed 

ac determining whether concentration of beef processing among jusz four companies i s 
anti-competitive and depressing prices f o r c a t t l e producers. 

""You can't l e t three or four very large packers run roughshod over family farmers,'' 
Glickman said a f t e r a meeting v i t h Democratic farm-state senators. 

In addition, Glickman said the Department of Agriculture w i l l purchase up to $30 m i l l i o n 
in beef products to shore up prices. The meat w i l l be used i n food banks and other charity 
programs. 

The monopoly issue has been a chronic concem among beef packers. Right now, 92 percent 
of beef i s processed by j u s t four companies: IBP Inc. of Dakota City, Neb.,- Monfort Inc., of 
Greeley, Colo., owned by ConAgra Inc.; Excel Corp. of Wichita, Kan., owned by C a r g i l l Inc.; 
and National Beef Packing Co. of Kansas City, Mb., part of Farmland Industries Inc. 

Juat 18 years ago, those companies controlled only 35 percent of the industry, 
""Something out there i s not working,'' said Sen. Bob Kerrey, D-Neb. 
Glickman said the department wants Congreea to apprcjve another 53.8 m i l l i o n f o r i t s 

a n t i - t r u s t enforcement actions to investigate whether the beef industry i s u n f a i r l y 
manipulating the market. 

In addition, the department w i l l propose rules aimed at ensuring that a l l c a t t l e prices 
are p u b l i c l y disclosed, which i s now voluntary. Many producers believe that big packers use 
contracts with farmers to conceal the sonie prices and manipulate markets i n t h e i r favor. 

""We want, to end the secret deals on livestock sales,'.' said Senate Minority Leader Tom 
Daschle, D-S.D. ""We want to see f u l l disclosure.'' 

Two yeare ago, an Agriculture Department investigation i n t o alleganiono of a meat monopoly 
i n Kansas concluded there was no p r i c e - f i x i n g among the big four packers or that t h e i r actions 
had depressed prices f o r farmera. Nevertheless, the allegations continue to surface. 

""This issue has been looked at time and time again,'' said Janet Riley, spokeswoman fo r 
the American Meat I n s t i t u t e , which rapresents processors. ""They haven't found anything 
wrong.'' 

Much of the problem i n the beef industry i s a supply surplus and depressed export 
markets, p a r t i c u l a r l y following the Asian f i n a n c i a l c r i s i s . I n addition to the 530 m i l l i o n 
beef purchase, the Agriculture Department w i l l work harder to include meat i n any export 
credit programs. 

""We w i l l continue to aggressively explore opportunities to use a l l of the tools at our 
disposal to promote U.S. a g r i c u l t u r a l esqiorts around the world,'' Glickman said. 

AP-Ny-03-24-9e 1149EST Copyright (c) 1998 The Associated Press 
Received by NewsEDGE/LAN: 3/24/98 11:52 AM 
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y.eaz Mor.cccly, Bjt : ,0597 
Government buys beef , reexamines a l l e g e d packing monopoly 

0. ^ 'WASHINGTON (AP) Depressed c a t t l e prices led Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman to 
'announce the government purchase of $30 m i l l i o n i n beef and a renewed investigation into 
whether four dominant processing companies exert unfair influence on the market. "You 
can't l e t three or four very large packers run roughshod over family farmers,'' Glickman 
said Tuesday a f t e r a Capitol H i l l meeting with Democratic farm-state senators. 

Prices paid to c a t t l e producers are i n the doldrums because supplies are huge, 
American consumers are not eating enough beef to keep pace and exports are down largely 
due to the Asian f i n a n c i a l c r i s i s . 

The beef purchase, while not enough by i t s e l f to have a dramatic impact on prices, 
" " w i l l give the domestic c a t t l e market a much-needed boost,'' said Clark Willingham, 
president of the National Cattlemen's Beef Association. 

Yet many ranchers contend that the commanding positio n held by four beef packers i s 
also p a r t l y to blame f o r tha low prices. 

Right now, 82 percent of beef ia processed by IBP Ine. of Dakota City, Neb.; Monfort 
Inc., of Greeley, Colo., owned by ConAgra Inc.; Excel Corp. of Wichita, Kan., owned by 
Ca r g i l l Inc.; and National Beef Packing Co. of Kansas City, Mo., part of Farmland 
Industries Inc. 

Just 18 years ago, thoae companies controlled only 36 percent of beef packing. , 
""Something out there i s not working,'' said Sen. Bob Kerrey, D-Neb, 
Glickman said the department wants' Congress to approve another $3.8 m i l l i o n for i t s 

a n t i t r u s t enforcement investigations into whether the beef industry i s u n f a i r l y 
manipulating the market. 

Two years ago, an Agriculture Department investigation into allegationa of a meat 
monopoly i n Kansas concluded there was no p r i c e - f i x i n g among the big four packers or that 
t h e i r actions had depressed prices f o r farmers. Nevertheless, the allegations keep 
ari s i n g . 

""This issue has been looked at time and time again, '' said Janet Riley, spokeswoman 
for the American Meat I n s t i t u t e that represents processors. ""They haven't found anything 
wrong.'' 

The department alao w i l l propose rules requiring that a l l c a t t l e prices are pu b l i c l y 
disclosed. That i s now voluntary. Many producers believe big packers use contracts with 
farmers to conceal prices and manipulate markets i n t h e i r favor. 

""We want to end the secret deals on livestock sales,'' said Senate Minority Leader 
Tom Daschle, D-S.D. ""We vant to see f u l l disclosure."' 

Riley said packers oppose any rule requiring them to make public the private contracts 
with c a t t l e producers: ""We think the parties have a r i g h t to agree to terms that don't 
have to be disclosed.'' 

In addition to the $30 m i l l i o n beef purchase which w i l l go to . food banks and other 
charities the Agriculture Department w i l l work harder to include meat i n any export 
credit programs. 

The agency also proposed a rule that would rec[uire details of beef export shipments 
before they occur, a move Riley said might hurt U.S. processors by making too much 
information available to competing coiontries such as Australia. 

AP-NY-03-24-98 1401EST 

:TICKER: IBP CAG 
:SUBJECT: AGRI CSU PDPR CONW 
Copyright (c) 1998 The Associated Press 
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^AOB ( / l ^ l y l Tuesday, 24 March 1999 13:13:06 
12:58 24 Mar RTRS-USDA seeks more data on iivestocK prices, weights 

WASHINGTON. March 24 (Reuters) - The Agriculture Department will toughen its data-gathenng rules as a 
way to ensure U.S. farmers and ranchers get a fair price for their livestock, Agriculture Secretary Dan 
Glickman said Tuesday. 

Glickman said USDA would propose two oiles on sates. One would make it a violation of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act, punishable by a fine, to write a sales contract that includes a clause blocking a public repon 
of the sales price. 

The other njle would require that accurate feed weights be given to contract growers if those weights are 
used in determining compensation to the grower. 

These regulations will help to ensure that farmers and ranchers are treated fairiy in today's concentrated 
agricultural maricetplace," Glickman said In a statement. 

In addition, USDA economists would conduct a study comparing prices reported at sales bams vritti prices 
obtained during a study of major beef packere in Texas. The study would detennine how well the current 
voluntary reporting system worics. 

Glickman also asked Congress to approve S3.8 million, requested by President Clinton in his fiscal 1999 
budget, to strengthen and rastnjcture the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration. Under 
that proposal, the agency would consolidate field offkas in order to focus on regions where beef, pork and 
poultry production were concentrated. Field offices also would be given staff workers expert in economic, 
statistical and legal issues. 

Kmght-RiddernoneyCcnter = „ „ „ 2--Har-1998 1:09P 
Story #15291 24-Mar-1998 12:SSP 

[B] FuU: USDA to act to proMie competition in US mtai markets 
By Mark Tarallo, BrlbRe News , 
Hajhington-nar ZA.-USDA announced today U will aake or propose a 

series of regulatory changes designed to proBoie competition^in the US meat 
and livestock industry. According to USOA statistics, the 4 largest US meat 
packers now control 8ZX of the domestic meat markel. and small meat company 
representatives are pressuring the agency to address potential market 
concentration problems. 

•This new plan will enhance our ability to conduct investigations and 
combat unfair or anti-competitive practices in the marketplace, USPA 
Secretary Oan Glickman said in a statement. ^ ^ ^ u ron.c\ 

under the plan. USDA will restructure its Packers and Stockyards (P*5) 
Programs so that more administrators will work in 3 regions--Denver. Des 
Moines and Atlanta—where large companies dominate meat production ano 
slaughter operations, ... 

In addition. USOA plans to beef up P«tS program staff with 
administrators with legal expertise to work on investigations ef anti­
competitive trade practices. ^ D 

To accomplish this, the Clinton administration has [equestea JJ.B 
Billion in additional packer program funds in its fiscal 1999 budget, 

-The second pan of USPAs plan consists of 2 regulatory proposals 
designed lo ensure fairness in the US livestock market. 

The first regulatory proposal would make it illegal to buy or sell 
livestock with the condition that the price will not be reported. 

The second proposal is a techmcal one designed to protect tne 
integrity of the process of contract production of poultry. More than 35X 
of US poultry is produced under vanous contractual arrangements, wnicn 
give small farmers a viable alternative to maintaining traditional feeding 
operations. 

Finally. USOA plans to try to improve the flow of livestock market 
information and maintain its integrity. ^ i, , 

In this regard, the agency is proposing to add beef and Pork to tne 
list of commodities that are reported in the agency's weekly export sales 
report. This proposal would require US exporters to report weekly on quantity, 
destination and marketing year of their export sales of beef ana porit^ 

In addition. USOA plans to conduct a review of voluntary meat price 
reporting orartices. to ensure that prices reported to USOA are accurate. 
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Meat group blasts USDA export sales reporting plan 

WASHINGTON, March 24 (Reuters) - Including beef and pork i n the U.S. Agriculture 
Department's weekly export sales report would harm meat producers, rhe head of an industry 

proup said Tuesday. , . , , n c r 
"USDA's announcement of a proposed rule ro add beef and pork to the weel^ly U.S. E.xport 

Sales Report i s an unnecessary regulatory mandate that threatens our competitiveness m 
the international arena," American Meat I n s t i t u t e President Patrick Boyle said. 

He said meat exporters would have to report a l l sales, even i f the products w i l l not 
be shipped for many months, giving competitors abroad "an advantageous heads up" on future 

^''^^Boyle said that although his organization agrees that more trade data is needed, i t 
believes a better option would be a centralized system for issuing export c e r t i f i c a t e s , 
similar to Canada's program. "These systems are timely, accurate and support — rather 
than undercut — exporters i n the nations that sponsor them." he said i n a statement. 

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman said e a r l i e r that the department w i l l issue a 
proposed rule to add beef and pork to the weekly export sales report following a meeting 
with several farm-state senators. 

The proposed rules w i l l be subject to a public comment period and agency r«.-:ew before 
adoption. 

((Washington commodities. 202-898-8394, fax 202-898-8383, 
Washington.commodsenergy.newsroomfreuters.com)) 
REUTERS 

Rtr 19:42 03-24-98 

•.SUBJECT: GROI USA 
Copyright (c) 1998 Reuters 
Received by NewsEDGE/LAN: 3/24/98 7:45 PM 
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HEALTH AND HDMAH SERVICES 
FOOO AND 0»U6 MSMZViaTIlATZOK 

Title: Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Systems 

significance of Regulation: Not significant under Executive 
Order 12866. 

Upcoming Action: Proposed rule. 

RIKJ 0910-AA43. FRDTS NO.: crSAN948. 

statutory/Judicial Deadline: None. 

Purpose: To adopt regulations that would mandate the use of 
Hazard Analysis C r i t i c a l Control Point {HACCP} systems to ensure 
the safe and sanitary processing of fruit and vegetable juices. 

Description: Ijnplemantation of HACCP systems by food processors 
V l l l establish a prograssivc new paradigm for tho way that FDA 
I n l l l Provisions of the Federai fOBll, Dmg, and COBWfitie 
ALL t6 fehsure consumers of the nafety of the nations food supply. 
FDA w i l l require that processor:; and importers of juice conduct 
their operations under a modern system of preventive safety 
controls that are designed to ensure that potential public health 
hazards are avoided. HACCP principles involve identifying likely 
hazards that could affect human food safety, establishing 
" c r i t i c a l control points" where a failure could cause the hazard 
to occur, then nionitoring the c r i t i c a l control point and 
recording the results of that monitoring. 

Issues: FDA's current food safety system, established in si^npler 
time., IS now piece^n^sii and tOO DftQIl r6activ$. TKe agency 
inspects domestic food processing f a c i l i t i e s , but the available 
tools gave the agency only a snapshot of safety and sanitation 
practices at a f a c i l i t y while inspectors are present. Such a 
procedure cannot determine the adequacy o£ these practices before 
or after the inspection. Processors are not generally required 
to maintain records of processing conditions and i f records are 
Kept, they need not be made available for inspection. The 
increasing volume of foods reaching our shores from foreiqn 
countries present an even greater challenge. Only a modest 
nurnber of important products can be inspected and FDA has no 
authority to inspect foreign plants unless invited to do so. To 
address these concerns, HACCP procedures are being mutually 
«ccepte4 » the basiS fOr inteifftdfeional trade agrlements!^ 



3'-Z5-98 3:03 PM 

34 

impact: Costa to United States and foreign manufacturers for 
recordkeeping, plan development, hazard control and training. 
Costs to importers for recordkeeping and overseeing foreign 
exporters Implementation of HACCP. Health benefits to consumers. 
Some costs savings to producers. 

BBRBTA: This i s a major rule. 

Budget implications: FDA can operate a HACCP-based P ^ ^ ' ^ r ^ ^ . . ^ 
witSin existing budget outlays but h».s "^iinated that an o p t ™ 
outlay would be approximately 3 million dollars to implement the 
HACCP program for juice. 

paperwork: The proposal w i l l include a burden chart and s o l i c i t 
comments as required by the 1995 PliA. 

Public Comnenta: This proposed rule will allow 7 5 days for 
public comment. 

CoBtaet PeJBOn: K6hft6h Smith. Officii o£ Policy, Regulations 
Policy and Management Staff, 301-443-3480. 
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UEMiTH AMD HUHAK SERVICES 
FOOD AHD DRUG ADKINISTRATIOM 

Tit l e i Food Labeling; Warning and Notice statements; Labeling 
of Juice Products 

fiignlficanca of Ragulatlcn: Not significant under Executive 
Order 12866. 

Dpooning Actionx Proposed rule. 

RIM: OglO-AA43. FRDTS NO-: CFSAK9787. 

Statutory/judicial Deadline: None. 

purpose: This proposal responds to the need to alert consumers 
to the potential risk of foodborne illness from the consumption 
of juice products not specifically processed or treated to 

destroy harmful b?\5i;eria that may be present. As an ifttfetim 
measure until procedures are in place to ensure that a l l juice 
products are processed under Hazard Analysis and Cr i t i c a l Control 
Points (HACCP) principles to prevent such hazards, the agency is 
proposing to require warning label statements on untreated juice 
products. 
Description: This document proposes to anend 21 CFR ioi.l7 by 
adding a requirement for warning label atatemcnts on juice 
products that have not been treated to destroy pathogens. FDA's 
long term plan to ensure the safety of juice products i s to 
require that they be processed under a HACCP plan that involves 

pasteurisation or an equivalont procftss to destroy pathogens. 
However, the proposed labels would serve as an interim measure 
until requirements for processing juice products under HACCP 
principles are implemented, i f a firm demonstrates that i t s 
products are processed in such a way as to destroy pathogens, the 
proposed warning label statements would not be required. 

The proposal provides the mandatory elements of an effective 
warning statement for juice and a model statement embodying these 
mandatory elements. Mandatory elements for a juice warning 
statement include a statement of the hazard, a statement of why 
the l a b e l e d product has the hazard, and a l i s t o£ those Consumers 

Who at greatest risX. The warning statement must appear on 
the label with such prominence and conspicuousness as to render 
the statement likely to be read and understood by the average 
individual under cvistomary conditions of use. 
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Issues I Recent outbreaks of foodbome illnesses caused by the 
consumption of juice products that have not been pasteurized or 
otherwise treated to destroy harmful pathogens have illustrated 
Vhe risKS associated with th6S«i ̂ rocJucte. The most recent 
outbreaks due to Eseheriohia co^j. 0157:H7 in unpasteurized apple 
juice led to serious illness and death, especially among 
children. The agency believes that i t must communicate to the 
industry that i t should b© processing juices to control 
pathogens. Thus, FDA i s planning to initiate rulemaking to 
require that juices be processed under a HACCP system. This 
system w i l l require that a l l haeards, including microbiological 
ones, are identified and controlled. Although HACCP i s the most 
effective means of controlling significant microbiological 
hazards, and i s the long range goal of the agency, rulemaking and 
implementation of HACCP is time consuming and would not likely be 
fully implemented for -several years. Because of the severity of 
the health hazards associated with untreated juice products, 
i.e., illness and death, FDA believes that i t should inform 
consumers of these hazards as soon as possible. Therefore, in 
the int;9riro before HACCP prOCeSBing ffti^ Duice products i s 
implemented, the agency i s proposing to require warning label 
statements on such products to alert consumers that a potential 
health hazard exists. The requirement for warning label 
statements would not be required i f the juice is treated to 
destroy pathogens and the regulation will be revoked when HACCP 
i s imp1ttmented. 

Impact: Costs to the United States and foreign manufacturers for 
labeling of unpasteurized products. Health and information 
benefits to consumer-

Budget Implications: None. 

i^ubiic Comments: This proposed rule will allow 75 days for 
public comment. 

Paperwork: This proposed rule contains no information 
collections subject to OMB review under the Paperwork Reduction 
Act of 1995. 

6BRBFA: This i s a major rule. 

contact Forson: Kennon Smith, o f f i c e of P o l i c y , Regulations 
P o l i c y and Management s t a f f , 301-443-3480. 
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d. The esTahlishment of working groups to develop recommended procedurg for 
outbreak-response coordinanon at the state and local levels. 

UL ORGANIZATTON AND MEMBERSHIP 

A. Under Title TI, Section 204, Subpart (a) ofthe Unfiinded IVfandate Refonn Act of 1995, Pub. 
L. 104-4, elected state ofiBcera, or their desienatpri represeotaitives with authorfty to aa on thea* 
behalf may meet with federal officers to exchange yiows, infonnation, or advice relaxing to the 
managemenl or implemeniadon of Federal programs establisbed pursuant to puhlic law that 
ocpliddy or inherendy share inteigovennnental responsibiliiiert or administraiion. The parties 
therefore agree that ail member? of FORCG will be fiederal officials or stale employees with tfae 
requisite authority. 

B. FORCG will have the following memben: 

1. Three representaavea from USDA: The Under Secretaiy for Food Safety, the Deputy 
Under Secretaiy for Food Safety and thc Admimstrator for FSIS, or their designees. 

2. Four represemaiives fiom HHS: The Asastant Secreiaiy for Health, the Deputy 
Assistant Secretaiy for Heakh, the Commissioner ofthe FDA and the Director of 
CDC, or their designees. 

3. Two representatives from EPA: The Assistant Administrator for the Office of 
Prevention, Pesncides and Toxic Substances and tlye Assistant Adrainistiator for 
Water, or their designees. 

4. One representative from the Association of Food and Drug Officials. 

5. One representative from the Association of State and Tertitoiial Health Officials. 

6. One representative from the Association of State and Territorial Public Healdi 
Laboratory Directors. 

7. One representative from the Council of State and Teniiorial Epidemioiogisis. 

9. One representative fiom the National Association of State Dcpaitments of 
Agriculture. 

IV. RESPONSIBILITIES AND SCOPE OF WORK 

A. The chair ofFORCG will be (term? rotate?) His or her designee will fecilitate each 
meetmg. •» 
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B. One membo' vviU be designated as the outbreak coordinator for each department or agen^ 
that has a role in an outbreak reponse. For outbreaks thai &1I within the purview of HHS, HHS 
will designate the Assistant Secretary for Health as the primarĵ  person in charge of coordination 
for HHS. USDA will designate the Under Secrenzy for Food Satiety as the primaiy person in 
chaige of coordination for USDA EPA will designste the Asnstam Administrator for Water as 
the primary person in chaige of coordination for EPA when drinking water is involved. 

C. 

V. MINERAL FROVISI0:NS 

A. FORCG will meet monthly and the location ofthe meetinj;s wiU rotate between HHS and 
USDA 

B. This Monorandum may be modified with supplemental wiitten ,tgp«Tngnts ggned by the 
parties and can be terminated in writing, in whole or in pan, \3y consensus of the paiues. 

C. This Memorandum will become effective on the date the :5nal signature is afExed hereto. 

D. This Meinoiaxidum is entered into within the limits ofthe statutory amhoiny ofthe patti 
the Memorandum. 

SIGNATURES 

( ( 
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Tom-

The Fund for Rural America was a key Administration priority in the 1996 Farm Bill. It 
provides $100 milUon in mandatory funding in FY 97,99. and 2000. one third of which goes to 
rural development, one tiiird to research, and one third can be aUocated to either RD or research 
by the Secretary. 

We are preparing to announce the FY 97 (the research funds are 2 year monies) grants vjithin die 
next 2-3 weeks Right now there are 64 grants, but it may be more than that. I am attachmg the 
list of awardees- In context, this could also be used to talk about the research tide ofthe Farm 
Bill, which is pending in Congress, as well as food safety research. 

Let me know if you have questions. 

Eric 



Topic List of Fund Grants By Primary Focus 
(Standard Grants) 

I. Civil Rights Oriented Initiatives (7) 

4777 RochlTi, R, 

Micliigan 
Slate 

University Ml 

Latinos In t^e Rural 
Midwest: Convnunity 

Development 
ImpllcaliDns $185,000 

Tuskegee 

Blotechnlcal 
Experiment LBamlnB 

Program tar Rurat 
Alabama '193 500 

499 

New Mexico 
Community 

Grieglo College NM Dl3tar»c8 Education $155,000 

516 Medelros 
Ohio Slale 
University OH 

Using Technology lo 
Provide Nulrilfon 

Education for High 
Rl&k Students $150,632 

537 

Eastern 
Wash)ngtor> 

MIchaetson University WA 

Rural Sctiools, 
Careers, and 
Commi/nily 

Development 3161,539 

527 eaird 
United Tribal 

College ND 

Tribal College 
Information 

Infrastructure $150,000 

545 Civllle 

Center for 
Cfvic 

Networking DC 
PuWIc Web 
Expansion $150,000 

II. Sustainable Rural Communities, Agriculture, and Forestry Initiatives (11) 



4916 
University of 

Aubum Calirom(a CA 

Increasing Affoptlon 
of Sustainable 
Agriculture and 

Positive Community 
Impacts $400,000 

4950 

Pennsylvania 
Slale 

Brooks University • PA 

Economic and 
Environmental 

Benefits oc 
Watershed 

Restoration In Rural 
CksmmunlVes $365,000 

5019 Pelers Land C Lakes MN 

Community Food 
Sourcing lo Fadllate 

Rural Economic 
Development $400,000 

46DB 
Kansas State 

Rice University KS 

Implemenlallon of 
Best Management 

Practices In tbe Blue 
River Basin ol KS 

and NE $425,000 

4612 

Michigan 
Stale 

Moser University 

4682 
ComeN 

Gillespie University 

Enhancing Rural 
EooTiomies Thtrough 

Comprehensive 
Extension. Research, 

and Partnering 
Approaoties Using 

Ml MulU-County 

Retail FarrDei's 
Marltels and Rural 

Development: 
Entrepreneursbip 

Incubrallon, arid 
NY Creation 

$450,000 



5407 Hagan 

Manomel 
Center lor 

Consen/atlon 
Sciences ME 

Integraing Economic 
and Ecological Goals 
on Private Induslrfai 
ForesVsnd in Maine $425,000 

5599 Johnson Virginia Tecli VA 
The ForesI Bank: 
Concept lo Ideality &445.000 

5645 Schmidt 

Unlverstty of 
Verrrjoril & 

Slale 
Agrt cultural 

College vr 

Cyber-Slciils; A 
Prololype for 

Regenerallon In Rural 
Communttles $300,000 

507 

554 

Crawford 

Stark 

Iowa Slale 
University 

National 
Center for 

Small 
CommunlUes 

Telecommunications 
Education 

Partnership Program 
for Rural 

Development in 
IA SoulhwesI Iowa $175,000 

AnOn-Syslem Road 
lo Ihe Information 

DC Superhighway $75,539 

Agricultural Science/Technology Development & Dissemination Initiative (11) 

4926 

Pennsylvania 
State 

Camazine Universily 

4S85 Emara 
University of 

Delaware 

Impfipving Ihe Health 
and Productivity of 

PA Honey Bee Colonies $500,000 

DMA Markel 
Technology fn 

Commercial Brbfier 
Breeder Seiectron 

DE Programs $300,000 



5048 
Comell 

Crohn University NY 

OpUmlzJng and 
Deflverfng Dairy Herd 

Health and 
Managemenl 

Decisions $300,000 

5216 
Purdue 

Akridge. University IN 

Distance Delivered 
Master of Business 

Administration 
Degree In Food 

Agriculture $350,000 

5247 

North Carolina 
State 

Vailianoourt University NC 

Mobilizing National 
Resources to Combat 

Emerging Food 
Animal $500,000 

4325 

University of 
California-

Gardner Davts CA 
Center for Risk 

Analysis $21,244 

4569 
University of 

Natzke Florida FL 

Developmeni of 
National Dairy 

Consortium $25,000 

5570 

Washington 
Slale 

Zulches University WA 

Dislanoe Delivery of 
a B.S. Degree In 

General Agriculture In 
a Tri-Slale Region $450,000 

552 
Oregon Slale 

Gallagher University OR 
Rural WesI Internet 

Masters Project $123,121 

555 
University of 

Smith Georgia GA 

Computer 
Technology of 

Trartsfer of 
Infomiallon to Dairy 

Producers $212,356 



University of 
550 Dunham Minnesota 

Inlogratlng WWW 
Technology $150,000 

IV. Agro-Environmental Initiatives (11) 

5135 GrauHe 

USDA/ARS 
Pecan 

Breeding & 
Genetics TX 

Consenration and 
Utilizing of Pecan 

Genetic Resources $310,000 

University of 
4783 Swaliow Rhode Is'c'nri 

Decision Inforrnalion 
and Support 
Slruclure for 
Sustainabililv $400,000 

University ot 
4830 Wyman Wisconsin 

4750 Glenn USDA/ARS 

Leveraging 
community and 
Induslry-wida 

Resources to Foster 
Wl bloinlensive IPM $50,000 

integrated Manure 
Managemenl on 
Dairy Farms br 
Consarvallon of 

Natural Resources 
MD and Profilablllty $350,000 

4752 Krissoff USDA/ERS MD 

Colorado 
State 

4765 Paustian University CO 

Market Development 
for Organic 

A^cultural Products 

Developing Soli C 
SequeslraUon as a 

Comrrwdity, for COj 
Emission Mitigation -
in U.S, Agriculture 

$250,000 

$425,000 



4796 Humsnik NCSU NC 

Advanced Wasle 
Treatment for 

Envfranmentaily 
Sound and 

Sustainable Swine 
Production $400,000 

4827 Halbrendt 

University ot 
Verrmnt and 

State 
Agricultural 

College VT 

Balancing Economics 
and Environmental 

Impacts-of 
Phosphorus 
Management $395,000 

4679 

Wasliinglon 
Stale 

Jones University WA 

Developmeni and 
reaslbllliy of perennial 

wheal for highly 
erodable landls $370,000 

4869 

i^ichael Fields 
Agricultural 

Hail Institute, Inc. Wi 

Diversifying Com-
Soybean Rotations 

for Protil and 
Environment In Upper 

Midwest $420,000 

5450 Shackelford USDA/ARS 

Consumer Evatualion 
of Beaf classifed for 

tenderness $400,000 

503 

5634 

Pennsylvania 
State 

Travis University PA 

Iowa State 
Bundy University IA 

Improving Farmer 
Access to PesI 

Management Tools 

•DevBlopment of 
Slandard Method of 
Odor Quantllicallon 
using Olfactory and 
Chemical Analysis 

V. Farm/Rural Business Management, Marketing, and Trade (13) 

$219,645 

$375,000 



4996 Souza 
University of 

Idaho ID 

Improved 
Marketability for 

Wheal Grown in the 
Pacilic Northwest $270,000 

5354 Baker 
Purdue 

University IN 

A Comprehensive 
Risk Management 
Education Ftogram 

for Com Belt 
Agricullure $250,000 

4765 

Boehringer 
Ingelhelm/NO 

BL 
LatMralortes, 

Daniel Inc. IA 

Implementation of a 
Food Safety 

Improvement Syslem 
for Sustaining Ihe 

Competitiveness of 
Ihe Independent Pork 
Producer snd Packer $340,000 

5513 
University of 

Henkei, Jr. New Mexico 

University of 
MissDurt-

5S82 Duncan Columbia 

Rural Agrioullural 
NM Enterprise Netivotli $260,000 

innovations for 
Increasing Equity 
Capital In Rural 

MO Communities $235,000 

University of 
477 Bomash Minnesota 

VI. Food Initiatives (9) 

Conrell 
4922 Spinier University 

Enhancing Rural 
Development 

Through Eleclronic 
H/iN Commerce $250,000 

Safe Practice 
Assessment for 
Gleaned Fresh 

Produce in Food 
NY Rescue $447,826 



4988 

Tri-Community 
DIMaio Aclion Agency NJ 

New Jersey 
Cooperative Gleaning 

Program $574,591 

5162 Saper^ USDA/ARS PA 

Ensuring lhe 
Microblologtcal 
Safety of Fresh 

Apples' $290,000 

5126 Kedrich 
Iowa Stale 
University IA 

Legume Phyto 
Chemicals; Improving 

UltHzalior $500,000 

5205 Mllner 
State 

University PA 
Inhibitory Effects of 

Allium Foods $300,000 

5301 

4746 

Cenier for 
l^jbllc Interest 

Miles Resoareh CA 

University ol 
Jones Arizona AZ 

National Student 
Food Salvage 

Program $64,440 

Food Losses from tiie 
Farm lo the 
Consumer $500,000 

4644 
University of 

Goldman Wisconsin Wl 

Are Value Added CV 
Heallh Claims Valid 

for Vegetables? 
Onlan-lnduoed 

Antlplanet Acttvtty $325,000 

4852 

Kansas State 
Kastner University KS 

HACCP 
Implementation and 
Evaluation in Small 

and Very Small 
Meat/Poultry Planis $440,000 

VM. New Uses Initiatives (6) 



5076 Ray 
University of 

Arizona AZ 

Devetopment of 
Guayule as New 

Crop for the 
ProducHon of 

Kypoallergenic Latex $500,000 

4763 

Peeptes 
Consulting 
Associates, 

Peoples I nee VA 

Premium Dlesel-
Evatuallng a U.S. 

Martlet Opportunities 
forBtodiesel as a 

fdotor Fuel Additive $31,000 

5633 Punches 
Oregon State 

University OR 

Evaluation ol Small-
Diameter Umber for 

Value-Added 
Manufacturing $400,000 

6652 

5157 

Klmmons 

Elter 

Shiriey 
Community 
Service and 
Dev Corp 

University of 
Arizona 

AR 

AZ 

Ozark Rural 
Development 
lncut>ator... 

Revitalizing the 
Navajo Woo) and 
Mohair induslry 

$300,000 

$25,000 

5218 Parker 

Vll. Telecommunications (12) 

477 Qomssh 

Improved 
Greenhouse 
Tedinotogles 

University ol Supporting New 
Vermont VT England Family Fami SI 40,000 

Enhancing Rural 
[development 

University ot Through Electronic 
Minnesola I^N Commerce $250,000 



499 Grieglo 

m 
Community 

College 
MN Distance Education $155.000 

507 Crawford 
Iowa Stata 
University IA 

Telecommunications 
Education 

Partnership Program 
lor Rural 

Devetepment in 
Southwest Iowa $175,000 

516 Medeiros 
Ohio State 
University OH 

Using Technology to 
Provide Nutrition 

Education for High 
Risk Students $150,632 

637 

552 

Easlem 
Washington 

Mlchaeison University 

Gallagher 
Oregon State 

University 

Rural Schools, 
Careers, and 
Commiunlly 

WA Development $161,539 

RurslWest Internet 
OR Masters Pr<^ect $123,121 

554 SlarK 

National 
Center for 

Small 
Communities OC 

An Off-System Road 
lo the infoimallon 

Supertiighway $75,539 

CM 

o 
at 

CM 
o 
CM 

< 

555 

527 

Smith 

Balrd 

University of 
Georgia 

. Uniled Tribal 
College 

Computer 
Technology of 

Transfer of 
Information to Dairy 

GA Producers $212,356 

Tribal College 
infonnation 

NO Infrastmclure $150,000 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTi^JIDING 

AMONG - , 

THE UNTTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AC»ICULTURE ^>V^<«^ 

AND |^.^i_[^M!f^*^ 

THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OMEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

AND 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

L INTRODUCTION 

A. Parties 

The parries to this agreement are the United States Depaitmoii: of Agriculture (USDA), the 
United States D T̂aztment of Health and Human Seivices (HHS) and the Environmema] 
Protection Ageney (EPA). 

B. Background 

While the American food supply is among the safest in the worLl, there are still millions of 
Amencans ^ c k ^ by illness every year caused by the food the}' consumê  and some 9,000 a year 
— mosdy the very young and elderly—die as a result Tlie threats are numerous and varied, 
ranging from Escherichia coli (£1 coli) 0157:H7 in and apple jiiice, to Sahnonella in eggs 
and on vegetables, to Cyclospora on firuit, to Crypto^ridnan in drinking water — and most 
recently, to hepatitis A vims in fiozen strawberries. 

In his January 25, 1997 radio address, President Clinton dirked three Cabinet members — the 
Secretary of Agriculture;' the Secretary of HHS, and the Administrator of the EPA — co identify 
specific steps to improve the sa&ty of the food supply. Their May, 1997, report to the Picsideni 
idenfified several problem issues and outlined a comprehensive new initiative to address those 
problems and impiove the'safety of the naiibn's fbod supply. 

One issue addressed in the report to lhe President was the coonlination among Fedaal, State and 
local agencies in responding to mterstate oiitbreaks of fbod bonie illnesses. 

Four federal agendes are charged ̂ h responding to outbrealcs of fbod bome illness Cmduding 
water borne illness): USDA, EPA, and ihe Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) at HHS. Each ofthe four federal agencies has a 
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potentially criticai role when an outbreak occurs. CDC's primtary responsibility is to assist siaxe 
and local health departments m invesdgaiing outbrealcs of ilhiess and in identifying the cause of 
the outbreak. FDA, the Food Safety and Inspection Seivice C^SIS) at USDA and EPA also have 
responsibility for determming whether a product they regulate may be causing lUness, and of 
halting the spread of illness by taking regulatory action against the suspect products, or wastes 
(other Than animal manures) that have the potential to contaminate the air, lanĤ  or waters used to 
produce the food product. The type of food affected determines which regulatory agency has 
primary jurisdiction: FSIS r^ulates meats, pouhiy, and egg products; FDA regulates all other 
foods including shell egps: and EPA regulates wazerand pesticides and manages organic and 
inorganic wastes used or disposed of on agricuhufal land. While each agency has deaiiy d̂ finoH 
areas of responsibility, the successful containment of many outHneaks of food bome iUness 
involves more than one agency. 

All siazes, and many local governments, wiA widely varying expertise and resources, share 
responsibility with the federal agencies &r response to such oudireaks and, also, have a critical 
role. Identification and investigations of fbod bome illness often begin at the commumty or state 
level. States share with the federal government the legal respcmsibilify for protecting the health 
of their residents. Although food borne oudireaks are sometimes local, most outbreaks implicate 
federal agency jiuisdicdon. Illnesses cross state border̂  and rnost fbods or fbod ingredients are 
processed or produced in another state or by imonational trading panners. Federal involveraem 
Is also necessaiy v^en contaminated fbod fi^om a common souire has been distributed to grocery 
stores, restaurants, and homes in more than one state. 

In many oudireaks of food bome illness, federal agencies work with state and local health 
authorines in their investigation and in ioQjlemeniation of control measures through consultation, 
diagnostic assistance, and by regulatory action agamst the products. In some instances, on-site 
assistance is requested by local and state authorities finom the CDC to establish the cause of an 
outbreak, and firom other agendes to help find the source ofthe problem. For large or multistate 
outbreaks, federal agendes play a critical coordination role to e nsure consistency of ̂ proadi and 
mtplementation of needed control measures. 

Companies responsible for aflfected products also have a critical role to play. Food companies are 
sometimes the first to recognize that their product is causing ilLaess. In addition, food-product 
recalls are voluntary, although FDA may request a company to recaU products. Federal and state 
agendes can benefit fro^ industry's expertise about food products and their distribution paneras. 

C Recognition of Need 

Altiiough significant coordinalion aĥ eady occurs among the FoiertPSg^Se -̂among Federal, 
State and local agetides, among the various State agencies, and between State and local agendes, 
better coordination is needed to meet new and growing threats to the nations fbod supply, 
enhance the level of public health protection, leverage agency resources and experience, and avoid 
duplication of efibrt. 

Further, a critical dement of an effective, rapid response to a food bome Uhiesa outbreak is ready 
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communication by all the involved parties. Although thoe are communication systems in place, 
the sj^ems need to be expaiuled and coordinated to achieve rapid exdiange of information 
data between key outbreak-response personnel in each agency at the federal, state and local 
levek. 

The report to the Presidem recommended the establishment of an inorgovemmental group, to be 
known as the Food bome Outbreak Response Coordinating Group, to improve tlie approach to 
interstate outbreaks of food bome illness and develop a nationii coordinated outbreak'Tesponse 
system. 

IL PURPOSE 

A. This memorandum of understandmg (Memorandum") among the parties is entered into in 
order to form the Food bome Oudffcak Response Cootdinatmj; Ciroup (TORCG'^. 

B. The purpose ofthe FORCG is defined by the Mowing goal, mission and objectives: 

1. It is the goal of FORCG to unprove the outbreak reiiponse to food bome illnesses by 
all federtti, state and local agendes charged with responding to such outbreaks. 

2. Toward this goal, it is the mission of FORCG to proiride participation by all fedo^ 
state and local agendes with outbreak-response duties in the devdopment ofa national 
comprehensive and coordinated fbod bome illness oidneak-response system. 

3. This mission wOl be accomplished by subscribing to the following managemem 
objectives whidi will, in turn, guide FORCG: 

a. The review and evaluation of eadi outbreak tresponse with inpiXL from industry 
and consumer representatives. In each review, FORCG will assess the 
mfiastnicnire for the response, will provide recommendations for improvement 
and will work with federal, state and local governments, the food industry, heallh 
professionals, and consumer advocates to implement beneficial changes. 

b. The devdopment of standard r̂ocedures for riie rapid exchange of data and 
in&rmanon associated with fbod bome iDness outbreaks between involved 
agendes and for dissemination to the public. The procedures will cover the 
exchange of data and infiirmation assodated witli an oud>reak and will 
complemem systems established for occhange of inforrnalion about day-to-day 
ocairrences of food bome illness. The procedures will also provide fbr r ^ d 
dissemination of arnirarp information to the public by the ^propriate agency 
spokesperson. 

c. A nationwide audit to catalogue easting state and local food-safety program 
infiastrucnires and resources for investigation and survdllance of feod bome 
illnesses. 
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Initiative to Ensure the Safety of Imported and Domestic Fresh Fruits 
and Vegetables: Status Report 

Background 

American consumers enjoy one of the safest food supplies in the world. However, over the last 
several years there has been an increase in reported outbreaks of foodbome illness associated with 
both domestic and imported fresh fruits and vegetables. In May 1997, as part of the President's 
Food Safety Initiative, the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), the Depaitment of 
Agriculture (USDA), and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) sent to the President a 
report that identified produce as an area of concem. On October 2, 1997, President CUnton 
announced a new imtiative to ensure that our fruits and vegetables, including those imported from 
other countries, meet the highest health and safety standards. 

The President called on Congress to give the Food and Dmg Administration (FDA) the authority to 
better assure that food imports meet existing United States food safety laws and regulations. 
Legislation has been introduced in the House of Representatives that would enhance FDA's ability 
to ensure the safety of all foods imported into the U.S. The legislation would enhance FDA's 
ability to protect U.S. consumers while being consistent with U.S. trade rights and obligations. 

In addition, the President directed the Secretary of Health and Human Services and the Secretary of 
Agriculture to work together in close cooperation wilh the agricultural community to develop the 
first-ever safety guidance for the growing, processing, shipping, and selling of fmits and 
vegetables. This voluntary guidance will address potential food safety problems throughout the 
production and distribution system and help ensure the sanitation and safety practices of all those 
seeking to sell produce in the U.S. market. This second component of the President's Directive — 
voluntary guidance — is an important outreach and education effort, reflecting the Administration's 
commitment to direct resources toward improving food safety and the availability of food safety 
technologies. 

The President's FY 1999 budget includes funds necessary to expand FDA's international 
capabilities; full implementation in FY 1999 will be contingent on receiving adequate 
appropriations. 

This Report 

The President asked the two Secretaries to report back to him with a plan and schedule for 
developing this guidance. This report presents the progress made to develop voluntary guidance 
for the growing, processing, shipping, and selling of fmits and vegetables and the schedule and 
plans to accomphsh these and the other elements of the President's produce initiative. To meet the 
President's goal that our produce meet the highest health and safety standards, the Departments 
will develop voluntary Good Agricultural Practices (GAPs) and Good Manufacturing Practices 
(GMPs) guidance for produce (henceforth referred to as guidance). GAPs cover production 
practices including growing, harvesting, handling, and Uransportation. GMPs primarily address 
harvesting and transportation, but also include aspects of manufacturing such as processing and 
packaging. GAPs and GMPs by necessity, overlap and are interrelated. 

February 20, 1998 Page i 
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This report also describes interdependent activities that will help industry successfully apply the 
voluntary guidance. For example, the domestic and foreign industry may require technical 
assistance from U.S. agencies to effectively apply the voluntary guidance. Educalion and outreach 
efforts will be provided to the domestic and foreign industry and these activities will be based on a 
strong underlying, accelerated research program. In the long-term, research and risk assessment 
on fresh produce will be incorporated in the multi-year Food Safety Initiative research planning 
process. Development of this interagency research planning process is being facilitated by the 
White House Office of Science and Teclmology Policy. 

The U.S. produce industry, states, and many countries exporting fresh fmits and vegetables to the 
U.S. have already taken significant steps to develop and implement unproved agricultural practices 
and guidehnes. Activities in this initiative, particularly in developing the voluntary GAP/GMP 
guidance, recognize this effort and build on it. 

I - Good Agricultural Practices/Good Manufacturing Practices Guidance 

Status: FDA, working with the USDA, is preparing a general GAP/GMP guidance document. 
FDA plans to pubUsh the document as proposed voluntary guidance with opportunity for public 
comments. This guidance, titled "Guide to Minimizing Microbial Food Safety Hazards for Fresh 
Fruits and Vegetables", describes science-based good agricultural practices that farmers and 
producers may use for water quality, manure management, sanitation (both field and facility 
sanitation, as well as worker hygiene), and handling and transportation. The guidance also 
describes use of producer identification and information on the flow ofthe product through 
distribution channels. This information can facilitate source identification, should a commodity be 
associated with a foodborne iUness outbreak. This guidance can be used by both domestic and 
foreign fresh fruit and vegetable producers to help ensure the safety of their produce. The 
guidatice, which is a science-based evaluation of risks, will be consistent with World Trade 
Organization obligations and will not impose unnecessary or unequal resttictions or barriers on 
either domestic or foreign producers. The agencies recognize that appropriate use of pesticides and 
related antimicrobial agents play an important role in controlling microbial contamination, but 
caution that excessive or inappropriate use of these substances does not take the place of 
GAPs/GMPs. ^ 

FDA and USDA sponsored, with states, a series of public meetings from mid-November to mid-
December, 1997, in which the agricultural community, the intemational trade community, 
consumers, and the scientific community participated. The purpose of these meetings was to give 
participants the opportunity to offer their perspective on the working draft guidance and provide 
comments, technical information, and suggested modifications to the draft guidance. The National 
Advisory Committee on Microbiological Criteria for Foods' Fresh Produce Subcommittee (a 
USDA/FDA advisory committee) was present at the first public meeting. Based on information 
exchanged at that fust public meeting and Subcommittee members' expertise, the Subcommittee 
provided recommendations that were incorporated into the working draft guidance document. This 
revised working draft document was subsequently used as the basis of discussion at a series of 
meetings for the agricultuial community. These "grassroots" meetings were held at six regional 
locations around the country during December. The agencies also presented the draft guidance to 
representatives of embassies and individuals associated with importing produce into the U.S. at an 
intemational meeting in December. Feedback from the agriculmral community through the 
"grassroots" meetings and other fora is essential to be sure that the guidance being developed is 
practical and applicable. Development of the fmal guidance will draw on scientific data and 

February 20, 1998 p̂ ĝ̂  2 
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Otherinformation that describes the fresh fruit and vegetable industry domestically and in couniries 
exporting products to the U.S. 

FDA, with USDA, will oversee a task force (with representation from other federal agencies and 
states) to assist in developmg additional guidance if sound science, risk, or experience with general 
guidance indicate a need. The additional guidance may be tailored to reduce the potential for 
microbial contamination with specific pathogens (e.g., E. coli 0157:H7, Cyclospora) and to 
reduce contamination associated with particular hazards (e.g., microbially-derived toxins) and 
commodities. This type of guidance can also be designed to minimize microbial contamination 
throijgh particular pathways, such as control of water quality, worker sanitation and health, field 
and facility sanitation, and transportation and handling of produce. Options are being explored to 
determine the most efficient ways to provide industry with effective guidance that yields the most 
benefit for the resources expended. Any additional guidance will be developed through an open 
process involving industry, consumers, academia, states, and public health professionals, 
including the FDA public review and comment process. 

The general guidance may be augmented as information about scientific advances and risks 
associated with fresh produce received from a variety of sources, (e.g., foodborne illness 
outbreaks and research) indicates the need for targeted guidance or refmement ofthe general 
guidance. 

Timeline: 
Short-term — October - December 1997 

a. FDA drafted proposed voluntary GAP/GMP guidance 
b. FDA and USDA held a public meeting and a meeting of the National 

Advisory Committee on Microbiological Criteria for Foods to sohcit 
comments and recommendations on the guidance 

c. FDA and USDA conducted grassroots and intemational meetings to rcceive 
comments and information from the public 

Mid-term — January - May 1998 
a. FDA, working with representatives from USDA, EPA, Occupational Safety 

and Health Administration (OSHA), and the State Departments of Agriculture 
and of Health from CaUfomia, Florida, and Michigan, wiU analyze comments 
and information from the public, grassroots, and intemational meetings and 
revise guidance incorporating that information 

b. Pubhsh revised guidance as a proposal in the Federal Register 
c. Comment period of 75 days for pubUc to submit comments and information 

pertaining to the guidance 

Long-term — June 1998 and beyond 
a. Evaluate comments and revise guidance into final guidance 
b. PubUsh final guidance in the Federal Register by October 2, 1998 
c. Create an interagency committee to evaluate the need for additional guidance 

and, if additional guidance is needed, oversee and direct the development of 
that guidance 

d. Develop a strategy to refine existing guidance, incorporating advances in 
science and knowledge about produce safety and information about new risks 

e. Develop risk assessment techniques to use in evaluating the effectiveness of 
and refining (based on that evaluation) implemented food safety control 
strategies 

Febmary 20, 1998 p^^^ 3 
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Supporting Information: To complement data and information being developed 
domestically, comparable data and country information, such as epidemiologic data on human 
health and food saiety legislation and regulations affecting production, handling, and storage of 
produce for selected counfries that export produce to the U.S. wiU be compiled by mid-July, 1998. 

Timeline: 

Short-term — November 1997 - June, 1998 
a. Identify and compile current data concerning primary sources of fresh fruits 

and vegetables 
b. Identify and compile available data about domestic agricultural practices and 

foreign food safety legislation and regulation for selected countries that export 
produce to the U.S. This information will support the scientific (including 
evaluation of risks) approach. 

c. Identify gaps in current data 

Mid-term — June - August 1998 
Federal and state govemment agencies will develop a proposal to fill data 
gaps in consultation with industry 

Long-term — September 1998 and beyond 
Using available funding, implement a plan to fill gaps. 

II- Technical Assistance and Education and Outreach 

Technical Assistance: 

Technical expertise and resources must complement the voluntary guidance to achieve 
iniproyement in the safety of fresh fruits and vegetables. The guidance will be most effective when 
safety is bolstered at every step in the process, from in-field operations tiirough distribution to the 
consumer U.S. govemment agencies, FDA and USDA in particular, will work with appropriate 
U.b. and foreign govemment pubUc health and agricultural agencies, as weU as with industry 
groups, to provide techmcal assistance needed to support appropriate appUcation ofthe guidance 
by the produce industry. If a foreign govemment is interested in learning more about the U S 
guidelines and systems for assuring ttie safety of domestically produced and imported fresh fmits 
and vegetables, overseas personnel from USDA and State Department will coUaborate as necessary 
to facilitate these visits. Likewise, in order to provide technical assistance or followup to 
foodbome illness outbreaks, these overseas personnel will facilitate visits of FDA and/or Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) investigators or scientists to foreign operations to 
ascertain ttie source of problems tiiat may pose a safety hazard m produce exported to the U.S. 

USDA and FDA plan to work with a broad spectmm of representatives from ttie public and private 
sector in foreign countries and in tiie U.S. to promote appropriate application of the guidance and 
improve production and processing practices. These include officials from the health and 
agriculture agencies m foreign countries, ttie Food and Agriculture Organization, the World Health 
Organization, and subsidiary organizations (e.g.. Pan American Health Organization), as well as 
exporter associations and multinational banks. In the U.S., ttie agencies will work with 
appropnate land grant colleges and universities, state agencies, and industry associations In 
workmg with doniestic and foreign groups, it is critical that in addition to technical assistance we 
provide clear guidance on the legal requirements for offering fresh food for sale in tiie U S With 
this understanding, the foreign and domestic govemmeni, industry, and academic groups can 

February 20, 1998 
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guide producers decisions about what, if any, modifications of current practices are appropriate 
tor industry to satisfy U.S. legal requirements for foods. As part of ttiis effort USDA and FDA 
will share new technologies as ttiey are developed to enhance the safety of fresh fruits and 
vegetables, such as improved manure tt'eatment mettiods, more sensitive analytical mettiods and 
post-harvest freatments to reduce levels of or eliminate pathogens on produce. 

Timeline: 

Short-term — November 1997 - September 1998 
a. Form an interagency cadre to establish procedures to develop technical 

assistance and education outreach programs, to identify gaps in data to 
understand agricultural practices, and to assess effectiveness of ttie programs 

b. Identify ongoing programs providing techmcal assistance to domestic 
producers and selected foreign counfries that export to the U.S. related to 
produce safely 

c. Integrate tiie goals of ttie President's Directive into ongoing programs where 
appropriate 

d. Identify gaps where technical assistance may not be available 

Long-term —September 1998 and beyond 
a. Develop and implement a strategy to provide technical assistance necessary to 

achieve ttie goals of ttie President's Directive 
b. Evaluate effectiveness of GAP/GMP guidance and update ttie guidance 

accordingly 

Education and Outreach: Education and outreach programs are essential to foster appropriate 
apphcation ofthe gmdance by ttie domestic and intemational fresh fruit and vegetable industry 
These programs are pivotal to industry's understanding ofthe essential principles ofthe guidance 
as well as the scientific and practical reasons for application of the guidance as everyday production 
and processing practice. Ottiers in the distribution chain from the fmit and vegetable producers to 
the fmal user— ttie consumer — must be reached by ttiese programs in order to assure that the care 
taken to prevent microbial contamination in growing, harvestmg, processing, and transnortine is 
not thwarted by later mishandUng. y B < 

USDA, through its parmership witti State Cooperative Extension Services in the United States 
will provide leadership for tiie Directive's producer oufreach and educational sfrategy. USDA' 
FDA and CDC wUl plan a national food safety scientific and education conference in 1998 
to share current scientific and educational mformation on food safety risks ttiat can furttier enhance 
the microbiological safety of fresh fmits and vegetables, to apprise scientific experts and extension 
professionals ofthe voluntary general guidance document, and to discuss methods for promoting 
appropriate apphcation of the guidance. The guidance will be incorporated into extension " 
programs focused on ttie best management practices in fioiit and vegetable production It will also 
serve as a basis for directing program resources to help assure appropriate application of 
production practices which mmmuze contamination of fmits and vegetables. Slate and local 
extension agents csji play a vital role in the successftil apphcation of ttie guidance, since they are 
knowledgeable abdut on-farm production practices and can provide expert advice on how 
producers can incorporate interventions recommended in the guidance to reduce the risk of 
microbial contamir ation at the farm level. 

February 20, 1998 
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materi«t,!!^,?i^^^^^^ ^^ '^^^ workforce, the guidance and associated educational 
materials must be available m native languages and must use terras understood by this diverse 

n e T S : .^H m n f ' - r ^ t ' ' T - ^ r "^^^^ countries. Tfmlet these 
n?th^ J H USDA WlU work with industry and foreign governments to provide translations 
d L ^ m t n t s ^ ^ f m S r ^ associated fraining tnd information m^erials, asTe 

We anticipate ttiat education and oufreach activities will reach beyond ttie immediate needs of ttie 
growers, h^yesters, processors, and distributors of fresh produce to ttie wholesale and relail 
segments of tiie mdustiy and to ttie consumer. Expanded education efforts wiU be directed to 
increasing awareness of how to enhance the safety of fresh ftoiits and vegetables, as well as about 
use of safe practices for handling and storing fresh produce. 

The information provided at ttie grassroots and intemational meetings will help ttie agencies 
priorifrze outt-each acuvities and preparation of materials. FDA and USDA anticipate drawing on 
the resources and expertise of ottier agencies and industry groups to provide outreach and 
education, particularly targeted to specific regional needs in the U.S. The agencies have met witti 
representatives of state agnculture departments and the industry to begin discussions of how best 
to make available needed trainmg and information. We anticipate that industry itself wiU be a 
primary vehicle for oufreach and education activities. 

In the intemational arena, USDA will be instmmental in facUitating the development of education 
and training programs. The USDA's Intemational Cooperation and Development staff can 
lacihtate developnient of cooperative fraining programs on the guidance, in coUaboration with ottier 
agencies capable of providmg fiinding for ttiese activities. The State Department will facilitate FDA 
and USDA contacts witti foreign govemments and indusfry groups to inform them of the guidance 
and provide technical assistance. USDA wUl also explore mechanisms to obtain the resources and 
expertise from other international organizations, such as ttie Food and Agriculture Organization and 
ttie Inter-Amencan Instttute for Cooperation on Agriculture, in order to facilitate discussions on 
produce safety issues. FDA and USDA wiU evaluate the scope of GAP/GMP education programs 
and matenals needed to educate foreign govemments and organizations, factoring in information 
provided at the international meeting. 

Timeline: 

Short-term — March - May 1998 
a. Working with induslry, develop a progi'am to provide growers, harvesters 

distobutors, and other aspects of tiie industry witfi background and 
mformation about tiie hazards, particularly microbial, associated with fresh 
produce 

b. FDA and USDA will convene a National food safety and education 
conference on fmits and vegetables to discuss ttie draft guidance 

c. Pending finalization of ttie guidance, take preliminary steps to detennine 
mechanisms for providing information and assistance to ttie domestic 
industry m applying guidance. Likewise, preliminary steps wiU be taken to 
develop a program targeted to foreign producers. 

Mid-term — July - September 1998 
a. FDA and USDA wUl develop a strategy to educate producers and promote ttie 

appropnate application of ttie final voluntary general guidance which involves 
federal agencies, states, and the industry. 

February 20, 1998 
Page 6 



02/24/98 TUE 10:39 FAX 202 205 5025 CFSAN OCD/EOS 0008 

b. Work wittl ottier groups (foreign governments, foreign industry groups) to 
develop a sfrategy for promoting the appropriate apphcation of voluntary 
gmdance 

Long-term ~ October 1998 and beyond 
a. Develop a sfrategy for refining outtreach efforts to meet needs identified by 

specific producer and industiy sectors. 

I l l - Focused Inspections and Verifvii^y Apnlicafipn of Gutdanca 

Inspection and Testing: Inspections of fresh fmit and vegetable operations in combination 
witii sampling and testing provides FDA and USDA witti scientific infonnation about ttie microbial 
quality of both domestic and imported products. Identification of microbiological problems allows 
implementation of prevention or intervention measures before iUness occurs. It also aids in 
targetmg educational outreach and technical assistance. 

FDA wiU expand its fresh fmit and vegetable inspection and testing program for domestic and 
imported produce. Additional resources wUl be focused particularly on sampling products from 
areas, in the U.S. and abroad, where ttiere is evidence ttiat a potential hazard exists and preventive 
measures are lacking. 

Verification: Verifying ttie application of ttie guidance, particularly in segments of the industry 
where nucrobial foodbome illnesses have occurred, is integral to determining its effectiveness m 
reducing ttie risk associated with fresh fruits and vegetables. The USDA and FDA wiU use 
evaluation of nsks and survey techniques, such as USDA's Fmit Survey and Vegetable Survey 
and FDA field sun/eys of processors, to detennine the extent of appUcation of ttie guidance by both 
the domestic and foreign industry and the effectiveness of ttie GAP/GMP program in reducing the 
occmxence of pattiogenic microorganisms and ttie incidence of produce-associated illnesses The 
first surrey wiU be conducted to detemiine current practices, specifically ttiose practices ttiat have 
the most impact on public health and ttiose ttiat are covered in ttie general guidance. This baseline 
infomiaUon will be augmented with infonnation from other sources, such as foreign govemments 
and state agencies, on current practices. A second, more extensive, survey on practices will be 
conducted at a later date. This mformation — from the surveys and other sourx;es — will be used 
to evaluate application ofthe guidance and to make necessary adjustments in the GAP/GMP 
program, including refinements of the guidance. 

Timeline: FDA's inspection and sample coUection and analysis activities wUl be 
expanded. Increased inspection and testing efforts are budget dependent and 
would be desirable to help evaluate ttie effectiveness of ttie general and 
additional guidance. The verifying activity will begin in FY 1999. 

IV. Accelerated Food Safety Research 

Successful implementation of ttiis initiative reUes on scientific research and characterization ofthe 
nsks to public health posed by microbial contamination. The overall research goal identified in this 
initiative IS development of cost-effective intervention and prevention strategies to reduce ttie 
mcidence of foodbome Ulness. Research will also support development of improved detection 
methods useful in a variety of envu-onments and targeted to sources of contamination. These 
mettiods WlU be used to support long-term surveUlance and monitormg of botti domestic and 
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imported produce at the pomt of production and harvest (e.g., mettiods for detection of Cyclospora 
and Hepatitis A on produce) and to support development of control and prevention strategies ttiat 
augment use of general and additional GAP/GMP guidance. 

FDA and USDA botti have vigorous research programs in areas related to development of 
pattiogen detection and quantification metiiodology, as weU as development of control and 
prevention mterventions. EPA and USDA research would be conducted to assess the significance 
of patiiogen concenfrations in natural (free-flowing) and agricultural water supplies and potential 
subsequent contamination of fruits and vegetables through inigation practices. 

FDA and USDA are individually and collectively reviewing ttieir respective FY 1998 research 
projects related to fresh fruits and vegetables to identify specific research ttiat can be accelerated. 
USDA and FDA have held research planning meetings with other agencies conducting food safety 
related research, including ttie CDC, EPA, Department of Defense, Department of Energy 
National Science Foundation, and National Institutes of Health (NIH). In addition, the agencies 
have met witii industty and consumer representatives to determine what food safety research is 
currentiy ongoing or in ttie developmental stages outside the govemment and to identify research 
needs from this outside perspective. 

The agencies are developing a coordinated research plan for reducing microbial risk in produce 
The research plan is scheduled to be available in early 1998. Four specific areas for research focus 
have been identified as: improved detection methods, resistance to fraditional preservation 
techniques, antibiotic resistance, and development of intervention stt-ategies. Research is currently 
underway in all ttiese areas. Among the areas to be further investigated are: packaging, storage, 
and preservation technologies; production practices; and use of post-harvest treatments to reduce 
levels of unavoidable microbial contamination. NIH research on pathogenicity and cUnical human 
disease wiU support bolh development of detection methods and ttie risk assessments necessarv to 
evaluate control strategies for the target pathogens. 

Research and characterization of risks is a high priority. Research on preventive technologies and 
mtervention sfrategies to reduce or eUminate microbial contamination is a specific priority. Work 
will be conducted on manure ttreatment or composting techniques to assure that the manure is 
acceptable for application to a specific commodity. Post-harvest chemical (such as use of 
antimicrobial agents in wash water) and physical treatments will be investigated for ftoiits and 
vegetables, as wUl mettiods of preventing the persistence and growth of patiiogens on both whole 
arid minimally processed produce during storage and transportation. Another area of research that 
WlU be accelerated is mettiods development, specifically mettiods to detect Cyclospora and 
Hepatitis A on produce. Studies of chemical pattem recognition (frace-element fingerprints) to 
identify where specific foods were grown or processed will also aid in fracebacks to detennine 
both ttie source of foods and ttie pattiogens implicated in foodbome iUness outbreaks. 

Timeline: 

Short-tenn — September 1997 - March 1998 
a. Initiated interagency review of research related to safety of fresh fruits and 

vegetables 
b. Research plan wUl be avaUable in early 1998 ttiat wiU identify fresh fruit and 

vegetable-related research 

February 20, 1998 
Page 8 
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Long-term — AprU 1998 and beyond 

^' ^ ^'"^^^^ "̂"̂  interagency review of research progress and 
identification of new research needed 

b. Develop schedule for making the updated research plan available periodically 
V . Particinan^s in thi;.; Initifl^.-y^ 

The foUowing agencies are confributing to ttiis initiative: ttie Food and Dmg Administt-ation the 
Nattonal Institutes of Healtti, and tiie Centers for Disease Confrol and p S n t i r S the DeS^^^^ 
of Healtti and Hmiian Services; ttie Agriculmral Marketing Service, the AgrSura l ReseS^^ 

F d S ' ^ l ^ ' ^^^^i^«' CoopeVative S ? S r e S c h 
Education and Extension Service, ttie Economic Research ServicCthe Foreign Agriculmral 
Service, ttie Food Safety and Inspection Service, ttie National Agriculmral StS^^st iSnS ttie 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, and tiie Office of Risk Assessment and Cost benefit 
Analysis m ti,e U s. Department of Agriculmre; ttie Enviromnental Protection Agency-the 
D e ^ . T ^ ^ i l ^ ' ' " ' M^'^^tP?Safety and Healtti Administration; and the DepSment of 
^ ^ . n t s m t ' ^ l ^ r ' ' ^-^^oP^-n^ and Engineering Center are L o w o l n g on 

February 20. 1998 
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October 2, 19 97 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

SUBJECT: I n i t i a t i v e to Ensure the Safety of Imported 
and Domestic F r u i t s and Vegetables 

American consumers today enjoy the safest food supply i n 
the world, and I am proud of my Administration's record i n 
t h i s area. We have taken s i g n i f i c a n t steps to ensure that 
we maintain the safest food possible. We have put i n place 
improved safety standards f o r meat, poult r y , and seafood 
products, and we have begun the process of developing enhanced 
safety standards f o r f r u i t and vegetable juices. We have also 
expanded research, education, and surveillance a c t i v i t i e s 
through coordinated e f f o r t s of a l l agencies involved i n food 
safety issues. Together, these measures w i l l g r e a t l y improve 
the safety of the Nation's food supply. 

We need to b u i l d on these ef 
by focusing on the safety of 
the produce Americans eat i s 
better, especially at a time 
f r u i t s and vegetables from a 
38 percent of the f r u i t and 
consumed by Americans came f 
f r u i t s and vegetables coming 
produced i n the United State 
own domestic standards. 

f o r t s , and today I ask you to do so 
f r u i t s and vegetables. Although 
very safe, we can and must do even 
when Americans are eating more 

11 over the world. Last year, 
12 percent of the vegetables 
rom overseas. We must ensure that 
from abroad are as safe as those 

s, especially as we upgrade our 

To help accomplish t h i s task, I plan to send to the Congress 
proposed l e g i s l a t i o n that w i l l require the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) to h a l t imports o f . t r u i t s , vegetables, 
or other food from any foreign country whose food safety 
systems and standards are not on par with those of the 
United States. This l e g i s l a t i o n , which w i l l be s i m i l a r to 
ex i s t i n g law requ i r i n g the USDA to hal t the importation of meat 
and po u l t r y from such countries, w i l l enable the FDA to prevent 
the importation of p o t e n t i a l l y unsafe foreign produce. My 
Fiscal Year 1999 budget w i l l provide the necessary funds to 
enable the FDA t o expand dramatically i t s i n t e r n a t i o n a l food 
inspection force. With t h i s greatly increased a b i l i t y to 
inspect food safety conditions abroad and at points of entry, 
the FDA w i l l be able to determine when to halt the importation 
of f r u i t s and vegetables from foreign countries. 

Today, I hereby d i r e c t two administrative actions that w i l l 
better ensure the safety of f r u i t s and vegetables coming from 
abroad, while continuing to improve the safety of domestic 
produce. 

more 

(OVER) 



F i r s t , I d i r e c t the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
i n partnership with the Secretary of Agriculture and i n close 
cooperation with the a g r i c u l t u r a l community, to issue w i t h i n 
1 year from the date of t h i s memorandum, guidance on good 
a g r i c u l t u r a l practices and good manufacturing practices f o r 
f r u i t s and vegetables. This guidance should address ways to 
prevent p o t e n t i a l sources of contamination, should take i n t o 
account differences i n both crops and regions, and should 
address food safety issues throughout the food production and 
d i s t r i b u t i o n system. By providing the f i r s t - e v e r s p e c i f i c 
safety standards f o r f r u i t s and vegetables, the guidance w i l l 
improve the a g r i c u l t u r a l and manufacturing practices of a l l 
those seeking to s e l l produce i n the U.S. market. To ensure 
that t h i s guidance has the widest possible e f f e c t , I also 
d i r e c t the development of coordinated outreach and educational 
a c t i v i t i e s . 

Second, I d i r e c t the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
and the Secretary of Agriculture, to report back to me w i t h i n 
90 days from the date of t h i s memorandum with a status report 
and complete schedule f o r the good a g r i c u l t u r a l and manufac­
t u r i n g practices, and a plan on how to improve the monitoring 
of a g r i c u l t u r a l and manufacturing practices abroad, to assist 
foreign countries to improve those practices where necessary, 
and to prevent the importation of unsafe produce, including by 
detecting unsafe food at the dock or border. I especially urge 
you to consider the best ways to target inspection and t e s t i n g 
toward those areas where problems are most l i k e l y to occur. 

In addition to taking these actions, you should accelerate 
whatever food safety research i s necessary to support them. You 
should also c a l l upon the Environmental Protection Agency, the 
Department of Labor, and other agencies as necessary to provide 
you with assistance i n achieving t h i s goal. These steps, taken 
together and i n coordination with the proposed l e g i s l a t i o n I 
w i l l send to the Congress, w i l l improve the safety of f r u i t s 
and vegetables f o r a l l Americans. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON 

# # # 
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Tom Amontree (202) 720-4623 
Johna Pierce (202) 720-4623 

GLICKMAN HAILS IMPLEMENTATION OF REVOLUTIONARY NEW MEAT AND 
POULTRY SAFETY SYSTEM 

WASHINGTON, Jan. XX, 1998 - Secretaiy of Agricultiire Dan Glickman today hailed 
the implementation ofthe Clinton Administration's historic new meat and poultry inspection 
system, called Hazard Analysis and Critical Confrol Points, or HACCP. Effective Januaiy 26, 
1998 the 312 largest meat and poultry plants will operate under this new system, which wiU 
improve food safety for American consumers. These plants account for approximately 75 percent 
ofmeat and poultry slaughtered in the United States. 

"This new system is a revolutionaiy improvement over the old approach that has not 
fundamentally changed in the last 90 years," Glickman said. "Rather than catching problems after 
they occur we will now focus on preventing problems in the first place. Instead of relying 
primarily on the sight, touch, and smell of our inspectors, we wUl use science-based controls and 
microbiological testing directly targeted at reducing harmful bacteria like E. coh 0157:H7 and 
salmonella." 

Under the new system, each plant will operate under a HACCP plan designed to prevent 
contamination ofmeat or poultry. In addition, plants wUl continue to maintain the standard 
operating procedures (SOPs) for sanitation and slaughter and will test for genenc E. coh to 
monitor the effeaiveness of their HACCP plan and SOPs. USDA's Food Safety and frispection 
Service inspectors wiU coUect samples to ensure that plants are reducing and controUing the 
amount ofmeat or poultry that is contaminated with salmonella. 

"This is a truly historic and fundamental change in our approach to food safety," GUckman 
said, noting that this is the first time USDA will require plants to reduce bacterial contamination 
of raw meat or poultry. "We are committed to making this new system work as effectively as 
possible for American consumers." 

Rather than a one-size-fits-all approach, each plant has designed its own plan to meet 
USDA food safety standards. With this new flexibility, plants are also assigned greater 
responsibility for producing safe food. USDA inspectors, however, wiU continue to play an 
essential role in ensuring food safety. 

Inspectors wUl continue to visually inspect carcasses, document food safety violations, 
verify a plant's compUahce witii its HACCP plan, and take direct action when necessary to 
prevent contaminated product from reaching consumers. 

"This new system wUl be effective if we stick to this fijndamental phUosophy - industry is 
responsible for producing safe food, and USDA's job is to hold industry accountable when they 
do not," GUckman said. "I've met with a number of industry leaders, and I'm confident that tiiey 
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are fiiUy prepared to implement this new system. But I also made it very clear to them that USDA 
will not hesitate to shut down plants that do not take their food safety responsibihties senously 
and repeatedly fail to meet food safety standards " 

The first phase ofthe new system went into effect in January of 1997. Since that time, 
FSIS has shut down operations in 20 plants for varying lengths of time for failing to meet these 
new standards, an increase of over 200 percem from the 6 plants that FSIS shut down m 1996. 

, GUckman also noted the new food safety system wUl be even more effective with 
additional enforcement tools, noting that the Clinton Administration has asked Congress for 
authority to fine companies for violations of food safety standards. "We can fine circuses for 
mistreating elephants, and we can fine people who sell undersized potatoes and people v/ho don t 
keep the right paperwork on watennelons. But we can't fine compames that violate food safety 
standards. That's just wrong, and we are working hard to convince Congress to give us this 
important power." 

^ While the new system wilHmprove food safety and reduce foodbome illness. Under 
Secretaiy for Food Safety Catherine Woteki also cautioned consumers to handle meat and poultry 
safely and to follow safe meat and poultry handling labels. 

"This new system is a great victory for American consumers, but there is no sUver buUet 
that guarantees fbod safety." Woteki said. "Consumers must continue to follow safe meat and 
poultry handling labels." 

The new meat and poultry inspection system is another historic milestone in the Clinton 
Administration's commitment to protecting American famihes by Improving food safety. 
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are fiilly prepare! to implement this new system. But I also made it very clear to them that USDA 
will not hesitate to shut down plants that do not take their food safety responsibilities seriously 
and repeatedly fail to meet food safety standards." 

Thefirstphaseofthenewsystcmwentintoeffectin January of 1997. Since that time, 
FSIS has shut down operations in 20 plants for varying lengths of time for failing to meet these 
new standards, an increase of over 200 percent fi'om the 6 plants that FSIS shut down in 1996. 

GUckman also noted the new food safety system wiU be even more effective with 
additional enforcement tools, noting that the Clinton Administration has asked Congress for 
authority to fine companies for violations of fbod safety standards. "We can fine circuses for 
mistreating elephants, and we can fine people who sell undersized potatoes and people who don't 
keep the right paperwork on watermelons. But we can't fine companies that violate food safety 
standards. That's just wrong, and we are working hard to convince Congress to give us this 
important power." 

While the new system wiU improve food safety and reduce foodbome illness. Under 
Secretaiy for Food Safety Catherine Woteki also cautioned consumers to handle meat and poultry 
safely and to follow safe meat and poultty handling labels. 

"This new system is a great victoty for American consumers, but there is no silver bullet 
that guarantees food safety," Woteki said. "Consumers must continue to follow safe meat and 
poultty handling labels." 

The new meat and poultry inspection system is another historic milestone in the Clinton 
Administration's commitment to protecting American famihes by unproving food safety. 
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TALKING POINTS-COX NEWSPAPERS' Stoty on Meat and Poultty Inspection 
Contact: USDA - (202) 720-4150 1/18/98 

. Joan Mondschein-(202) 244-3397 or Johna Pierce 410-798-8952 
First, it is important to note that the COX story is not based on the new food safety 
inspection system. In fact, the stoiy is based largely on 1996 events that occurred pnor to 
the implwnentation of the new food safety requirements. 
Under the old system of inspection, inspectors would ensure food safety by identifying 
problems and issuing Process Deficiency Reports (PDR's). For the plants that were 
described in the article, the fiw* that inspectors issued PDR's means that they were 
aggressively doing their job to ensure that food safety standards were met. 
The article incorrectiy impUes that unsafe food was allowed to be produced by these plants 
and sent to consumers. No contaminated product was allowed to leave the plant. When 
inspectors issue a critical PDR, either the problem is corrected so tiiat tiie product is safe 
and wholesome, or, if it cannot be made safe, then the product is condemned. 
The high number of PDR's indicates that inspectors observed problems, documented 
them, and took action to ensure that no unsafe food reached consumers. 

The article misleads readers when it stated tiiat "tiie plant never missed a day of 
production...because of federal sanctions." In feet, although die entire plant was not shut 
down, specific lines of production tiiat were in violation were shut down for periods of 
time on many occasions, as required to ensure safety. 

On January 27,1997, tiie first set of requirements ofthe new food safety system were 
implemented. Plants were required to develop and maintain Sanitation Standard 
Operating Procedures (SSOP), a definitive system that tiie plant must follow to continue 
to operate. 

Under tiiis approach, ifthe plant fails to eflFectively implement their system, or if a plant's 
system simply does not meet food safety requirements, FSIS can and does take formal 
action to withhold the mark of inspection and effectively shut down the plant. 

• This is a fundamental change from thc old system of regulation: 
- Previously, plants did not have to maintain effective systems for producing safe food. 

Where there were problems, inspectors would issue PDRs and direct the plant to make tiie 
necessary corrections. And when critical PDRs were issued, no unsafe food was allowed 
to reach consumers. 
-Under the new approach, however, FSIS can shut down a plant until it makes the 

changes necessary to ensure that their systems will produce safe food. 

Since January of 1997, FSIS has taken 20 formal actions to withhold the mark of 
inspection and temporarily close down plants due to SSOP system failures. The plants do 
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not reopen until they have fixed their systems and food safety standards are met. 

On December 19. 1997, before the Cox reporters visited the plant, FSIS initiated formal 
action to address repeated SSOP failures in tiie Tyson plant in Waldron, Arkansas, which 
led to the plant's closure on January 14, 1998. 

In discussing examples of problems inspectors identified in 1997, the article once again 
incorrectly implies that unsafe product was allowed to leave the plants. In every instance 
cited by the article, inspectors took action to prevent unsafe food fi-om reaching 
consumers and to correct unacceptable practices by the plants. 

On January 26, 1998, the new food safety inspection system, called Hazard Analysis and 
Critical Control Points (HACCP), will be implemented in all large meat and poultry 
slaughter and processing plants. 

The COX article suggests that inspectors will not be documenting and taking action 
when necessary to address food safety problems. This is wrong. 

-Non-compliance reports (NRs) will replace PDRs as the inspectors' documentation of 
violations of HACCP requirements, in addition to SSOPs and other regulatory 
requirements. 
-FSIS' inspectors will continue to be present day-to-day to verify compliance and take 
direct action when necessary. 
- In their expanded role under HACCP, inspectors will continue to inspect and will 
document violations in writing. Inspectors will continue to maintain their authority to 
prevent unsafe product fi-om leaving the plant. Inspectors will not only continue to 
document deficiencies, but will document repeated failures, for the purposes of shutting 
down the plant. In short, FSIS has and will continue to take strong enforcement action 
for repeated violations of sanitary or food safety requirements. 

The Clinton Administration has asked Congress for additional enforcement 
authority to flne companies for violations of food safety standards. 

Currentiy, the Department of Agriculture (USDA) can impose fines against people who 
violate a wide variety of requirements. For example, USDA can fine circuses for 
mistreating elephants, and can fine people who sell undersized potatoes and people who 
don't keep the right paperwork on watermelons. But we can't fine companies that violate 
food safety standards. 

The ability to fine companies that violate food safety standards will make the new food 
safety system even more eflfective, and we are working hard to convince Congress to give 
us this important power. 

Consumers rightfully expect govemment and industry to improve food safety, and the new 
food safety system is a revolutionary improvement over the old system. 



UnitedStates F=bodSafety Washington, D.C. 
isAjLjlj Department of and Inspection 20250 

Agriculture Service 

JAN I 8 1998 

Dear Editor: 

As Administrator of the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS), I feel compeUed to 
respond to a recent article which I believe does your readers a disservice by presenting an 
incomplete picture of our meat and poultry inspection system. First, in every instance cited by the 
article, inspectors took action to prevent unsafe food fi-om reaching consumers and to correct 
unacceptable practices by the plants. 

It is important to remember that the story was not about the new food safety inspection 
system, called Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP). In fact, the article is based 
largely on 1996 events that occurred prior to the implementation of the new food safety 
requirements. The fact that a plant with over 1,700 regulatory violations was not shut down in 
1996 is a fair criticism. It should have been. The reason it wasn't, however, highlights one of the 
important benefits of the new food safety system, which we began implementing in January 1997. 

Under the old system, inspectors would impose corrective actions when there were 
violations and prevent unsafe food fi-om reaching consumers, but FSIS would allow plants to 
accumulate large number of deficiencies without taking action to suspend inspection and shut 
plants down. Under the new food safety system, FSIS has a new tool to stop operations where 
there is a pattem of deficiencies and insist on preventive measures to improve food safety before a 
plant can reopen. 

Inspectors will use non-compliemce reports to document food saftty violations. Inspectors 
will continue to be present everyday to verify compliance and to take direct action when 
necessary. These actions will lay the groundwork for documenting repeated failures. And where 
there are repeat failures, FSIS can and will take fonnal action to shut down the plant. 

Your readers should also be aware that the Clinton Administration has asked Congress for 
additional enforcement authority to fine companies fbr violations of food safety standards. The 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) can impose fines against people who violate a wide variety of 
requirements. For example, USDA can fine circuses for mistreating elephants, and we can fine 
people who sell undersized potatoes and people who don't keep the right paperwork on 
watermelons. But we can't fine companies that violate food safety standards. That's just wrong. 

Consumers rightfully expect govemment and industry to do a better job to improve food 
safety, and the new food safety system is a revolutionary improvement over the old system. The 
ability to fine companies that violate food safety standards will make the new food safety system 

FSIS FORM 2630-9 (6/86) EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN EMPLOYMENT AND SERVICES 
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even more effective, and we are working hard to convince Congress to give us this important 
power. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Billy 
Administrator 
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS - COX NEWSPAPERS' Story of Meat and Poultry Inspection 
1/18/98 

1. Why wasn't a plant shut dowa that had over 1,700 violations? 
First, it is important to note that the COX story is not based on the new food safety inspection 
system. In fact, the story is based largely on 1996 events that occurred prior to the 
implementation ofthe new food safety requirements. The fact tiiat a plant with over 1,700 
regulatory violations was not shut down in 1996 is a fair criticism. It should have been. The 
reason it wasn't, however, highlights one ofthe important benefits ofthe new food safety 
inspection system. 

Under the old system of inspection, inspectors would ensure food safety by identifying problems 
and issuing Process Deficiency Reports (PDR's). For the plants that were described in the article, 
the fact that inspectors issued PDR's means that they were aggressively doing their job to ensure 
that food safety standards were met. 

2. Did consumers get any unsafe product? 
The article incorrectiy implies that unsafe food was produced by these plants and sent to 
consumers. No contaminated product was allowed to leave the plant. When inspectors issue a 
critical PDR, either the problem is corrected so that the product is safe and wholesome, or, if it 
cannot be made safe, then the product is condemned. The high number of PDR's indicates that 
inspectors observed problems, documented them, and took action to ensure that no unsafe food 
reached consumers. 

3. What is an example of a PDR? 
Examples include: unclean equipment, peeling paint, mst, product dropped on the floor. 

4. Did the Tyson's plant continue to operate? 
The article misleads readers when it stated that "the plant never missed a day of 
production...because of federal sanctions." In fact, although the entire plant was not shut down, 
specific lines of production that were in violation were shut down for periods oftime on many 
occasions, as required to ensure safety. 

5. What will the new system do? 
On January 27, 1997, the first set of requirements of the new food safety system were 
implemented. Plants were required to develop and maintain Sanitation Standard Operating 
Procedures (SSOP), a definitive system that the plant must follow to continue to operate. 
Under this approach, ifthe plant fails to effectively implement their system, or if a plant's system 
simply does not meet food safety requirements, FSIS will take formal action to withhold the mark 
of inspection and eflfectively shut down the plant. 

On January 26, 1998, the new food safety inspection system, called Hazard Analysis and Critical 
Control Points (HACCP), will be implemented in all large meat and poultry slaughter and 
processing plants. HACCP will require plants to meet science-based standards, including testing 
for microbial contamination, rather than the organoleptic approach ofthe past 90 years. 
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Non-compliance reports (NRs) will replace PDR's as the inspectors' documentation of 
violations of HACCP requirements, in addition to SSOPs and other regulatory requirements. 
FSIS' inspectors will continue to be present day-to-day to verify compliance and take direct 
action when necessary. 

In their expanded role under HACCP, inspectors will continue to inspect and document violations 
in writing. Inspectors will continue to maintain their authority to prevent unsafe product fi-om 
leaving the plant. 

Inspectors will not only document defidencies, but will document repeated failures, for the 
purposes of Cutting down the i ^ t . In short, FSIS has and will continue to take strong 
enforcement action for repeated violations of sanitary or food safety requirements. 

6. How is this different than the old system? 
This is a fundamental change from the old system of regulation: 
Previously, plants did not have to maintain eflfective systems for producing safe food. Where 
there were problems, inspectors would issue PDR's "and direct the plant to make tiie necessary 
conections. And when critical PDR's were issued, no unsafe food was allowed to reach 
consumers. Under HACCP. however, FSIS can shut down a plant until it makes tiie changes 
necessary to ensure that their systems will produce safe food. 

7. How often bas FSIS shut down plants since January of 1997? 
Since January of 1997, FSIS has taken 20 formal actions to withhold the mark of inspection and 
temporarily close down plants due to SSOP system failures. The plants do not reopen until they 
have fixed their systons and food safety standards are met. 

On December 19, 1997, before the Cox reporters visited the plant, FSIS initiated formal action to 
address repeated SSOP failures in the Tyson plant in Waldron, Arkansas, which led to the plant's 
closure on January 14, 1998. 

8. The COX article quoted an inspector as saying that he won't have to document problems 
under the new system. Is this accurate? 
Far fi^om it. Non-compliance reports -NRs - will replace PDR's as the inspector's 
documentation of violations of HACCP requirements, in addition to SSOPs and other regulatory 
requirements. FSIS inspectors will continue to verify compliance day- to- day and will take direct 
action when necessary. 

9. Why has the Clinton Administration asked Congress for additional enforcement 
authority to line companies for violations of food safety standards? 
Cunently, the Department of Agriculture (USDA) can impose fines against people who violate a 
wide variety of requirements. For example, USDA can fine circuses for mistreating elephants, and 
can fine people who sell undersized potatoes and people who don't keep the right paperwork on 
watennelons. But we can't fine companies that violate food safety standards. 

The ability to fiurae companies that violate food safety standards will make the new food safety 



O 1 - 1 8 - 9 8 ; 0 1 : 5 9 P M : U S D A F S I S O A ; i : O b 9 O 4 4 j / 

system even more eflfective, and we are working hard to convince Congress to give us this 
important power. 

10. What has the Qinton Administration done to strengthen food safety? See attached 
summary. 
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Clinton Administration Accomplishments In Improving Food Safety 

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

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

• January, 1997. President announces new Early-Waming System to gatiier critical 
scientific data to help stop food bome disease outbreaks quickly and to improve prevention 
systems fiirther. 

• August, 1996. President signs Safe Drinking Water Act of 1996. The law requires 
drinking water systems to protect against dangerous contaminants like Cryptosporidium, and 
gives people tiie right to know about contaminants in tiieir tap water. 

• August, 1996. President signs Food Quality Protection Act of 1996, which streamlines 
regulation of pesticides by FDA and EPA and puts important new public-healtii protections m 
place, especially for children. 

• July, 1996. President Clinton announces new regulations tiiat modernize tiie nation's 
meat and poultry inspection system for tiie first time in 90 years. New standards help prevent 
E.coli bacteria contamination in meat. 

• December, 1995. Administration issues new mles to ensure seafood safety. Utilizes 
HACCP regulatory programs to require food industries to design and implement preventive 
measures and increase tiie industries' responsibility for and control of tiieir safety assurance 
actions. 

• 1994. CDC embarks on strategic program to detect, prevent, and control emergmg 
infectious disease tiireats, some of which are food bome, making significant progress toward tiiis 
goal in each successive year. 

• 1993. Vice-President's National Perfonnance Review issues report recommending 
govemment and industry move toward a system of preventive controls. 


