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S.T.0.P. — Safe Tables Our Priority

335 Court Street Suite 100 Brooklyn, NY 11231
Phone (718) 246-2739 Fax (718) 624-4267 Victim Hotline (800) 350-STOP

September 28, 1998

FSIS Docket Clerk

Room 102, Cotton Annex Building
300 12" Street, SW

Washington, DC 20250-3700

Via FAX (202) 205-0381 and mail

Docket No. 98-009N—HACCP-Based Meat and Poultry Inspection Concepts:
In-Plant Slaughter Inspection Models Study Plan

S.T.O.P.—Safe Tables Our Priority appreciates this opportunity to comment on the
critically important issue of inspection in the slaughter plant, the point where the actual
contamination of meat or poultry products by pathogens of animal origin occurs. Among
S.T.O.P.’s founders are parents whose children died or were severely injured from eating
contaminated meat. We know first-hand the devastating human toll of contaminated
meat due to sloppy slaughtering and fast line speeds and the limitations of an inspection
system that failed to address microbial contamination of meat and poultry.

We will begin our comments with some general statements about HACCP as a whole and
the role of inspection within a HACCP-based slaughter production environment.

Definition of HACCP

S.T.O.P. has been a strong advocate for prevention of contamination. We believe that the
utilization of HACCP principals within meat and poultry slaughter plants will help
prevent contamination and will lead to safer product. The establishment of performance
standards, coupled with routine microbial testing, is also components that will lead to
safer meat and poultry.

We need to be very clear, however, about what HACCP is and what it isn’t. HACCP is a
company 's production management tool that, when properly designed and implemented,
should generate safer product. In order for it to work, a company’s HACCP plan must
address and control hazards indigenous or likely to occur in that particular facility and in
the product that it produces.



HACCP is not a replacement for inspection. Nor does the implementation of a HACCP-
based production system negate the need for inspection. The company’s responsibility is
to produce a safe product. The HACCP system is required to improve the probability of
this happening. It is the government’s responsibility to inspect product at key points
along the process, and at the end, to ensure that the process was under control and the
safest possible product is produced. This is achieved through organoleptic and
microbiologic inspection.

Definition of Inspection

Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary defines inspection as “1. Careful investigation,; critical
examination. 2. Official examination or review, as, the inspection of pork.” FSIS is
attempting to use HACCP as a replacement for inspection by reducing the inspection
process to one of verification and oversight of the plant’s HACCP plan. S.T.O.P. has
never supported an “oversight and verification” program over actual inspection. We
never have and never will support a government inspection program that fails to look at
actual plant premises and animals on a continuous carcass-by-carcass basis, but instead
relies primarily on verifying company paperwork and overseeing plant employees.

S.T.O.P. has stated from the time that HACCP was a proposed rule that we viewed
HACCP as an “enhancement to and not a replacement for” carcass-by-carcass inspection
of livestock. The government assured us that this was indeed the case. Secretary
Glickman stated at a July 6, 1996 press briefing announcing the final rule that, “We will
continue to look, smell, feel, and touch, because the human factor cannot be ignored from
the inspection process.” S.T.O.P. has stated ad nauseum that consumers expect and
deserve government-inspected meat and not government-inspected paperwork. The sole
role of government should not be just oversight. We agree with FSIS that there are
certain functions that company employees can perform that are currently performed by
government inspectors, thereby relieving some inspectors to perform different functions
or in different areas.

Nowhere is the need for intense government inspection more necessary than in the
slaughter plant. The slaughter plant is the point where contamination of meat by
pathogens of animal origin occurs. Cross-contamination can occur further down the line,
but it is in the slaughter facility where the most critical need to prevent fecal
contamination and the shipping of contaminated product for further processing is needed.
It is in slaughter plants where the most intense surveillance must be paid to see that all
visible feces and ingesta is trimmed off and also where microbiological testing is needed
to detect invisible bacteria. It is too late for actual contamination prevention further
down the line. You can control for cross-contamination and for bacterial growth down
the line, but the chance to actually prevent initial contamination is at the point of origin.

Re-deployment of the Inspection Force

It is precisely because of the critical importance of inspection in slaughter plants that
S.T.O.P. questions the Agency’s proposed plan to re-deploy many of the slaughter plant



inspectors to positions further down the food safety line. FSIS has stated that one of its
goals is to re-deploy inspectors to areas currently not addressed in the farm-to-table food
safety strategy that it has adopted. Several areas specifically mentioned by FSIS were
transportation and distribution. But FSIS has repeatedly failed to provide an accounting
for 1.) the number of inspectors they want to re-deploy; 2.) what positions they will pull
inspectors away from; and 3.) the positions that the uprooted inspectors will be re-
deployed to. Nor has FSIS produced any studies to prove that any changes will result in
safer products. FSIS has made it impossible to intelligently assess whether or not re-
deployment is a positive or negative strategy.

The re-deployment situation is further complicated when trying to factor in the
announcement that FSIS made at the July 27, 1998 public meeting that they intend to
raise the GS levels for inspectors. S.T.O.P. asked about the ramifications to the size of
the inspection force that would result from higher pay levels for the higher GS levels.
FSIS acknowledged that this would necessitate a cut in the number of inspectors but that
they didn’t know just how many because they “hadn’t done the numbers yet.” We find it
difficult to believe that a government agency, which must financially justify its decisions,
has not estimated the cost and impact of this proposal. Furthermore, it is irresponsible to
suggest a change like this without knowing the effect it may have on public health and
safety.

S.T.O.P. has been generally supportive of a strategy that would fill food safety gaps. But
we have never supported a strategy that would fill gaps while creating new holes. We are
especially against weakening government inspection in slaughter plants, the initial and
most critical point in preventing contaminated product from entering the food chain. We
again point out that it is “contamination management” and not “contamination
prevention” that occurs in transportation and distribution. We are not saying that this
area doesn’t need attention; it does. But FSIS has failed to show how it intends to staff
these areas and has not described, even in a general manner, what tasks inspectors would
be performing.

Any change in inspection must be demonstrated to be an improvement over the current
system. FSIS should conduct risk assessments on the proposed models to determine
whether they will, or will not, result in less contaminated product in the slaughter plants
than what we currently have. A risk assessment should be conducted on a task-by-task
basis of what is being given up vs. what is being added. Any changes should be
implemented only if marked improvement in food safety is ascertained.

Inspector Authority

S.T.O.P. has received numerous letters and phone calls from dedicated inspectors who
are frustrated by having their decisions overturned and a general lack of support from
their superiors. These inspectors are concerned about numerous, repeat violations
occurring within their plants. According to agency policy, repetitive deficiencies of the
same root cause are to be followed up by a compliance investigation, but too often this
doesn’t happen.



Secretary Glickman stated in his January 18™ address at S.T.O.P.’s anniversary memorial
service that plants would no longer be given a thousand chances to “get it right”; that
government will be watching and they will “not hesitate to close down those plants that
refuse to take their food safety responsibilities seriously.” S.T.O.P. has no doubt
regarding the Secretary’s commitment to food safety and the sincerity of his remarks in
advocating stronger enforcement of food safety regulations. But it is not happening in
the real world.

One of eight HACCP review teams responsible for visiting plants during the first phase
of HACCP implementation reported the following situations to FSIS in June 1998 in their
Close-Out Report.

1. “Nine NR’s [non-compliance records] documented from Jan. 26, 1998 to Feb. 12,
1998 were linked with repetitive zero tolerance failures. IIC withheld inspection,
contacted DM, [District Manager] and Compliance was dispatched. Plant was down
till following Monday, when suspension action was held in abeyance. Since Feb. 16,
1998 [until approximately mid-May] an additional 25 NR’s documenting zero
tolerance failures, but no further actions have occurred, and suspension is still in
abeyance. During interview of SVMO [Supervisory Veterinary Medical Officer] IIC
who withheld inspection referenced above, the statement was made by him that he did
this once in his career, as instructed in his HACCP training. An explanation for this
statement is he would NOT do this again, because the DO had instructed him he no
longer had the authority to take any withholding actions. He must contact DO and
any action would be initiated by them. The reason the DO provided for these
instructions is that there are many other plants worse than this one and they had not
been shut down once, so could not justify shutting plant down second time.”
(Sumpter, SC poultry slaughter/processing plant)

2. “IIC [Inspector In Charge] instructed slaughter inspectors that the line could not be
shut off unless there was feces up to their elbows.”
(Columbus Junction, IA swine slaughter/processing plant)

3. “There was a barrier to initiate enforcement actions. Example was that the IIC will
not allow it and would have a heart attack if we (inspectors) initiated any actions.”
(Columbus Junction, IA swine slaughter/processing plant)

Consumers are concerned that inspectors do not receive the necessary support from
superiors in order to do their job in protecting their families from unsafe meat and
poultry. They understand the importance and necessity of government inspectors’
decisions having the support of their superiors. Inadequate support undermines the
authority the inspectors have in the plant.

Consumers know that inspector authority is especially critical when plant employees
perform tasks previously done by government inspectors. Government inspectors must
have the authority and support to demand immediate action to remedy situations that



could lead to unsafe food arriving on their tables. Without this authority and support,
there will be continuous erosion of consumer confidence in the meat and poultry
inspection system, leading to increased concern about the safety of the product itself.

Failure of FSIS to Establish a Definition of “Carcass-byQCarcass” Inspection

One of the most troubling and problematic aspects of the slaughter inspection models
project has been FSIS’s repeated refusal to define the term “carcass-by-carcass”
inspection for livestock. FSIS has repeatedly stated that they will perform according to
the requirements of the Federal Meat Inspection Act for both ante mortem inspection
[Sec. 3 (a)] and post mortem inspection [Sec. 4, 5 and 6]. Both call for all (emphasis
ours) cattle, sheep, swine, goats, horses, mules, and other equines (ante mortem) and all
carcasses and parts thereof (post mortem), as articles of commerce which are capable of
use as human food, to be examined and inspected by inspectors appointed by the
Secretary. FSIS has also made it clear that some functions currently being performed by
government inspectors can and will be done by company employees in the future. But
they have failed to identify, after repeated questioning, which functions plant employees
will perform and which will be performed by government inspectors.

At a very minimum S.T.O.P. expects government inspectors to be looking at each animal
carcass at the final rail and before entering the cooler, to determine that the zero tolerance
standard for visible fecal contamination is being met. Fecal matter on carcasses is the
crux of the contamination issue. Consumers will not accept industry self-inspection for
fecal matter, which at times necessitates stopping or slowing down a line.

Furthermore, there has been no scientific evidence given by FSIS that this is sound,
public health-based policy. It fails even being a “reasonable idea”. Under a program of
industry self-inspection with government sampling, much contaminated product could be
on consumers tables before a problem is even detected. Unbiased government inspectors,
responsible for looking at every carcass, have a much higher likelihood of stopping and
catching contamination on every carcass.

Animal Market Classes

FSIS has stated that these new inspection models are for establishments that “primarily”
slaughter three specific market classes of animals—market hogs, fed cattle (steers and
heifers) and young poultry (including turkeys). S.T.O.P. would like to have the word
“primarily” defined. It is important to know if the definition is “more than 50%”, or
“more than 75%” or “minimum 90%"”, etc.

We want to reconfirm a statement made by FSIS at the July 27" meeting, that animals
that do not fall within these classes, but which are to be slaughtered in the same
establishment, will be inspected under the current traditional system. This would apply
to plants currently involved in the models project and any other plants that get involved
in the future. It is important that this be documented by FSIS in writing to avoid any
misunderstanding.



End Product

At no time should product be put on the market carrying the USDA seal from plants in
“study” mode unless it has been re-inspected under traditional inspection methods.

New Technologies

One of the realities of this model project missing from FSIS documents, is the utilization
of new technologies that some of the pilot plants will be using during the study. S.T.O.P.
has long supported the need for government to encourage companies to develop new
technologies that will lead to microbially cleaner, and hence, safer, meat and poultry.
The models as proposed, however, do not provide adequate safeguards to the public
health if companies can institute new technologies at their own will with the only
prerequisite that they satisfy some debatably arguable pathogen standards.

We recognize that under the current system, good, new technologies are often prevented
or unnecessarily delayed from being implemented in the most progressive plants.
However, there must be some mechanism in place that would assess a technology’s
effectiveness and also control for both “new” and “old” technologies’ potential to
intensify a contamination problem, for example, by releasing airborne water or particles.
Random sampling further down the line will not fully address these problems and the
public’s health and safety will be compromised.

FSIS needs to work on this further. While we believe in the concept of greater food
safety through technological improvements, we also recognize the potential for abuse by
giving carte blanche authority to plants to implement any technology at will.

Furthermore, some of the technologies going into the initial pilot plants are not cheap.
Does FSIS have a plan to assess the technologies themselves, over and above the pilot
study, to determine their merit alone in the event the inspection models themselves don’t
work out?

We also question how has the use of new technologies been controlled for in the model
studies?

We assume, and please correct us if we are wrong, that if the pilot study fails, that FSIS
will revert to the current inspection system in the pilot plants. This is as it should be and,
as mentioned earlier in the animal market classes comments, should be documented in
writing. However, S.T.O.P. would hate to see technological advances suffer because of
the failure of an alternate inspection process. FSIS needs to look at new technologies
separately.



I. Microbial Study Project Plan

FSIS’s original plan was to conduct microbial sampling over a 12-week period. That has
now been cut down to 5-6 weeks. S.T.O.P. questions the rationale behind this change.

There are significant seasonality issues (as well as regional differences) for the different
animal pathogens that make the design of this program nonsensical from a human health
standpoint. To have the most merit, the sampling should be conducted over a 5-6 week
period in each season of the year, and each market class should be represented in
different regions of the country. Furthermore, the issue of species-specific pathogens is
overlooked.

The recently released 1997 Foodnet data reported that 46.3% of human foodborne disease
attributable to the seven pathogens studied were from Campylobacter. Campylobacter in
poultry is the leading cause of food poisoning nationwide and is not even addressed in
this model study. In fact, according to the March 1998 issue of Consumer Report, there
appears to be a reverse correlation between the presence of Salmonella and
Campylobacter.

FSIS cannot expect S.T.O.P. or consumers to take seriously any system of “reform” that
does not address the number one pathogen.

II. Models Project

We have several comments on the basic design of the project itself. Under phase 1 of the
model, plants have every incentive to use top quality personnel who will be best able to
do a job equal to the government inspectors. These workers will be trying hard to
“prove” they can do it. Our concern is that once the test period is over and the intense
scrutiny is past, that the incentive to maintain that level of performance will be lost.
Furthermore, with employee turnover, there is no assurance that the caliber of personnel
doing critical food safety tasks will remain at the same level once the testing phase is
over and the model is fully functioning. With most meat and poultry products on the
market at a generic level, there is little accountability built into the system and even the
best of intentions can fall by the wayside as market pressures bear down on the company.

The design of the slaughter model study is intrinsically flawed because it is not self-
limiting. There is no set number of plants that have to go through the data collection in
each market class before all the data is collected and put out for discussion publicly to see
if the slaughter models are working and encompass sound public health-based policy
changes. There is no point where it stops and gets analyzed.

Livestock Inspection Models
The summary section at the beginning of the Fed Cattle Slaughter Inspection Models

states, “All current procedures may be considered for change as long as the Agency can
fulfill its responsibilities to ensure that the industry produces safe, wholesome, and



properly labeled meat and poultry products.” S.T.O.P. reminds the Agency of its legal
responsibilities that government inspection must be conducted on all (commonly referred
to as “carcass-by-carcass”) livestock, both ante mortem and post mortem.

Ante Mortem Livestock Inspection Model

FSIS is suggesting that industry responsibilities include separating healthy from
unhealthy animals and presenting only those healthy animals for slaughter. We would
agree that industry should take on the “sorting” function but there must be suitable
controls in place to ensure that unhealthy animals are permanently removed from the
human food supply.

Employee Certification

Employees responsible for any functions that were previously done by government
inspectors must be adequately trained and pass a certified program. This would include
sorting in the ante mortem stage. We want company management to “invest” in these
employees just as the consuming public is. These employees and the plant management
should take an oath stating that they will perform according to the regulations, and if
broken, could result in fines and penalties, both civil and criminal.

Employee Whistleblower Protection

It is critical to the public’s health and safety that employees responsible for performing
food safety functions previously performed by government inspectors have whistleblower
protection.

We ask government to set up a 1-800 line for company employees to report harassment
or pressure from employers to not comply with the law.

FSIS Veterinarian

An FSIS veterinarian, not a company veterinarian, must be the final determination of
suspect animals in both steps 1 and 2, and must be on the premises at all times during
hours of operation.

In step 1, FSIS inspectors are required to observe 100% of all cattle at rest, 100% of
abnormal animals in motion, and at least 10% of normal animals in motion (this is after
the establishment has segregated normal from abnormal animals). This would fulfill the
requirements of the Federal Meat Inspection Act, which requires that an inspector,
appointed by the Secretary, examine and inspect “all (emphasis ours) cattle, sheep, swine,
goats, horses, mules, and other equines before they shall be allowed to enter into any
slaughtering, packing, meat-canning, rendering, or similar establishment, in which they
are to be slaughtered and the meat and meat food products thereof are to be used in
commerce;” [Sec. 3. (a)] because 100% of the animals are being observed.



However, in step.2, FSIS would function in an oversight and verification mode only and
would not be meeting the law as written since it would not be observing 100% of the
animals.

We also have concerns about the need for heightened inspection for abnormal cattle that
are nevertheless considered suitable for food. FSIS states that these animals will be held
and slaughtered as a separate group but it doesn’t state whether or not they will be
inspected under the new model system or under the current system. We maintain that
abnormal animals would fall outside the acceptable market classes for this model study
and hence would require the current form of inspection.

Post Mortem Livestock Inspection Model

We stated earlier that we understood and agreed with the concept of plant employees
performing some organoleptic tasks that are currently being done by government
inspectors. S.T.O.P. cannot support the degree to which FSIS wants to re-delegate these
tasks and the level of oversight and verification that they propose to do. FSIS is
proposing that plant employees do all of the organoleptic tasks and that “FSIS will
oversee and verify that establishment slaughter process control systems meet organoleptic
and microbial FSIS regulatory standards.” That is the role of inspectors during the post
mortem stage as defined by FSIS in this model. Period. Consumers do not consider this
to be inspection.

Furthermore, there is no substantiation that switching to company employees performing
organoleptic tasks, with FSIS providing oversight and verification, will lead to safer meat
and poultry supply. These measures appear to address an economic issue for FSIS and
not food safety.

“Hypothetical” Slaughter Inspection Models

At the July public meeting on the HACCP slaughter models, “current system” flow charts
and FSIS-created “hypothetical” models were distributed. This was done for both poultry
and livestock. We have attached them to our comments.

S.T.O.P. is frankly appalled at the de-regulation measures contained in the livestock
slaughter inspection model created by FSIS. Under the current system, FSIS inspectors
handle all ante mortem inspection functions including having the FSIS veterinary medical
officer make final determination if suspect livestock should be withheld from slaughter.
Also under the current system, FSIS inspectors examine all heads, carcasses and viscera.
Lastly, FSIS inspectors check that the zero tolerance standard for visible fecal
contamination is met for each and every carcass (100%) at the final rail, prior to the
carcass being allowed to enter the cooler.

The livestock slaughter inspection model, created by FSIS, is completely unacceptable to
consumers by creating an industry self-policing environment. It fails to meet any
definition of “carcass-by-carcass” inspection by government employees. At no point on



this model does FSIS look at each and every animal or carcass. In this model, ALL ante
mortem and post mortem functions are performed by plant employees, with FSIS
inspectors operating strictly as verifiers and overseers.

In addition, the final rail has been completely removed. Carcasses will be allowed into
the cooler without a government inspector looking to see if there is visible feces on the
carcass. Instead, verification of the zero tolerance standard will be done by CHECKING

10% OF THE CARCASSES IN THE COOLER WHERE CARCASSES ARE ALL
TOUCHING AND PO LY CROSS-CONTAMINATING EACH OTHER

S.T.O.P. questions how removing the final rail and gutting the zero tolerance program
will improve food safety. Furthermore, we are exceedingly angry and disappointed by
the agency’s disingenuous marketing approach of this model. At the July public meeting,
FSIS attempted to put a positive spin on this model by saying that if they could free up
inspectors on-line, then they would be able to increase inspection for zero tolerance up
from the 10% level. This is a clear distortion of the facts. The current level of inspection
for the zero tolerance standard in livestock is 100%. FSIS, in its “hypothetical” model,
reduced the level of inspection for visible fecal contamination by 90% and then attempted
to look like a hero by espousing a desire to “increase” the level of inspection for zero
tolerance up from 10%. We are outraged that FSIS would attempt to dupe the public in
such a manner. It is acts like this that have led the public to lose confidence in the
government.

Poultry Inspection Model

One of the strongest impediments to successful public health-based change in meat and
poultry inspection in this country is our historic but incorrect notion and insistence that
meat (livestock) and poultry products be treated “equally” or the same under inspection.
They are very different entities with distinct differences in pathogens and contamination
issues as well as there being an enormous difference in volume. It is wrong, wasteful of
resources, and limiting in terms of developing the best models for inspection change to
continue down this archaic path of species equality.

It may very well be that because of the characteristics unique to the poultry slaughtering
process, that a different level of government inspection would be adequate than that for
livestock. Whereas the level of government inspection detailed in the poultry model,
combined with added protections such as company employee whistleblower protection,
certified training programs for plant employees and a joint committee of industry,
government and consumer representatives to debate new technologies, would be
acceptable to the consumer community, it would not be considered acceptable or
adequate for livestock slaughter.
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Conclusion

Secretary Glickman is quoted in a January 25, 1998 Associated Press article saying,
“Rather than catching problems after they occur, we will now focus on preventing
problems in the first place.” S.T.O.P. agrees that prevention is a key component of a
food safety program, but it must be coupled with inspection to ensure that preventive
measures work. Consumers want the unbiased assurance that government inspection can
provide. It is important to remember that the poor condition of the food supply is
primarily a reflection of the industry’s practices.

The preventive measures taken under HACCP are designed by the industry for individual
production lines. The government is not checking the plans or identifying CCP’s. This
increased industry flexibility and responsibility must be balanced by an inspection
program that assures the public that the product meets government standards. This is
particularly important because the industry has not demonstrated that it can be held
responsible for food safety.

To this day, a significant amount of meat and poultry products are sold without origin
labels. Cases of foodborne illness are rarely linked to the source of contamination. Even
when tainted food is linked to a processor or retailer, the chances of determining the
source of contaminated raw materials are very slim. There is very little industry
accountability. Without accountability, the market pressures that encourage the
development of improved products will not materialize.

There is no better way to prevent tainted product from reaching the consumer than
actually checking the products and the environment and systems under which they are
produced and allowing only those products that meet government standards to be released
into the marketplace. USDA has a continual inspection mandate and labels products with
an “inspected and approved” federal government seal. The seal reflects the design of the
USDA program: requiring government approval of all meat and poultry products before
they reach the consumer. Other government programs merely urge good practices, make
spot checks, and chase after contaminated product once it has reached the marketplace
and perhaps sickened or killed innocent consumers. While we agree that some inspection
tasks could be improved, we strongly urge the government to avoid the catastrophic
mistake of weakening the strongest consumer protection inspection effort by allowing
meat and poultry production without continuous inspection, spot checks rather than
complete examination of product and facility, and recall rather than verification of
efficacy.

Respectfully submitted,

Nancy Donley
President and mother of Alex (1987-1993)
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HACCP - Based Inspection Models Project
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CURRENT LIVESTOCK INSPECTION CONTINUED

FSIS ACTIVITIES

- Inspection of all heads, carcasses. and viscera, using
© incision. palpation, and observation at one to three FSIS
! inspection stations.

* . ldentifies and directs removal of abnormal conditions. minor

. pathological conditions, esthetic defects, contamination. and
. dressing defects.

i - Directs retention of abnormal carcasses and parts for

© disposition by FSIS veterinarian.

' . Final disposition of retained carcasses by FSIS veterinarian
- Assures that the establishment uses hygienic methods when
dressing and eviscerating carcasses and in the handling of

" parts.

- Assures adequate control of condemned and inedible

i product.

: - Verification that zero fecal tolerance is met.

- Collects, processes, and mails salmonella samples and based
" on results makes determination about compliance with

. regulatory requirements.

' As appropriate, reviews procedures and record keeping of
plant's E. coli testing and makes determination about
compliance with regulatory requirements.

ESTABLISHMENT ACTIVITIES

\

DRESSING

POST-MORTEM
INSPECTION

¢ - Handles productin a
| manner that meets
. inspection presentation
~ requirements, i.e.
. identifies all parts with the
© rest of the carcass, collects
. identification devises,
. provides consistent
| viscera presentation.
' . Uses hygienic method
. acceptable to FSIS
! inspector when dressing
© and eviscerating carcasses
. and in when handling
. parts.

FINAL WASH AND —1~

ANTIMICROBIAL
INTERVENTION

CHILLING




HACCP-Based Livestock Inspection Models Project

FSIS ACTIVITIES ESTABLISHMENT ACTIVITIE
PREHARVEST Plant receives records from supplier
: FSIS verifies plant records.  #** «»; e.g. herd history, drug treatment
asescesssnENsEEREssERNeRESTRREREERBETY TR.:ANSPO.RTIN"G E hiStOl’)’, adeStS itS processas
Production modifications S necessary.
O competitive exclusion N
D feed additives sesees GG ESONUNSBANERESRS

FSIS verifies system in operation:
a HACCP plan

@ Sanitation SSOP

g Humane handling

a Other process controls

* Plant executes HACCP, non-
RECEIVING \ : HACCP, and SSOP controls
HOLDING """t correctly.

Plant implements new technologies

JoussssssnssssaFusssans

verification by FSIS personnel to

« assure establishment’s ante-mortem
process controls meets regulatory

= standards.

: o Determine if HACCP controls are

----- AN EESNENSAGSEEESEEONERSEDORERREEEEN e.g. antimicrobial Ol'watel'waSheS.
§ lnspeCtVlon'?ver.Slght ;... ANTE- :II.II IIIIIIII [ AR RN R NN NS RN RN NN NNRNNNI
and Verification MORTEM ******  Ante-mortem Process Control
: ' ) INSPECTION . Plant Sorts Animals
o Inspection oversight and .

a Plant sorts for slaughter only
healthy livestock. )

0 Plant separates acceptable from
unacceptable animals using current

executed as stgted in the plant’s plans : ante-mortem regulatory standards.
. for zoonotic diseases. _
§ o Determine if non-HACCP controls E T
: are executed for: :
: o Humane handling and slaughter :
: O Animal diseases , v
“guscassus essssEssssssanssssssesnsssnansecannd
feeeueeeestasses e et s antasneaes SHACKLING | i Plant executes HACCP and non-
FSIS verifies in operation: . BLEEDING . : HACCP process control and
! o HACCP plan features ;:__..- SSOP controls.
o Samitation SSOP .““ l .::i Plant imp.lements new :
S B "} technologies c.g. dehairing,steam £
*] DEHAIRING |~ vacuuming, pre-evisceration
SKINNING : antimicrobial sprays.

* Peeesesenssssasnnae



HACCP-Based Livestock Inspection Continued

FSIS ACTIVITIES

FSIS verifies during operation:

v

o HACCP plan features, e.g. corrective

DRESSING

actions
o Sanitation SSOP
: o Other Process controls

LN
'-I-l-l-unqlnnlll

ESTABLISHMENT ACTIVITIES
Plant exec.utes HACCP ;.l;(.i-;;.l:-." o
HACCP, and SSOP controls.

Plant implements new technologies
e.g. dehairing, steam vacuuming, pre-
evisceration antimicrobial sprays.

J POST-MORTEM INSPECTION e

sassssanenes --------c\-----.-----.-----------------: :..--n----------------------’o--------o--------.ﬂ.
: Inspection Oversight and Verification : : Post-mortem Process Control
: of Plant’s Sorting of Carcasses  : :
: : Plant Sorts Carcasses that are :
: Assures that establishment's post-mortem : : Suitable for Food :
: process controls and meet regulatory standards. :
;" Provides only healthy carcasses and parts
R N | : suitable for food, plant separates :
v ¢ acceptable from unacceptable carcasses
: and parts using current post-mortem
:-...--..u..'.-..-.-.....:-..--..---.: R FINAL WASH . E regulatory standards. :
: FSIS verifies operation of: R “ :
: o HACCP plan features L
: a Sanitation SSOP : l “esesssesesunaniennintasanraaretesatattnnnananss
L teetecssceensssnnascsnnaas : Plant executes HACCP and non-
: HACCP, and SSOP controls.
' Collects, processes, and mails : Plant implements new technologies ¢.g.
: Salmonella samples on an : CHILLING : steam-pasteurization, hot-water rinses,
unannounced basis and based on : y, antimicrobial sprays, steam vacuuming,
} results makes determination about ol R SO
: compliance with regulatory o’ .,
 requiements. a et
As appropriate, reviews procedures .".‘ : Plant executes HACCP and non-
¢ and record keeping of plant’s E. coli “: HACCP, and SSOP controls. :
i testing and makes determination : ‘ :
: about compliance with regulatory : : E. coli testing :
requirement . PROCESSING .
.... .....'III lllllll essassasssEsEns SENEANEEOSESEREERENSS "
e e, : Plant exccutes HACCP and non-
' FSIS verifies operation of: 3 : HACCP, and SSOP controls. :
: o HACCP plan features : e reveeeesneeaneessessesnaseaensessannnane
: o Sanitation SSOP :

*ssssnsssanassnse “esasssssss asssssansns®



¢ lasB2/58 12:12 ODWALLA CORPORATE » W< 436 Jool

NU. 121 raddlisoar

Odwalla, Inc. FAX IT AND THRIVE!

Date: /0/3./ ' 7 4

To: 75 ﬁeh/ntl m

Phone No:

Fram: LA G Vagbon FaxNo:  650-712-5959 N\/ J
Ve e

Total number of pages
including cover sheet 7

/;-14,

Cgr 6 rTReRe W i The ot
o Fhe aafvra/ Forotls frstadfTe  Su

Ve

5;'”""45 g~ A"’{ f‘tféfb o A 90»«;'
/'4 ; K‘n Auvl .

//fa 4/'%%/»/-' /:)// g ricen7 9/16(

/)/.&LL ,a,,kg </ c"‘?ﬂ"/?k A&&kf

y, erspte Al

Z enjoyest wt#Png goa i Sh E1 Dan
Ll O o= The 0/ 2er ¢ falF a0+ ¥M
o ThE It conps evtr - 7 Aope
yourt W/ Sest

Confidentiality Nouce %
This message is intended only far the individual of cnuty to which it is transmuned and may coniin infSrmation that 1s pnivileged.

confidential. and/ar exermpt from disclosure under applicable laws. If the reader o1 this communication 13 not the intended recipient
or the employee or autharized agent responsible for delivening the communhicaton to the iniended recipient. you are hereby notitied
that any dissemination, disaribution. ar copying o' this communication is prohibited. If you have reeeived this communication in
eror, please notily the sender immediately by telephone and desrroy the onginal ansmission. Thank yau.

.

Odwalla, Inc. 120 Stone Pine Road, Haif Moon Bay, CA 94019 850-726-1888



9

18/82-88

'NATURAL FOO

12:12

ODWALLA CORPORATE » 202 436 55B1

NU. 121 Fddcsddad e

ORER 1 998

DS

niheNew

Food Safety Czar
And Council Approved

ASHINGTON—With fund safety con-

camns parampunt amang the pubile,

Presidsm Climtap signad an exmcu-
tlve order in August tu cruata 8 Cauncil an
Foad Satety. Onu of the weaknassas in the
federal governmant's atempt ta snlve food
safety (ssuss Is the disjaimed nature af the
system. Naw one council hesded by Dan
Glickman, Sscretary af Agriculmre. Oaans
Snalala. Secretary af Raaith sad Human Sgr-
vicas ang Nmal Lenn, head af the White
Kouss Sciwnce and Technniogy Pallcy il
overses foad salety issuss. Page 7

Maliing Cyanide In
Guise Of Supplemants

ARINA OEL REY, Calil.—A Califomis
M woman was arrested in August for

allegedly intending to mail 100
envstopas cantsining fata) coses of pow-
aarea godjum cyanide in the guise of autrl-
tionaf supplamants. The woman attached the
polsan tu Grochures she aitegealy picked up
at natural products stores. Al presz GDe, A0
polsoning deaths ware caportad and ths
woman's motlve was unknown, Pags 9

Anti-GMO Activism
Crops Up Worldwide

ARIS— Taking tneir cus from s sate
Pau campaign to stog the spread af

sexually rranamittad dissase (STOs).
Gresnpeace activists hase suiged a “nafe
crop” dempnsisation ta stop the apraad of
gonetically transmirted disasss ar (QTDe).
varloys warldwide campaigns agsinst QM
crops have prompted activists fo parads 4
glant condom-sheathed corn cob threogh
Eurcpean streets while pratestars thrash
abaut the Engiish countryside desbuying GM
cropa. Thougn the lncidents around the
glohe wars planned (ndepandently s goal
w3t the same—stap the inflitratian af QM
crops imo e $0ad supply. Puge 18

Haln Food Group
Labels Products
As Non-GEO

NIDNDALE, N.Y.=(n an amamet to
U alert consymers about genstically

enginsarud food imgradlems, the Haln
Fooo gro
products
The lade
Ingredler

. AN
label wil 4108 1T310-7 o

I~

VasE XIX, Nusazr 10

Money For Nothing—Natural
Products And Slot'tmg Fees

Bary 3cett

natural produces manufacrurer, renowned for i high-
demand, high-quality produco finally hresls inw 2 major
Naortheast mainsresm grocery chain. Six months locer,
mainsTresm food manuficurer intraduces o seemingly com-
parsble product. The mainsoresm representacve goos o dhe
buyer and offers him « 850,000 per SKU slorting fee. The
buyer does some quick math, and before you know it the natursl
produces are ouserd, and replaced with the mainsoeam brund.

A disconcerting and humbling swory, bdut one that is all wo
familiar w many of the nscwral producs menufecrurers dhac have
expanded their busines inw die maxs market reul arena. Just ask
the folks at Seonyfield Farm. Horizon Orgunic Dairy, Tom's of
Maine, Celards! Scasonings or Halth Valley; for years these com-

Sietting Fess Wy b 8 89w Urend n some cutory) gredact

penics have had to conmnd with whar some sxy is the ugliest side

of grocery remiling—paying up-Front to sequire shelf space for

your praduce.
snd r

gous progrums are ncverthaless becaming the norm. For wample.

Awtn, Taas-besed Whole Foods Markee now expecs i vendors ©

fa

crs have long

Though nstury producs renil

conveyed 3 “nox in my backysrd” ardnude sbour sloming fecs, anslo-

provide free ills, that is, enough free product w G} is casms when

See SLOTTING ow pagr 60

Associations Nix Organics In Consumer Brachure

Ile 3tawart
VASPINGTYRR

even msinstream indusay groups
want no mencion of the *O” word in
the soon-ro-be-spproved EPAS
USDA cogsumner “right to know” brocture
about the risks snd benefin of pesticide
residucs. 1n 8 levzr to the USDA and EPA
the groups contend that the focus of the

McGwire Supplements
Maris’ Record

Harty Trayoasr

ST. LOBIS

he brown bonle of androtenedione

piaced next w 2 an of spinach i Sc

Louis Cardinals’ Mark McGwire's
boker hey spurked o debwzr among beseball
fans and pundin: Will mlent or nusrigonal .
supplemene be the reason if McGwire
breaks Roger Maris” 61-homer single-sea-
san record? Everyone has an opinion—a
Lexis-Nens search done 1 week sfrer the

See BASEDALL ox pagr 9
Incirdn

AVE WO ST
ﬂiﬂdmsﬂlt

T YrwEN
tmo!£2¢ilu ad ou1u!ab

iB PrOCULI a1 24 @ waiim = rmrens cem e

uy. Page 28

[OTRETENE Daling

. Shop 15 repr

brochwr is breaking swuy from Congres-
siana) intent wnd should not mendon the
option of baying organic produce s 1 way
for consumers o reduce their exposure ©
pesticides in foods.

The rationale bahind cheir wrgumrnc
is that raising the organic iasur will
increase consumer fear sbout food safery.
Orgunic industry experes say the lemter is
an srmp w dilure the huge wave of con-
Sumes interest in organics. Some in the

organies indusery also are purzled by the

‘Got Hemp?/Z8

Mais Non:
Body Shop
Raided

Pamela Vyugatse
AIE-EN-PROVENGE, Franca

S, hemp-seed o producr rumdacur
ers agree that the smzure of a line of
hemp bodycare products at che Body
jve of igr abour ths

m Pergonal Care Handbook

Defining The
Nutraceutical Customer

groups lams respanse bocsase dhe commeny
period for the brochure ended monchs ago.
“These calls imply that consumers do not
have a right to know basic informadan on
pesticide regulstion and sxposurs and
clesrly concravene Congressional intene,”
said Jesnnine Kenncy, policy snalyat for
Washington-bssed Consumers Uaion

(CU) in » letezr of response.
One of the provisions of the Food
Quality Protceden Acr requires that a
Ser BROCHURE on pogr 16

hemp plant. French police raided the Body
Shop hare Aug. 26 and sezed severul «
@reons of the store’s new hemp produet line
including soap. lipconditioner. ails and
lations a3 well a5 promotional matmals relar
Ses HEMP aw pogy 9

m Customer Appreciation

il ABCs Of Homsopathy

MNews 1oeEas TReNDs Prooucrs For THE Naturar AND Orcanic PropucTs INDUSTRY
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BBt his Issue

Personal Care Handbook | AromaiCare
Retailing Relaxation |

Winter can be a streasful timu for your customars, Tha
Rolidays and cold waather often wrsak Aavoe on frived nones
and the gangra! health of many individuals. NFM offers its
annval took at Lhe parsanal care CALRgDYY ARG WaYS [0 haip
YOUr CUStomars relieve stress and take better care of tham-
salvas throughout the winter months. This month’s ixsus atwo
teatures parsonas care information about other sresstul times
8BuCh B8 during pregnancy and white dlating.

38 Breaking New Ground With A Life Style Stare
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News

October 1998

Clinton Orders
Council On Food Safety

Earen 8. Nl

waSpInavTON

applauding Prenident Clinton's
excoutive order v creure 3 Council

on Food Sefety. "WVe strongly suppors the
president’s decision to create the new

Atmm.hdlwymmbcnm

A new §Tore in Oregon combines natursl product ratailing with a netursl 3p to mest cL
Interest in food. hegling and parsonal care.
by Kathigan Finn Mendolp

42 Hemp Poised To Dominate Persanal Care

Hemp. the black sheep cousin of marijuana, is gBining popularity aMong comumers and Margt
SNom among retailers,
2y Kari Zimmerman

486 Aanticipata Canditions & Prevention Whan Marketing To Expectant Moms

P'gwﬂanq means giving SPACIA) ATIANLION (0 & woman'y pArsanal cafe needs. Howeusr, safety is 2
primary cencem, which is why many women turn ta aatural products during and 2ite preghancy.
by Karen Rarerman

86 Last mgnOv's issua of AFM featisred 3 new (RgR in 0w MaganMe danicaEd eapecislly o
resiters. {t's called Scorw OF e Mo and (t's Gesigrmd to shave 1S from rethiian acvost the coayy.
It you Aswe a store that sTANGS GuUT i your COMMUNIly for CUSTIMEY JFICA, COMUTIUNAY Seeres or

DEYRagS Store Savign, an We walt t haer fram you. This month's store, Natue's Bin. Dies sacial
TenCiounEs 1 new iewls,

News

14 ubsrtson's To Merge With
American Stores

AlDartson’s announced it3 plan to marga
with Salt Lake City-tased American Stores
Co, early naxt yas?, The new campany will
farm the 13rgest retai) 1006 and drug chain in
tha United States.

BY PAMELA WYNGATE

Your Business

37 targers ind Acquisitin
Activity Hests Up tn 1898

The aumber af reported mergar and
acqulisition tranaactions in the nbtural
products industry i3 increusing almast as
fast a6 in othar indusiries, An industry
sxpert axamines the trend and what it
covid mean far naturat products
companias and retailars

BY MIKE CHASE

As Fmore sng more pranducts are introduced in
the natural prequcts Marcet, shelf 1axce is at a
premium. Finding 8w ngitt product fuz (o mas
rethiler rmerts and cuzDmer dermands i3 Tlcky.
BY MARILYN COLTER

63 toliay Heme aa! Replacement

A homs<cookes maz! dunng the holideys may
be Lt 3 Norman Rocxwsi! oreaem Tar many of
your custormgrs. A nel|-stocked MMR saction

can by 8 busy DRIION'S Siwar,

BY STEVEN ROSEN

HBG/Sipplemant Buyer

71 Daw't Lt Wiear Freazs Your
Ostax Aretht Sains

Mo peopis NPk 8pnng 3 e idmt lime ©
do an intMIl ClARLAG. bul detoxification
can bs denwficul yesrcound. A look it why
Desple DUy detom praducts st other times of
yar msy haiD ASTUMN DroducTs retailars devie
a fall or winter presroton.

BY THEA DELEY

Cannmctions ,.......... 10 NHRT& ..v0vv. s
Intematinng) News .. ... .. 18 BizQuios ... ....0h0 0
Acfohyms ... ....,.... 20 Perpanal Carn Mandbaok . . .
Rawsil Sews .., ., ., .,,,. .22 News SIS ...
Asociation News , ..., ... 26 HEBC Motes . .........,,
Stocx Dipest ...,.... 026 CvennPromo ides

i, and hope that we muy be sble ©
help by sharing what we have learned,”
mid Chris Gallagher. direcex uf sowregic
cammupicscions for Odwails'in Half
Moun By, Calif. Secremnics of Agricul-
rre and Health and Human Services Dan
Glickrman and Danns E- Shalds, and Neal
Lanc, head of the Whie House Office of
Saicnee and Technulogy Policy, will eo-
chair the new counal. Fuod mfery issics
wre waditomlly dhvided zmang 2 mamber
of government sgencies, inchiding USDA

and FDA, but the council's duty will be &
cres 3 “comprehensve sguxgic plan” w
regulsee mpdonal food wfety. “[ think dhe
government could use a coordinsted
effore,” wid Kathenino DiMareo, execu-
tive direcroe of the OTA. *I'm sure thar it
would briag praducuvicy and efidency ©
the fond sfety rucsgvey du the govem-
meat is aogaged in " The counal will can-
sult with the Nanonal Asdemy of Sa-
enoss and members of dhe food if A
and 1 expected to repore on 1 findings
Some time in exrly 1999,

These and stranger mensures for
improving natonal food safecy sandards
have heen supported by numerous con-
surper 2dvecacy groups 3 well, The Ceneer
tor Science in the Public Ineerest (CSPI)
and the Safe Food Cralidon. for emmple.
called 1 proposal ro appoinc 3 food czar.

Ser FOOD SAFETY on pagr 14

Industry Concerned With
FDA’s Definition Of Disease

Pamaela Wyogats
SASBINBTON

the fighe aguingt FDA's structure/
funcrion claims proposal, at press
ome. industry orgenizatons wvere wurk-
ing toward the goul of 100,000 com-
menos on the propossl. FDA granted
30-day extention to the Aug. 27 deadline
for public commens on is pmposal fol-
lowing appeals by Sen. Tom Harkin (D-
lows), Sen. Ommin Harch (R-Uab), Cig-
2erm for Health (CFH), and ather indus-
Iy trade 1mociscons.
Supplements industry associstions
were scrongly urging FDA o “substan-

ln an effart to enguge conumers in

dally reviee® i soructure/funcdon pro-
posal. Oae af the primary indusery
grievances was thae, according to the
proposed mgulations, supplemens
ufecturers would por be zble ™ market
producs for pregnancy, menomuse and
sging because those conditions are
defined s discases.

Acconding to CRN, based here,
FDA should refrain from defining dis-
mse a5 any condition char deviares from
the norm- Susan Hacger. president and
CEO of Boulder, Colo.-based CFH
agreas; “When DSHEA wus developed,
disease wag based on NLEA. Through
redefining disease, FDA is uying to
make anydiing that is not & normal state,

Sec CRN 0w page 9

Uniformity In Food
Labels Proposed

Thomxs 8. Bay

vASBILRATON

swmskers from both chambers of

Congren inoroduced legialacion iy

summer o require Whiform aadon-
wide food labels ind w discoursge sares
from adopang specl ingredient ar safety
tabeks. The Nidanal Unifurrmuty far Food
Act of 1998, S. 2356, won't be onandered
this sestion 23 members have rocesed for
the clecnon cycle. However, bi-pardsan
suppart fram Sen. Richard Luger (R-Ind ),
chairman af the Nenuie Ag=aviture Com-
mirtee. and Sen. Tom Harkdn (D-fown),
the ranking minonty mamber, will help die
bill's crances come next legislogve seaion.

The &l wouid smend pordons of
the 1990 NLEA. Sotes snd municipal-
des would be allowed w label producs
for prescribed characrerisdcs, such ¢
freshness daring, state inspecdon sampe.
religious dletury informsdon and food
ssnitation. But «ll ocher food safery
Iabels musz originate fram FDA

The Grocery Manufacturers of
Amenca (GMA) pushed for the legisia-
nan, which they call “a common sense
inicintive.” It will put 1 seap to the
costly practice whereby soma states
require additions] information of
labels, naed Manty Molpus, GMA prasi-

dent. The sssocistion cantands thae
thesz lsbels don't inforen consumers,

Sece LABELING o» poge 9

Nanumar Fnone Mesrvwsweomm = MAstmbhe. 1008 T
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News
Albertson’s To Merge With American Stores

NaturaL Foobs
ETTRTRTN

Riag e presidanucoo
Nav Hope Commusiaarnens

.'amslu ly_r'l__iate

ROISE, (dats

{bertson’s announced its plan o
merge with Sale Lake Ciey-bosed
American Stores Co. early nexe vear.
The new company, Alberman'’s [nu., with
an expected total value of approtimatcly
$11.9 nillion, will tarm the largest recail
food and drug company in the United
Sares, Annusl sales of the combdined mm-
pany are csimated 4t $36 billion.
Albertson’s presencly operates Y16
seores in 13 swus, and Amenican has 1,558
stnres Iocared in 26 states. Albereson’s

Industry Lauds Food Safety Initiatives

FQOO SAFETY fyumw page 7

one person wich complere audhority over
the food salery budger, 2 “gow) Brst step.”
Together, CSPI and the Sufe Food Cosli-
don created the “Recipe for Safc Foo).”
amang wheee ingredients is the recommen-
dabon that “all povernment fnnderelated
funcrions [be combined] int a ungle agen-
oy. the U S, Food Safety Administranwn.”

The Grocery Manufacrurers of Amer-
ica (GMA), on the other hand. suggests
that althaugh incrensed arcendon to foud
safaty isxues iy vicol, che creation of 3 single
agency tonsdrures an unnecessary tederal
hureaucroey.

“Agencies can Jo beteer by adiusting
their priontes, cficencies und focus, and
by more effecnvely eoerdinating wich dieic
parmers in che scatas, with whom they
shaee the compliance responsihilities for
food safery.” <sid Stacey Zawel, Ph.D.,
GMA's director of saendfic and regulatory
affairs. "Cargumers are bese served by fed-
erul food mtery agencies dhat develop policy
hased an che besc saence wnd build public

cxpuets i achicve 3 savings of approxauatcly
$10U million frean buying and distrburion
cfficicncies ay well as soving $200 millinn
from reduction of overhead. The merger
alsn pues Alhermon’s in 13 new atates. and
urhaw Chivago and Philadelpha.

“The mransacnon, approved by the boands
of Jirecmrs of [xith companics, is aubiest @
sharvholder and reyulatoey approval, Gy G.
Michael, chairman and CEQ of the cusrene
Alharmun’s Inc. will condnue in his posidan.
Viceor L. Lund, chairman and CEO uf
American Smres Co. will serve 2 vice chair-
man of the new Alberman’s Inc. Corponice
headquarters for che wmabined company will
be hased heve.

confidence in the naton’s food supply.”

A recent Inaotute uf Mcdicine repore
¢nmmissioned by Cungress had recom-
mendad the appoinmment of a “food czar”
10 tex vty smandards and comber discase
authresks, suggesdag that the numermus
food-safety yeoups as well as FDA and
USDA be unired in 1 *fond xafery annal.”

Sarsdes show rhat more than 8.000
Americans dic from food ponening anfu-
ally, and coundes mare become senously
ill. Recent inadents may have helped con-
vince the lnsorure of Mediane. an inde-
pendent gavernment advisory group, and
other arganizacons to call for this review
uf the nagun’s food safety stsndsrds snd
procedures. .\ 2-year-old child died and
more than 20 children became ill in June
when thev were infected with E coli,
apparendy during 2 visit o 2 suburban
Atlann warter poric

Through DNA cesting, acientists
found the same scrain of E.coli bacteria
that infecred the children in Georgia in
tcef recalled by Flunda-besed Bauer Meat
Co. Genrgn was among the desdnations

Grocery Goliaths
Tha top 10 mass-marke! ratailnrs .
(with annual anias in bidions of Jollass) -

far 37,500 pounds of Bsuer Mest Co. heef
e ceralled in May after a school cafe-
reria hanburger made a child sick USDA
ased Bauer Meat's Ocala, Fla., processing
planc on Aug. 12. The following day Max
Bauer. the company's owner, ook his own
life. It is unknown whecher Bouer was
avare of the Adent coanccoan.

Two of the Geargia families whaose
children suffered kidney faluce as 2
resule of the E.coli nutbreak have filed
suit against the (White Water park. ‘The
families will be represented by William
Marler. who represcnted five children
in the case of the 1996 Odwslls apple
juice incident. "We hope char che
adopted strategy will help bolscer early
warning systems when authreaks do
oceur.” said Odwslia’s Gallagher. “We
were forrunate in our cxperience thac
Washington state has an advanced
derecrion syscem that identified our
ourbreak ar 2 relatively early stage.
Higher quukity and more consistent
vechnologiny across st lines may help
prevent another tragedy.”
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Expo Kaynote Interview:

Expo East Exhibitor List

tural Products Expo
Fast *98 Show Issue

nmwral mummemmnmmuw-cmwabutl-ulm
saow will bring Indusoy membars from aredmd Be Usited States 280 at least 43 eter comutriss @

D0 lesm Mo tatest a5 cawly effered natural produces, legiziatve |szoes and basioexs and
sclorsiic genda. The ssminar wugram will again fexture spaakere fur each educations) treck = wel)
a8 comtimuing sucaicn craoity fram the New Hops (RstEs o Retsilleg. Sw pages 42 ang V45 m
188 for camplete pre-show coverage aed Iaforeanion.

ODUWALLA CORPORATE » 2d2 436 506l

‘4 E-Town Makas Music, Moves Money
14
1*6 " Expo Scheduls At A Glance
150
164

Expo East Adds Educational Variety And Entertainment

Jim Autry

Farm Tour Celabrates Family Affair

Expo East Exhibitar Shawease

§ & Tom's To Modify Clalms

s of Maing will madify Isbaling of its ratu-
| moutcsh product tollowing a decision by
Rthe Naziona) ACvertising Division of the Cauncil
“'of Benter Business Buresus that dsclared
» Tarn's natural mautiwesh clalms misleading,
| BY KAREN S. HULL

£ 20 Congress Disoouses
Raruative Cancer Treatments

Remative heaith practitianers may be
g & members of the two grougs mest
Cangrass.

Uning that an emphasis on pres
help rmore than they think,

Food Focus

87 vanzal et Szhs W Corparars
Contoversies ahout faodborna bactenass are lit-
«ally pushing concerned cansumars toward
nstural beel, and natural products retailers are
Eaing to pramote this comforting attemative.
BY ELAINE LIPSON

92 uottar Sates Soid

As itxrgarine Sales Soften

The bad boy of fats, butter. i making a come-
back, but for thase who can't weleame it with
opan anTTS, 3 new selection of s fatty acid-
fres aitenatives are on the honzon.

8Y KiM STEWART

HBC/Supplement Buyer

111 thwarting Toan
Supplerment Abosars

Vhils mast dietry sypplements hre & STONg
safety recom, some (e 60 have poterttial
for abwn if Lsa and dosage instructions are nol
caretully follosed. Tesrs. in partiCuisy, sre prone
o disegard waiming labels ana take products for

‘e e MXESORE RO e maeviow wsaRle st
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Warning Label Will
Slow Fresh Juice Sales

Barty TPrayuor
wasAINOTON

npasteurized juice consumpdon

will drop after warning labels

appear strting Sept. 8 on juice

packaging or on placards in
srores that sell the product, according w
FDA and sourees in the indusy. That's
the onc thing the cwo opposing factions
agree upon. Buc chey don’c agree on
how large the drop in sales will be.

FDA predicts a drop in fresh juice
consumptian of 5 pereent @ 16 pertent
Moarc lssaes. chairman of the American
Fresh Juice Council 1ees the warning
labels as much more devastating, predict-
ing 2 drop in consumpsion of s much s
30 percent. The juice coundil’s cstmae is
based on informaton from remilers who

may decide sot (o stack the fresh juice sa
thev can avaid posting placards or signs
wath dhe warging in their sTores.

FDA's recently approved warning
for unpusteurized freth juice reads:

This preduct bas nat bern pameurized
and. therefore, may comtamn bavmful bacre-
ria that cam cawse seviows thnes in ehildren,
the clderly, snd persons with weskened
meune M

If packsging does not include the
warning, the FDA rule says that warning
signs or plscards must be placed ot
poinu of ssle.

The rule takes effect Sepr. 8 for
apple juice and dder. and wkes place 60
days later, o Nov, 5. for ocher fruit and
vegeuble juices. FDA gave these juice
makers excs dme becsuse of esimaced
harvest ame for different frust and veg-
eable crops.

FDA Fines Odwalla

Bary Scaott
wasHiNGBTON

n what many consider a loud

waming ¢ 3l food manufac-

arers. FDA fined Half Moon

Bav, Calif.-based Odwalla
$1.5 million for unknowingly sell-
ing minred apple juice. FDA offi-
cials said char in light af increasing
heteria that cawse Fuxd-bomme ill-
nesses it was cxpanding the kinds
of penalrics it imposes in order to
{arce companies wo he more rigor-
ous with safety pracoces.

Odwiila pleaded guilty to
16 counrs of unknawingly delivering
“aduleerated fixxl priducts tor inoduc-
tian into interstate commercs” in N

Staltenpon!

October 1996 inddent that prompred the
cempany to recall is Tesh 1pple juice.
(Sce relsted arnctes, NFAL, page 14). “No
finding about our plant came up and
there were no charges agminst any indi-
viduals,” said Odwalls chairman
Greg Seelwenpohl responding 1o
the announcement, “The FDA
dida't find anvthing related to
irresponsibiliry of mapufaceur-
ing.” Of the toml fine. $250.000
will go with three orgamizations
thar deal with food safeqy. Stel-
teapohl said the fine wan™t
greatlv impact company carn-
ings. “1t's a long-term pav out. [t
won't cause unduc difficuley for
the company financialle,” Odwalla’s
suxck increaped 75 cents to $12,50 an the
dav nt the apnouncement.

ements Purchases



