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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 ofinspection in the slaughter plant, the point where the actual 
contamination ofmeat or pouhry 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 ofinspection 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 properiy 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 govemment'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. 

Defln ition ofinspection 

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 govemment 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 govemment 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 govemment-inspected meat and not government-inspected paperwork. The sole 
role of govemment should not be just oversight. We agree with FSIS that there are 
certain functions that company employees can perform that are currently performed by 
govemment inspectors, thereby relieving some inspectors to perform different fimctions 
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 ofmeat 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 ofinspection 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 resuh 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 resuh 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 govemment 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 heahh 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 govemment 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, resuh 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 concemed about numerous, repeat violations 
occurring within their plants. According to agency policy, repetitive deficiencies ofthe 
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 
govemment 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 instmcted in his HACCP training. An explanation for this 
statement is he would NOT do this again, because the DO had instmcted him he no 
longer had the authority to take any withholding actions. He must contact DO and 
any action would be inhiated by them. The reason the DO provided for these 
instmctions 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 pouhry slaughter/processing plant) 

2. "IIC [Inspector In Charge] instmcted 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 inhiate 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 concemed that inspectors do not receive the necessary support from 
superiors in order to do their job in protecting their families from unsafe meat and 
pouhry. They understand the importance and necessity of govemment 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 govemment inspectors. Govemment 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 pouhry 
inspection system, leading to increased concem about the safety of the product hself 

Failure of FSIS to Establish a Definition of "Carcass-by-Carcass'' Inspection 

One of the most troubling and problematic aspects ofthe 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 ah 
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 
govemment 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 govemment inspectors. 

At a very minimum S.T.O.P. expects govemment 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 
cmx of the contamination issue. Consumers will not accept industry self-inspection for 
fecal matter, which at times necesshates 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 govemment 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 wrhing 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 ofthe 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 govemment 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 
heahh 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 curtent 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 airbome 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 ahemate 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 heahh 
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 foodbome disease 
attributable to the seven pathogens studied were from Campylobacter. Campylobacter in 
pouhry 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. 

n. Models Project 

We have several comments on the basic design of the project itself Under phase 1 ofthe 
model, plants have every incentive to use top quality personnel who will be best able to 
do a job equal to the govemment inspectors. These workers will be trying hard to 
"prove" they can do h. Our concem is that once the test period is over and the intense 
scmtiny is past, that the incentive to maintain that level of performance will be lost. 
Furthermore, with employee tumover, 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. Whh most meat and poultry products on the 
market at a generic level, there is little accountability buih 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 heahh-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 ofits legal 
responsibilities that govemment 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 
unheaUhy animals and presenting only those heahhy animals for slaughter. We would 
agree that industry should take on the "sorting" function but there must be suhable 
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 govemment 
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 resuh in fines and penalties, both civil and criminal. 

Employee Whistleblower Protection 

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

We ask govemment 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% ofthe 
animals. 

We also have concems 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 vnth the concept of plant employees 
performing some organoleptic tasks that are curtently being done by govenmient 
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 pouhry 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, "curtent 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 curtent 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 
definhion 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 funrtions are performed by plant employees, whh 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 govemment 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 POSSIBLY 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 curtent level of inspection 
for the zero tolerance standard in livestock is 100%. FSIS. in its "hypothetical" model, 
reduced the level ofinspection for visible fecal contamination bv 90% and then attempted 
to look like a hero bv espousing a desire to "increase" the level ofinspection 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 
govemment. 

Poultry Inspection Model 

One ofthe strongest impediments to successful public heahh-based change in meat and 
pouhry inspection in this country is our historic but incortect notion and insistence that 
meat (livestock) and poultry products be treated "equally" or the same under inspection. 
They are very different enthies 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 pouhry slaughtering 
process, that a different level of govemment inspection would be adequate than that for 
livestock. Whereas the level of govemment inspection detailed in the pouhry model, 
combined with added protections such as company employee whistleblower protection, 
certified training programs for plant employees and a joint committee of industry, 
govemment 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 govemment 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 govemment is not checking the plans or identifying CCP's. This 
increased industry flexibility and responsibiUty must be balanced by an inspection 
program that assures the public that the product meets govemment 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 foodbome 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 Httle industry 
accountabiHty. Whhout 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 govemment 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 ofthe 
USDA program: requiring govemment approval of all meat and pouhry products before 
they reach the consumer. Other govemment 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 govemment 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. 

Respectfiilly submitted. 

Nancy Donley 
President and mother of̂ Alex (1987-1993) 
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schedule 

FSIS-verifies e.g.concentration 
level, OSHA requirements 

FSIS- verifies per 
ISP schedule, takes 
Salmonella 
samples 

FSIS- verifies 
per ISP schedule 

PLANT - performs per FSIS 
regulatory stds for Public Health 
defects e.g. intestine, cloaca 

Finished Product 
Stds. Evaluation 

FSIS- verifies 
per ISP schedule 

Page 2 



CURRENT LIVESTOCK INSPECTION 

FSIS ACTIVITIES ESTABLISHMENT ACTIVITIES 

No FSIS Activity T 

Inspection oversight 
of humane handling 

PREHARVEST 
TRANSPORTING 
PREHARVEST 
TRANSPORTING 

RECEFVING 
HOLDING 
RECEFVING 
HOLDING 

No plant activity 
unless intergrated. 

Observation of all livestock for 
abnormal conditions (animal disease, 
zoonotic diseases, non-food safety defects, 
.•\PHIS identified animals, etc.). 

Inspection oversight of humane h 
andling and slaughter. 

FSIS inspector signs pen cards, 
indicating animals have passed ante-
mortem inspection and can proceed to 
slaughter. 

FSIS inspectors direct plant employees 
to segregate suspected and condemned 
livestock^ _^ 

FSIS veterinary medical officer 
examines segregated livestock, 
determining whether they may be 
slaughtered or withheld from slaughter 

ANTE-MORTEM 
INSPECTION 

Provides satisfactory pens, equipment, 
and assistants for conducing ante-
mortem inspection. 

Segregates suspect and condemned 
livestock. 

Humanely handles and slaughter 
as livestockas prescribed in regulations. 

STUNNING 
SHACKLING 
BLEEDING 

1 DEHAIRING 
SKINNING 

I PRE-EVISCERATION W.ASH 
AND ANTIMICROBLAL 

INTERVERENTION 



CURRENT LIVESTOCK INSPECTION CONTINUED 

FSIS ACTIVITIES ESTABLISHMENT ACTIVITIES 

i 
DRESSING 

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

Identifies and directs removal of abnormal conditions, minor 
pathological conditions, esthetic defects, contamination, and 
dressing defects. 

Directs retention of abnormal carcasses and pans for 
disposition by FSIS veterinarian. 

Final disposition of retained carcasses by FSIS veterinarian 
Assures that the esublishment uses hygienic methods when 

dressing and eviscerating carcasses and in the handling of 
pans. 

Assures adequate control of condemned and inedible 
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 £. coli testing and makes determination about 
compliance with regulatory requirements. 

FINAL TRIM 

POST-MORTEM 
INSPECTION 

FINAL WASH AND 
ANTIMICROBIAL 
INTERVENTION 

Handles product in 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 
mspector when dressing 
and eviscerating carcasses 
and in when handling 
parts. 

CHILLING 



HACCP-Based Livestock Inspection Models Project 

FSIS ACTIVITIES 

: FSIS verifies plant records. 
s 

PREHARVEST 
TRANSPORTING 

Production modifications 
n competitive exclusion 
o feed additives 

FSIS verifies system in operation: 
a HACCP plan 
a Sanitation SSOP 
a Humane handling 
a Other process controls 

Inspection Oversight 
and Verification 

n Inspection oversight and 
verification by FSIS personnel to 
assure establishment's ante-mortem 
process controls meets regulatory 
standards. 
n Determine if HACCP controls are 
executed as stated in the plant's plans 
for zoonotic diseases, 
n Determine if non-HACCP controls 
are executed for: 

a Humane handling and slaughter 
n Animal diseases 

FSIS verifies in operation: 
a HACCP plan features V' 

• Sanitation SSOP 

ESTABLISHMENT ACTIVITII 

• 
: Plant receives records from supplier 

.: e.g. herd history, dmg U-eatment 
• history, adjusts its process as 
I necessary. 

RECEIVING 
HOLDING 

i 
\ 

STUNNING 
SHACKLING 
BLEEDING 

i 
DEHAIRING 

SKINNING 

Plant executes HACCP, non-
HACCP, and SSOP controls 
correctly. 

Plant implements new technologies 
e.g. antimicrobial or water washes. 

ANTE-

• 
Ante-mortem Process Control MORTEM 

• 
Ante-mortem Process Control 

INSPECTION 
• • • • • 

Plant Sorts Animals 

n Plant sorts for slaughter only 
healthy livestock. 

CI Plant separates acceptable from 
unacceptable animals using current 
ante-mortem regulatory standards. 

Plant executes HACCP and non-
HACCP process control and 
SSOP controls. 

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



HACCP-Based Livestock Inspection Continued 

FSIS A C T I V I T I E S , E S T A B L I S H M E N T A C T I V I T I E S 

: FSIS verifies during operation: ; 
i a HACCP plan features, e.g. corrective } . . . J Q R E S S I N G 

I actions : 
: a Sanitation SSOP i 
: a Other Process controls : 

: Plant executes HACCP and non-
.i HACCP, and SSOP controls. 

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

POST-MORTEM INSPECTION 

Inspection Oversight and Verification 
of Plant's Sorting of Carcasses 

Assures that establishment's post-mortem 
process controls and meet regulatory standards. 

: FSIS verifies operation of: 
j • HACCP plan features 
: o Sanitation SSOP 

FINAL WASH 

'• Post-mortem Process Control : • • • • • • • • 
: Plant Sorts Carcasses that are i 

• • 
: Suitable for Food \ • • • • • • • • 
I Provides only healthy carcasses and parts | 
• suitable for food, plant separates \ 
• acceptable from unacceptable carcasses \ 
: and parts using current post-mortem • 

regulatory standards. • 

: Collects, processes, and mails 
: Salmonella samples on an 
: unannounced bzisis and based on 

• 
: results makes determination about • I compliance with regulatory • requirements. • : As appropriate, reviews procedures : and record keeping of plant's E. coli : testing and makes determination : about compliance with regulatory I requirernents Verification that zero fecal tolerance • is met. : FSIS verifies operation of: j a HACCP plan features : • Sanitation SSOP 

CHILLING 

Plant executes HACCP and non-
HACCP, and SSOP controls. 

Plant implements new technologies e.g. 
steam-pasteurization, hot-water rinses, 
antimicrobial sprays, steam vacuuming, 
etc. 

PROCESSING 

: Plant executes HACCP and non-
\ - HACCP, and SSOP controls. 

• • E. coli testing 

: Plant executes HACCP and non-
: HACCP, and SSOP controls. 
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NATURAL FOODS 
P 

InTheNewi 
Food Safety Czar 

And Council Approved 

W w p 

lASMINOTDN—Whh faod u h l r ean-
' eims piianiBUin imanj tha punllc, 
Pmidnn Cllmgn l ip i id in n ieu-

ilve ordir in Augun ta eraiti i CounEll an 
Food Szttti. Oni nt thi w i i i i n i u i i in thi 
fadi'al lovarnmim'i aBiiiiin t i u l«* fDitl 
iifnir I M U H I I ID* dlijalntid lutura of tni 
systtrn. Now am cDanell haidid by Dm 
GllclHMn, Siciitary at Agricultur*. Qonni 
Snilali. Sacndiy of Hialth niri Hu 

Wor 
Mailing Cyanide In 
Guise Of Supplements 

M ARINA oa REV. Cilit.—A Ciltfimii 
woman was arraitid in Augvn far 
alltgadlT intanding ta mall 100 

•nvaiopii canulnlng fatal aosai of aow-
aina (sdlum cyanlda In Uia (Uisa of nuirl-
liDDii luppiinanB. Ttia wonian itUcAad Uia 
golian ts brecKuin sna ailagadty Dlekad up 
al naiunl gisduns iTDrai. Ai pmu dua, no 
polioning daatha win riportad and ihi 
wDinan's mollna wat unknawn. Paga 9 

Anti'GMO Activism 
Crops Up Worldwide 

P
ARIS— Taking inalr eua from it* ata 
:ai campaign to stop lha ipriad af 
siiuaili traniRiltiad diiaiaa (STDi). 

Grainpaica aeiivixti hara nagad a "uia 
crop" diniDnstritisn ta (lap tfei apcaad al 
genailcally tranimiltid diiaaia er (QTDi). 
Varloui waildwida campaigni againn QU 
crops nav* promptid aoivim IB parada a 
giant condcm-shaalhid earn cob tliraogh 
Europain straais wAlla piatattars tbraih 
BPoin tna Engilsn eountrysida dunyint SM 
c'opi. Tiiaiign tna Ineidantt areuaa th* 
glaba war* piannad Indipandantly At gsil 
wat tna lama—Slop tha inflltratlan a( QM 
eropi Inn til* load (upplj, ^f> 18 

Hain Food Group 
Labels Products 
As Non-GEO 

U NlONDAlE, N.T.—In an anansi ta 
alan eoniunari aBoul ganailcally 
anKiniarad fDsd Ingradlanti, (Da Halo 

Food gro 
preducs 
Tha laoo 
Ingradlir 
••ai**"*' 
labal wil 4io«* lato-a 

V O U M X I X , HjKta 10 

Money F o r Nothing—Natural 
P r o d u c t s And Slott ing F e e s 
W a r y l o a l t 

A 
n>curil producn maniifacTurcr. renowned for io high, 
denund, high.qualiiy produea firully brcaki into i mijnr 
Nonhcut tnsinsimn) grocery chain. months later, J 
nuinstmip food iMnuftcnver intraduca a leemingly awn. 
pirsble producL Thc miinsn-am rcpresemdve goa to 
buyer m i oKm Itini • SSO.OOO per SKU ilsning (cc. The 

huycr (loa mmc quick niBih, uid beCorc ynu knov it, thc luturel 
pnxiuca arc ouRcd, u d replaced with che inaijutjeani bnnd. 

.\ ilisainccning >nd humbling srary. but one that i i all too 
familisr to many of che natural prtxlucs (nsflufacrurcn that have 
cipuuled (}ieir buiinea iniD die iruu nwlut rcnil ircna. Jim adi 
che fiolb at Seonyiicld Firm. Horizon Orjuiic Oiiiy, Tom'f of 
.Maine. Celcniil Scuonii\gi er Hedih ViUcy, for yean these com-
paria h m had <o contend wiih what ume ny is cha ugiiei side 
of jjoccty rcalLng—paying up-froni to aci)uir« shtif space tor 
your produns. 

Though natural producv leailen and roanuficruren have long 
cDnveyod a 'not in my backyard' attitude about xloong fees, aiulo-

SiaRIK F*« MQ I* a M * Mad b a I aatorai pradost 

gout pro^ranu art nc^uibalaaf bacnminî  t>t£ norm. For nampla. 
Aunj^ Tcaos-baacd Whole Fooda Markit no* apecrs ia v-aiuior? to 
provide free tilic, that is, aiough frvt prod ucr m Ell its CUB when 

See SLOTTINQ » p*jt 60 

Associations Nix Organics In Consumer Brochure 
11 S t a • A p t 

Seven iDainttresm indaiciy group* 
wiai ne mention oi Ac * 0 ' «ord in 
tbe s o o n - r c » . b e . a p p r o v e d £ P \ / 

USDA 
about tbe risb and bene6a of pesticide 
residues. In s lensr to the USDAind EPA. 
che grmipa contend cbat the focus of (ba 

McGwire Supplements 
Marls' Record 
U t r I J T p i Y B o r 

S T . l a H I I 

Tl 
I he brovn bottle of uulmuEneiliooe 
placed nctt to a on uf spiiudi in Sc. 
Luuis Cardinals' .Mar̂  .McCwirc's 

ktiar ha i debne annig boefaall 
(am and pmliti: VViU olcnt or nuoibonal 
supplements be thc reason if .McGvnra 
bretka Rcgcr .Maris' 61.homer dngle.aca-
ion rccDrdf Evrryone has an opiiuon—a 
Lesu.Nezu l a m h done a week after thc 

Set SASEBALL a a ^ r S> 

bradiure is brcakiBg avay from Cafigrcs-
siofial irtait end ahtwid ncK nicncioa the 
opctan of boyiag organic prodooe as a vwy 
for cortfumen CD reduce dieir CKpctfwe to 
pcarifidi ia foods. 

T I K raiioiala behind (heir aifumoic 
is chac raising che organic i i sui wil l 
iBoasc consumer fear abouc fbod laiscy. 
Oi^inic indtuny cipcre say the lener is 
an aicBBpc on dilocB the b\ige van of coa­
sumer iniirci t in orgtnics. Same in the 
organic! indmcry also are puazled by the 

Got Hemp?; 
Mais Non: 
Body Shop 
Raided 
y i a « i « t y i g i t a 

t i i - E i - r i g v E l c e , F r i iaa 

groups tilB ropotue Insose che omuncni 
period for The brochure ended manchs ago. 
*ThcM oUt imply chat CDnsumert do no( 
hwc a rigbr co know buic inrbrmaonn on 
pcscicidc regnlftcioa and vxpoiufe ind 
deirly ooocnvuic Congrcuionil iccenc" 
a id ]e»naiae Kcnncy, policy aaalyit for 
WashingTon-bijed ConsQincrs Union 
(CU) b I ictox ot roponsc. 

One of thc proTitions of the Food 
Qutlicy Pro»CQOD Acr requires cKic a 

Srr BROCHURE M^wfffM 

Ui 1 3. hemp-Mod Oil prtkiua rmnufaciuri 
en agree thit che lozure uf & line of 
hemp bodynre pioduco ar che Botiy 

Shop rrpmausnw of ignorance afaouc ch« 

InoiHa 
t tXM iTTH 

» i » 

Its PfaOUbtf 4<IU M» m 
try. f^gt 28 

baling 

Persoral Can Handbook 

Defining The 
NutrecauticsJ Customer 

hctnp plane French pilice raided the Body 
Shop han Aug. 26 and leiiad aaveial i 
ano re of thc sisre'] nê r hemp produn line 
including soap, lip-conditioner, oils and 
lodoru as well is promodonal materials ixlaN 

Customer AppTBOlatlon 

ABCa or Homeooatny 

N E W S I D E A S T R E N D S P R O D U C T S F O R T H E N A T U R A L A N O O R G A N I C P R O D U C T S I N D U S T R Y 
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mt h i s I s s u News 
October 1998 

Personal Care Handbook i-^^T^^Sboovt 
Retailing Relaxation 

Winiw u n fie 4 nrcssful lima for your cui iamsi. Tfie 
ncilldsvs and cam wuirier crlin airuli liwoe on tnt tH n i n a 
and inc gansrsl nealtFi 01 many iiMividuita. NFU offan its 
•nnuti look al lhe pwsinai est* c i tvery and m i t te help 
jrou' cuslomare reliew i t roa and l*kt bMar a m e< lhni>-
seiwu l^rouBhout the writer (nenths. Piis montfi's inua ifso 
reatufu panonai care InformaliDn about otner scmshji tlrnoi 
sucn B> during Dicgnincy and while diBtmg. 

3 8 Breaking New Gfound With A UfB Style Store 
A na» aom in OregDn combines natural prvluci raiBilIng *i[h a natural spa to macT customer 
Interest in fooo. tiaaiirig and parunal cara. 
b) Hilhlmn Finn Ue/idols 

42 Hamp Poised Te O o m l n i t a Persn iu l Care 

Hcnip. ina Olacli sheep cousin of marijuana, is gaining pepulariTy among comi/mEn and maniei 
insn antong retaiim. 
dy Kari ^//nrne/mjn 

4 6 Antlclpata Canditians & Prevtntlan Wh«n Marketinf Te Expectant Menu 
Pregixncy means giving ipKIBI aiteniion In a mman's paisonal ur« needs HaaMr. safely ia a 
primary concern, »hich is why many aomen turn la natural pioduca duhm and ifts srapiancy. 
by Karmn /tanrmjn 

Store Of Hie Month 
86 
nalaittn. it's cailid StonOft/m Uontnxnd It's doi^wd to i h v t from <«iitan lo tB i thi cnurey. 
II ytni 'WW • son thar ftrndi cut in vtn^ cammuniiy fir cvstxrm HTVCA, eamfmmity M m tw 
csrhav s m tei^. (han w» «arTt ID rmet ftom you. This month's sen. Niture't Bin. a i m lociil 
conclQiiuiBB ED new I M I S . 

News Food Focus 
1 4 ilberiMn'sTelMitoWttli 
ImBTlun Stam 
AJDercaon s announced its plan te rrerKa 
with Sail Laae Cii^oaacd American stores 
Co. aarly nasi r^ar. The new company arill 
harm ins largesr i«tl l l 'ood and drug chain in 
Ihe Unitea States, 
BY PAMCUk UVNOATE 

Your Business 
3 1 IhrtiriMAoaririttaa 
IctMtyHteisUphtSM 
Tne number af repgrttd ffltrgar And 
icguliitlOA [ranuctions in tfie nitural 
preducFs I'^dustrr is i nc ' t i sm i ilmast i s 
t w K in othar indui l r i i t , An indutrry 
Hp ta tMminea i n * trend and wni i it 
ccgid oiein for niiurar products 
cQmp«ni«t dnd f t i tWan 
iY MIKE CHASE 

63 
fiMukit A hop Appradi 
As more ano more preductl ere imrodml in 
the natmi peducB mamL shell laacs is al a 
prmiuin. Rndii^ 9n nsfiT praduci nua lo meet 
mMlor and c iounw demands Is trlcliy. 
BT MARILYN COLTER 

63 mmtj • n MMI inhnniit 
A hemxeeiuo meal dunne the hoildairs may 
be |LBt a Monnan RecAiMii tteAin for many of 
your ciiiBaiiBi. A •wn^acaad HMR laciian 
can ba a busy pwsan's awur. 
BY STEVlN ROSEN 

HBC/SuppleflieiitBû  
Fmsr« r 

P L U S 

7 1 D^t l j l 

Mea peeeH iMnk apnng is t V idaai lime n 
do an iniamil cieanainc dul demincaiion 
can b* Oanef Icul yur-nund. A leek m M v 
peopla buy Mtai praducB el other lines 
yur may heip Miuial prnducB reuilan 
a IBII or wintv tawmiui . 
Br THEA DELrr 

NHmiest ,30,31 

31 

80 NHmiest ,30,31 

31 Caneany fives . , , . ao 
AcrenyntB ...20 Penoiiai Caie Hnjtnok ...35 ClasAiriaoS ...a 
Ustail nmn , ... .12 neM diias . , ,63 Marteplaee ....B3 
AiaiKtAIion N m , , , , .,..2* ,,,n «d Indei . ..63 
StKtDips ....26 CientsmoniD Ideas . , ..,78 ...«h 

Clinton Orders 
Council On Food Safety 
I l r e n « . H i l l 

W i S l l i a T I I 

A t preai tune. iniJisoy members Mrere 
applauding Prei i i leni Clinton's 
etccuDue oftler tu crcaie a Coundl 

on Foixl Seteiy. *^Va imng ly arppori the 
president's decision to create the nev 
oouneil. and hope t>at we mny he able to 
Kelp by tharing what we have leamed," 
a i d Oir is CieUagiicr. ditectisr uf nniegic 
communications for Odwalla in Hal f 
.Moun Bijr, Calif. Sccrcaiies uf .^ghcui-
tufe and Healtti an i Human ilervuB Din 
Glictenan and Dcma E. Shalsia. and Neal 
Lane, head of ilie WTiite Hoose Office of 
Science and Technulugy Policy, v i l j a>-
chair thc new council. Food nfc iy issues 
OR tndidonaUy diviiWJ z i m t y a moribcr 
of gowerrunenE jgencio, including USDA 

and FDA, but die minci l ' t duty will be eo 
CTCS1B a 'eofnpi«hensi>« xveiegie plan* to 
regulstE ivdonal food safety. " I think the 
gnverninenr could uie a courdinated 
cffiarc' Slid Kachcrino DiManeo, execu­
tive dir«csK ofthe U T i ^ ' I 'm sure that i i 
•ould briag praduciivicy and cfEdcney to 
[he food satiety iruciiava thu thc giyvan-
mcat is eogijed In.* The counol viU con­
sult with the National Academy of Sd-
encss ind memben of die Rjod i l 
and 19 eipected to report on la findings 
tome ame in early I9W. 

Thcac and stronger mcDJures for 
improving ruQonil food lafecy iondards 
have been supponcd by numerous con-
sumo- aih«aicy gtwps as well. The Coicv 
tor Science ip (he E'ublic Interest (CSPI) 
and the Sale Food Coaiidon. for erunple. 
o i led 3 psDpoul to appoint a food czar. 

5(r FOOD SAFHY m pmgr l i 

Industry Concemed With 
FDA's Definition Of Disease 
• I I I I I S T I I 

ID an enbrT ro engage coniumers in 
the f ight i f a i n t t FDA's structure/ 
funct ion claims proposal, at press 

dme. industry organiutions wen wurt -
ing toward the goal of 100,000 com­
ments on ihc proposal- FDA granted a 
3 D-day eitexision to che .^ug. 27 deadline 
for public comments on i s prT>pocal fol­
lowing appeals by Sen. T o m Hsridn (D-
lowa). Sen, Orrin Hatch (R-Unb), Ci t i -
i c n i (or Ket l ih (CFH1, and other 

Supplement indutrry i tsociai ioiu 
were smngJy urging F D A ro "subsnn-

ciaJly revise* i a icnjcnre/funcdoo pro­
posal. Oae uf the p r i m i r y i ndu i c r / 
^ f v i n c M WIS that, According ;o (he 
proposed MfuUbofu, supptemcno 
u fscnu tn vca ld cor be abte v market 
producB lor pregnancy, menapause «nd 
flging beetuse chose cond i i i on f are 
defined u ducucs. 

According co CRN, based here 
FDl\ should rcfni/l from defining dis-
asc u any condidon that deviates 
the narm. Suun Hacgcr. preiideni uid 
CEO of Boulder, Colo.-biicd CFH 
ignaa: "When DSHEA WU developed. 
dii«ue ur«« buad on VLEA- Through 
redefining disease, FDA if oying co 
make tnyoung chac is not i normkl cncc, 

C^Hnpagt? 

Uniformity in Fbod 
Lal)els Proposed 
w t l B i i g T a i 

LBwniilteri from both chambers of 
Congien introthned ie^i lacim this 
summer to require uniform naoun-

wide h3od labels ind to diaoMrvgc sates 
Erom adofnng speasl ingiedieni or safety 
lobeh. Thc Nadonal Uniliumity Ibr Fnnd 
.Vt , J I 9M. S. : ] S«. <i«n'i be ooasdnnd 
this saiaon ai inanhos ha^e looenid fior 
the election c>'clc. Hovcwer, bi-petrisan 
sspfnrT from SOL R jdan l Lugir (R-Ind-i. 
ciit in nf rh« .^iMwt* ' .>^lt,Mi> Cwn-

minee. and Sen. Tum Harldn (D-iou;a), 
die rvddn^ minority member, will bdp the 
bill'} ctraftoes cotns n o t legislad^ s 

T^B ball would amend poroons of 
thc 1990 N T - E A . Sistcs snd miuiicipeli-
des would be alloved I D label prodiiea 
Tor prescribed characteriidcs, such at 
frcsKness dating, state iiupeetion scunpa. 
religious dietary information and food 
isn i ta r ion . But <ll other food safety 
labels must originate from FDA. 

T h e Grocery M inu fac iu re rs of 
.\fflanca (GMA) puihed for the legiila-
r ion, vh ich they call "a common sense 
in i t ia t i ve . * I t v l l l put a stop to the 
costly practice vhereby soma states 
requ i re i d d i r i o a i l i n f o r m a t i o n of 

dent. The association contends that 

these labcia don't inform consumers, 

.S« LABELING npop9 
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News 

Albertson's To Merge With American Stores 
P a m e l a W j n g a t « 

B 1 1 S E. I d a h o 

A
lbcr tsoira announced its pl.'n fo 
[nL-rgc with bait L;lllc Cicy-l>useil 
.American Utopce Co. early ne»t year. 

The nc* company. .Mherrxiin's InL,. "' ith 
in espcctcd total value i>f approximately 
Sit , ' } hi l l ion. v i l l hirm the largest r cn i l 
^'ood j n d drug company in the Uni ted 
SQICS, .-Siinual sjlea of the coiiibineO com­
pany i re esdmited a S)A billion. 

.Albertson's presently operates 'y i l i 
stores in Zl states, and Amerion hai 1.556 
s to res l o c s r e j i n 26 s ta tes . A l b c r t £ o n ' > 

o ip i t t j to .ichitw; a saving! nf jppnuintaicly 
SlUU n i i l i i on l'n.ln buyin(f and J u t h b u t i n n 

efficiencies u well as savini; S200 mill inn 
fr i im re<luLtiiin (if Orcrhcji l . The merger 
uUii | iuu .Vlllcrwin's in 14 new iCaln. ailJ 
urban Chik'jgii ^nd Philadelphia. 

JTie (T^iMLTwjn, jppetwwJ by die bmnls 
of >|ircctnn of l i i ih companies, is «uNect D> 
shareholder and n;i,"uku«y approusl. f h r y <!. 
.Vlichsel. chairman and CEO ' i f the cuxrwt 
Ajtwroizi's Inc. uil l cuntiniie in his posiiicn. 
Vicciir L. Lund, chairman and C E O uf 
.'Unerican Smrcs C u î iD acme as î ioe doir* 
man of' liie ne>*' .Ubotsnn's Inc. Corponte 
headquarters iiir the oirnbined company v i l l 
be hosed hoe. 

Grocery Goliaths 
TTia top TO iTws~mAr4et rBtai lnn 
(with annual lalaa ki bUlora of dolarv) 

Industry Lauds Food Safety Initiatives 
FOOD S A F E T Y ^ / w . i r 7 

one person «nch complete authority oi'cr 
the (bod safety budget a "guud first i tep.' 
Together, CSPI and die Safe Food Coali­
tion crroted the "Recipe for Safe FoOi),"* 
among whose ingrctlienES is thc roconunoi-
dabon that 'al l go«n imcn t fnnd.related 
fiinctiDns [be combincdl into a smgie agen­
cy, the U,5. Food Safety fVJtninistjMun.' 

Thc Grt»ery Manuiiicnireis of .Amer­
ica fGiHA), on the other hand, suggests 
that a l t h o u g h incTeased a t t e n b o n to f r u d 

safety iuues is >nial, che c m b o n of a single 
.igency L'tinstacutes an unnecessary federal 
hiirenuCTBCy. 

'.AgenLies Can do better by idjusting 
dieir priorinc). elTicsencics and focus, and 
hy inorc el^Envely coertlinadng with their 
pormers in the scales, with whom rhey 
share thc CDiiiplianee responsiliilicin for 
food safety," said Siacey Zawel, Ph.D.. 
G.MA'5 director of sciosdfic and r r ^ a t o r v 
aKairs- "Cnnsumen are bac served by fed­
eral food nlety agenda that develop policy 
b w e d o n che b a c scaence and bu i l d pubUc 

conKdence in the nabun] food supply.' 
A lecent Inicituti: uF Medicine reporx 

cnmmisiiuned by Congress had recom­
mended die appointment uf a 'food cur* 
to lei sit-ty standards and combat ditcaie 
nuchrexki. iui(gcsiing that thc numerous 
foiid-iafcty i;rnups as well at F D A and 
USDA be united in i 'h ind ufery cuunol.* 

Stadsdcs show rhac mure than li.OOO 
.'\mcTicanf die trnm food poisoning aimu-
il ly, and ccminds more beLCifflc xnousiy 
ill. Recent incident! may have helped con­
vince die Ifuatute uf .Medicine, an indc' 
pendent uovemmenl advisory group, and 
other or^nitadons to call tnr this revie«-
of dte naaun's food safety snndards and 
prTK.edurc>. .\ J-ycar-old child died and 
mure than 20 children became ill in June 
when they were infected w i th E.coli, 
appa ren t l y d u r i n g a v i i i i t n a s u b u r b a n 

.MlanB water peric 

Th rough D N A resting, scientists 
found rhe »me iTnin of E.culi bacteria 
that infecTcd rhe children in Georgia in 
beef recallol liy Hunda-faned Bauer .Meat 
Co. Genrpa w u among the deshnatians 

for J7,50O pounds of Bauer .Meat Co. beef 
pamei. rttalled in .May after a school a l e -
in ia hainburgtir nude a child sick. U!>DA 
dosed Bauer Meat's IXala. Ha., pmcxnng 
plant on . ^ g , 12. The following day iMai 
Bauer, thc compeny's owner, toolr his own 
life. I t is unknown whether Bauer was 
awtrc of the lAdanta omnecoun. 

T w o o f rhe G e o r ^ a fami l i es whose 

c h i l d r e n s u f f e r e d k i d n e y f a i l u r e as a 

result of the E.coli nuibrrak have filed 
suit against the White Water park. The 
families ' • i l l be represented by Wil l iam 
Marler. who represented five children 
in the ease of the I MA Odwalla apple 
juiee i nc iden t . " W e hope that the 
adopted strategy wil l help bolster early 
warning systems when outbreaks dn 
occur." said Odwslla's Gallagher. ' W e 
were fortunate in our experience that 
W a s h i n g t o n t r a c e has a n a d v a n c e d 

detect ion syscem that ident i f ied our 
o u c b r e s k ar a r e l a t i v e l y e a r l y S tage . 

Higher qu i l i r y and more consistent 
•echnolojies acroM Stats lines may help 
prevent another tragedy,' 

NATURAL FOODS 

l a m laT iad i ( S l l I T 
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biral Products Expo 
East '98 Show Issue 
Mm,™i Pttidiini Up» Eut r « r a B «!• B l l t o « & « a - " e « S a t t « * 1 a. 1*. « l * « l 

» will bring Indiaay n inb in turn itaau M UaM J « » i laa « l a w 43 c w i * l n a 

IDII laira mt Wwt OB onrir cAind RMonl UivAnti, Iq l i la l ia l i a m aal t a t l m « ( 

a CBrimilitt (ilucEilBD ctifllii t n » Ihi WtwWipa (ndtSi « tottllln. $ " M l " 4J a«* 145 • 

. I B tar eifflplMi pn-( l ln eonma i * ' WamriMi-

' 4 E-Town Makas Music , Moves Monay 

1 4 Expo East Adds Educat iona l Var iaty And En te r ta inmen t 

t 4 6 Expo Scnedula At A Glance 
• }• 

Expo Keynote In teru iaw: J im Aui ry 

1 S 4 Farm Tour Calabrarcs Fami ly A f f a i i 

1 Expo East Exh ib i to r List 

\ Expo East Ext i ib i tor Showcase 

Food Focus 
^Tan̂ ToMediryaalina 
a of Mslne will modify labaling of itt nxbj-

rinDUniKBh product fellowing a dadiion tn 
> Noionil AMTIblrs DMslon ot the Council 

'-'of Bener Business Bureaus that dtcl ind 
' Tun's natunl mcuirransh claims mtsleslin^ 

BY KAR£N S. HULL 

Cimgi m I 

rihsify Detwnn thi medical csipmunity 
I iltarnailwe health practitlonera mor be 

I memben of the r m poups mast 
pCangress. 
IHOUAS C. MAY 

usiness 
DWtaiK 

Talgnora 
writs off snrinHagB « 

cast ol doing businsu. but 
f ^ n g thxt an emphuiE on Dt-

TOre thin they thmk. 
"TSH DINAR 

ConiiMJ jies itsut fandbDma bactenas are IK-
anlly pushing concemed eansumafs toirard 
nztuial bacf, and natural praducts rvtii lM are 
sarins to pmmoCB tnis capitnting attvrvth^ 
BY ELAINE LIPSON 

92BBttarSalMSaH 
! • Hirprtai SiM Softa 
Ths had boy a( fen, butter, is making a mnw-
back. but for ttioM «*ie can't wlcone It arith 
ooan irms. a near sclacbon ot trans fatty acid-
(ras aitamltnas arc on the henzon. 
BY KIM STEWABT 

HBO/Suppleinent Buyer 
lllnmrttnlTiiii 

Wttiia most dIetHy lupoimcnts h M a stitxtg 
aafety recBra, same pmnjm ao haw potantial 
nr ataua if ua and d a 9 iisDuctiare ac ntx 
caehJily Wkaiad. Tears, in particular, are prane 
m d i s s ^ OTning labels am take eradijcis fcr 
. t . . L.oa r n w i r . * R t i r t T t » M - T i i f i . a i a n a l . ; i " . | 

Warning Ubel Will 
Slow Fresh Juice Sales 
• j j j y T r a y • »_r 

U npisteuriud j>ucc consumption 
Will drop after warning labels 
appear l a n i n g Sept. 8 on juice 
piclcaging or on placards in 

stores thai J«li the protiuct, iccording tD 
F D A and «<3<ircts in the industry- That's 
the one thing the cwo opposing factiom 
agree upon. But they don't agree on 
how large the drop in sales be. 

FDA prediins a drop in fresh juice 
ctsnsumpcion of 5 percent to 16 pereent. 
Marc Issia. chairman of the .\merican 
Fresh Juiee Council tees the ivaming 
labels as much more dexusiating, predict­
ing a tlrop in euiuumptitxi of as much as 
3D percent. The juice cnundl's csdmatc is 
based on information (rom retailers ""ho 

may decide ant to sitict the fresh juice so 
they can avtad posting placards or iigns 
with the wvsing in their stores. 

FDA's recently approved warning 
for unpasteuriied fresh juice reads; 

This /jrWut has net btrn pasTfunzed 
and. ihtrrfvrt, may ctntam harmful baae­
ria ihei cn eeust seriaus iUnrxs in tbildrm. 
tbe elderly, tnd persons wilh •aeakeried 
rmrmt lystent. 

I f packaging does not include che 
winiing, tho FDA mle siys that warning 
signs or placards must be placed at 
poina of tale. 

The ruJe takes effect Sept. fl for 
apple jujce and ddcr. and laJces place 60 
davs later, OB Nov, 5. for other fruit and 
vegetable juices. FDA gave these juice 
ma^rs excra time because of csdmatcd 
harvest ame for different fruit and veg­
etable CTOpt. 

FDA Fines Odwalla 
a r y S c a t t 

V t S H I D B I O I 

I J n what many n>nsidcr i loud 
wammg tn all food manutac-
tureis. FDA fined Half .'^loon 
Bay, Calif.-ba<ed Odwalla 

$1.5 million for unkxiin*ingty sell­
ing tainted apple juice. t l ^ A offi­
cials said that in light nf inocasmg 
bacteria thar caiDC fotid-home i l l -
nesacs. it ww expanding the Lmds 
of penaliiej it imposes in order to 
force txmpanies to he more t i jor-
fHis with safety pracoces. 

Odva l l i pleaded guilty to 
16 counts of unlcniiwingly delivering 
"adulterated f i ' x l pniilucts tor introduc­
tion into interstate commerci:" in an 

Oreg 
Startenponi 

October 199ft incident iliac prompted the 
company to recall its Tcsh apple juice. 
(See related artjcles, .\>.W. page H), "No 
finding about our plant came up and 
there were no charges against any indi­

viduals," said Odwalla chairman 
Grog Stcltenpohl responding to 
the announcement, "The FD--̂  
didn't find anvThini; rel-ited to 
irrasponsibilir,' of manufactur­
ing.' Of thc tocal fine. $:50.IX)0 
will go witii three orgamuuo"* 
that deal with food saictv' Stcl­
tenpohl said the tine w.in t 
irreatly impact company earn­
ings. "It's a long-term pnv t>ut. It 
won't cause undue difficulty lor 

the company financiallv." i ldwalh's 
suxi. incrciicd ' i i.'cncs co Si;,)<1 <>" the 
day uf the announcement. 

>^p^s Supptements Purchases 


