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CONTEXT

Estabhsﬁ'ﬂ’:mmﬁmon Reports (furm 1427) and ratings
haVE beert used f§19‘ 520 years to document and:

| categorize the MWFBHY registered.
establishments, as well' 8¢/ ﬂﬁg}’ﬁuﬂfﬂ%ppmpnate |

level of inspection and cost rectivagy: 4’@1@
recognized that the USDA requires c{) 'ta on of a

. monthly supervisory visit for those estabhshn'fénts that

| are eligible to export to the USA. CFIA requires

mechanism or “tool” to record and Venfy c:omphance to
this mandatory requirement. The CMC has sought
chan&ea to the exmhnﬁ e.ystem becausﬁamigs ansl

d reports are used by the media through the Access to
Noiziﬁﬂgﬂzwhon Act, there is area-to-area inconsistency

| rég_

gxpw ratings are pmwded and there is a
‘jita,; ‘Products coming from a “B” or

0
7 cfgé:llty are less safe.

|ANTICIPATED

OUTCOMES

| ..: Qup T g+ 30
‘The Food of Ammg‘f[ * n (FADD) is proposing
to.eliminate the "estabhshﬁiéh@ﬁs;:ecﬂon report” and the
establishment rating because of changes proposed to

| inspection tools under the Meat Program Reform (MPR).

CFIA POSITION

) %m@‘% ‘Bﬁfﬂm

The “establishment inspection report” and the

establishment rating pre-date the implementation of

mandatory Food Safety Enhancement Program (FSEP) in

meat plants. Building upon mandatory FSEP, the FAOD

y%gropuz.mg nes-inspection tools for front line inspection
/1331 tools will allow the inspector to give a more

{ the day-to-day compliance status of

3

ope#imq;ﬁ’(}ilnﬁ?@g@y required corrective actions needing

é”d
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to be undertaken. By providing the operator with
inspectionfeedback, and tracking deficiengies, in a more
timely manner, the “establishment inspection report” tool
N o | and establishanent ratings 'arE,;}p longer riﬂi{md'

In amﬁy d.ueahng, the scope of qumiterly FSEP

audits, 5%5:1;55&1:1‘1& role of the supervisor along CFIA

Quality ManagédiegSpagem (QMS) principles, the new

approach wﬂliﬁﬁ&w%ﬁgf@g@@gncy of inspection.

. .- : . L PR . .

- [ INDUSTRY | The proposed changes %wmﬁy. .
frosimion . Ry T 3g, 0 -

.1

‘ o R T .
TALKING POINTS - | « Mandatory FSEP hag made it possi Pmake “ N lad

~ substantial improvements to the existing inspection
‘program. .
By replacing existing tools with a tool that provides
. morél detailed feedback to the operator in a ﬁﬁl}r 1
manner, that better tracks ongoing operator
N respunses, and links into FSEP audits, _the CFI1A fo i
v sggb@);ﬁ needs the “establishment inspection report”
S0 40y, (4 t rating. ' : ‘
. teo 5‘%&?@% continue to do visits at the
‘ Preggffbe?ﬁjﬂw%gﬂnasq byt their role will evolve to
the one mviﬁfgaﬁwgﬂ&% CFIA’s Quality -
Management Systeny Qaig5). QMS will improve
the quality and consistency of inspection activities. |

o
ny

[’9 51‘3 s Dr. Richard Arsenanit
FA ‘ fﬁranch
Date: Marcii/ ¥

Telephone #: 2191802y Nz,
RDRVIS# 547738 25 Ao, 405 99 5,
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jroec | Hazard Analysis Cnhcal Control Point (HACCP) Based
Inspection IlI‘lPIEII‘lEI\tathn o .
S 3

CONTEXT = - The @@‘iﬁt@ncemad the mplementahon of HACCP based ||

mpechunbﬂ’&n 18 to the sector through transfer of || 7
. | responsibilitics w"i 0 esponding decrease in user fees, |
ANTICIPATED This information i¢ e &mﬁ
. An " N
DUICOMES O&d 301..: b’;& 1y &.D‘&d' by %

The anticipated outcomes are: - *!"3(] Iy 0"’9 g5,

N o g iy
1. Improved understand]ng of the issues Wﬂ'l

Oy

implementation of HACCP based inspection. o
2. An understanding by the CMC as to how the current cost
recovery freeze limits the ability of CFIA to address their
immediate concerns. :
3. Commitment on the part of both the CFIA and the CMC to
‘5‘79,\,‘% continue to work together tc: detcrmme how potential savings

' : ¥oy,, Osuf
feoretared. 1
CFIALEAD . | dm President, Programs Branch ‘ H
: . ‘ . 7
H FEDERAL POSITION Witl:iﬁi'ﬁa'@é;@a'f P 0 3at reform nitiatives, e.g. HACCP - Il
- ‘ : Based inspeciienyffogt A ogwine (HIF) and Food Safety
Enhancement Progréll‘fmms%% i@:ﬂgmzed that there is

both a benefit and a cost to

'I'he CFIA chose to proceed with the ITACCP concept in order
to enhance food safety, thereby benefiting industry. The
National Organoleptic Defect survey conducted in 2004/2005
by CFIA/CMC confirmed that HACCP based inspection

i’ ?g,wo . programs, including HIP and FSEP, d.lrectly address food
O lrwgg&'ﬂ 5‘4 safety issues and are not simply implemmented for purposes of
W7 333"?9%,‘ efficiency.
g0 L YL AT
qu&j‘:’ vﬁg; ﬁ%‘% CT1A also recognizes that with the implementation of
0 -SWQ,:S';‘& ;&R ged inspection, there is a requirement that industry
' . : ed cpsts,
‘593 fb’
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Though the CFIA has reduced or eliminated some functions

that will allow other activities to be delivered inamore

effective manner, there are no net savings to be passed on to
| industry at this time, '

When the CFTA and the mdustry move to phase IT (covering

the on-line inspection activity) of IACCP based inspection,
the will seﬁmsly qon#der sharing any savings with

All CFIA us@igﬁ#gqémnmt}y_&bj;w recovery ‘
was im 'af?&% Under the terms of the
freéze, the CFIA &uﬂgdu%'mqg fees or amend existing
‘ . . G&pﬂ _Or_t !?_{&3 Ve S,

. by, b o
| CFLA appreciates the Lmintmdeg‘gﬁﬁao ﬂ'&ﬁ%ﬂ can

‘| the Agency’s strategic direction as well as the Interests of

- {INDUSTRY The industry is cgnogrped that it is taking ongew.
| POSITION £ responsibilities which will increase their gperafing costs and
’Vo,f;"osad for which there arg'ho diately quantifiable benefits, i.e.
ol juzns’s in the miarket place. - |

) L . -bfg “W@f,ﬁ'

brg supports the intent of the HACCP based

. mﬂﬁ@@ﬂ@,“?&ﬁféﬁs E,ﬁndple, the concern is that the

implemeritdigrVin i3 béﬁ’gfm'ied out in an equitable and

cost effective maﬂm%ifw ‘;‘,ﬁ gg:go | -
uﬂ’&,g-;?" {};ﬂ:,’

‘ Y
POINTS TO REGISTER; Doed

The CFIA appreciates the concerns of the industry, however;

» Under the terms of the &_gg;e, the CFIA can nejther irx&oduce new fees nor amend |
existing fees.

53y, Although implementation of HACCP based inspection may increase costs for the

"oy bﬁ%ﬂyﬁ{ , the overall benefits related to improved product quality and safety are

g s !ged as making the initiative worthwhile. -

oo Thmﬁj@a%?b&ﬁ%?Waﬁngs to be passed on 10 the industry at this time. ™
D i & Y @ohas reduced or eliminated some activities, the

have on industy. A briefing is currently %@%ﬁmed for :
| the President on the issue of user fees and how relatesto

; @
benefit is bﬁngdl%d;ig Wﬂaﬂ;@ﬂﬁ:% Apency’s capadity to deliver other required

e T
05 SS9
5‘330 dy

Yoy Page 2 of 3
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FROM PHONE NO.

that the CFIA will consider sharing with industry.

» The implementation of HACCP based inspection in the meat progtams will
bwsh‘y and as such, the CFIA hopes it can count on their continued

elements of the meat program, such as verification of labelling requirements.
> When Phase II of HACCT based inspecti-::n'is implemented, there may be savings

P

support in order to make the HACCP initiative a success.

. Ny
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FROM :

f Directors, Canadian Meat Councit

Meeting with Board o
| April 7, 2006 -

PHOME MO,

v

FPEG

- JTOPIC

Equivalency between Canada and the U.S.

CONTEXT

Many CMC members must meet US exporl requirements
whitbugdiffer in some cases from Canadian requirements,

| ANTICIPATED .
OUTCOMES

Explain ?§$§égmg
of the need far 2

| cria rosITION

éﬁnm' ,Remind the CMC members
E%FE@SIDJ
forthcoming U‘SBmg £ 551’;:(& gian facilities.

The CFIA must deliver

progranfialy

Canada’s domestic food safety stafh

well during the

g‘%ealm

d’ﬂx@ﬁ* CFIA
also certify that exported products -meetﬁ?é’fi'mporﬂng
country’s requirements. The CFIA tries as much as
possible to align its requirements in a way that satisfies
both HC and importing countries such as the USA.

must

linDUsTRY,,

Q

No, 'No
hPOSITION OMvwgﬁfad }

)

Imch:tstr;lflI i} o
being different fiiimt}

Industry would prefer a single set of standards for both
the Canadian and American market. They will express

I-t : : .
Iy ﬁiﬁq@%on about the lack of a common set of standards, -
i ﬁ%ﬂ\’;jg meet different sets of requirements

dy&&hmg&ng B @ggg _hlj‘neu products are destined. -

Health Canada standards

&eﬁﬁirements for certain
Mﬂ_l_g&mis_‘uﬁ%ﬁun& It is however the
reality of export requirements that the importing
Wey will also express
- on about the recent USDA imposition of
product testing for Listeria monocytogenes and of daily

=

N

visits in U.5. eligible meat processing plants.

.'-"""'f .
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o

HTALKING POINTS

=
o
]

b _4‘5’!7 X &,5‘39 Yo Canadian operators can demonstrate that they are
) S / L. . .
;,,if)c / ﬂ{o;iacﬁ@g%hng m @@phance, with all USDA rules.

f
3 fmﬁgﬁﬁr@gﬁommce during the next UUSDA

o ;
:ms; *;-;;wmglusty, and other stakeholders.

o

a

The CFIA administers Cénadian meat inspection
programs in a manner that satisfies Health Canada,
the body respensible for setting Canadian food
gafety standards under the Food and Drug Act &
ﬁsgulaﬁons. . |
e BELA is working at bilateral levels to convince
the w&g@yﬂem 15 equival'ent to theirs in
order to W@Q%@ged for extra export rules.
| Y Ne >3 ‘
Because dﬁéﬁiﬁ%@ﬁﬁ:ﬁé‘n@&o not always take
7/ Ny 23 I - e
the same approach E'G’*’!fmé’ aa%%t’gﬁ!\vqgmmnsi ‘
: . L, : W
Canada has to implement m@g&@gﬁa@mnﬂal
-measures, to secure access to the -ihgg"ket.‘ In
- some cases, it may make more sense to aglopt the
- foreign requirement as a domestic one.

Whenever a chaqge is proposed to ld'nmestic | f |

requirements, the CFIA carefully considers the
impact on export markets, and consults with key
trading partners, in addition to Health Canada,

y]

55]}‘:1 e giﬁc case of the U.S,, USDA rules are
&i%g?( I, algthdr Canadian counterpart
requiﬂa% a1 tems to operate in an almost
id@ﬁmﬁ%ﬁ%jﬁ?mcg model. The
CFIA d@i@f_ﬂéﬁ'ﬂﬂg othi approach, and
disagrees with a number of specific USDA

reﬁ ements (e.g., daily visits, finished product
testing for Listeria monocytogenes), it has
implemented the required changes to n_@gain
Canada’s access to the imiportant U.5. market.

The CFIA will only be successful in convincing the

USDA to return toprevipus arrangements if

ed from April 25 to May 20® will be

t as a result.

Dan . 0y L
o

\

_ |
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