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Tri-State Emu Report

Legislative update - HR 765 51133

25 Oct 1999

New co-sponsors from CA, MS & MT
Good going folks!

65 Co-sponsors for H. R. 765
(up from 64, a new one this moming from CA)
Below is a listing by state of the
current co-sponsors:

1. Earl . Hiliiard {D-AL) 4/28/99

2. Sonny Callaban (R-AL) 10/19/99
3, Asa Hutchinson (R-AR)10/19/58
4. Juy Dickey (R-AR) 4139

5. Jim Kotbe (R 3/99

6. Bob Stump (R 24199

:. Ed Pastor (D-AZ) 4720199

., Gaorge

10. Bob Schaffer (R-CO)S/8/00

11. Joel Hefloy (R-CO) 9514799

13, Staniond D. Bop(D.OA) S43/90

, Stan X 21 2/8¢

14_ Savhy Chambliss (|

15. Nathan Deal (R-GA)7/1/99

18, John Lewis(D-GA.15/27/99

17. Jim Messia (RHA)9/27/99

18, Helen Chienoweth (RD)A/20/99
19. Michael K. Simpson (RD) 10/19/99
20. Jerry F. Costelio (D-ILYS/24/99

21, D. Phelps (D-1L) 5509

22. Jobn Hostatder (R-IN) 473/99

23. Dennis Moore (D-KS) 4/20/99

24. Jarry Moran (R-KS) 4/20/99

25, Jim Ryun (R-KS) 9/27/99

28, Ann Northup (R-KY) 10/10799

27, Edward Whitfield (R-KY)}10/19/

28, Albart Russslt Wynn (D-MD) 5/5/99
29, Wayne T, Giichrist (R-MD)3/5/69
30. Oavid Minga (D -MN) 4/13/93

31. dim Oberstar (D-MN)9//99
32, Jo Ann Emerson (R-MO)9/8/99
:342. ;tw Blunt (R-MO) mg?*
. . Bennia Thompson ( original Co-sponsor

5. Ronnle Shows (D-MS) 212199

35. Charles (Ghip) Pickering (R-MS) 3/24/99
37, Bob El C) a24/99

8. Earl Pomeroy (D-ND) 9/va9

39, 88 Pasorel, Jr. (D-NJ) 772099

40. Ted Strickand (D-OH) 7/20/99

41. James A, Traficant (D-OH) 3/24/9%
42, ). C. Watts {R-OK) TH3/09

43. Earl Blumenauer (D-OR) 3/24/99
44, James E, Clybumn (D-5C) 5/5/99
A5. Floyd Spence (R-SC)9/14/00

46, Van Hifeary (R-TN) 5/5/93

47. Ed Bryant (R-TN)8/30¢99

48. Bart Gordan{D-TN)G/30/99

49, Bob Clement (D-TN)&24/99

50, John Duncan (R-TN)BA0/9

5%. Harcld Ford (D-TN) 7/20/09
§2. Zach Wamp (R-TN)9H4/99

53, Wiliam Jenkina {R-TN)O/2/99

54, Pete Sessions{R-TX) 324/90

58, Ruben Minojosa (D-TX) 4/13/99

86. Jim Tumer (D-TX) 4/20/99

17

57. Ken Bantasn (D729 8/6/99.

58, Owen B. Pickelt (D-VA) 10/19/99

89, Virgl H, Goode (D-VA) 4/26/93

60. Frank Wolf (R-VA) 9/14/99

81, Jack Metealf (R-WA) 4/28/93

62. George R, Natheroutt, Jr. (R-WA) 3/24/99

- 83, Jeswifer Dunn (R-WA) 5/5/93

€4, Brian Baird (D-WA) 5/5/99
65. Doc Hastings (R-WA)

17 Co-sponsors for S 1333, up from 15 (New from MS & MT)
8 1133 Co-sponsors fisted by State: '

. Max
3. Lany E. Craig (R-1D ) 92399

. 4. Michasl D. RAD) /2399
4 Crapo(R-D) /23

5. Sam Brownback
8. Rod Crama{R-MN) arfgine! vo-cponsor
7. Paul N)9/23/99
8. Thad Cochiran (R-MS3) 10/21/99
8, Conrad R. Buma (R-MT) 10/21/99
10. Jesse Helna (R-NC)o/14/20
1 ; . .“:‘m M%(D-NE) 929799
t2. Conrad(D-ND)6/20/99
13. Byron L. Dorgan {D-ND)7/26/99

. Strom Thurmond (R-SC) 82909
15. Bl Frist{R-TN)7/26/98
16. Palty Murray (D-WAYI0//98-
17. Siade Gorton (RWA) 10/14/99

Old Legislative Updates - what's been

happening the last couple of months

8 Sep 1999 Myra Gharleston

Congress is now back in session and we have had’
an upsurgs in co-sponsors for both H. R, 765 and §
1133, This is due to YOUR efforts and the efforts of
the AEA BOD and State Presidents who have been
making telephone contact with these lagisiators.
We expect to'have more names added to this list by
the end of the waek. (**"and we now have 50 co-
sponsors sinca this message.) -

While 1. am sure that other ratite organizations have
been actively pushing this legislation, | am bragging
on AEA because | am a member, volunteer and
actively involved with AEA, so | know what we have -
been doing. 1 am not familiar with the extent of
AOA or NARA's efforts so if anyone from those
organizations can give us an update on their
organization's efforts, we would appreciate it. Hop
in here guys! '

For newcomers to the lists, these bills amend the .
Poultry Products inspection Act of 1968 to include
Ratites raised for human consumption.  Passage of
these bills will push the ratite industy into
mainstream egriculture and apen up a whole naw
set of opportunities for us.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
American Farm Bureau Supporis Leveling the

Playing Flield for Ratites

in a bold move to support ratits (emu, ostrich and
thea) farmers, the American Farm Bureau
recently announced public endorsomant of
pending federal legislation that would make the
meat inspection process more equitable. Ratites
are currently inspected under a voluntary fee-for-
service inspection program resuiting in additional
costs and higher priced meats.

Congressman Bennie Thompsun (D-M3) has

‘introduced legislation in the US House of

Representatives that would reciassify ratites and

force mandatory ingpection. This would eliminate

the costly fees associated with processing that

other meat producing industries do not pay. Rod

Grams (R-MN) has introduced similar legislation

into the Senate. There are curmently &0

cosponsors for the House legislation and five for

the senats bill. Cosponsars from Georgia include

Nathan Deal, Sanford Bishop, Saxby Chambliss

and Max Cleland. Passage of this legislation.
would mean more affordable pricas for the*
millions of people who enjoy ratite meat, but find

it expensive.

"Farm Bureau represents all walks of agriculture
and supports the level playing field for the ratite
industry with regard fto mandatory meat
inspection, Farm Bureau supparts 8. 1133 and
H.R. 765,* said Caroline Anderson, Director of
Governmental Affairs for American Farm Bureau.

In addition to their statement, the American Farm
Bureau sent out letters of endorsement on August
27, 1999 to the members of the Senate and
House Agriculture Committees. The House bill is
currently in the subcommittee for Livestock and
Horliculture, and the industry la appealing to
Congressmen Richard Pombo (R-CA), Chairman,
for a public hearing.

*The industry simply cannot compete in pricing
sirategies,” said Margaret Pounder, President of
the American Emu Association. "Ratite meat is a
red meat that is low in fat and high in protein and
it does not really compete with other meats. It
appeals to health conscious consumers who are
already nat eating beef and tired of chicken. But
wa have to get the cost of production down if we
are going to create sustainable markets.”
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Jeanne Summerour of
Summerour Fanns in Dawsonville,
seorgia has served as the past
Georgia Emu Association President
and American Emu Association Vice
President and Region 2 Director.
Summerour is recognized for her
efforts at spearheading several
industry efforts. including obtaining
Mandatory Inspection for ratites.

Summerour attended the National
Advisory Committee on Meat and
Poultry Inspection Meeting on
November 3 and 4', 1999 in
Washington, D.C.

Following. Summerotr shares
some comments on the meeting, on
the emu industry in general, and how
emu farmers can actively support
new developments stemmpiing from the
meeting:

The American Emu Association
remains commilted to the pursuit of
legislation that will generate profits
for the emu farmer.  Without thelr
support and financial contribution, t
don't think the ratite industry
wonld have a chance. We
neect a regular presence in
Washington, and we must
remain abreast of the {ssues
that affect our industry.

The legislative process is
long and arduous at best and
complicated and convoluted
at worst. Our situation has

. Commitlee on Mreat and
gone from possible to
probable and now it is up to

) ’ o= " Poultry Inspection (NACMPI

. is a federally sanctioned hady

[ ™ e e that serves lo provide

ns. the growers, to make it a \ direction on fond safety

Yage 22 - December 99 Emu Today and Tomorrow

sure bel. The pieces are now
in place to obtain mandatory
W mvarton inspection in the year 2000

I and we must continne the
uphill batile.

The Nationnl Advisory



JAN—-20~88 THU 81:54
Ixsme Inpusrey

issues. Their meetings arc very
formal and their only charter is food
safety, But you have to look at all
the peripheral agricullure issues that
are related to food safety. One of
those is the interstate shipment of
state inspected meat.

My commient would imply 1hat
-state Inspected meat is in some way
less safe, which it most certainly is
not.

But USDA has creuted this
perception that if it is not USDA
ingpected, well frankly
it's just not as gaod,
and that is not true.
The original action on
interstate shipment of
stale inspected meal
started two and a half
years ago.

While I was at this
meeting, the day before
a letter had goue from
USDA Secretary Dan
Glickman to Al Gore.
recommending that
they revise the Meat
and Poultry Inspection
act to allow interstate
shipment of state
inspected products.
This is incredibly
important to our
industry. The reason
that it's so ilpportant to
us is that under the current
mandatory inspection system. state
inspected meat cannot be shipped
through interstate or international
commerce.

We would not wani mandatory
inspection only to find out that we
were weakening our marketing
potential. The NACMPL a year and a
half ago, asked Food Safety and
Inspection Service (FSIS)
about USDA Mandatory

sure bet,

inedible, ctc. and forced the
commitice to further narrow their
request and allowed USDA to further
celay.

Discussion Paper Shows
FSIS Support

Well, what came out at this
meeting was FSIS presented another
white paper called a discussion draft
to committee on Mandatory
Inspection for all animals. The paper

“The legislative pfocesé is long
and arduyous  -at best

complicated and canpaluted at
worst, Our situation hqs gone from
possible to probable and now it is

up to us, the growers, to mgke it a
The pieces -are now in
place -~ to . nhmin mundatory
inspection in the b qr 2990 and we
must continue thg uphm bqttle.

Jeanne ‘Stiminerour

says that FSIS supports Mandatory
Inspection for certain animals.

Thomas Billy, who is the director
of FSIS, was very quick to say that
all of the pleces are in place, and
because of this series of events, it
should not affect us one way or the
other. We assume that this interstate
shipment bill will go through and it
will.

and

This is going to come up before
Congress as an administrative il
and is supported by FSIS-USHA.
They are currently losking for a
Senate sponsor to introduce the bill
and it is expected lo pass in 2000,
This picce of the puzzie will already
be in place when our petition is
granted so interstaie comnierce will
not he an issue.

The most fantastic thing of alt, was
that after subcommitice discussion
and full committee input, Lhe

committee did come

out with a farmal
recommendation.
This sounds more
simplistic than it
really is because the
draft presented by

FSIS included a list of

consgiderations before

a species should be
©included. And the

committee agreed to

it. Of intcrest is that

a bill was introduced

on the first day of the

commitiee mecting for

Mandatory Inspection

of squab Ilpigeon - a

specially in Europel.

That's good for the

emu industry,

because that means
that right now there are
three bills before Congress
petitioning for inclusion in the
Mandatory Inspection progran: one
for rabbits, one for sguab, and one
for ratites.

New Statement for Arsenal

But what's really big herg is the
lock at what we now have in our
arsenal - we have a statement
from USDA-F35IS that reads,
“FS1S  has given carstul

Inspection for all meat raised
for human consumption.
And 515 presented a white
paper in May 1993 that in my
optnion was FSIS's way of not
actually taking any action

but still complying with the

coimmnittee's request.
paper discussed

The
the

complications involved in
defining meat, tissue, cdible,

National Poultry News

PROMOTING POULTRY, ALTERNATIVE
LIVESTOCK, EXQTIC FOWL & ANIMALS,

PO. Box 1647-ET/T, Easley, SC 29641-164
SAMPLE $2.00-USA Foreign $5.00 each

50 word free breed fist with sub or reviewal, Also Rare/MNew books

Poultry, Waterfowl, Pigeons, Turkeys, Pheasants, Quail, Cage

Birds, Dogs, ete, Send for list, Ph/fax 864-855-0140
hitp/iwww.webcom.convZ77/npnitml

| SUBSCRIPTION — $10.00/Yr ¢ 2Yrs/519.50

S

consideration to NAC-NPs {the
committee’s) recommendation
and it is in agreement Lhat
additional species such as
ratites, quail. and squab, should
be acdded to those currently
under Mandatory inspection (o
order to be consisteni with the
USDA vision of a public health
risk Lasy seamlcas Federal-State

December 99 Emu Today & Tomorrow - Page 23
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inspection system.”

“Scamless” is the new word for
meat inspection system, meaning
that there's no crack in it.

Additionally. we have a statement
from NACMPI1 that reads in part, "Due
to public health risks. we are in favor
of mandatory Inspection of non-
amenable species (non-amenable has
the same public health risks as
amenable species.) These are very
strong statements and. even better
than that. we also know we have the
support of the consumer groups.
Groups like Safe Tables Qur Priority
[STOP) are very powerful and have a
very powerfil voice,

The Criteria

Understand that the recomumen-
dation passed by this committee says:
“Species to be made amenable must
meet criteria outlined in Dr. Post's
paper.” The criteria are:

l. The animal and its products
are used for human consurption

2. There is microbiological risk

3. There is scientific evidence
linking new species to human tness

4. The sufficiency of market

5. Compatibility with the FSIS
inspection system, and

6. Cost.

Nuinbers one through three are
not a problem because meat and meat
products by their very nature pose an
inherent risk, but humber four could
be apn issue. They did a survey this
past July of both Federal and State
piants to determine the number of
birds going through. If they redo the
survey, we could be in trouble.

Regarding number five, one of the
problems you have is that in this
paper they have made the statement:
“On the other hand, ratites presenta
stightly different issue in that their
size prevents utilization of standard,
automated poultry line.”

They did not mention the fact that
we process in red meat facilities,
That did come out in the
subcommittee meeting... so that
basically said “that's not an Issuc. go
away.” But I think as an industry
we need to remember that. That just
because they've made all these

Page 24 ~ Diecember 99 Emu Today and Tomorrow

The Criteria

Understand that the recommendation passed
by this committee says: “Species to be made
amenable must meet criteria outlined in Dy
Post's paper.” The criteria are

1. The animal and its products are used for

human consumption

There is microbiological risk

There is scientific evidence linking new
species to human illness

The sufficiency of market
Compatibility with the FSIS inspection

system, and
Cost.

recommendations. FSIS still has a lot
of loop holes.

And then there's cost. While this
committee is focused totally on food

NTERNATION

Visit our Website at
www.epicoil.com
for more information

and prices

1

Or call %
903-626-6640 (&3
L]

E.PLC. = P.O. BOX 295
Jewett, TX 76846

safety, f it I3 cost-prohibitive for a
market that doesn't exist, and there
are only limited funds. they are going
to recommend those items that will
make the biggest impact on the food
chain. If we wait for the National
Advisory committee on meat and
poultry inspection, In conjunction
with FSIS to do this, we are probably
looking at five years. So we need to
continue the path we're on by getting
legislation. So we cannotl get
complacent is the bottom line,

What the Emu Farmer
Can Do X

What we have now is very strong
ammunition to go back to
Congressmen amd Senators and say,
"You said you didn't support this
because you said it cosis too much
money.” Well, here's the
recommendation from FSIS. here's
the recommendation from the
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Slmple [talian Steak

National Advisory Commiltee, we're
going to get it anyway.”

“fhe question is not whether we
are going to get it, but rather whether
we're going to get it this year, in three
years, or in five years. And
meanwhile, your constituents in this
state are looking for your support io
get this through now, because we are
not looking at it as much as a food
safcty issue — we're looking atitasa
commerce issue, It impedes our

ability to market the products when

you have the additional costs.”

Go out and talk to your
Representatives and Senators. We
need more cOSponsors.

*

+2 emu fan fillets

¢+1 green pepper, sliced

*1 roma tomato

+Sm. can of sliced mushrooms

sbasil '

sflavored cooking wine

Slice_fan fillets in half horizontally, so that you end up with
four flat pieces of steak. Place steak in a dish or bag with
wine and leave overnight in refrigerator. Remove steaks jrom
wine and place on hot grill for one to two minutes each side,
being careful not to overcoolk. Remove steak from grill and
sprinicle basil on top. Serve with sliced green pepper,
mushrooms and tomato. Serves 2.

Decembes 99 Einu Tnday & Tomarsow - Pags 23



Assemblyman Glenn Grothman
P.O. Box 8952
Madison, WI 53708

February 1, 2000

Dear Sir,

Enclosed is the information you requested regarding the ratite industry’s quest for mandatory
USDA inspection. I apologize for getting this to you so late, but volunteers run the organization
and I have been ill

Mandatory inspectioh will lower the cost to the farmer and make the meat more marketable by
making it more affordable. We appreciate your support and anything you can do to further our
efforts. Please contact me at (706) 265-1342 should you have any questions or need additional

information.
Sincerely, :

eanne Summerour
Legislative Committee
Chairperson

Post Office Box 740814 « Dallas, Texas 75374-0814 - Telephone 214/559-AEA1 « Fax
214/528-2359
Info@aea-emu.org * hitp://www.aea-emu.org



AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION®
ZI5 TOUHY AVENGE = PORK RDGE - LLINOIS « BODSE « (847 686-8600 « FAX 18407} 656 8886
00 MAMLAND AVENLE 8., « SLUTE 800 - WASHINGTON. D.. = 20054 » (202) £56-3500  FAX {203) #04-3604
' Intacnil: Dl e By Loend

Angust 27, 1999 Sent to the Senate Ag Committee (except current cosponsors)

The Honorable Richard G. Lugar, Chainman
Senate Agricuiture Committes

328 Russel] Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Lugar:

The American Farm Burean Federation suppons S. 1133 which would ameng the Ponltry
Products Inspection Act and call for mandatory USDA inspection of ostriches, cmus and rheas
that are raized for human food. 'We ask that you cospoasor S. 1133,

There are aumerous benelits that wonld be realized by allowing mandatary inspection of ratite
meat such as the climination of the costly voluntary inspections currently paid by the industry.
The ratite industry has had voluntary inspection aveilable since 1994, In many caves, producers
afc paying an hourly inspection fee in facilities that already huve a full-time USDA inspector
assigned. It is not equitabls for the Food Safety Inspection Service to provide mandatory
inspection for some mear and not others, ‘

Another beaefit is the potential for enhanced marketahility of ratite products because of greater
consumer familiarity with and confidence in the federal inspection program, The majosity of
inspected meuis such as beef and pork. These plants must be in compliance with HACCP by the
year 2000. The USDA stamp implies safety snd quality and it ix tho responsibility of USDA to
mﬁndsafqywlnmmemkhupamdundaﬂwwlmmumﬂmpmm

Farmn Buresu asks that you cosponsor S. !l%w,mowmdmmmofnﬁmmisﬁh’
homan consumption.

President



Inspection Methods Standing Sub-Committee
Monday, November 08, 1999
National Advisory Committee on Meat and Poultry Inspection
Inspection Methods Standing Sub-Commitiee (Updated)

Developments in the Campylobacter Program

Recommendation:

Write a letter to the NACMCF to readdress Campylobacter issue.

Based on the knowledge of the organism ~ what mechanismy/interventions are
avaﬂabletoreduceihgprevalenoeandlevelonpmﬂh'yandwﬁnemsses.

Put Campylobacter issues on agenda for the next meeting.

Extending USDA’s Mesat and Poultry Inspection Program to Additional Species

Recommendation:

Duewpubﬁcheahhﬁsks,weareinfavorofmandmyinspecﬁonofnm-memble
species (non-amenable have the same public health risks as amenable species).

Speci&stobemadeamenablemustmeetahuiawﬂinedinm.hst’sw.
HaveDrPostamendh:sdocummtw;ﬂ:moredemL addressing the need for public

health data and microbiological testing, considering budgetary concerns, and assuring
accessibility ofpromctini:nermteandintqmﬁoml '

Will non-amenable species be allowedtouseniuiwswmbeoominsmmable?
Nitrites issue to be d&eswdmdmhedbefmnextmeeﬁng.

Dr.Postwﬂlrepoﬂbackonpmgl'&ssonpaper’smleﬁonatnex;meeﬁng

Dr. Post anticipates the paper’s completion in a year’s time.



SSIOMER IRVIN Fax:404-651-8206 | May 17 99 10:05 P.01/01

Capitol Square o  Atlanta, Georgia 30334-4201

May 11, 1999

Dear -

I am writing to ask your support for H. R. 765, which amends the 1968 Poultry Products
Inspection Act and mandates USDA inspection of ratites (ostrich, emu, and thea). My
colleagues in the National Association of State Departments of Agriculture and I promoted
this resolution and it has been introduced by Congressman Bennie Thompson of
Mississippi. I understand that Congressman Sanford Bishop and twenty-four others have
co-sponsored the resolution and is being reviewed by the House Agricultural Sub-
Committee on Livestock and Horticulture, ‘

As the state official responsible for food safety in Georgia, I believe that meat inspection is
a food safety issue and should be the public health responsibility of government. Our
consumers deserve the protection of mandatory inspection for all animals raised for human
consumption and the limited number of ratites being processed should not cause a
budgetary burden for USDA.

Please help assist this entrepreneurial agribusiness through your support of H. R. 765.

Sincerely,

Tommy Irvin

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

Georgia Department of AgﬁculttZe

e,



Fact Sheet
H.R. 765 was introduced by Congressman Bennie Thompson (D-MS)
Currently 48 cosponsors for this bill |
Companion bill S 1133 was introduced by Rod Grams (R-MN) in the senate
Currently 5 cosponsors including Jes;e Helms (R-NC) and Max Cleland (D-GA)

Both bills call for an amendment to the 1968 Poultry Products Inspection Act and would include ratites
(ostrich, emu and rhea) under the mandatory USDA inspection program

Both bills have received bipartisan support

Cost of inspection, currently passed on to the farmer, can raise the price of the meat as much as
$2/pound which hampers market development

American Farm Bureau sent letters of endorsement on 8/27/99 to members of the Senate and House Ag
Committee

Approved American Farm Bureau statement for press release: “Farm Bureau represents all walks of
agriculture and supports leveling the playing field for the ratite industry with regard to mandatory meat
inspection. Farm Burea supports S. 1133 and H.R. 765.” '

The House bill, 765, is currently in the subcommittee on Horticulture and Livestock and will see no
movement until a hearing is granted (already requested by Congressman Thompson); Congressman
Pombo (R-CA) has not granted the hearing ' ‘

The American public deserves to be able to eat healthy red meat at affordable prices and the ratite
industry deserves to be heard

1.1 million ratites of which 25% afe ostrich, 70% emu, 5% rhea

10,000 ratite producers of which, 25% are ostrich, 70% emu and 5% rhea
1600 members in ratite organizations

Texas, Oklahoma, California and Arizona largest concentration of Ostrich

Texas, Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee largest concentration of Emu

Kentucky, Indiana, Ohio largest concentration of Rhea
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STAT:: DEPARTMENTS OF AGRICULTURE |

1156 1574 STREET, N.W". ® SUITE 1020 » WASHINGTON, DC 20005
 TeLEPTOWE; 2027296-9680 * FaX; 202/296-9G86

OSITION STATEMENT

MEAT, PoULTRY, EXOTIC AND AQUATIC FOOD INSPECTION REFORM

INTR()nUCTmN

The United States enjoys the safest meat and poultry supply in the world, nat by accident but rather due to
the current meat inspection laws, Howcver, cven this system that ensures th-: safest meat and poultry supply
can beeotue outdated and inefficient if it does not change as hazards chang: and technology improves. In
order to meet today's demand for a meat and poultry supply that is safe from all hazards, inc!udmg
pathogens that cannot be detected by traditional means, it is evident that cunent meat and poultry inspection
Taws must be changed. Meat and poultry inspection reform should incluce the best available technology
while retaining those parts of current meat and poultry inspection laws whicl: have assured the United States
public a safe supply of meat and poultry in the past. This includes carefil organoieptic examination of
anitmals and carcasses by trained professionals to dstect disease, tumors and other neoplasms, inflammation,
bruises, fractures, parasites, and injection sites. Animals affiected by any of the many diseases transmissitile
to man such as fubereulosis, and animals with toxemia or sepncemxa can b:st be detected through sensory
evaluation by a veterinarian during ante- and post-moriem cxamination, 1.ess than continuous inspection
by USDA inspectors at slaughter may be replaced by a plant inspection syst:m, with government oversight,
for lots of animals that were raiscd under an effective, well documented quality assurance program for
production. However, once passed for food, meat and poultry and meat and pouliry food products can be
produced safely through cooperative efforts of the producer and the joverament wtilizing scientific -
inspestion systems such as the Hazard Anmalysis Critical Control Points (HACCP) system rather than
continuous organoleptic inspection.

The new inspection sysiem should be authorized by a single law calling for mandatory science-based
inspection at all levels of production of all specics whose flesh is used for food, including meat, poultry,
exotic (species currently non-amendahle to the inspection acts, such as dee;, rabbit, buffalo, ostrich, etc.),
and aquatic animals, Retail and restaurant operations have évolved and today axc conducting complex
processing with Jittle, and in some cases no, regulatory oversight., Scine of those processes include
guinding, cwiing, smoking, vacuwn packaging, and distribution of mea: and poultry products These
processes have the potential to pose significaut risks to the consumer.

Any change in meat and poultry inspection should consider all businesses il the meat manufacturing arena.
Risk assessments in all areas from farm to table should be accomplished and inspection resources allotted

respective 1o the amount of risk to the consumer based on the type of pro:tess and product rather than the
type of distribution system, i.e retail or wholesale.

NASDA 1S A NONPROFI? ASSOCIATION OF PUBLIC OFFICIALS REPRESENTING THE. COMMISSIONERS.
SECRETARIES AND DIRECTORS OF AGRICULTURE IN TME FIFTY STATES ¢ ND FOUR TEKRITORIES.
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The public shouuld be confident in their belief that all flesh food (meat, poultry, ¢xotic, and aquatic) offercd
for sale o prepared for consumption hias been prepared under an effective inspection system, The new
system should replace the outdated ineffective parts of the current law while preserving the effective pans:
however, carc st be taken that new programs are not layercd on current programs. Morc luspection is
not neccssarily more cffective or better. The new system should call fir a cooperative cffort of the
manufacturct, appropriate state official, and the Secretary, and should gve the Sccretary enforcement
authority in the form of civil penaltics and the abitity to deny inspection when producers fail to fulfill their
responsibility for safe meat production.

It is equally important that the public know that with current technology it is impossible (0 guarantee a meat
supply that is frec of mictobes; therefore, the consumer, an important link in preventing food borne illncsses
related to meat products, must be provided with continueus educational information regarding safc food
bandling.

RISK BASED INSPECTION SYSTEM

Modernization of the nations meat aud pouliry Inspection system must be based on the principal idea of
reducing the risks of foodborne disease to American consumers, The insp:ction program should provide
oversight that focuses on prevention of food safety hazards. The meat, peuliry, cxotic, and aquatic food

r.

industries should assume responsibility for identifying and controlling hazards that pose a significant risk

to public health. Risk based inspection will lead to overall safer products and help contain government costs
hecause scarce fcderal inspection resources would be redirected from low-ritk operations fo areas that may
need preater coverage because they present & higher risk potential, Govermn:ental resources can then mnore
efficiently be directed at cusuring that the hazard control procedures achlove e programn's objective through
monitoring and verification of the industry's activities.

The inspection system should include all facets of meat, poultry, exotic, and aquatic animal production from
the farm to the consumer. The risks of foodborne disease may be redrced by incorporating HACCP
principles into all phases of food production. HACCP plans- developed by producers, slaughterers,

processors, reqilsrs, and restaurants will assess the risks at all levels of ptoduction and introduce steps at

each of these levels to reduce the possibility of foodborne diseasc.

These HACCP plans must be unique for each operation. Critical control poiats should be ideantified, oritical

Jimits establishied, and corrective action procedures developed for processus that are outside of acceptable
limits. These plans must be reviewed and updated on a regular basis. Flexi sility is ncocssary in preparation
and implementation of these plans. The Secretary and state meat inspection ngencies will monitor the overall
effectivencss of these industry plans, A sincere scnse of cooperation and ccllaboration between the industry
and the government is essential for a successful risk-based inspection syst>m.

Miciobinlogical testing, as necessary to verify the effectiveness of an establishment's procedures for
conurolling microblological hazards, should be an integraf part of the risk-biged system. This testing should
be done 10 determine if the process is in control and not attempt to establish microbiological standards. The
frequency of festing required should be proportional to production volurne and not based on a calendar
schedute. S

A significant differeuce cxists between microbiological testing in raw and -sady-to-eat foods. Scicnce and
technology indicate that it is currently impossible to insure that raw meats and poultry are free of poicntial

pathogens.  As @ result, microbiological testing of raw micat and poulry for other that informational

uas
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purposes and verification of HACCY' systems is inappropriate. Microbiological testing in ready-to-eat foods
is appropriate and should continue to be mandatory.

General guidelines to assist establishments in HACCP plan developmen: should be available. [f the
Secretary concludes that a plan is not effective or that the cstablishment is no: operating in accordance with

it, intcrvention by USDA would be required. This would include increased verification testing, as well as
provisions for product disposition. ’

HACC!' Plans (Ihe 7 Basic Steps)

A HACCP system involves determining points along the food production ¢hain where confamination can
occur. Safeguards arc then developed for these critical control points ¢ prevent food safety hazards.
Records are kept at all points to make it possible to trace any probloms to t.zir origin. The main value of
a HACCP systcmn {s prevention rather than detection. HACCP systems var for all foods, but seven basic
principles are universal: ‘

. All potential hazards associated with producing a partculer food product are assessed,
including growing and harvesting of a product with aticution to all raw materials or
additional ingredients used, This asscssment inclodes te processing, manufacturing,
distribution, marketing, and preparation for consumption of the food.

. Critical points required to control the identified hazards are determined.

¢ Standards (critical limits) that must be met at each cririeal control polnt are established.
. Procedures for monitoring the critical control points are estiblished.

v Corrective action plans are developed to be implmnenté&. waen a deviation is identified.
. Record-keeping systéms that document the HACCP plan arx established.

. Procedures to verify if the HACCP plan is working correcily are established.

All meat and poultry production businesses should be required 10 prepare A HACCP plan speciﬁc to their
operation. Identification of critical confvol points and corrective actions will be established. The plans will
be updated and improved continuously. The primary focus of these plans ii to control and reduce the risk
of foodbome disease. Plant operators and government officials will cominually cvaluate and verify the
effectiveness of thesc plans and changes will be made as necessary.

The production of wholesome food for American consumers is a cooperative effort between the food
industry and governmental agencies. In order to be successful, a sincere spirit of cooperation hetween the
food industry aud the government is essential. HACCP plans will jdenti’y critical control areas in food
production processes aud plant monitoring and documentation requiremens. Government inspectors will
verify e overall effectiveness of these plans. The ultimate goal of both Lie industry and the government
should be the production of wholesome, unadulterated food products and desisious regarding the processes
involved must be directed toward attainment of that goal.

The incorporation of HACCP plans into the industry must change the way the Secretary allocates 1esousrces
for inspection. The requirement of HACCP plans can not be in addition (0 the curvent continuous inspection
system. The incorporation of HACCP into the industry must replace th? current continuous inspection

3
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system. ln order to provide adequate utilization of carrent resources, risk a:sessments must be made in all
segments of mcat, poultry, exotic, and aquatic food production. The Secretiry must recvaluate the current

continuous inspeclion program and allocate resources in areas where significant risks 1o consuiners can be
reduced.

PREYIARVEST FOOD SAFETY

Preharvest food safcly means those activitles conducted by food animal producers, at il levels of
production, that prevent or reduce the occurrence of organisms, agents or conditions that pose an animal
health or food safety risk.

NASDA suppots the implementation of ITACCP at all levels of food production, from "fanu-to-fork.*
Howcver, insufficient science-based preharvest epidemiologic and ecolagic information exists for the
foodhorne pathogens of concern to make it possible to have a mandatory preharvest HACCP program. Such
information is essential for the recopnition of critical control points, identification and implementation of
effective diagnostic, control and intervention strategies.  Becausc of these inadequacies, HACCP at the
preharvest segment of food production should not be a mandatory require:nent, but encouraged.

Preharvest activities should be conducted through voluntary, producer-drivi:n, risk-based quality assurance
progiams. Quality assurance programs should be developed for cach industry and cach segment of
production through a coordinated, cooperative effori of producers, prasiucer organizations, veterinary
practitioners, state agencies concerned with animal and haman health, universities, and appropriate federal
ageticics. Many national and state producer organizations already have quallty assurance programs in place
that could Jogically become acceptable preharvest food safety programs. “he Secretary-should work with
producers through voluntary quality assurance programs to reduce or eliminate potential foodborne
pathogens. '

Preharvest quality assurance programs should identify diseases, conditions, chemical agents, and
micioorganisms of concern to food safety. They should also identif research needs so necessary
epidemiological and ecological data can be generated that will identify risk factors, diagnostic procednres,
critical control points and intctvention strategies. Intervention strategies should be incorporated into Quality
assurance programs as appropriate, by identifying cost-cffective, resulti-oricnied stratogics. Effective
picharvest intervention strategies may never be available for some microory;anisms, especially thoge present -
in a wide range of animal host species, man and in the environment.

An effective preharvest quality assurance program should contain a feedback loop whereby food producers
and food processors share relevant information on disease agents and disease incidences,  diagnostic
procedures and intervention strategics. The various scgments of the inductries can work together through
an effective quality assurance program o identify and implement effective intervention strategies to achieve
a safer food supply for consumers.

The Secietary should have some oversight of preharvest activities and enthority to trace disease agents
through all points of production to the place of origin, or af least (o the last point of production. Iu order
10 make such tracing of organisis and ugeats possible, the Secretary should bave the authority to require
appropriate identification of individual animals or lots of animals. Much of the necessary animal
identification 1cquiscincnts and traceback anthorities are already available tirough cxisting livestock disease
conurol programs but should be expanded to allow traceback of animals tha are inapparent cavicts of agents
that are a food safety concern.
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Traceback of animals that are inapparent carricrs of potcutial human pathogiens should be for the puspose
of developing ecological, epidemiolopical, diagnostic and interventior information and strategies.
Quarantine of farms, however, is inappropriatc for potential food borne pathogens that have a uumber of
host species, are found in the ¢nvironment, and for which there are 0o «ffective preharvest diagnostic
procedutes or inservontion strategics. Should quarantine authority become necessary it should coutitwe to -
reside with statc animal health agencies. Most state animal health agencies already have ample quarantine
authority to deal with human psthogens of animal origin. '

Through cooperative efforts of the Secretary and livestock producers, an efficient, cost effective, scicuce-
based, risk- based program can be developed and implemented that will further enhance the safety of an
alrcady safe, wholesome food supply.

IIARVEST

Harvest activitics include the conversion process from a live animal to a czreass. The law should require
that facilities develop and jmplement written HACCP plans which identify and contzol public health hazards
during barvest. ‘The plan should encompass ante-mortem and post-mortem procedures in addition to other
identified critical control polnts (i.e. dressing procedurcs, sanitation, facility requirements, etc.). Once a
facility's plan has been satisfactorily implemented, the Secretary should focus efforts on verifying the
effectiveness of the facility's plan and the facllity's compliance with it The intensity of goverament
oversight should depend upon many factors including the risks presentsd by particular products and
slaughter operations, the cffectivensss of a facility's plan, and cach facility's compliance with the plan. In
facilitics that slaughter a unifonm, high quality animal, produced under an efiective, well documented quality
assurance program, the Secretary should not be required to provide 100 pereent evaluation of the animals
for discasc or acsthetic defects (organoleptic inspection). The facility should assume this responsibility as
a part of its HACCP plan. A HACCP system developed and implemented by the establishment which could
include governnicat verification and minimal fnspection oversight would be supetior to continuous
~ organoleptic inspection used alonc. Facilitics harvesting animals that are not uniform and/or of high quality
or originate from farms that do not-have an effective quality assurance pr gram should still be subject to
100 percent evaluation of animals by the Secretary for discase or acsthetic defects.

PoST HARVEST

Post harvest includes meat and poultry processing, further processing of products at wholesale, retail, '
restaurants and other instimrions aud distribution of products in commerca,

The most significant reduction in risk of foodborae disease can be made ty conmolling the processes that
occuir during post harvest production. The steps that are taken o convert riw meat and poultry to ready to
eat foods pose thc most significant risks 10 consumers. Thes fumctions aru conducied in meat and poultry
processing plants, retail stores, restaurants and other institutions such as school cafeterias, prisons, and
resident extended care faciliies.

Mandatory HACCP plans should be required for all post harvest operatic:as. Each facility, wholesale or
retail producer, develops a HACCT plan to control, monitor, and verif; the critical processes that are
conducted in that operation. The plan must be designed specifically for that operation. Plant operators and
plant employees are responsible for implementing these plans and taking control of the food production
processes in their operations. ‘The Secretary and states monitor an’ verify the effectivencss and
implememation of those plans. :
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The last stcp before consumption is the food service and retail arena. This Is the last opportunity to apply
a "kill step” that could render harmlcess any pathogenic organisms tiat hive survived previous HACCD
controls. It is also, however, perhaps the greatest oppartunity to introduce and incubate pew pathogens to
a product that was previously safe. This reintroduction and incubstion an be accomplished through a
myriad of critical control points such as cross contamination, irproper relrigeration, inadequate cooking
and holding, reheating, insanitary equipment and environment and lapses 2 personal hygicne.

It musst be recognized that the food service and retafl outlets provide one «f the greatest hazards to public
health. All HACCP controls prior to this point can be pullified by one inexperienced or undereducased
kitchen or deli worker and it must be admitted that the percentage of suc’) workers in the restaurant and
retsil industries is very significant. ” '

It is essential, in face of this threat to public health, that HACCP prograw 3 (whosc outlines are preseutly
in the 1993 food code) be made mandatory in the food gervice and retail idustries.

AMENABILITY

NASDA strongly supports an inspection system that is fair and equitable to all segmems of the industry.
The system must be based on risk, rather than the point of sale or origin cf the product,

Traditionally, the Secretary has assumed authority over various segments ¢ { the meat and pouliry indostry
bascd on the type of operations being conducted suchi as inspection at wholcsale operations but not at retai)
operations. Inspection of the production of meat and poultry food product; has becn based on the amount
of meat or poultry in a product and not on the potential risks of thosc proclucts.:

A morc efficient and effective method of inspection would {nclude  risl: assessment of the food safety
hazaids associated with the type of product or processes involved in production. The percentage of meat
or poultry in a product should not be the determining factor in a food safi:ty program, Tl process used
to control, monitor, and verify the production of that food is the mecst important consideration for
consumers,

All flesh food, Loth traditional and non-traditional, aquatic and exotic anirpals, should be included in the _
inspection proccss. Many of the currently exempted items pose the sam: potential bealth risks as those -
presenuly mandated for inspection. 'With increased productivity, varying consumer preference, and the lack
of a consisiont nation-wide inspection program, exempting meat food sroducts from inspection as is
currently done under the present system cannot be justified. Seafood, for -:xample, receiving basically no
inspection, is often co-mingled with inspected meat products at retail points,

SMALL BUSINESS

This Country was founded on the entrepreneurial spirit of fres enterprise. * h¢ country's economy depends
on the success of industry. 1t is imperative (o remember that, while this meat inspection reform is designed
to better protect the Amcrican public, true free enterprise requires an envirciiment that will aliow new simall
businesses 16 develop and grow. The inspection law must provide an opgortunity for small businesses to
contintic 1o operate successfully. Two ways that this can be assured is by cstablishing frequencics of
verification tests, that are required by seientific inspection systems, based on production volume and risk
rather thau on the calendar and by encouaging state governments to maintain state inspection programs
which aie able to effectively regnlate as well as help smaller businesses de zelop safer production systems.
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STATE MEAT, POULTRY, AND AQUATIC FOOD INSPECTION PROGRAMS

State inspection proframs are important parmers of the federal inspection system. State inspecrion
programs must be considered as cqual partaers providing inspection equal to USDA Inspection, and as such,
state-inspected meat products must be allowed in the same commerce as fed-rally-inspected meat products.
Other state inspected commodities, such as milk and dairy products, seafoud, and vegetables, are allowed
such access to commerce. State programs are organized in a way that sllows thein 10 deal with small
busiuess more effectively and efficicntly than can a large federal system.

As mandated inspection moves toward a more modern scientificaily- baied inspection system, smaller
businesses will need considerable guidance and training to change their procuction methods to comply with
new inspection requirements. State inspection programs are better potitioned to assist these smaller
businesses in converting to operating under the new inspection system than the federal system. Failure of
a business 10 operate under the new system will result in the business closing. A strong, well staffed
Federal-State Relations Office will be required to assure consistent applicztion of the new system.

Cooperative state programs are more economical because each state provides vp to SO percent of the
financial support of the state program, Without state programs, the Secretay would be required to provide
all inspection at full cost or cause smaller businesses to go out of business for lack of required inspection.
In reforming the meat and poultry inspection laws it is imperative that signiticant costs arc not added 10 the
states for maintaining their programs and that statc programs be authotized to assist small businesses
establish HACCP programs for their operations. Costs of laboratory tesis to verify effectiveness of
production or scientifically based inspection systems, for example, can te devastating to a fragile state
government budget. Therefore, when laboratory lests are required, states should be allowed to use USDA
laboratories for such tests.

CONSUMER EDUCATION *~ :

The final control in any system of food safety rests with the consumer. The industry does not yet have the
science and technology to produce a product that can be mishandled by consumers and still be safe.
Obscrvations in the United States and other countries have demonstrated that the incidence of foodborne
iliness can dramatically decline as a result of active public cducation and effective media coverage. The
responsibility for educating, consumers on appropriate food bandling and ccoking practices must be shared
by government and indusiry. Educating and training producers at all levels, including livesiock producess, -
slauphierers, processors, and food service handlers is also essential and should be enhanced.

Public education should include s peueral food safety program directed tyward all consumers and target
programs for those persons at high risk for foodborne illness. Consume:- education should also provide
information on technological advances, such as irradiation that can cnbance the safety of the food supply,
10 promote wider consumer acceptance of such beneficial progress.

ADMINISTRATION '

Rroader euforcement authority necds to be given to USDA under the nos/ system to cnsurc facilities arc
complying, with their responsibilities. Methods of withholding inspection :md inspectors from a facility as
well as authority 10 propose administrative penalties against establishen s thar repeatedly fail to comply
with the Secretary's requirements in a manner that poses a direct threat to public health or safety wust be
implemented. This would include provisions to prohibit an individual froi excrcising operational control
or participating in the business operations of a facility when necessary to :nsure compliance.
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To avoid misunderstanding among all concerned, program changes need > be made through proper rule
iaking and consultation through a standing Federal Advisory Cormmittec composed of scientific, public
bealth, state programs and industry representatives. This commitiee sho:ld be statutorily established ta \
advise, review, evaluate and make recommendations to the Secretary in the mplomentation of the inspection
program. : '

TRANSITION PERIOD
The devclopment and implementation of scientifically based control proced :ves {HACCP) could take some
time for facilitics and a reasonable and r¢alistic period of transition shouli be provided as follows:

- A HACCP Program shall be in place in three years.

. If a facility fails to implement 2 HACCP program afier threc yws it would countinue under
e traditional inspection system for Up 10 two more years, but ofa user fec basis.

. After the five year period is exhausied and facility is vot uﬁm‘ HACCP Program, inspection
will be withdrawn. .

Along with any new program, there is always 2 need for proper trainingand ¢ducation. A comprehensive
HACCP training and education program should be implemented at the fedecal, state, industry and consumer
jevels to enhance the knowledge and provide the neccssary changes and new attitudes about meat and food
safety that & good HACCP Program can provide.

Once the scientifically based HACCP Program is implemented, all new estahlishments (including exotics
and seafood) must use the HACCP approach. E

CONCLUSION _

Significant reform of the nations flosh food inspection system is necussary to improve food safety.
However, as isuportant as food safety is, govemment cannot overlook the »conomic burden that the wiong
reform would place on the tax payer and industry, particularly the small nuat business operators throughout
. the country. NASDA caanot support any plan that resiricts interstate shipinent of product or causcs unfair
" disadvantage to small business based on type of inspection (i.e., state vs. federal) or the size of the business. °




DISCUSSION DRAFT
' October 1999

CONCEPT PAPER ON
EXTENDING USDA'S INSPECTION PROGRAM TO ADDITIONAL SPECIES

Introduction

In November 1998, the National Advisory Committee on Meat and Poultry Inspection
(NACMPI) recommended that the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) prepare a
concept paper on the issue of mandatory inspection of all animal flesh foods. The goal of
expanding the types of animal species required to be Federally inspected under the
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) inspection program would be to ensure
that animal flesh foods, commercially slaughtered or processed for human consumption,
are federally- or State-inspected for safety and wholesomeness.

At the May 1999 meeting of the NACMPI, a preliminary draft concept paper on
mandatory inspection of all animal flesh foods was discussed. The Committee
recommended the application of criteria for resolving the issue of what animals (and their
products) should be involved in mandatory inspection.

FSIS has given careful consideration to the NACMPI’s recommendations and is in
agreement that additional species, such as ratites, quail, and squab, should be added to
those currently under mandatory inspection in order to be consistent with the USDA
vision of a public health risk-based, seamless Federal/State-inspection system. In
response, a decision was made by the Agency to begin the process of exploring an
expansion of the definition of amenable species. Although expansion of amenable
poultry species may be possible without legislative change, such an expansion for meat
will require amending the Federal Meat Inspection Act (FMIA) to add to the list of
species under mandatory inspection. |

This paper represents a first step in the process necessary to move toward a legislative
proposal to amend the FMIA to add to the list of species under mandatory inspection.
This paper presents a conceptual framework that can serve as the basis for determining
which species of animals should be added to the list of those that are already amenable to
USDA inspection. The conceptual framework is a starting point for further dialogue and
prompts questions for which data are needed for a response. The paper presents the
statutory and regulatory basis for mandatory and voluntary inspection, a public health
rationale for considering additional species, a preliminary economic assessment of the
costs and benefits of adding to the list of species under mandatory inspection, and a set of
criteria to consider in making the decision as to which species should be added to the list.



Background

Statutory and Regulatory Authorities

Currently, statutory and regulatory provisions define the species of animals that are
inspected by USDA under mandatory inspection and those that are under voluntary
inspection. In certain instances, explicit exemptions from inspection exist, in addition to
exemptions from the definitions of products that USDA inspects. States with inspection
programs may also inspect the slaughter of animals and the preparation of the meat and -
poultry products from both amenable and non-amenable species.

FMIA/Meat Inspection Regulations

The FMIA mandates that USDA inspect cattle, sheep, swine, goats, horses, mules, and
other equines, and the food products thereof, slaughtered and prepared in Federal
establishments and foreign establishments exporting such products to the United States,
that are intended for distribution in commerce 21 US.C. 601 et seq.). The Federal meat
inspection regulations (9 CFR Subchapter A) implement the provisions of the FMIA.

The Federal meat inspection regulations (9 CFR 301.2) define "livestock," "meat," and
"meat food products” as being of cattle, sheep, swine, goat, horse, mule, or other equine
origin.

The FMIA provides for exemptions from inspection of the slaughter of animals and the
preparation of the carcasses, parts thereof, for meat, and meat food products at
establishments conducting such operations for commerce when such products are
exclusively used by an individual or households and, thus, are not sold. This provision is
referred to as the custom operation exemption. The FMIA also provides ar. exemption
from the definition of "meat food product” for products that contain meat or other
portions of such carcasses only in a relatively small proportion or historically have not
been considered by consumers as products of the meat food industry, and that can not be
represented as meat food products. :

The Federal meat inspection regulations (9 CFR Part 303) also address exemptions from
the requirements of the FMIA with regard to inspection, including customn operations and
products that are exempt from the definition of "meat food product.”



PPIA/Poultry Products Inspection Regulations

The PPIA mandates that USDA inspect "poultry,” i.e., any domesticated bird, and food
products thereof, slaughtered and prepared in Federal establishments and foreign
establishments for export to the United States that are intended for distribution in
commerce (21 U.S.C. 451 et seq.). The Federal poultry products inspection regulations
(9 CFR Part 381) implement the provisions of the PPIA. The Federal poultry products

inspection regulations (9 CFR 381.1) define poultry as meaning any domesticated bird
(chickens, turkeys, ducks, geese, or guineas), whether live or dead.

The PPIA also provides for exemptions from inspection of the slaughter of poultry and
the preparation of poultry products, i.e., poultry carcasses or parts thereof. Among the
exemptions, the PPIA provides for the exemption from inspection of the custom slaughter
of poultry and the preparation of carcasses and parts thereof at establishments conducting
such operations when such products are used exclusively by households and individuals
and are not sold. Different than the provisions of the FMIA, the PPIA contains specific
criteria for such exemptions based on the volume of poultry slaughtered or processed.

The PPIA also includes an exemption from the definition of "poultry product” for
products that contain poultry ingredients only in a relatively small proportion or
historically have not been considered by consumers as products of the poultry food
industry, and that can not be represented as poultry products. ’

The Federal poultry products inspection regulations address exemptions from inspection,
including an exemption from the definition of "poultry product” of certain human food
products containing poultry, such as those containing less than 2 percent cooked poultry
meat (9 CFR 381.15), and an exemption from inspection for custom operations (9 CFR

381.10).

Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (AMA)/Voluntary Inspection

The Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (AMA) (as amended) provides USDA with the
authority to inspect, certify, and identify the class, quality, quantity, and condition of
agricultural products (including food animal products) in interstate commerce on a
voluntary, fee-for-service basis that covers program costs. The Secretary is also
authorized to issue inspection regulations. The Secretary may deny AMA inspection
services for failure to comply with regulatory requirements because of the lack of
available inspectors or other administrative reasons.

USDA has published regulations for the voluntary inspection of rabbits (9 CFR Part 354)
and the voluntary inspection of exotic animals (9 CFR Part 352). Rabbit is defined in 9
CFR 354.1(2) as any domesticated rabbit. Exotic animals are defined in 9 CFR 352.1(k)
as any reindeer, elk, deer, antelope, water buffalo, or bison.



The Department has also promulgated regulations related to the vdluntary inspection of
poultry (9 CFR Part 362). The poultry subject to voluntary inspection regulations are
defined in 9 CFR 362.1(d) as any migratory waterfowl, game bird, or szuab,

USDA als; provides voluntary inspection of ratites under guidelines that were published
in November 1995. Ratites include ostrich, emu, and rhea. ' ‘

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and Non-Amenable/Exotic Species

Non-amenable species and their products are not specifically addressed under the FMIA
and PPIA, except with regard to voluntary inspection of exotic species. Only amenable
species are defined in the Acts and implementing regulations, Therefore, there is a
commonly held view that non-amenable species fall under the jurisdiction of the FDA in
terms of inspection jurisdiction. Although the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
(FFDCA), under which FDA operates, does not specifically address the issue of '
inspection oversight for any particular species of animal, the FFDCA does cover "food"
in general. Thus, by default, the FFDCA and its regulations apply to the slaughter of

non-amenable species and the preparation of their products.

State Inspection Programs

The FMIA and PPIA authorize the Secretary to cooperate with State agencies in
developing and administering State meat inspection and poultry products inspection
programs in any State that has enacted a State meat or poultry products inspection
program law that imposes mandatory ante mortem and post mortem inspection,
reinspection, and sanitation requirements that are at least equal to those under the
provisions of the Acts. Under the Acts, establishments in a State with an approved
inspection program may engage in the slaughter of animals and the preparation of their
products for use as human food for distribution within the State. Currently,
establishments under State inspection programs are prohibited from shipping their
products interstate. |

. USDA cooperation with State agencies includes providing advisory assistance, technical
and laboratory assistance, and financial aid for the administration of such programs. The
Acts stipulate that the amount contributed to any State by the Secretary from Federal
funds for any year shall not exceed 50 percent of the estimated total cost of the
cooperative program, and the Federal funds are allocated among the States desiring to
Cooperate on an equitable basis. Currently, there are 25 States with approved inspection
programs. Under State inspection laws and programs, both amenable and non-amenable
(i.e., exotic species) may be inspected for slaughter and the preparation of the respective
products for distribution within the State. In some instances, States may require
inspection of certain animal species and their products for intrastate commerce, while
others may require Federal inspection before any product can enter their State.

If a State fails to develop or is not enforcing, with respect to all establishme-ts within its
jurisdiction, at which amenable species are slaughtered or prepared for use @ . human food
solely for distribution within that State, requir_ments at least equal to those of the Acts,



the S.ecretary is empowered to designate such States as having to comply with the
provisions of mandatory Federal inspection in the Acts. Such States are known as
"designated States." '

Production Estimates for Exotic Species

The species of animals slaughtered in Federal establishments under voluntary inspection,
in 1998, are listed in Table 1, entitled Non-4dmenable Species Slaughtered in Federal
Establishments Under Voluntary Inspection - 1998 (Table 1), which is appended to this
paper. Table 2 (also appended to this paper) shows data for the production of non-
amenable (and exotic) species under Federal and State inspection programs. In many
cases, it appears that more non-amenable species of animals are slaughtered under State
inspection programs, e.g., animals in the genus Cervidae (deer, reindeer, and elk), than at
establishments under Federal inspection. The Tables do not account for non-amenable
species slaughtered under custom operation exemption.

Public Health Issues and Implications

The Advisory Committee has not developed a list of animals that are potential candidates
for mandatory inspection. However, FSIS regulations identify reindeer, elk, deer,
antelope, water buffalo and bison as exotic animals eligible for voluntary inspection.
These animals are similar to cattle, sheep, and swine, in that they are all even-toed,
horned ungulates (having hoofs), and the concepts of head, viscera, and carcass
inspection are easily adaptable from red meat inspection regulations and protocols. In the
same sense, quail and pheasants are not that different from chickens, ducks, and turkeys,
which are amenable poultry species for which inspection is required. On the other hand,
ratites present a slightly different issue in that their size prevents utilization of standard >
automated poultry lines. Depending on the anatomy of the animal, facilities, protocols,
HACCP plans, and other components of the Federal inspection process may need to be
restructured, retrofitted, or amended to accommodate new species, if additional species
are brought under mandatory inspection. - :

According to 1998 data compiled by FSIS, voluntary inspection was provided by FSIS to
a wide variety of eligible non-amenable species, ranging in anatomical size from bison to
quail. Table 1 lists the species for which voluntary Federal inspection was provided in
1998. The Table provides the production in numbers of animals (and birds) slaughtered
by species, the number of Federal establishments/plants participating in the voluntary
inspection of the various species, and the states where the plants are located. _Together
with the data in Table 2, this kind of information may be useful in determining exposure
to potential pathogens or agents of zoonotic disease which may be associated with a
particular species. Such information could be important in projecting potential risk of
various populations who might eat animal foods derived from a particular species. The
sufficiency or extent of the market, i.e., possible exposure, could be a factor in-
determining which species, if any, should be brought under Federal mandatory inspection
if a public health issue is identified. Later in this paper, the criterion of “sufficiency of



market” is discussed as one of several criteria on which to base selections of current non-
amenable species for mandatory inspection in the future. - R

Some exotic species are currently slaughtered and inspected in State inspected meat or
poultry processing plants that are not reflected in Table 2. For example, there is a market
for meat products derived from wild boar (feral swine) which is used as human food, but
wild boar is not included in Table 2. Additional information regarding what other exotic
species are being inspected under State inspection needs to be acquired and considered
before the Agency can make a determination to extend mandatory Federal inspection to
additional species. -

The degree to which there is a public health need to extend mandatory inspection to
exotic species is uncertain. According to literature reports’, every year, in the United
States, foodbome infections cause millions of illnesses and thousands of deaths, but this
situation is not primarily a result of a breakdown in the inspection system. -

It is known that more . :an 200 known diseases are transmitted through food.2 The causes
of foodborne illness ixciude viruses, parasites, bacteria, toxins, metals, and prions. A
recent article published by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) estimated that, in the
United States, foodborne diseases cause approximately 76 million illnesses, 325,000
hospitalizations, and 5,000 deaths each year. Known pathogens account for an estimated
14 million illnesses, 60,000 hospitalizations, and 1,800 deaths. The conclusion of the
authors was that "overall, foodbome diseases appear to cause more illnesses but fewer
deaths than previously estimated."” The CDC also concluded that surveillance of
foodborne illness is complicated by the fact that (1) incidences are underreported,

(2) pathogens dispersed through food are also spread through water or from person to
person, thus obscuring the role of foodborne transmission, and (3) some proportion of
foodborne illness is caused by pathogens or agents that have not yet been identified and
thus cannot be diagnosed. They stated that the importance of this final factor cannot be
overstated because many of the pathogens of greatest concern today (e.g., Campylobacter
Jejuni, Escherichia coli 0157:H7, Listeria monocytogenes, and Cyclospora) were not
recognized as causes of foodborne illness just 20 ‘years ago.

Foodborne illness is a multi-faceted cause and effect phenomenon. Further, the
epidemiology of foodborne disease is changing. New pathogens have emerged.. Many,
including Salmonella, Escherichia coli 0157:H7, Campylobacter, and Yersinia
enterocolitica, have reservoirs in healthy food animals, from which they spread to an
increasing variety of foods. There is no simple or universal way of preventing foodborne
disease. Food reaches the consumer through long chains of industrial production, in
which many opportunities for contamination exist.

" Bryan, FL Diseases transmitted by Foods, Atlanta: Centers for Disease Control, 1982,

2 Ibid. ‘ .

* Mead, Paul S., et al., Food-Related lliness and Death in the United States, Emerging Infectious Diseases,
Atlanta, Georgia Center for Disease Control, 1999.



Foodborne pathogens share a number of characteristics. Virtually all have an animal
reservoir from which they spread to humans. Many do not cause symptoms of illness in
the carriers, e.g., chickens with a lifelong ovarian infection with Saimonella enteritidis,
calves carrying E. coli 0157:H7, and oysters carrying Norwalk virus or Vibrio vulnificus.
Limited existing research on how animals acquire and transmit emerging pathogens
among themselves often implicates contaminated fodder and water; therefore, public
health concerns must now include the safety of what food animals themselves eat and

According to a CDC publication®, more research is needed to answer questions about
whether and how a pathogen such as E. coli 0157:H7 persists in the bovine reservoir, in
order to establish the size and dynamics of a reservoir for this organism in wild deer. The
CDC publication cites a report of an outbreak of E. coli 0157:H7 attributed to jerky made
from deer meat that was also reported in the April 16, 1997 issue of Journal of the
American Medical Association (pages 1229-31). These sources reported that it is
reasonable to suspect animal flesh foods as having the potential to pose some level of risk
to human health. This view highlights a need to determine the extent of the risk and
which animals should be included in a mandatory USDA inspection system in order to
protect the public.

Strategies to prevent foodborne illness must consider the sources of the possible
contamination, and if, and how, an inspection process can be instituted as an effective
prevention measure in reducing risk to human health. The difficulty of obtaining
indisputable, scientific data linking a specific species harboring a specific pathogen
responsible for causing illness or death should not deter FSIS from pursuing a thoughtful
approach for bringing new species under mandatory Federal inspection. Such an
approach would be precautionary and based on the rationale that any animal used for
human food is a potential source for agents that could cause foodborne illness. 7

Furthermore, the demographics of consumers is changing; there are increasing numbers
of elderly or immunosupressed persons who are at higher risk of severe illness, and
consumers spend less time cooking than before and many have received less instruction
in safe food handling in their home or at school than before. According to the
Administration on Aging, by the year 2030, there will be about 70 million older persons,
more than twice the number than in 1997. People over 65 years of age are projected to
represent 13 percent of the population in the year 2000, but they will represent 20 percent
by 2030.° Traditionally, it is the elderly, very young, pregnant and lactating women, and
immuno-compromised individuals who are at greatest risk of complications resulting.
from foodbomne illness. It is not known to what extent these populations are likely to eat

¢ Emerging Foodbome Diseases: An Evolving Public Health Challenge, Robert V. Tauxe, Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, Atlanta, Georgia, October - December 1997, Volume 3 Number 4

* Profile of Older Americans: 1998, Administration On Aging. Population Projections of the United States
by Age, Sex, Race and Hispanic Origin: 1995-2050," Current Population Reports, P25-1130, Data
compiled primarily from Internet releases of the U.S. Bureau of the Census and the national Center for
Health Statistics, Administration On Aging.



foods derived from exotic animals. Such information might be helpful in identifying
which exotic animal species to include in the mandatory inspection process. -

The principles that the Agency should apply in determining the applicability of
mandatory inspection to additional species should also consider the allocation of
 inspection resources based on the relative food safety risks presented by different animal
flesh foods and should be hazard-based, science-based, and public-health based.
Logistical and practical adaptations of inspection protocols, facilities designs, and
equipment to the unaccustomed physical attributes of non-amenable species would play a -
secondary role and would need to be considered if mandatory inspection is extended to
additional non-amenable and exotic species. ' ‘

Costs of Mandatory Inspection for Additional Species

Extending the coverage of USDA mandatory inspection to additional species would
entail costs for FSIS and for industry  Effects on State governments and consumers are -
more ambiguous. Many of the costs for FSIS and the industry are start-up costs that
would be one-time expenditures. Other costs would be continuing expenditures
associated with mandatory inspection. These costs should be compared against the
benefits of mandatory inspection for additional species.

There would be start-up costs for FSIS if and when any additional species come under
mandatory inspectica. The Agency would be responsible for conducting baseline
microbiological studies. These studies would then be used to develop performance >
standards for relevant microorganisms. Appropriate testing procedures and criteria
would also be established. Chemical residue testing would be necessary to determine
how additional species would be incorporated into the Agency’s annual residue testing
program. Furthermore, countries that previously had little interest in export certification
may petition the Agency if additional species come under mandatory inspection. Foreign
firms that specialize in exotic species may seck to broaden their markets by exporting to
the United States. The Agency may need to evaluate the equivalence of a greater number
of foreign food regulatory and inspection systems. :

Continuing expenditures for FSIS would primarily be inspection and compliance
activities. An important cost issue that deserves explicit attention arises in the transition
from voluntary to mandatory inspection. Under voluntary inspection, firms pay the costs
of inspection according to the AMA. Under mandatory inspection, the funds for
inspection activities come from appropriated funds. The transition from voluntary to
mandatory inspection effectively results in a loss of income for the Agency. While this
change is effectively a transier, it is an important distributional consideration. Under
mandatory inspection, the number of animals slaughtered in official establishments
would increase. The number of establishments slaugh:*--ing these species would also be
exnected to increase. Data is not yet available to quar::. v these increases. FSIS

ex: -nditures on inspection activities would need to rise accordingly. FSIS expenditures
on compliance activities, particularly for compliance with the provisions of the Agency’s
Pathogen Reduction/Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (PR/ZHACCP) final rule, for



additional species would also need to increase accordingly. Thus, the effect would be
twofold. First, the agency will have to fund these activities through appropriated funds
rather than user fees. Second, the number of animals and establishments will increase,
yielding increases in the overall level of spending on inspection and compliance for these
species. A final issue that must be taken into account in determining the total cost to the
Agency is the situation regarding reimbursement to State inspection programs.

The economic effects on State governments of making inspection mandatory for non-

amenable species are complex. States that do not have a State program for exotic animal

inspection have little additional impact. However, States that already provide inspection

for exotic species (Alaska, for example, kept reindeer inspection when it gave up its

inspection program) would be reimbursed for 50 percent of the State costs under the

current reimbursement schedule. However, a State would be required to fund the other

50 percent of the cost. States would also no longer be able to collect fees for inspection.

Some States may give up their inspection programs altogether or give up inspection of

exotic animals. If a State drops its inspection program, FSIS will be required to take over

inspection and absorb the total costs. There are also other complications for State .
inspection programs, particularly for States that do not have “equal to” programs. ka

Much of the industry would also face start-up costs. Establishments may be required to 7 Ao
retrofit slaughter equipment and facilities in order to allow the inspection of additional
species. In addition, all official establishments would have to comply with the provisions '
of the PR/-HACCP final rule. Under the provisions of the rule, all slaughter
establishments (including those plants under voluntary inspection) will be requiredto
have HACCP plans and meet pathogen reduction standards by January 25, 2000, when
- very small plants enter the system. Large and small slaughter facilities are currently
required to comply with the rule. If mandatory inspection was to be implemented, all
plants that slaughter additional species would be required to comply with this rule within
an allowable period, except in the case of previously established exemptions that remain
_in effect. However, those facilities that are currently under voluntary inspection are
already under HACCP or will be in January 2000. Their costs will likely be lower
because they were already moving to a HACCP-based system. For other plants, the start-
up costs include developing HACCP plans, training staff on HACCP, and developing
sampling plans for microbial testing. These costs will be highest for establishments that
do not currently participate in the voluntary inspection program. P
There are also recurring costs for industry. Establishments will be responsible for /j /
HACCP record keeping and analyzing samples for relevant microorganisms. Again, 7 W
firms under voluntary inspection would also be responsible for such costs. Only plants
that had previously been without inspection would face these additional costs.

Consumers also face a relatively ambiguous situation. It is generally assumed that the
costs of voluntary inspection are passed on from producers to consumers. As the burden
of paying for inspection is removed from firms, firms may be able to charge less for their
products. On the other hand, mandatory inspection may improve the marketability of



these products. If supply does not expand sufficiently to meet this increase in demand,
prices rise as a result. The exact measure of these shifted costs is not currently known.

In the consideration of making the inspection of additional species of animals mandatory,
the exemption for custom operations is not expected to change. Therefore, there will be
no added costs associated with adding custom operations to those for commercial
distribution. ’ ~~

Recommendations for Criteria in Determining Additional Species to Add to
Mandatory Inspection

This concept paper has explored several important issues with regard to extending
mandatory inspection to additional species. A Ly function of this paper, beyond what
ha: already been discussed, is to enumerate some criteria on which to base decisions on
whether a species should be placed under mandatory inspection. These criteria, though
not exhaustive, will provide a clearer guide to policymakers. : :

* The Animal and Its Products Are Used as Food for Humank Consumption

There is nothing to gain from FSIS regulation of the slaughter of animals that are not
used as food for human consumption. Likewise, there is no associated risk of human
illness if humans do not consume a particular species. ' ~

o There Is Microbiological Risk

There must be sufficient microbiological risk for FSIS to mandate inspection and there
must be evidence that inspection can do something about the risk. If pathogens are
unlikely to be present, scarce resources can be utilized more efficiently elsewhere.

o There Is Scientific Evidence Linking New Species to Human Hiness

Microbiological risk does not always translate into human illness. Species that are shown
to be associated with documented human illnesses, e.g., zoonotic diseases, should be

given priority.
e Sufficiency of Market

The size of the market must be a consideration in the allocation of limited FSIS

resources. The level of production and the level of consumption are factors that effect the
extent to which the population is exposed to microbiological risk and risks of other ‘

diseases associated with animal species not currently under mandatory inspection. They

also affect the efficiency of inspection operations, as there must)e;% i
establishment ready to slaughter the animal and do so in sufficient nur to make

inspection efficient (e.g., require at least 1 full-time inspector).” This criterion may have a
regional component because some species tend to be produced, marketed, and consumed
in larger quantities in certain regions of the United States (such as bison is in the West). -
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* Compatibility with the FSIS Inspection System

An establishment with a grant of inspection must be available and within a reasonable
geographic location to where animal species not currently under inspection are raised or
caught. The establishment must have the requisite staff years of inspection personnel.

Additionally, some species present novel inspection problems. For example, ostriches .
are typically too large to be processed on the same equipment as chickens. It may be
necessary for establishments to retrofit equipment and facilities in order to slaughter and
process certain species. Other things being equal, those species that are more compatible
with inspection procedures and facilities should be converted to mandatory inspection
before those species that are less compatible.

e Cost

This criterion ensures that Agency funds are spent efficiently, i.e., on mandatory
inspection where social benefits (from improved human health) outweigh social costs.
Furthermore, this criterion can be used to prioritize among species even when there are
positive social benefits. There are a number of tools that allow for such welfare-
improving choices, of which the maximization of net benefits or the maximization of a
benefit/cost ratio are examples.

Application of the Criteria

These criteria can be viewed as a sequence of things to consider from a public health
perspective. Applying the criteria would require available data on the production volume
of non-amenable species and the locations of establishments where non-amenable species
are slaughtered and processed, such as that presented in Tables 1 and 2. Most, if not all,
non-amenable species in the Tables will pass the test of microbiological risk. Human
illness significantly and unambiguously restricts the number of species considered.
Documented human illnesses, however, are relatively difficult to find. Such a lack of
data alone should not exclude species from consideration for mandatory inspection.
Sufficiency of market will further limit the number of species. However, if the species is
produced, marketed, and consumed in relatively large quantities, as in the case of ratites,
rabbit, pheasant, quail, and squab, the case for mandatory inspection is strengthened.
Compatibility with inspection also narrows the field of potential species because
establishments with grants of inspection are not always available near the locations where
non-amenable species are raised or caught, and because some species present novel
inspection problems due to their awkward physical conformation, e.g., ostriches. Finally,
cost provides the final test to determine the manner in which scarce resources are used to
improve public health. None of these criteria should be used alone as evidence in favor
of or in opposition to expanding mandatory inspection to additional species. They should
be used collectively to determine the appropriate course of action.

11



Conclusion

In order to add to the species of animals required to be inspected by USDA using the
criteria suggested in this paper, more information is needed. The Agency welcomes the
input of the NACMPI on the approach of using these criteria and whether, in fact, they
are adequate or whether other criteria are necessary.

Specifically, information is needed regarding the exposure of at-risk populations to
human foods derived from exotic species. Information is also needed regarding the
specific pathogens that are associated with exotic species and confirmed reports about
foodborne illnesses associated with products of exotic species.

It is widely known that animal flesh products are potential sources for microbiological

and zoonotic foodborne illnesses. Mandatory inspecticz of animal species provides a
means of ensuring consumers receive safe products. It can be assumed that some number _
of consumers are expesed to greater public health risks from products derived from
animals that are not under mandatory inspection or voluntary inspection. In order to
alleviate public health risks in an effort to achieve a seamless Federal/State food safety
inspection system, criteria can be developed and u:ed to determine what additional

species should be added to mandatory inspection.

Such criteria include whether the animal species is used as human food, whether the
animal species is likely to present microbiological risks or cause human illnesses, and
whether the animal species product is produced and consumed in a large enough volume
to make exposure a public health concern (especially to at-risk populations). These
factors need to be weighed against the compatibility of the inspection of the non-
amenable species to current inspection procedures and practices, and the costs of
including the additional species under the mandatory inspection program.

A more comprehensive analysis of the costs associat= with adding to the list of
amenable species also needs to be performed. Thesc costs are not straightforward. Cost

-estimates must account for the different scenarios that may occur. For example, species
being inspected by FSIS under voluntary inspection generate funds for the Agency.
When these species fall under mandatory inspection, FSIS loses these funds and
continues to spend the resources. Additionally, costs will not remain constant; when
inspection becomes mandatory, the number of animals slaughtered increases and the
number of establishments slaughtering and processing increase. Thus, the Agency’s
costs increase, requiring additional appropriated funds or the re-direction of existing
funds.

Further consideration and analyses are needed from State inspection programs regarding
the effect of adding more species to mandatory inspection. If States performing exotic
animal inspection do not have an “equal to” program, they must create one or the inspec-
tion activity is absorbed by FSIS. States must consider how long it will take them to start
an “equal to” program and what happens during that start-up period. These States would
have to pass legislation, appropriate funds, and train personnel, among other things.

12
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Non-Amenable Species Inspected Under Federal or State Ins

Ratites
Cervidae
Antelope
Water Buffalo
Bison

Rabbit
Pheasant
Quail

Squab
Other Fowl

Other Animal
Total

Animals
Birds

Table 2

During a 12 Month Period in 1998 to 1999

ederal I

Carc./Birds % of Total

48,286
1,102
10

110
12,168
309,475

17,326 .

6,328,090
175,469
2,000

83

6,894,119

61,759
6,832,360

No. of Establishments

83%
20%
1%
96%
81%

98%

11%
49%
45%
47%

 50%

49%

78%
49%

159

State Inspection

Carc.lBirds % of Total

9,986
4,357

4

5

2,907
5,803
146,612
6,682,805
215,339
2,248
83

7,070,149

17,342
7,052,807

17%
80%
29%

4%
19%
2%
89%
51%
55%
53%
50%

51%
22%
51%

342

pection

Total
Inspected

58,272
5,459

- 14
115
15,075
315,278
163,938
13,010,895
390,808
'4,248
- 166

13,964,268

79,101

13,885,167

Data from FSIS, FO, FSRS
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To amend the Poultry Products Inspection Act to cover bi
raised for use as human food. (Introduced in the Senate)

S 113318
106th CONGRESS
1st Session
S.1133

To amend the Poultry Products Inspection Act to cover birds of the order Ratitae that are raised for
use as human food.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
May 25, 1999

Mr. GRAMS introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

A BILL

To amend the Poultry Products Inspection Act to cover birds of the order Ratitae that are raised for
use as human food.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. EXPANSION OF DEFINITION OF POULTRY TO INCLUDE
RATITES.

(a) DEFINITION OF POULTRY- Section 4(e) of the Poultry Products Inspection Act (21
U.S.C. 453(e)) is amended by adding at the end the following: ‘The term ‘poultry’ includes
birds of the order Ratitae, such as ostriches, emus, and rheas, that are raised for distribution in

commerce as human food.’.

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c106:S.1133: 02/07/2000

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?¢106:S.1133: 02/07/2000
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SUBMITTAL LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU
FORM Legal Section Telephone: 266-3561
5th Floor, 100 N. Hamilton Street

The attached draft is submitted for your inspection. Please check each part carefully, proofread each word, and
sign on the appropriate line(s) below.

Date: 02/07/2000 To: Representative Grothman

Relating to LRB drafting number: LRB-4489

Topic
Ask Congress to support legislation concerning inspection of meat from ratites

Subject(s)

Agriculture - animals, Memorials - Congress to

1. JACKET the draft for introduction VW

in the Senate or the Assembly 2< (check only one). Only the requester under whose name the
drafting request is entered in the LRB’s drafting records may authorize the draft to be submitted. Please
allow one day for the preparation of the required copies.

2. REDRAFT. See the changes indicated or attached

A revised draft will be submitted for your approval with changes incorporated.

3. Obtain FISCAL ESTIMATE NOW, prior to introduction

If the analysis indicates that a fiscal estimate is required because the proposal makes an appropriation or
increases or decreases existing appropriations or state or general local government fiscal liability or
revenues, you have the option to request the fiscal estimate prior to introduction. If you choose to
introduce the proposal without the fiscal estimate, the fiscal estimate will be requested automatically upon
introduction. It takes about 10 days to obtain a fiscal estimate. Requesting the fiscal estimate prior to
introduction retains your flexibility for possible redrafting of the proposal.

If you have any questions regarding the above procedures, please call 266-3561. If you have any questions

relating to the attached draft, please feel free to call me.

Rebecca C. Tradewell, Managing Attorney
Telephone: (608) 266-7290



