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Establish?
have been used_ f§ ;30 years to document and .
categorize me%’éri@sgméift@qu@g}g;aﬂy registered:

establishments, as We @egg%ﬁui@&gevappropnate :
level of inspection and cost rec @%&ij&%

¥y

mechanism or “tool” to record and verify compliance to
this mandatory requirement. The CMC has sought

| changes to the existing system becausé‘aﬂngs and

reports are used by the media through the Access to

Mﬁhon Act, there is area-to-area inconsistency

7 g&g@gﬁgow ratings are promded and there is a
fo Seha,:.; products coming from a “B” or

s ?@é@éﬁf&d@g&ty are less safe.

Qg/cnon Reports (form 1427) and ratings

recognized that the USDA requires do%i@ﬁ%%aﬁ’on ofa
| monthly supervisory visit for those establishriénts that
| are eligible to export to the USA. CFIA requires a

ANTICIPATED

| OUTCOMES

‘ . ~Fd _{ L » j‘V oo :
The Food of AT;]II‘" "l%‘% éuu L nOD) 18 pr UPOSL&LB
to eliminate the ”estabhshnf@nt%‘i’lspectlon report” and the
establishment rating because of changes proposed to

inspection tools under the Meat Program Reform (MPR).

CFIA POSITION
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The “establishment inspection report” and the
establishment rating pre-date the implementation of
mandatory Food Safety Enhancement Program (FSEP).in
meat plants. Building upon mandatory FSEP, the FAOD
5%«Eropnsmg newz inspection tools for front line inspection
%@ﬁ’@@e tools will allow the inspector to give a more

of the day-to-day compliance status of

ope%af@&?" ég%égaﬁy required corrective actions needing
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to be undertaken. By providing the operator with
inspectionfeedback, and tracking deficiencies, in a more
timely manner, the “establishment i mspectlon report” tool
. 7 | and estabhshment ratmgs arg no longer reqmred

In adfpvf by directing the scope of quarterly FSEP
audits, ﬁ‘i’ei a}g the role of the supervisor along CFIA
Quality Managgﬁiegi‘@;@%e.m (QMS) principles, the new .
approach will Jéaay g #}fqﬁg‘ﬁ&gtency of mspecﬁon

INDUSTRY The proposed changes Aﬁm ustry.‘
POSITION - *"v'fo S
TALKING POINTS |« Mandatory FSEP has made it posms’féom,make
- 1 substantial improvem the existin

u.ul./zuvc.u.ae.x-w o e t:)uat.u [$:4 in pECﬁ‘ﬁ
~ program. '
° By replacing existing tools with a tool that provides
, v ~more detailed feedback to the operator in a timely
e manner, that better tracks ongoing operator
Qe mgg\ responses, and links into FSEP audits, the CFIA \ 1o
‘ vy ? b :’}@p er needs the ”estabhshment mspec'aon leport”
| %, s S dg%’ié' glgnt ratmg
%5?4 continue to do visits at the :

presmifﬁsd‘ﬁ‘@@i@ g%;at their role will evolve to

the one env:lsé’ge%&r@?ﬁt@e CF1A’s Quality
Management System“{@;ﬁs) QMS will improve -
the quality and consistency of inspection activities.
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| Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) Based
Inspection Implementation: ~ ‘

CONTEXT -
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The Ch@?@g%ncemed the implementation of HACCP based
costs to the sector through transfer of
| responsibilities w’iﬁg’m‘gg’ég%esponding decrease in user fees. .

ANTICIPATED
OUTCOMES
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This information is 4 £, ion.
matior ﬁfbsg&,gffgd, ﬁggsﬁs |
The anticipated outcomes are: = é‘:}go%)gfg gg? %o
1. Improved understanding of the issues c%@@g@ﬁjgthe

implementation of HACCP based inspection. %

recovery freeze limits the ability of CFIA to address their
immediate concerns. ' :

2. An understanding by the CMC as to how the current cost o

3. Commitment on the part of both the CFIA and the CMC to
continue to work together to determine how potential savings

CFIALEAD

PV ? ¥ ‘7@5 . - . ' .
Kngt%b@té@g,ggg, Vice Pre_sident, Programs Branch

| FEDERAL POSITION | WithBsiigleoges
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gat reform initiatives, e.g. HACCP -

Based inspectiongogtam swine (EHIP) and Food Safety
| Enhancement Progzré'ﬁa?w §t§§ fecognized that there is

885,07,
both a benefit and a cost tgiﬁ&k@%@' | |

to enhance food safety, thereby benefiting industry. The

- o , A
The CFIA chose to proceed with the HACCP concept in order

National Organoleptic Defect survey conducted in 2004/2005

by CFIA/CMC confirmed that HACCP based inspection
i?‘%""ifo programs, including HIP and FSEP, directly address food
Ol %ggsr s safety issues and are not simply implemented for purposes of
iy g‘:’;’f‘é{s@% efficiency. . :
50 Y00, Fop :
Q&fjgb’fgg &%ﬁ’% CFIA also recognizes that with the mmplementation of
&?Qfs;f% - ,ﬂ%ﬁ & %?dg@{sgd inspection, there is a requirement that industry
“Yimll WhsdiivitRreased costs.
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Though the CFIA has reduced or eliminated some ﬁmétipns
that will allow other activities to be delivered in a more

effective manner, there are no net savings to be passed on to
industry at this time. . o
When. thé_CFIA and the mdustry mdve to phasg IT (covering
the on-line inspection activity) of HACCP based inspection, - _
f:he CgIA wﬂl'se%%gly consider sharing any savings with

%3 Y39, ) o
All CFIA us%%gg;f;hrgézurrmﬂ subject to a cost recovery
@%m@gﬁi?&%& Under the terms of the
. TR SVERINEES ap
freeze, the CFIA &?ﬁﬁdmfew or amend existing
| fees. Ol d/’VO 30 g, . . '
| : L %sg %‘g%f ML S
| CFIA appreciates the unintended lﬂ?f?agi’ﬂ'@f b e;ﬁ%ze can
have on industy. A briefing is currently bitagienared for

| the President on the issue of user fees and how 3¢ relates to
| the Agency’s strategic direction as well as the interests of

industry. |
INDUSTRY The industry is concermed that it is taking ongpew
- |POSITION % responsibilities which will increase their operating costs and

%,j’gﬁs :Q‘for which mere'arg_gammediatelv quantifiable benefits, i.e.

%’%aﬁj_ jums’s in the market place. o :

Fhouboiitetry supports the intent of the FHACCP based

S R istry supports t R

. arin aple,A the concern is that the
Fbelrigvearri

. SN A TN
POINTS TO REGISTER: S3oo0r
The CFIA appredates the concerns of the industry, however;

BB Under the terms of the fggg;e, the CFIA can neither introduce new fees nor amend
- existing fees. - :

8734, Although implementation of HACCP based inspection may increase costs for the
O &;Zﬁgé@g@ry, the overall benefits related to improved product quality and safety are
getiers N

& iewed as making the initiative worthwhile.
by : Q ’
> Theieffond

) S
g %ﬁ,@%ﬁ?ﬁngs to be passed on to the industry at this time. M
Rather, to%%%%@%ﬁ%@has reduced or eliminated some activities, th?
benefit is being uééd;go; %hg%?bnﬁﬁhe &gency’ s capacity to deliver other required

Q!,:;Q&j'
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H elements of the méat program, such as verification of labelling requirements.
> When Phase II of HACCP based inspection is implemented, there

that the CFIA will consider sharing with industry.

support in order to make the HACCP initiative a success.

their continued

majr be savings

> The implementation of HACCP based inspection in the meat programs will
be@sty and as such, the CFIA hopes it can count on
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Meeting with Board of Directors, Canadian Meat Council

'SCENARIO NOTE

April 7, 2006 -

- |TopiCc

Equivalency between Canada and the U.S.

CONTEXT

Many CMC members must meet US export i'equirements

- |ANTICIPATED
~ |OUTCOMES

erﬁgwgggr mn some cases from Canadian requirements.

S, )
Explain ggs’gfgéﬁﬁegggsiﬁons. Remind the CMC members
of the need @;ﬁgﬁ?b{% orm well during the
forthcoming ﬁgﬁﬁg@f ﬁﬁﬁé‘gggggg facilities.

- | CFIA POSITION

X Wds ST 7 NG 7
The CFIA must deliver p?ggﬁ';%g%?g o b;, ealth
Canada’s domestic food s fety stﬁ?@&fg@s CFIA must
also certify that exported products -meet_ﬂ(i}é’mporﬁng
country’s requirements. The CFIA tries as much as -
possible to align its requirements in a way that satisfies

both HC and importing countries such as the USA.

|INDUSTR¥»;, .

-
POSITION "o gy

“{the Canadian and American market. They will express
:1’@‘{

D7

| country’s norms must be met! Théy will also express
(2 on about the recent USDA imposition of-

Industry would\gfgfer’____g_s\irlg_l_g’set of standards for both

giﬁ’gta;%gon about the lack of a common set of standards,
‘4 ' i< ;g meet different sets of requirements
d’@}féﬁ@g S wBere their products are destined. -

M0 ¥0s, 239G 40
Industry v@ﬁ%@y@;ﬁg@%}kaﬁh Canada standards
being different f}iﬁmﬁ %’e\ﬁﬁirements for certain
o = S99 230 :
m%z@nﬁ@%@@ﬁﬁon& Itis however the
reality of export requirements that the importing

product testing for Listeria monocytogenes and of daily

. o . .
N f,"""ﬁog&b : visits in U.S. eligible meat processing plants.
BTN ' .
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TALXKING POINTS
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*  The CFIA administers Canadian meat inspection
programs in a manner that satisfies Health Canada,
the body responsible for setting Canadian food
safety standards under the Food and Drug Act &

%uianons D

";ﬁarg is working at bilateral levels to convince

‘ U%% atgvssystem is equivalent to theirs in

o order to ged for extra export rules.

*  Because d.xﬁé’

the same approach 96’%@@& ség@f%,ﬁﬁ%caslons,

~Canada has to xmplement ional
‘measures, to secure access to the ﬁ%‘ﬁ:@é’@t In
- Some cases, it may make more sense to adopt the
foreign requirement as a domestic one.

° Whenever a change is proposed to domestxc
requirements, the CFIA carefully cons1ders the
impact on export markets, and consults with key

B o trading partners, in addition to Health Canada,

W 3 ""%y,}dush'y, and other stakeholders

L ng sgecxﬁc case of the U.S,, USDA rules are

*90 @&i\@ﬁﬁ@&ﬁ;}hﬂ their Canadian counterpart -

£,
requfﬁmg‘%&g% a§<§§y§tems to operate in an almost
identic, Gfﬁ??&%?@can model. The

CFIA does not agrals approach, and
disagrees with a number of specific USDA
requirements (e:g., daily visits, finished product
testing for Listeria monocytogenes), it has
implemented the required changes to maintain |
Canada’s access to the imiportant U.S. market.

*  The CFIA will only be successful in convincing the
USDA to return to-previqus arrangements if

é’s %0 n, Canachan operators can demonstrate that they are
t P :" "\ ting in full compliance with all USDA rules.
{Q! 5’ g i.,%i E%*’ g < T~ p

g&azgi Ery’sag? rformance during the next USDA
ﬁryf uled from April 25 to May 20* will be

u,np@gant as a result.

§t‘h§§ﬁ§,§o not always take
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