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| monthly supervisory visit for those estabhshm‘énts that
| are eligible to export to the USA. CFIA requires a

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

| changes to the existing system becausc‘atmgs and

reports are used by the media through the Access to

g@gﬁyggow ratings are prov1ded and there is a
Sﬁm,a; pmducts coming from a “B” or
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to eliminate the ”estabhshnf@m%‘ﬁspectlon report” and the
establishment rating because of changes proposed to

inspection tools under the Meat Program Reform (MPR).
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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
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audits,

to be undertaken. By providing the operator with
inspectionfeedback, and tracking deficiencies, in a more
timely manner, the “establishment i mspecnon report” tool
. 7 | and estabhshment ratmgs arg no longer reqmred

In adfpvf by directing the scope of quarterly FSEP
ﬁ‘i’ei alg the role of the supervisor along CFIA

Quality Managgﬁiegi‘@;@%e.m (QMS) principles, the new .
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substantial improvements to the

inspection

. By replacing existing tools with a tool that provides
~more detailed feedback to the operator in a timely
manner, that better tracks ongoing operator
,3{0 {4 o responses, and links into FSEP audits, the CFIA \ No
‘ E@;;t er needs the “establishment mspectxon report”

continue to do visits at the :

presm%eé‘ﬁ‘%gi@f@éég by

t their role will evolve to

the one env:lsé’g gm@gﬁ@e CFIA’s Quality

Management System“{@;,ﬁS) QMS will improve -
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the quality and consistency of inspection activities.
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| Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) Based

Inspection Implementation:
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responsibilities witha?, esponding decrease in user fees. .
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The Cb@’isag%ncemed the implementation of HACCP based
inspection'#3 g costs to the sector through transfer of
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The anﬁcipated outcomes are: -+ ¥y,
1. Improved understanding of the issues c%iwgﬁmgﬂxe
implementation of HACCP based inspection. % .
2. An understanding by the CMC as to how the current cost B
recovery freeze limits the ability of CFIA to address their
immediate concerns. . o - '

3. Commitment on the part of both the CFIA and the CMC to
continue to work together to determine how potential savings
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- Based mspe@ﬁm%@%gﬁv%né (HIP) and Food Safety

by CFIA/CMC confirmed that HACCP based inspection

é’Egg CFIA also recognizes that with the implementation of
2??\, ﬁ-?dgased inspection, there is a requirement that industry
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The CFIA chose to proceed with the HACCP concept in order
to enhance food safety, thereby benefiting industry. The
National Organoleptic Defect survey conducted in 2004/2005

programs, including HIP and FSEP, directly address food

safety issues and are not simply implemented for purposes of
efficiency. :
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Though the CFIA has reduced or eliminated some ftméﬁpns
that will allow other activities to be delivered in a more

effective manner, there are no net savings to be passed on to
' industryatthist_ime. ' . o
When the CFIA and the industry move to phasg II (covering
tﬂ}:ggrl-ﬁn\e i.nggec‘tion acﬁvit?) of HACCP base;l .inspect.lt(})‘n, 3
the CgA will SEIESESIY consider shanng any savings with -
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currently subject to a cost recovery
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| CFIA appreciates the unintended ﬁfﬁﬁagi’ﬂ@f 5 é’;g@ze can
have on industy. A briefing is currently bitgiemared 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.
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Sy responsibilities which will increase their operating costs and
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Mo Prémiums’s in the market place. - »
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The CFIA appredates the concerns of the industry, however;

1, Under the terms of the fggg;e, the CFIA can neither in&oduce new fees nor amend |

- existing fees. ' S

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

O &;Zﬁgé@ggry, the overall benefits related to improved product quality and safety are
genérs lewed as making the initiative worthwhile. B
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g ?ﬁmﬁmgs to be passed on to the industry at this time. N
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H elements of the meat 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. _ _
> The implementation of HACCP based inspection in the meat programs will
be&jﬁdjsﬁy and as such, the CFIA hopes it can count on

may be savings
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Meeting with Beard of Directors, Canadian Meat Council

forthcoming f’fgmég@f g@é@‘gggﬁg facilities.

April 7, 2006 -
~ {TOPIC Equivalency between Canada and the U.S.
~ |CcoNTEXT Many CMC members must meet US export fequirements
B . erﬁgwggfer in some cases from Canadian requirements.
= : - {e;—,z?* L] - -
- JANTICIPATED . Explain ggsﬁgéﬁﬁegggfsiﬁons. ‘Remind the CMC members
- |OUTCOMES | of the need foy thEaudiberform well during the
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Canada’s domestic food safety staﬁd’&g@is

CFIA mus
also certify that exported products -meet_‘ﬁ?é’imporﬁng
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.
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reality of export requirements that the i

Industry Woulw set of standards for both
o3y  the Canadian and American market. They will express
Ty, zﬁgﬁmégfgon about the lack of a common set of standards, -
g e d:tg meet @erent sets of requir?menﬁ
pengling ﬁﬁz@@}egggleu products are destined.
M%?@%Health Canada standards
?;I Y Segflirements for certain
M%zmﬁ%@@ﬁﬁom. It is however the

. orting
| country’s norms must be met{They will also express
mmm USDA imposition of-

< product testing for Listeria monocytogenes and of daily

visits in U.S. eligible meat processing plants.
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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

"ﬁm‘g is working at bilateral levels to convince
Ns—————s

| U%% atgvssystem is equivalent to theirs in

o order to ged for extra export rules.

*  Because d.xﬁé’

the same approach 96’%@@& sa%éf%,&iaq%caswns,
929

Canada has to xmplement ional
‘measures, to secure access to the ﬁ%"ﬁ:@@'@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 con51ders the
impact on export markets, and consults with key

e o trading partners, in addition to Health Canada,

i, L N %/y,'edustry, and other stakeholders

% Yy Og?mtﬁ%vspecxﬁc case of the U.S., USDA rules are

%@ﬁﬁ@&m

;jchan their Canadian counterpart

T f o L t
eq“fﬁﬂé{%&@% a§<§§y§ten‘s to operate in an almos
identic; &Ig@ncan model. The
CFIA dogs not a e§ 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 fo-previQus arrangements if

3 Q‘i{’]&
ol Ssdy Perating in full compliance with all USDA rules.
*3 %’&aﬁ; Erq&?sa@ rformance during the next USDA

3,
ﬁryf uled from April 25 to May 20" will be
u,np@gant as a result.

§t‘h§§ﬁ%§o not always take

Canachan operators can demonstrate that they are
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