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sally.white@fsis.usda.gov. 
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ABBREVIATIONS AND SPECIAL TEKVS USED THE REPORT 

CCA Central Competent Authority (Federal Agency for the Safety of the 
Food Chain, or Food Safety Agency) 

DG Directorate General 

FASFC Federal Agency for the Safety of the Food Chain 

FSA Food Safety Agency 

FSIS Food Safety and Inspection Service 

VEA European Community/United States Veterinary Equivalence 
Agreement 

VIC Veterinarian-In-Charge 

PCU Provincial Control Unit 

PRIHACCP Pathogen ReductiodHazard Analysis and Critical Control Point 
Systems 

SSOP Sanitation Standard Operating Procedure(s) 

E, coli Escherichia coli 

Salmonella Salmonella species 



1. INTRODCCTION 

The audit took place in Belgium from March 30 through April 6, 2005. 

An opening meeting was held on March 30. 2005, in Brussels with the Central Competent 
Authority (CCA). At this meeting. the auditors confirmed the objective and scope of the 
audit, the auditors' itineraries, and requested additional information needed to complete 
the audit of Belgium's meat inspection system. 

The auditors were accompanied during the entire audit by representatives from the 
Central Competent Authority (CCA), the Federal Agency for the Safety of the Food 
Chain, commonly called the Food Safety Agency (FSA), and/or representatives from the 
provincial and local inspection offices. 

2. OBJECTIVE OF THE AUDIT 

This was a routine annual audit. The objective was to evaluate the performance of the 
CCA with respect to controls over the processing establishment certified by the CCA as 
eligible to export meat products to the United States. 

In pursuit of the objective, the following sites were visited: the headquarters of the CCA, 
one provincial office, one laboratory performing microbiological testing of U.S.-eligible 
product, and one meat processing estabiishment. 

I I Provincial 1 1 I Hasselt I 

Competent Authority Visits 

Competent Authority 

I I I 

Laboratories I 1 I Antwerp 
I I 

Meat Processing Establishments I 1 I Hasselt 

Central 

3. PROTOCOL 

This on-site audit was conducted in four parts. One part involved visits with CCA 
officials to discuss oversight programs and practices, including enforcement activities. 
The second part involved an audit of a selection of records in Belgium's inspection 
headquarters and provincial offices. The third part involved an on-site visit to the single 
meat processing establishment that was eligible to export to the United States. The fourth 
part involved a visit to one private laboratory. The Levetan Laboratory was conducting 
analyses of field samples for the presence of Listeria monocytogenes. 

1 

Program effectiveness determinations of Belgium's meat inspection system focused on 
five areas of risk: (1) sanitation controls, including the implementation and operation of 
Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP), (2) animal disease controls, (3) 
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slaughter1 processing controls. including the implementation and operation of Hazard 
AnalysisICritical Control Point (HACCP) programs, (4) residue controls, and ( 5 )  
enforcement controls. Belgium's inspection system was assessed by evaluating these five 
risk areas. 

During the on-site establishment visit, the lead auditor evaluated the nature, extent and 
degree to which findings impacted on food safety and public health. The auditor also 
assessed how inspection services are carried out by Belgium and determined if 
establishment and inspection system controls were in place to ensure the production of 
meat products that are safe, unadulterated and properly labeled. 

In the opening meeting, the auditors explained to the CCA that its inspection system 
would be audited in accordance with three areas of focus. First, under provisions of the 
European CommunitylUnited States Veterinary Equivalence Agreement (VEA), the FSIS 
auditors would audit the meat inspection system against European Commission Directive 
641433lEEC of June 1964. This directive has been declared equivalent under the VEA. 

Second, in areas not covered by this directive, the auditors would audit against FSIS 
requirements. FSIS requirements include daily inspection in all certified establishments, 
the handling and disposal of inedible and condemned materials, species verification, and 
FSIS's requirements for HACCP and SSOP programs. 

1 1  

I nird, FSiS auditors routinely audit against any equivaience determinations that have 
been made by FSIS. At this time, no equivalence agreements have been made for 
Belgium under the provisions of the SanitaryIPhytosanitary Agreement. 

4. LEGAL BASIS FOR THE AUDIT 

The audit was undertaken under the specific provisions of United States laws and 
regulations, in particular: 

The Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 

The Federal Meat Inspection Regulations (9 CFR Parts 301 to end), which include the 
Pathogen ReductiodHACCP regulations. 

In addition, compliance with the following Community Directive was also assessed: 

Council Directive 641433lEEC of June 1964 entitled Health Problems Affecting Intra- 
Community Trade in Fresh Meat 

5. SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS AUDITS 

Final audit reports are available on FSIS' website at the following address: 
http://www.fsis.usda.gov/Regulations~& - PoliciesIForeign - Audit - Reports1index.asp 



The two most recent FSIS audits of Belgium's meat inspection system were conducted in 
July 2003 (a routine audit) and January 2004 (an enforcement audit). One deficiency was 
identified during the FSIS audit of Belgium's meat inspection system that was conducted 
in July 2003 : 

The FSA did not consistently provide inspection coverage on Saturdays when 
U.S. eligible production was conducted. 

The establishment was delisted. As a result of the delistment of Belgium's only certified 
establishment, FSIS suspended the ability of Belgium's Central Authority to certify 
establishments for export to the United States. 

No deficiencies were identified during the FSIS audit of Belgium's meat inspection 
system that was conducted in January 2004. FSIS reinstated Belgium's authority to 
certify establishments for export to the United States, effective February 12, 2004. 

6. MAINFINDINGS 

6.1 Legislation 

The auditors were informed that the relevant EC Directive, determined equivalent under 
the VEA, had been transposed into Belgium's legislation. 

The following legal documents provide the legal basis for Belgium's meat inspection 
service authority: 

Loi du 5 septembre 1952 relative h l'expertise et au commerce des viandes [Law of 
September 5, 1952, concerning inspection of and trade in meat]. 

Arrite' Royal du 30 de'cembre 1992 relatifa l'agre'ment et aux conditions 
d'installation des abattoirs et d'autres e'tablissements [Royal Decree of December 30, 
1992, concerning the approval of structural facilities of slaughter and other 
establishments]. 

Arrite' Royal du 4 juillet 1996 relatifaux conditions ge'ne'rales et spe'ciales 
d'exploitation des abattoirs et d'autres e'tablissements [Royal Decree of July 4, 1996, 
concerning general and specific daily functioning of slaughter and other 
establishments]. 

ArrgtP Royal du 9 mars 1953 concernant le commerce des viandes de boucherie et 
rzglement l'expertise des animaux abattus a l'interieur du pays [Royal Decree of 
March 9, 1953, concerning trade of meat and control of inspection of slaughter 
animals within the country]. 



Arrtti kfinisterial du 18 novembre 1991 relatifa l'examen visant a diceler la 
pre'sence de trichines duns les viandes fraiches provenant 1 'animax. domestiques de 
l'espice porcine, de chevaux et de sangliers ou d'autres espices de gibier sensibles u 
la trichinose [Ministerial Decree of November 18, 1991, concerning examination of 
fresh meat for the presence of trichinosis]. 

6.2 Government Oversight 

The Federal Agency for the Safety of the Food Chain, commonly called the Food Safety 
Agency (FSA) has four Directorates General: one for Control Policy, one for Control, one 
for Laboratories, and one for Corporate Services. The Directorate for Control Policy 
(roughly equivalent to FSIS's Office of Program Development, Policy, and Equivalence) 
establishes process standards. The Directorate for Control (roughly equivalent to FSIS's 
Office of Field Operations) carries the responsibility for inspectiodaudit services and 
enforcement of process and product standards. This Directorate General (DG) for Control 
is divided into eleven Provincial Control Units (PCUs), one for each of the 10 Provinces 
and one for the capital city of Brussels. The DG for Control also has two Coordinators, 
one for the Flemish-speaking (northern) half of the country and one for the French- 
speaking (southern) half. These Coordinators supervise the Heads of the PCUs. 

One modification has been made to the organizational structure of the FSA since the 
previous FSIS audit in January 2004: As of March 1,2004, there are now three Sectors 
under each PCU, each of which a Sector Head. 'l'he three Sectors are: 

1. Primary Production, responsible for live animals up to and including slaughter 
(areas of responsibility include animal welfare, animal disease, and controls of 
antibiotics and other veterinary pharmaceuticals) and vegetables before sale in the 
markets 

2. Transformation (Processing), responsible for food (including meat processing), 
production of animal feed, and production of fertilizers and pesticides 

3. Distribution, responsible for markets and restaurants 

6.2.1 CCA Control Systems 

When the management of an existing establishment wishes to become eligible to export 
to the United States, the manager makes an application to the PCU. A Provincial Official 
Inspector conducts an administrative and technical inquiry and submits a report of the 
results to the Chief of the PCU, who, in turn, makes a recommendation to the DG Control 
Headquarters on the basis of the report. The final approval for U.S.-export certification is 
the responsibility of DG Control. In order to qualify for eligibility to export to the United 
States, an establishment must first meet EC requirements and must be eligible to produce 
for inter-community trade. If there is any question regarding the full eligibility of the 
establishment, a headquarters official from DG Control - Transformation may visit the 
premises on-site before a final approval is granted. 



Communications regarding FSIS requirements are transmitted directly and promptly, by 
the agricultural section of the American Embassy in The Hague, Netherlands, to the Head 
of FSA International Affairs [the Counselor General. DG Control Policy]. He transmits 
them, as well as other official guidelines and instructions that are issued by DG Control 
Policy, to the DG for Control (whose office is in the same facility). DG Control forwards 
them by e-mail and through the mail service promptly to the Head of the PCU. The latter, 
in turn, provides them immediately to the Veterinarian-In-Charge (VIC) and her alternate. 
The entire export manual is also available on FSA's Website. Hard copies of official 
U.S. requirements, including the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations. Directive 5000.1, and 
the new RTE Directive, were on hand in both the PCU and the establishment inspection 
office. 

In order to maintain U.S. certification, an establishment must be in 100% compliance 
with a detailed checklist of FSIS requirements. The officials from the PCU ensure that 
these requirements continue to be met. If any of the requirements are not met, the PCU 
correlates with DG Control and U.S. eligibility is revoked by DG Control and the action 
is reported to International Affairs, DG Control Policy, with immediate notification of 
FSIS. 

6.2.2 Ultimate Control and Supervision 

The VIC of the establishment is a full-time FSA employee, who performs the inspection 
coverage of Est. B-i56 on a circuit basis, in addition to coverage of other establishments. 
There is also a contract-FSA employee, also a qualified veterinarian, who alternates 
inspection coverage with the VIC and who has had the same inspection training, 
including numerous recent, documented, official courses in HACCP and SSOP, as the 
VIC. 

There is a clear-cut chain of command from the headquarters of FSA down to the in-plant 
inspection personnel. The inspection office of the two veterinarians who share the 
oversight of the establishment is in the city of Hasselt, some six kilometers from the 
establishment. Both their immediate supervisor (the Head of the PCU) and the direct 
supervisor of the Head of the PCU (the Chief of the Province or Coordinator) also have 
their offices in the same facility, so there is almost daily face-to-face correlation between 
the veterinarians performing the inspection oversight and their supervisors. The Chief of 
the Province is supervised directly by the DG of Control in Brussels. 

There is a full, written auditlreview program with established system controls, including 
reporting documents and distribution of reports at all levels, as well as documented 
evidence of daily inspection in the establishment. This documentation was provided. 

There are also detailed, written guidelines for supervision of veterinarians and other field 
FSA employees. Examples were provided. Written reports are required, produced, and 
distributed to the employees supervised as well as to the supervisors of the employee 
being evaluated. 



Furthermore, there are written criteria for evaluation of the establishment's HACPP 
programs by the inspection staff. Detailed forms for this evaluation have been developed 
and are in daily use. Written reports are produced on a regular basis-some daily. some 
weekly. some monthly-and copies are maintained on record in the inspection files in the 
establishment. Copies are also routinely reviewed by the supervisors of the in-plant 
inspection staff. An on-going summary report of findings has been established, which 
refers back to specific findings. in order to facilitate the tracking of problems and the 
occurrence of trends. 

6.2.3 Assignment of Competent, Qualified Inspectors 

Applicants wishing employment in the FSA must take civil service examinations. 
Specific additional examinations are prepared and required for veterinarians. The 
responsibility for the hiring of veterinarians and other inspection employees lies with the 
Minister of Public Health. The hiring of independent veterinarians (such as the alternate 
veterinarian providing coverage in Est. B-156) is organized by the Provincial Control 
Unit. Both federally-recruited and independent veterinarians are required to spend one 
year in probationary status, during which they are given specific courses in the various 
aspects of meat inspection, in close coordination with university faculties for veterinary 
medicine and meat hygiene, and work together with an experienced official inspector. 
The FSA's Center for training and Education provides continuing training and education 
for official inspectors. 

Both full-time and contract government employees are prohibited by law from performing 
any private, establishment-paid tasks at an establishment in which they perform official 
inspection duties. For the full-time government employees, this is regulated in the Law of 
July 13, 198 1, "Creation of an Institute of Veterinary Expertise." A private-practice 
veterinarian may be hired as a part time or contract government employee, but may not 
perform any private, establishment-paid tasks in any establishment in which helshe has 
official duties, nor may he have any additional conflicts of interest. This is regulated by 
the Royal Decree of July 4, 1986. 

There are no other conflict-of-interest concerns with the alternate veterinarian, because 
(1) no animals slaughtered in Belgium are eligible for use in U.S.-eligible product, (2) her 
practice does not include swine, and (3) she is even legally forbidden to treat the 
companion animals of establishment employees. Furthermore, her practice is not in the 
same community as the establishment. 

If either of the veterinarians is unable perform inspection coverage, the other performs the 
service. They organize vacations in advance so that they are never absent at the same 
time. There have been no instances in which inspection coverage was not provided due 
to absence of both of these veterinarians. 

There are no budgetary restrictions on the hours of inspection coverage at the 
establishment. The veterinarians are free to spend as much time on the premises as they 
feel is necessary. 



6.2.4 Authority and Responsibility to Enforce the Laws 

The VIC and her alternate. as well as all other authorities in the chain of command up to 
DG Control, have full regulatory authority from retention of product up to and including 
suspension of operations. 

There are thorough written procedures for inspection controls, duties, and activities. 
Examples were provided. The correct implementation of these programs is ensured by 
both the Head of the PCU and DG Control Headquarters. 

If the establishment management personnel note a microbiological problem involving any 
product, they are legally required to inform the VIC and to initiate a recall. If the VIC 
notes a public health concern as a result of exportlimport inspections, supervisory visits, 
in-plant inspections, or upper level auditslreviews, she immediately retains the affected 
product and notifies her supervisor in the PCU for further action. There is also a fully- 
implemented Rapid-Alert-System in Belgium, as mandated by the European Commission. 

6.2.5. Adequate Administrative and Technical Support 

FSA has the ability to support a third-party audit. Administrative and Technical Support 
appeared to be adequate at all levels. 

6.3 Headquarters Audit 

The auditors conducted a review of inspection system documents. This records review 
was conducted at the headquarters office of FSA in Brussels and in the provincial office 
in Hasselt, which provides supervisory oversight for the establishment. The records 
review focused primarily on food safety hazards and included the following. 

Internal review reports 
Supervisory visits to establishments that were certified to export to the U.S. 
Training records for inspectors and laboratory personnel 
New laws and implementation documents such as regulations, notices, directives 
and guidelines 
Sampling and laboratory analyses for microbiology 
Sanitation and processing inspection procedures and standards 
Control of inedible and condemned materials 
Export product inspection and control including export certificates 
Enforcement records, including examples of recalls, seizure and control of 
noncompliant product, and withholding, suspending, withdrawing inspection 
services from an establishment that does not meet compliance standards 

No concerns arose as a result of the examination of these documents. 



7. ESTABLISHMEKT AUDITS 

The FSIS lead auditor visited the single meat-processing establishment that was eligible 
to export to the United States. There was no delistment and no Sotice of Intent to Delist 
was issued. 

8. RESIDUE AND MICROBIOLOGY LABORATORY AUDITS 

During laboratory audits. emphasis is placed on the application of procedures and 
standards that are equivalent to the United States' requirements. Residue laboratory 
audits focus on sample handling, sampling frequency, timely analysis data reporting, 
analytical methodologies, tissue matrices, equipment operation and printouts, detection 
levels, recovery frequency, percent recoveries, intra-laboratory check samples, and quality 
assurance programs, including standards books and corrective actions. 

Microbiology laboratory audits focus on analyst qualifications, sample receipt, timely 
analysis, analytical methodologies, analytical controls, recording and reporting of results, 
and check samples. If private laboratories are used to test United States samples, the 
auditors evaluate compliance with the criteria established for the use of private 
laboratories under the FSIS Pathogen ReductiodHACCP requirements. 

The private Levetan Laboratory for microbiology in Antwerp was audited. The following 
deficiencies were identified: 

The methods used in this laboratory for the analysis of ready-to-eat product for 
Listeria monocytogenes and Salmonella species were not the FSIS methods; the 
alternative methods being used had not been submitted in advance to FSIS for 
equivalence determination. 

9. SANITATION CONTROLS 

As stated earlier, the FSIS auditors focus on five areas of risk to assess Belgium's meat 
inspection system. The first of these risk areas that the FSIS auditors review is Sanitation 
Controls. 

Based on the on-site audit of the establishment, Belgium's inspection system had controls 
in place for SSOP programs, all aspects of facility and equipment sanitation, the 
prevention of actual or potential instances of product cross-contamination, good personal 
hygiene and practices, and good product handling and storage practices. 

In addition, Belgium's inspection system had controls in place for water records, 
chlorination procedures, back-siphonage prevention, separation of operations, 
temperature control, work space, ventilation, welfare facilities, and outside premises. 



9.1 SSOP 

The establishment was evaluated to determine if the basic FSIS regulatory requirements 
for SSOP were met, according to the criteria employed in the U.S. domestic inspection 
program. The SSOP program in the establishment was found to meet the basic FSIS 
regulatory requirements. 

9.2 EC Directive 641433 

In the establishment, the provisions of EC Directive 641433 were effectively 
implemented. 

10. ANIMAL DISEASE CONTROLS 

The second of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditors reviewed was Animal Disease 
Controls. These controls include ensuring adequate animal identification, control over 
condemned and restricted product, and procedures for sanitary handling of returned and 
reconditioned product. 

No Belgian slaughter facilities were certified as eligible to export to the U.S. at this time. 
Therefore, an assessment of Belgium's animal disease controls was not within the scope 
of this audit. 

1 1. SLAUGHTERIPROCESSING CONTROLS 

The third of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditors reviewed was Slaughter/Processing 
Controls. The controls include the following areas: ante-mortem inspection procedures, 
ante-mortem disposition, humane handling and humane slaughter, post-mortem 
inspection procedures, post-mortem disposition, ingredients identification, control of 
restricted ingredients, formulations, processing schedules, equipment and records, and 
processing controls of cured, dried, and cooked products. 

The controls also include the implementation of HACCP systems in all establishments 
and implementation of a generic Escherichia coli (E. coli) testing program in slaughter 
establishments. 

1 1.1 Humane Handling and Slaughter 

No Belgian slaughter facilities are certified as eligible to export to the U.S. at this time. 

1 1.2 HACCP Implementation 

All establishments approved to export meat products to the United States are required to 
have developed and adequately implemented HACCP programs. These programs are 
evaluated according to the criteria employed in the United States domestic inspection 
program. 



The HACCP program was reviewed during the on-site audit of the establishment. The 
establishment management had adequately implemented the HACCP requirements. 

1 1.3 Testing for Generic E. coli 

No Belgian slaughter facilities were certified as eligible to export to the U.S. at this time. 
Therefore, the establishment was not required to meet the basic FSIS regulatory 
requirements for generic E. coli testing. 

1 1.4 Testing for Listeria monocytogenes 

The establishment audited was producing ready-to-eat products (pork shoulder picnic 
hams) for export to the United States. Since this product is fully cooked in hermetically- 
sealed plastic pouches and there is no post-lethality exposure to the environment, the 
requirement to test the finished product for Listeria monocytogenes under FSIS Directive 
10,240.4 does not apply. 

However, this product is subject to non-risk-based testing for Listeria monocytogenes, as 
mandated by FSIS Directive 10,2 10.1 Amendment 6. During the audit of the 
establishment, the lead auditor determined that the U.S.-eligible product was being 
sampled for Listeria monocytogenes at least three times per year, as required (see also 
Section 8). 

1 1.5 EC Directive 641433 

In the establishment, the provisions of EC Directive 641433 were effectively 
implemented. 

12. RESIDUE CONTROLS 

The fourth of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditors reviewed was Residue Controls. 
These controls include sample handling and frequency, timely analysis, data reporting, 
tissue matrices for analysis, equipment operation and printouts, minimum detection 
levels, recovery frequency, percent recoveries, and corrective actions. 

No Belgian slaughter facilities were certified as eligible to export to the U.S. at this time. 
All meat for products eligible for export to the United States is imported from eligible 
establishments in the Netherlands. 

12.1 EC Directive 96/22 

No Belgian slaughter facilities were certified as eligible to export to the U.S. at this time. 
Therefore, evaluation of the residue testing program was not within the scope of this 
audit. 



12.2 EC Directive 96/23 

KO Belgian slaughter facilities were certified as eligible to export to the U.S. at this time. 
Therefore, evaluation of the residue testing program was not within the scope of this 
audit. 

13. ENFORCEMENT CONTROLS 

The fifth of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditors reviewed was Enforcement Controls. 
These controls include the enforcement of inspection requirements and the testing 
program for Salmonella species. 

13.1 Daily Inspection in Establishments 

Inspection was being conducted daily in the processing establishment on all days on 
which U.S.-eligible production was conducted, and this daily inspection coverage was 
routinely documented. 

13.2 Testing for Salmonella 

No Belgian slaughter facilities were certified as eligible to export to the U.S. at this time. 
Therefore, evaluation of a Salmonella testing program on slaughter animals was not 
within the scope of this audit. 

However, the ready-to-eat product produced for export to the U.S. is subject to non-risk- 
based testing for Salmonella species as mandated by FSIS Directive 10,2 10.1 
Amendment 6. During the audit of the establishment, the lead auditor identified the 
following deficiency: 

U.S.-eligible, ready-to-eat product was not being routinely subjected to non-risk- 
based testing at least three times per year for Salmonella species, as mandated by 
FSIS Directive 10,200.1 Amendment 6. It was noted that the product was sampled 
monthly and routinely tested for Enterobacteriaceae. In the event of positive results, 
the sample was subjected to further testing to determine the agent, including specific 
testing for Salmonella species. The method employed, however, was not the FSIS 
method (see also Section 8 of this report). 

13.3 Species Verification 

At the time of this audit, Belgium was required to test product for species verification. 
Species verification testing was being conducted as required. 

13.4 Monthly Reviews 

During this audit it was found that monthly supervisory reviews of the establishment were 
being performed and fully documented. 



Monthly internal supervisory reviews of the in-plant inspection oversight are conducted 
by both the Head of the PCL in which the establishment is situated and another official, a 
HACCP specialist from the PCU of the city of Brussels. both of whom have had certified 
training in HACCP, SSOP. and other special export requirements. Each internal review 
report is delivered to the Chief of the Province, who reviews and signs it, and sends 
copies to the internal reviewer and the Veterinarian-In-Charge of the establishment. 
Copies of the monthly review reports for U.S.-eligible establishments are routinely 
provided to and reviewed by all levels of the chain of command, including the National 
Implementation Control Unit of DG-Control Headquarters in Brussels. The records are 
maintained on file for a minimum of three years. Internal reviews are not announced in 
advance to establishment management. The Veterinarian-In-Charge is informed 
approximately one day in advance of an internal supervisory review. 

13.5 Inspection System Controls 

The CCA had controls in place for restricted product, shipment security, including 
shipment between establishments, and prevention of commingling of product intended for 
export to the U.S. with product intended for the domestic market. 

In addition, controls were in place for the importation of only eligible meat from other 
counties for further processing, security items, shipment security, and products entering 
the establishments from outside sources. 

The following deficiencies were identified: 

The FSA had not enforced the FSIS requirement for routine, non-risk-based testing, at 
least three times per year, of U.S.-eligible product for Salmonella species. 

The FSA had not enforced the FSIS requirement that the methods used for required 
microbiological testing of U.S.-eligible product, if different from the methods 
employed by FSIS, are to be submitted in advance to FSIS for equivalence 
determination. 

Note: During the exit meeting, the FSA officials gave assurances that they would 
immediately initiate routine testing, at least three times per year, of U.S.-eligible product 
specifically for Salmonella species and that they would promptly submit the alternative 
methods being used to test for Listeria monocytogenes and Salmonella species to FSIS 
for equivalence determination, and also that they were willing to employ the FSIS 
methods for the testing, if required, pending the equivalence determination. 



14. CLOSmG MEETING 

A closing meeting was held on April 6. 2005, in Brussels with the CCA. At this meeting, 
the primary findings and conclusions from the audit were presented by the auditors. 

The CCA understood and accepted the findings. 

. , 

Gary D. Bolstad, DVM ' .  , C , . , . ,  . 
Senior Program Auditor 

I 
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Individual Foreign Establishment Audit Forms 
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9 S~gned and m'ed  SSOP by m - s t e  or overal authority I 35 Fesldue 

Sanitation Standard Operatmg Procedures (SSOP) 1 Part E -Other Requ~rements 
Ongoing Requlranents 

Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist 
i .  ES-.'SLISCIdE%T Y r t J E i h ' D  L X A -  Z N  2 h j 9  T DL,-- 2 ES;&Z~SJ!,$E:T f.13 r L , ~ : v $ ~  c c  ;3jb,T4Y 

N.V. \2esx-aren;'ibriek Deko ~ 3 :  21.25C5 3-156 I 3 d g i l ~ n  
I 

1 5 Nh'dE CF 48JD T3S.S)  5. T Y l E  Z F A L C l 7  
- 

Dr. G2.n. D. Bolstad 1~ C h - S i Y E A - 3 l T  DCCVllE'i: I - 1 2 -  

Place an X in  t h e  Audit  Resu l ts  b lock  t o  indicate noncompl iance ~rif i th requ i rements .  U s e  0 ~f n o t  applicable. 

Part A - Sanitafion Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) Adlt  
Bask Requirements 1 RCSJ'IS 

12. Corrective acron when the SSOPs have faled tc prevent direct 1 I 38. Es;ablishrnent G s t n d s  and P e t  Control 
amduct c o r % a n ~ n a t ~ m  or aduheration 

Part D - Continued kid! t  

Economic Sampling R e j i t s  

10. Implementation of SSOP's, includng monitoring o: 1mp1emen:ation 1 
11. Maintenance and evaluation of the effecbveness of SSOP's. I 

i 3 .  Daily records document item 10, 11 and 12above. 1 1 39. Estabi~shment Cons:ructioniMaintenance ! 

33. Sched~ec i  Sample X 
8 Records docunentng 1mp1emen:atlon I 

I 34 Specks Testing 1 

36 Expon 1 
37. Import 

I I 

Part B - Hazard Analysis and Critical Control 1 40 Light 
I 
I 

Pomt (HACCP) Systems- Basic Requirements I 41 Ventilation 
14. Developed and Implemented a wr i t tm HACCP plan . I I 

15. Contents of the HACCP list the tmd saiety h z a r a s ,  42. Piurnbing and Sewage 
a l t ~ c i  con tm pcints, crltical ltmits, p.ocedlres, corrective adions. 1 

16. Records documenring irnpkmentatlon and monitoring of tne 43.  Vilata supply 
HACCP olan I . .  r -  - 

44. Dressing Rmrns/Lamtories 
17. The HACCP plan is s ~ n e d  and dated by the responsible 1 

estaal~shrnent ~ n d ~ v d u a l  45 Equ~pment and Utensils 1 
Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point 
(HACCP) Systems -Ongoing Requirements 46 San~tary Operat~ons ! 

' 8  lvlonlbrlng of i A C C P  plan 1 47 Emolovee Hvolene 1 
3 , , , -  

I 
19. Ver~f~cabon and vaidation of HACCP plan. ! 48 Condemned Product Control I 

I 20. Corrective actlon written in HACCP plan. 

21. Reassessed ajequacy of :he H K C P  plan. 1 

I 
# 

27. Written Procea~res  ; 0 

Part F -  Inspection Requirements '1 
I 

22. Records docurnmtlng' the written HACCP plan, r m n i t o r l ~  of the 49 Government Stafflng I 
critical conuo! p i n t s ,  daes  a d  t ines d spestfic event occurrences. 1 i 

Part C - Economic i n i h o l e ~ ~ m e n e s s  50 Daily l n s p e c t ~ n  Coverage 

23. Labeling - Poauct Standards 
i 

I 51 Enforcement I x 
24. Labeing - Net 'Nelghts I 

52. Humane i iand i~ng 
25. General iabellng 0 

26. Fin Prod Standards!Boneess ( D e f e i s I A Q U P a k  Sk~nsMo~sture)  0 53. Anlma! Identiflcatlon 
I i 

Part D -Sampling 
Generic E. col i  Testing 54. Ante ldortem lnspzct~on l o  

I 

55. Post Mortem Inspzctlon 
I 0 



33 5 1 Microbiological t ~ s t i n g  of finished product is performed monthl>- and includes specific testing for 
Lzrteria nmizoc~ togenes and for Enrei.obacteriaceae. Specific testing for Sali?;iine!?a species is not 
routinely performed; hox-el-er. if there are any positi; e results from the testing for Ente~obacre~laceae. 
fimher testing. including specific testing for SalmonelZa species. is performed to identie the agent(s). 
The FASFC officials gave assurances that testing of 33-gram samples of U.S.-eligible, ready-to-eat 
product specifically for Subnoizella species (at least three times per year) xvould conmence during the 
week immediately fol1o;ving this exit conference. The first sample would be taken by FASFC and 
subsequent sampling mould be performed by the establishment, under FXSFC supervision. 
[Regulatory reference: FSIS Directive 10.2 10. Amendment 61 

Kote: A revie\?. of the documentation shon-ed that there have been no positive results for any 
Erzte~obacteriaceae since this establishment mas re-listed as eligible to export to the United States on 
March 15. 2003. 
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Ms. Sally White 
Director 
FSIS, International Equivalence Staff 
Office of International Affairs 
Washington DC 

Subjed : FSlS on-site Audit of Belgium's meat inspection system1 
comments report 

Dear colleague, 

Concerning,the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) conducted on-site a ~ d i t  of 
Belgium's meat inspection system from March 30 through April 6, 2005 , you will find 
below the comments of the Belgian authority regarding the information in the audit 

Page 1, title: " annual routine" instead of "enforcement" (in line with the 
objective of the audit: page 5, point 2) 

Page 9, point 6.2.2 Ultimate Control and Supervision (2e paragraph): 4th and 
!jth line: "sector manager transformation " instead of "Head of the PCU" 
5"' line: "Head of the PCU" instead of "the Chief of the Province or 
Coordinator" 

Page 16, point 13.4 Monthly Reviews: "Monthly internal supervisory reviews of 
the in-plant oversight are conducted by both the Head of the PCU in which the 
establishment is situated and another official, a HACCP specialist ... .". 
This should be adapted by "... by the official veterinarian and the sector 
manager transformation of the PCU in which the establishment is situated 
arrdlor a HACCP auditor" 

Page 5 :  point 3 Protocol, 
Page 6, point 4 Legal basis for the audit, 
Page 13: point 9.2 EC Directive 641433, 
Page 14: point 11.5 EC Directive 641433: 

In these points, there is always a reference to Directive 641433lEEC (fresh 
meat) while the company "Deko" has an approval according to Directive 
77199lEEC (meat products). This reference should be changed accordingly. 



Tho remark has already been made in our previous comments on the "Final 
Report of an audit carried out in Be lg i~m covering Belgium's meat inspection 
system" in 2003 and in 2004 

if there are any questions, please feel free to contact the office of International affairs. 

Yours sincerely, 

Director general 

Cc: Dr. J.M. DOCHY, Directorgeneral, DG Control 
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