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Dear Dr. Lazenby: 

The National Pork Producers Council (NPPC) would like w prosent comments on the potice. Docket No. 
00-051N. on tho Food Safety and Inspection Srpice (FSIS) changes to theResiduo Testing Procedures. 

ETPPC is a national organization that represents. through Fmy-four H i l i a u ~  state ~ ~ o ~ i ~ e i o n s .  the 
nation's park producers. NPPC rnemhhip  RccnunLt for mrsr of 4mrica's c 0 ~ t ~ i a l  pork 
production. The U.S. pork indusby is one of this country's moa imporrant agriculnnpl sectors, 
accountingin a bpicd year for more than 910 billion in anqud farm sales. U.S. pork ppductlon 
generates ovcrall economic acriviry of appmximately $64 billion nnuually and suppons an esumated 
600,000 American jobs. 

The US. porkprodhcers clearly play R ky role in emwirg ih* Food they produce is silfe and this is a high 
prionry Lo the tudusuy. The pork indusay has been very nsponsive to tbe issue of residues in the food 
supply and will cwtinue ro do so. The mount of residues currently in the pclrk industry is less than .02% 
of all animals markelad. This small pctcenlagt is dve to the industry sponsored prodqcer education 
programs and the indusrry's concern For producing a safe product. 

NPPC hap reviewed the norifie announcing the change in residue rm~ting procedures by discontinuing the 
"5/lsV policy and esrablishing a websire mointPined by FSrS listing for 12 months. the names and 
addresses of sellers of livestock end pou l~y  With repcat residue violations. I r  should be noted that the 
pork industry wa4 not involved in the disc~siow the agency held with i n d u s ~  dealing with residues in 
cattle, nor did we request the changes by seveal indusm gmups for nailficarion of repeat violoms in tk 
cattle ivdustry, Discussion6 were held with specific induatn repssnwtives to deal wirh a specific issue, 
FSIS has tnken chose discussions and broadened ir ea include all livestpck nnd poultry. NPPC agrees with 
theFSIS and i-ay approach to decrea~g the amount ofresidqcviolations and pmtep public health. 
However. since there was not a propred rule on these chan6as virh no opportunity to conunonr and we 
w e e  not pm of the original discussions, we need ro now mise several issues md quesrions to FSIS as this 
change moves fatward 

* 
This change in the residue program can have a signiQcanf impuc~ on h e  consequences to rhc producer 
identified with a violation. RSTS qnd fit R o d  nnd Drug Adminisnation (FDA) need to accurately 
determine and invesrigar* rhe '%eller"of the livestack chat w q  in violation. FSIS needs ro wok  with 
plant personnel when taking samples to ensure proper identification of the source of the smplc. 
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Has FSIS conduaed a study tbnt cornlaw rissue collection wirh ~b actual s o w e  of rhe sanlples? Pork 
prodbces in rhe past have experienced oa-fann invest'lgarioas after samples w m  misidentified at h e  
plant, With the severe consequences at q sellq's n& and &dress bei* lisped on a publicly available 
website, it is even - imporranc rha! the c o w  suber be held accountable. The dimdive fmm FSIS to 
the field needs to clearly describe for the inspector a sampling process that wiU minimize qny potenMaI 
misidenubcation of the seller of zhe livestock. 

The US. pork Indusuy copsiscs of producers that may have animals on mny different sites for 
productiw with ditftrent feed wurccs or w i ~ l  health product8 ud. We feel thar it i s  ir~perarive thm 
FSIS and FDA workto idenlify rht "site" w@ the repear violazion occwred in order to propmly 
invesugate and cofiecr the actions of the violqcor. Poflcpmducers market their nnimals on a regular basis 
and prompt sorification of a violation is  needed so the producer doas nor marLer orher violarive animals. 

S o m  other questiws that wemaot addressed in !he naticc that we would like clarL7ed an: 
Whac process for an appeal is availpble to a producer if they ilra assigned the responsibility of a 
violation? 

8 Given the libiliry of a violation and the lack of '%fail-safe" individual animal or premise identification 
system, how can FSIS guarantee the pwper idcncifjcarion of a violaor? 
What changes - nnd a[ what cost - will the proposal h&ve on the current markecipg, collection and 
idenriftcarions af market swine, sows snd boas? 
Zf a seller is Found as a reptar violator, when doe$ the 12 months on the violator list begin? 
What division wirhln FSXS has tbc responsibility ro maintain the webaite listing the violators? 
What process will FSIS implement to cnsun hat sqspect animals are not marketed through 
alterrrative channels? 
How oficn will the wetire k updated7 
What economic impact will this propnsrd have on the avenge p d c  producer') 

NPPC would lie ro work with FSE to rrsch the gwl of d$nnfing residues in pork pducts .  As chis 
change,to the residvc resting procedure can hpvc a sigpificanc impact on a producer, we offer far your 
considamtion rhese quesrisns and comments LQ help ensure accuracy wiSh identifyin$ repear violalors. 
The clarification you provide vill cneble pork producers to receive the education needed on che changes 
to the residue program. Thank you For your c~nsider4on of qur comments and questions. 

Sincerely. 

Barb Determan 
Preridenl 

cc: Tom Billy 
Srcphen Sundlof 
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