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National Pork Producers Council

122 C Streat, N, Sulle 575
Washingten, 13.C,, 20007
(202 347-3600

FAX (202) 347-5285

September 5, 2004 @

Dr. Daniel L. Lazenby

Acring Director, Technical Analysis Sraff

Office of Palicy, Program Development and Evaluagion 00-051N

Food Safery and Inspection Service 00-051N-2

U.S. Department of Agriculture Barb Determan
Room 409, Corton Apnex

300 12" Streer, SW

Washington, DC 20250

Dear Dr, Lazenby:

The National Pork Producers Council (NPPC) wonld like to present comments on the notice, Docket No.
00-051N, on the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) changes to the Residue Testing Procedures.

NFPFPC is a national organization that represents, through forty-four affilinted state assppiations, the
nation’s pork producers. NPPC membership recounrs for mest of America's commercial pork
production. The U.S. park industry is ane of this country®s most imporrant agricultural sectors,
accountingdn a typical year for more than 510 billion in aunual farm sales. U.S. pork production
generares overall ecopomic activity of approximately $64 billion annually and suppors an estimated
600,000 Americay jobs.

The U.S. pork producers clearly play = key role in ensuring the food they pmduce is safe and this is a high
prioriry to the industry. The pork industry has been very respansive fo the issue of residues in the food
supply and will continue to do so. The amounr of residues curvently in the park industry is tess than .02%
of all animals marketad. This small percengege is dus to the industry spunsured producer 2ducation
programs and the indusrry's concam for producing a safe producr.

NPPC has reviewed the notice announcing the change in residue testing procedures by discontinuing the
“*5/15” policy and establishing a website maintained by FSIS listing for 12 months, the names and
addresses of sellers of livestock and poultry with repeat residue violations. It should be noted that the
pork industry was not involved in the discussions the agency held with industry dealing with residues in
cattle, nor did we request the changes by several industry groups for natification of repeat violators in the
cattle indnstry. Discussions wers held with specific industry represenigtives to deal with 2 specific issue,
FSIS bas taken those dizeussions and broadened if ta include al] livestpck and poultry, NPPC agrees with
the FSIS and indusiry approach to decrease the amount of residus violations and protect public heaith.
However. since there was not a proposed rule on these changes with no oppornunity (o comment and we
were not part of the original discussions, we need to now raise several issues and questions to FSIS as this
change moves forward.

This change in the residue program can have a significant impact on the conseguences to the producer
identified with a violation. FSIS and the Food and Drug Adminiswation (FDA) need to accurately
determine and investigare the "seller” of the livesteck that was in violation, FSIS needs 1o work with
plant personne! when taking samples to ensure proper identification of the source of the snmpl‘@
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Has FS1S conducted a study that correlares tissue collection with the actual seurce of the samples? Pork
producers in the past have experienced on-farm investigarions afier samples were misidenified at the
plant. With the severs consequences of 3 saller's name and address being lisred on a publicly available
website, if is even more imporunt that the carrecr sailer be held accountable. The directive from FSIS to
the field needs to clearly describe for the inspector a sampling process that will minimize any potential
misidentification of the seller of the livestock. :

The U.S. pork industry copsists of producers that wmay hiave animals on many different sites for
production with different feed sources or animal health products nsed. We feel that it is imperafive that
FSIS and FDA work to identify the “site” where the repeat violazion ocenrred in order to properly
investigate and carrect the actions of the viclator. Pork producers market their animals on a regular basis
and prompt notification of a violation is needed so the producer dogs not market other viplative animals,

Some other questions that were.not addressed in the notice thas we would like clarifizd are:

® What process for an appeal is available to a producer if they are assigned the responsibility of a
violation?

s  Given the liability of a violation and the lack of “fail-safe” individugl animal or premise identification
system, how cap FSIS guaraniee the proper identificarion of a violator?

*  What changes — and at what coss — will the proposa) have on the currst marketing, collection and
identificarions of market swine, sows and boars?

If a seller is found as a repear violator, whan doas the 12 months on the violator tist begin?

*  What division within FSIS hag the tesponsibility to maintain the website listing the violators?
Whar process wil] FSIS implement to gpsure that syspaet animals are not marketed through
alternative channels?

o  How oftan wil] the website be updaged?

¢  What economic impact will this proposal have on the average pork producer?

NFPPC would like 1o work with FSIS to reach the goa) of eliminaring residues in pork products. As this
change to the residus testing procedure can have a significant impact on & producer, we offer for your
consideration these questions and comments to hefp ensure aceuracy with identifying repeat violators.
The clarification you pravide will enable pork producers to recejve the education needed on the changes
to the residue program. Thank you for your consideration of our comments and questions.

Sincerely.

m

BRarb Determan
President

cc: Tom Billy
Stephen Sundlof
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