
ÈPronounced òHAS ð supó 

È Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point  

È Hazard analysis done at every step of the 
production process 

È Critical Control Points to utilize interventions 
to prevent, eliminate or reduce pathogens to an 
undetectable level 



È E.coli 0157:H7 in Ground Beef  

 
ü  4 Deaths 

ü 600 Illnesses 

ü Embarrassment to USDA Meat Inspection 

ü Negative public image for entire meat industry  

ü E.coli a newly-emergent, INVISIBLE  
previously ignored pathogen  





Ç USDA required to Police the industry  

Ç Inspectors used a òHands Onó approach 

Ç USDA favored  Command & Control  

Ç Uniform National Standards controlled many 
aspects of meat inspection 

ÇEstablished minimum sanitation standards required 
at all plants nationwide  

 

 



È òOrganolepticó:  human senses, such as 

ÁSight, Smell, Touch, etc  

È USDA discredited its historical organoleptic 

system as an alleged òPoke & Sniffó system 

È USDA Conclusion:  public health would only 
be improved by a system based in microbial 
testing, which would be òSCIENTIFICó  

È USDA essentially discredited its previous 
methods of sensory inspection, which were 
described as òUnscientificó 

 



È Started in 1959, with NASA & Dept of Army  

È Employed òKILL STEPSó 

È Safety built into each step of process.  

È Substantial initial testing, at every production step, to 
validate efficacy of interventions.  

È Little subsequent testing required.  

È Deregulated, since products were consistently safe 

È Expense not a factor:  Pillsbury benefitted from a 
government òcost plusó program 



È Ostensibly designed to produce òSafe Foodó, 
USDA-style HACCP is built upon:  

ÁAllegedly òscience-basedó policies 

ÁEvery meat plant writes its own individualized 
HACCP Plan 

ÁUSDA no longer òPolicesó the industry, but the 
plants police themselves 

ÁUSDA experiments with a òHands Off ó approach 
for field inspectors  

ÁUSDA relinquished òCommand and Controló 



È Microbial Testing:  

ÁGreatly increased under HACCP 

ÁUSDA doesnõt know what results should be, or how to 
react to adverse test results.  Examples: 

È Salmonella Test Sets:  53 samples per set 

Á5 or fewer positives out of 53 samples (9.5% positives):  
USDA deems process to be safe 

Á6 (11.4%)or more positives:  deemed to be unsafe 

ÁOne failed set results in a 2nd, and 3rd, set of tests 

Á If plant fails 3 consecutive sets (159 total samples), 

USDA then has authority to withdraw inspectors  

ÁNot a timely system for corrective actions (159 days) 

ÁDoes not qualify for Pillsbury -style HACCP 

 



È USDA now allows slaughter plants to 
experience 3.3% of E.coli samples to be 
positive, which the agency claims does NOT 
evidence potentially insanitary conditions  

È 3.3% E.coli apparently wonõt harm consumers 

È 3.4% E.coli, by contrast, are LETHAL  

È See next slide, provided by USDAõs Dr. Daniel 
Engeljohn at a Chicago conference on October 
17, 2008 
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Å Using the FSIS trim year-long baseline result of 

0.68% samples positive for E. coli O157:H7 and 

applying an upper end of 1.5% estimate on pre-FSIS 

tested trim, a number can be assigned to ñhow many 

positive test results are too manyò  

Å2 in 24 or 4 in 91 N60 samples could represent a 

cluster of positives potentially evidencing 

insanitary conditions  
Å  

  

Å Tells us with at least 95% confidence that the true process % 

positive rate exceeded 1.5% 

Å Each establishment should have data to support its food safety 

system; presently, FSIS doesnôt yet have the pre-FSIS tested % for 

the low or high prevalence season 

FSIS Framework for Event Days 



È Raw meat & poultry cannot be produced under a true 
Pillsbury -style HACCP program, in the absence of kill 
steps 

È USDA-STYLE HACCP is actually: 

ÁBastardized HACCPé..édebased, lower quality 

ÁMongrelized HACCPéé.é.of mixed origin 

È USDA deceitfully uses the HACCP name to describe its 
meat inspection program 



È Prevention 

È Corrective actions 

ÁIn the event food contamination 
occurs, corrective actions must be 
implemented to prevent 
recurrences 
 



È Creates confusion for USDA employees 

È Example:  Maximum Processing Room Temperature 

ÁBefore HACCP:  USDAõs National Standard had 
been 50 degrees maximum for processing rooms 

ÁWith HACCP:  I lowered it to 45 degrees at my 
plant, and encountered massive agency resistance. 
Why?  An alleged lack of scientific justification  

ÁUSDA officials assume the right to reject whatever 
they desire, and mandate their own personal biases 
in the virtual absence of national standards 



È Inspectors agree that confusion within USDA 
about HACCP causes more problems than 
inspector disagreements with the industry  

È Hardly Anyone Comprehends Current Policy  



ÇInitially, USDA described HACCP as a 
pathogen chase 

ÇUSDA-Style HACCP has degenerated 

to a paper chase 



È Political Clout  

È Economic Wherewithal:  Required to engage 
USDA in protracted litigation if the agency 

ever attempts to implement MEANINGFUL  

enforcement actions at the big plants.  

ÁExample:  Nebraska Beef (NB)  

 



 USDA spokesman Steven Cohen told Food 
Chemical News òThe main reason the agency 
settled with the company was to eliminate the 
possibility that the plant could continue to 
operate under allegedly unsanitary conditions 
during months of litigation ó. 



È USDA saved face by demanding that NB 
must hire a full -time employee 
responsible for HACCP 

ÁPlant with 1100 employees lacked a 
HACCP-qualified employee!   

ÁMy plant, with 11 employees, had 4 
employees fully certified in HACCP 
Training . 


