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Coordinator:
Thank you for standing by. At this time, all participants are in a listen only mode. Today’s conference is being recorded. If you have any objections, you may disconnect at this time.

And I would like to introduce your host for today, Dr. Richard Raymond. You may begin.

Richard Raymond:
Thank you. Good afternoon everyone and thank you for taking the time out of your busy schedules to join us for our first Employee Town Hall Meeting of the year 2008.

Even though we are spread all across this country, I do believe it’s important for us to continue to communicate as often as possible and this is an effective way we feel to do that.

When we checked, we had over 200 phone lines already queued in and still more waiting to get queued in. So I think that demonstrates that there’s a great deal of interest in having these and we will continue to conduct these as often as we feel necessary or if you let us know when you want one.


With me today are the Safety and Inspection Service Administrator, Al Almanza, the FSIS Deputy Administrator, (Bryce Quick) and member of the management council are also in attendance and here to help answer any questions you may have.


We’re here today to update you on some agency initiatives and recent activities and then afterwards we will open the phone lines to receive the questions. And I think the greater part of this call will be the question and answer part.


We have three areas today that we’re going to talk about very briefly. One is the Office of the Inspector General report most of you know about. One is the Public Health Information Systems on our new computer effort. And one is the result – preliminary results of the e coli survey that we’ve done in the beef plants just recently.

As most of you know, RBI or Risk Based Inspection’s processing was put on hold when Congress asked for an Office of the Inspector General audit of our data systems to make sure they are adequate to support this (phase) inspection in the processing plants.


And that audit was completed in December of 2007 and the OIG in their report has agreed with all of our responses to its 35 recommendations which in itself is no small task.


We feel that we’ve been working actively to strengthen our systems and our data collections and analysis capabilities both as a part of our responsibility to protect the public (self), but also in some – in direct response to the audit by the FDA’s Office of the Inspector General.


The results of the audit have helped serve to better focus our efforts in some areas and certainly have given us some impetus in other areas where we perhaps did not have the higher priority that we do now for these areas.


A number of the actions that we have already taken and are underway and some of them very near completion were actions that were initiated even before the Office of the Inspector General’s recommendations and audit.


And some of them have very concrete milestones that we have measured successes in so this is not all new ground for us to plow.


This effort will give us better integrated systems and infrastructure and will provide improved support for FSIS public health goals by providing comprehensive timely and data driven inspection programs.

This also involves a new initiative that I mentioned very briefly, the Public Health Information System or PHIS. Once that is implemented, we will – it will become a very powerful aid in FSIS’s regulatory responsibilities to protect the public health.


And I’m now going to ask Mr. Almanza to provide us with some more information on the Public Health Information System. Al.

Al Almanza:
Thank you Dr. Raymond. In November, a letter was sent to each employee’s home providing information on PHIS. We also posted the letter on inside FSIS.

Today we’d like to recap some of that information for you and let you know we are in the implementation process.

PHIS is a Web based system built using newer technology that will capture data on the findings of FSIS inspection program personnel and they perform the daily tasks including import and export tasks.

This integrated data system will give us the best tool to reduce the prevalence of dangerous pathogens in the meat and poultry supply thus improving traceability and increasing decision making when outbreaks occur to protect public health to potentially lower the chance that consumers will contract a food borne illness.

PHIS will be comprised of four modules – domestic inspection, import inspection, export recertification and predictive analytics.

The domestic inspection module will collect and report information for in plant inspector activities replacing the current performance based inspection system, TBIS.

The domestic inspection module in PHIS will allow the users to enter data securely over the internet and pull information into our systems from the inspection (ports) as well as from other internal and external sources.


The import module will enhance the (agent) capability to protect the public from illegal or unhealthful imported product before it enters commerce.


This module will replace the existing automated import inspection system, AIIS and integrate import inspection data with import alert tracking data when suspect import products are found in domestic commerce.

This module will receive electronic health certificates from our top three training partners and will provide advance notice and foreign government verification of US-destined products.


This module will facilitate exportation of US meat and poultry and egg products by streamlining and automating the process that US industry utilizes to export while protecting export markets by ensuring that foreign regulatory requirements are met.

The system will use predictive analytic sophisticated and automated analysis of food safety data trends or patterns rather then relying on agency analysts manually collecting and combining data and then looking for patterns in the data.


This will help the agency more rapidly and accurately identify trends, patterns, and anomalies in data including vulnerabilities, improved safety systems and outbreak data thus allowing us to more efficiently, effectively and rapidly protect public health.

PHIS will provide us the opportunity to bring SSIS into the 21st Century and provide a basis for continuing adaptation as we carry out our mission to protect public health.


PHIS is currently in the stage of finalizing requirements, gathering for the first two releases of the system. The requirements documentation will be finalized in February of 2008.

PHIS’s design will begin this spring and each module will be fully tested before release. PHIS will be available for protection and multiple releases beginning in fall of 2009.

I’m going to cover the e coli or 5787 survey. First of all, I’d like to take the opportunity to personally thank you for your efforts in completing and submitting the e coli or 5787 survey that came from the field.


I know that this was not a quick or simple task but it’s going to turn out to be a very helpful tool for us.

This survey, in conjunction with other FSIS efforts has provided a key opportunity to further our public health goals. We appreciate the efforts of everyone who participated in this vitally important initiative which has enabled the reassessment of individual plants (HASA) plans.

A perimeter analysis from January 10 indicates we received 2223 distinct survey submissions which is over 85% of the number of surveys expected. We found that 96.2% of establishments reassessed their (HASA) plans based on the development set forth in Section 3.

In total, 32.6% of those responding establishments made changes as a result of the reassessment.


As I noted, these are preliminary numbers but they certainly are significant. These numbers show that the reassessment received serious attention and consideration and many of you made that possible.


Thank you again for the vital contributions you make everyday to protect the nation’s food supply. I’m excited about what we can accomplish together this year as we continue to enhance food safety through public health.


I’m also looking forward to seeing many of you in person as I visit district offices and field locations throughout the year.

We would like to go ahead and open the phone lines to accept questions.
Coordinator:
All right, thank you. We’ll begin a question and answer session at this time. If you would like to ask a question please depress the star 1.

To withdraw your question, please press star 2. Once again, please depress star 1 to ask a question. One moment please.

Please depress star 1 to ask a question. Our first question is from (Stan Painter).
(Stan Painter):
Yes, my question is in regards to training. Will inspectors in the field receive any kind of additional training due to the new PHIS system?

(Carlise Kelly):
Hi (Stan), this is (Carlise Kelly). And yes, definitely they will receive training on this new system. We’re working on that once we know what the system is, but that will be – that is part of the planning process.
Man:
Hey, I’m good. How about you? I’m on this conference call. Can you...

Coordinator:
We have a question from (Donald Ballard). Mr. (Ballard), go ahead.
(Donald Ballard):
Yes, I was calling in regard to asking about the (unintelligible) requirements come into play such as a plant that has FDA and USDA joint jurisdiction regarding sales...

Woman:
Are you on a – excuse me – are you on a speaker phone? If you are, could you pick it up and talk into the receiver? That might help us to hear you better.

(Donald Ballard):
Can you hear me better now?

Man:
Oh, yes, much better.

Woman:
Thank you.

(Donald Ballard):
Okay. I was calling regards to, I’m in a dual jurisdiction place where FDA and USDA plan, and my question is, when do the plant that deals with sandwiches come under USDA control?
Man:
(Bill’s) not here. (Dan), did you want to...

(Danny Gajone):
Well we had – this is (Danny Gajone) with the Policy office. We have put together a proposed rule dealing with a amenability which that would be a proposal in final rule process so you should not expect that that would happen any time in the near future but it is something that we are looking at in terms of making more clearer which products are regulated by FSIS versus those by FDA.

(Donald Ballard):
Okay, because we just have pizzas in the plant but we also have other types of amenable products but also we have – they have a wide variety of sandwiches but we have no – USDA has no jurisdiction over that.

So I just wanted to get a clarification since there was some information about that in the Federal Register.

Man:
We did hold a public meeting in Chicago awhile back with the FDA and us together and we heard from industry, we heard from consumers about which products should fall under FDA inspection and which should fall under USDA inspection.


And it’s based on those results, we’re struggling with the rule writing because it’s difficult to write a rule. There’re economic and significant issues here there’re safety issues and so we agree with anybody that says that it doesn’t make much sense the way it currently is now. We certainly agree with that and we’re trying to move forward but it is a difficult process.
(Donald Ballard):
Okay, all right. Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question’s from (Mark Mopin).

(Mark Mopin):
Yes, hello?

Man:
Hello.
(Mark Mopin):
In the letter that was referred to that was sent out to all the employees notifying of the PHIS, there was also mentioning in that letter of a proposed public health based poultry slaughter inspection system.


I’d just like to know what’s the – any developments or what’s decided for that project.

(Danny Gajone):
This is (Danny Gajone) with the policy office. Because the poultry regulations at slaughter has some very prescriptive requirements in it that we believe need to be revised, the agency is pursuing rule making with regards to poultry slaughtering.


So we have undergone the development of a proposed rule looking at data that’s needed. There’s quite a bit of data that we have available that we have to us that we have collected over the last few years.


And our intention is still to publish a proposed rules yet this fiscal year. So the issue is to get a rule out there that would identify how were are, in fact, going to modify the poultry regulations specifically to put in place some public health measures for performance

And that would also – our intention is to make some modifications so that all the different inspection systems that we have in place for poultry right now would not necessarily be reflected in the regulations but the performance criteria would be there so it won’t be inspection system specific but it will be public health performance specific.

Richard Raymond:
This is Dr. Raymond. I’d like to add on to that in that we will – as we develop this we’ll continue to be as open and transparent as we can as the rule making process allows us to.

We’ve already had one large public all day meeting discussing this issue. There’s a meeting of the National Advisory Committee for Meat and Poultry Inspection scheduled for early in February and we’ve been working with a sub committee of that advisory committee that has a volunteer take on, kind of being the watchdog of this process, and so we’ve had conference calls with them and then we’ll have a healthy discussion – what’s the date, (Robert), of NACMPI?
(Robert):
The NACMPI meeting is February and 5 and 6.
Richard Raymond:
We don’t know the location yet. We’ll be in D.C., but we don’t know the exact location, and Mr. (Painter) has been invited. Glad to hear that too. So we will continue to be open as we were with risk based (section) in process.

(Mark Mopin):
Thank you very much.

Coordinator:
Again, if you have a question, please depress the star 1. We have a question from (Judy Cochnest).

(Judy Cochnest):
Yes, I have actually a couple questions. Are you ready?

Man:
Yes, we are (Judy).

(Judy Cochnest):
Okay. I was wondering, I’m busy and I do my best, but I’m wondering if I may have missed an addition or deletion in the Directed Sampling Program over the last year.

Man:
I wouldn’t know if you missed, of course, but what we can do for you is we can get a copy of any releases on the Sampling Program and get them to you probably in the next day or two just to make sure you’ve got them all.

(Judy Cochnest):
If there – I have them all if there haven’t been any deletions or additions. I was just wondering if there has – if there have been.
(Danny Gajone):
This is (Danny Gajone) with the policy office. I’m not sure I quite understand your question. Could you perhaps give us some clarity?

(Judy Cochnest):
Are we performing directed sampling of rated for rate E product the same as we did a year ago?

Man:
The question is – you broke up a little bit – are we sampling rated E products the same as we did a year ago, is that the question?

(Judy Cochnest):
Yes, under the same ruling.

Man:
Same ruling?

(Judy Cochnest):
Same rules, right. I don’t know how else to say it.

Man:
The answer is yes we are and go ahead if – I think you said you had a couple questions. I don’t know if you’ve checked your voicemails, (Judy), but I did try to return your call today, just so you know that.

(Judy Cochnest):
So another thing is, we’ve had some training on writing NRs, however we haven’t had any training on – we had training on how to write them, however, we haven’t then – writing NRs has not been enforced.

If there’s a plant, say for example, if I wrote 100 NRs last year on my shift and the other shift had 5, who’s looking into those variations?

(Ken Peterson):
Hey (Judy), this is (Ken Peterson) with Field Operations. (Judy), of course, you can see shift differences based on, depending what the operation is, what processes are running.

(Judy Cochnest):
Same operations.

(Ken Peterson):
Right, I understand. And so people in the district office would be looking at what is the appropriate inspection methods that are being applied, what’s the appropriate decision making, what’s the appropriate documentation and if it’s too high or too low and if there’re shift variances then either district officials or the front line supervisor I would expect would be correlating so that we’re delivering the correct inspection methodology across shifts and across inspection personnel.
(Judy Cochnest):
So the district office is responsible for correlating?

(Ken Peterson):
They would be assessing any shift differences in how we are observing or documenting non-compliances and if the differences are appropriate, then of course, that’s fine.

If they have questions about inconsistency on either what the plants doing or what inspection personnel is doing, then they’ll interact with the front line supervisor who would certainly be interacting with the appropriate inspection personnel.
(Judy Cochnest):
Okay, in the event that’s not occurring?

(Ken Peterson):
Well, if you are indicating there’s a question, we’ll certainly look into it.
(Judy Cochnest):
Okay and on the same subject, an inspector leaves a plant, let’s say, 50 non-compliance records – valid non-compliance records. Behind them somebody comes in and has 0.

Is that also – I mean, who is – is there actually – are there people looking at the lack of non-compliance records in the nation?

(Ken Peterson):
And a similar answer would apply and then my question would be, which is appropriate? Is it 50 or is it 0?
(Judy Cochnest):
Okay, if you – you have records of non-compliance. When you see a plant that has zero non-compliance, that appears to be a perfect plant. Is anybody taking a look at that?
(Ken Peterson):
The district analyst would be running reports and looking at what you call corrected, “perfect plant,” and then that is one of the reports that they are looking at for non-compliance trends in an establishment.

(Judy Cochnest):
I said seemingly perfect – quote – seemingly.
(Ken Peterson):
All right, yes and we certainly have those and wonder what’s happening and then we look at them and make any correlation that’s appropriate.

(Judy Cochnest):
Okay so is there a report on that? Is – the district analyst makes a report?

(Ken Peterson):
That’s one of – yes, assessing trends over time would certainly be something I’d expect the district analyst to do as well as making associates on, well what is the non-compliance? How does it relate to sampling, findings and that kind of thing?

(Judy Cochnest):
And how are those available?

(Ken Peterson):
Those are district management reports and if they have supervisory correlation, then they would deliver correlation.

(Judy Cochnest):
Are they available to consumer safety inspectors?

(Ken Peterson):
Anything that relates to your particular plant I would think the front line supervisor would be discussing with you directly.
(Judy Cochnest):
Is it available to the consumer safety inspector?

(Ken Peterson):
The direct management reports? Not necessarily. There are some supervisory reports I run. What I would correlate with you on is your – obviously your performance based on your training and how you’re executing all of that.

(Judy Cochnest):
Okay and one more question on the random Listeria monitoring – is that – I have recently heard of this and I may be behind the times, but how long has that been in effect?

(Ken Peterson):
Are you referring to the risk based Listeria sampling?

(Judy Cochnest):
Is it risk based?

(Ken Peterson):
Well if you’re talking about the – which program are you talking about? We have RLM, we have 001, we have ORTE.

(Judy Cochnest):
Okay, then it could be risk based, Listeria monitoring.

(Ken Peterson):
It’s been running for upwards of two years and there is a risk based algorithm based on a risk assessment that we’ve, of course, published and discussed publicly.

(Judy Cochran):
And how do you determine who gets those monitorings?

(Ken Peterson):
A sampling, which has been an RLN scenario which is what you’re talking about is always connected to a food safety assessment.

The risk algorithm determines which plant should be sampled per month. And then we also fit that in with our available resources because we’re committing EIOs to do the sampling and deliver the FSA.


And we do roughly 16, 17 of those nationally per month. So about 200 a year of those risk based Listeria sampling is what we are doing. Down the road we intend to do a lot higher rate of that.

So those are plants basically that we don’t think there’s any problem, we have no reason to believe they have a – you know, there’s no historical – necessarily recent historical findings of Listeria, and so we want to go in and based on their products they’re producing or the particular alternative they’re using, we want to go and make sure that that’s accurate using a, you know, an environmental product contact and product sampling method along with an FSA.
(Judy Cochnest):
So you prefer to go into plants that you feel don’t have problems?

(Ken Peterson):
Well again, part of our risk based strategy is based on data which of course is what we started talking at the top of the hour.

(Judy Cochnest):
Data, for example, just three things, three types of data.

(Ken Peterson):
Yes, and so we want to focus, what does the data tell us and then direct our resources based on the data. In this case, for RLM, it’s focused on alternative three plants.

Man:
It does account for their recent testing history though. That’s one of the four factors.

(Judy Cochnest):
Recent – their plant testing?

Man:
No, the regulatory testing that we do.
(Judy Cochnest):
Okay, so (our) sampling?

Man:
Yes, that’s correct.
Woman:
I think since you’ve asked a number of questions, I think we probably should move on to the next caller just to make sure that we’re able to answer as many questions as possible with the time we have. We appreciate the questions that you have raised.

Coordinator:
Next question’s from (Bill Fisher).

(Bill Fisher):
How’re you doing everybody?

Man:
Good.
(Bill Fisher):
This question deals with the new public health inspection system and what I really want to try to figure out is will you have something in there that’ll capture when inspectors are doubled and when inspectors are confined to a kill floor when they won’t be able to do their tasks, their processing tasks?


Will there be specific criteria in there that will capture that data because I think that’s pretty important data that needs to be captured.

(Ken Peterson):
Well that’s – hi (Bill), this is (Ken Peterson). It’s going to capture a lot of data. I don’t think I would expect it would capture resource specific data. What is it going to do is – well it’ll really be doing the same work.


Of course today we assign the work equivalently across establishments really based on their PBIS profile.


This’ll be more assignment of work. I think there’ll be some basic assignment of work that would be consistent, probably maybe a little less then what we do today as a starting point.


And then based on what’s occurring in the establishment, whether it be inspection findings or, you know, plant findings or agency lab results, we would do additional verification activities and verification activities that are focused on a particular point or step in the process where we think the, you know, error may be occurring.

I understand your point about, you know, assignment of resources. I will say, though, if we look at resources that we have available certainly in SO over the last couple of years, our current staffing levels are the highest they’ve been in about, oh, three or four years and we have well over 150 additional inspection personnel on board today compared to just about a year and a half ago.


So we’ve certainly had historical resource difficulties over time. I can’t allocate more then of course I’m funded, but the recent trend, which I think is going to continue to go upwards is to, you know, deliver as many inspection resources in plant as we’re able to do.

(Bill Fisher):
All right but I was talking about, you know, when inspectors are doubled and when they can’t go to a plant when they’re captured on a kill floor, would that be captured somewhere?


I had a lot of negotiations with that with the RBI which I thought was a very important thing to capture that data so we knew when an inspector wasn’t at a plant, why he wasn’t at a plant, you know, with some kind of a formal structure to show that he was either doubled up and he couldn’t get there or, you know, that he was on a kill floor all day with two other processing plants, okay, and he couldn’t get there.

(Ken Peterson):
Right. Yes, so in the – so I guess the essence of the question is it in the, you know, domestic inspection system PHIS per se? No. Is it in, you know, certainly resource type data systems that the district offices have? Yes.

(Bill Fisher):
Okay, and we got such a...

(Ken Peterson):
The trend over time is to have association of all these various data sets so whether that’s going to be a direct association, you know, an outcome of this, I think it’s possible. I don’t think it’s necessarily a specific feature we’re building in but we already have those data systems.
(Bill Fisher):
I thought this was going to be a replacement of the PBIS, you know, for our tasks and that.
(Ken Peterson):
Yes, similar. Again, through a task, I mean, to assign them in, you know, a similar say box of tasks that we will allocate in a little more focused way based on the particular data that’s occurring in a particular establishment.

(Bill Fisher):
If we don’t do the task in the establishment, will we capture how we don’t do it and why we don’t do it, because an inspector’s doubled or an inspector wasn’t able to do it.


That’s what I’m trying to focus on. Are we going to capture that data to show why an inspector didn’t do the task in this plant over a certain amount of time and how many tasks were done over a certain amount of time and specifically why they weren’t done.

(Ken Peterson):
Yes, we’re going to capture basically what we’re capturing today, reasons, you know, either he did the procedure, he didn’t do the procedure, or we have other reasons.


And other reasons are what focuses the district to look at what those other reasons are. Are they resourced based? And if it is, is it something they can correct in the short term? And if they can’t correct it in the short term, what is their hiring strategy to deal with it longer term?

(Bill Fisher):
Yes, but we yes, we only put a 3 down now that just captures what either they were working, they weren’t working or a 3 and the 3 doesn’t really capture a whole bunch of stuff but the inspector has to keep those records.

I was just hoping maybe there was something going to be in there that would show you exactly why you weren’t doing the tasks in the plant.

(Ken Peterson):
Yes, well 3 is an indicator to the district, particularly over time, why am I get – if I’m getting a bunch of 3’s, why is that?

(Bill Fisher):
Okay.

(Ken Peterson):
And they have that capability today but again, back to the re – you know, what we have on board, I – you know, I do understand what’s happening with, you know, doubling and that kind of thing.


But with 150 additional PSTs, there’s certainly less of that happening today then there was a year and a half ago. Now is it perfect? No, but we’re certainly doing what we can within our existing allocations which has been very constructive.


The funding, you know, relationship I think we’ve had with the Hill recently and with the department has been beneficial to certainly the agency.

(Bill Fisher):
I agree with because in my district they filled every job they could possible fill. I know that but I just thought maybe that was something that should be captured but, okay, I just want to put on the record for that. That’s all.

Woman:
Thank you. Can we have the next question?
Coordinator:
Question is from (Kevin Combs).

(Kevin Combs):
Yes, how is everybody?
Man:
Good.

(Kevin Combs):
I’ve just got a question real quick. You may or may not be able to elaborate on this, but do you foresee any new regulations pertaining to e coli coming out in the future?

(Engle John):
This is (Engle John) with the Policy office. I think what we’re doing at this point and time is assessing what it is that we know about the controlled procedures that are in place within operations and that is mostly going to be reflected in the responses that we received to the checklist to FSIS’s notice 6507.

And that will tell us what level of control we believe is there and then – and from that, make some assessment about what can be corrected either through new policies or if, in fact, there’s a need to ensure that we have uniform applications for some minimum requirements consider rule making.


Rule making is not off the table. It is something, in fact, that we would pursue if, in fact, we believe we have to do something more aggressive then what we have put in place at this point.

At this point I don’t know what that rule making would be but I’ve certainly been tasked with looking at what it is we need to do to make sure that we don’t have a repeat this next year of what happened this prior year.
(Kevin Combs):
Thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question is from (Brooke Henderson).

(Brooke Henderson):
Good afternoon ladies and gentlemen. My question is, what role will the USDA play in the use of cloned animals in the food supply?

Richard Raymond:
The USDA – this is Dr. Raymond – the USDA at this point and time, the point person has been Undersecretary Bruce Knight with marketing regulatory programs. Bruce and his group have asked industry to continue with the voluntary moratoriums until they can settle some issues with trading partners, et cetera, educate the consumers better on a what a cloned animal is versus an animal that’s had (trans genetic) mutations, et cetera.


I’ve got to stress voluntary though. It is a voluntary. Even if someone does decide to clone a bull and create offspring from that bull, it’s – we’re talking three years away, you know, from gestation and then – and growth and development of that young steer before it even becomes an item to go into the food chain.


So it’s nothing that’s going to happen in the near future and that’s why they’ve asked for voluntary moratoriums to keep the rhetoric down a little bit.

We may have a role at the USDA and the Food Safety Inspection system if the law was passed or something that would require labeling – this animal was cloned or this animal was not cloned, et cetera. That would partly fall under MRP and partly fall under us to make sure that the labeling was accurate and not misleading.


I’m sure we’ll have some role in talking about food safety in cloned animals. At this point and time, however, it’s been mostly the FDA’s role.

(Brooke Henderson):
Great, thank you very much.

Richard Raymond:
Yes.

Coordinator:
You next question’s from (Ann Powell).

(Ann Powell):
Hi, this is (Ann Powell) in McKinney, Texas and I’ve got a couple of questions. One has to do with the trailer load of stolen meat from Ft. Worth, Texas. The day that I heard the public service announcement not to buy meat from individuals selling from trucks, someone came by my house selling from his own personal vehicle.


But I wouldn’t have known how to identify that meat as stolen because at that time we didn’t have a plant number. Is there some way to prevent this from happening again so that immediately when something is stolen, you know, meat, that we can identify it and call it in?

Richard Raymond:
This is Dr. Raymond again. I’m going to start out with the answer at least, just to let you know that we’ve had actually a couple lengthy discussions about the handling of that particular public health alert that went out and looking for ways that we could improve the speed, rapidity, et cetera.


You mentioned we didn’t have the plant number, so how do you know when you buy from a car whether it’s from the plant or not. I don’t think you could – probably can rely on that at all because if somebody steals 15,000 pounds of ground beef they may be repackaging it, putting it in, you know, their own wrappers that have no plant establishment numbers so I don’t think that...

(Ann Powell):
Oh.

Richard Raymond:
...is of particular important there. The main thing is that we need to get the word to the public on the noon new when a trailer is missing at 10:00 in the morning and one of the things we will do is we’ll – in the future, we will be contacting the state health officer immediately upon our knowledge that something has been stolen.

And we’ll leave it up to them on how fast to communicate, you know, to the media because they’re the ones that have media contact in the jurisdiction. State health officers will work with city and county health officers, et cetera.


We may not be able at that point and time to say, you know, what the product is, what plant number, what establishment number and all that. We may not have all that information available but the point is we should be telling the public, “Don’t be buying stuff from somebody’s trunk of their car or the Wal-Mart parking lot, you know, buy it from place that you know and trust and that were there yesterday and will be there tomorrow,” and that’s just kind of common sense.


If you’re telling us you think we could’ve done a better job I think most of us agree with you that we need to continue to look on how we handle public health alerts and recalls.


The plant number – in the public health alerts we put out – the plant number was identified and the types of products were identified also, but again I’m not sure that those products and numbers are still in tact with someone steeling it that afternoon. And so we’ll try to get the word out quicker in the future.
(Ann Powell):
I guess in that case, it probably would’ve been helpful to then, you know, maybe notify, call the police and give the plate numbers or something like that so they could check it out themselves.

Richard Raymond:
Yes I don’t...

(Ann Powell):
I wanted to say to say to the guy – I mean, I told him when he came to my door that there was a public alert that had been announced on the news that morning and told him about the stolen meat and, of course, he acted all surprised and then he shot out, so...

Richard Raymond:
I was going to ask you if he turned and ran or if he walked over to the neighbor’s house. I think that might tell you. If he went next door and tried to sell it, then maybe it was legit.

(Ann Powell):
Oh no, he jumped in his truck and left.
Richard Raymond:
You had had one of the guys obviously in your sight.

(Ann Powell):
Yes, yes.
Richard Raymond:
You didn’t whip out your badge though.

(Ann Powell):
No, no. I just didn’t feel real comfortable with doing anything or even calling the police.

Richard Raymond:
I don’t think you should’ve done anything other then perhaps when he left, called if you knew that there was stolen meat out there.
(Ann Powell):
Yes.

Richard Raymond:
Yes, we’ll do better.

(Ann Powell):
Okay, hey one more thing I’ve got is, is there any data available to show the effectiveness of team inspections as opposed to the previous methods of assigning work in a patrol?

Man:
We’re going to get (Judy Riggens) up here to the table. Hang on a second.
(Judy Riggens):
Hi, this is (Judy Riggens) in Office Field Operations. We have been working with district analysts in each of the district offices that has teams in place to do some rudimentary analysis of the results of work to determine whether or not we are, in fact, achieving the same level of work as we did as individual inspectors and to determine whether or not we’re actually meeting our goals, meaning the performance measures that are in our assurance net systems.


At this point, the results, although they are only for this first year that we’ve been operating with teams, at least the first set of teams have been in place 1 year and 3 months. The results are positive.

We are meeting assurance net goals, however, we are – it is our intent to do a more in depth, more complex comprehensive analysis. We’ve been working with offices of public health science and also the OCIO to develop a more comprehensive model that the district analysts are going to be using to analyze the effectiveness of our work.


We’ve provided new software for the district analysts to expand their tools capability of conducting more in depth analysis.


And so over the next two to three months, we hope to see a better picture of how well we are doing and if we find that there are issues that emerge from our analysis, we will then begin to work on solutions to those problems if identified.


But thus far, based on the model that we’re using now which is a very simplistic model, all indications are that we are meeting our goals.

(Ann Powell):
Great, thanks. That’s all I have.

Coordinator:
Next question’s from (Troy Segatray).

(Troy Segatray):
Yes guys, I have question about the PBIS system itself on the tasks, the scheduling. When we do on scheduled tasks at the end of the analysis time on the (mono) task performer, stuff like that, if I got the system right, the percentage of tasks performed and not performed, unscheduled tasks are not included in there.

So I end up with report that looks like a lot of tasks weren’t done when, in fact, they were done, in a lot of cases as unscheduled. Is this new system going to take care of that?

(Ken Peterson):
Hi, it’s (Ken Peterson) with Field Operations. What in that – you know, we’re still, I guess to take the last one first, designing the various I guess my friends in the IT world call them wired diagrams, to decide how the – what the data flow is going to be so they can then later decide what the appropriate analysis what you want.

Our intent is obviously to find every scrap of data that’s in every data system we have and I think as importantly make relationships among our data that were not – that we can’t routinely do today.

And there are other reports that can be run in PBIS. I’ll have to admit I’m not sure quite what you’re looking at on your screen. There are reports that the district analysts can run, total procedures. You know, what scheduled procedures are running and then of course, you have some total number of procedures which would include unscheduled and then you can do the math and do, you know, scheduled performed plus unscheduled and then divide it by total procedures performed.


So you can do that kind of analysis. Of course, you know, we would look at here’s what we’re assigning as some particular rate, here’s our scheduled work. And largely we want that scheduled work to be conducted.

There can certainly be valid reasons because you know what’s happening on any given day to do some unscheduled procedures so I wouldn’t be looking for also revisions in substituting unscheduled procedures for scheduled procedures.


So anyway, long story short, I think that analysis can be done. I’ve certainly had, you know, reports run with that kind of information on a little more global perspective but I’m getting that kind of analysis from the district.


So they would be looking at your scheduled rates, you know, unscheduled procedures and then making sure we’re doing the right things and doing them consistently.


We’re ready for the next question, operator.
Coordinator:
All right, the next question’s from (Stephanie Mitchell).

(Eileen Arnold):
Actually not (Stephanie Mitchell). It’s (Eileen Arnold) but (Stephanie) had called into the call. I’m going back to the original data that was presented


And I was just wondering, of the approximately 667 establishment, the 32.6% that made changes as a result of FSI’s notice 6507, do you have the data there of the breakdown of how many of those were large plants, small plants, and very small plants and how many in each of the categories may already have had or are in the process of addressing an enforcement action?
(Engle John):
This is (Engle John) with the Policy office and what Mr. Almanza gave in his remarks was preliminary information that we had at this point and there is a more thorough in depth analysis of what actually occurred in each of those reassessments that occurred and by what type of plant, whether it was small, large or very small.


And so that analysis is not complete. We do have a timeline for when that will be completed at which point we will take that information and make it available in the form of either updated training that we need to give to our only employees or in the form of compliance schedulings that would help industry better meet the expectations of the agency with regards to controls for OFI787.


So there will be that kind of information coming forth but we don’t yet have that available for presenting.

(Eileen Arnold):
Are you also going to look at the – any conclusions associated with the 2002 reassessment versus the 2007 reassessment?

(Engle John):
Well, this is (Engle John) again, and we have the information that we collected from the five questions from the 2002 reassessment. We didn’t collect the same exact kind of information nor do we expect for it to be the same ability to make comparisons but we at least will be able to draw whatever conclusions we can.
(Eileen Arnold):
Okay thank you.

Coordinator:
Next question’s from (Bill Fisher).

(Bill Fisher):
Yes, my next question – I’d like to ask a question about the new poultry enhancement system that’s going to replace – that I understand will replace (Nels and Fis).

And I was just wondering, has the agency thought about gathering data that the impact that this here system will have on the inspector workforce in the large poultry plants, you know, where they’re going to gather data or what impact that will have on our workforce.

(Engle John):
This is (Engle John) with the Policy office responsible for developing the rule making that we have related to poultry slaughter.

I’m not aware of any specific questions or analysis that we’re doing with regard to impact on the inspectors but I’m very interested in knowing what you believe those would be and so we will, in fact, do what we can to find a means to gather that kind of information.


I’m assuming you’re making some statement about your ability to conduct inspections?

(Bill Fisher):
No, I was talking about the workforce, you know, like if we migrate over to like an L system or something like that or maybe a (hemp) system, you know, the impact on the workforce if, you know, we migrate to that kind of a system from regular inspection systems.


Have we started doing kind of a study as to what the impact on the workforce will be in those plants?

(Billy Milton):
This is (Billy Milton) from OM. Prior to any implementation, we would place the union on notice and provide them information regarding our plans and solicit from them any impact as a result of the change.

(Bill Fisher):
Right, what I meant, (Bill), was are you guys doing any kind of studies, maybe, that would show what kind of an impact it would have, you know, when you’re gathering your data and stuff like that?

You know, what kind of – yes, I was just wondering whether you were – whether you were doing any kind of preliminary study that would show what kind of an impact this would have, that’s all.

(Ken Peterson):
(Bill), (Ken Peterson), not yet because, I mean, at least for me we’re looking at the – you know, the reg hasn’t been proposed, the rule hasn’t even obviously been published yet so we first need to find out what are the performance measures, what’s the expectations on the establishment and then what kind of verification activity they would do around that, i.e., what is the work.

And then from the work we can, you know, then start talking about what are the resources to deliver that work.

(Bill Fisher):
I’ve had a lot of questions from people that are seeing, you know, where that’s going to re – going to replace (Nels and Fis) so I just maybe you were doing some kind of a study on that or if you were going to, you know, think about doing some kind of a study on that that would show the impact on the workforce. That’s all I’m asking.

Man:
Well no, that’s certainly an understandable question. I think it is – what is – the goal here is what is the better way to protect public health and what the expectation is on the regulated industry and then how are we going to make sure and what’s our obligation to make sure they’re doing the right thing over time.
(Bill Fisher):
I agree with you on that goal 100%. I was just wondering with that goal, what kind of impact this new (unintelligible). I agree with you.

Woman:
Thanks. Is there another question?

Coordinator:
If you have a question, please depress the star 1.

Woman:
We probably have time for about one more, maybe two if they’re short.

Coordinator:
Again, if you have a question please depress the star 1. We have a question from (Gary Gurlock).

(Gary Gurlock):
Yes, good evening. When is it anticipated that risk based inspection will be in place in all poultry slaughter plants and how will this impact the current level of the GS7 line inspectors and GS8 CSIs and will there be a loss of jobs?

(Engle John):
This is (Engle John) at the policy office.  Again, our expectation is to get a proposed rule out yet this fiscal year. We are shooting for this spring and obviously that – there’s a lot that goes into getting a proposal out but our expectation still is to get one published.


And so that would be a proposal and then as – I think we were really kind of discussing with Mr. (Fisher) a minute ago, with – I think it’s what he’s getting and what is his – what’s the workforce look like to inspect that system.


And, you know, as I indicated, I don’t have the answer today because we’re looking at what are the measures, what is the work to verify and then from there you need to determine what is the workforce, i.e. the numbers to your question to do that inspection.


And so until those first answers are there, I don’t – I can’t give you the last piece but certainly will be discussing that internally and externally as we go along.

(Gary Gurlock):
All right, thank you.

Coordinator:
We do have one last question from (Angela Luper).

(Angela Luper):
Yes, this is (Angela Luper). Are we going to, in the near future, implement any more teams for team inspection or do what we have now, what we’re going to use for whatever data that we’re going to collect or are we going to have more teams being (implemented)?

Man:
What we’re doing with the teams is, as (Judy Riggens) suggested, making sure we have the correct robust assessment on what’s being delivered by the teams. And our initial sense, based on some good information – we want better information, is that it’s going well.


And so until I get the answers to that, I’m not intending on expanding the processing teams until we get the full picture on exactly what’s happening so that then no doubt we’ll make some adjustments. I mean, some adjustments are what I think would be natural.


Then I’ll make the adjustments, if any, on new teams that roll out. But, you know, at a higher level I think it’s working, I think when people kind of share their knowledge, and have ability to discuss the issues of the day, just their general level of knowledge about what’s happening in (unintelligible) goes up.


And so my hope is, my belief is we’ll certainly be implementing more teams in those locations where I can make them work in meaning I have more then one person but I want to base that on the data assessments first before we more forward.


So my guess is, you know, I’m not talking way out in the road here. A few months down the road, two, four, five months we should have a sense. We’ll know what the data tells us and then we’ll go forward from there.

(Angela Luper):
Thank you.

Man:
Okay, well I want to thank everybody for joining us today and for all the questions that were asked.

An audio file and written transcript from today’s Town Hall meeting will be posted on Inside FSIS by the end of the week. Thanks again.
END

