ARGENTINA SHUTS MCDONALD'S, BURGER KING OUTLETS

July 4, 2003

Reuters

BUENOS AIRES, Argentina - Argentine authorities have, according to this

story, shut down a McDonald's outlet and a Burger King outside Buenos Aires,

saying preliminary tests on food samples showed positive for the potentially

deadly E-coli bacteria.

Ana Repetto, a senior official for the local government of Moron district,

22 miles west of the capital, was quoted as saying on Friday that, "The

closures are a precaution, because two preliminary lab tests were positive

for the bacteria on samples taken June 24."

Repetto said the two outlets -- closed on Thursday evening -- would remain

shut until further tests were completed

MCDONALD'S AT MUSEUM CLOSED AFTER INSPECTION

> July 9, 2003

> Chicago Tribune

> http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/showcase/chi-0307090114jul09.story
> Chicago Department of Public Health spokesman Tim Hadac was cited as

saying

> that the McDonald's restaurant in the Field Museum was closed Tuesday

after

> officials found unacceptable conditions during a routine inspection, 

such

as

> using pens to change expiration dates from July 7 to July 9 on 200 

cartons

> of milk, and a floor drain in the food preparation area backed up 

with raw

> sewage.

> Anna Rozenich, a spokeswoman for McDonald's Corp., based in Oak 

Brook, was

> cited as saying the company is cooperating with the city and 

conducting

its

> own investigation, adding, "We strongly urge anyone not to jump to 

any

> conclusions until we get all of the facts."

> In a statement, museum President John McCarter was quoted as saying, 

"If

> this is true, we are appalled. McDonald's will remain closed until 

this is

· resolved."

CITY FAMILY HAS BEEF OVER RAW BURGER: HEALTH INSPECTORS VISIT MCDONALD'S

> RESTAURANT

> July 10, 2003

> Winnipeg Free Press

> Lindor Reynolds

> A local woman's beef with McDonald's is, according to this story, turning

> into a supersize headache for the fast-food chain.

> Lori Skoropad was cited as saying that  a Quarter Pounder her husband

> brought home for Sunday dinner arrived half raw, and she's convinced her

> entire family --including four young children -- were put at serious risk.

> Now, the story says that city inspectors are saying large numbers of

people

> might also have been served undercooked meat.

> Skoropad was quoted as saying, "It was disgusting. It was raw. I couldn't

> believe it. I mean, with all the talk of mad cow disease you don't expect

to

> be served raw meat, especially not by McDonald's."

> The north-end woman's story is backed by health inspectors who viewed and

> photographed the offending burger at Skoropad's home and made a surprise

> visit to the Main Street and Mountain Avenue restaurant where it was

bought.

> The story says that the inspection turned up several infractions,

including

> failure of the cooking apparatus to heat the burgers properly.

> Don Kasianchuck, co-ordinator of Environmental Health Services, was quoted

> as saying, "There could have been a fair amount of burgers sold that were

> undercooked." No one else has complained and there have been no incidents

of

> E. coli linked to the restaurant.

> An inspector stayed on site until the grill was working properly and all

> undercooked burgers on the premises were destroyed.  There was, the story

> says, no danger of mad cow disease.

> Chris Davies, national director of communications for McDonald's, was

coted

> as saying the company is willing to do "whatever it takes" to make

Skoropad

> happy, and that McDonald's leapt into action to investigate the "alleged"

> incident. Davies said a McDonald's team was all over the restaurant

> yesterday conducting a detailed investigation into all safety procedures.

> Davies was further quoted as saying, "Nothing is more important than food

> safety. McDonald's has always been a leader in the industry. This is of

the

FLA. DEPUTIES INJURED BY GLASS IN BURGERS

> July 11, 2003

> Associated Press

> TAMPA, Fla.  -- Two sheriff's deputies were, according to this story,

> hospitalized after eating broken glass mixed in with the onions on 

their

> McDonald's cheeseburgers.

> Authorities closed the restaurant and detained 17 employees for

questioning.

> No arrests were made Thursday and the investigation was continuing.

> Company spokesman Bill Whitman was cited as saying that McDonald's is

> cooperating with the investigation, adding, "Obviously, we're taking 

this

> situation very seriously. Our customers and the safety of our 

restaurants,

> food safety in particular, is of the utmost importance to us."

>

Politics as usual:

MEAT INSPECTIONS DECLINING, IMPACT OF POLICY IS CONTESTED

> July 10, 2003

> New York Times

> Elizabeth Becker

> WASHINGTON < U.S. federal border inspections of imported meat and 

poultry

> are, according to this story, declining as Congress is calling for

increased

> surveillance to prevent bioterrorism and improve the safety of meat

consumed

> in the nation.

> The story says that the Department of Agriculture began a new 

inspection

> system last fall and reduced the percentage of meat crossing the 

border

that

> is inspected to 6 percent from 17 percent, department records show.

> Karen Stuck, administrative assistant for international affairs at 

the

food

> safety inspection service at the department, was quoted as saying, 

"Yes,

the

> amount of meat inspected is less, but the meat we inspect is 

inspected

more

> thoroughly."

> Representative Rosa L. DeLauro, a Connecticut Democrat and founding 

member

> of the House food safety caucus, was cited as saying yesterday that 

this

was

> the wrong approach, as national security has been made a priority and

> consumers are still recoiling from record recalls of potentially

> contaminated meat last year, adding, "I'm speechless. With Sept. 11, 

we

have

> an added responsibility to do more < not less < inspections and to do 

them

> all thoroughly."

> Steven Cohen, spokesman for the inspection service, was cited as 

saying

that

> after Sept. 11, 2001, border inspections included tests of foreign 

meat

for

> certain substances associated with bioterrorism. Mr. Cohen said, 

however,

> that he was prohibited from disclosing the kind of tests.

> The story explains that the reduction in border inspections is 

included in

a

> report on the effect of trade rules on national food safety 

requirements

to

> be released on Thursday by Public Citizen, a consumer group.

STATEMENT OF NANCY DONLEY, PRESIDENT OF SAFE TABLES OUR PRIORITY

(S.T.O.P.),

> ON USDA¹S NEW FOOD SAFETY VISION: SHAME ON USDA FOR CAVING IN TO 

INDUSTRY

> PRESSURE

> July 11, 2003

> Safe Tables Our Priority (S.T.O.P.) Press Statement

> www.SafeTables.org

> We are disappointed and outraged by the USDA¹s decision to cave in to

> industry pressure by backing off on their earlier position of seeking

> mandatory recall authority, the power to levy civil penalties on 

companies

> that repeatedly violate food safety regulations, and stronger federal 

meat

> and poultry pathogen reduction standards.  With 14 people dying every 

day

> from contaminated food, the safety of America�s families deserves 

more

than

> a wait-and-see response from the agency we count on to keep meat 

safe.

> Earlier this year, on behalf of thousands of parents of children 

crippled

> and killed by dirty meat, S.T.O.P. sat with Secretary of Agriculture 

Ann

> Veneman and commended her for signaling that this administration 

would

have

> the courage to stand up to industry and ask Congress for the 

authority to

> protect America�s families.  She has broken the hearts of many 

American

> victims this week by backing off on her commitment to step up USDA

> oversight.  Industry continues to erode USDA¹s power through legal

> maneuvering, and the USDA essentially is doing nothing about it.

> The latest CDC report shows that Salmonella illnesses have been on 

the

rise

> since 2000, and there has been no decline in E. coli O157:H7 

illnesses in

> the last seven years.  Millions of American families will be hurt by 

this

> latest failure of the USDA to take strong action in the face of 

foodborne

> disease.

> This is not the type of leadership America�s families need from this

> administration.

To be put in section irradiation section under summary of articles: and under politics as usual
> CONSUMER REPORTS ARTICLE ON FOOD IRRADIATION

> July 4, 2003

> Minnesota Beef Council

> TO:

> Consumer Reports

> Julia Kagan or Margot Slade, Editorial Directors

> 101 Truman Avenue

> Yonkers, NY 10703

> Dear Ms. Kagan & Ms. Slade:

> The article titled, "The Truth About Irradiated Meat" in the August 

issue

of

> Consumer Reports contains inaccurate and misleading statements that 

do a

> disservice to your readers.

> Bacteria Reduction:

> The article states that bacterial levels in irradiated, uncooked 

ground

beef

> and skinless chicken tenders were generally much lower than in the

> non-irradiated meat. But the irradiated meat still contained some

bacteria.

> The previous sentence is misleading, since no claim is made by 

irradiation

> companies that all bacteria is eliminated. Literature and point of 

sale

> material from irradiation companies clearly state that the process 

helps

to

> reduce or eliminate the threat from harmful bacteria.

> The tone of the article implies that because it does not result in a

sterile

> product the irradiation process is therefore of little value. Are you

> seriously suggesting that the additional reduction in the levels of

bacteria

> by more than 99+ percent resulting from irradiation is of no benefit? 

The

> multiple barrier approach to food safety requires that several

interventions

> be put into place whose contributions to microbial reduction are 

additive.

> Irradiation represents a huge increment in the total microbial kill 

built

> into the food manufacturing process. Had irradiation been in place, 

the

> likelihood is that several of the more recent E. coli O157:H7 related

> outbreaks would have been avoided; ie, some kids would be alive 

today,

that

> aren't. You need to consider the possible consequence when you 

publish the

> type of article that this current piece represents. How many 

additional

kids

> will suffer and die needlessly, as a result of your article?

> In fact at the doses commonly used to irradiate ground beef, the 

following

> levels of pathogen reduction can be expected;

> a.. E. coli O157:H7     99.99% to 99.9999%

> b.. Salmonella            99% to 99.9%

> c.. Listeria                  99.9% to 99.99%

> Furthermore, the Consumer Report study did not identify the species 

of

each

> bacteria found in the samples. This is important because not all 

Listeria,

> Salmonella and E. coli are human pathogens, thus their presence is 

not

> necessarily a potential cause of foodborne illness.

> Sensory Factors:

> Consumer Reports states that trained testers noted a slight but 

distinct

> off-taste and smell in most of the irradiated beef and chicken 

sampled.

The

> report also states that the taste differences were usually subtle.

> These statements contradict each other; distinct means clear and

> distinguishable, and subtle is defined as difficult to distinguish. 

How

can

> these differences be clear and distinguishable (distinct) yet 

difficult to

> distinguish (subtle)?

> Further, your article fails to consider the considerable variation in

taste

> and other sensory attributes that is naturally present in beef from

> different sources. The slight change in sensory properties due to

> irradiation that is detected by some people needs to be evaluated in 

this

> context. In general, research has shown it is of no significance.

> The Minnesota Beef Council has conducted a number of sensory tests of

> irradiated and non-irradiated ground beef during the past 6 years. 

Our

> evaluations clearly indicate that the overall liking for the flavor 

and

> texture does not differ between the control and the irradiated 

samples.

> A 1999 University of Minnesota study involving over 200 participants,

> Acceptability of Irradiated Fresh Ground Beef Patties: Influence of

> Information and Product Identification; Vickers et al. showed an over 

all

> liking of 6.4 (scale of 9) for both the non-irradiated control and 

the

> irradiated ground beef in a "blind" taste test. The overall liking 

scores

> were higher when samples were identified (6.6 vs. 6.3 when not 

identified)

> and when benefit of information was provided (6.5 vs. 6.3 when no

> information was provided).

> Numerous scientific consumer studies have shown that the taste of

irradiated

> foods is not significantly changed, and some studies have actually 

shown

> that people prefer the taste of irradiated burgers. A 2001 study 

conducted

> by the Sterling-Rice Group involving 475 participants in Atlanta and

Denver

> showed that Hedonic scores for aroma, juiciness, and flavor were not

> statistically different. And in the Atlanta test, participants 

actually

> preferred the irradiated burgers (6.8 vrs.6.5).

> Safety of Irradiated Foods:

> Consumer Reports says recent European research. suggests that the

substances

> known as (2-ACBs), unique byproducts created by irradiating fat in a 

food

> such as ground beef, may act as tumor promoters in laboratory rats.

> Public Citizen's misrepresentation of the recent European research on

> irradiation is repeated in the Consumer Reports article.  This 

activist

> group distorted the research of Dr. Henry Delincee. In an open letter 

to

the

> Food and Drug Administration, Dr. Delincee countered by saying, 

"Public

> Citizen's claims are not founded on scientific arguments. They use my

> research to produce distrust among consumers. The benefits of 

irradiation

> far outweigh any risk."

> In fact, Dr. Henry Delincee writes, "It is explicitly written in the

English

> summary of our report (Burnouf et al., 2002) that "We warn against 

misuse

of

> the data presented here, aiming at disqualifying food 

irradiation"."Thus,

at

> present on the basis of our results, it seems not appropriate to draw 

a

> final conclusion concerning to the risk associated with human 

consumption

of

> irradiated fat-containing foods." . "This is because our studies have 

been

> carried out only with highly pure substances and not with irradiated 

food

> containing a large number of complex components. Other food 

components may

> influence the reactions of 2-ACBs not evident from our experiments on

> purified 2-ACBs. It should also be pointed out that the amounts of 

2-ACBs

in

> irradiated foods are much lower than the concentrations tested in our

> studies."

> A recent statement from the Scientific Committee on Food, part of the

> European Commission's Health and Consumer Protection 

Directorate-General,

> Statement of the Scientific Committee on Food on a Report on

> 2-alkylcyclobutanones  (2-ACBs), further substantiates the safety and

> wholesomeness of irradiated  foods.  The statement, based on a review 

of

> irradiation studies, including  work conducted by Dr. Delincee in 

1998 and

> 2001 (the same studies cited and  misinterpreted by Public Citizen 

and the

> Center for Food Safety), states,  "Reassurances as to the safety of

> irradiated fat-containing foods can be based  on the results of the 

large

> number of feeding studies carried out with

> irradiated foods."

> The World Health Organization in March 2003 issued the following: In 

view

of

> the growing body of evidence, including negative Ames tests with 

2-DCB,

that

> these compounds pose no health risk to consumers, WHO has no basis to

> question the conclusions of several joint FAO/IAEA/WHO expert groups 

as

well

> as many national expert advisory bodies that irradiated foods are 

safe and

> nutritionally adequate.

> And finally,

> As we evaluate the pros and cons of food irradiation, let's keep in 

mind

> that there is virtually unanimous agreement in the scientific and 

public

> health community about the benefits and safety of food irradiation.

> Organizations that endorse food irradiation include the Food and Drug

> Administration, the American Medical Association, the World Health

> Organization, the American Dietetic Association and dozens of others.

> We can choose to believe the thousands of scientists who say "It's 

about

> time," or we can let scare tactics from misinformed individuals and

"bogus

> science" and "half-truths" perpetuated by the Consumer Reports 

article

> create

> doubt in this proven technology and prevent the public from making an

> informed choice about the purchase of irradiated foods.

> By distorting the safety and effectiveness of food irradiation, 

articles

> such as  "The Truth About Irradiated Meat" do a great disservice to 

the

> public and jeopardize the lives of innocent people --especially 

children

and

> highly vulnerable adults. I for one believe that those who 

deliberately

> spread distorted and inaccurate information about food irradiation 

must be

> held accountable.

> Sincerely,

> Ronald F. Eustice

> Executive Director

> Minnesota Beef Council

> 2950 Metro Drive # 102

> Bloomington, MN 55425

> USA

> Phone: 952/854-6980

> Fax: 952/854-6906

> E-mail: ron@mnbeef.org
> Website: www.mnbeef.org

> STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN MEAT INSTITUTE ON THE CONSUMER REPORTS 

MAGAZINE

> STORY ABOUT THE SAFETY OF IRRADIATED GROUND BEEF

> July 7, 2003

> AMI Media Release

> www.meatami.com

> Randall Huffman, Ph.D., AMI Vice President for Scientific Affairs

> "The recent article, 'The Truth About Irradiated Meats,' which 

appeared in

> the August 2003 issue of Consumer Reports magazine, does a serious

> disservice to consumers on an important topic of food safety.  By

repeating

> inaccurate assertions about residual bacteria in irradiated products 

and

> basing its recommendations about the wholesomeness of irradiated 

ground

beef

> and chicken on suspect, unscientific data, the story paints a false 

and

> misleading picture of food irradiation.  The real truth about 

irradiation

is

> that it is a safe, effective and scientifically validated technology 

to

help

> make raw foods even safer for the very consumers the magazine claims 

to

> serve.

> "The problems with the report are twofold: First, the report confuses 

and

> misrepresents the presence of bacteria in raw ground beef and 

chicken.

All

> raw foods contain bacteria, most of which are benign species common 

to

air,

> water, soil and virtually all human and household surfaces.  By 

stating

that

> "irradiated meat still contains some bacteria," the magazine displays 

a

lack

> of understanding of both microbial ecology, as well as an ignorance 

of the

> reality that irradiation is administered at precisely calibrated 

doses

> designed to kill off harmful pathogenic bacteria -- not destroy all 

living

> organisms in a food product.  Irradiation levels required for 

complete

> sterilization in raw beef or chicken products are not practical and 

are

> beyond what is permitted by the law.

> "Second, the report alleges that irradiated ground beef products have 

a

> distinctive and detectable taste and odor.  However, science outlines 

a

> clear and comprehensive protocol for conducting sensory analysis of 

food

> products, and virtually everything that Consumer Report's amateur 

shoppers

> and analysts did in "testing" their irradiated and non-irradiated 

ground

> beef samples flies in the face of accepted procedures, including the

> following facts:

> Sampling needs to be standardized. In a scientific analysis designed 

to

> maximize confidence in the results, ground beef would be obtained 

from the

> same processing plant on the same day of production and all samples

handled

> and stored at identical temperatures and for the same length of time.

> Sending  volunteers out to collect hundreds of different packages of

> hamburger from  dozens of different supermarkets results in samples 

that

> vary substantially in  terms of shelf life, composition, fat content 

and

> other factors that could  significantly affect flavor and aroma.

> Trained experts are not the equivalent of ordinary consumers. Using

trained

> panelists is an inappropriate methodology to use when there is a 

desire to

> determine if the average consumer can discern differences among 

products

> sampled.  Slight differences in sensory attributes are detectable by

trained

> panelists, but are not necessarily evident to ordinary shoppers 

purchasing

> and preparing ground beef products.  The generally accepted method 

for

this

> type of analysis is to use a random selection of at least 50 

untrained

> consumers.

> Trained sensory panelists are utilized when precise determinations 

must be

> made among foods that may have very subtle differences that may not 

be

> evident to consumers.

> Comparing paired samples compromises the data.  Common sense suggests 

that

> having a panelist decide yes or no whether a sample exhibits a 

certain

> characteristic would results in the answers being 'correct' 50 

percent of

> the time by mere chance alone.  In scientific analyses, by contrast,

> panelists typically must identify characteristics correctly in a

> triangulated selection of three samples at a time, to ensure 

confidence

that

> the results are more reliable than mere guesswork and more accurate 

than

> flipping a coin to see whether it comes up heads or tails.

> "Despite its obviously biased position on food irradiation, the 

report

does

> inadvertently support the real message about food safety that 

consumers

need

> to hear: Our food supply is remarkably safe, and while irradiation

treatment

> helps increase that margin of safety, ultimately, consumers must take

> responsibility to properly handle, store and prepare fresh foods to 

ensure

> the full measure of protection from foodborne illnesses."

>

>

to be put under summary of articles under consumers labeling :

Questions and Answers on Country of Origin Labeling 
Why can’t USDA use the same system to verify compliance with Country of Origin Labeling that they use for meat products under USDA’s commodity procurement program?
There are several reasons why the systems will be different.  
The requirements for origin are not the same.  The COOL law for U.S. origin requires the meat products to be from cattle, hogs, and sheep born, raised, and slaughtered in the United. States.  The USDA commodity procurement program requires meat products to come from U.S.-produced livestock.  The definition of U.S.-produced livestock excludes only imported meat and meat from livestock imported for direct slaughter.  
The system for verifying compliance with the USDA commodity procurement program is a “command and control” type system.  USDA, through various certification or audit programs, confirms the applicable claim at the beginning of the process, then tracks and controls the movement of the product throughout the rest of the marketing chain.  
A similar system for COOL would require USDA to verify that the livestock was born in the United States, then track and control the movement of the livestock and resulting meat products through the marketing chain to retail.  The law specifically precludes USDA from imposing this type of control.  In fact, maintaining the identity of the livestock and resulting product is a key component of a system like this and is specifically precluded.  The law states “The Secretary shall not use a mandatory identification system to verify the country of origin of a covered commodity.”
How will the mandatory Country of Origin Labeling requirements impact the existing U.S. cow and bull herds?  
The law requires country of origin labeling for all covered commodities sold at retail beginning September 30, 2004, and does not contain a grandfathering provision that would exclude meat from these animals from the mandatory labeling requirements.  If records as to where these animals were born, raised, and slaughtered do not exist, retailers could not substantiate a country of origin claim that would comply with the law.  Labeling for country of origin that cannot be substantiated would not provide consumers with credible information.
Why can’t USDA track only the imported products and all other products be considered  of “U.S. Origin”?
The COOL provision of the Farm Bill applies to all covered commodities.  Moreover, the law specifically identifies the criteria that products of U.S. origin must meet.  For beef, pork, and lamb, for example, U.S. origin can only be claimed if from animals that are born, raised, and slaughtered in the United States.  The law further states that “Any person engaged in the business of supplying a covered commodity to a retailer shall provide information to the retailer indicating the country of origin of the covered commodity.”  And, the law does not provide authority to control the movement of product, imported or domestic.  In fact, the use of a mandatory identification system which would be required to track controlled product through the entire chain of commerce is specifically prohibited.  
In addition, applying rules only to imports could potentially violate the “national treatment” requirements of existing trade agreements between the United States and various other countries.
Are cattle, hogs, and sheep covered commodities?
No.  However, the law requires suppliers to provide country of origin information to retailers, including the “born, raised, and slaughtered” information required to make U.S. origin claims for the covered commodities beef, pork, and lamb.  The records needed to substantiate this information can only be created by persons having first-hand knowledge of the country designation for each production step declared in the country of origin claim.  Thus, livestock producers will need to create these records to enable retail suppliers to provide retailers with correct country of origin information.
Doesn’t the finding of BSE in Canada make the need for Country of Origin Labeling more imperative?
No.  COOL will encompass products that have already been determined to be safe and appropriate for human consumption.  There are other existing USDA programs responsible for food safety and animal disease that preclude noncompliant products from being included in the marketplace.  The purpose of COOL is to provide consumers with country of origin information; it is not intended to be a food safety measure.  Because COOL only covers certain commodities sold at certain retail establishments, it does not provide the type of universal assurance of food safety that food consumers have a right to expect.
In light of the discovery of BSE in Canada, shouldn’t mandatory Country of Origin Labeling be implemented immediately?
To the extent that consumers begin to demand COOL, the guidelines for voluntary country of origin labeling currently in place already address this issue.  The law provides that regulations governing mandatory country of origin labeling shall be issued not later than September 30, 2004.
Double standards section:

> USDA BACKS DOWN FROM SEEKING NEW FOOD SAFETY POWER

> July 10/03

> Reuters

> By Randy Fabi

>  WASHINGTON - The U.S. Agriculture Department was cited as backing down

> Thursday from its plan to seek new power from Congress to punish troubled

> meat plants, saying it must first conduct more research on harmful

bacteria

> in meat.

>  Consumer groups were cited as criticizing the Bush administration

> flip-flop, citing pressure from the meat industry.

> The story explains that in March, Agriculture Secretary Ann Veneman said

> federal meat inspectors needed more authority to punish troubled U.S. meat

> plants because the current regulatory system was as outdated as Model-T

> cars, but on Thursday, USDA released a document outlining its strategies,

> spanning the next few years, for protecting public health from

> illness-causing bacteria such as salmonella and E. coli O157:H7 and asking

> Congress for more power was not mentioned in the 13-page report.

> USDA Undersecretary Elsa Murano was quoted as telling reporters that, "You

> need to first understand what the problems are before you start figuring

out

> what the solutions could be. This document will help guide us as we focus

on

> risks and science-based solutions to meet future challenges."

>  The story adds that the new USDA "vision document" stated several broad

> goals for the government, including better training for inspectors and

more

> detailed studies on the prevalence of E. coil, salmonella and listeria in

> raw meat and poultry.

> Carol Tucker Foreman, food policy director for the Consumer Federation of

> America, was quoted as saying, "I'm disappointed that they've backtracked.

> The USDA and the industry are once again in the same pew."

>  The National Academy of Sciences, in an April report requested by the

Bush

> administration, recommended that the USDA and the Food and Drug

> Administration promptly seek stronger congressional authority to enforce

> food safety regulations. The prestigious science group said recent legal

> challenges had cast doubt on the government's power.

>  Industry officials maintain the government has enough power to safeguard

> the food supply, citing a decline in the amount of tainted meat products.

