
 

 
 
 
 
July 1, 2014          by e-mail only 
         CFIA-Modernisation-ACIA@inspection.gc.ca 
 
 
 
Re: Comments of the Canadian Meat Council on the Integrated Agency Inspection Model (iAIM)  

 

We have reviewed the April 24, 2014 consultation draft of the Integrated Agency Inspection Model.  We 
have also circulated the draft document to members of the Canadian Meat Council (“Council”), some of 
whom may wish to provide CFIA with comments.  

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with additional comments on the integrated version of the 
inspection model.  The comments focus on issues that we believe remain to be addressed to ensure that 
the inspection model effectively delivers on its promise to ensure food safety, based on science and risk, 
while providing for consistent and appropriate CFIA oversight and enforcement activities across all food 
commodities as well as animal and plant health.  

To begin, we wish to acknowledge the progress that has been accomplished to date.  This integrated 
version of the inspection model has advanced to a point where it is clearer and more comprehensive.  It 
would have been greatly appreciated, however, if CFIA had taken the time to identify specific elements 
that have changed or expanded from earlier versions of the inspection model.  The use of consistent 
terminology with the final June 2013 inspection model would also have been highly advisable. This 
approach would have contributed to strengthen the consultation process by providing the much needed 
clarity to facilitate the assessment of the Integrated Agency Inspection Model.  

Overall, we wish to highlight that the discussion in 4.2 regarding the approach to risk-based oversight no 
longer makes reference to the concept of “residual risk”, first introduced the “Case for Change” 
document.  In the draft Inspection Model, we find the statement on page 12 that, “The level of CFIA 
oversight will be determined by residual risk remaining (after [the] regulated party’s effective controls 
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and compliance)”.   We believe it is important to retain the concept because it helps ground food safety 
roles and accountabilities between industry and CFIA.   We would welcome more clarity on what “risk 
ranking” of meat establishments would look like if that is still contemplated.  

We also note that the discussion on inspection procedures at section 5.2 of the document remains at a 
high level of generality. It does not differentiate between “compliance audit” (possibly after a significant 
food safety breach), a routine “inspection” (for example ante-mortem inspection in a slaughter plant) or 
“compliance verification”.   It is doubtful that the CFIA is suggesting there would be no real distinction 
between daily inspections vs. targeted compliance verification vs. systemic audits, etc.  An explanation 
on how the different inspection processes will work would be helpful.  

 As well, there is no particular reference to recall policies or procedures – perhaps because the Agency 
does not consider that part of the “inspection model” and has no plans to modify it?  In any event, we 
continue to question why the inspection model remains silent on the recall process.  

We were informed on more than one occasion during CFIA’s Healthy and Safe Food Regulatory Forum 
that the new business functions, which provide for the introduction of System Assessment Officers, 
Centres of Expertise and an enhanced CFIA risk oversight function, will shift the focus of inspection 
expertise away from the regions to the program/policy areas of the CFIA.  Conceptually, this approach 
has merit.  Centralizing and streamlining the inspection process will improve consistency in 
interpretation and predictability in decision-making. 

There is a very real concern, however, among our members, that CFIA’s redesign of business functions 
to support the core components of the inspection model may dilute the expertise of the frontline 
inspector and diminish his/her role.  Meat is a complex food.  In the context of their daily operations, 
meat establishments should be able to rely on the expertise of meat inspectors familiar with plant 
operations to ensure timely and consistent judgements with respect to meat.   This has not been their 
experience of late because of the high turnaround of inspectors in meat plants which is attributable to 
the early implementation of the inspection model in the meat sector.  

The changes in inspection currently taking place must be supported by a strong training program to 
ensure that frontline inspectors can perform their activities in an efficient, relevant and consistent 
manner.   Under the new inspection model, inspectors are expected to focus on science-based and risk-
based approaches to oversight.  This, in turn, requires inspectors to exercise discretion and judgement.  

The use of discretion and judgement by inspectors in a regulatory outcome-based environment 
underscores the need for effective training.  The Council has offered on more than one occasion to 
partner with the CFIA to help in the design and development of commodity specific training modules 
given that the “registered” food commodities, such as meat, which are under active CFIA oversight are 
already dealing with some of the upheavals related to the early implementation of inspection model, as 
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described above.  The Council believes that this partnership is crucial in the interest of improved food 
safety outcomes.   

The business functions are an integral component of the inspection model’s implementation and the 
assessment of its performance for continuous improvement purposes.   Another area of concern for the 
Council is the industry’s lack of access to the Centres of Expertise.   The Centres of Expertise are being 
designed to help frontline inspectors in their decision-making process with a view to alleviating 
discrepancies in oversight.    

Conventional wisdom teaches us that answering the right question the right way depends on how the 
question is framed.   In this context, the Council strongly believes that the regulated parties should also 
be given access to the Centres of Expertise.  This approach will give regulated parties the opportunity to 
have a balanced dialogue with inspector staff to work through compliance and enforcement issues.  

A longstanding and enduring challenge for both the CFIA and the meat industry is the absence of 
consistency in inspector interpretation and inspector enforcement of acts, regulations, procedures and 
guidelines. Although the inspection model does list the outcomes and performance criteria that will 
guide the inspector’s assessment of the preventive control plans, it remains focused on demonstrating 
scope and type of enforcement rather than food safety outcomes that can help industry and the CFIA, 
individually and collectively, benchmark performance. 

This shortcoming is particularly worrisome given that the CFIA proposes to make compliance and 
enforcement transparent.   In this version of the inspection model, the CFIA reiterates its commitment 
to achieve improved transparency to increase consumer confidence in the effectiveness of the 
inspection system, promote compliance of regulated parties and mitigate risk.  

The CFIA’s stated aim to achieve improved transparency will require further consultations with 
regulated parties to ensure that information on compliance and enforcement action is framed in the 
appropriate and relevant context, including more timely and comprehensive reporting on food safety 
outcomes, and disseminated according to the appropriate communications vehicle(s) – social media 
outlets are to be eschewed – so as not to be prejudicial to the interest of regulated parties or misleading 
for consumers. A delicate balance will need to be achieved to help the CFIA promote consumer 
confidence in the safety and quality of Canada’s food supply, on the one hand, and promote compliance 
and mitigate risk, on the other.   

If Canadians are only provided current information on non-compliances without also seeing reports of 
compliance and actual food safety outcomes, then it will be more difficult to advance the goals of 
continuous improvement and consumer confidence.   CFIA should also particularly clarify how it intends 
to aggregate and report the food safety data that it collects (or mandates establishments to collect) 
across key commodity groups.  
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Specific comments or questions include the following: 

• Section 2.1.1. Licensing requirements with a PCP (page 16) 
Contrary to the current practice established in the meat sector where the licence is granted to 
the operator after CFIA’s assessment of the prerequisite programs and HACCP plans confirms 
regulatory compliance, it does not appear that a new facility submitting a licensing application 
will need to adopt the same rigorous standards as the meat industry.  We believe that the same 
licensing requirement standards should apply to all food commodities.  
 

• Section 3.0 Preventive control plans (page20) 
The same reasoning applies as above.  In our view, the document should spell out that the PCP 
needs to reflect compliance with regulatory requirements before the applicant receives its 
licence. 
 

• Section 3.1  Elements of a preventive control plan (page 21) 
We understand the definition of the term “biosecurity” set out in the glossary of terms.  In our 
view, the use of the term leads to confusion as it is used throughout the document in reference 
with anti-bioterrorism programs, physical security of business, visitor controls, ID, background 
checks, etc.   
 

• Section 6.1  Preventive control plans (page 33) 
An importer’s PCP should also provide for the implementation of a detailed supplier approval 
program that may include a letter of guarantee, third party audits, second party audits, and 
request for COA’s, etc.  
 

• Section 7.0  Exports (page 35) 
The statement regarding “Infrequent exporters may be exempt from licensing” is confusing.  The 
CFIA needs to specify its expectation in this regard.  In other words, CFIA needs to explain why 
an occasional exporter would be exempt from CFIA’s licensing requirements. 
 

• Annex A: Permission processes (page 49) 
Again, reference to proof that the PCP is adequately developed and compliant is highly 
advisable.  
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• Annex B:  Elements of the preventive control plan  

Element 2.1 (page 65) 
Add “and application as per the manufacturer’s recommendations” after “Confirm temperature, 
chemical concentration, pressure”. 
 

• Annex C:  Basic steps for the inspection of the licence holder’s preventive control plans 
b. Initial walk-through inspection (page 83, last paragraph of section) 
Given that inspectors must be encouraged to the precise in how issues are reported; expand the 
sentence “Document all observations” by adding “in a precise manner based on facts and 
tangible proof” to complete the sentence.  
 
f. inspection report (page 86) 
Replace third bullet with the following:  “Precise description of non-compliance observed, based 
on facts and tangible proof”.  

This concludes our comments on the Integrated Agency Inspection Model.  We will continue to follow 
the evolution of CFIA’s inspection model with great interest.  In the meantime, we thank you for the 
opportunity to provide our comments. 

Sincerely,  

 

James M. Laws, P. Ag. 
Executive Director 
 


