[image: image1.jpg]== TRANSCRIPT

United States Department of Agriculture + Office of Communications + 1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250-1300 » Voice: (202) 720-4623 + Email: oc.news @usda.gov » Web: http:/Awww.usda.gov





Release No. 0073.04

of

technical briefing on BSE with Dr. Ron DeHaven, Chief Veterinary Officer and Dr. Steve Sundlof, Center for Veterinary Medicine, Food and Drug Administration

Washington, D.C.

February 9, 2004

JIM ROGERS: Good afternoon, everybody.  This is Jim Rogers with the Animal Plant Health Inspection Service of USDA.  Today Dr. Ron DeHaven, chief veterinary officer and deputy administrator for Veterinary Services here at APHIS will give an overview on our BSE operations, after which he may throw in for you people that are curious just a bit about avian influenza, and then we will take questions.


Joining us for questions also will be Dr. Steve Sundlof of the Food and Drug Administration.


At this point, I'm going to turn it over to -- 


Oh, I'm sorry.  For those of you who don't know this already to ask a question just press star and "1" and you will be placed into the queue.


With that I'll turn this over to Dr. DeHaven.


DR. DEHAVEN:  Thanks, Jim, and I also want to thank Dr. Steve Sundlof from Center for Veterinary Medicine at FDA for once again joining us and for always being there throughout this whole situation.  And I think his participation on these calls is clear evidence of the great cooperation that has existed between FDA and USDA throughout this whole situation.


So again, thank you for joining is.  The purpose of the briefing today is to update you on the epidemiological investigation as well as to provide an update on the report from the International Review Subcommittee.  As to our BSE epidemiological investigation it of course all stems from the case of BSE found on a cow at slaughter in the state of Washington, and our investigation as of today is now complete.


To summarize, the epidemiological tracing and DNA evidence proves that the BSE-positive cow, which was slaughtered in Washington on December 9, 2003, was born on a dairy farm in Calmar, Alberta, Canada on April 9, 1997.  She was moved to the United States in September 2001 along with 80 other cattle from that same dairy in Alberta, Canada.  A brain sample collected from this positive cow tested positive on December 23 of 2003.

The epidemiological investigation to find additional animals from the source herd led to a total of 189 premises in the United States.  Complete herd inventories were conducted on 51 of these premises in three states -- Washington, Oregon and Idaho.

And these herd inventories involved the examination of the identification on more than 75,000 animals.  All of those herd inventories have now been completed and appropriate analysis has been performed.  No other premises remain under hold order at this time.


A total of 255 animals of interest were identified on 10 premises in those three states.  "Animals of interest" are defined as animals that were or could have been from that source herd in Alberta.  All 255 animals were sacrificed, and BSE testing was negative on all of them.  The carcasses from all of these euthanized animals were disposed of in landfills in accordance with federal, state and local regulations.


Included in the 255 animals of interest were 28 that were positively identified as being part of that group of 81 animals that entered the U.S, and of course that 81 included the positive cow.  There were also 7 heifers that were positively identified out of a group of 17 heifers, which were known to have originated from that source herd in Alberta, Canada.  It's not believed that all of those 17 actually entered the United States; but nevertheless all of them would be considered minimal risk due to their age as well as the fact that they also because of their age would not have presumably been exposed to the same feed source that infected the positive animal.


So a summary of the 255 animals that were sacrificed and tested negative, 28 were known to be part of the 81 that entered the United States; 220 couldn't be excluded and therefore might have been part of that 81, and then 7 heifers that were part of the group of 17 heifers, some of which but perhaps not all of which entered the United States.


Based on the culling practice from local dairies in the northwestern part of the country it's estimated that USDA should have been able to locate about 11 of the 25 cattle in the group of 81 that comprised the high-risk birth cohorts.  In other words, the 25 animals that would have been born up to a year before or up to a year after the birthday of the positive cow.


The fact that culling practices would have suggested that we should have found 11 of those 25 and we actually found 14 of those 25 is certainly a credit to the hard work of our field force.


We feel very confident that the remaining animals, the ones that we were not able to positively identify, represent little risk.  First of all, many of them could have been included in that group of 220 that we couldn't rule out.  Secondly, even in countries like the UK where the prevalence of BSE has been very high it's been very uncommon to find more than one or perhaps two positive animals in an infected herd.  Any of those animals that would have gone to slaughter in the United States if they were nonambulatory or showing any signs of nervous system disorder which would be, both of those would be consistent with an animal with clinical BSE, any of those animals would have been condemned at slaughter and not allowed into the human food chain.


Of course any animal slaughtered after January 12 would have the specified risk materials removed, and those SRMs or specified risk materials wouldn't be allowed into the human food chain.  SRMs again are those tissues or portions of the carcass that are likely to contain the infectious agent if an animal happens to be infected.


Finally, we've had an effective feed ban in place in the United States for over six years; thus, preventing the likely transmission of the disease to other animals.  There are some 2,000 tons of meat and bone meal that are currently being held that is potentially contaminated with protein from the positive cow, and that meat and bone meal will be disposed of in landfills -- again, in accordance with all federal, state and local regulations.


Let me now address the International Review Subcommittee Report.  This report was delivered to the Secretary's Advisory Committee on Foreign Animal and Poultry Diseases last Wednesday, the morning of February 4.

  That same afternoon the co-chairs of the Advisory Committee plus Dr. Ulrich Kihm and Dr. Will Hueston from the International Subcommittee provided the Secretary a copy of the report and briefed her on its content.


The International Team commended the Secretary on the open and transparent manner in which this investigation was conducted and the manner in which their review team findings were reported to the public and to the media.


This report identified several positive findings and actions that are consistent with those already taken by the United States since finding this BSE-positive cow.  They commended the Department on the comprehensive and thorough epidemiological investigation, and suggested that all relevant information had been obtained at this point.  The subcommittee recommended to conclude the investigation, and that of course is consistent with the actions that we have taken to do just that.


They stated that tracing and recall of the rendered meat and bone meal that may have been contaminated with SRMs from the index cow was effective and appropriate.  The subcommittee indicated that the U.S. ban on specified risk materials from cattle over 30 months of age removes the highest risk tissues from the human food supply and is in accordance with international standards.


The subcommittee confirmed that the action taken by the Secretary in her December 30 announcement to prohibit air injection stunning for slaughter animals was appropriate.


In addition, the subcommittee confirmed that the validity of the Secretary's announcement to prohibit advanced meat recovery or AMR from cattle over 30 months of age from entering the human food chain was appropriate.  The subcommittee recognized that the food safety merit of prohibiting nonambulatory cattle from entering the food chain but at the same time acknowledging and cautioning on the challenges this action presents to our surveillance effort.


They confirmed that the testing of all normal slaughter cattle for human consumption is scientifically not justified, both in terms of protecting human health as well as animal health.  They recommended the adoption of rapid screening tests, which of course is consistent with the Department's announcement to accept application for licensure of such tests on January 9.  The subcommittee acknowledged the importance of an effective animal identification and traceability system, once again consistent with the Secretary's announcement to accelerate the implementation of such a plan in the United States.


The subcommittee acknowledged that the efforts of the U.S. government to follow a science-based approach to policy formulation and also recognize our efforts to act responsibly with regard to containment and proper destruction of risk materials in order to protect human health, animal health and the environment.


The subcommittee also made several additional recommendations, all of which we are fully analyzing along with our FDA colleagues as appropriate.  These additional recommendations include one for a very aggressive surveillance program that would target all high-risk animals; that is, nonambulatory animals and animals with central nervous system disorder.  This testing would be for a limited period of time and then we would reevaluate our overall BSE program based upon the results from that intensive surveillance.


The subcommittee also recognized the merits of some level of testing of normal and especially aged cattle at slaughter.  But again, not all animals at slaughter but a specific population and especially those that might be aged, and that those would be the animals that could have been exposed to feed prior to the feed ban.


The subcommittee recommended that a number of laboratories throughout the U.S. should be approved by our National Veterinary Services Laboratories or NVSL to conduct screening tests as part of the National Surveillance Program.


The National Reference Laboratory should remain within NVSL and NVSL should be responsible for any confirmatory or proficiency testing.


The subcommittee urged the United States to collaborate with the global community in the evaluation and validation of new BSE diagnostic tests, and as for feed issues the subcommittee recommends the banning of specified risk materials from feed as well as the complete mammalian-to-ruminant feed ban.  This recommendation is based on the possibility of cross-contamination in ruminant-to-ruminant feed ban as we currently have in the United States.


The subcommittee emphasized the need for an effective educational and outreach program for BSE.


Just in conclusion, as we have been saying, the subcommittee recognized that the North American BSE situation very vividly demonstrates that unwarranted and very significant financial impact occurs when importing countries fail to comply with the science-based international rules regarding trade as it relates to BSE.  And the subcommittee also hoped that the U.S. will continue to demonstrate leadership in trade matters by adopting import and export policies which are in accordance with the science and with those international standards.  And by continuing to do so they felt that the U.S. can help to discourage irrational trade barriers when countries identify their first case of BSE.


As Jim mentioned, I thought I would give a brief update as well on the avian influenza situation that has been developing since the end of last week, and I will do that right now before we go to the questions.  


Just to summarize the situation in Delaware on Friday, February 6, a case of avian influenza was reported in a flock of 12,000 chickens in Kent County, Delaware.  This flock had been experiencing respiratory signs and depression but very low mortality.  Samples from the flock were evaluated by serology as well as DNA testing, PCR testing, and that indicated that this was a H7 type avian influenza virus.


Confirmatory samples are currently at our National Veterinary Services Laboratory and NVSL has already confirmed that it is an H7 virus.  Because it's an H7 that clarifies that this situation is completely unrelated to the H5N1 avian influenza that is currently being seen in Asia.


There is no evidence that this H7 virus that we're seeing in Delaware is infectious to people.  Again, no evidence that the H7 virus in Delaware is infectious to people.


Because this particular flock grows chickens specifically for the live bird market in New York and New Jersey we would expect that the virus is very likely to be the same low pathogenic H7N2 virus that we have been finding in the live bird market system for a number years.  We do not yet have the nerminidase (sp) or N-typing on this particular virus, so we can't confirm that at this point.  But being an H7 and with epidemiological links to the live bird market would suggest that we're probably going to find the same H7N2 virus that again is low-pathogenic and has been circulating in that live bird market system for a number of years.


This affected flock in Delaware was depopulated on Saturday, February 7, under the order of the state of Delaware.  The birds will be disposed of through composting and will not be removed from the premises.  USDA is assisting the state in the depopulation and the cleanup efforts as we speak.


In the meantime, the state of Delaware has instituted a quarantine of the affected farm and susceptible farms within a two-mile radius of that index farm.  And they will be conducting surveillance testing within a six-mile zone around that infected premises.


To date, South Korea, Singapore, and Poland have temporarily banned imports due to the finding of avian influenza in Delaware.


With that, Operator, I think it's time to go to questions and answers.  And we'll be glad to take those on both BSE and avian influenza, and we would remind everyone that we have Steve Sundlof on from FDA.


OPERATOR:  Yes.  Thank you, sir.  Our first one is coming from Shankar Vedantam.  Please state your company, sir.


SHANKAR VEDANTAM:  Shankar Vedantam from the Washington Post.


Dr. DeHaven, you say that essentially 53 animals from the original birth herd including 14 animals from the birth cohort have not yet been identified.  I'm first hoping that my math is correct, but more importantly why would you conclude an investigation when so many of the animals that are of interest have still not been found?


DR. DEHAVEN:  Thank you, Shankar.  First of all, many of those animals were moved into the United States a number of years ago, and so because of that timeframe some of the paper trail has gotten cold.  We are not able to trace those animals from a paper trail standpoint.  Also, many of them had animal identification in their ear, which over a period of two to three years you would expect some of them, some of those tags to have been lost.


Also based on the analysis done by our Center for Epidemiology and Animal Health a number of those animals could well have gone to slaughter at this point in time.


So again, we would only have expected to find about 44 of the 81 animals of general interest and would only expected to have found 11 of the 25 that really are the animals of interest having been born within a two-year window of the positive animal.


The fact that we found 14 of them and would only have expected based on statistical analysis to have found 11 of them, is a credit to the thoroughness and the hard work by our epidemiological team in the state of Washington.


And then for the number of reasons that I mentioned, even not finding them all we think that they represent very little risk.  And that was a comment made by the International Review Team as well.  They suggested that we had gone further than we needed to already, concurring with the recommendation to close the investigation and not chase as what they characterized to be "past risk" but instead focus our effort on future programs.


So that, in fact, is what we were doing, and our actions clearly were confirmed by the recommendations of the subcommittee.




I would just remind everyone that we have taken the actions necessary to protect both human and animal health with the ante-mortem inspection that would exclude animals from entering the food chain that would be exhibiting any nervous system disorder.  With the Secretary's announcement to not allow nonambulatory animals into the food chain and with especially the removal of specified risk materials from any animal over 30 months of age we've taken essentially all of the measures that we can possibly take to protect public health even if there are more positive animals out there.


And of course at this point we would think, or the evidence would suggest, that there probably were no other positive animals in that herd or from the animals that came from that herd in Alberta, Canada.


Secondly, with the feed ban in place if any of those animals or protein from those animals had entered the feed chain, with our ruminant-to-ruminant feed ban we have a very effective measure to protect animal health.  So again, sorry for the long answer but I think it simply comes down to a matter of we never expected to be able to find all of them.  It's remarkable that we found the number that we did, and as confirmed by the Review Team it's time to move on from here.


Operator, next question, please?


OPERATOR:  Yes.  Our next one is coming from Mike McGinnis.  Please state your company, sir.


MIKE MCGINNIS:  Yes, hi.  Mike McGinnis with DTN. 


And this is a question probably for the avian influenza flu, but the big question is how isolated this case is in Delaware, and we think this farmer was in the live market and was able to maybe get this bird flu from the live market in New York and New Jersey.  What do you think about this not being so isolated in Delaware if we think that we got it in New York?


DR. DEHAVEN:  Thank you for that question.  I think one of the pieces of background information you need to have is that influenza viruses are endemic in wild fowl and migrating bird populations.  So it's not a disease that we can totally eradicate.  We have had an ongoing surveillance program in those live bird markets for a number of years.  And once the virus is in the system it's very difficult to totally eliminate.  It would be like trying to eliminate flu viruses that affect people every year.


So this is the time of the year that we very commonly and not unexpectedly find some outbreaks of avian influenza.  Historically this is the kind of thing that we see several times during the year.  In this case I think the awareness is simply heightened because of the activity in Asia with a very highly pathogenic form of the virus, and in fact one that affects humans.


So I think what we're seeing here is something that we have been working with and have a controlled effort underway and have had for a number of years that's simply getting more attention because of the media situation in Asia.


I have to commend the state of Delaware and the poultry industry for their very prompt and very thorough actions to quarantine and depopulate this flock.  The concern is once you've identified an infected flock the longer the birds are allowed to survive the greater the chance is for spread of that disease because it is a contagious disease, and people and equipment moving on and off that farm can spread the disease.


Which is probably how it came to this particular premise in the first place is the movement of birds, equipment and/or people.


There has been within the industry ongoing surveillance, and I'm talking about the commercial industry.  And the fact that all of that surveillance has been negative would suggest that it hasn't spread or there is no wide spread of this particular virus.


Having said that, that is why the state is going to the effort to put restrictions on movement of birds from all premises within a two-mile radius and doing surveillance testing, intensive surveillance testing within a six-mile zone or radius around this as that other normal surveillance would continue as well.


So again, it's not like we just happened upon this particular situation, and it's not like we don't have ongoing surveillance within the commercial industry.  Indeed, we do.  And probably more importantly this particular situation is not uncommon to what we have been finding multiple times over the past couple, several years.


Operator, next question, please?

            OPERATOR:  Yes.  Our next one is coming from Philip Brasher.  Please state your company, sir.


PHILIP BRASHER:  Des Moines Register.


This is for Dr. Sundlof.  Dr. Sundlof, what is FDA doing with -- are you considering this recommendation to ban SRMs from animal feed and pet food?  And do you believe you have the legal authority to do so?


DR. STEPHEN SUNDLOF:  I'm sorry.  I couldn't hear the whole question.  Could you repeat it, please?


MR. BRASHER:  Yeah.  Is FDA actively considering this recommendation to exclude SRM, cattle SRMs from all animal feed and pet food, and does FDA believe it has legal authority to do so?


DR. SUNDLOF:  Well, I think we believe we have the authority if we determine that is the appropriate step to take.  We did not announce that as part of our proposed changes to the regulations on the feed ban.  We did so, we did not because in looking at the Harvard Risk assessment it did not appear that that particular measure was essential to minimize BSE in this country.  So we were a little bit surprised at the recommendation from the expert committee.  And we're trying to understand right now why there seem to be really two different views on the SRM issue.


The Harvard Risk Assessment indicates that even if as many as 500 animals, BSE-infected animals, were to enter into the US cattle herd that within a period of time not to exceed 20 years that the disease would eradicate itself.  It would vanish.


And so, and that's quite a different outcome than what I think the recommendations of the Expert Committee are.  So we are taking the report into account.  That will become part of the record as we go forward with our rulemaking.  In the meantime we are going to try and resolve whatever differences there may be between what Harvard has indicated and what it appears the Expert Committee has recommended.




DR. DEHAVEN:  Operator, next question, please?


OPERATOR:  Yes.  Our next one is coming from Sally Schuff.  Please state your company, ma'am.


SALLY SCHUFF:  Yes, hi.  This is Sally Schuff.  I'm with Feedstuffs.


My question is, the Expert Subcommittee strongly recommended a one-year surveillance program for all high-risk animals in order to get a determination of what the status in the U.S. is.  That surveillance has become more difficult and seems like more disorganized because of the ban on the nonambulatory cattle.  Can you tell me what is going to happen here in the near term on surveillance, particularly the intensive surveillance that was suggested?


DR. DEHAVEN:  This is Dr. DeHaven.  We had already as you know targeted 40,000 of those targeted population of the high-risk animals or those animals that are most likely to show the disease.  We'd already made 40,000 our target for this year.  And so as we speak now that is still the target, and we are working to shift our focus from obtaining those samples at slaughter to obtaining them elsewhere in the system, which would include at renderers, at livestock markets, on the farm, veterinary diagnostic laboratories, at public health laboratories that might be testing some of those same brains for rabies, et cetera.


So that process is in the works.  We don't make that kind of shift overnight, but in fact our goal at this point in time is still to obtain those 40,000 samples, plus or minus a few.


Having said that, we certainly are analyzing the recommendation from the International Review Team.  They did suggest that we get all of them, and in discussions with the team what they suggest is that we should try and get all that we can recognizing that with our farming and ranching practices and the size of this country "all" literally is not possible; but try and get all that we can.


So we are analyzing that option, but in the meantime still focusing on the target high-risk population at the 40,000 rate.  And then can always make modifications based on any future decisions that may or may not be made.


Operator, next question, please?


OPERATOR:  Our next one is coming from Tracey Wright.  Please state your company.


TRACEY WRIGHT:  Hi.  Tracy Wright with Global Television.


I'm just wondering if you an update us on the situation with the Canadian question of reducing the ban on Canadian cattle and products.  You had said that you had to deal with the comment period information that came in that ended on January 5, but I'm wondering if that has changed, if you have any plans today or in the near future to change that ban.


DR. DEHAVEN:  No.  At the same place we were before. We mentioned that upon completion of the investigation as well as receipt of the report from the International Review Team we would subsequently be making that decision, so we're still analyzing that.  No definitive decision has been made at this point in time.  But that's one of the items that is currently under active discussion at this point.  So at this point that is unchanged other than certainly we now have all of the information that's coming our way as far as the analysis that would be necessary to make that decision.


Next question, Operator?


OPERATOR:  Yes, sir.  Our next question is coming from Curt Dreyfuss .


CURT DREYFUSS:  Ira Dreyfuss actually, AP.  Close enough.


I just have to find out a few things.  One of them is, the status of the meat recall.  What ever happened to all of the meat involved?  Has that been traced?  And if not, how much of it is untraced?  We can begin with that.


Also, could you clarify, of the animals of interest how many of them were among the 81?  So like we can do the subtraction and say how many animals in the 81 you have found and how many are left to be found?  Or how many are left?


DR. DEHAVEN:  Okay.  Let me take the first question as it relates to the meat recall.  Unfortunately we do not have with us today an FSIS representative, but they are updating their website and keeping it updated on the status of that meat recall.  So I would refer you to their website.  And I just feel compelled to point out that again that meat recall was taken out of as we refer to as “an abundance of caution,” not because we feel that meat represents any public health risk but just again out of an abundance of caution that that recall was even initiated to begin with.


As far as the numbers of animals, let me again reiterate that there were 81 animals that came in one shipment from the birth herd in Alberta, Canada, in September.  That 81 would have included the positive index cow.  So including her, we positively identified 29 of the 81.  By international standards they would suggest that we shouldn't have even been bothering to look for all 81, that in fact we should have limited our effort to just the 25 of that 81 that were born a year before to a year after the birthdate of the positive cow.


We found 14 of those 25 animals.  The remaining 11 could potentially, several of them included in those 220 animals that we were not able to rule out;  in other words, of the population of animals of interest those that we couldn't definitively say were, nor could we definitively say they were not part of the 81.


Some of them very likely have gone to slaughter and would have been subjected to the safeguard measures that I've mentioned a couple of times already, but the likelihood of finding many if any more of those 11 out of the 25 or the whatever the number you get when you subtract 29 from 81, whatever balance that is, the likelihood of finding any of those or many of those animals is pretty slim at this point.  We've done a thorough and comprehensive job.  So again, based on our assessment, based on the measures that have been put in place as safeguards and also based on the recommendation of the International Review Subcommittee we have concluded that portion of our effort, concluded the investigation, and wouldn't expect to find many of those animals at this point.


Operator, next question, please?


OPERATOR:  Yes.  Our next one is coming from Randy Fabi.  Your line is open, sir.  Please state your company.


RANDY FABI:  Reuters.


Yes.  Hi.  I wondered on the trade aspect Mexico has said that it would begin easing its ban on U.S. beef as soon as the USDA completes its investigation.  I was wondering where those negotiations were.  And also with Japan, the Japanese Agriculture Minister said that there was a possibility of easing its ban under some new rules.  I was wondering where that was also.

DR. DEHAVEN:  As far as the Japanese situation, Under Secretary J.B. Penn will be leaving sometime later this week or early part of next week to Japan to continue those discussions and of course armed with the information from the International Review Subcommittee Report and the conclusions from our investigations.  So we are actively continuing the discussions with some of our Asian trading partners, especially Japan and Korea.


As far as Mexico, again active communication and discussions are happening at several levels, from my level as the chief veterinary officer to higher at the Under Secretary level with Under Secretary Hawks actively engaged along with others in discussions with Mexico and hopefully some lifting of restrictions there.


So nothing in terms of definitive statements to make at this point, Randy, other than we are working closely with our counterparts at several levels in those countries and the discussions are ongoing -- I probably should say with increased fervor now that we have both the investigation complete as well as report from the International Review Subcommittee.


Operator, we'll take two more questions.  So if we could have the first one, please?


OPERATOR:  Yes.  It's Daniel Goldstein.  Please state your company, sir.


DAN GOLDSTEIN:  Yeah, hi.  Dan Goldstein with Bloomberg News.


I guess this is a two-part question.  It has to go back to the 200 tons of animal feed or MBM, meat and bone meal feed, that you found from the infected cow.  Dr. DeHaven, can you give us a little bit of detail on how that 200 tons was identified and tracked down?  And maybe also Dr. Sundlof can add to that too.


DR. DEHAVEN:  Actually I'm going to defer that entirely to Dr. Sundlof.  Steve, I think it was 2,000 tons.  But if you could take that, please?


DR. SUNDLOF:  Yes.  It was 2,000 tons.  And I can give you a little bit of background on how that was all tracked down and why it turned out to be such a large number when you consider that the amount of beef that was recalled was only around 10,000 pounds.


When we learned of the case on December 23 we immediately sent our field investigating units out to the two main rendering sites:  the two main processing plants -- the one that originally slaughtered the animal and then the second one that was a boning and grinding plant.


And, which is where all of the SRM materials would have been disposed of is through rendering.


We found the two renderers or the renderers that serviced both of those plants, and we worked with them to put a hold on the material.


Now the animal was slaughtered on December 9, we asked the rendering companies to hold all materials from December 1 through December 23 so that -- and the reason is because a lot of this material gets commingled after it's processed into meat and bone meal or other products that come out of the rendering process.


And so it was really impossible to tell whether some of the product that was even produced before the animal was slaughtered might have been commingled with the material from the animal that was slaughtered.  So that's why we went back to December 1.  Again because of a lot of commingling we asked the companies to voluntarily hold all of the material all the way through December 23.


Looking at their records, this indicates that we would have captured any infectious material that may have been present from the cow that was slaughtered on December 9.  But through all of the commingling and distribution channels that occur with meat and bone meal it was impossible to distinguish that which just came from the cow with all of the other material that was out there.


And when we looked, it turned out to be 2,000 tons of material that could have potentially been contaminated.


And so we established control of all of that material.  It is being disposed of in accordance with the states where it is located right now, with their environmental laws, with the EPA and any other jurisdiction.  But it will not go into animal feed or any other product that FDA regulates.


DR. DEHAVEN:  Thanks, Steve.


Operator, we'll take the last question.


OPERATOR:  Yes.  And it's coming from Toby Moore.


TOBY MOORE:  Toby Moore, USA Poultry and Ag Export Council.


Dr. DeHaven, a couple of quickies.  Could you repeat the countries that you have gotten official word that have banned partially or totally U.S. poultry imports because of the AI in Western Delaware?  And also can you be a little bit more specific about what kind of tests the people did a the premises to make the preliminary determination that it was low-path H7?


DR. DEHAVEN:  Toby, I don't know that I have at this point a complete list of all of the countries that have imposed complete or partial bans.  The ones I reported were South Korea, Singapore, Poland, and I think Japan as well.  And there was some discussion that Hong Kong has or may.  Again, I don't know that that is a complete listing or not.  But those are the ones that we have heard about.


In terms of the tests that were conducted on the farm, initially it's a rapid screening test called a directogen (sp), which identifies avian influenza viruses.  And when they had a positive directogen test they ran PCR, the Palmer Chain Reaction, looking for specific portions of the DNA or RNA from the virus.  So PCR testing and directogen.


When samples were received on Saturday at our National Veterinary Services Laboratories in Ames, Iowa, they repeated the PCR and confirmed that this is an H7 virus, and therefore we know definitively it is not the same virus that has been circulating in Asia.


We are doing virus isolation as we speak.  Once we've isolated a virus then we can subject it to the pathogenicity testing to determine whether it is a low-path virus or a high-path virus.  But I can tell you at this point clinically it looks like a low- pathogenic virus, again in contrast to the high-pathogenic virus that is currently circulating in portions of Asia.


With that, I want to again thank all of you on the call for your participation in these series of BSE briefings.  I think by and large the reporting that you've done has been very thorough and very responsible, so I want to thank everyone for that.




Steve Sundlof, thanks again for your untiring support and cooperation with us through all of the briefings that we've had, and for burning up the road between Rockville and Washington, DC to come to many of these meetings and briefings personally.


With that, Joyce, I'll turn it back to Jim Rogers for some concluding remarks.


MR. ROGERS:  Ladies and gentlemen, these concluding remarks will be short.  You have reached the conclusion of today's technical briefing.  We hope to later on today have the final BSE update on our website.  You can find that either at the USDA or APHIS website, http://www.usda.gov or http://www.aphis.usda.gov. 


Thank you again for participating and have a nice day.

#

