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Executive Summary 125 

<Placeholder> 126 

Introduction 127 

The role of fresh fruits and vegetables in a healthy diet is undisputed. However, outbreaks of food-128 
borne illness associated with fresh produce commodities have presented a conundrum that has lasting 129 
impacts on consumer confidence and decision making. Despite these concerns, the health benefits of 130 
fruit and vegetable consumption far outweigh the risks, especially when factoring in the number of 131 
produce servings consumed in the United States each day. Ensuring the safety of fresh fruits and 132 
vegetables presents complex challenges for industry members, researchers, and regulators primarily 133 
due to the lack of a “kill step”, the difficulty in controlling environmental hazards in an outdoor (and 134 
even indoor) environment, and the need for multiple controls throughout the supply chain, among 135 
other factors.  136 
 137 
“Produce” is a fragmented industry, with many members only recently subject to federal produce-138 
specific food safety regulations. Prior to the Food Safety Modernization Act Produce Safety Rule, 139 
market requirements (often imposed by produce buyers) drove the implementation of food safety 140 
practices and market forces continue to have significant impact today. These siloed approaches, 141 
however, have compelled produce growers and packers to expend significant resources (for example, 142 
on multiple third-party audits) for arguably limited return on reducing food safety hazards and risks.  143 
 144 
A number of task forces, workgroups, meetings, and other efforts aimed at improving the safety of 145 
fresh produce have occurred over the past 20 years. Some have included a wide range of stakeholders 146 
(e.g., the 2019 Romaine Task Force), whereas others have focused efforts on the role of supply chain 147 
members (e.g., Leafy Greens Marketing Agreements of growers/ shippers/handlers; Leafy Green Safety 148 
Coalition of buyers).  149 
 150 
The Produce Safety Dialogue grew from the efforts of several organizations, including members of the 151 
Fresh Produce Coalition (https://go.wga.com/fresh-produce-coalition), who recognized that, despite 152 
many ongoing activities, some fundamental, deeply rooted obstacles to produce safety needed to be 153 
addressed. While there have been numerous efforts to convene and align produce safety 154 
improvements in the last decade, few have resulted in practical and actionable solutions with 155 
widespread applicability and measurable industry-wide impacts. 156 

https://go.wga.com/fresh-produce-coalition
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 157 
To conceptualize a long-standing working model to address this need, the Reagan-Udall Foundation for 158 
the FDA, at the FDA’s request, engaged with produce system stakeholders including those from 159 
agricultural communities, consumer groups, industry, academia, and government (Figure 1). These 160 
discussions aimed to develop a shared understanding of the challenges and opportunities in fresh 161 
produce safety, while supporting efforts to foster greater consumption and accessibility to safe, 162 
wholesome fruits and vegetables.  163 
 164 
Figure 1. Produce Safety Dialogue Process 165 

 166 
 167 
This effort is unprecedented not only because of the inclusiveness of stakeholder viewpoints and the 168 
long-term horizon scanning activities undertaken by each workgroup, but also because this community 169 
assembled, worked, and deliberated in a proactive fashion. Almost every previous produce safety 170 
initiative was done in response to an outbreak or other acute issue. Discussing issues in a “time of 171 
peace” revealed the differences in priorities between different participants. In the absence of an 172 
outbreak and/or commodity to rally around, what surfaced was a fundamental lack of trust (between 173 
buyers and suppliers; between industry and government) and inclination to “plant their flag” and hold 174 
fast to a position rather than explore a collective solution. It is only through continuing conversation, 175 
developing relationships, and identifying some small tangible ‘wins’ that the produce stakeholder 176 
community will align to tackle larger, systematic issues.  Many participants noted that the nature and 177 
tone of the conversation were impacted by recent changes within the federal government, including 178 
those that resulted in staffing and funding cuts or uncertainties around research funding, extension 179 
services, and state and local inspectional and outbreak response capacity. As federal support in 180 
produce safety appears to be diminishing, the need for collaborative public-private sector efforts 181 
increases.  182 
  183 
Although the FDA provided the initial funding to accelerate the conversation, all stakeholders should 184 
contribute solutions, particularly considering the current emphasis on small and efficient government. 185 
The proposed roadmap is intended to aid a small, dedicated group of stakeholders (e.g., a self-186 
identified steering committee) in evolving the conversation, building trust among various stakeholder 187 
groups, and tackling long term issues.  This report captures these most recent conversations along with 188 
the historical context of industry progress. The recommendations within this document incorporate key 189 
elements that individual work groups and meeting attendees identified as critical priorities.  190 
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Section I: Roadmap to Produce Safety Success 191 

Roadmap: Step 1. Getting Started 192 

This document aspires to capture a roadmap for improving produce safety via a coordinated set of 193 

activities over a multi-year period. The content is the result of engaging a relatively large, diverse, and 194 

enthusiastic group of volunteers who worked over the course of several months to critically evaluate 195 

produce safety needs and opportunities. Their work not only yielded this roadmap, but it also 196 

demonstrates strong public sector and private sector interest in improving produce safety. 197 

Previous short-term efforts did not include the development of a structure to support sustained 198 

collaborations. This effort (the Produce Safety Dialogue), however, exposed some deeply rooted issues 199 

(beginning with the need to build trust and recalibrate the power and economic differentials in the 200 

system) that will take years to address; thus, options for funding and governing a long-term 201 

collaborative are proposed. 202 

Said another way, a roadmap is not useful without a vehicle to travel down the road. The first stop on 203 

the roadmap is choosing the vehicle (i.e., choosing what sort of collaborative structure—referred to as 204 

‘enduring collaboration’ or a public-private partnership—should be established to pursue the steps in 205 

the roadmap). The work group that developed options for an enduring collaboration recommends that 206 

a subset of volunteers representing the produce industry (comprised of the whole supply chain), their 207 

trade associations, and regulators, help kick off the enduring collaboration, which is recommended to 208 

be structured as an alliance.  These volunteers can develop a request for proposals and select a “home” 209 

and/or formally identify a facilitator to maintain momentum. This is further described in Section II: 210 

Enduring Collaborations to Support Progress.  211 

If an alliance or other entity is established, this report can serve as the basis for the work that would be 212 

coordinated by that entity: it is a path on which the vehicle can travel. The intent is to better coordinate 213 

existing and more narrowly focused activities and to maximize efficiency and build networks needed to 214 

effect long term change.  215 

Overall, many individuals and organizations are working diligently to improve food safety, but change is 216 

needed because:  217 

• The nation’s food system fragmented, uncoordinated, under-resourced and not aligned around 218 

a common strategy for making produce safer.   219 

• Doing more of the same and even doing it better will not suffice to reduce foodborne illness 220 

attributed to fresh produce and foster consumer confidence. 221 

• The production, harvest, and handling of fresh produce has become increasingly complex with 222 

extreme weather, advancing technologies, evolving consumer expectations, and globalization of 223 

trade.  224 
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• Current food safety, conservation, and other regulatory policies do not always incentivize the 225 

adoption of new approaches to growing, harvesting, packing, shipping, and storing of fresh 226 

produce. 227 

Priorities for an Enduring Collaboration  228 

Once an enduring collaboration, such as an alliance, is established, it can serve to coordinate and 229 

facilitate many existing efforts. As part of the Produce Safety Dialogue process, several priorities were 230 

identified by each of the eight work groups. At the meeting in April 2025, participants, both in-person 231 

and online, reviewed those priorities, added any omitted concepts, and ranked their top five by placing 232 

“votes” next to each (Figure 2). The resulting five priorities can be used to guide the activities of an 233 

enduring collaboration.  Further discussion revealed 234 

interest in prioritizing the most impactful areas for 235 

produce safety and identifying those activities that 236 

may be less impactful. There was also an interest in 237 

piloting a collaboration around a specific issue such 238 

as agricultural water to explore how a collaboration 239 

could function on a more targeted issue. Finally, 240 

there was recognition that advocating to maintain 241 

(and preferentially grow) the current produce safety 242 

infrastructure (e.g., public health systems, ability to 243 

respond to outbreaks, funding for research and 244 

extension) would require diverse stakeholders to 245 

align around messaging. 246 

Maintaining What is Working Well 247 

While this effort focused mainly on what is needed to improve 248 

produce safety, it is important to recognize the tremendous effort that goes into maintaining a safe supply of 249 

fresh produce today. Stakeholders, via a questionnaire distributed in the fall of 2024, identified many efforts and 250 

activities that serve to advance produce safety. The following were the most commonly mentioned efforts, 251 

programs, and resources that benefit produce safety and should presumably continue or be enhanced and 252 

further supported: 253 

• Education and Outreach (including PSA trainings, Extension) (50 Mentions)  254 

• On-Farm Readiness Reviews (OFRRs) (15 Mentions)  255 

• State-led inspection programs (20 Mentions)  256 

• Collaboration across state, federal, and industry (20 Mentions)  257 

• Research support (especially CPS-funded research projects) (15 Mentions)  258 

• Improved awareness and communication (15 Mentions)  259 

• Flexibility in regulations (educate while regulate) (10 Mentions)  260 

Maintain and expand surveillance and outbreak 
investigations, root cause analysis, and sharing of 

learnings

Create sustainable funding frameworks for produce 
safety outreach

Arrive at consensus on what data is needed; improve 
data literacy and utilization

Establish a plan to develop regional hubs for produce 
safety research that include fields and facilities

Continue buyer dialogue about mechanisms for 
collaboration

Figure 2. Top five produce safety priorities 

selected by meeting participants.  
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• Traceability initiatives and GAP audits (10 Mentions)  261 

• Improved sanitation and environmental monitoring focus (5 Mentions)  262 

• Remote training (webinars, podcasts, etc.) (5 Mentions) 263 

Collaboration Built on Trust 264 

In addition to the specific priorities for new activity and maintaining some existing practices, the trust 265 

deficit within the fresh produce ecosystem must be addressed. Through feedback from work group 266 

members and discussion amongst the April 2025 meeting participants, it is clear that trust is lacking. 267 

Trust and transparency are not just buzzwords – they are essential components of resilience and long-268 

term success. Trust and transparency rarely emerge organically; they must be built through sustained 269 

efforts that span all aspects and responsible parties within the food system. Trust is essential in building 270 

collaborative relationships to address complex challenges in the safety of fresh fruits and vegetables. 271 

When growers, regulators, scientists, and industry leaders trust one another, they are more likely to 272 

share critical information, align on best practices, and support unified produce safety standards. This 273 

collective confidence enables faster problem-solving, greater transparency, and more effective 274 

implementation of food safety measures, ultimately protecting public health and strengthening the 275 

entire produce supply chain. The collaboration should also identify additional stakeholders to engage, 276 

particularly in building trust. These may be social scientists with expertise in public health, change 277 

management, and psychology and behavioral science. An important step towards establishing a 278 

continuing collaboration in produce safety is to identify shared goals and concrete items that lead to 279 

collectively pursuing solution-oriented outcomes.  280 

Change theory suggests that taking a series of steps, utilizing both relational and trust building 281 

strategies (See Figure 3), can yield increased trust among implementation stakeholders, leading to 282 

positive and sustainable implementation outcomes (Metz et. Al., 2022). Envisioning what success looks 283 

like through the lens of each stakeholder – growers, processors, shippers, retailers, foodservice 284 

members, public health professionals, educators, and regulators – will likely yield disparate results but 285 

is a critical part of addressing existing power differentials. In fact, the Dialogue’s April 2025 meeting 286 

suggests that different stakeholder groups have different definitions of success. 287 

While there may be a perception that responsibility for produce safety lies more heavily on certain 288 

members within the food system, all stakeholders are part of a larger agricultural and economic 289 

ecosystem that makes it challenging for one player alone to find solutions and bear the costs for 290 

improvement. This underscores the importance of identifying a shared goal so that a variety of 291 

strategies can be employed to build trusting relationships which result in the intended public health 292 

outcomes.  293 
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Figure 3. Theoretical model for trusting relationships and implementation. 294 

Pursuing systemic change in produce safety aims to address root causes through broad reforms such as 295 

overhauling regulatory frameworks or reshaping industry best practices. Systemic change can yield 296 

long-term, sustainable impacts. However, tackling such comprehensive problems requires significant 297 

time investment, extensive coordination, and consensus on issues endemic to the realities of growing, 298 

harvesting, and handling fresh produce.  299 

In contrast, focusing on tangible, incremental steps like improving sanitation practices or enhancing 300 

agricultural water quality may offer quicker, more measurable progress and can build momentum for 301 

larger change. During the April 2025 meeting discussions, it was suggested that one topic (agricultural 302 

water) be selected as a ‘proof of concept’ to test the ways in which diverse stakeholders can reach 303 

consensus and ultimately develop a framework for approaches to tackle other produce safety 304 

challenges. There are benefits and downsides to a more focused approach; while it may provide a 305 

concrete “thing” to work on, a specific topic may not be inclusive of all stakeholders. While systemic 306 

change provides a visionary foundation, incremental action ensures continuous improvement; ideally, 307 

both approaches work in tandem to drive comprehensive and lasting positive public health outcomes.  308 

A process-oriented approach to making meaningful change involves focusing on the underlying 309 

processes and systems that drive behavior and outcomes, rather than just addressing the symptoms of 310 

the problem. This approach emphasizes creating a collaborative environment, developing a shared 311 

vision, and making incremental changes that build toward a more sustainable transformation. A 312 

continuing collaboration in produce safety will need to identify and engage the right groups of 313 

stakeholders to advance each of the following proposed elements (See Figure 4) of the roadmap to 314 

fresh produce safety. 315 

Figure 4. Steps toward developing a roadmap and enduring collaborations in produce safety. 316 
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 317 

Roadmap: Step 2. Defining Acceptable Risk and the Appropriate Level of 318 

Protection 319 

Unless improving produce safety is quantitatively defined, there is no target to measure progress 320 

toward “better”. Within the produce industry, there is a high level of risk aversion and at the same time 321 

an impractical aspiration to achieve “zero risk”. Whether characterized as “whack a mole”, “shiny 322 

object”, or “competing priorities”, there are numerous actions taken today in the name of produce 323 

safety without a clear definition of their relative value toward achieving a certain outcome. The 324 

outcome needs to be defined and continually refined as more is learned from research, root cause 325 

analysis, and historical trends.  326 

Achieving this step may be extremely difficult. As one meeting participant stated, “We are stuck in risk 327 

assessment and need to move to risk management”. Unfortunately, major gaps exist in risk literacy, and 328 

until these gaps are closed, achieving a more realistic view of risk tolerance is challenging. Balancing 329 

the philosophy that one illness or death related to a fresh produce outbreak is one too many against a 330 

numerical risk target that identifies an inevitability of potential adverse outcomes is uncomfortable. 331 

Consumer groups and the public health community must be engaged in this discussion, and consider 332 

data around consumer confidence and the health benefits of increased produce consumption (and 333 

thereby a resulting decrease in chronic diseases). The Policy and Economic Opportunities work group 334 

emphasized the importance of public health advocacy, specifically around establishing risk tolerance 335 

levels.  336 

Define 
appropriate risk

Align efforts

Identify critical 
practices

Sunset less 
critical 

practices

Achieving a 
shared 

understanding

Raise 
awareness

Support 
implementation
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If risk tolerance tension can be navigated, this opens the conversation to explore different ways that the 337 

level of risk can be met. Science and data (and risk assessments based on quality data; See 338 

Collaboration on Produce Safety Data section below) can help compare options, but ultimately, 339 

agreement is needed on which efforts should be prioritized to achieve the target risk reduction.  340 

As noted earlier in this report, some Dialogue participants advocated prioritizing agricultural water as a 341 

first topic to address. Utilizing agricultural water as an example throughout the report (solely for 342 

potential proof of concept), a continuing collaboration must decide whether the appropriate level of 343 

protection is:  344 

• Defined as the overall public health outcome, which is inclusive of all steps and variables in the 345 

supply chain, 346 

• Based on likelihood of crop contamination, or 347 

• Contingent upon pathogen levels or indicator organisms in the water itself. 348 

Support to make these decisions will rely heavily upon trust, specifically in the collection and 349 

transparent sharing of data. For example, participation in testing programs will likely diminish if finding 350 

pathogens results in regulatory or market penalties. Creating an environment of assessing risk and 351 

mitigating it, versus an environment of testing-to-penalize, is essential.  352 

Roadmap: Step 3. Aligning Efforts to Maximize Impact 353 

There are myriad produce safety efforts: research, training and education programs, and industry 354 

activities. Although there is a “common cast of characters”, some efforts may be duplicative or at least 355 

could be more effective if aligned. Though this notion may not land favorably with those who have a 356 

vested interest in protecting their initiatives, the benefit of developing trusting relationships is that 357 

open communication channels can foster opportunities to leverage existing work and reduce 358 

duplicative efforts. In an era of constrained resources, reducing redundancy can create opportunities 359 

for new activity. The collaboration should compile efforts and review them critically to identify areas of 360 

overlap. Some of this work has already begun through an ad hoc group formed after the April 2025 361 

meeting based on the fall 2024 questionnaire data and other sources of knowledge to categorize 362 

produce safety efforts.  363 

Discussions around funding produce safety are a centerpiece of effort alignment. Interest and efforts to 364 

reduce the size of the federal government further heighten funding concern. Several participants noted 365 

that funding frameworks need to be reenvisioned since traditional federal and state funding sources 366 

have been significantly reduced or outright eliminated. This prompted discussions around the need to 367 

critically evaluate the value of current efforts and practices in order to identify opportunities to 368 
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reallocate or leverage existing resources. Although a review of 369 

public funding (e.g., grants) focused on research and/or 370 

extension was not conducted as part of the Produce Safety 371 

Dialogue, a “Resource Reallocation” ad hoc group formed during 372 

the April 2025 meeting concluded that funding could be more 373 

efficiently utilized. Plotting resources against a defined produce 374 

safety strategy may be more fruitful than the shotgun 375 

approach to today’s myriad of overlapping and seemingly 376 

disparate efforts. The Produce Safety Research work group 377 

suggested that the research community convene to compile the 378 

various produce safety projects and assess how to “divide and 379 

conquer”, and more clearly envision their role and the funding 380 

necessary to advance produce safety research as part of a larger 381 

initiative. 382 

To return to the example of agricultural water as proof of 383 

concept, the continuing collaboration should serve as a 384 

connector to assure that everyone is headed in the same 385 

direction on the roadmap. This requires a scan to identify 386 

existing initiatives and stakeholders. Today, there are many 387 

agricultural water-related efforts – and rightly so, because 388 

agricultural water has remained one of the most difficult challenges to overcome in fresh produce 389 

safety since all fruits and vegetables require the application of water. Each of these efforts consume 390 

resources, whether those are financial resources (e.g., research supplies, student funding, travel) or 391 

time (e.g., worker time to test or treat water, or attend training). Quantifying the total resources 392 

currently expended toward a topic such as agricultural water may reveal opportunities to reallocate 393 

those resources in a way that will have more meaningful impact and help achieve the defined risk 394 

targets previously discussed.  395 

Roadmap: Step 4. Identifying Critical Practices & Priorities 396 

What must be done to achieve defined risk targets? Collaborative efforts must focus on the areas that 397 

will provide the most return on investment. Assuming a state of limited funding opportunity for the 398 

foreseeable future, from a risk perspective, what practices must be prioritized to provide the biggest 399 

public health benefit? Future efforts of an enduring collaboration should expand on this discussion 400 

overall. Because root cause analysis was identified as the top priority during the Produce Safety 401 

Dialogue, this report utilizes it as an example of both the challenges identified and potential solutions 402 

that may be beneficial to pursue in an enduring collaboration.  403 

Funding Produce Safety Research 

There is a critical need to initiate a 

unified strategy on produce safety 

research funding, coordinating the 

fragmented efforts and funding 

streams that currently exist. Funding 

for produce safety also pales in 

comparison to other health-oriented 

programs. An enduring collaboration 

should consider exploring what can 

be gleaned from other successful 

funding models – such as National 

Institutes of Health or National 

Science Foundation grants which are 

often millions of dollars for drugs and 

medical device research compared to 

$700,000 for typical food safety 

improvement or research projects. 
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Surveillance & Root Cause Analysis 404 

As part of the Produce Safety Dialogue process, critical practices/activities were discussed by work 405 

groups and further prioritized during the April 2025 meeting. Maintaining and expanding surveillance 406 

and outbreak investigations, root cause analysis activities, and sharing of learnings landed at the top of 407 

the priority list (See Figure 2). These all contribute to identifying the practices that have the greatest 408 

influence on produce safety.   409 

A thorough understanding of food safety failures may provide the best evidence for identifying critical 410 

practices and during the meeting, participants expressed the importance of learning from outbreaks 411 

and “near misses”, including what information might be gleaned from these incidents and how that 412 

information might be used. However, a caveat to pursue this as a priority approach is the fact that very 413 

few outbreaks have resulted in the necessary resolution to elucidate a precise cause. The 2011 414 

outbreak of Listeria monocytogenes in cantaloupe was a concrete example where a root cause could be 415 

identified. There are other outbreaks where contributing factors could or should trigger changes in 416 

behavior. Companies may discern solutions through their internal investigations; unfortunately, those 417 

solutions are rarely more broadly applied due to legal and reputational concerns of sharing learnings.   418 

Further, root cause analysis has not been adopted industry-wide and will require a significant shift in 419 

mindset. Currently, not all identified or suspected outbreak events are thoroughly investigated by 420 

regulators, leaving significant opportunities for knowledge gain on the table. Concerns about cost and 421 

lack of industry expertise to conduct root cause analysis are understandable, but ultimately 422 

manageable. The greater challenge is that of culture: a posture of  “be careful what you look for 423 

because you might find something you don’t want” is particularly threatening towards progress on 424 

incentivizing finding the cause of the problem. To be more successful at learning from food safety 425 

failures, all players in the production, harvest, handling, and distribution of produce must embrace and 426 

support the benefits of root cause analysis, with full support from regulatory policy and officials.  427 

Fresh fruits and vegetables also pose different challenges to the investigative process than other types 428 

of foods (e.g., processed or shelf stable). Short product shelf life, quickly changing environmental 429 

conditions, and a complex network for distribution contribute to the lack of insight typically gained 430 

when food safety outbreaks occur.  If product and contamination sources are known sooner, the 431 

knowledge can lessen both the public health and business liability impacts to all involved. A continuing 432 

collaboration in produce safety can help further develop mechanisms to expeditiously and 433 

exhaustively mobilize to gather insights quickly to assure learning from food safety failures.  434 

 435 
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Key Approaches to Support Root Cause Analysis 436 

Collaboration on Produce Safety Data 437 

Building consensus on what data and meta data should be collected, how input of high-quality data can 438 

be achieved (avoiding “garbage in, garbage out”), and clear boundaries on how such data might be 439 

utilized and shared and when it might have legal or regulatory implication must be prioritized. 440 

Identifying trends, patterns and relationships in data will help detect food safety problems, identify root 441 

causes, develop targeted interventions, assess the impact of risk mitigation efforts, and, ultimately, 442 

prevent illness and protect public health. Given this importance, most working groups involved in the 443 

Produce Safety Dialogue included the role of data in improving food safety in their summary reports. 444 

Data was also a consistent theme during the April 2025 meeting, resulting in 16 data-related 445 

recommendations, 14 of which were identified by at least one stakeholder as a priority.  446 

Formation of Rapid Response Teams 447 

Another potential role is forming a “Go Team” (or regional “Go Teams”) of trusted, capable researchers 448 

to quickly descend on the suspected source of contamination. These rapid response teams could 449 

include academic, government, and private sector scientists, and require sustainable funding. Prior 450 

efforts to establish rapid response teams were thwarted by high overhead costs, resulting in diminished 451 

funding and resources to allocate to this type of effort. Reputational sensitivities and liability exposure 452 

also need to be addressed. 453 

Produce Safety Data Work Group Outcomes 
Data sharing was presented as a clear priority throughout the Produce Safety Dialogue. It was such a high priority 
that an ad hoc group was mobilized immediately following the April 2025 meeting to begin to digest information 
presented by the work groups and to synthesize new opportunities for how to leverage data.  
 
The ad hoc work group on produce safety data identified two overarching themes:  

Theme 1 – Efforts must allow for understanding the context under which an endpoint (e.g., test result) was 
generated including any associated meta data.  
Theme 2 – Implementation of these recommendations will require engagement of all stakeholders through 
the process including policy makers, government agencies, food industry members, industry and 
professional associations, importers, allied industries (e.g., testing labs, certifying bodies, auditors, 
equipment manufacturers), academia, and consumer groups. 
 

Data related recommendations: 
Recommendation 1: Build consensus on what data are needed.  
Recommendation 2: Promote and expand data sharing and dissemination.  
Recommendation 3: Develop the infrastructure needed to effectively leverage data for decision-making.  
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Roadmap: Step 5. Sunsetting Less Impactful Practices and Activities 454 

Recognizing that new financial resources that support implementation or augmentation of critical 455 

produce safety practices are unlikely to emerge, the group suggested that, concurrently with the 456 

identification of critical practices, a parallel effort to identify practices of less effect (and thus less return 457 

on investment) is necessary. Sunsetting less useful practices can also allow for increased bandwidth to 458 

adopt more beneficial practices that provide greater reduction of food safety risk. This reallocation of 459 

resources will be so critical in the coming years as elements of the food safety funding stream become 460 

increasingly smaller for all sectors – research, extension, and regulatory.  461 

Strategic sunsetting should be part of the continuous cycle of evaluating current best practices in 462 

light of new science, technology, market, and agricultural production realities. Bringing the often 463 

emotionally charged task of sunsetting into strategic conversations can be difficult for any group of 464 

collaborators to confront. Sunsetting takes time, changes in culture, and careful consideration of its 465 

benefits and risks.  466 

There are many reasons to consider sunsetting certain practices including: 467 

• Public health outcomes have been achieved for the particular commodity/practice (i.e., is this 468 

data telling us we now have the hazard under control?) 469 

• Changes in external environment (e.g., extreme weather events, newly identified pathogens of 470 

concern) 471 

• Impacts from market influences (e.g., for third-party audits or other verification of practices) 472 

• Limited resources, funding cuts and lack of sustainable funding opportunities 473 
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 474 

Roadmap: Step 6. Achieving a Shared Understanding 475 

Agreement on appropriate, effective produce safety practices by all parties (e.g., producers, buyers, 476 

regulators, etc.) does not yet exist. Part of the disconnect can be linked to the lack of knowledge and 477 

data sharing within the produce community. Another part is the complexity of the system: determining 478 

what constitutes best practices for a given situation (tailored for commodity, region, etc.) requires the 479 

analysis of data and the utilization of research, including laboratory research, information gleaned from 480 

outbreak investigations, and knowledge obtained through industry efforts. This has previously been 481 

discussed in the “Identifying Critical Practices and Priorities” section. While research can reveal the 482 

impact of different practices, the choice of what action should be taken is a risk management decision. 483 

While many would observe that food safety is not competitive, food sales are—and this competition 484 

can be reflected in individual company actions. By prioritizing the broad sharing of science and data to 485 

support best practices, stakeholders can move beyond individual biases and competing interests. 486 

Ultimately, buyers and suppliers must agree upon the required practices and then move forward to 487 

ensure they are implemented - moving competition to the results of interventions rather than the 488 

interventions themselves. This approach helps improve food safety overall, which decreases the broad 489 

negative economic and public health impact of an outbreak of foodborne illness. 490 

An enduring collaboration can support these efforts by: 
• Reviewing the FDA Produce Safety State Cooperative Program (CAP) to assure focus and best 

resource management at the federal and state levels.  This may include examples of “lessons 

learned” and/or areas of overlapping authority that can be streamlined. 

• Convening a working group to review cost/benefit food safety risk management opportunities 

throughout the supply chain.  The intent would be to review the risk profile of each step in the 

supply chain versus costs to improve (and how much can be improved for what cost).  This would 

provide a better understanding of where money should be applied in the most cost-effective manner 

to reduce food safety risk. 

• Working with the buyer/supplier (grower) stakeholders to consider the holistic risk profile of 

commodity/product before setting and/or requiring a supplier to meet a standard.  In other words, 

when harmonizing food safety standards, one size does not fit all risk conditions. Rather, 

considerations within the oversight of the grower (audit performance, under marketing agreement 

or order), where the commodity is grown (including domestic versus foreign), seasonality, variety, 

irrigation technique, etc. all affect the risk management strategies that should be applied to growing, 

harvesting, packing and shipping of fresh produce.  Setting a single standard without providing a 

range responsive to these considerations would not be successful.   
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Alignment on a common understanding will need to incorporate scientific, legal, and interpersonal and 491 

business relationship contexts as described below.   492 

• Create a shared understanding by acknowledging and agreeing on specific facts and principles.  493 

o Support from the research community and entities such as the Center for Produce Safety 494 

can be leveraged to provide a platform for generating, sharing, and agreeing upon the 495 

evidence available.  496 

o There is a need to engage ALL stakeholders, at all sizes and scales, to spur conversations 497 

throughout the entire supply chain. This means stepping outside the Food Safety 498 

Modernization Act framework which provides some farms and food producers with 499 

exemptions and exclusions.  500 

• Acknowledge that the process involves being vulnerable and requires a level of honesty and 501 

openness that may be uncomfortable.  502 

o Assuming that the risk target is not zero, the ramifications to a company from a product 503 

positive or association with illness must be discussed. Shared acknowledgement from 504 

the regulatory community must also be achieved to avoid repercussions and 505 

disincentives towards openly sharing information.  506 

o The One Health / The Agricultural Ecosystem work group specifically identified several 507 

steps toward identifying and convening a group of legal experts to determine the 508 

feasibility of drafting a Safe Harbor Policy for food safety data.  509 

Roadmap: Step 7. Raising Awareness 510 

In an ideal world, all affected stakeholders would engage in establishing practices required to improve 511 

produce safety. From a practical standpoint this seems unlikely, and therefore the enduring 512 

collaboration should work to identify the best mechanisms to raise awareness of its efforts to all 513 

stakeholders. There are many mechanisms through which produce safety information is shared: 514 

webinars, articles (from peer reviewed research to popular press to social media), and online and in-515 

person workshops. Communication efforts must be consistent: buyers and suppliers must align around 516 

a common understanding and provide clear consistent information regarding practices necessary to 517 

advance produce safety. Otherwise, trust is eroded, and a tangled web of messaging impedes progress.  518 

The continuing collaboration should evaluate how to provide growers (as the implementers), buyers 519 

and regulators (as the verifiers), and consumers (as the ultimate beneficiaries and stakeholders) with 520 

meaningful, actionable information supported by sound science and policy. The Extension system is 521 

one primary and trusted mechanism across the United States to disseminate produce safety 522 

information, but Extension cannot be the only vehicle to raise awareness. Further, Extension does not 523 

account for global communication strategies geared toward foreign producers and exporters of fresh 524 

produce.  525 
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Through the Produce Safety Dialogue process, a number of entities working more broadly in the 526 

produce and public health landscape were identified by an ad hoc work group (See Figure 6). A few 527 

examples are provided below to illustrate the potential opportunities to increase awareness, both 528 

amongst industry members and the general public.  529 

• Healthy People 2030 – The Healthy People initiative is designed to guide national health 530 

promotion and disease prevention efforts to improve the health of the nation. 531 

• Consumer education campaigns and organizations – STOP Foodborne Illness, Partnership for 532 

Food Safety Education, Consumer Reports, just to name a few, can promote food safety 533 

awareness through public service announcements, digital platforms, and more targeted 534 

community outreach.  535 

• Buyer groups, an example of which is the Leafy Greens Safety Coalition. 536 

From an advocacy standpoint, greater diversity of voices is needed to make recommendations and 537 

generate Congressional support for funding. The enduring collaboration should address both the best 538 

practices component and the policy/advocacy component, but through different workstreams (allowing 539 

government employees to participate in the best practices work but separating them from advocacy 540 

activities).  541 

Roadmap: Step 8. Implementation  542 

Once the practices and priorities are identified, agreed upon, and socialized, they need to be 543 

implemented. Implementation requires significant technical assistance, capacity building within the 544 

workforce, and funding. 545 

Creating a Technical Support Network 546 

A continuing collaboration should conceptualize and advocate for the establishment of a technical 547 

support system that can be responsive to industry needs with the agility and expertise to serve local 548 

communities. The Center for Produce Safety which, for over a decade, has funded applied produce 549 

safety research. Their motto has been “fund the science, find the solutions, fuel the change”. 550 

Historically, they have excelled at the first two, and there may be an opportunity to leverage their 551 

network of industry and research scientists to invest more heavily in the “fuel the change” going 552 

forward.  553 

Extension is a major source of technical assistance. Today, extension work is often funded through “soft 554 

money” (such as through government grants like USDA National Institute of Food Agriculture’s Food 555 

Safety Outreach Programs (FSOP) and lacks stability. When the work groups assembled to discuss 556 

priorities in April 2025, the need for a sustainable funding model for produce safety extension was 557 

identified as the second highest priority (See Figure 2). Although this could have been influenced if 558 

extension professionals were overrepresented, the stakeholder construct at the meeting (See Figure 5) 559 
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and the nature of the discussion suggest that extension services are valued by more than just those 560 

with extension roles.  561 

Figure 5. Participant Affiliations in the Produce Safety Dialogue Meeting - April 2025 562 

 563 

In addition to funding uncertainties, extension services are not generally viewed as favorably as 564 

research scientists within the academic model. The academic reward system heavily weighs peer 565 

reviewed publications - and these are likely seldom read by growers, processors, and others in the 566 

produce industry. The Policy & Economic Opportunities work group recommended funding effective 567 

education and outreach programs through strong and consistent state cooperative agreement (CAP) 568 

programs. This recommendation comes at a crucial time when many of these same programs have 569 

experienced significant funding and staff cuts in recent months. In the absence of government funding, 570 

or with reduced funding, private sector investments must be sought.  571 

In addition, produce safety efforts much be enhanced outside the US border: Roughly half of the fresh 572 

produce consumed by Americans is imported. Overseas producers may not have access to extension 573 

services comparable to those in the United States. Buyers may support implementation, perhaps by 574 

connecting extension professionals and other subject matter experts with their overseas supply chains. 575 

The Produce Imports work group identified the opportunity to work with governments outside the 576 

United States to support their domestic industry. In a post-survey for the April 2024 meeting, several 577 

participants noted that the topic of imports was largely undiscussed and warrants more attention for 578 

further dialogue.  579 

Capacity Building in the Workforce 580 

Stakeholder responses to the questionnaire that informed the Produce Safety Dialogue work groups 581 

suggested that more qualified, trained produce safety professionals were needed. In addition to the 582 

eight workgroups that supported this effort, two other workgroups were initially proposed: one to 583 
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think through ways to recruit individuals to pursue careers in produce safety, and another to identify 584 

the key knowledge, skills, and abilities associated with a produce safety professional. These were 585 

ultimately deprioritized relative to the other eight topical areas due to lack of individuals willing to lead 586 

and engage in the conversation. The enduring collaboration may need to revisit and develop a 587 

strategy around building a qualified produce safety workforce, including having adequate expertise 588 

within the industry, research, extension, and regulatory communities, along with the industries that 589 

support produce safety (e.g., auditors, software providers, labs, etc.).  590 

Investing in Changes to Produce Safety Systems  591 

Despite the resources that are already used to support produce safety efforts in the industry (e.g., 592 

sanitation chemicals, testing, more hygienically designed equipment and facilities, audits, and so forth), 593 

improving produce safety may require additional resources beyond what is currently available. The 594 

enduring collaboration can play a substantial role in gaining agreement on the practices required to 595 

improve produce safety and can also facilitate discussions around appropriate cost sharing models. No 596 

single stakeholder should bear the financial burden of improvements that will benefit all supply chain 597 

members (through the avoidance of recalls and outbreaks) and ultimately provide consumers with a 598 

greater level of public health protection. Rather, the financial support should be a collective effort. 599 

Both public and private investment are necessary. Investments in produce safety must be strategic and 600 

align with businesses who qualify and need assistance. For example, specialty crop block grants for 601 

food safety improvements were offered but very few growers were actually qualified to receive the 602 

funds, resulting in a missed opportunity to provide support where it was needed.  603 

 604 

Funding must also account for efficiency of scale. While larger growers may be able implement produce 605 

safety practices more easily, returns on food safety investments benefit all scales of growers. Though 606 

the relative cost burden is higher, smaller scale growers also have greater relative benefits of increasing 607 

sales to new markets and buyers (Schmit et. al., 2020). When broader financial support for produce 608 

safety stakeholders is secured, achieving public health goals could be attained more easily because 609 

everyone within the food system would be pursuing a common goal using identified best practices 610 

rather than being subject to exemptions or exclusions from implementing produce safety practices 611 

based on market or business size. 612 

Verification 613 

Verification systems should be updated to reflect consensus practices and prioritization. Verification 614 

systems should verify that the critical practices are appropriately implemented; the verification system 615 

should not be the entity that specifies the critical practices. This approach must be agreed upon by 616 

buyers and suppliers, based on the scientific data and evidence available from the research community, 617 

and include lessons learned through outbreak investigations. 618 
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In addition, the use of regulatory inspections to verify practice implementation falls short of truly 619 

assessing a farm or packinghouses’ food safety competency. To use parallel terms identified in the 620 

Preventive Controls Rule for Human Food that could be applied in produce, inspections should place 621 

more emphasis on evaluating an operation’s hazard analysis and effectiveness of their preventive 622 

controls. Literacy about how to identify hazards and assess risk in a systematic way is still lacking in the 623 

produce industry, further leading to challenges in the verification of practices.  624 

There was strong sentiment that audits, including buyer addenda, require growers and others in the 625 

supply chain to do things that, in a given situation, may require more resources than the value 626 

generated towards risk reduction. The multitude of audits (both second and third party) that some 627 

operations are subject to consume resources that may be better spent on making improvements to 628 

food safety systems. Once there is identification of and alignment around best practices, audits 629 

should be streamlined to focus on priority areas agreed upon by the produce community. Buyers 630 

would need to resist the urge to unilaterally add new requirements.  If new efforts are truly important, 631 

this should be raised within the collaboration and be used to update critical practices and the common 632 

goal, not at the stage of verification. 633 

As discussed earlier in this report (See Collaboration on Produce Safety Data) sharing data provides 634 

opportunities for enhanced verification and provides feedback on the efficacy of certain practices. With 635 

more robust data collection systems were in place, there could be greater opportunity to have less 636 

reliance on audits and reallocate these resources and efforts elsewhere.   637 

Section II - Enduring Collaborations to Support Progress 638 

One work group explored several models of a structured, stand-alone, professionally-supported 639 

organization to create an enduring collaboration. The group provides three potential models for the 640 

enduring collaboration: an Alliance, a Build-Own-Operate, and a Joint Venture (See Table 1 below for 641 

comparison of those models), each of which has their own strengths. A Build-Own-Operate or Joint 642 

Venture model may yield results more quickly because of clear investment and ownership of the effort. 643 

An Alliance may require an expert facilitator/convener to yield the same effect.  Regardless of the 644 

model pursued, the collaboration should begin with this Need Assessment: 645 

Overall Need: A collaborative organization providing the leadership and infrastructure (such as project 646 

management) to help collaborators develop and maintain trust to then achieve objectives of the 647 

Strategic Roadmap (being developed in other Work Groups) and have a mechanism for tracking 648 

progress against goals. 649 

A successful organization will have: 650 

1. Transparent governance, funding. and decision-making structure to help keep partners 651 
together, pursuing a unique purpose 652 
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2. Structure aligned with stakeholders' mission/goals and is practical for various participants, 653 
including buyers and growers. 654 

3. Flexibility & Adaptability – The infrastructure must evolve with industry, regulatory, and 655 
environmental changes, based on candid governance discourse addressing shifting government 656 
policies and industry trends. 657 

4. Centralized Resource Hub – Place to pool resources (financial, personnel, and information) and 658 
reduce redundancy 659 

5. Facilitate Communication & Community Development – Venue for candid discussions, breaking 660 
down silos especially for stakeholders who don’t typically have a forum to talk to each other.  661 

6. Uniqueness & Complement (Not Duplicate) Association Efforts– Avoid redundancy by ensuring 662 
the structure offers a distinct value proposition compared to existing efforts--coordinating 663 
association efforts and bringing in other voices/partners.  664 

7. Inclusive Representation – Must engage participants of all sizes from private sector (academia, 665 
consumer organizations, industry, public health organizations) and all jurisdictions across 666 
government (state, local, territorial, and tribal). 667 

 668 
Participants in the collaboration should engage the following group (See Figure 6), with essential 669 

participants identified in green. Functions such as project management, legal advice, and financial 670 

management would be provided by the professional facilitator. 671 

One existing and successful model is the Food and Beverage Issues Alliance (FBIA; 672 

https://www.feedingus.org/about). With 48 allied members, FBIA is able to advance the food and 673 

beverage industry through reasonable and scalable member dues, plus in-kind services offered by 674 

members to support the Alliance’s goals.  675 

676 

https://www.feedingus.org/about
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Figure 6. Non-exhaustive list of potential produce safety collaborators.  
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Table 1. BOO, Alliance, and Joint Venture Models 
 

Alliance BOO (Build-Own-Operate) Joint Venture (JV) 

Definition - A collaborative framework where 
stakeholders share risks, rewards, and 
decision-making without forming a 
new legal entity. 
The key to the alliance model is the 
sharing among the parties, rather than 
the division between them, of the 
risks and responsibilities connected to 
the execution of the project. 

- A private entity finances, builds, owns, and 
operates an asset indefinitely. 

- A business arrangement in which two 
or more parties agree to pool their 
resources for the purpose of 
accomplishing a specific task.  

- Each of the participants in a joint 
venture is responsible for profits, 
losses, and costs associated with it. 
However, the venture is its own entity, 
separate from the participants’ other 
business interests. 

How It Is Activated 1. Need Identification and Assessment: 
Governments/organizations identify 
complex challenges with a shared 
goal.  

2. Stakeholder Engagement: 
Collaborative discussions to define 
objectives and partner roles. 

3.  Framework Development and 
Formalize partnership: Define goals, 
governance, and risk-sharing. Outline 
partnership responsibilities. 

4.  Funding & Resource Allocation – 
Budget contributions from multiple 
stakeholders are determined.  

1.  Execution & Continuous Monitoring: 
Partners work collaboratively on 
project objectives. Project reviewed 
periodically, with flexibility for 
adjustment. 

2. Need Identification and Assessment: 
Government or private sector identifies 
service needs. 

3. Regulatory Review: Ensure alignment with 
local laws and policies. 

4. Bidding Process: Private firms submit 
proposals and secure financing and 
investment. 

5.  Contract Signing: Risk allocation, funding, 
and revenue model defined. 

6. Implementation & Operation: Private 
entity builds and manages the asset.  

7.  Revenue Generation & Monitoring – 
Funds recovered via fees or contracts. 

1. Need Identification and Assessment: 
Two or more parties identify a joint 
business goal for mutual growth. 

2. Stakeholder Selection: Potential 
partners assess each other's 
capabilities, risks, and goals. Define 
roles, decision-making processes, and 
governance. 

3. Legal & Financial Structuring: Create a 
separate entity with shared equity.  

4. Funding & Resource Allocation: 
Partners provide funds, expertise, or 
assets. 
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Governance Body  - A designated group of representatives 
from each partner company 
responsible for overseeing the 
alliance, making key decisions, and 
resolving disputes.  

- A three-layer system, where each of 
the partners is represented in the 
Executive Steering Committee, 
Governance board and in the project 
teams. 

- Private sector-led governance with 
regulatory oversight from the government.  

- Typically managed by a Board of Directors 
appointed by the private entity. 

- Independent auditors and compliance 
teams ensure regulatory adherence. 

 

- Managed by a Board of Directors 
representing all partners. 

- Typically established through a 
detailed legal contract and involving a 
Board of Directors with 
representatives from each partner, 
where decision-making power is 
distributed based on their ownership 
stake in the venture. 

Ecosystem: Who is 

Involved? 

- Government agencies. 
- Private sector partners.  
- Academic institutions. 
- NGOs & civil society groups.  
-  Multilateral organizations. 

- Government (as regulator/contract 
provider). 

- Private sector investors.  
- Financial institutions (lenders or investors). 
- End-users (who pay fees for services). 

- Corporate entities or businesses. 
- Investors are providing capital.  
- Industry specialists providing 

expertise.  
- Government (if public-private joint 

venture). 
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Key Characteristics 

for Success 

1. Common Vision with Alignment: 
Shared objectives with clear 
stakeholder roles.  

2. Flexible Governance Model: 
Adaptability to changing 
circumstances. 

3. Transparent Risk & Reward Sharing: 
Collaborative management approach.  

4. Stakeholder Engagement: Inclusive 
decision-making.  

5. Long-term Performance Monitoring: 
Data-driven evaluation. 

1. Risk Allocation: Risks are shared and 
managed collaboratively. 

2. Clear Contractual Agreements: Well-
defined ownership, risks, and revenue 
mechanisms.  

3.  Financial Sustainability: Long-term 
funding and revenue model. 

4. Risk Allocation: Private entity assumes 
most risks (construction, financing, 
operation) 

5. Regulatory Compliance: Adherence to 
public policies.  

6. Operational Efficiency: Performance-based 
monitoring.  

7.  Public Acceptance: Ensuring affordability 
and accessibility. 

1. Clear Governance Structure: Defined 
roles, responsibilities, and control 
mechanisms.  
2. Equal Financial & Risk Sharing: 
Investment proportional to equity stakes.  
3. Efficient Decision-Making: Transparent 
and agile management.  
4. Defined Exit Strategy: Clear dissolution 
or expansion plans. 
5. Risk Allocation: Risk allocation is based 
on the ownership and agreement 
structure. 



Section III – Developing the Roadmap: The Process and the 1 

People 2 

Process & Methods 3 

To capture input from the diversified nature of individuals involved in the fresh produce industry, a 4 
public questionnaire on produce safety (See Appendix C) was developed and launched in the fall of 5 
2024. The survey was sent through a variety of mechanisms including 70+ personal contacts of the 6 
Reagan-Udall project team members, a Reagan-Udall e-blast reaching ~23,000 contacts, FSMA 7 
Regional Centers and Alliances, associations and grower organizations (e.g., International Fresh 8 
Produce Association, Western Growers, Partnership for Food Safety Education (PFSE)), Plain 9 
growers (Amish/Mennonite communities), and via LinkedIn shares and reshares. The survey was 10 
open through November 8, 2024. Eighty-five English and fifteen Spanish questionnaires were 11 
submitted.  12 
 13 
The information collected from the questionnaire was used to develop the focal areas of 14 
discussion, leading to the development of eight working groups.  Work group leaders were 15 
identified by their content expertise and leadership in produce safety. Work groups began 16 
recruiting members in November - December 2024, with most convening their first meeting by 17 
January 2025. All work groups were provided with a framing document to help guide the 18 
discussion and collect consistent information. Each work group leader had varying approaches to 19 
facilitating their discussions; some chose to convene their discussions online as a group (e.g., on 20 
Zoom), while others chose to first interview key stakeholders privately before bringing the entire 21 
group together for discussion. The information presented in Section 3 of this report reflects the 22 
discussions and priorities of each work group. These insights will be shared, discussed, and 23 
prioritized at a hybrid (in-person and online) meeting hosted in Washington, D.C on April 24, 2025. 24 

Questionnaire Responses: Key Themes 25 

Education and Training: importance of continuous education and training for all stakeholders, 26 
including growers, regulators, and consumers.  27 

• Training programs such as those provided by the Produce Safety Alliance (PSA) through 28 
webinars, hands-on demonstrations, and Spanish-language resources are essential. 29 

• Extension advisors and outreach programs play a vital role in educating growers and 30 
enhancing the food safety culture. 31 

• Effective education helps establish a robust food safety culture and ensures compliance 32 
with food safety standards. 33 

• Platforms like 'Produciendo con inocuidad' for self-learning should be cited as exemplary 34 
tools for producer education. 35 

 36 
Collaboration and Partnerships: Strong collaboration among federal, state, industry, and academic 37 
stakeholders is crucial to improving produce safety.  38 
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• Federal and state regulators, such as FDA, CDC, and USDA, work together to create an 39 
environment where food safety standards are shared and implemented across the 40 
supply chain. 41 

• Industry partnerships help share best practices, improve safety measures, and support 42 
educational outreach. 43 

• Collaboration with international suppliers is also necessary for global food safety 44 
alignment. 45 

 46 
Regulations and Frameworks: importance of regulatory programs like FSMA, GAP, and FSVP in 47 
improving food safety but highlight the need for improvements.  48 

• FSMA has provided a clear framework for growers to implement food safety controls. 49 
• Existing regulatory frameworks, while beneficial, still need clearer guidance and more 50 

regional and crop-specific adaptations. 51 
• Regulatory complexity, including the focus on enforcement rather than prevention, is a 52 

significant challenge to progress. 53 
 54 
Research and Innovation: Ongoing research and technological innovation are vital for 55 
understanding contamination risks and improving food safety practices.  56 

• The Center for Produce Safety and other research organizations provide valuable insights 57 
into microbial risks and environmental factors that affect food safety. 58 

• Advanced tools like Whole Genome Sequencing (WGS) and traceability systems are critical 59 
for detecting contamination sources and improving safety measures. 60 

• However, translating research into practical, real-world applications remains a challenge. 61 
 62 
Practical Solutions and Risk Management: importance of practical solutions, such as enhanced 63 
hygiene practices, water risk assessments, and tailored training.  64 

• A focus on proactive risk management, such as root cause analysis, is essential for 65 
preventing food safety incidents before they occur. 66 

• Risk-based strategies and the use of data-driven solutions to assess vulnerabilities in the 67 
supply chain can improve food safety management. 68 

 69 
Challenges and Barriers: 70 

• Key obstacles to progress include resource limitations, regulatory complexity, and the lack 71 
of tailored recommendations for smaller or regional farms.  72 

• Financial constraints, especially for small and mid-sized farms, lead to audit fatigue and 73 
non-compliance. 74 

• The reluctance to share data due to fears of regulatory repercussions hinders transparency 75 
and collaboration. 76 

• Language barriers and insufficient education for non-English-speaking growers remain 77 
significant challenges. 78 

 79 
Consumer and Public Engagement: the role of consumer education in food safety, particularly 80 
through awareness campaigns that highlight proper handling practices.  81 
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• Public awareness of food safety practices, such as washing produce and understanding the 82 
complexities of the food system, is essential for reducing risks at the point of sale and in 83 
homes. 84 

• Consumer education also helps raise trust in the safety of fresh produce, fostering shared 85 
responsibility across the supply chain. 86 

 87 
Policy Recommendations: the need for more flexible, adaptable, and clear regulations that can 88 
accommodate regional and crop-specific needs.  89 

• Simplifying the regulatory framework and moving toward a prevention-focused approach is 90 
crucial for enhancing food safety. 91 

• Allocating more resources to scientific institutions, research, and public health departments 92 
will help improve food safety education, surveillance, and outbreak investigations. 93 

• Policies should support small and regional farms through funding, grants, and subsidies to 94 
ensure they can meet safety standards without undue financial strain. 95 

• Infrastructure and Technical Assistance: Investments in infrastructure like water 96 
management and post-harvest practices were emphasized as crucial in the Spanish version 97 

• Global and Regional Collaboration: Include training exchanges and regional collaborations 98 
to share best practices and experiences. 99 

 100 
Role of Organizations: Organizations play a key role in providing education, research, advocacy, 101 
and ensuring compliance with food safety regulations.  102 

• They offer technical support, develop tools for compliance, and advocate for science-based, 103 
economically feasible policies. 104 

• Collaboration with regulators and industry stakeholders helps strengthen the food safety 105 
system. 106 

• Supporting small and disadvantaged farmers, particularly through technical assistance and 107 
culturally sensitive outreach, is essential for ensuring equitable access to food safety 108 
resources. 109 

 110 
Personal Role in Produce Safety: Individuals within the food safety system have a responsibility to 111 
ensure compliance with regulations, advocate for improved policies, and foster a food safety 112 
culture within organizations.  113 

• Personal leadership involves mentoring others, integrating food safety into company values, 114 
and ensuring clear communication across the supply chain. 115 

• A focus on continuous improvement and innovation, along with proactive risk 116 
management, will drive long-term improvements in produce safety. 117 

 118 
Strategic Recommendations for the Future: 119 

• Collaboration and Data Sharing: Foster greater collaboration and knowledge sharing 120 
between all stakeholders, including regulators, growers, and consumers. Transparent data 121 
sharing will improve risk detection and help refine safety measures. 122 

• Regulatory Synergy: Streamline regulations, ensuring clarity and flexibility to accommodate 123 
diverse crops and regions. A focus on prevention, rather than enforcement, will help 124 
improve industry compliance. 125 
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• Consumer Awareness and Responsibility: Educate consumers about the importance of 126 
proper food handling practices and raise awareness of the efforts made by growers to 127 
ensure produce safety. 128 

• Support for Sustainable Practices: Promote policies that encourage small, regional, and 129 
sustainable farming practices to reduce risks and enhance food safety. Encourage crop 130 
diversity and minimize pesticide use. 131 

• Localized and Specific Training Needs: Emphasize tailored training for specific produce 132 
(e.g., leafy greens, berries) and varying irrigation methods (drip, sprinkler, rainfed). 133 

• Localized and Specific Training Needs: Highlight the inclusion of culturally relevant training 134 
materials and approaches, considering Latin American producers and Spanish-speaking 135 
stakeholders. 136 

• Producer Support: Provide immediate safety-related assistance via qualified technical staff 137 
in all regions and subsidize resources for small-scale producers. 138 
o Develop bilingual and culturally sensitive FDA resources to enhance accessibility for 139 

diverse producers. 140 

• Collaboration with Latin American Countries: Recognize the role of Latin American 141 
suppliers and propose solutions for their specific challenges, such as involving local 142 
universities and trade unions. 143 

• Streamlining Practices: Simplify agricultural water assessment systems to reduce burdens 144 
on producers. 145 

• Public-Private Partnerships: Encourage more significant involvement of trade unions and 146 
private entities in ensuring compliance with FSMA standards. 147 

 148 
  149 
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Section VI - Appendices 157 

Appendix A – Work Group Member Participation 158 

<To include list of individuals who engaged in work groups; opt out option to be sent by Reagan-159 

Udall team>  160 
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Appendix B – April 24, 2025 Meeting Agenda 161 

 162 
 163 
9:30 AM Welcome 164 

Susan C. Winckler, RPh, Esq., Chief Executive Officer, Reagan-Udall Foundation for 165 
the FDA 166 
 167 

9:35 AM  Opening Remarks 168 
Erik Mettler, MPA, MPH, Assistant Commissioner, Office of Integrated Food Safety 169 
Systems Partnerships 170 
 171 

9:45 AM Building a Roadmap to Success in Produce Safety 172 
Jennifer McEntire, PhD, Reagan-Udall Foundation; Founder, Food Safety Strategy, 173 
LLC 174 
 175 

10:00 AM  Our Produce Dialogue Process  176 
Gretchen Wall, MS, Reagan-Udall Foundation for the FDA; Sr. Director, Food Safety 177 
Strategy, LLC 178 
Perpetue Backer, PhD, Reagan-Udall Foundation for the FDA; Regulatory Sci. & 179 
Innovation Fellow 180 
 181 

10:20 AM  Work Group Key Take-Aways        182 
 183 
11:15 AM          Discussion & Q&A 184 
 185 
11:50 AM Afternoon Workplan & Breakout Assignments 186 
 187 
12:00 PM LUNCH   188 
 189 
1:00 PM Breakout Sessions: Identification of Additional Activities 190 
1:45 PM Report Out of Breakout Sessions 191 
2:15 PM Selecting Priorities – Voting Exercise 192 
2:30 PM  BREAK 193 
2:45 PM Group Discussion  194 
4:30 PM Next Steps and Adjourn 195 
 196 

 197 



 

Reagan-Udall Foundation for the FDA  35 
Produce Safety Dialogue 

Appendix C – Produce Safety Dialogue Questionnaire 198 

Disseminated October 2024 
 199 
Background 200 
The Reagan-Udall Foundation for the FDA is leading a stakeholder dialogue process to explore new 201 
strategies for produce safety and the development of a collaborative public-private partnership 202 
(PPP). Ensuring the safety of fruits and vegetables requires a holistic approach. To aid in the goal of 203 
improved protection of public health and establishing a PPP, the Foundation is collaborating with 204 
stakeholders from agricultural communities, industry, academia, and government to develop a 205 
shared understanding of the challenges and a vision for protecting public health. 206 
 207 
The Reagan-Udall Foundation for the FDA (the Foundation) has developed this questionnaire to 208 
obtain a breadth of perspectives as we work toward facilitating a dialogue to advance produce 209 
safety. Other than the first question, all other questions are optional. Please scan the questions 210 
and respond to those of greatest interest. 211 
This questionnaire is aimed at gathering input on existing produce safety efforts, gauging priority 212 
areas for future discussion (especially from stakeholders who represent diverse views), and seeking 213 
contributors to future dialogue. 214 
 215 
Question Title 216 
* 1. Which stakeholder group best describes you/your organization? (select up to three) 217 

 Academia 

 Audit organization 

 Consumer advocacy group 

 Consultant 

 Educator (K-12) 

 Extension educator 

 Federal regulator 

 Food animal producer (cattle, poultry, 
swine, etc.) 

 Food distributor 

 Food industry member (non-produce, 
non-food animal) 

 Government, non-regulatory 

 Importer 

 Nutritionist/registered dietician 

 Produce grower/shipper/packer 

 Produce processor 

 Public health professional 

 Researcher 

 Retail/foodservice/institution 
operator 

 State/local/tribal/territorial regulator 

 Scientific/professional association 
professional 

 Service provider (laboratory, software, 
sanitation, etc.) 

 Trade assn. (animal agriculture) 
professional 

 Trade assn. (produce) professional 

 Trade assn. (other) professional 

 Other (please enter)
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General Produce Safety 
2. What groups/organizations are you aware of that have produce safety (e.g., extension, education, 
research, policy, etc.) as one of its focal areas? 
3. What stakeholders have not been sufficiently engaged in current and prior produce safety 
conversations? 
4. What is working well for produce safety programs? 
5. What can help improve produce safety? 
6. What do you believe is a major obstacle to produce safety progress? 
7. What major policy changes might improve produce safety? 
8. What do you see as your organization's role in produce safety? 
9. What do you see as your personal role in produce safety? 
10. What is one thing that stakeholders can do to increase the safety of fresh produce? 
11. With our goal of exploring new strategies for produce safety and the development of a collaborative 
public-private partnership, are the any additional comments you would like to share as we embark on 
this effort? 
 
Your Interest 
12. If you are interested in engaging in further dialogue, please share your contact information and 
select your priority interests. (optional) 
 
First & Last Name: 
Organization: 
Email/Phone: 
 
13. I’m most interested in participating in further dialogue on the following priority areas (check all that 
apply): Workgroups will be formed around areas of priority interest. 

 Buyer (including audit) specifications for produce safety 

 Education and Training: Efforts and outreach to the produce industry on best practices 

 Imports: Assessing the needs of a global produce supply chain 

 Industry-Regulatory collaboration 

 One Health: The intersection between produce production, agriculture, and public health 

 Policy and economic opportunities to improve produce safety 

 Public-Private Partnership: Developing the structure and governance of a Public-Private 
Partnership around produce safety 

 Research: Brainstorming and prioritizing produce safety research needs 

 Other (please describe): 
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