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TACTICA | 2610-R

Post-Harvest Beef Safety Research

Name of Contractor: Meat Foundation

Start Date: 10/1/2025

End Date: 9/30/2028

National Beef Checkoff Funding Request for this AR: $900,000
National Beef Checkoff Funding Request for this Tactic: $900,000

Tactic A | 2610-R

Post-Harvest Beef Safety Research
Meat Foundation

TACTIC DESCRIPTION:

Food safety is critical to ensuring confidence in the beef products consumers choose to buy and feed
their families. Foodborne pathogens can be introduced to beef products during harvesting and
processing, among other times. Shiga toxin-producing Escherichia coli (STEC) 0157:H7; 026, 045, 0103,
0111, 0121, and 0145 are classified as adulterants and prohibited from the beef supply. Data from the
Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) show the prevalence of STEC at 0.57 percent for raw ground
beef components and 0.10 percent for ground beef in fiscal year (FY) 2024.1 The prevalence

of Salmonella spp. on raw ground beef components is 4.38 percent and 2.07 percent in raw ground beef
in FY 2024.2The prevalence of both of these pathogens increased from 2023. Contamination of ready-
to-eat meat and poultry, which is not broken out by species, by Listeria monocytogenes has remained
relatively steady at a little less than one-half of one percent over the last few years.®> While current
levels of pathogen contamination are relatively low, there remain areas for improving beef’s safety
profile.

Because of the significant public health concerns around Salmonella, FSIS issued a “Roadmap to
Reducing Salmonella” as well as held a public meeting on the state of science in 2020.*°> While current
regulatory activities focus on Salmonella reduction efforts in poultry, these efforts can be instructive.
FSIS has indicated they are considering replicating activities undertaken to reduce Salmonella in poultry
for beef if they are successful. FSIS proposed a new regulatory framework targeted at

reducing Salmonella ilinesses associated with poultry products. While this framework was rescinded for
further consideration in April 2025, it included final product standards that would define whether
certain raw poultry products contaminated with certain Salmonella levels and serotypes are adulterated
and prohibited from commerce; requirements pertaining to how establishments monitor and document
whether their processes for preventing microbial contamination are in control; and focuses on a non-
regulatory approach for controlling Salmonella on incoming flocks.®” In May 2024, FSIS issued its final
determination that not ready-to-eat (NRTE) breaded stuffed chicken products that contain Salmonella at
levels of 1 Colony Forming Unit per gram or higher are adulterated within the meaning of the Poultry
Products Inspection Act (PPIA).®2 When proposing the determination in 2023, FSIS included the rationale
that, “Comminuted products are those that are ground, mechanically separated, or hand- or
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mechanically deboned and further chopped, flaked, minced, or otherwise processed to reduce particle
size. Because of the nature of comminuted processes, Salmonella contamination in chicken skin and
bone can spread throughout an entire batch or lot through cross contamination.”® Through this logic
FSIS has addressed previous lawsuits that ruled Salmonella was inherent to the product and therefore
could not be an adulterant but claiming Salmonella is only inherent to certain products within a
carcasses (i.e. lymph nodes) and not all products like intact muscle. Although the determination
addresses chicken there likely could be an application of the same reasoning to comminuted beef
products. An application of such logic to beef would likely be spurred by an event such as a widespread
foodborne illness outbreak. Research shows that pre-harvest, post-harvest, multiple hurdle beef safety
interventions and other process controls are effective in reducing the prevalence of pathogenic bacteria.
However, the threat posed by pathogens is not static, rather it is constantly emerging and antimicrobial
interventions and other process controls must be continually upgraded to address these emerging
threats. Without these continuous improvements, incidence levels would have most likely increased.
Many of the interventions and process controls now used in the beef industry are the result of Checkoff-
funded research and continued investment is necessary for further improvement.

The Interagency Food Safety Analytics Collaboration (IFSAC) released foodborne iliness attribution
estimates for 2022 in late 2024. IFSAC used outbreak data to update previous analyses to estimate
which foods are responsible for iliness related to Salmonella, Escherichia coli 0157, Listeria
monocytogenes, and Campylobacter. IFSAC considers these priority pathogens because of the
frequency (estimated 1.9 million ilinesses each year combined) and severity of illness they cause, and
because targeted interventions can significantly reduce these illnesses. The report noted

that Salmonella illnesses came from a wide variety of foods, with 79 percent coming from seven food
categories. Beef is attributed as the source of 6.9 percent of foodborne Salmonella ilinesses, up nearly
one percent from 2020. Over 85 percent of E. coli 0157 ilinesses were linked to vegetable row
crops, e.g., leafy greens, and beef. Specifically, beef is estimated to cause 21.4 percent of STEC 0157
illnesses, an increase from 2021 but showing declines from 22.8 percent in 2020 and 23.4 percent in
2019.1°

Pathogens in beef remain a critical public health concern and ground beef remains a significant
vulnerability. Healthy People 2030 have set public health goals to reduce illnesses attributed to

STEC, Salmonella and Listeria as well as to reduce outbreaks attributed to STEC, Campylobacter, Listeria,
and Salmonella infections linked to beef.!! It is clear regulatory and public health agencies are
committed to reducing foodborne illnesses attributed to beef. While a majority of consumers trust the
industry to produce safe products, there has been decline in the number saying that the industry does a
great job preventing foodborne illnesses.?

Like pathogens, science and detection technologies have also continued to evolve. Public health officials
and regulatory agencies are using whole genome sequencing (WGS) technology for genetic typing of
bacteria, including pathogens relevant to food safety. WGS allows for significant improvement in
foodborne disease outbreak detection and source traceback compared to earlier technologies. FSIS now
includes the FSIS Number —the whole genome sequencing (WGS) identifier assigned for pathogens —
and allele codes with date stamps in laboratory sampling datasets. The FSIS Number applies to sampling
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results for Listeria monocytogenes, Salmonella, Campylobacter, and Shiga toxin-producing Escherichia
coli, and this information is posted publicly. To improve public health, it is important to gain a better
understanding of the virulence factors of pathogens found on beef. Learning why and how pathogens
cause illness will enable the beef industry to more appropriately target interventions to minimize their
presence and make improvements in public health.

The economic burden of illness is another factor in the costs associated with pathogen contamination.
According to Hoffman et al, foodborne illnesses in the United States are estimated to be $75 billion, with
costs associated with Salmonella at $17.1 billion and Listeria at $4 billion.®® The U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Economic Research Service estimated illnesses attributed STEC (non-0157 and 0157) cost
nearly $343 million in 2018 dollars.' These costs resulted from medical costs, lost productivity, and
death. There are no acceptable levels for pathogenic organisms in beef products as evidenced by the
level of foodborne ilinesses in the United States. Because Salmonella is a significant source of illnesses,
hospitalizations, deaths and related costs, research efforts focused on mitigating this threat in the beef
supply will continue to be a key priority.

Another beef industry cost associated with pathogen contamination is the reduced value of products
testing positive. When a raw material or finished product tests positive for a pathogen, it cannot enter
commerce unless it is thermally processed. If the product has already entered commerce, the product is
subject to a recall. In both cases, a substantial reduction in value for the pathogen positive product and
significant recall costs are incurred by the packer or processor.

The total costs of safety interventions and processes, medical and missed opportunity claims, recalls and
reduced value of contaminated products cannot always be passed on to consumers. Most often these
costs are borne by the industry and eventually passed on to beef producers through reduced live cattle
values. Accordingly, there is a direct economic incentive for beef producers to invest in beef safety
research to further reduce pathogenic contamination levels in raw materials and finished products to
increase the value of their cattle and their return on investment.

Another evolving concern is the safety of processes, environmental contaminants, interventions or
ingredients in food products. Consumers and the current regulatory environment are seeking more
natural pathogen reduction treatments, processing aids or ingredients. It is important to investigate
new approaches that align with consumer preferences and expectations without compromising the
safety of the food supply.

For the foregoing reasons, foundational, applied research is the focus in this program. Integrated
communication and educational initiatives will ensure that the data collected are shared with targeted
audiences for application across the processing sectors. Outreach with stakeholder groups will inform
and impact collaborative research and communication programs addressing the safety of U.S. beef
products.

The beef industry must consistently produce products that are safe and wholesome to maintain and
bolster consumer trust and grow demand. International and domestic consumers must have confidence

Page 5



that the U.S. beef items they and their families consume are produced using the best processes
available, which are supported by science-based research. The threats in the microbial environment are
constantly evolving and posing new risks to the safety of the beef supply. These changes can lead to new
regulatory initiatives and require adaptations or scientific support for compliance. Yet, not all research
is applicable to all facilities as they vary in size, capacity and types of beef products produced. It is
imperative that the beef processing industry have access to the most up-to-date science-based research
to mitigate both current and emerging threats. A one size fits all approach does not work when ensuring
safe beef. As a result, while there may be a large body of scientific evidence in the literature, post-
harvest beef safety research investments must continue to address these differences and emerging
challenges. This tactic provides practical, science-based research that can be used by in-plant personnel
and others to ensure the safety of the U.S. beef supply.

A standing advisory committee of industry experts and practitioners will establish research priorities and
evaluate proposals. As needed, a select group of beef industry members may be identified to develop
and evaluate specific research projects in consultation with the standing advisory committee. Based
upon their recommendations, contracts are awarded based on merit and priority need. Funding
partners are identified, as appropriate. The Foundation, as a contractor to the Beef Checkoff, has a
demonstrated history of bringing together funding partners. After the award, the research contracts will
be closely monitored to ensure timely and complete research work products are available for
distribution to the industry.

Research findings will be disseminated to stakeholders and safety professionals through many means.
Investigators will present their research at regional, national and international technical conferences as
well as publish work in peer-reviewed materials. Research findings will also be shared with regulatory
agencies to ensure they have all the evidence when making decisions impacting beef safety. AR activities
and related outcomes will be shared during sponsorship events and exhibits. Additional stakeholder
outreach opportunities, including to small and local processors, through USDA programs and other
channels will be explored. The dissemination of research findings to the food safety community will aid
the safety of, and consumer confidence in, beef products.

Citations:

1. Sampling Results for FSIS Regulated Products.
https://www.fsis.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media_file/documents/Dataset QSR _SamplingProject
ResultsData.pdf. Accessed May 27, 2025.

2. lbid.

3. lbid.

4. FSIS Roadmap to Reducing Salmonella: Driving change through Science Based
policy. https://www.fsis.usda.gov/wps/wcm/connect/388d5b27-b821-42ba-a717-
526f3bc68b4a/FSISRoadmaptoReducingSalmonella.pdf?MOD=AJPERES.

5. https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2020/08/14/2020-17827/salmonella-state-of-the-
science.

6. https://www.fsis.usda.gov/news-events/news-press-releases/special-alert-constituent-update-april-
24-2025.
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https://www.fsis.usda.gov/news-events/news-press-releases/special-alert-constituent-update-april-24-2025

7. https://www.fsis.usda.gov/inspection/inspection-programs/inspection-poultry-products/reducing-
salmonella-poultry/proposed.

8. https://www.fsis.usda.gov/policy/federal-register-rulemaking/federal-register-rules/salmonella-not-
ready-eat-breaded-stuffed.

9. https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/04/28/2023-09043/salmonella-in-not-ready-to-
eat-breaded-stuffed-chicken-products.

10. Interagency Food Safety Analytics Collaboration. Foodborne illness source attribution estimates
for Salmonella, Escherichia coli 0157, and Listeria monocytogenes — United States, 2022. GA and
D.C.: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,

Food and Drug Administration, U.S. Department of Agriculture's Food Safety and Inspection Service.
December 13, 2024.

11. https://health.gov/healthypeople/objectives-and-data/browse-objectives/foodborne-illness.

12. Technomic. Meat Institute Protein PACT Q4 2024 Report. March 21, 2025.

13. Hoffmann S, White AE, McQueen RB, Ahn JW, Gunn-Sandell LB, Scallan Walter EJ. Economic Burden
of Foodborne llinesses Acquired in the United States. Foodborne Pathog Dis. 2024 Oct 2.
https://doi.org/10.1089/fpd.2023.0157.

14. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service. Cost Estimates of Foodborne
llinesses. https://ers.usda.gov/sites/default/files/ laserfiche/DataFiles/48464/Total cost for top 1
5 pathogens 2018.xIsx?v=51292.

Measurable Objectives

Measurable Objective #1

Manage the execution of a minimum of three research projects addressing current knowledge gaps.
Topics may include but are not limited to: evaluating the efficacy of natural interventions and processing
aids to control pathogens on beef or in further processed beef products; exploring the risk of potential
environmental contaminants in beef products; identifying and validate critical control points

targeting Salmonella, E. coli 0157:H7 and non- 0157:H7 STECs in further processed beef items including
dry fermented beef sausage; and exploring the role and potential human health concerns associated
with ingredients that make beef products safe.

Measurable Objective #2

Assess research impact over time by cataloging citations for research funded by the Beef Checkoff and
administered by the Foundation. Initial target is to identify 10 references citing Beef Checkoff funded
research used as a foundation for other research projects, to develop regulatory guidelines, standard
operating procedures or best practices by the end date of this AR.

Measurable Objective #3
Facilitate the dissemination of research data and knowledge sharing through at least cumulatively four
meetings, webinars, documents or other events targeted to safety professionals.

e Reaching at least 1,000 stakeholders through combined activities

o Newsletter distribution will achieve at least 27 percent open rate

Measurable Objective #4:
Conduct a webinar series, at least two per year, to highlight post-harvest safety research funded by the
Beef Checkoff. Target cumulative audience of 500 food safety practitioners and interested stakeholders.
Participants will be surveyed on the application of research findings, both past and present.
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Performance Efficiency Measures:

N/A on Research ARs

LRP Initiatives Addressed by This Tactic
Improve the Business & Political Climate of Beef
e Drive continuous improvement in food safety

Safeguard & Cultivate Investment in Beef Industry Research, Marketing & Innovation
e Encourage the cooperation and collaboration of existing industry advisory committees to

identify and prioritize research efforts

Checkoff Program Committee(s): Safety & Product Innovation
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SAFETY & PRODUCT INNOVATION COMMITTEE
Tactic Score & Comment Sheet

Tactic Considerations: When evaluating the relevance or effectiveness of a tactic, consider how well it
aligns with the initiatives outlined in the Beef Industry Long Range Plan and key Beef Demand Drivers.

Scoring Scale
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither Agree nor Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Does not align with Has weak or unclear Shows general Aligns well with at Strongly aligned with

the Committee’s
purpose or LRP
initiatives.

relevance to the
Committee’s purpose
or LRP initiatives.

awareness of the LRP
and Committee
purpose but lacks

least one LRP initiative
and supports the
Committee’s purpose

the Committee’s
purpose and clearly
supports multiple LRP

clear alignment or and is thoughtfully initiatives and is likely
specificity. developed. to make a significant,
measurable impact.
Tactic Scoring & Comments
Score: Place and “X” under the number that best reflects the extent to 1 3 4 5

which your table agrees that this tactic aligns with the committee’s

purpose and Beef Industry Long Range Plan initiatives.

Comments: Use the space below to provide up to four constructive comments that highlight the
strengths or concerns your table has about this tactic. Specific feedback or suggested solutions are

especially helpful, as vague or unclear responses are difficult to interpret and act on.

1.

Page 9




TACTIC A | 2631-II
Regional AMR Roundtables Informed by Research

Name of Contractor: National Institute for Animal Agriculture
Start Date: 10/1/2025

End Date: 9/30/2026

National Beef Checkoff Funding Request for this AR: $705,150
National Beef Checkoff Funding Request for this Tactic: $637,650

Tactic A | 2631-II

Regional AMR Roundtables Informed by Research
National Institute for Animal Agriculture

INTRODUCTION:

Project Focus

NIAA proposes to deepen its engagement in antimicrobial stewardship and resistance (AMR) with a
decentralized regional strategy—designed to combat fatigue on the issue, foster trust in science-based
beef production practices, and build lasting alliances with public health thought leaders.

Since 2011, the NIAA Antibiotics Council has hosted an annual Symposium. Throughout its tenure, the
Symposium has fostered knowledge sharing, developed resources and materials, hosted global subject
matter experts, and facilitated the building of strong relationships and partnerships. The Symposium has
demonstrated the beef industry's [animal agriculture's] leadership in antimicrobial stewardship and
resistance work. Additionally, through the Symposium and related activities, NIAA has seen
demonstrated attitudinal and behavioral change - especially within the human health community.
Perceptions that animal agriculture is "the problem" have significantly decreased and, in many cases,
human health leaders have come to recognize animal agriculture as the leading sector in changing
stewardship practices to better combat antimicrobial resistance.

With changes in how people and organizations meet and collaborate, the Council has determined it is
time to adapt its convening.

Rather than host a single national symposium as in past years, NIAA will coordinate four to six regional
roundtables to enhance geographic relevance, deepen regional stakeholder trust, and more effectively
meet the needs of beef producers and key opinion leaders.

This tactic will be anchored in new stakeholder research to inform AMR messaging strategies, reveal

best methods to reinvigorate engagement among fatigued audiences, and identify knowledge gaps that
regional convenings can help close.
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Why This Work Matters
AMR continues to be one of the top global public health challenges, as highlighted by the WHO?, CDC?,
and the Beef Checkoff’s own funded-programs?. This initiative aligns with Beef Industry Long Range Plan
strategies to:

e Grow consumer trust in beef production

e Promote and capitalize on beef's multiple advantages

e Safeguard and cultivate investment in research and innovation

Despite measurable on-farm improvements in responsible antibiotic use, persistent public concerns—
amplified by health NGOs, academic studies, and media narratives—risk undermining beef’s freedom to
operate.

Additionally, the rate of change in the public health community has drastically increased since the
Council's work began in this arena over a decade ago. Between employee turnover, expanded pressures
on One Health, and new "faces" entering the space, the need for enhanced engagement is evident. For
example, at the Centers for Disease Control & Prevention alone, staff with a technical background
and/or knowledge of animal agriculture [veterinarians, physiologists, animal scientists, etc.) is less than
one percent of staff. Yet, the animal health "circle" of the One Health Vin Diagram is equitable to human
and environmental health.

Convening regional roundtables will facilitate enhanced knowledge sharing, partnerships, and
communications between more One Health leaders - once again demonstrating the beef industry's
leadership in innovatively engaging with government agencies, organizations, and private entities to
support research and develop proactive protocols that specifically help to reduce the risk of ...
antimicrobial resistance.

In particular, tackling stakeholder fatigue and resistance to AMR dialogue is essential. As research from
industry conveners and public health advocates (e.g., EventMB, PCMA?) notes, event formats must now
prioritize intimacy, co-creation, hybrid access, and regional relevance for engagement to be effective
The modifications proposed in this AR continues to build upon a decade plus of success in this arena
while adapting to the changing environments of convening, interests in antimicrobial conversations,
public health leader engagement, and the nuances of different beef-producing regions of the U.S.

TACTIC DESCRIPTION:
Design and execute mixed-method stakeholder research (quantitative and qualitative) to uncover the
reasons behind AMR engagement fatigue among beef producers, allied industry members, and public
health professionals.
Outcomes:

e Actionable insights into preferred messages and messengers

e Strategic guidance on reframing AMR as a systems-based opportunity for innovation and

stewardship

e Foundational data to inform future Beef Checkoff-funded outreach
Facilitate 4—6 regional One Health roundtables convening local beef producers, veterinarians, and
leaders from public health, academia, and regulatory agencies. These convenings replace the former
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national Antibiotics Symposium model with a more accessible, tailored, and action-oriented format.
Goals:

e Reduce topic fatigue by creating tailored agendas based on new regional stakeholder input.

e Deliver cross-sector learning using One Health framing.

e Equip beef producers and QSBC leaders with regionally relevant, science-backed messaging

strategies.

While all Roundtables will be informed by foundational research to better understand AMR fatigue,
participants also will be able to further explore unique aspects of One Health as it pertains to their
geography and unique needs. For example, a Roundtable in the Southeast can highlight production
practices and their similarities and differences with other regions. Responsibly using antimicrobials in
the Southeast is different than in the Great Plains.

Additionally, public health leaders will vary by region with some Roundtables attracting more global and
national leaders and others more regional, state, and local public health leaders.

All will build on NIAA's foundation of connecting interdisciplinary leaders who are dedicated to a One
Health approach to antimicrobial stewardship and resistance.

Sample Locations: Great Plains, Southeast, Midwest, Pacific Northwest, Northeast, Southwest.

Measurable Objectives:

Measurable Objective #1
At least 300 stakeholders reached across roundtables (50 per event).

Measurable Objective #2
85% of participants report improved knowledge about antibiotic stewardship and AMR.

Measurable Objective #3
At least 5 unique public health institutions represented across the convenings.

Measurable Objective #4
Conduct pre/post event surveys to measure shifts in stakeholder sentiment.

Measurable Objective #5:
A minimum of 500 survey respondents nationally, with focus groups held in three regions, and an insight
report shared with the Cattlemen’s Beef Board, QSBCs and fellow Beef Checkoff Contractors.

Performance Efficiency Measures:

General Target Audience
Beef Producers Reach Goal: 76,500
Beef Producers Engagement Goal: 450

QSBC & CBB Staff & Leaders Reach Goal: 150
QSBC & CBB Staff & Leaders Engagement Goal: 10

Page 12



Key Opinion Leaders
CDC, USDA, ASTHO, etc. Reach Goal: 3,100
CDC, USDA, ASTHO, etc. Engagement Goal: 325

Processors, retailers, and restaurants Reach Goal: 2,000
Processors, retailers, and restaurants Engagement Goal: 190

LRP Initiatives Addressed by this Tactic:
Grow Consumer Trust in Beef Production
e Align and collaborate with traditional and nontraditional partners to tell the positive story of
beef cattle production
e Educate medical, diet and health professionals about beef and beef production
e Engage positively in the sustainable nutrition conversation

Promote and Capitalize on the Multiple Advantages of Beef
e Promote the role of beef in a healthy and sustainable diet

Safeguard and Cultivate Investment in Beef Industry Research, Marketing and Innovation
e Encourage the cooperation and collaboration of existing industry advisory committees to
identify and prioritize research efforts
e Increase industry funds for beef marketing, promotion and research
e Educate producers, lawmakers and industry stakeholders on the benefits and impact of the Beef
Checkoff

Checkoff Program Committee(s): Safety & Product Innovation, Stakeholder Engagement
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SAFETY & PRODUCT INNOVATION COMMITTEE
Tactic Score & Comment Sheet

Tactic Considerations: When evaluating the relevance or effectiveness of a tactic, consider how well it
aligns with the initiatives outlined in the Beef Industry Long Range Plan and key Beef Demand Drivers.

Scoring Scale

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither Agree nor Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Does not align with Has weak or unclear Shows general Aligns well with at Strongly aligned with

the Committee’s

relevance to the

awareness of the LRP

least one LRP initiative

the Committee’s

purpose or LRP Committee’s purpose and Committee and supports the purpose and clearly
initiatives. or LRP initiatives. purpose but lacks Committee’s purpose supports multiple LRP
clear alignment or and is thoughtfully initiatives and is likely
specificity. developed. to make a significant,
measurable impact.
Tactic Scoring & Comments
Score: Place and “X” under the number that best reflects the extent to 1 3 4 5

which your table agrees that this tactic aligns with the committee’s

purpose and Beef Industry Long Range Plan initiatives.

Comments: Use the space below to provide up to four constructive comments that highlight the
strengths or concerns your table has about this tactic. Specific feedback or suggested solutions are

especially helpful, as vague or unclear responses are difficult to interpret and act on.

1.

Page 14




TACTIC B | 2631-II
Amplified Communications & Outreach

Name of Contractor: National Institute for Animal Agriculture
Start Date: 10/1/2025

End Date: 9/30/2026

National Beef Checkoff Funding Request for this AR: $705,150
National Beef Checkoff Funding Request for this Tactic: 567,500

Tactic B | 2631-II

Amplified Communications & Outreach
National Institute for Animal Agriculture

TACTIC DESCRIPTION:
Design and execute mixed-method stakeholder research (quantitative and qualitative) to uncover the
reasons behind AMR engagement fatigue among beef producers, allied industry members, and public
health professionals.
Outcomes:
e Actionable insights into preferred messages and messengers.
e Strategic guidance on reframing AMR as a systems-based opportunity for innovation and
stewardship.
e Foundational data to inform future Beef Checkoff-funded outreach.
Facilitate 4—6 regional One Health roundtables convening local beef producers, veterinarians, and
leaders from public health, academia, and regulatory agencies. These convenings replace the former
national Antibiotics Symposium model with a more accessible, tailored, and action-oriented format.
Goals:
e Reduce topic fatigue by creating tailored agendas based on new regional stakeholder input.
e Deliver cross-sector learning using One Health framing.
e Equip beef producers and QSBC leaders with regionally relevant, science-backed messaging
strategies.

While all Roundtables will be informed by foundational research to better understand AMR fatigue,
participants also will be able to further explore unique aspects of One Health as it pertains to their
geography and unique needs. For example, a Roundtable in the Southeast can highlight production
practices and their similarities and differences with other regions. Responsibly using antimicrobials in
the Southeast is different than in the Great Plains.

Additionally, public health leaders will vary by region with some Roundtables attracting more global and
national leaders and others more regional, state, and local public health leaders.

All will build on NIAA's foundation of connecting interdisciplinary leaders who are dedicated to a One
Health approach to antimicrobial stewardship and resistance.

Sample Locations: Great Plains, Southeast, Midwest, Pacific Northwest, Northeast, Southwest.
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Measurable Objectives:

Measurable Objective #1
At least 300 stakeholders reached across roundtables (50 per event).

Measurable Objective #2
85% of participants report improved knowledge about antibiotic stewardship and AMR.

Measurable Objective #3
At least 5 unique public health institutions represented across the convenings.

Measurable Objective #4
Conduct pre/post event surveys to measure shifts in stakeholder sentiment.

Measurable Objective #5:
A minimum of 500 survey respondents nationally, with focus groups held in three regions, and an insight
report shared with the Cattlemen’s Beef Board, QSBCs and fellow Beef Checkoff Contractors.

Performance Efficiency Measures:

General Target Audience
Beef Producers Reach Goal: 76,500
Beef Producers Engagement Goal: 450

QSBC & CBB Staff & Leaders Reach Goal: 150
QSBC & CBB Staff & Leaders Engagement Goal: 10

Key Opinion Leaders
CDC, USDA, ASTHO, etc. Reach Goal: 3,100
CDC, USDA, ASTHO, etc. Engagement Goal: 325

Processors, retailers, and restaurants Reach Goal: 2,000
Processors, retailers, and restaurants Engagement Goal: 190

LRP Initiatives Addressed by this Tactic:
Grow Consumer Trust in Beef Production
e Align and collaborate with traditional and nontraditional partners to tell the positive story of
beef cattle production
e Educate medical, diet and health professionals about beef and beef production
e Engage positively in the sustainable nutrition conversation

Promote and Capitalize on the Multiple Advantages of Beef
e Promote the role of beef in a healthy and sustainable diet
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Safeguard and Cultivate Investment in Beef Industry Research, Marketing and Innovation
e Encourage the cooperation and collaboration of existing industry advisory committees to
identify and prioritize research efforts
e Educate producers, lawmakers and industry stakeholders on the benefits and impact of the Beef
Checkoff
e Increase industry funds for beef marketing, promotion and research

Checkoff Program Committee(s): Safety & Product Innovation, Stakeholder Engagement
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SAFETY & PRODUCT INNOVATION COMMITTEE
Tactic Score & Comment Sheet

Tactic Considerations: When evaluating the relevance or effectiveness of a tactic, consider how well it
aligns with the initiatives outlined in the Beef Industry Long Range Plan and key Beef Demand Drivers.

Scoring Scale

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither Agree nor Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Does not align with Has weak or unclear Shows general Aligns well with at Strongly aligned with

the Committee’s

relevance to the

awareness of the LRP

least one LRP initiative

the Committee’s

purpose or LRP Committee’s purpose and Committee and supports the purpose and clearly
initiatives. or LRP initiatives. purpose but lacks Committee’s purpose supports multiple LRP
clear alignment or and is thoughtfully initiatives and is likely
specificity. developed. to make a significant,
measurable impact.
Tactic Scoring & Comments
Score: Place and “X” under the number that best reflects the extent to 1 3 4 5

which your table agrees that this tactic aligns with the committee’s

purpose and Beef Industry Long Range Plan initiatives.

Comments: Use the space below to provide up to four constructive comments that highlight the
strengths or concerns your table has about this tactic. Specific feedback or suggested solutions are

especially helpful, as vague or unclear responses are difficult to interpret and act on.

1.
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TACTICA | 2611-R

Safety Research and Scientific Affairs

Name of Contractor: National Cattlemen’s Beef Association

Start Date: 10/1/2025

End Date: 9/30/2028

National Beef Checkoff Funding Request for this AR: $9,653,600
National Beef Checkoff Funding Request for this Tactic: 51,238,600

Tactic A | 2611-R

Safety Research and Scientific Affairs
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association

TACTIC DESCRIPTION:

Though 89% of consumers indicate they typically trust food products purchased at the grocery store or
eaten at a restaurant are safe, a noted constraint is that consumers also believe (65%) that meat poses
the highest risk to food safety.! Additionally, consumers say the safety of beef is a foundational trust
component that they identify which cannot be jeopardized to continue to build and protect

demand.? Therefore, it is essential to improve the safety of beef to achieve demand goals. NCBA, on
behalf of the Beef Checkoff, leads scientific research on improving beef safety in the segment where
beef is raised, pre-harvest, with the goal to grow the evidence base and build acceptance for Beef
Checkoff research in scientific decision making and food safety recommendations. Research outcomes
provide the opportunity to share evidence to evolve how cattle are raised to reduce the likelihood of
cattle bringing chemical, physical, or biological hazards into the post-harvest production environment.

Additionally, this research shows producers’ dedication to the broader community focused on improving
the safety of beef. This is also the program that brings the industry together annually to hear food
safety-related research and to tackle the industry’s safety constraints at the Beef Industry Safety
Summit. This program has a strong track record of tackling the largest beef safety challenges the
industry has faced by conducting industry-relevant research and making scientifically valid
recommendations. This program has provided scientific evidence for reducing pathogen (E. coli 0157,
other shiga-toxin-producing E. coli (STECs), Salmonella), specified risk material, and recommendations
for many of the post-harvest interventions utilized across the industry.

This tactic has brought and will continue to bring industry leaders together, commissioned key research
and disseminated outcomes to stakeholders making daily beef safety decisions in the industry, to the
regulatory environment, and consumers. The audience for this tactic is the scientific community
including established and emerging scientists recognized in their field of expertise, scientific
organizations (American Meat Science Association, International Association for Food Protection, etc.),
beef safety decision-makers throughout the industry (feedlot operators, packers, processors, retail,
foodservice, corporate food safety scientist) and regulatory sectors. Their significant influence and
credibility in their field of expertise establishes them as “thought leaders” of future research agendas,
industry symposia, or food safety recommendations.

Research priorities are shaped through a mix of stakeholder input, consumer market research insights
and emerging scientific evidence. This year’s focus will be to invest in pre-harvest beef safety research
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that evaluates the industry challenges of biological and chemical hazard
contamination/detection/interventions/management strategies for organisms known to cause
foodborne iliness or have potential based on evidence in beef or in other food sources (other animal
proteins, other food production systems, or evidence from other countries/regions). Research will also
focus on the evaluation and assessment of physical contamination detection for metal and non-metal
objects ante-mortem, to address the results of the National Beef Quality Audit 2022, and noted in Right
Way Right Time that 100% of facilities surveyed reported challenges with birdshot/buckshot and other
foreign materials from pre-harvest.>* Additionally, technical assessments/reviews will be commissioned
to identify research gaps and/or to summarize existing research in the public domain to serve as an
industry and scientific resource on a pre-harvest safety topic to reduce duplication of funding by entities
(USDA, the beef industry, other Checkoff programs, private organizations, etc.). Scientific affairs
programs will bring attention to beef safety research outcomes through engagement with advisory
groups, industry, and regulatory thought leaders at briefings, research summits, conferences, and
written and visual tools (infographics).

Through collaborations with state beef councils (SBCs), other NCBA Checkoff programs, other Checkoff
contractors (e.g., USMEF, AFBFA, MF, etc.), as well as other science-based organizations, universities,
and institutions, program results will be shared widely through publications, scientific conferences, and
deep-dive immersion experiences for broader impact. Strategic planning sessions will be conducted as
needed to identify research gaps/constraints and collaborative research opportunities with third-party
experts. This tactic addresses the demand drivers of eating experience and the underlying factors to
build and maintain trust in how beef is raised and grown.

Citations:

1. !The State of Food Safety in Restaurants & Retail. 2025. Stampede Culinary
Partners. https://stampedeculinarypartners.com/

2. ’Demand Score and Drivers Analysis. 2025. National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, a contractor
to the Beef Checkoff. https://www.beefresearch.org/programs/market-research.

3. 3National Beef Quality Audit. 2022. ww.bga.org/Media/BQA/Docs/nbga-executive-summary-
2022-updated_vil-compressed.pdf

4. “Right Way Right Time. ww.ncba.org/Media/NCBAorg/Docs/ncba-cattlefax-cull-cow-strategies-
2024 final-1.pdf

Measurable Objectives:

Measurable Objective #1

Fund Research Projects: Conduct a minimum of four (4) original pre-harvest safety scientific research
projects or technical assessments focused on biological and chemical hazard contamination/detection,
potential interventions, routes of transmission, management strategies for safe production where more
than one food source is raised/produced, physical contamination detection ante-mortem, and chemical
contamination evaluation to grow the evidence base the safety of beef.

Measurable Objective #2

Build Research Acceptance: To build broader scientific understanding in beef safety, conduct science
briefings with target audience safety thought leaders on new beef research and key topics such as beef’s
safety evolution and progress, foreign material contamination and detection, pathogen reduction
methods, and beef’s role in a OneHealth approach. Reach at least 35 established and five (5) new thought
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leaders (e.g., emerging investigators) to expand the quantity and quality of scientists with an interest in
conducting and communicating beef research so that Checkoff research is incorporated into scientific
decision making.

Measurable Objective #3

Leverage Research Results with Other Checkoff Tactics & Programs: Provide safety research insights,
content and/or expertise (minimum of 10) to other Checkoff tactics or Checkoff partners in support of
other demand building programs.

Measurable Objective #4

Target Audience Placement of Research Results: Increase the visibility of pre-harvest beef safety findings
by securing placement of research results (minimum of 45) at conferences, symposia, industry meetings,
with supply chain partners, in consumer and producer communication/educational outlets, and/or in peer
review to improve the understanding of beef safety and research advancements.

Performance Efficiency Measures:

N/A on Research ARs

LRP Initiatives Addressed by this Tactic:
Improve the Business and Political Climate of Beef

e Drive continuous improvement in food safety

Safeguard and Cultivate Investment in Beef Industry Research Marketing and Innovation

e Encourage the cooperation and collaboration of existing industry advisory committees to
identify and prioritize research efforts

e Educate producers, lawmakers and industry stakeholders on the benefits and impact of the
Beef Checkoff

Checkoff Program Committee(s): Safety & Product Innovation
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SAFETY & PRODUCT INNOVATION COMMITTEE
Tactic Score & Comment Sheet

Tactic Considerations: When evaluating the relevance or effectiveness of a tactic, consider how well it
aligns with the initiatives outlined in the Beef Industry Long Range Plan and key Beef Demand Drivers.

Scoring Scale

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither Agree nor Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Does not align with Has weak or unclear Shows general Aligns well with at Strongly aligned with

the Committee’s

relevance to the

awareness of the LRP

least one LRP initiative

the Committee’s

purpose or LRP Committee’s purpose and Committee and supports the purpose and clearly
initiatives. or LRP initiatives. purpose but lacks Committee’s purpose supports multiple LRP
clear alignment or and is thoughtfully initiatives and is likely
specificity. developed. to make a significant,
measurable impact.
Tactic Scoring & Comments
Score: Place and “X” under the number that best reflects the extent to 1 3 4 5

which your table agrees that this tactic aligns with the committee’s

purpose and Beef Industry Long Range Plan initiatives.

Comments: Use the space below to provide up to four constructive comments that highlight the
strengths or concerns your table has about this tactic. Specific feedback or suggested solutions are

especially helpful, as vague or unclear responses are difficult to interpret and act on.

1.
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TACTICC | 2611-R

Product Quality Research and Technical Expertise

Name of Contractor: National Cattlemen’s Beef Association

Start Date: 10/1/2025

End Date: 9/30/2028

National Beef Checkoff Funding Request for this AR: $9,653,600
National Beef Checkoff Funding Request for this Tactic: 51,347,000

Tactic C | 2611-R

Product Quality Research and Technical Expertise
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association

TACTIC DESCRIPTION:

Product quality is one of the most important factors when consumers select fresh protein, including
beef.! A key constraint facing beef is ensuring the quality, eating satisfaction, and consumer acceptance
are maintained as the industry needs and priorities evolve.? Therefore, it is essential to safeguard
product quality and ensure eating experience remains high. NCBA, on behalf of the Beef Checkoff, leads
the sole tactic focused on beef product quality and extends those findings to industry stakeholders. The
goal of this tactic is to grow the publicly available evidence base and build acceptance for Beef Checkoff
research in scientific decision making and recommendations, and product management decisions. The
outcomes of this tactic build the scientific foundation and expand the opportunities to increase product
consistency, utilization, and ultimately consumer satisfaction. Additionally, the findings of this tactic fill
an essential industry need for disseminating product quality research findings outside of a competitive
environment. This research initiative focuses on the opportunities of the product itself and ultimate
consumer satisfaction through product diversity, cooking methodology, and enhancing product
consistency. Historically, this program has provided the scientific foundation for grading standard
improvements and generated scientific evidence for utilizing the carcass through product management
(tenderness, aging, and muscle utilization/optimization/value cuts) for continuously improving
consumer satisfaction. This research tactic has been essential to safeguard the foundation of eating
experience and continues to provide opportunities for increasing product consistency.

The target audience for this tactic is key decision-makers and emerging leaders responsible for product
management and scientific solutions related to beef quality. This consists of supply chain members,
academia, government, and scientific associations (American Meat Science Association and
International Community of Meat Scientists) focusing on the breadth of the industry from production
influences on product management and ultimate end-user decisions. Their significant influence and
credibility in their field of expertise establishes them as “thought leaders” delivers the opportunity to
elevate them on technical agendas, symposia, and outreach opportunities.

Priorities are shaped through a mix of stakeholder input, consumer market research insights and
emerging scientific evidence. This year’s focus will be build the scientific foundation by funding research
focused on grade standardization, product optimization of today’s carcasses population, cold chain
management to reduce inconsistencies in eating experience, and opportunities to decrease
inconsistency and ensure product integrity across the supply chain for the ultimate consumer eating
experience. Additionally, technical assessments/reviews will be commissioned to identify research gaps
and/or to summarize existing research in the public domain to serve as an industry and scientific
resource on a product quality topic to reduce duplication of funding by entities (USDA, Beef, and other
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Checkoff programs, private organizations, etc.). Key results are activated through technical summaries,
peer-reviewed manuscripts, research presentations, science briefings, and other scientific affairs
strategies. Furthermore, these will be leveraged through collaborations with state beef councils (SBCs),
other NCBA Checkoff programs, other Checkoff contractors (USMEF, MF, AFBFA, etc.), and scientific
associations. Strategic planning sessions will be conducted as needed to identify topic constraints,
research gaps, and collaborative research opportunities with third-party experts. Taste is the top reason
consumers choose beef, and this topic addresses the demand drivers of eating experience,
convenience/versatility, and price.

Citations:

1. Power of Meat. 2025. Annual Meat Conference. https://www.fmi.org

2. Z2Calhoun, C. M., Lorenzen, C. L., Bohrer, B. M., Vierck, K. R., Maddock, R. J. & Tonsor, G.,
(2024) “Meat Quality Research Priorities: Outcomes From a Technical Summit”, Meat and
Muscle Biology 8(1): 17791, 1-22. doi: https://doi.org/10.22175/mmb.17791

3. 3Demand Score and Drivers Analysis. 2025. National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, a
contractor to the Beef Checkoff. https://www.beefresearch.org/programs/market-
research.

Measurable Objectives:

Measurable Objective #1

Fund Research Projects: Conduct a minimum of 12 original product quality scientific research projects or
technical assessments focused on opportunities to expand the scientific foundation of grading, evolution
of product availability to inform opportunities to optimize merchandising, managing product integrity,
product management to reduce food waste and ensure consistency of eating experience to grow the
evidence base on beef’s quality attributes.

Measurable Objective #2

Build Research Acceptance: To build broader scientific understanding in beef quality, conduct science
briefings with target audience product quality thought leaders, and provide industry-relevant insights
around product uniformity, opportunities to overcome eating quality inconsistencies, and optimization
of product quality practices across the supply chain. Reach at least 35 established and five (5) new
thought leaders (e.g., emerging investigators) to expand the quantity and quality of scientists with an
interest in conducting and communicating beef research so that Checkoff research is incorporated into
scientific decision making.

Measurable Objective #3

Leverage Research Results with Other Checkoff Tactics & Programs: Provide product quality research
insights and/or expertise (minimum of 15) to other Checkoff tactics or Checkoff partners in support of
other demand-building programs.

Measurable Objective #4

Target Audience Placement of Research Results: Increase the visibility of research findings through
placement of product quality research results (minimum of 45) at conferences, symposia, industry
meetings, supply chain partners, consumer and producer communication/education outlets, and/or
scientific journals to improve the understanding of beef quality and research advancements.
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Performance Efficiency Measures:

N/A on Research ARs
LRP Initiatives Addressed by this Tactic:

Develop and Implement Better Business Models to Improve Price Discovery and Value Distribution
Across all Segments

e Use innovative methods and technologies to value carcasses based on eating satisfaction and
red meat yield

Promote and Capitalize on the Multiple Advantages of Beef
e Engage consumers in a memorable beef eating experience

e Promote underutilized beef cuts and new variety meat products

Safeguard and Cultivate Investment in Beef Industry Research Marketing and Innovation

e Encourage the cooperation and collaboration of existing industry advisory committees to
identify and prioritize research efforts

Checkoff Program Committee(s): Safety & Product Innovation
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SAFETY & PRODUCT INNOVATION COMMITTEE
Tactic Score & Comment Sheet

Tactic Considerations: When evaluating the relevance or effectiveness of a tactic, consider how well it
aligns with the initiatives outlined in the Beef Industry Long Range Plan and key Beef Demand Drivers.

Scoring Scale

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither Agree nor Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Does not align with Has weak or unclear Shows general Aligns well with at Strongly aligned with

the Committee’s

relevance to the

awareness of the LRP

least one LRP initiative

the Committee’s

purpose or LRP Committee’s purpose and Committee and supports the purpose and clearly
initiatives. or LRP initiatives. purpose but lacks Committee’s purpose supports multiple LRP
clear alignment or and is thoughtfully initiatives and is likely
specificity. developed. to make a significant,
measurable impact.
Tactic Scoring & Comments
Score: Place and “X” under the number that best reflects the extent to 1 3 4 5

which your table agrees that this tactic aligns with the committee’s

purpose and Beef Industry Long Range Plan initiatives.

Comments: Use the space below to provide up to four constructive comments that highlight the
strengths or concerns your table has about this tactic. Specific feedback or suggested solutions are

especially helpful, as vague or unclear responses are difficult to interpret and act on.

1.
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