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Abstract  

 
In order to understand the current food safety issues as well as some of the key challenges existing in 
the Philippines, a pilot project entitled Development of National Food Safety Indicators with a One 
Health Approach was implemented by the Philippine College of Veterinary Public Health for the 
Government of the Philippines. Through the project, three tailored national food safety indicators 
were developed, and they are 1) number of meat inspectors trained on official food control doing 
routine inspection in licensed slaughterhouses in the National Capital Region; 2) presence of and 
access to International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 17025 accredited central food testing 
laboratory for chloramphenicol drug residue test in shrimps for export; and 3) awareness level of the 
meat stakeholders, including consumers on the topic of meat safety.  
 
After pilot-testing these indicators with a baseline assessment, interventions and a post-intervention 
assessment, a one-day conclusion workshop was held on 27 February 2020. The workshop was 
attended by eighty-six people from national stakeholders including governmental agencies, academia, 
industry, non-governmental organizations, and international organizations. During the workshop, 
participants agreed that systematic food safety reporting and survey systems involving local 
governments significantly improves the public trust and at the same time, contributes to consolidate 
science-based national data. All stakeholders agreed that development of a set of common food safety 
messages developed collaboratively is effective, rather than having different pieces from each 
different agency. Overall, this pilot project brought everyone together with clear realization of the 
importance of good quality data collection and management. By setting a set of food safety indicators 
together, the project promoted institutions to work in collaborative way and confirmed the different 
roles and responsibilities. The workshop also provided a clear evidence of the need for One Health 
approach, as an example was highlighted discussions on reporting systems and suggestions to include 
local government agencies as part of the initiative to enhance better food safety assurance at both 
local and national levels. The workshop was concluded with the agreement that developing a 
complete set of national food safety indicators would be beneficial for the country, and the 
government agencies have been keen to mainstream this initiative into the regular programmes in the 
future. 

 
Keywords:  
Food safety, food safety indicators, measuring, national food control system, assessment, capacity 
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Project summary 
 
The Philippines recognizes the importance of food safety and the role safe food play in attainment of 
government’s most important task of ensuring the welfare of the citizens and nurturing succeeding 
generations1. Several initiatives attest to this, among others, the enactment of the Food Safety Act in 
2013, the continuing efforts to strengthen its implementation, and the country’s active participation 
in international food safety forums In line with this, the Philippines participated in the regional 
consultation on food safety indicators for Asia and the Pacific held in Singapore in December 2017. 
During the regional consultation, the Philippines realized the importance of measuring food safety in 
the country and soon after, the project Development of National Food Safety Indicators using a One 
Health Approach was agreed and implemented through the Philippine College of Veterinary Public 
Health as service provider. The project aims to initiate the process of developing national food safety 
indicators based on the indicators discussed at the regional level. The national food safety indicators 
will be useful in the prioritization of food safety programs and activities, particularly for capacity 
development activities and in developing a food safety strategic action plan as well as in requesting 
for appropriate budget allocation. 
 
The project was officially launched through an inception workshop held in Quezon City, the Philippines 
on 18-20 March 2019. It was followed by a series of activities, including technical meetings of the 
technical working group and a second workshop among resource persons from the identified food 
safety regulatory agencies of the Philippines. The workshop led to the prioritization and selection of 
three pilot indicators which were further evaluated and tested as to their measurability. This step was 
led by the technical working groups through one-on-one consultations with the key food safety 
regulatory agencies, namely, the National Meat Inspection Service and the Bureau of Fisheries and 
Aquatic Resources. 
 
During the conclusion workshop held in Quezon City, the Philippines on 27 February 2020, the three 
pilot indicators and results of measurement were each presented by the lead food safety regulatory 
agencies to stakeholders and workshop attendees. Participants agreed that setting up food safety 
indicators in the Philippines are valuable and suggested to mainstream the food safety indicators into 
the regular programs and activities of food safety regulatory agencies and expand the number of 
relevant indicators that may be used as a way forward. In this regard, the role of government based 
on multi-sectoral collaboration was underscored in keeping with the One Health approach espoused 
by the project. The proposed multimedia communication materials on food safety were also 
presented for comments and inputs. Participants agreed that a combination of print and digital 
educational materials should be developed to reach a wider audience. The materials include both 
print, animated video, and social media formats. 
 
Overall, the workshop has confirmed that food safety indicators are valuable for assessing and 
measuring the food safety activities in the Philippines which will help them prioritize activities and 
identify areas that need improvement. Through the project, by bringing all the agencies and 
institutions that work for food safety together, the benefits of a One Health approach was 
appreciated. 

 
 

                                                 
1 Statement of former Undersecretary Segfredo R. Serrano, Department of Agriculture, during the Opening Ceremony of the Kick-off Activity, 
18-20 March 2019, Luxent Hotel, Timog Avenue, Quezon City, Philippines 
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1 Introduction 
 

1.1 Overview  
Food safety can have a significant impact on public health and economic and trade implications and 
more importantly, it is a fundamental part of food security. However, the social and economic 
consequences of unsafe food are often invisible in many developing countries where food safety 
surveillance systems are still yet to be developed or improved. In many cases, food safety problems 
can occur unnoticed, which often leads the policy makers to consider the topic of food safety less of 
a priority and not appropriately allocate budget.  
 
A project on food safety indicators was co-implemented by Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations (FAO) and the Philippine College of Veterinary Public Health (PCVPH), together with all 
the national stakeholders in the Philippines. The project conclusion workshop was held on 27 February 
2020 at the Sulo Riviera Hotel in Quezon City, the Philippines. The meeting agenda is available in Annex 
1. Including organizers and resource people, eighty-six (86) people have participated in the workshop, 
and they are people working on food safety representing various government, private and academic 
institutions, as well as technical officers at international organizations. National participants include 
representatives from the followings. 

 Department of Agriculture (DA) 
o Bureau of Agriculture and Fisheries Standards (BAFS) 
o Food Development Center (FDC) 
o Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) 
o National Meat Inspection Service (NMIS) 
o Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (BFAR) 
o Bureau of Animal Industry (BAI) 
o Bureau of Plant Industry (BPI) 
o Sugar Regulatory Administration 
o Fertilizer and Pesticide Authority 
o National Dairy Authority 

 Department of Health (DOH) 
o Food and Drug Administration (FDA) 
o Disease Prevention and Control Bureau 
o Research Institute for Tropical Medicine 

 Food and Nutrition Research Institute of the Department of Science and Technology 

 Philippine Association of Food Technologists, Inc. (PAFT) 
 
The private sector was represented by food producers and processors from the sugar, aquaculture 
(shrimp and prawn), livestock and poultry, and feeds sectors. Researchers and experts from the 
Philippine Veterinary Medical Association; the University of the Philippines (UP); and the Professional 
Regulation Commission also attended the workshop. 
 
There was a good representation from across the country as the regional directors of BFAR and NMIS 
from all regional offices throughout the country attended the workshop. As the front liners in the 
delivery of technical assistance and implementation of food safety regulations in the meat and 
fisheries sectors of Philippine agriculture in their regions, it was essential that the regional directors 
be made aware of the project and apprised of the development of food safety indicators. Their 
comments on and consideration of the selected indicators were obtained to further validate and 
promote the possible use of the indicators in assessing and further improving the delivery of food-
safety related services. The regional directors are also important partners because of their position 
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and authority to directly coordinate and collaborate with the Local Government Units (LGUs) in food 
safety control and in using the indicators. The list of participants is attached in Annex 2. 
 

1.2 Project background  
In order to provide a sound tool for countries to be able to consider all the key elements, both obvious 
and non-obvious ones, and to properly address such short-comings, a regional consultation meeting 
was held on 6-8 December 2017 in Singapore to identify a set of food safety indicators for the Asia-
Pacific region. The Philippines participated in the regional consultation and soon after, in the pilot 
project of FAO, Development of National Food Safety Indicators with a One Health Approach, through 
PCVPH as service provider. The project aims to initiate the process of developing national food safety 
indicators based on the indicators discussed at the regional level. The national food safety indicators 
will be useful in the prioritization of programs and activities, particularly for capacity development 
activities; in developing a food safety strategic action plan; and in requesting for appropriate budget 
allocation. 
 
The project was officially launched at a kick-off workshop last 18-20 March 2019 at Luxent Hotel, 
Timog, Quezon City, the Philippines. It was followed by a series of activities, including technical 
meetings of the PCVPH core group and technical working group and a second workshop among 
resource persons from the identified food safety regulatory agencies of the Philippines. The workshop 
led to the prioritization and selection of three pilot indicators which were further evaluated and tested 
as to their measurability. This step was led by the technical working group through one-on-one 
consultations with the concerned food safety regulatory agencies, namely, the NMIS and BFAR. 
 
After the implementation of the project, the conclusion workshop was held with the following 
objectives: 1) obtain information about the process and the progress made by Philippines in 
development and measurement of the food safety indicators in the Philippines; 2) be able to provide 
inputs and possible solutions by sharing the experiences, challenges and lessons learnt during the 
process of development of the food safety indicators in Philippines; 3) engage in planning process of 
the way forward including specific actions for the existing three pilot indicators and their effective use; 
and 4) be able to provide inputs and ideas on the development of communication materials on food 
safety in the Philippines. 

2 The development process and the three pilot indicators 
The development of food safety indicators in the Philippines involved the participation of stakeholders 
who have direct interests in food safety, whether in the aspect of policy formulation, regulations and 
their implementation, food production, distribution, and/or consumption. Consultations with the food 
business operators (FBOs), food safety regulatory agencies, and other government offices were 
essential in the development process. 
 
From the 40 areas of regional food safety indicators presented at the regional consultation meeting, 
five priority areas were identified by the participants at the kick-off workshop. Four out of the five 
areas, namely: regional indicators 14, 18, 31, and 39, were further pre-selected in consultation with 
the concerned food safety regulatory agencies directly involved in the areas. These areas were 
eventually narrowed down to three, using as guide the following questions provided by the FAO 
project leader, Masami Takeuchi (Food Safety Officer, FAO) as below. 

a. Is it quantifiable? 
b. Are relevant data already available and accessible? 
c. Are we on-target (meaningful)? 
d. Are we assuring a certain level of quality as well? 
e. Can we monitor the measurements over time? 
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The food safety indicators were developed through the circulation of survey questionnaires 
interspersed with close and regular coordination and consultation particularly with the food safety 
regulatory agencies which are directly responsible for policy and implementation relative to the 
selected food safety indicators. One-on-one consultations with the identified food safety regulatory 
agencies’ resource persons were conducted to obtain more detailed data and information. The three 
indicators were then finally confirmed based on the data and information collected and the validation 
by resource persons as to data availability and chances of measurability.  
 
It is to be noted also that the indicator selection process used a commodity-specific/scope-specific 
approach as the availability of data and information could best be ascertained in such manner, given 
the variability in data collection and management across the food safety regulatory agencies. The 
three tailored food safety indicators in Table 1 were then preliminarily tested as to their measurability, 
starting from 2016 as the baseline year until January to July 2019, and indicating the expected outputs 
by the end of August 2019. 
 
Table 1. Selected national food safety indicators for the Philippines 

Indicator 
# 

Original indicator name  Tailored indicator name Lead 
agency 

14 Number of food inspectors 
(per population) trained on 
official food control 
 

Number of meat inspectors trained on 
official food control doing routine 
inspection in licensed slaughterhouses in 
the National Capital Region (NCR). 

NMIS 

18 Presence of and access to 
accredited Food Testing 
Laboratories (FTLs) with well-
defined Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOPs) 
 

Presence of and access to International 
Organization for Standardization (ISO) 
17025-accredited central FTL for 
Chloramphenicol (CAP) drug residue test in 
shrimps for export 

BFAR 

31 All stakeholders farm to plate, 
including consumers, are 
reached in food safety 
information activities and are 
aware of the potential 
problems and risk related to 
hygiene and food safety 

Meat stakeholders, including consumers, 
are reached in meat safety information 
through printed materials and are aware of 
the potential problems and risks related to 
meat hygiene and safety. 

NMIS 

 
The measurement results and recommendations were presented to stakeholders in a concluding 
workshop, where challenges and way forward on the use of the food safety indicators were also 
discussed. 

3  Highlights of the workshop 
 

3.1 Opening Session 
Edna Zenaida V. Villacorte, PCVPH President, thanked all participants for attending the concluding 
workshop and she also thanked FAO for their support and proceeded to acknowledge the valuable 
contributions and assistance of the food safety regulatory agencies, other government agencies, 
academe, and the private sector.  
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Tamara Jean C. Palis-Duran, Assistant FAO Representative of FAO Philippines in her opening remarks 
stated that FAO recognizes the importance of food safety to the economy and reported that globally, 
nearly 600 million people fall sick and 420,000 die each year due to foodborne diseases and causes 
huge economic losses up to USD 100 billion each year in productivity and trade-related losses, 
affecting mostly low- and middle-income countries. References were made to the International Forum 
on Food Safety and Trade (Geneva, April 2019) where knowledge-based actions to address food safety 
related issues and the crucial role of investments in effective food safety systems were highlighted. 
 
Food safety regulations at the national level need to adapt continuously to the rapid evolution of 
scientific knowledge, technology, and food trade. Citing Codex Alimentarius as the single most 
important reference point for food safety standards, she encouraged the national agencies to develop 
their own indicators to capture country-specific capacities and situations, pursuant to the Codex 
guidelines entitled “Principles and guidelines for monitoring the performance of national food control 
systems” (CXG 91-2017). The three food safety indicators that have been prioritized and pilot-tested 
by the project can be considered as jump-off points towards developing a more extensive evidence-
based measure to monitor the status and performance of the country’s food safety control system. 
This direction is also in line with one of the main thrusts of the DA under Secretary William Dar. She 
encouraged everyone to participate actively and expressed hope for continuing collaboration in the 
food safety endeavors. 
 
Claro N. Mingala, Officer-in-Charge of the BAI, delivered the keynote address where he highlighted 
that the project on developing food safety indicators with a One Health approach was timely and 
relevant to the Philippines. The process of selecting three indicators from the original 40 then down 
to five was commended but each indicator still entails broad technical scope. Thus, data analysis is 
critical in order to allow effective and responsive policy formulation. The bottom line is how to reach 
the consumers and general public on food-safety concerns. The food safety regulatory agencies need 
to be coordinated and united in order to meet food safety objectives. Technical knowledge must be 
used. He assured everyone that BAI will always be available to help in this regard. 
 

3.2 Background and relevance of the project 
After the objectives of the workshop were presented by Yoenten Phuentshok (FAO), Florisa M. Viloria, 
Vice President of PCVPH, highlighted that the development of food safety indicators in the Philippines 
was well received by the different stakeholders. DA in particular recognized the importance of food 
safety indicators as these can provide the data that will give policy makers substantiated information 
necessary in prioritizing areas in food safety programs. Such information will serve as basis for 
decision-making on allocating budget to strengthen food safety control and ensuring safe food for 
consumers. The recommendations generated from earlier consultations with food safety regulatory 
agencies and other stakeholders included the followings: 

a. enhancement of consistent and organized data collection and management with correlation 
and assessment; 

b. training on food safety data analysis; 
c. capacity building on risk analysis for food safety; 
d. development of programs or projects on food safety culture; 
e. development and strengthening of the national functional organization of the Philippines to 

strengthen its food safety regulatory system; and 
f. establishment of the One Health surveillance system. 

 
 
 
 



5 

 

4 Presentation of the three pilot food safety indicators 
 

4.1 Indicator 14: Measuring the inspection capacity 

4.1.1 Role of National Meat Inspection Service on meat inspection  
Ma. Elaine Joy C. Villareal, Supervising Meat Control Officer I, informed the meeting that NMIS is a 
specialized regulatory service attached to the DA and is the sole national controlling/competent 
authority on all matters pertaining to meat and meat product inspection and meat hygiene. The 
inspection mandate of NMIS starts at the slaughterhouse while BAI, another DA food safety regulatory 
agencies, is responsible for the animal production side. A Meat Inspection Board chaired by the DA 
Secretary oversees the meat inspection system. The Board is headed by the NMIS Executive Director, 
who has direct supervision over 17 Regional Technical Operations Center (RTOCs) nationwide. NMIS 
has one central meat laboratory and 6 satellite laboratories.  
 

4.1.2 Development and results of measurement of food safety indicator 14 
Steps that were undertaken to develop and tailor the original indicator name “Number of food 
inspectors (per population) trained on official food control” to reflect the commodity and specific 
population covered in the study. Food safety indicator 14, as piloted, reads “Number of meat 
inspectors trained on official food control doing routine inspection in licensed slaughterhouses in 
NCR.” The specific measurement was done by determining the ratio of trained meat inspectors to 
licensed slaughterhouses in NCR on a yearly basis from 2016 as base year to July 2019. The records of 
NMIS NCR for this period included data on: 

a. total number of meat inspectors trained on official meat safety control; 
b. number of trained meat inspectors deployed to conduct inspection in licensed slaughterhouse 
c. number of licensed slaughterhouse; 
d. ratio of trained meat inspectors to licensed slaughterhouse; and 
e. ratio of licensed veterinarians to licensed slaughterhouse. 

The final measurement results are summarized in the Table 2. 
 
Table 2. Number of meat inspectors trained on official meat safety control doing routine inspection 
in licensed slaughterhouses in NCR, 2016-2018 and January-July 2019 

Year 

 
 
 
No. 
of 
slaug
hterh
ouse
s 

NMIS LGU (Deputized) 
 
 
Percen
t 
Trained 
Inspect
ors 

Ratio 

No. of Meat 
Control 
Officers 
(Licensed 
Veterinarians) 

No. of 
Meat 
Inspectors 

No. of Meat 
Control 
Officers 
(licensed 
veterinarians) 

No. 
of 
Meat 
Inspe
ctors 

Total 
Inspector
s per 
slaughter
house 

Licensed 
Veterina
rians  
per 
slaughte
rhouse 

2016 
(Base) 

19 
5 
 

21 
 

3 
 

17 
 

100 
2.42: 1 

 
0.42: 1 

 

2017 19 
5 
 

21 
 

3 
 

21 
 

100 
2.63: 1 

 
0.42: 1 

 

2018 17 
5 
 

15 
 

3 
 

22 
 

100 
2.65: 1 

 
0.47: 1 

 

2019 
(Jan-
Jul) 

17 11 
17 

 
2 
 

19 
 

100 
2.88: 1 

 
 

0.76: 1 
 

Source of data: NMIS 
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In 2016, there were 2.42 trained meat inspectors doing routine inspection per licensed 
slaughterhouses in NCR. A progressive albeit slight increase in the ratio of total meat inspectors per 
slaughterhouse is noted from the base year 2016 to 2018. Further improvement in the ratio is noted 
in the first seven months of 2019 as NMIS increased the number of trainings conducted in response 
to the emerging meat safety issues during the said period. Thus, the ratio improved from 2.42:1 in 
2016 to 2.88:1 in July 2019. The low ratio of meat control officers, or the licensed veterinarians, per 
slaughterhouse, has been pointed out as notwithstanding the slight increase from 0.42:1 in 2016 to 
0.76:1 in July 2019. Following the results of food safety indicator 14, NMIS aims to increase the 
percentage of meat inspectors trained on official meat safety control doing routine inspection in 
licensed slaughterhouses in NCR.It is desired that by the end of August 2019, there should be 3 trained 
meat inspectors doing routine inspection in each licensed slaughterhouses in NCR, and one trained 
licensed veterinarian doing routine inspection in each licensed slaughterhouses in NCR. Further, by 
the end of August 2020, NMIS should have hired and trained two licensed veterinarians doing routine 
inspection in each licensed slaughterhouses in NCR. 
 

4.1.3 Gaps and way forward 
There were some gaps and weaknesses on the generation and management of quality data and its 
accessibility to allow timely use and analysis. Two recommendations to address these were made. 

a. Data collection and management systems must be further enhanced to ensure consistent and 
organized data collection and management. 

b. Correlation and assessment of data is essential in determining the effectiveness of program 
implementation. 

The recommendations on the way forward to institutionalize the use of food safety indicator 14 in the 
regular programs of NMIS are also made. 

a. Develop and maintain IT-based information systems that will provide a centralized database 
and/or profiles of the following: 

i. trainees who successfully completed meat inspection training course and other meat-
safety related trainings; 

ii. meat inspection officers (national and local: deputized); 
iii. licensed meat establishments; and 
iv. slaughter and condemnation data, disease reporting, laboratory data. 

NMIS is currently trying on-line reporting on the licensing of meat establishment. Thus the 
recommendations also include the point below. 

b. Conduct a staffing-to-workload analysis to logically analyze manpower complement based on 
required activities in a meat establishment. 

 

4.1.4 Group discussion 
In general, the participants especially the NMIS regional directors appreciated the food safety 
indicator 14 as a tool to measure performance in meat inspections services. FDA also indicated that 
adopting the indicator in inspection for processed food can be implemented in the short term. More 
specific suggestions were generated from the participants on the use of food safety indicator 14 on a 
broader scope. However, some participants expressed reservations on the feasibility of the 
suggestions due to some constraints in certain localities. 
 
Suggestion 1 

Collaborate with and seek support of the local government executives of LGUs in the licensing of 
meat establishments in their localities, emphasizing (a) the importance of compliance with national 
food safety standards and enforcement of the same through issuance of appropriate ordinances; 
and (b) hiring more competent personnel to man the establishments.  
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Constraints 1 
This move is challenging and may not be applicable in view of the short-term tenure of the local 
government officials as dictated by the current electoral system. Deputized meat inspectors are 
designated by the mayors and when the term of the appointing mayor ends, the contract of the 
deputized inspectors ends as well. Thus, the number of inspectors is not assured and sustained. As 
deputation of inspectors is the prerogative of the local chief executives, some trained meat 
inspectors may not be deployed to the slaughterhouses and instead may be assigned to do other 
tasks. Culture and religion in some localities could also get in the way. In some cases, NMIS is 
perceived as being against local traditions like slaughtering backyard or free roaming pigs in 
households or in the neighborhoods of rural areas. 

 
Proposed way forward 1 

Food safety indicator 14 must be developed with the active involvement of LGUs to secure their 
concurrence and support. National government must provide leadership/stewardship in developing 
a workable system with the LGUs. The Sanitation Code of the Philippines must also be reviewed and 
amended to make it more responsive to food safety goals especially at the local level.2 NMIS must 
intensify its advocacy especially among backyard farmers, as their animals could be the source of 
diseases like African Swine Fever. NMIS must educate the farmers that meat inspection is done to 
ensure food safety and not to contradict or dismiss local traditions and beliefs. The Department of 
Interior and Local Government (DILG) can also be requested to help encourage LGUs to pay 
attention to food safety. In coordination with the Professional Regulatory Board for veterinary 
medicine, regularization of licensed veterinarians in all municipalities must be endeavored.  

 
Suggestion 2 

Conduct similar study on use of food safety indicator 14 in other regions outside of NCR, as 
different regions have different situations. Availability of internet service, topography, volume of 
animals slaughtered, among others, vary across regions and these must be factored into the 
evaluation.  

 
Proposed way forward 2 

Establish a timeline for this proposed action with the end in view of mainstreaming the use of food 
safety indicator 14 and the other food safety indicators for that matter in the regular 
programs/activities of the food safety regulatory agencies. In this regard, the regional directors can 
provide NMIS the information and data needed. Meat inspectors must submit slaughter data, 
diseases, daily condemnation data, age, source, etc. Regular submission of Livestock and Poultry 
situational reports must be strengthened and sustained, and the Philippines Pesos of 2 500 
incentive given by DA for this task must be given on a regular and sustained basis. Regular and 
accurate data collection and management at the local level must be implemented. BFAR and other 
food safety regulatory agencies which have inspection mandates are also encouraged to develop 
indicator 14 based on their situation and challenges, including how to engage LGUs effectively. 

 
Suggestion 3 

On the ratio of inspectors to slaughterhouse, it is suggested that one meat inspector be employed 
each for carcass, entrails, and head per shift, or systematically synchronize inspection of carcasses 
and organs with their identification as done in line dressing system. One licensed veterinarian per 
shift is also recommended. It is also suggested that the appropriate ratio of Meat Inspectors per 
volume of animals slaughtered be determined. Another suggestion was to have mandatory 
plantilla position of Meat Inspector in all cities and municipalities. Aside from the slaughterhouses, 

                                                 
2 FDA informed the meeting that there is a move to review and amend the Sanitation Code, with the first meeting to be held on 05 March 
2020. Initial invitees are from DOH and private sector. DA has requested to be invited. 
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meat inspection must be carried out in post-abattoir/ slaughterhouse places such as wet markets 
and flea markets.  

 
Constraints 3 

The recommended 3:1 ratio of meat inspectors to slaughterhouse is not doable. LGUs only have 
municipal agriculturist and not all cities have veterinarians. In some areas, meat inspection is not a 
priority. Counterpart inspectors for LGUs for A and AA slaughterhouse licensing are also needed.3  

 
Proposed way forward 3 

This course of action needs to be reviewed and recommendations made on how to proceed. The 
results and recommendations can then be discussed with the top level. In doing the review, factors 
affecting data gathering, the required number of inspectors, slaughter volume handled by the 
slaughterhouse, among others, need to be considered. In the end, the number of inspectors should 
be based on workload. 
 

4.2 Indicator 18: Measuring the residue monitoring capacity 
 

4.2.1 Role of Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources in food safety and residue 
monitoring  

Sonia S. Somga, Chief of the Fish Health Laboratory, National Fisheries Laboratory Division (NFLD) of 
BFAR informed the meeting of the specific role of her agency in food safety in accordance with the 
Food Safety Act 2013, that is: ensuring food safety control in the rearing and growing of fish and other 
seafood in aquaculture ponds. She also reported that, in partnership with FDA, BFAR is responsible for 
securing European Union certification on processed fish products exported to European Union. BFAR 
implements the National Residue Monitoring Program (NRMP) in aquaculture to check for 
drugs/chemicals possibly applied in aquaculture that cause negative effects to the consumer, non-
target aquatic species, and the environment. BFAR aims to detect all illegal treatments particularly the 
banned antibiotics and to ensure compliance with the maximum residue limits for residue of 
veterinary drugs and other substances.  
 
BFAR-NFLD is ISO/ International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) 17025:2005 (2019-2024) 
accredited and has the following scopes: 

a. chemical testing: antibiotic residues -chloramphenicol and nitrofurans; and heavy metals -
lead, cadmium and mercury; and 

b. Biological testing: shrimp diseases; microbiological analysis; and heterotrophic plate Count - 
water and ice. 

 
NRMP includes monitoring the use of CAP in shrimps, a banned drug pursuant to DOH Administrative 
Order No. 91 and DA Administrative Order No. 60, Series of 1990 “Declaring ban on the use of 
chloramphenicol in food-producing animals”. The program has been successful in controlling and 
monitoring the use of CAP in shrimps for export as there have been no positive detections of CAP in 
shrimp meat and feeds from 2010-2019. 
 

                                                 
3 Executive Order No. 137, series 1991, classifies slaughterhouses as follows: 
"AAA" Those with facilities and operational procedures appropriate to slaughter livestock and fowls for sale in any market, domestic or 
international. 
"AA" Those with facilities and operational procedures sufficiently adequate that the livestock and fowls slaughtered therein are suitable for 
sale in any market domestic or international. 
"A" Those with facilities and procedures of minimum adequacy that the livestock and fowls slaughtered therein are suitable for distribution 
and sale only within the city or municipality where the slaughterhouse is located. 
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4.2.2  Development and results of measurement of food safety indicator 18 
BFAR served as the lead of the food safety regulatory agency in developing and measuring food safety 
indicator 18. From the original indicator name “Presence of and access to accredited food testing 
laboratories with well-defined SOPs”, food safety indicator 18 was modified to reflect the commodity 
and specific population covered, thus: “Presence of and access to ISO 17025-accredited central FTL 
for CAP drug residue test in shrimps for export.” The target of the tailored food safety indicator 18 is 
the number of shrimp farms accessing the ISO/IEC 17025-accredited CAP residue testing of BFAR. The 
period reviewed was from the base year 2016 until July 2019. The following were the reporting items: 

a. total number of registered farms from 2016-July 2019; 
b. farms that accessed CAP testing from 2016-July 2019; 
c. ratio of number of registered farms and farms that access testing; 
d. results of CAP testing from 2016-July 2019; and 
e. survey of unregistered shrimp farms 

 
One hundred percent of the registered shrimp farms accessed the CAP residue testing service of NFLD 
during the period under review (Table 3).  
 
Table 3. Number of shrimp farms, samples collected and tested, and results of CAP testing, 2016-
2018 and January-July 2019 

Year 

 
BFAR-Registered 
Shrimp Farms in 
the Philippines 

(no.) 

Increase in 
BFAR- 

Registered 
Farms 

Farms 
which 

accessed 
CAP Testing 

(no.) 

 
Number of 

Shrimp 
Farms 
Served 

(% of total) 

Samples  
Tested  
for CAP 

(no.) 

Positive  
Results 

 
no. 

 
% 

Meat Feeds  

2016 (Base) 247 
 

- 
 

- 247 
 

100 
  

135 37 0 0 

2017 337 
 

90 
 

36.44 337 
 

100 
  

150 16 0 0 

2018 371 
 

34 
 

10.09 371 
 

100 
  

155 21 0 0 

2019 
(Jan-Jul) 283 

 
36* 

 

 
14.57 

283 

 
100 

56 8 0 0 
*increment from base year 

 
However, unregistered shrimp farms have not accessed the service. Thus, there is a need to further 
optimize the strength of BFAR in NRMP by increasing the coverage of farm registration. The increased 
coverage of shrimp farms will augur well for food safety and trade especially as unregistered farms 
also supply the domestic market. 
 

4.2.3 Gaps and way forward 
BFAR worked closely with the technical working group in the technical work done to measure indicator 
18. In the process, some gaps and weaknesses were noted. In this regard, BFAR supports the following 
general recommendations: 

a. enhancement of data collection and management systems to be readily available and 
accessible data as and when needed; 

b. further develop correlation and assessment of data to determining the effectiveness of 
program implementation; 

c. training on food safety data analysis and capacity building on risk analysis for food safety; 
d. development of a program which will integrate training and advocacy on food safety culture 

as a fundamental ideology on food safety, followed by the development and strengthening of 
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the national functional organization of the Philippines to strengthen its food safety regulatory 
system; 

e. establishment of a One Health surveillance system in the country to strengthen food 
monitoring, health surveillance, and disease epidemiology; and 

f. Further optimization and strengthening of BFAR in NRMP by increasing coverage of farm 
registration. 

BFAR’s 2020-2024 plan of action to meet the above goals are presented in Table 4. 
 
Table 4. BFAR’s 2020-2024 plan of action 

Year Actions and outputs 

2020  Awareness campaign on food safety and on the food safety indicator 

 Strengthen partnership with BAFS on the development of explanatory brochure for 
Good Aquaculture Practices (GAqP) and Development of GAqP certification 

2021  10 percent increase in registered farm 

 Food safety strategic plan 

 Request additional budget to expand coverage including local market using food 
safety indicator 18 as basis 

 Additional 3rd party laboratory for recognition 

 Development of GAqP Certification Scheme 

2022  Strengthen farm registration 

 Implementation of the GAqP Certification Scheme (ladderized) 

2023  Upgrading of laboratory equipment and develop methods for expansion of testing 
capability 

2024  Capacity building of Regional Fisheries Laboratories (RFLs) on Residue Testing 

 

4.2.4 Group discussion 
The participants agreed that the services of food testing laboratories must be made accessible to small 
farmers and other FBOs to ensure safe food, not just for the export market but for the domestic 
market as well. It was recommended that use of food safety indicator 18 be extended to all 
commodities under the jurisdiction of the other food safety regulatory agencies of DA and DOH.  BPI 
and FDA indicated that they will be able to set indicators for their agencies in the short term. It was 
also proposed that food safety regulatory agencies with FTLs must endeavor to be ISO-17025 
accredited. Likewise, farm registration must be made mandatory for all. BFAR is initiating the 
registration of small farms with minimum standards. This is to expand coverage to small- and medium-
scale farms which are yet unable to comply with the high standards of GAqP. The group discussion for 
this food safety indicator was not lengthy because everybody appreciated the five-year way forward 
plan of BFAR. 
 

4.3 Indicator 31: Measuring the outreaching effort of communication on food safety 
 

4.3.1 Role of National Meat Inspection Service in communication on food safety  
Roberta I. Riguer, NMIS Information Officer III, gave a brief overview of her agency’s mandate in 
conducting programs to inform, educate and assist consumers pursuant to the Revised Meat 
Inspection Code of the Philippines. The primary objective of this mandate is to provide consumers 
with important facts about meat safety and quality. NMIS through its Meat Standards Development 
and Consumer Protection Division regularly produces communication materials for distribution to 
consumers through the NMIS RTOCs. RTOCs then disseminate the printed materials to various LGUs, 
other government agencies, consumers, and the general public. Communication topics include official 
issuances/regulations on meat safety and hygiene and information/advocacy on meat safety. 
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4.3.2 Development and results of measurement of food safety indicator 31 
The same process as that done for food safety indicators 14 and 18 was followed in developing and 
measuring food safety indicator 31. The original indicator name “All stakeholders, farm to fork 
including consumers, are reached in food safety information activities and are aware of the potential 
problems and risks related to hygiene and food safety” was modified to reflect the commodity and 
specific population covered. This resulted to the tailored indicator name “Meat stakeholders, 
including consumers, are reached in meat safety information through printed materials and are aware 
of the potential problems and risks related to meat hygiene and safety.” Data gathering using 2016 as 
baseline included the following information: 

a. number of communication materials from 2016 to July 2019; 
b. number of recipients; and 
c. projected Population, by Age Group, Sex, and by Single-Calendar Year Interval, Philippines: 

2011-2020 (Philippine Statistics Authority). 
 
Specific measurement of food safety indicator 31 was done by determining the ratio of printed 
communication materials distributed to number of meat stakeholders, including consumers. Based on 
a set of assumptions,4 the number of meat stakeholders out of the population of consumers aged 15 
and above reached in meat safety information through printed materials was determined. The results 
are shown in the Table 5. 
 
Table 5. Number of NMIS printed communication materials on meat safety and hygiene and 
estimated number and percent of population reached, 2016-2018 and January-July 2019 

Year No. of printed  
materials 
produced 

No. of 
recipients 

% Distributed Population 
Age 15 and above, 

both sexes 
 (in millions) * 

% of 
population 

reached 

2016 (Base) 118,834 118,834 100 70,733,800 0.17 

2017 109,793 109,793 100 72,196,100 0.15 

2018 129,000 129,000 100 73,667,500 0.18 

2019 (Jan-July) 34,000 34,000 100 43,836,275 0.08 
*Source: Philippine Statistics Authority, 2010 Census-based Population Projections in collaboration with the Inter-Agency Working Group 
on Population Projections 

 
In the base year 2016, 0.17 percent of the population aged 15 and above, estimated at 70 733 800, 
was reached in 2016 with communication printed materials. In 2017, the number of recipients 
decreased to 109 793, or 0.15 percent of the indicated population. A slight increase was noted in 2018 
at 0.18 percent, with 129 000 materials distributed to the same number of recipients. The first seven 
months of 2019 showed a further substantial decline in the number of recipients of the 
communication materials, with only 34 000 materials distributed, or 0.08 percent of the indicated 
population, reached. This decrease was due to the late release of the national budget which resulted 
to a smaller number of communication materials printed. 
 

4.3.3 Gaps and way forward 
The following observations were highlighted in the measurement of food safety indicator 31: 

a. data collection must be further enhanced to ensure consistent and organized data 
management as well as readily available and accessible data; 

                                                 
4 Assumptions: 

1. The estimated Philippine population of both sexes age 15 and above are meat stakeholders, including consumers.  
2. Population of both sexes age 15 and above for January -July 2019 was computed by dividing the total estimated population in 

2019 by 12 months and multiplying the result by 7 months, and by 8 months for January- August 2019. 
3. By end of August 2019, NMIS has been able to print and distribute at least half of the number of printed communication materials 

produced in 2018, equivalent to 64,500. 
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b. training on food safety data analysis is necessary; and 
c. a program or project should be developed and implemented which will integrate training and 

advocacy on food safety. 
 
Going digital as key to going forward. Examples of digitized content that can be transmitted over the 
internet or computer networks using social media platforms are news presented on website, blogs, 
electronic newsletters, and digital videos. 
 

4.3.4 Group discussion 
Participants from various food safety regulatory agencies admitted that social media is not generally 
used by their offices in advocating or providing information on food safety.  While NMIS Regional 
Offices reportedly have moved to using social media officially, the other agencies have not mainly 
used it except for advertising and creating awareness on their other programs and services. Printed 
communication material is still the primary medium for communication. BAFS, the standards setting 
agency of the DA, and ATI, the training arm of the DA, maintain communication activities including 
producing printed materials which are displayed during food safety-related events, for example, 
during the Food Safety Week observed every October.  
 
Pedro S. Dumaraos, Jr informed the meeting that printed materials will still serve as the primary mode 
of communication, because not all people have access to the internet, especially in the rural areas. 
Moreover, the computer or hardware may not be available in majority of the rural and impoverished 
households. Nonetheless, the food safety regulatory agencies were encouraged to use social media in 
communicating food safety related messages to the public. Aside from creating broader awareness on 
food safety issues and goals, social media can also help gauge the general public’s response to food 
safety culture and support its promotion and adoption. There was a further suggestion for national 
government to have a program that will involve LGUs in the use of social media concerning food safety 
at the local level. The Philippine Information Agency may be tapped as partner agency. 
 
The suggestion to involve LGUs was considered important because of the reality that LGUs generally 
do not have programs for food safety, nor ordinances regarding food safety. Food safety is not a 
conscious priority at the local levels. Food safety regulatory agencies can also include activities to 
reach out to schools especially to students at the primary and secondary levels. Integration of food 
safety advocacy in schools is effective for multiplier effect. It was also suggested that Knowledge, 
Attitude and Practices (KAP) studies be used in developing communication materials in order to 
measure the KAP changes among the target audience (consumers). 
 
Finally, it was agreed that a common message for food safety in the Philippines is one good way 
forward and social media can be the vehicle for creating awareness and promoting it, along with 
inculcating food safety culture across the general public. 

5  Food safety communication materials 
 
Two presentations were provided on the proposed food safety communication material for discussion. 
First, a printed material in the form of a flyer which will visually illustrate the process undertaken by 
the technical working group in selecting and developing the initial three national food safety 
indicators. Second, in addition to the flyer, production of multimedia materials like animated videos 
and social media cards to broaden the reach of the communication materials on food safety, including 
promoting a food safety culture in the Philippines. 
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5.1 Proposed flyer on developing food safety indicators 
Emelinda L. Lopez, a technical working group member, informed the meeting that the proposed 
printed communication material intends to showcase the process, or journey, in developing the 
national food safety indicators for the Philippines. This will be in the form of a flyer or brochure. This 
can be used as a reference by food safety agencies who are willing to set up similar indicators in the 
Philippines. 
 
The proposed flyer, as shown in Figure 1, will highlight the need and importance of food safety 
indicators and introduce the process of developing food safety indicators to the food safety regulatory 
agencies (food safety regulatory agencies) and to other food safety organizations. Target audience are 
the food safety regulators and implementers, academe, and professional associations who have 
responsibility for food safety. The flyer would show through visual images the key steps undertaken 
to select, develop, and measure the initial three national food safety indicators 14, 18, and 31. These 
steps, achieved in coordination and consultation with the stakeholders and particularly with BFAR and 
NMIS, are summarized in the Table 6. 
 
Figure 1. Draft/initial proposal of the flyer 

 
 
Table 6. Project steps 

Steps Activity Outputs 

1. Introductory 
workshop 

Representatives from food 
safety regulatory agencies 
(food safety regulatory 
agencies) and stakeholders 
consulted to identify 
priority food safety 
indicators (food safety 
indicators) 

 The technical working group was 
established 

 Forty (40) Asia-Pacific regional food safety 
indicators introduced 

 Five food safety indicators identified from 
the 40 food safety indicators 

2. Initial evaluation Selected food safety 
indicators evaluated 

 Four out of five food safety indicators 
finally selected 

 Further evaluation of selected food safety 
indicators 

 Key informant survey questionnaire sent to 
food safety focal persons 

 Data consolidated and assessed 

 Second round of food safety indicator 
evaluation 

3. Resource 
persons workshop 

Food safety resource 
persons assisted in the 

 Second key informant survey 
questionnaire used 
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assessment of the selected 
food safety indicators 

 Discussion to clear inputs 

 Identification of additional data 

4. Follow-up 
evaluation by the 
technical working 
group 

Food safety indicators 
further evaluated and 
reduced to three 

 Further analysis of additional data 

 Food safety indicators evaluated against 
scope, area, commodity and lead food 
safety regulatory agency 

 Measurability of food safety indicators 
assessed and feasibility determined 

5. One-on-one 
consultations  

Food safety regulatory 
agencies NMIS and BFAR 
consulted to validate the 
three food safety indicators  

 Food safety indicators 14, 18, and 31 
validated 

6. Technical 
working group 
workshops 

Data analysis of the three 
food safety indicators 

 Analysis of data 

 Gaps and recommendations identified 

 Communication materials agreed upon 

 Capacity building needs prioritized 

7. Consolidation 
and finalization of 
report 

Concluding workshop with 
stakeholders 

 Three priority food safety indicators 
presented, with results of measurements 

 Way forward of food safety indicators in 
the Philippines 

 Project concluded 

 
As for the flyer, the specifics and results of measurement of food safety indicators 14, 18, and 31 will 
be added to the existing format and the current version will be largely revised. 

                        

5.2 Way forward: use of multimedia 
Hope G. Rovira, Professor at the UP Los Baños and also a member of the technical working group, 
presented the way forward for the development of the communication material on food safety, that 
is, to create and use multimedia in support of the project’s goals in the form of 2-3-minute animated 
video, 8-10 social media cards, and 1 flyer. She informed the meeting that experts from the 
Department of Educational Communication (DEC), College of Development Communication, UP Los 
Baños were consulted for this purpose. 
 
The animated video will inform the general public that food safety is used as a scientific discipline 
describing the handling, preparation, and storage of food in ways that prevent food-borne illness. It 
also aims to create awareness on food safety culture which aims to make food safety everyone’s 
responsibility through education and awareness and slowly shift the role of food regulatory authorities 
from policing to advising. To inculcate this culture across all sectors of the Filipino society, the video 
will highlight that proper handling, preparation, and storage of food and related food safety practices 
should be part of the day to day life. The 2-3 minutes animated video will be developed using a catchy 
tune in Taglish, the Philippine language Tagalog infused with American English terms, to popularize 
Filipino Food Safety Culture particularly among those in the age group 7-18 years old. The video will 
be made compatible with mobile phones for wider reach. 
 
On the other hand, the social media cards, also known as social previews, will serve as teasers and 
help increase traffic to bring people to the FAO website specifically on the subject of the national food 
safety indicators. The cards will allow the public to choose the image, title, and description that will 
be displayed on social media platforms when the viewer shares the content. The social media cards 
will ensure that the content shared is accompanied with a visual every time, with the option to 
configure its size, too. Some examples are shown in the Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Example screenshots for the social media cards 

  

  
 
Examples of messages related to the Philippine food safety initiatives are: 

a. watch for the NMIS seal in meat products from slaughterhouses; 
b. national food safety indicators have a global impact; 
c. data on food safety indicators should be available to assess the effectiveness of the national 

food safety programs; and 
d. accessibility of laboratories for analysis of food products. 

 
The messages will be directed to consumers (4-5 cards) and to policy makers, food producers and 
institutions (4-5 cards). The timetable for the development of the communication materials is 
presented in Table 7. 
 
Table 7. Time table for communication material development 

Indicative deadline* Activity Responsible Party/ies 

14 March 2020  Conceptualization of storyline for video, 
contents of social media cards and 
brochure  

DEC 

15-21 March 20202 Evaluation of DEC proposal (video, 
social media cards, and brochure)  

PCVPH and FAO 

22 March-21 April 2020 Design/Production of media/materials DEC 

22 April 2020 Presentation of prototypes 
of animated video, 
social media cards, and brochure 

DEC 

22-30 April 2020 Evaluation of prototypes  
 

PCVPH and FAO 

20 May 2020 Finalization of outputs and 
final copies of the animated video, social media cards, 
and brochure 

DEC 

*Project has been extended with the new “Not-to-Exceed” date of 31 December 2020, thus the dates will be amended in the future. 

 

5.3 Feedback on the communication material development plan 
Jeffrey T. Oliver (FAO) facilitated the discussions and obtained feedback from participants on the 
proposed communication materials. He reiterated that the proposed flyer would tell the story of the 
project and share with other countries how the Philippines developed the three food safety indicators. 
In the case of the social media materials, the video will promote food safety culture in the Philippines 
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highlighting the uniqueness of some food safety practices, while the media cards will be the offshoot 
of the flyer and video. While promotion of food safety culture through digital media is the intended 
way forward, including a plan to creating a common webpage on food safety to be hosted within the 
FAO Philippine website which can be assessed and shared on the webpages of the food safety 
regulatory agencies and other relevant agencies working on food safety. 
 
The participants were encouraged to suggest possible messages for the video and social media cards. 
Suggestions elicited for the common message are: “Food Safety Towards Food Security for a Healthy 
Philippines,” Every Juan Deserves Safe and Healthy Food,” “Healthy Food for a Healthy Living for a 
Healthy Nation,” ”Safe Food for a Safe World,” “Food is Safe, Life is Great,” “Life is Good with Safe 
Food.” “Ligtas na Pagkain ay Ihain,” “Safe Food for Every Filipino Family,” ”Food Safety is a Shared 
Responsibility,” “Safe Food Keeps Illness Away,” “Food Hygiene is a Must to Keep the Doctors Away,” 
“Be Food Safety Conscious to Live Longer,” “Safe Food for Humanity,” “Safe Food for Happy Meal,” 
“Pagkain na Ligtas: Masarap, Malinamnam….Trip Ko Yan,” and ” Pagkain na Ligtas, Trip ng Lahat.” 
There was also a suggestion to showcase a healthy family on the video as an indicator, or alternatively, 
an unhealthy family that has eaten, for example, pork from diseased animals to emphasize the 
message on foodborne diseases. 
 
Other suggestions were to ask DILG to incorporate the food safety message in the local areas/LGUs 
and to play the videos in areas where people buy their food like in the markets/supermarkets. Video 
on food safety can be also played in crowded areas like seaports, airports, transport terminals, malls, 
and restaurants. In addition, it was suggested that quick response (QR) codes be placed on the printed 
material so that the digital copy can be accessed by the target audience (i.e., consumers). 

6 Panel discussion  
 
After the presentations on the food safety indicators and proposed communication materials, four 
panelists were invited to give their views on the food safety indicators and suggestions on how these 
can be moved forward. The panelists were: 

1. Theodora Cecille G. Magturo, Medical Specialist IV, Program Manager of Food and 
Waterborne Disease Prevention and Control Program, DOH 

2. Maria Leonora DL. Francisco, President of PAFT and Professor, Department of Food Science 
and Nutrition, College of Home Economics, UP 

3. Errol M. Angeles, member, Philippine Association of Feedmillers, Inc., and Quality Assurance 
Manager of San Miguel Corporation, which is a member of the Philippine Association of Broiler 
Integrators 

4. Pedro S. Dumaraos, Jr., Food Safety Focal Person, DA Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Regulations (OASR) 

 
Theodora Cecille G. Magturo emphasized the need to clearly distinguish between food safety and food 
quality as the terms can be confusing. Both have implications on public policy and can influence the 
nature and content of the food control system.  Based on the presentations and discussions, one of 
the major issues on food safety is the lack of cross-sectoral collaboration across the food production 
chain, referring to the animal health sector, agricultural sector, and the human health sector. The 
importance was recognized on agriculture in supplying food for good health but cautioned that a break 
or violation in the food chain could lead to foodborne diseases, livestock-related diseases, and even 
occupational diseases as well. She also emphasized that stakeholders such as the food industry, big 
and small enterprises, and consumers involved in the food chain share the responsibility of ensuring 
safe food. 
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Currently, the key issue is that a One Health approach is strongly suggested to be applied in the process 
of the development of national food safety indicators. This approach underscores the need for cross-
sectoral collaboration. In the Philippines, it is important for all the stakeholders to critically consider 
whether this collaboration has been already existing, with all sectors concerned committed to make 
One Health actively functional. In this regard some measures have been proposed to make the 
approach functional: 

a. We need reliable data on the incidence of foodborne diseases in assessing the impact on 
health, setting priorities for the development of control strategies, and monitoring. Currently, 
reported data are based mainly on passive surveillance (DOH Event Based Surveillance), which 
underestimates the true incidence. 

b. Antimicrobial reaction is considered among the top priorities on which veterinary and public 
health sectors need to collaborate as the use of antimicrobials in food animals has serious side 
effects. In animal food production, antimicrobial resistance (AMR) provides an excellent 
environment for the spread and persistence of a zoonotic bacteria while Ain human medicine 
is becoming resistant and less useful. 

c. Hygiene standards that are supported by laws and regulations must be effectively in place to 
confirm that food operations/initiatives are conducted in a manner consistent with the 
regulations. 

 
There are still unresolved issues on commodities that have not complied with regulations on 
pesticides, pesticide residues, veterinary drug residues, food additives, mycotoxins, heavy metals, 
radioactive substances, key chemical, physical and microbiological contaminants, including 
Salmonella, E. coli, Listeria monocytogenes, and other pathogens found in food for investigation. 
 
Maria Leonora DL. Francisco acknowledged that the initial three food safety indicators are doable and 
measurable. However, on the data presented, the matter of scarcity of data, quality and data sharing 
need to be given attention. It is suggested that in the future, the indicators should have balance 
between government and FBOs. For food safety indicator 14, an increased number of licensed FBOs 
translates to increased confidence of consumers. Food safety indicator 18 would require capacity 
building while food safety indicator 31 should look at the measurable impact on the health of 
individuals, not just the number of consumers reached. 
 
Academe is ready to support food safety initiatives and goals, including surveying food safety 
knowledge and review of food safety indicators towards expanding their use. She also mentioned that 
food safety should be included in the curriculum of Food Technology course. In UP Diliman, students 
are free to choose subjects of general interest. In this regard, the UP Department of Food Science and 
Nutrition has a subject called Food Trip which is open to all students. It is a one semester subject that 
focuses on farm-to-gut approach in food safety, covering nutrition and food safety. 
 
Errol M. Angeles appreciated the development of national food safety indicators and acknowledged 
that having these tools will make the life of quality assurance officers easier. Having more post-
mortem meat inspectors is very much supported as this will also help the food industry. However, the 
suggested 3:1 ratio of inspectors per slaughterhouse should be evaluated and be primarily based on 
the volume of slaughter operations. The other food safety regulatory agencies like BAI, NMIS, and BPI 
are also suggested to follow the lead of BFAR in providing access to ISO-17025 accredited FTLs. 
Corporate buyers will require government certification and the accredited FTLs of the food safety 
regulatory agencies can very well provide this. With increasing food safety awareness among the 
stakeholders, including consumers, it is important to note that quality food is available in the country 
but poor handling by consumers can jeopardize its safety. Food safety culture must be advocated and 
inculcated particularly among the youth. 
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Pedro S. Dumaraos stated that the concluding workshop of the project is only the start of the work to 
be done by the DA Food Safety Focal Group, which OASR is on top of. The next action that need to be 
taken is to mainstream the development and use of the three pilot food safety indicators and other 
relevant indicators in the regular programs of the food safety regulatory agencies. This, however, 
needs to be approached from the ground level and attitudinal factors must be considered to ensure 
acceptance and ownership of the regular application of the food safety indicators. 
 
The value of the food safety indicators for measuring food safety parameters must also be advocated 
among policy makers to obtain their support in implementing necessary adjustments in food safety 
programs and control systems as prompted by the results of measuring food safety indicators. Food 
safety indicators mirror the capacity of government to implement food safety regulations as these are 
tools for checking the success of the government’s food safety plans. With food safety directly 
proportional to health, food safety indicators can also be used for counterchecking health score cards. 
Food security is negated if there is no safe food. Thus, food safety should be everyone’s concern. There 
should be a continuing advocacy and information awareness to change individual attitudes and 
perceptions on food safety. Relative to the mainstreaming of food safety indicators in the regular 
programs of DA food safety regulatory agencies, DA has prepared a Food Safety Strategic Plan, the 
road map for food safety, which will be reviewed every start, middle, and end of the year. 

7 Conclusions and recommendations 
 
It was explained to all the participants that the experience and lessons learned from the pilot project 
in the Philippines would significantly contribute to the regional guidance development. The following 
points have been agreed by the workshop participants as conclusions and recommendations. 

 The development of national food safety indicators in the Philippines is an initiative that was 
well-received by the stakeholders. 

 It was recognized that food safety indicators can provide the data that will give policymakers 
substantiated information necessary in prioritizing areas in food safety programs and help the 
government to determine the necessary funding for priority programs  

 The food safety indicator setting process provided the realization that in essence, food safety 
indicators are part of the regular programs of the food safety regulatory agencies except that 
measurements are wanting in the data collected. 

 Although the various food safety regulatory agencies have their respective data collection and 
management systems, said activities must be enhanced and strengthened.  

 Gaps in the implementation of regulatory functions were recognized. Food safety indicators 
can help the government assess if the food safety programs and control systems are successful 
enough in monitoring and addressing concerns on AMR, use of pesticide, and meat hygiene 
advocacy, for example. 

 Mainstreaming the development and use of national food safety indicators will now be the 
main task of government. For this to be realized, it is critical that food safety indicators must 
be accepted and owned by all concerned and should be reviewed every five years. 

 Over time, expansion of indicators to include other areas and food commodities must be 
endeavored, such as looking at impact on the health and well-being of the stakeholders. 

 Attention must also be given to training on food safety data analysis and risk analysis for food 
safety. Centralized databases for quality and current data that is accessible for analysis with 
systematic data collection plans must be put in place. 

 In the case of DA, it will commit to overseeing the mainstreaming, expanding, and sustaining 
the use of food safety indicators among the DA food safety regulatory agencies. The DA Food 
Safety Group will also work on including and collaborating with the other departments and 
sectors concerned with food safety, underscoring that food safety is a continuing advocacy. 



19 

 

 In support to the establishment and implementation of a One Health system in the country to 
strengthen food monitoring, health surveillance, and disease epidemiology, multi-sectoral 
collaborations with clear roles and responsibilities must be established, based on a 
collaboration policy between the stakeholders, both public and private.  

 There is also a need for better systems and mechanisms of survey to assess public trust in the 
authorities to manage food safety. 

 Involvement of institutions and academia in specific areas of indicators which suits the 
institute’s specialized services are beneficial. These institutions may also be tapped for the 
review of national scientific information on food export rejections and work towards ensuring 
food is safe for export. 
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Annex 1. Workshop agenda 
  

Food Safety Indicator pilot project in the Philippines concluding workshop 
27 February 2020, Sulo Riviera Hotel, Quezon City, Philippines 

Time Item Note 

08.00 – 09.00 Registration  

09.00 – 09.15 Opening session Edna Zenaida V. Villacorte 
Tamara Jean C. Palis-Duran 
Claro N. Mingala 

09.15 – 09.30 Presentation 1: Objectives of the workshop Yoenten Phuentshok 

09.30 – 10.00 Presentation 2: Introduction to the pilot project: 
process and progress 

Florisa M. Viloria 

10.00 – 10.20 Tea/coffee break  

10.20 – 10.50 Presentation 3: Measuring the inspection capacity: 
Number of meat inspectors trained on official food 
control doing routine inspection in licensed 
slaughterhouses in the National Capital Region 

Ma. Elaine Joy C. Villareal 

10.50 – 11.10 Structured discussion 1: Discussion and feed back All 

11.10 – 11.40 Presentation 4: Measuring the residue monitoring 
capacity: Presence of and access to ISO 17025-
accredited central Food Testing Laboratory for 
chloramphenicol drug residue test in shrimps for 
export 

Sonia S. Somga 

11.40 – 12.00 Structured discussion 2: Discussion and feed back All 

12.00 – 13.00 Lunch  

13.00 – 13.30 Presentation 5: Measuring the outreaching effort of 
information, education and communication on food 
safety: Meat stakeholders, including consumers, are 
reached in meat safety information through printed 
materials and are aware of the potential problems 
and risks related to meat hygiene and safety 

 
Roberta I. Riguer 

13.30 – 13.50 Structured discussion 3: Discussion and feed back  

13.50 – 14.20 Presentation 6: Proposed communication material to 
be developed   

Emelinda L. Lopez 
Hope G. Rovira 

14.20 – 15.00 Feedback on the communication material 
development plan 

 
Facilitated by Jeffrey T. Oliver 
Jeffery (FAOPH) 
 

15.00 – 15.20 Tea/coffee break  

15.20 – 16.30 Panel discussion session: A way forward Pedro S. Dumaraos, Jr. 
Theodora Cecille G. Magturo 
Maria Leonora DL. Francisco 
Errol M. Angeles 
 

16.30 – 16.45 Summary and a way forward at the 
regional/international levels 

Yoenten Phuentshok 

16.45 – 17.00 Adjournment Edna Zenaida V. Villacorte 
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Annex 2. List of participants 
 

# Name Office Designation 

1 Adela B. Contreras BAI Veterinarian IV, National Veterinary Quarantine Services Division 

2 Hernando M. Tipa BAI Agriculturist 1, Veterinary Laboratory Division 

3 Janine Nicole R. Maramag BAI Veterinarian II, Animal Health and Welfare Division 

4 Ma. Esperanza Dg. Uy BPI Assistant division chief, Plant Product Safety Services Division 

5 Noreen D. Escobar BPI Officer-in-charge, Contaminant Laboratory Section, Plant Product 
Safety Services Division 

6 Josefina M. Rico   NMIS Regional technical director, National Capital Region 

7 Lilia Juliana P. Fermin NMIS Officer-in-charge, Regional technical director, Cordillera Administrative 
Region 

8 Mildred A. Saligan NMIS Regional technical director, Region 1  

9 Ronnie Ernst A. Duque NMIS Regional technical director, Region 2 

10 Orlando C. Ongsotto NMIS Regional technical director, Region 3 

11 Fernando N. Lontoc NMIS Regional technical director, Region 4A 

12 Roberto S. Umali NMIS Regional technical director, Region 4B  

13 Alex B. Templonuevo NMIS Regional technical director, Region 5 

14 Emmanuel A. Lemana NMIS Regional technical director, Region 6  

15 Eduardo R. Oblena NMIS Regional technical director, Region 7  

16 Kennedy S. Sunico NMIS Regional technical director, Region 8  

17 Arturo S. De Jesus NMIS Regional technical director, Region 9  

18 Angelita E. Barcelona NMIS Regional technical director, Region 10  

19 Rolando M. Marquez NMIS Regional technical director, Region 11  

20 Myrna I. Habacon NMIS Regional technical director, Region 12  

21 Dario Bonifacio B. Canillas NMIS Regional technical director, Region 13  

22 Jose Ariel B. Billones NMIS Supervising meat control officer 

23 Ma. Elaine Joy C. Villareal  NMIS Supervising meat control officer 

24 Roberta L. Riguer NMIS Information officer III 

25 Krisha Mecija BAFS Senior research specialist I 

26 Georlene Orbista BAFS Project assistant IV 
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# Name Office Designation 

27 Mea F. Baldonado BFAR Senior fisheries regulations officer, Region I 

28 Lois June B. Fermin BFAR Chief aquaculturist, Cordillera Administrative Region 

29 Pia C Gundan BFAR Fishing regulations officer I, Cordillera Administrative Region 

30 Arlene Tacuycuy BFAR Officer-in-charge, Post-Harvest Section, Region II 

31 Lilian M. Rueca  BFAR Division chief, Fisheries Production and Support Services Division, 
Region III 

32 Margarita M. Reyes BFAR Head, Fisheries Inspection and Quarantine Services, Region III 

33 Marco Espiritu BFAR Veterinarian III, Region IV-A 

34 Elsa A. Chavez BFAR Region VII 

35 Cylet Salvacion C. Lluz   BFAR Assistant regional director, Region VIII 

36 Marie Daryl G. Baño BFAR Officer-in-charge, Post-Harvest and Marketing Division, Region VIII 

37 Merly Q. Pao BFAR Senior fisheries regulation officer and head, Regional Fish Inspection 
Unit, Region IX 

38 Jennifer Marie A. Rivero BFAR Region X 

39 Jessie L. Acapulco BFAR Region X 

40 Sajeda M. Canobas BFAR Region XI 

41 Sarah Mae Mamalangkap BFAR Region XII 

42 Elma S. Dupeño BFAR Officer-in-charge, Fisheries Post Harvest and Marketing Section, 
Caraga, Region XIII 

43 Sonia S. Somga BFAR Chief, Fish Health Laboratory, National Fisheries Laboratory Division 

44 Jean Nanette C. Sumagaysay Sugar Regulatory Administration Chemist III, Sugar Laboratory 

45 Suzettie M. Alcaide Fertilizer and Pesticide Authority Supervising agriculturist 

46 Dan Adrian Guban National Dairy Authority Food technologist III 

47 Engr. Renato B. Dela Cruz ATI Division head, ATI Partnership and Accreditation Division 

48 Emmanuel Malaluan ATI Technical staff 

49 Carmelita V. Alkuino FDC Chief, Industry Services Division 

50 Amparo C. Ampil DA Policy Research Service Chief, Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Policy Division  

51 Lisa J. Manipon DA Policy Research Service Development management officer III 

52 Pedro S. Dumaraos, Jr. OASR, DA Food safety focal person 

53 Gemie Rose P. Zabala FDA Food and drug regulation officer 

54 Christian Grace B. Estimada FDA Officer-in-charge, Food Safety Unit 

55 Paula Rhein F. Opulencia FDA Food and drug regulation officer 

56 Theodora Cecille G. Magturo Disease Prevention and Control 
Bureau, DOH 

Medical specialist IV, program manager of Food and Waterborne 
Disease Prevention and Control Program 
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# Name Office Designation 

57 Kristine G. Alvarado-Dela Cruz Research Institute for Tropical 
Medicine 

Head, Microbiology Department 

58 Abbie L. Padronas Food and Nutrition Research Institute Supervising science research specialist 

59 Rose Elaine Plero Food and Nutrition Research Institute Science research specialist 2 

60 Corazon P. Occidental Philippine Veterinary Medical 
Association 

President 

61 Leilani Martin Philippine Sugar Millers Association Deputy director for technology 

62 Errol M. Angeles Philippine Association of Feedmillers/ 
San Miguel Corporation 

Quality assurance manager 

63 Maria Leonora Dl. Francisco Philippine Association of Food 
Technologists / College of Home 
Economics, UP Diliman 

President/ Professor, Department of Food Science and Nutrition 

64 Veronica A. Matawaran College of Veterinary Medicine, UP Los 
Baños 

Professor 

65 Flor Marie I. Pilapil-Amante College of Veterinary Medicine, UP Los 
Baños 

Assistant professor 

66 Edwin O. Sanchez Federation of Cattle Raisers of the 
Philippines 

Director 

67 Ian Abalos Federation of Cattle Raisers of the 
Philippines 

Director 

68 Wilfredo T. De Lara WTL Shrimp Farm, Barangay Teresita, 
Mansalay, Oriental Mindoro 

Owner 

69 Pedle Azuelo Mones Marvel Prawn Farm, Kilometer 115, 
Talisay, Calatagan, Batangas 

Manager 

70 Antonio Galayugo Bay Area Video Coalition Technical staff 

71 Mariano Ll. Jovellanos Professional Regulation Commission Professional regulatory board examiner 

72 Claro N. Mingala BAI Officer-in-charge Director/ Assistant director 

73 Tamara Jean C. Palis-Duran FAO Philippines Assistant Representative  

74 Yoenten Phuentshok FAO Regional Office for Asia and the 
Pacific 

One health junior professional officer 

75 Rafael Umbrero FAO Philippines Monitoring and evaluation specialist 

76 Jeffrey T. Oliver FAO Philippines National communication specialist 

77 Michelle M. Balbin FAO Philippines Project assistant 

78 Marvric Joy E. Dayao FAO Philippines Project assistant 
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# Name Office Designation 

79 Edna Zenaida V. Villacorte Philippines College of Veterinary Public 
Health 

President / Project leader 

80 Minda S. Manantan Philippines College of Veterinary Public 
Health 

Technical working group chairperson 

81 Josefina S. Santos Philippines College of Veterinary Public 
Health 

Treasurer / Technical working group member 

82 Hope G. Rovira Philippines College of Veterinary Public 
Health 

Auditor / Technical working group member 

83 Maria V. Abenes Philippines College of Veterinary Public 
Health 

Chairman, Philippine Specialty Board for Veterinary Public Health / 
Technical working group member 

84 Florisa M. Viloria Philippines College of Veterinary Public 
Health 

Vice president, Philippine Specialty Board for Veterinary Public Health / 
Technical working group member 

85 Emelinda L. Lopez Philippines College of Veterinary Public 
Health 

Vice president, Philippine Specialty Board for Veterinary Public Health / 
Technical working group member 

86 Maribel G. Marges  Consultant 
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