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COIofPl'ROLLER GENERAL'S
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

DIGEST------

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

NEED TO REASSESS FOOD INSPECTION ROLES OF
FEDERAL ORGANIZATIONS
Department of Agriculture
Department of Defense
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare
Department of the Interior B-168966

Before acceptance by the Government or distribution to the public, food
is generally subject to inspection by two or more organizations. Be
cause of apparent overlapping of Federal food inspection activities, the
Genera1 Accounti I;g Offi ce (GAO) made a Government-wi de revi ew.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Federal food inspection started in 1891. The function evolved from
piecemeal legislation and regulations designed to solve specific problems
as they arose. (See pp. 4 to 6.)

Because of their relatively limited scope, the laws and related regula
tions do not provide a clear expression of overall Federal policy for
food inspection. As a result, parts of the food inspection function are
performed by many Federal, State, and local organizations. This has led
to some inspection over.lap and to problems in making inspections and has
caused dissatisfaction in the food industry.

GAO conservatively estimated that over 14,500 people were involved in
Federal food inspection activities which were costing over $185 million
annually. About $48 million of this amount was reimbursed by the users
of certain inspection services.
Similar inspection activities are frequently performed by mere than one
organization at the same commercial establishment and often on the same
food product. (See pp. 7 to 17.) At a dairy products company visited
by GAO

--military veterinarians made monthly sanitary inspections and obtained
bimonthly milk samples which were analyzed for bacteria and butter
fat,

--one group from the Department of Agriculture checked plant sanitation
quarterly to qualify the plant for grading services, while another
group obtained butter and cheese samples eight times a month,



--Food and Drug Administration personnel inspected periodically for
potential health hazards, and

--the state health department inspected for sanitation and analyzed
fluid milk for bacteria, at least quarterly, to qualify the plant
for the approved listing of the U.S. Public Health Service. (See
pp. 10 and 11.)

Many of the inspections are made for different purposes and vary in de
9ree~' However, GAO believes that a more effective and economical method
of discharging the Federal food inspection function could be devised.

Several Federal organizations have established food standards. some for
the same item. This creates a need for close coordination which in
practice appears to be a lengthy process. Although mo~ than one stan
dard for the same food item may not be improper in itself. it has caused
dissatisfaction among food suppliers. (See pp. 18 and 19.)

For example, the Departments of Agriculture and Defense tested the same
lot of smoked hams. Because of the use of different product standards
and testing methods, these hams met Defense requirements but did not
meet Agriculture standards for moisture content. (See p. 19.)

Agreements have been made between organizations to establish clearer
lines of responsibility, make more effective use of the skills and ex
perience of each, and reduce overlap. To reach agreements has been time
consuming. Moreover, the agreements sometimes have been difficult to
administer and, in some cases, have led to further difficulties. Ac
cordingly, GAO believes that a more effective system for discharging food
inspection responsibilities--involving changes in existing legislation
where necessary--would reduce, or eliminate. the need for such agree
ments . (See pp. 20 to 23.)

There are basic differences in the concepts and practices of the inspect
ing oi'ganizations. Some of the differences involve

--the extent of reliance placed on food vendors for product quality,

--the desirability and extent of the use of statistical sampling tech-
niques for product inspection, and

--Federal surveillance of State and/or local inspections in lieu of
direct Federal inspection.

GAO believes that maximum standardization in requirements. procedures,
and concepts ;s desirable and would enable inspections to be made more
effectively and economically. (See pp. 24 to 27,)

GAO believes that there is a need to reassess the Federal role in food
inspection and the participation of the various organizations that cur
rently perform parts of the function so as to arrive at sound



recommendations for improvement. This reassessment--involving as it
does sensitive relationships between the numerous Federal, State and
local governmental agencies and the food industry--should be conducted
under the leadership of the Bureau of the Budget.

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS

The Director, Bureau of the Budget, should make a detailed evaluation
of the food inspection function to determine the most effective method
of improving the administration of this function. The study should de
termine the feasibility of consolidating at least some of the inspections,
and it could draw upon the skill and experience of the agencies perform
ing inspections. (See p. 33.)

The findings and recommendations of this evaluation should be reported
to the Congress as soon as possible since reconsideration of existing
legislation may be involved.

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES

Federal agencies that make food inspections agreed that there is a need
for reassessing the food inspection function. The Bureau of the Budget
agreed to make the evaluation when sufficient resources are available.
(See pp. 52 and 53.) Certain actions taken or planned by the individual
agencies are discussed on pages 16, 17, and 28.

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS

Significant legislation affecting food inspection has been passed in
recent years and several bills are pending. This report is being fur
nished to the Congress to provide a basis for considering actions taken
or proposed by the executive branch and for such other action as the
Congress sees fit.
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CHAPTER 1

EVOLUTION OF THE FEDERAL

FOOD INSPECTION FUNCTION

Since the attention of the general public was dramati
cally focused on the subject of unwholesome meat early in
this century by Upton Sinclair in his book "The Jungle,"
the need for inspecting food products for wholesomeness has
been universally accepted.

Commencing with the certification of meat for whole
someness by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) in
1891 and the more stringent rules imposed by meat inspection
legislation enacted in 1906, many additional requirements
for food inspection have been established at different Limes
by Federal, State, and local laws, and by regulations, to
correct specific conditions.

Other major milestones include the initiation of in
~pection services for: grain in 1907, certain dairy prod
ucts in 1908, fresh fruits and vegetables in 1917, shell
fish in 1925, and dressed poultry in 1927. Virtually all
foodstuffs are now subject to some form of inspection and/or
grading activity--and in many cases laboratory analysis--by
widely scattered organizations. In many instances inspec
tions were established to cope with exigencies being experi
enced in the food industry.

Concurrent with expansion of the types of food subject
to inspection, the scope of the inspection activity expanded
to include ingredients as well as related end products.
Further, inspections are made of the plants in which food
products and ingredients are prepared for market; of the
processes used in converting them into other products; and,
in some cases, of the areas in which the food items ~re

grown. Some inspections also encompass the accuracy of prod
uct labeling and weights.

Although initially the primary purpose of the inspec
tions waS to protect the health of consumers, this objective
has been expanded over the years to include providing food
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producers with a service whereby foods are graded into ac
cepted certified standards of quality to establish a basis
for trading and to facilitate the marketing of food prod
ucts. Those inspections oriented to the wholesomeness of
food products, Le., the inte):'ests of the consumer, are usu
ally mandatory and are financed by Federal or State author
i.ties, while those oriented to qualities of products, Le.,
primarily but not exclusively to producer interests, are
voluntary and are financed almost exclusively by food pro
ducers. For meat and poultry, one Federal agency--the De
partment of Agriculture--administers both consumer- and
producer-oriented programs.

In the evolution of the Federal food inspection func
tion, responsibility for specific facets has been assigned
by law or regulation to many different organizations as
shown below.

Organization
Year responsible

1906 Department of
Agriculture

1906 Food and Drug
Administration

1916 Department of
Defense

1924 u.S. Public
Health Service

BaSic purpose of
initial law or regulation

Inspecting meat and meat plants in
volved in interstate commerce.
(Appropriations prOVided by the
Congress in 1906 and subsequent
legislat ion. )

Preventing adulterated and mis
branded foods from moving in in
terstate commerce. (Food and
Drugs Act of 1906, legiSlation
enacted in 1938, and amendments.)

Authorizing seven veterinarians in
the Medical Department of the
Army to inspect meat. (National
Defense Act.)

Aiding in prevention of milk-borne
diseases. The Public Health Ser
vice developed a "Standard Milk
Ord inance" to assist States and
municipalities in developing ef
fective programs to prevent milk
borne diseases.
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1925

1941
to

1944

1946

1956

1957

1965

U.S. Public
Health Service

Department of
Defense

Department of
Agriculture

Department of
the Interior

Department of
Agriculture

Department of
Defense

Preventing disease and controlling
the sanitary quality of shell
fish shipped in interstate com
merce.

Protecting the health of military
personnel and the financial in
terest of the Government. At
this time the military Veterinary
Corps became involved on a major
scale in inspecting foodstuffs
for the military departments.

Assisting the food industry in im
proving the quality of its prod
ucts and providing a basis for
trading based upon quality grades.
(Agricultural Marketing Act,
1946.)

Assisting the fish industry in im
proving the quality of its prod
ucts. This is a part of the re
sponsibility established by the
Agricultural Marketing Act, 1946,
which was transferred from the
Department of Agriculture to the
Department of the Interior by the
Fish and Wildlife Act, 1956.

Inspecting poultry and poultry prod
ucts involved in interstate com
merce. (Poultry Products Inspec
tion Act and subsequent legisla
tion. )

Inspecting certain foods as part of
the Defense Contract Administra
tion Services' contract adminis
tration responsibility for the
military departments.
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CHAPTER 2

SIMILAR INSPECTION ACTIVITIES

AT COMMERCIAL FOOD ESTABLISHMENTS

Our review of the Federal organizations that were mak
ing inspections of food showed that many organizations con
ducted inspections at commercial food establishments and
that, although the purpose and scope of their programs dif
fered somewhat, e.g., as to dE3ree or specific area of in
terest, these inspections possessed similarities and, in
some cases, were essentially the same.

Military veterinary services and Defense Contract Ad
ministration Services personnel inspect food procured for
military use, to protect the health of military personnel
and the financial interests of the Government.

The USDA inspects meat and poultry for wholesomeness
as a Government service to consumers. The USDA also offers
to the food industry, on a reimbursable basis, ;nspection
and grading services for such commodities as meat, poultry,
dairy products, and fruits and vegetables. The U.S. Depart
ment of the Interior (USDI) offers a similar reimbursable
inspection 'service to the food industry on fish products.

Organizations under the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare (HEW) are also engaged in food inspec
tions. The Food and Drug Administration (FDA), in order to
fulfill its legal responsibilities for preventing adulter
ated or misbranded foods from moving in interstate commerce,
may inspect virtually any food products other than those
which have more than 2-percent meat or poultry content.
Also, the U.S. Public Health Service (PHS), as part of its
responsibilities for the preservation of public health,
conducts surveillance inspections cf milk and shellfish
sanitation as an element of its collaborative programs with
State and local agencies and private industry.

HEW has recently initiated a reorganization involving
its food inspection progra~s which, if fully implemented,
will merge the inspection activities of FDA and PHS.
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We found that different organizations made similar in
spections, as sho"~ by our review of inspections of dairy
products, meat products, water foods, processed fruits and
vegetables, and other commodities and food establishments.

The following table shows the organizations carrying
out inspect',ns and related functions for dairy products.
The categories in the table indicate the general areas
where these organizations conduct similar, but not neces
sarily identical, activities and related functions.

Type of inspection or
Organizations

making in
spections and

related
flll1ctions

Facil ity
inspection

Product
inspection

related function
Labora- Setting
tory stan-

analysis dards

Military veter
inary services

USDA, Consumer
and Marketing
Service, Dairy
Division

Inspection and
Grading Branch
Market Admin
istrator

U. S. Public
Health Service
and/or State
organizations

Food and Drug Ad
ministration

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

The military veterinary services inspected all types
of dairy products procured for military use and selected
product samples for laboratory analysis to determine whether
contract requirements for sanitation, wholesomeness, and
quality of the dairy products had been met. They also in
spected dairy product plants for s&1itation.

The USDA
i ty assurance
this service.

inspects and grades dairy products as a qual
service to industry. Fees are charged for

The service Covers a wide range of dairy
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products such as dry milk, butter, and cheese products and
is used by the dairy industry to ensure that its products
meet specific grade or contract requirements. Inspection
and Grading Branch services are available on a continuing
in-plant or part time basis.

Services provided to approved plants include sampling,
grading, and testing and issuing official USDA approval
certificates for products manufactured by the plant. To
determine whether the facilities and equipment comply with
standards established by USDA, plant inspections are con
ducted at least semiannually, and frequently on a quarterly
basis. The USDA also makes contract compliance inspections
for dairy products for the Veterans Administration and for
the School Lunch Program. Recently arrangements were made
whereby USDA conducts contract compliance inspections for
butter and cheese procurements of the Department of Defense
(DOD).

In addition, under the Federal Milk Marketing Order
Program conducted by USDA, the Market Admi,istrators test
the accuracy of weights and measure the butterfat content
of milk and milk products. The costs of these services
are recovered by the fees charged.

Most of the actual inspection under the PHS milk sani
tation program is done by State and local authorities, us
ually under the auspices of the State department of agri
culture or State health department. The PHS checks State
inspections and related procedures periodically for ade
quacy.

Inspection activiLies are conducted in accordance with
the Grade A Pasteurized Milk Ordinance developed jointly by
PHS, the States, and industry. The standards in the Ordi
nanCe pertain to such considerations as adulteration, qual
ity, bacteriological counts, farm and plant sanitation, and
labeling. The Ordinance also provides for periodic inspec
tion and laboratory analysis of milk samples to ensure com
pliance with the standards. Although participation in this
milk program is voluntary on the part of the State and lo
cal government, nearly all the States participate in the
program.
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State rating officers, who have been certified by PHS.
make ratings of interstate milk shippers to qualify them for
inclusion in the list entitled "Sanitation Compliance and
Enforcement Ratings of Interstate Shippers." issued by the
PHS. These ratings show the degree of compliance with the
published standards. The PHS periodically makes check rat
ings to determine the sanitation compliance of listed inter
state shippers and to certify to the inspection, rating, and
laboratory procedures of the reporting States.

In implementing its statutory responsibilities. the
FDA makes periodic inspections of dairy establishments to
determine whether dairy products which are shipped inter
state are safe. pure, and wholesome and are honestly and in
formatively labeled and packaged. The FDA food program nor
mally includes facility inspections, product inspections.
laboratory analyses, and the setting of standards. FDA in
spections of dairy plants include such manufactured products
as dry milk, condensed milk, butter, cheese. and ice cream.

In summary, we found that the Department of Agriculture
was inspecting and grading such dairy products as butter,
cheese and dry milk; the Public Health Service was inspect
ing, primarily. fluid milk; the Department of Defense was
inspecting certain dairy products that it procures; and the
Food and Drug Administration could inspect any dairy prod
uct.

Following are examples of the variety of inspections
which we found were being made at dairy establishments that
we visited.

1. At one dairy products company, military veterinar
ians made sanitary inspections at least monthly and
obtained milk samples at the plant twice monthly.
These samples were analyzed for bacteria and butter
fat content in a military laboratory.

A quarterly inspection of the plant sanitation was
also made by the Inspection and Grading Branch,
Dairy Division, Consumer and Marketing Service.
USDA. The inspectors relied on the plant's internal
quality controls and on other inspection agencies
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for the sanitation of the fluid milk. This inspec
tion qualified the plant for inclusion on the list
of "Dairy Plants Surveyed and Approved for USDA
Grading Service" issued by USDA and served as the
basis for obtaining grading services, when re
quested, from the Inspection ~~d Grading Branch for
products produced at the plant.

Because this plant was located in an area covered
by a Federal Milk Order, it was also visited by the
Market Administrator, Dairy Division, Consumer and
Marketing Service, USDA. At this plant, butter and
cheese samples were taken eight times a month by
the Market Administrator and analyzed for butterfat
content.

In addition, FDA personnel visited the plant from
time to time and made inspections for potential
health hazards. The plant was also visited, at
least quarterly, by representatives of the State
health department for inspection of plant sanita
tion and analysis of fluid milk bacteria count to
qualify the plant for inclusion in the listing
"Sanitation Compliance and Enforcement Ratings of
Interstate Milk Shippers," issued by PHS.

2. At another dairy plant, "e found that military vet
erinarian inspectors had made procurement inspec
tions for 47 butter contracts during the period
January through June 1968. These inspections Con
sisted of (1) a check to see that a USDA grader had
certified to the grade of the butter, (2) surveil
lance over the processing, (3) examination of the
packaging, and (4) selection of samples for labora
tory analysis to determine butterfat, yeast, and
mold content. A USDA grader had certified to the
grade of the butter for all the contracts. This
plant was also inspected by the FDA.

3. At still another dairy plant, the plant manager
said that 14 different inspection organizations
were making inspections at his plant. The inspec
tions ranged from sanitary inspection of the
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facility to product inspections. The organizations
making inspections included DOD, PHS, two State
health departments, two State agriculture depart
ments, five county health departments, and three
city health departments. This plant was also sub
ject to inspection by FDA.

For meat products, we found that both the military vet
erinary services and the USDA had, at meat plants processing
meat for military procurement, what might be termed resident
inspectors.

The USDA had meat inspectors who are responsible, by
law, for inspecting meat and meat products originating in
plants engaged in interstate commerce. This responsibility
embraces the inspection and approval of plant facilities
and tile inspection of meats to ensure that they are clean,
wholesome, and free from adulteration and are truthfully
labeled.

At some plants, the USDA also had meat graders who,
upon request, provided grading services on either a full
time or a part-time basis. Grading services consist of the
determination of the class, grade, or other quality identi
fication of meats according to official standards and regu
lations. When requested, meat graders also do acceptance
work to determine whether the products conform to specifi
cations included in commercial and Federal contracts. Ac
ceptance work is done on Federal civil contracts, involving
meat products, such as those for the School Lunch Program
and for Veterans Administration and Public Health Service
hospitals. The costs of the services rendered by meat grad
ers are reimbursable to the Federal Government.

The military veterinary services inspect meat procured
by DOD to ensure that it meets the specifications in mili
tary contracts. Depending upon the meat product involved,
these inspections may include verifying such factors as
condition, weight, packaging, marking, and labeling; observ
ing meat-processing operations; and making chemical anal
yses. In the case of meat which has been graced by USDA,
military inspectors make certain that the USDA grade stamp
has been applied, as specified in the contract.
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Examples of situations we found at meat plants follow.

1. At one meat-processing plant a USDA meat inspector
checked incoming meat to ensure that it had been
previously inspected by the USDA. He also made
daily sanitary inspections of the plant, observed
the processing of meat, checked the chemical addi
tives, and obtained samples of products, whether
they were destined for consumption by the general
public or by the military. A USDA meat grader ob
served the processing of certain lots of meat in
order to determine whether they complied with the
specific requirements of School Lunch Program con
tracts.

The military veterinary service representative at
this plant inspected all meat procured by the mili
tary to ensure that it. met military contract speci
fications. Thus, two different Federal inspection
organtzations were functioning at this plant, one
inspecting meats to ensure that various legal re
quirements were met and also inspecting a portion
of the products for compliance with the require
ments of Federal civil contracts; and the other,
inspecting meats to be furnished to the military
departments for compliance with the requirements of
military contracts.

2. At a meat-packing company, the president stated that
there was a considerable amount of overlap between
military inspections and those performed by USDA.
In the boning department and in the hamburger
processing department of his pl~,t, a USDA meat in
spector and a ..military veterinary service inspector
made Virtually' .the same type of inspection on the
same meat. '"

The plant superintendent said that USDA and military
veterinary service personnel inspected the same meat
being ground into hamburger. The USDA inspector de
termined that it had a fat content within its stan
dard of 30 percent or less, while the military vet
erinary service inspector verified, as specified in
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the DOD contract, that the hamburger purchased by
DOD did not have a fat content of more than 22 per
cent. Although these two inspections were con
ducted for different purposes and each organization
included some work not required by the other, it
appeared that the work of both organizations, to
meet some aspects of their inspection requirements,
was virtually the same.

3. At another meat plant, an official told us that the
USDA meat inspector and military veterinary service
personnel test-weighed the same bacon. In addition,
the USDA inspector selected samples of meat products
for chemical analysis, regardless of whether they
were processed for civilian or Armed Forces consump
tion, as part of his inspection. Among the factors
measured were the fat and moisture content. The
military veterinary service, as a part of its in
spection, also obtained samples for the chemical
analysis of meat procured for military use in order
to determine whether it conformed to Armed Forces
specifications for such factors as fat and moisture
content.

4. At another meat plant where military veterinary ser
vice personnel make procurement inspections, the
plant had a full-time USDA veterinarian, six full
time USDA meat inspectors, and one full-time meat
grader on duty. The meat grader stated that USDA
could assume the contract compliance work being
done by the military.

On the basis of our review, the need for two separate in
spection organizations in the same meat plant seemed ques
tionable.

Commercial water-food establishments may obtain inspec
tions and/or grading services from four Federal organiza
tions as well as State and/or local agencies. The follow
ing table indicates the general areas where these organiza
tions conduct similar, but not necessarily identical, in
spection activities and related functions.
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Organizations
performing Type of inspection or related function

inspections Labora- Setting
and related Facility Product tory of
functions inspection inspection analysis standards

Department of
Defense X X X X

Department of
the Interior X X X X

Food and Drug
Administra-
tion X X X < X

U.S. Public
Health Ser-
vice and/or
State orga-
nizations X X X X

The similarity of inspections of water food by the
above organizations is much the same as in the previous ex
amples for other commodities. The Department of Defense,
the Department of the Interior, and the Food and Drug Ad
ministration, under their respective programs may inspect
water foods without restriction, but the Public Health Ser
vice activities are limited to administering the shellfish
sanitation program for oysters, clams, and mussels. In ad
dition, the Department of the Interior licenses Department
of Agriculture inspectors to make inspections on water
foods when this is deemed to be in the best interest of man
power utilization.

We found that the Department of Agriculture, the Food
and Drug Administration, the Department of Defense, and
State organizations were making inspections at commercial
establishments dealing in processed fruits and vegetables.
Similar inspection activities were being conducted for
these commodities also because of the responsibilities as
signed to each inspection organization.

We also visited commercial establishments active in
warehousing and cold storage, grain storage, multiple foods,
cereals, bakery products, and wheat-flour milling. Offi
cials at each establishment informed us that at least two,
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and as many as four, Federal organizations conduct som:
type of inspection activity at these plants and estab11sh
ments. The Federal organizations making inspections were
identified as the Department of Defense (military veteri
nary service and Defense Contract Administration Services),
the Department of Agriculture (various divisions of th: .
Consumer and Marketing Service), the Food and Drug Adm1n1s
tration, and the U.S. Public Health Service. State agen
cies also make inspections at many of the establishments.

During our review, the Department of Defense took ac
tion [0 reduce its inspection effort at commercial food es
tabli3hments. For example, after We had questioned the
need for De::ense inspectors to make sanitary inspections at
a large nUl,"oer of plants, these inspections were discontin
ued at 71~ planes on the west coast under the surveillance
of the ~ixth U.S. Army as follows:

Number
of plants

63
40
79

533

715

Reason for discontinuance of
sanitary inspections

Plants under inspection by USDA
tt " II II PHS

No bid made for military food procurements
within past 12 months

Food product presents minimal health hazard

After completing our review, we requested information
on the number of plants where sanitary responsibilities had
been transferred from DOD to other Federal agencies. We
were informed by the Assistant for Veterinary Services, De
partment of the Army, in January 1970 that these responsi
bilities had been transferred to USDA for 335 dairy plants
in the United States which had been surveyed and approved
for USDA grading services. He also informed us that the
responsibility for sanitary inspections of 487 other plants
included in the PHS listing of interstate milk shippers had
been transferred to HEW.

Grading of military procurements for butter and cheese
was transferred to USDA, effective September 1969. Also,
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inspections of a number of food items formerly made by the
Defense Contract Administration Services have been trans
ferred to USDA.
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CHAPTER 3

FOOD STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS--

FEDERAL PARTICIPANTS AND ACTIVITIES

An essential element of the food inspection function-
applicable to both protecting the health of consumers and
marketing the food--is the establishment of generally ac
cepted standards and specifications for foodstuffs (1) to
ensure that wholesome food is being marketed and (2) to
serve as the basis for trading in food commodities. We
found that six different Federal organizations were in
volved in developing and setting food standards and/or spec
ifications as follows:

--Department of Agriculture.
--Department of Defense.
--Food and Drug Administration.
--Department of the Interior.
--U.S. Public Health Service.
--General Services Administration.

Specific data concerning the various laws and regulations
governing the food standard activities of each organization
are set forth in the exhibit.

Although the authorities and responsibilities of some
organizations limit the setting of standards to specific
broad category(s) of food items--e.g., USDI for fish and
fish products--other organizations can, and do, set stan
dards for items in the same food product areas. In the lat
ter situation the overlap creates a need for obtaining co
ordinated agreement on standards, which in practice appears
to be a lengthy process or, more important, results in two
or more Federal organizations' setting different standards
for the same food item.

Although our review of food standards and specifica
tions was not made in depth, the following examples were
noted which indicate the situations that can, and do, arise
when different Federal organizations set different standards
for the same food item. It is recognized, however, that in
some instances different standards may be necessary.
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Ground beef--USDA labeling standards required that
ground beef for general commercial use in interstate com
merce should not have a fat content of more than 30 percent.
For the School Lunch Program, administered by USDA, the
average fat content was not to exceed 26 percent. Defense
specifications required that the fat content of ground beef
not exceed 22 percent on a lot average basis for each con
tract and that no single lot have a content of more than
24 percent.

In our discussion with a USDA meat inspector, we were
told that different standards resulted in instances where
the Army rejected ground beef because it did not meet the
DOD standard for fat content but that the Same ground beef
did meet USDA standards. This situation created contractor
dissatisfaction.

Smoked hams -Standards for smoked hams have been de
veloped by DOD and USDA. The specification used by DOD for
procurement purposes sets limits for salt, fat, and moisture
content. The USDA minimum standard for general commercial
use stipulates, with respect to moisture, that the weight
.of the smoked hams shall not exceed the weight of the fresh,
uncured product.

At one plant we found that a contractor proposed to
furnish, under a Defense Supply Agency contract, a lot of
590 smoked hams that both DOD and contractor laboratory
analyses showed to be in compliance with the military stan
dards included in the contract Specifications. The USDA
made a laboratory test of the same lot of hams but found
that they did not meet it's standard for moisture content.
As a result, the contractor was required to resmoke hams to
meet USDA requirements.

In making tests of hams for moisture content, the two
organizations used different methods--which could give the
same, or different, results. In the case cited, the USDA
test showed a moisture content in excess of the limit set
by its standards. However, because two independent agen
cies of the Government, as a result of using different
product standards and testing methods, arrived at materially
different results with respect to the same lot of hams, the
contractor characterized their efforts as "confusing, expen
sive, and useless duplication."
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CHAPTER 4

AGREEMENTS BETWEEN FEDERAL ORGANIZATIONS

REGARDING INSPECTION ACTIVITIES

The diffusion of the food inspection function has led
to a need to coordinate or control the activities of organi
zations authorized to carry out this function in the same
general areas. As a result, a number of agreements and un
derstandings have evolved over the years between certain in
spection organizations whose activities would inevitably
overlap and conflict unless some restraints were imposed.
During our review, we found agreements and understandings
between the following organizations:

--Departments of Defense and Agriculture.

--Department of Defense and Food and Drug Administra
tion.

--u.S. Public Health Service and Department of the In
terior.

--u.S. Public Health Service and Food and Drug Admin
istration.

--Department of the Interior and Food and Drug Adminis
tration.

--Federal Trade Commission and Food and Drug Administra
tion.

--Food and Drug Administration and Department of Agri
culture.

These agreements have been reached to set lines of responsi
bility for personnel carrying out inspection activities, to
prevent conflict in activities, and to take advantage of the
knowledge and experience of other organizations active in
the same area.



Although the agreements and underE-,ndings may help to
alleviate some difficulties that might 'rwise occur be-
tween the inspection organizations, we I.Jt.. i'e that a more
effective system for discharging food insp~'tion responsi
bilities would reduce, or eliminate, the need for such
agreements. Historically, agreements and understandings
have been time consuming to reach and difficult at times to
administer and in some cases have led to further difficul
ties between the parties involved. Following are details
of some of the agreements.

Agreements between mil~tary and civil organizations-
Problems concerning the use of, and reimbursement for, the
USDA inspection service, following World War II, precipi
tated discussions as to the need for a w7itten agreement be
tween the military and USDA. Since the mid-1950's, several
written agreements have been consummated between the parties
whereby USDA will furnish the military with contract compli
ance services for subsistence items.

Under an arrangement negotiated in 1954, USDA undertook
to inspect, for contract compliance, meat, meat by-products,
and meat food products procured by the military. Until
1964, about one half of the inspections on military-procured
meat were made by USDA under this arrangement. Then the
military decided to make its own inspections for contract
compliance for meat and meat products, except for those
meats for which U.S. grade standards had been established.

Another agreement was made in 1956 whereby the USDA
would, upon request of the military, inspect and grade sub
sistence items--fresh and processed fruits and vegetables,
grain products, meat and meat food products, dairy and poul
try products, and other items as agreed. In implementing
the agreement, an understanding was reached to the effect
that USDA inspection procedures would be accepted where
USDA grade standards exist but that, otherwise, military
sampling techniques and inspection procedures would be used.

A more comprehensive agl-ement cons~umated in 1957 pro
vided, basically, that USDA would use military procedures
in making contract compliance inspections for the military.
Under subsequent agreements negoLiated in 1963, 1967, and
1968, USDA was to use its own procedures in making these



inspections, but shortly after the 1963 agreement was made,
the military discontinued using USDA contract compliance in
spections of meat, except for items purchased under U.S.
standards for grade.

Pertinent DOD regulations require that maximum practi
cable use of USDA inspection and grading services be made
in fulfilling procurement inspection responsibilities, sub
ject to retaining a sufficient inspection workload for
training military veterinary personnel, and in providing a
base for rotating these personnel between stateside and
oversea', duty stations.

We found that it was the policy of DOD to use USDA ser
vices only for procurement of those products for which USDA
had published U.S. standards for grade. At the time of our
review, the military was not using the USDA for inspecting
dairy products, processed meat products, or certain poultry
items. However, in the case of dairy products, for which
USDA has grade standards, the DOD was planning to use USDA
services for inspecting procurements of butter and cheese.
Also, in general, the military was not using USDI inspection
services for fish and fish products. USDI inspection ser
vices being used for selected fish products were scheduled
to be discontinued shortly.

An agreement between DOD and FDA was also made whereby
FDA would test tea for military procurements.

Agreements between civil organizations--PHS and FDA had
a cooperative agreement which required PHS to furnish to
FDA information on insanitary shellfish growing areas and
shucking houses in order to prevent the interstate shipment
of potentially dangerous shellfish. Similarly, PHS and
USDI entered into a memorandum of understanding under which
USDI, acting in an advisory and liaison capacity, and PHS,
acting in a research and administrative capacity, cooperated
to maintain a high level of sanitation in the oyster, clam,
and mussel industries so that shellfish would not contribute
to the interstate spread of disease.

USDI and FDA had an agreement under which (1) FDA in
spectors invited USDI inspectors stationed at water-food
establishments to accompany them during inspections and
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(2) FDA ag~eed to furnish pertinent reports to USDI when
this would be of value to USDI inspectors.

The Federal Trade Commission and the Food and Drug Ad
ministration entered into an agreement which assigned
(1) the responsibility for preventing mislabeling of food
to FDA and (2) the regulation of false advertising pertain
ing to food items to the Commission. Under the responsi
bilities assigned to these agencies, they could, in the
absence of the agreement, be concurrently active in the
same area.

FDA and USDA entered into an agreement involving meat
and poultry inspection. Under this agreement FDA inspec
tors were not to inspect firms which were entirely under
compulsory continuing inspection by USDA, as required by
law, unless the FDA District Director gave specific instruc
tions to make an inspection. This could occur in cases in
volving suspected violations· of the Food, Drug, and Cos
metic Act. FDA, however, inspected products which were un
der the voluntary inspection programs of USDA and USDI.
The FDA inspector normally invited the USDA or the USDI in
spector to participate in these inspections.

During our review, a PHS representative informed us
that FDA, USDA, and PHS had entered into an agreement with
respect to the formulation of a single standard for dry milk.
Each of these agencies and DOD had had a standard for dry
milk.

The many agreements needed to coordinate food inspec
tion activities of the Federal organizations involved at
test to the need for an overall evaluation of the system
currently used in administering the Government food inspec
tion function.



CHAPTER 5

DIFFERENCES IN INSPECTION CONCEPTS

AND PRACTICES

We found that there were essential differences in the
concepts and practices that the inspection organizations
followed in carrying out their responsibilities with re
spect to food commodities.

To deal with its responsibilities for preventing food
borne illness, the U.S. Public Health Servic~ adopted a
concept which may be characterized as "motivation and sur
veillance." In line with this concept, PHS pursued a pol
icy of collaborating with State and local agencies and pri
vate industry in the development and maintenance of effec
tive food protection programs.

Under the PHS milk sanitation and shellfish sanitation
programs, the States and local agencies made most of the
sanitary inspections, laboratory or other tests and analy
~es, and inspections of products. These inspection activi
ties, however, were subject to surveillance, including in
spections, by the PHS to ensure that the State and local in
spections were being made in accordance with the appropriate
standards and procedures agreed upon by States and local
agencies and PHS.

Primarily, the PHS role was accomplished thrO\lgh the
promotion of effective State and local sanitation programs
and procedures; the provision of technical assistance, train
i.ng, and research; the formulation of effective standards;
the control of the licensing of State rating officers; and
the publication of ratings on compliance with, and enforce
~ent of, sanitary standards.

To carry out its responsibilities for the safety, pu
rity, and wholesomeness of food products--other than meat
and poultry products for which USDA was responsible--FDA
followed what might be termed the "Problem Approach"--a sys
tem of selecting food establishments and products for inspec
tion on the basis of judgment. The selections were made
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,
according to (1) judgments formed as a result of past ex
perience and current intelligence data and (2) priorities
given to considerations of health, sanitation, and economics.
In this way FDA attempted to channel the efforts of its in
spectors into areas of maximum need and importance--in short,
where the efforts woule do the most good. Under this system
inspections of particular products and plants tended to
follow an irregular pattern.

The inspection service for fish products administered
by the USDI, which might be termed "cooperative assistance,"
is an impartial national inspection and certification ser
vice made available on a volQnt~ry and reimbursable basis
to parties interested in fresh, frozen, canned, and cured
fish products.

Since the primary objective of the USDI inspection ser
vice is to assist the fish industry to improve the quality
of its products and develop and improve the bases for trad
ing fish commodities, USDI follows a policy of cooperation
with, and assistance to, the fish industry in attaining thiS
objective. The agency assists processors in producing bet
ter products by promoting the use of improved methods and
practices of handling, processing, standardizing, grading,
packaging, and marketing fish and fish products.

Because of the voluntary nature of the inspection Ser
vice, actual inspection of products is made on a request
basis for buyers or sellers, the sellers paying the costs.
The inspections are normally made on the basis of samples
selected from each lot by a statistical method.

Since 1959 when the implementatioh of the DOD Quality
Assurance Program was commenced, the military concept for
procurement inspection might be termed "controlled delega
tion of responsibility," inasmuch as the policy is to place
prime responsibility for product quality on military con
tractors. Essentially, thiS has been done through a proce
dure whereby, in general terrr~, the military sets forth the
requirements a contractor must meet to receive approval of
its inspection system. Under the program, contractors sub
mit their plans to the military, for review and approval.
These plans detail the procedures that the contractor will
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follow to comply with contract provisionS and specifica
tions pertaining to the quality of food items.

After approval of the contractor's plan, production may
proceed. Military inspectors monitor and verify the con
tractor's inspection results by making inspections of prod
'Jcts, using the "skip lot" technique. This reduces the
amount of inspection and verification made by the military
inspectors and places the major responsibility for the qual
ity and conformity of products on the contractor.

The USDA inspection concept, which might be character
ized as " imarily an "in-house" function, differs from that
of the other inspection organizations. Certain major pro
grams, such as those for meat and poultry, are legally man
datory and require inspection of all such commodities enter
ing interstate or foreign commerce. Other programs, such
as those for dairy products and fruits and vegetables, are-
like the USDI program for fish--voluntary services made
available to the food industry and have the objective of im
proving the quality of products and providing a common basis
for trading in the commodities.

Because USDA believes that the unique nature of the
food industry makes contractor quality assurance aD uncer
tain procedure, its concept is to attain inspecticn objec
tives primarily on an in-house basis and, in CCiltrast to the
concept of OOD, to place responsibility for product quality
and inspection very sparingly on contractors.

At the outset of the OOD Quality Assurance Program, the
USDA would not place reliance on contractor testing in pro
curement operations and would not use it for inspecting,
for the military, subsistence items for contract compliance.
Our review has indicated, however, that in some cases the
USDA now accepts the inspection and grading work of contrac
tor personnel when they operate under the supervision of
USDA personnel. According to USDA representatives, contrac
tor employees make inspections on the processing lines at
some meat-processing plants and also grade poultry to a lim
ited extent. In general, however, all production lots are
examined under USDA procedures and the "skip lot" technique
is not permitted, apparently because some lots might then
be accepted without any degree of independent Government in
spect ion.



In line with the differing concepts of DOD and USDA,
the desirability and extent of using statistical sampling
techniques have been a source of controversy between these
departments for some time, and, as a result, two separate
procurement inspection programs for subsistence items have
evolved--one for the military and another for the nonmili
tary.

Statistical sampling plans and procedures for procure
ment of military items in general, including food, are set
forth in Military Standard 105 entitled "Sampling Procedures
and Tables for Inspection by Attributes" and are applied in
connection with the "skip lot" inspection technique. USDA
methods for selecting samples are not based on one sampling
plan--such as Military Standard lOs--but may be based on
statistics or judgment depending on the product involved.
Ordinarily, each production lot will be inspected. USDA
normally will use its own plans and procedures, except when
inspecting for nongrading aSPects--for example, special
packaging requirements of military procurements. In such
cases, Military Standard 105 is used.

Military representatives have cited the difference in
sampling techniques and USDA's limited use of the contrac
tor quality assurance technique--which they feel results in
more costly inspections by USDA--as reasons for not using
USDA and USDI inspection services more extenSively for in
specting military subsistence items.

The Federal inspection organizations have different
concepts and different procedures for reaching their respec
tive objectives. As a result of these differences, it is
common to have inspectors for two or more inspection organi
7.ations using different criteria in making inspections in
the same plant and, on occasion--as pointed out in chapter 3
on food standards--with different results on the same prod
uct. It seems desirable to have the maximum standardization
in requirements, procedures, and concepts. We believe that
this would help to minimize duplication in administration
and training and enable the inspection function to be per
formed more effectively and economically.



CHAPTER 6

EXECUTIVE BRANCH COMMENTS

On July 2, 1969, a draft of this report was submitted
for review and comment to the Departments of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare; Defense; Agriculture; and the Interior
and to the Bureau of the Budget. The agencies that make
food inspections have agreed that there is a need for re
assessment of the Federal role in food inspection and of
th~ participation of the various organizations that cur
rently perform parts of the function. The Bureau of the
Budget stated that such a review would fall within its pur
view but indicated in informal discussions that it did not
have the resources or personnel available with the neces
sary expertise to perform this considerable undertaking.
Nevertheless, it agreed to follow up on the matter to the
extent permitted by priorities competing for attention and
available resources.

Salient comments of the executive branch, together with
our views, are discussed below. Full texts of the comments
are included in the appendixes.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has
stated that FDA is now a part of the Public Health Service
and that this should be acknowledged and so treated in our
report.

During our review, two groups of HEW inspectors were
making inspections--those directed by FDA and those directed
by PHS. Several reorganizations have taken place over the
last several years involving HEW organizations responSible
for food inspection programs; however, we were informed by
HEW representatives in January 1970 that the changes had
not yet been approved by the Secretary of HEW. If a com
plete merger of the HEW inspection programs--including all
field activities--is accomplished, it should result in more
efficient use of skilled manpower and should preclude the
use of more than one HEW inspector to conduct food inspec
tions at a given plant.



In its letter HEW suggested that our report differen
tiate between different types of standards, identifying
those (1) designed primarily to protect the consumer, (2)
designed to ensure compliance with contract and procurement
specifications of Government agencies, and (3) intended as
a service to industry.

We did not categorize standards into various types, as
suggested, because we believe that the principal and basic
considerations involved are presented in the exhibit to the
report which sets forth the responsibility and authority
under which each organization sets standards. The primary
purpose of the portion of our report dealing with food stan
dards and specifications (ch. 3) is to show that several
agencies are involved in setting standards, sometimes for
the same commodities, and that this causes some problems.
In our opinion the distinctions between standards are not
directly pertinent to the objective of the report.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

The Defense Supply Agency stated, on behalf of the 'Sec
retary of Defense, that our draft report

"*** does not adequately differentiate between
wholesomeness inspection normally performed by
the USDA and simultaneous inspections performed
by the Department of Defense personnel to assure
compliance with technical specification require
ments."

We believe that the specific data presented in chapter 2
on the inspection activities of these organizations and
other data included in chapter 5 on inspection concepts and
practices indicate the salient points of difference between
inspections made by the Departments of Defense and Agricul
ture.

The Defense Supply Agency letter also stated:

"*** the report [does not] highlite the current
utilization of a single agency for those elements
of inspection which meet a common need."
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We concur that, in many cases where DOD had determined it
to be economically and technically feasible, DOD makes use
of the inspection ··.ork done by other Federal agencies.
However, during our review we visited 48 commercial food
establishments which were approved as sources of supply for
the Armed Forces and found that inspections were being made
by:

Department of Defense inspectors at 42 establishments.
Department of Agriculture inspectors at 33 establish

ments.
Food and Drug Administration inspectors at 23 estab

lishments.
U.S. Public Health Service inspectors at nine estab

lishments.
Department of the Interior inspectors at two establish

ments.
State and/or local inspectors at 33 establishments.

On the basis of our findings, we believe that the discharge
of the Federal food inspection responsibilities at plants
such as those we visited could be improved considerably.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

The Department of Agriculture furnished with its com
ments a copy of a letter dated June 27, 1969, from USDA to
the Chairman, Subcon~ittee on Government Procurement and
Economic Concentration, Select Committee on Small Business,
House of Representatives, summarizing the results of USDA's
revielv of inspection procedures related to the procurement
of fresh fruits and vegetables by the Defense Supply Agency.
In its letter to the Subcommittee, USDA estimated that it
could handle the military workload for fresh fruits and
vegetables at 25 specified locations in substantially less
time than it took for DOD personnel to do so.

In its letter to GAO, USDA stressed

"*** that the presence of more than one Federal
food inspection service in a commercial processing
establishment is not necessarily wrong, nor does
it mean that there is inspection duplication. Gen
erally each service has a primary interest or re
spons i biIi ty . "
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We recognize and have stated in this report (see pp. 7 to
16) that each inspection service has its own objectives or
purposes, which differ from those of the others to some
degree. Thus it can be rationalized that there is nothing
wrong and that no duplication occurs when the different in
spection groups make inspections at the same establishment.

We cannot agree that there is no duplication in such
circumstances. For example, sanitary inspections conducted
by the various inspection organizations are the same or
quite similar. Further, although the primary purposes of
other types of food inspection differ, the practices fol
lowed by different organizations in inspecting the same com
modity must overlap to some degree, as illustrated by the
examples given in chapter 2.

In its letter USDA also stated that

"Several paragraphs of the draft report refer to
the 'industry oriented' concept of USDA voluntary
inspection and grading programs. Each of the ***
programs serves particular needs, but all serve to
facilitate marketing. We [USDA] believe all di
rectly or indirectly benefit consumers, processors
and producers as well as those dealing in commod
ities."

As a general premise, we agree with the USDA position
on this matter. However, as indicated on page 5 of the re
port, USDA inspection and grading programs which are ori
ented to the quality of products are voluntary and are fi
nanced almost exclusively by food producers. For this rea
son, the thrust of these programs is the furnishing of ser
vice to producers. This is not to say that the voluntary
programs overlook consumer interests, but rat~er that con
sumer benefits accrue more as by-products from these pro
grams.

In contrast, the thrust of USDA mandatory inspection
programs for meat and poultry, and the program of FDA, is
consumer protection. We believe that a review of the au
thorizing legislation, the purposes, and the funding opera
tion of voluntary and mandatory food inspection programs
warrants the conclusion that voluntary programs tend to be
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oriented more to industry interests while mandatory pro
grams are oriented to consumer interests.

DEPARTMENT OF TIlE INTERIOR

The Department of the Interior stated in its comments
that

"*** the information pertaining to our Depart
ment's voluntary inspection service is factual ***
[and] that further study of the Governmental in
spectional activities are in order."

BUREAU OF TIlE BUDGET

The Bureau of the Budget indicated that our report
should more clearly delineate the underlying objectives and
the exact nature of the various inspections. We believe
that the report Covers the major aspects of the Government's
role in the food inspection function, including data on the
evolution of the function; the basis for, and responsibility
of, inspection organizations; the activities of each organi
zation at commercial food establishments; the setting of
food standards; the agreements between inspection organiza
tions; and the differences in concepts and practices of the
inspection organizations.

In our discussions with a Bureau of the Budget offi
cial concerning our recommendation in our draft report, we
gathered that the main obstacle to making a timely detailed
evaluation of the food inspection function is the lack of
personnel in the Bureau--particularly those with the neces
sary experience, knowledge of food inspection, and related
expertise--to perform such a task. We believe that this
problem could be overcome by obtaining the needed knowledge
able personnel from the agencies involved in food inspec
tions and having them work under the direction of a nucleus
of Bureau personnel who would prOVide the general guidance,
independence, and objectivity to such a study and evaluation.
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CHAPTER 7

RECOMMENDATIONS

One of the most conspicuous features of the Government
food inspection function is the number of different organi
zations--Federa1, State, and 10ca1--that beconle involved as
a result of legal or other formally assigned responsibili
ties pertaining to either (1) protecting the consumer from
food-borne illness or protecting the financial interests of
the Government in its procurement of food items or (2) pro
viding an inspection and grading service to industry as an
aid to improving the quality of food products and a common
acceptable basis for trading in food commodities.

On the basis of our review, we believe that signifi
cant opportunities exist for more efficient and economical
management of the food inspection function. As a minimum,
coordination should be improved between the agencies in
volved. It appears, however, that administering the func
tion on a more centralized basis would yield greater bene
fits.

Accordingly, we recommend that the Director, Bureau of
the Budget, make a detailed evaluation of the food inspec
tion function, using experienced and knowledgeable person
nel from agencies involved in food inspection activities,
to determine the most effective method of improving the ad
ministration of the function, including the feasibility and
desirability of consolidating some of the existing food in
spection activities. We also recommend that the findings
and recommendations of this evaluation be reported to the
Congress as early as possible since reconsideration of ex
isting legislation may be involved.
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CHAPTER 8

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Our review was directed to an examination of the food
~nspection responsibilities and activities of the Depart
ments of Defense, Agriculture, and the Interior and of the
U.S. Public Health Service and Food and Drug Administration
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. We
reviewed the laws and other authorities which established
various food inspection programs and activities and exam
ined into pertinent policies, procedures, and practices of
the organizations involved.

We reviewed selected records, agreements, and food
standards and held discussions with representatives of eacll
Federal organization involved to inquire into the scope and
methods of implementing their food inspection programs. We
also had discussions with representatives of State agencies
that performed food inspections and with food industry rep
resentatives.

During our review, we visited various inspection of
fices of military and civil agencies, and military instal
lations and commer~ial food establishments located in the
States of California, M~ryland, New York, New Jersey, Ore
gon, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Washington and in the
District of Columbia. In general the commercial food estab
lishments we visited were approved sources of supply for the
Armed Forces. The type and number of establishments visited
are listed below.

Type of establishment

Meat
Dairy
Poultry
Water food
Fruits and/or vegetables
Storage
Other
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Number of estab
lishments visited

11
10

6
6
3
7
5
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EXHIBIT A
Page 1

FEDERAL ORGANIZATIONS INVOLVED IN DEVELOPING

AND SETTING FOOD STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS

Organization

Department of
Agriculture

Food and Drug
Administration

U. S. Public
Health Service

Department of
the. Interior

Department of
Defense

Authority for setting standards

Under legislation enacted in 1906 and
1907, the Agricultural Marketing Act of
1946, the Wholesome Meat Act of 1967, and
the Wholesome Poultry Products Acts of
1968, the USDA is responsible for and has
developed and established standards of
quality, condition, quantity, grade, pack
aging, and identity and composition for
food items.

Under the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act of
1938, as amended, the Food and Drug Ad
ministration is responsible for and has
developed standards prescribing a reason
able definition of identity, quality, and
fill of container for food items.

In connection with its responsibility for
public health, the Public Health Service
has coordinated with the States and in
dustry in the development of standards for
fluid milk, milk products, and Grade A
dry milk products. Under the Public
Health Service Act of 1944, as amended,
special requirements have also been de
veloped for certain food products served
on interstate carriers.

Under the Agricultural Marketing Act of
1946, as amended, and the Fish and Wild
life Act of 1956, the USDI is responsible
for, and has developed, grade standards
for fish and fishery products.

The Department of the Army's Natick Lab
oratories is responsible for, and has de
veloped, military specific"itions for food
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EXHIBIT A
Page 2

General Services
Administration

products where a Federal specification
does not exist, or the military has dif
ferent requirements.

The Federal Supply Service is responsible
for, and has developed, through coordina
tion with other Federal agencies, Federal
specifications and standards for common
use food items procured by Federal agen
cies.
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APPENDIX I

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20240

AUG 22 1969

v~. Allen R. Voss
Associate Director, Civil Division
General Accounting Office
Weshington, D. C. 20548

Dear ~lr. Voss:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the GAO draft report
entitled "Study of the Roles of Goverrunent Organizations Conducting
Food Inspections (Code 88005) Departments of Defense, Agriculture,
Health, Education, and Helfare, ana Interior" and finds the informa
tion pertaining to our Department's voluntary inspection service is
factual.

~he report treats the various inspection services in a broad sense
and, accordingly, all aspects of our service are not clearly evident.
The lack of a full description does not, however, detract from the
conclusion you reach that further study of the Goverp~ental inspectional
activities are in order. The appointment of a Presidential Commission
you recommend to evaluate these nL~ctions appears as a feasible and
desirable approach to increasing the administration and efficiency of
the food inspection service.

We appreciate having been afforded the opportunity to review the
report in draft.
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APPENDIX II
Page 1

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20201

OFFiCE OF THE SECRETARY

AUG 15 1969

Dear 1.1r. Charatn:

As requested in your letter dated July 2. 1969. we have
reviewed the Draft Report of the Roles of Government
Organizations Conducting Food Inspections.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare concurs
generally with the findings and recommendations of the
Report. In particular, we endorse the recommendation
that a detailed evaluation of the food inspection functions
performed by the Federal Government be conducted by a
Commission or by the Director, Bureau of the Budget.

There are a few suggestions for improvement which have
been made by the Food and Drug Administration, Consumer
Protection and Environmental Health Service, U .5. Public
Health Service, These are enclosed in the hope that they
will be of value in revising the Draft,

Since rely yours.

I'/i
')/,,/itt(ileiH(,

Ja,-Jes B, Cardwell
Acting Assistant Secretary,

Comptroller

Mr, Philip Charam
As sociatc Director
Civil Division
U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Enclosure
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APPENDIX II
Page 2

RECONME.t'lDED CHANGES IN TIlE GAO DRAFT REPORT -
ROLES OF GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATIONS

CONDUCTING FOOD INSPECTIONS

Prepared by the Food and Drug Administration, CPEHS
Augus t 11, 1969

1. The Report is confusing since it refers at different times to
FDA and to u.s. PHS in discussing the food inspection functions
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. FDA is
now a part of the Public Health Service and we recommend that
the Report reflect this fact and use consistent terminology
throughout the Report in referring to the food inspection
activities of the Department -- either FDA throughout or PHS
throughout.

[See GAO note.]

3. Chapter 3 of the Draft Report discusses the existence of more than
one standard, but in our view, fails to differentiate clearly between
formalized standards issued by statutory authority under the pro
visions of the Administrative Procedures Act or equivalent, informal
advisory standards, aud procurement specifications. The di:-ferences
should be clarified. In this regard, it would be helpful to identify
those issuances (in whatever category they fall) which are designed
primarily to protect the consumer, those that are designed to assure
compliance with contract and procurement specifications of Government
agencies, and those intended as a service to industry.

GAO note: Deleted comment relates to a matter which We pre
sented in the draft report but which has been omit
ted from the final report.
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DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENC.Y
HEADQUARTERS

CAMERON STATION

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA an ..

8 SEP 1969

,~ ,.En"
nr:I'"ER 10 DSAH-PV

IIr. C. Il. Bailey
Director
Defense Division
United States General AcCOUDting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Hr. Ba tiey:

On the behalf of the Secretary of D~fen8e the following comments are
provided as requested by your letter of 2 July 1969 concerning your
draft report of the study of the role. of government organization.
conducting food in.pectlDn. (Code 88005) (OSD Case #2969).

The Department of Defense c.oncurs in the basic. concept of the report
which rec.ognizes the magnitude and oomplexlties of the problem ••
witness its conclusions and recommendations. The report 1. in e.01l80nance
with our active policy to avoid Any duplication of in.pection and. where
economically and tec:hnically feasible to make aax1mUII ule of the other
Federal Agencies in our procurement quality .!leurance prolr....

The report empbaBlz~8 the dmilaritiea of inspections perfomed by
personnel of different agencies in the individual eot41bUolaenta bue
does not address equally the unique needs of the Department of DeIenle
and other Federal Agen d.es. It does not adequately differentiate between
wholesomeness inspection normally perfomed by the USDA and .1IIwltaneous
inspections performed by Depar~t of Defense personnel to assure
compliance with technical specification requirements. Neither doe. the
report highlite the current utilization of a lingle agency for thole
elements of inspection which meet. common need.

The Department of Defense Is prepared to assist any comml.alon or group
eatabllshed to perform the detailed evaluation of the food in.pectlon
function. In the inter:lm the Depart:ll'lent of Defense will continue itB
efforts to improve its coordination '11th other Federal Agencle. and to
seek maximum utilization of these agencies in our proeut'sent quality
assurance program by meane of interagency agreement8 .,ith1n the guideline.
mentioned above.

Sincerely, /,.

~~( 10,gil. •s---.....
EARL C. IlDlLUm
L1eutenant General. USAr
DlrootoJ"
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

CONSUMER AND MARKETING SERVICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

SEP 12 1969

Mr. Victor L. Lowe
Associate Director
Civil Division
U. S. General Accounting

Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This is in response to your letter of "July 2, 1969, requesting review
and comments regarding the proposed report to the Congress on the Study
of the Roles of Government Organizations Conducting Food Inspection.
We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments.

We concur in the basic concepts and proposed objectives of the report.
We agree the information in the report evidences need for the proposed
study.

For your information the Select Committee on Small Business, Subcommittee
No.2, on Government Procurement and Economic Concentration, reported
similar interests. In its House Report No. 1975, Second Session,
Ninetieth Congress, the Secretary of Defense and Secretary of Agriculture
were requested to review existing inspection procedures in the procure
ment of fresh fruits and vegetables by the Defense Supply Agency. The
Department of Agriculture responded to this request on June 27, 1969.
(Copy attached).

The draft report portrays a piecemeal, haphazard food inspection service
attributed in part to legislative acts and regulations. However, we
would like to point out that the presence of more than one Federal food
inspection service in a commercial processing establishment is not neces
sarily wrong, nor does it mean that there is inspection duplication.
Generally each servi.ce has a primary interest or responsibility.

Several paragraphs of the draft report refer to the "industry oriented"
concept of USDA voluntary inspection ane grading programs. Each of the
several inspection and grading programs serves particular needs, but all
serve to f~cilitate marketing. We believe all directly or indirectly
benefit consumers, processors and producers as well as those dealing in
conm:odities.
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Meat inspection, for example, is looked upon primarily as a program
for consumer protection or benefit. This it i$J but we believe it also
facilitates interstate commerce in meats and enhances the market for
farm animals sold for meat. Similarly meat grading, while it may be
primarily looked upon as a program for facilitating marketing or dealing
in meat, is recognized by consumers as a purchasing tool and, we believe
as well, benefits the farmer by giving him added assurance of a return
fairly related to the quality of the animals sold. On the other hand,
the consumer benefits from grading of grain are quite indirect. Perform
an~c standards are designed to be uniform whether the service is mandatory
or voluntary. Thus, procedures and regulations are geared to the partic
ular need. The consumer's interests are expected to be recognized and
protected in each case. It is the needs, and not whether the primary
beneficiary is the producer, consumer or industry that determines require
ments and methods.

The draft report evidences a need for further study and the establishment
of national policy in food inspection and consumer protection. Such a
study should, in our judgment, be directed toward such objectives 8S

uniformity of specifications, grades and facility requirements. Either a
presidential commission or the Bureau of the Budget could be responsible
for a complete reassessment of the food inspection programs.

We would be pleased to cooperate with such a study.
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DEPARTMENT v" AGRICULTURE
OfFICE or THE: seCReTA.RY

WASHINGTON

JUN 27 1969

Honorable James C. Corman
Chairman, Subcom~ittee on Government

Procurement and Economic Concentrction
Select Committee on Small Business
House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Corman:

The Select Committee on Small Business, Subcommittee No.2 on Government
Procut'clnent and Economic Concentration, in tte House Report No. 1975 of
the Second Session of the Ninetieth Congress. requested that the Secretary
of Defense and the Secretary of Agriculture review the cxf.sting inspec
tion procedures in the procurement of fresh fruits and vegctClblc8 by the
Defense Supply Agency and to submit a report on these activities. The
report Wl1$ due by June I, 1969. However. the 1>efensc Supply Agency
requested ~nd·recelvcd Oil cxtcnsion of the report dote to July I, 1969.

It was also agreed by represcntatives of your subcommittee and the Defense
Supply Agency representatives that separate reports would be provided by
the DepArtment of Agriculture and the Defense Supply Agency. This report
to you has been coordinated with officials of the Defense Supply Agency.

In revlewinr. existing inspection procedures in the procurement of fresh
fr.llits and vegetables by the Defense Supply Agency, we WC1'C to addreoe
ourselves to the propriety, effectiveness, and economy of such inspec
tions by the l'1'i.litary Vetcrinary Scrvic~ instc.:ld cf by the Dcpa.rt.:teut of
Agriculture.

A series of meetincs between representatives of the Defence Supply Agency
and the Department of Agriculture. Consumer and Narketing Service, have
been held cOllcerning inspcctio~ C1f fruits and vegetables. We and the
Defense Supply Agency arc in agreement that inspection of fruits and
vegetables on <1 voluntary basis upon request of buyers, sellers or other
interested persons is an integral part of the functions of the Department
of Agriculturc. We arc also in agreement that the USDA fruit nnq vegeta
ble inspcctors nrc 'Well trained technically to evaluate the grade and
condition of fruits find V(!gctllblc:s procured by the Defense Supply A£;cncy.
l·h(ll·,,~fon:~, tho mnin subject of ou\" joint revict¥' ,.,.as the cconomy of sllch
inspection by the Nilitllry Veterinnry Service for thc Defensc Suppl;, :
Agency as compared with utilizb.tion of the inspection service offered by
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~hc Fruit nnd Vcset~blc Division. Consumer and Marketing Service, of
the DepArtment of Agriculture.

As background informo.tlon) tho Department of A&ricul ture first provided
inspection of fruits nnd vq;ctablcs for the military services in 1917.
From 1917 untl.1 1964 the Navy was a regular USCI' of the Department's
inspection service at its main installatiqns. Quartcnnastcr Corps of
the Anny used the inspection service very little before World War II.
During World ','ell' II hc.:lvy usc 'WC1!: mule of the Dcpartlncnt's inspection
service at points of origin, export, and at a few supply centers.

Nc::my years CleO, the Department of Agriculture established fruit and vege·
table inspection offices at the m~jor terminal markets and shipping .
points. TI,ese locations provided origin inspection on local deliveries,
destination inspections on car and truck lots, and export shipments. In
addition, USDA inspectors carried out general surveillance inspection on
products in storage at a number of m.:tjor depots Gnu the military person
nel in some locations Yc~e a~viscd which products should be shipped firet.
This work continued until 1962 when the military reduced its demand on
the Dcpart~cntfs inspection ~crvice.

In fiscal year 1962 the military was furnished 67,454 man-hours ~y USDA
fruit and vegetable inspectors; in 1963, 48,453 man-hours; and 1n fiscal
year 1964, something less thon 25,000 man-hours.

Beginning in January 1964 the Department of Agriculture's inspection pro
gram was phased o~t by the Navy and supply centcra except for three spe
cial locations. Slightly less than 6,000 man-hours were utilized by the
military in fiscal yeQr 1965 and about 2,500 man-hours in fiscal year
1968. .

The DepArtment of Agriculture continucs to perform j.nspections on fresh
fruits and vegetables destined for the military. These arc vendor requcsts
which are paid for by the vendor and the gr~dc certificates are issued to
him. As explained below, the Defensc Supply Agency inspector verifies the
identity of the lot and checks on its coridition on arrival at dcstination--
he does not, ho~·,ever, draH samples for grade determination unless it
appear.s that the USDA certificate is grossly in error.

The Defense Supply Agency evaluated its current operations and has prQ
vided the Department a statistical cho.rt showing inspection personnel,
type of inspection pe~fonnc:~, frequency of receipts, inspectors' duty
periods, etc. Specific information concerning the scope and various
clements of frui t and v('gctable inspections "11hich they perform Gnd believQ
eppr~prlQte to their needs was provided and is aa follows:
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"Verification Inspection. Destination 1.nspcctlon of emaIl dollar
value (less than $300 pet line item) line items that arc put'chsacd
without· USDA inspection at origin bosed only upon the contractor's
'Certificate of ConEormance' (COC). Essentially this is n pro
curement inspection for all terms of the contract, including grading.

"RCpl"lrtinr, Requirement9. Nonconforming lots reported to oppil"
cable 1"l.·\,,<V Branch, SiUl-Dl'SC personnel telephonically with lettor"
type confirmation whon roquired. On conforming lotD just sign
(stamp) tally-in.

"ReceivinG: Insnccti.on on Prodllct~ tor-rooted ot Origin hy HSnA. Thie
Is 11 dcstin~tion procurement inspection for condition Qnd identity.
Grade is not questioned unless there: Qppcars to be gross error.

nOll all f.o.b. destination shipments this i~ an acceptance inspection.
If performed by an agency other than the USDA, the results will be
fin.1.l unless the contractor specifically rcqucElts the contracting
officer f"r a fOl:'IlI<ll revie'W (reinspcction) by the USDA. In the
latter case, the results will be final.

"Reporting Requirements. On confcrming lots the inspector siens
(stQn1ps) the tilily-in or receivinG report. Nonconforminc loto
arc reported telephonically to applicnble SRtl-DPSC personnel with
letter-type confi.rmation \-lheo required. On formal review the
USDA provides on officiol grade certificate.

"Surveillance Tnspection. Daily inspection of FF&V products during
brief holds in supply points and ports to:

(4) assure that products ,arc maintained in a stock rCQdin~oD

condition

(b) assure that products are rotated in accordance with
established policy

(c) establish priorities of rot.ation (issue) when condition
changes wart"ant dep.arting fLam first- in first-out (FIFO)

(d) inform responsible activities within SRH-DPSC concel-ning
conditions of stock being held

(e) as:Jure that products are being ·.o13.rehOC3(!J in accordance
with established policies and contract requiremento as
applicable.
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t1Rcportinr; Requtrements. Detoriorating conditions found will
be reported telephonically to applicablo SRlt"DPSC personnel
for a.ppropriatc action. Written reports only submitted when
r'cques ted.

1I0ut\~(dHI', Inspections. Inspection for condition and handling of
the pr0t!ucts at time of shipment to include assuring that priority
of issue is fol10\vcd. 1111s is essentially 'an extensi.on of the
survL'ill.:lllCC inspection. .rhe degree of this inspection is directly
proportional to the sensitivity of the item, the surveillance
history of the item, and the destination. Greater surveillance is
exercised over the more sensitive items, those having a surveillance
history of deterioration, and those items being shipped overseas.
Included is ll,ssurin£; expeditious movement from warehouse to carrier,
especially of the more sensitive items.

"Reporting Regllirl~ments. Tcl<lphonic reports to applicable
SRH·DPSC pcrsol"\llpl of condition problems not previously reported
under surveillance. Annotation of ships manifest on overseas
shipments of percent defective found on sampling inspection.
Verbal reports .:t.ld recommendations to applicable warehouso per'"
sonnel concerning improper priority of issue or handling.
Letter- type confirmati on ¥lhcn required.

"Carrier Inspection. Inspection
(second destination cnrriers).
compliance for the adequacy and
equipment.

of Government contract carriero
This is on inspection for contract
sanitation of the carrier and this

IlRcportinft R(,~Hircr.lcnt~. Reports ore by exception only using
DI:'SC Fonn 2572-1 (Report of Inspection Carrter Equipment and
Performance). The complc~ed form confirm::; telephonic report
to the transportation officer of the applicuble SRIl-DPSC."

The Department of Agriculture hn::; fruit and vegetable inspection offices
at' all supply points and ports except the' supply point located at San
Diego, California, The Dc[cn5e Supply Ar;cncy has informed the Department
they arc staffing these supply points and ports with four full-time
officers, eighteen full-time enlisted men) twenty-,me part-time officers,
and sixty-two part-tim~ enlisted men~ Total man-hours used, we are
info~med) is 7 ,487 each month--of which 3,184 man-hours represent
full-time personnel and 4,303 ro~n-hours part-time personnel.

Base.d on the frequency of inspection, the extent of inspcction dcsired
by the. Dcfense Supply Agency, and the current stnEfine and wo~kloo.d of
the Depo.rtment's fruit and vegetable inspection force ttt the 25 locationa,
we estimate the Department '('QuId require 4,287 man-hours. Verifi:.cation
inspection, receiving inspection, Ano surveillance inspection as defined
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above by DSA. would represent 8cvcnty~five percent of the inspector',
time; outgoing inspection would require twenty percent; and carrier
inspection five percent. The cost of the USDA fruit and vegetable
inspection service is covered by fees paid for by the applicants.
Effective July 13, 1969, the fee for this inspection is $7.60 per hour.
Based on our estimate of 4,287 mon-hours each month, the estimated cost
"ould be Gbout $33,000 each month.

At 9CVlm or the specified locatio\Ul lJe hnvo sufficient manpower already
(lvnUohlc to perform the rcquirCld in:.;pcction for the Defense Supply
Agency. These locations m'e Nashville; Denver; Columbia and Charleston,
South Carolina; Salt Lake City; Oakland, California'j and New Orleans.
It is estimated that a totnl of 255 man-hours would be required at these
seven locQtions. The remainin£; 18 locations would requiro additional
full-tim,: inspectors; PhilacJclpl:. "\, Pennsylvania; Alameda, Californiaj
two each ...... )layonnc, New Jerscy; iive .. - and one full-time inspector at
cod, of the renlnin!ng 15 locations. The DepQrtm~nt, if requcsted to
provide inspection service, would evaluate on n continuing bosie the
staffing needs we now.estimate. Where possible, reductions and con
soli.dation of inspection would be mode resulting in lower costs to the
Defense Supply Agency.

The Department of Agriculture is agreeable to make available lte fruit
and vegetable inspection scrvi~e for usc by the Defense Supply Agep~y

at the military supply poi"nts and embarkation ports.

We would be required to add additional fruit and vegetable inspectors
in order to handle tltc workload at several points. In the light of
presont day difficulties in recruiting quali"ied people who are ~illing
to work in destination markets, especially the' large cities, any signif
icant additional inspection work should be undertaken gr4dually as
qualified inspectors can be made available.

Sincerely,

Richard- E. LYllS
Assistant SecrotaT7
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2.0503

NOV 13 1969
Mr. A. T. Samuelson
Director, Civil Division
General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Samuelson:

:-Ie have reviewed the draft report, "Study of the Roles
of Government organizations Conducting Food Inspections,"
transmitted by your letter of July 2.

The Bureau of the Budget defers to the views of the food
inspection agencies as to whether the report accurately
portrays their respective programs.

We note that the agencies believe the report would be
strengthened if the distinctive purposes served by the
separate inspections were more adequately described. We
agree with the agencies that the feasibility of consol
idating '~hese inspection functions can be evaluated only
when their underlying objectives and their exact nature
are more clearly delineated.

The report recommends that a Presidential Commission, or
alternatively that the Bureau of the Budget, conduct a
detailed evaluation of food inspection programs. We be
lieve that a study of this nature, concerned with effective
management of one aspect of consumer protection rather
than a broad area of public policy, would not appropriately
be assigned to a presidential Commission.

We therefore believe that this matter falls within the
purview of the Bureau of the Budget in seeking improvement
of management within the executive branch. The staff
resources required for such a comprehensive undertaking
would be considerable. As noted by the Department of
Agriculture in commenting on the report, an analysis should
consider the feasibility of establishing uniform specifi
cations, grades and facility requirements for the various
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consumer protection, marketing service and contract com
pliance programs. In addition, it would be desirable to
include state and local food inspection programs in any
further study.

The Bureau of the Budget intends to follow up on this
matter to the extent permitted by competing priorities
for attention and available resources. We appreciate
the opportunity to review the report in draft.

Sincerely,

.1,

Acting Deputy Director
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS

RESPONSIBLE FOO ADMINISTRATION CF

ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office
From To

DEPARTMENT CF AGR ICULTURE

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE:
Clifford M. Hardin Jan. 1969 Present
Orville L. Freeman Jan. 1961 Jan. 1969

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:
Melvin R. Laird Jan. 1969 Present
Clark M. Clifford Mar. 1968 Jan. 1969
Robert S. McNamara Jan. 1961 Feb. 1968

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE

SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE:

Robert H. Finch
Wilbur J. Cohen
John W. Gardner

Jan.
Apr.
Aug.

1969
1968
1965

Present
Jan. 1969
Mar. 1968

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERICR

SECRETARY OF THE INTERICR:
Walter J. Hickel
Stewart L. Udall

S4

Feb. 1969 Present
Jan. 1961 Jan. 1969

U.S. GAO, ...... o.c.




