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I COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

DIGEST ------ 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

The Wholesome Meat Act (1967) 1s 
designed to protect consumers from 
adulterated or mlsbranded meat and 
meat products regardless of where 
they are produced. It allowed States 
up to 3 years to develop and lmple- 
ment laws and programs that Imposed 
lnspectlon and sanitation require- 
ments on zntrastate meat plants 
equal to those imposed on'federally 
inspected meat plants. 

If a State developed and maintained 
an "equal to" program, the act 
authorized Federal assistance of up 
to 50 percent annually of the 
estimated cost of the State's pro- 
gram, otherwise, the Department was 
to designate the State for Federal 
inspection and assume inspection 
responslblllty for its intrastate 
plants. 

GAO reviewed the lmplementatlon of 
the 1967 law--which affected about 
15,000 intrastate meat plants--to 

--assess improvements in inspection 
coverage of such plants since 1967, 

--determine the status of selected 
State programs, and 

--evaluate the Department's admlnls- 
tratlon of the program. 
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CONSUMER PROTECTION WOULD BE 
INCREASED BY IMPROVING THE 
ADMINISTRATION OF INTRASTATE 
MEAT PLANT INSPECTION PROGRAMS 
Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service 
Department of Agriculture B-163450 

GAO visited meat plants under State 
inspection in California, 
land, and Missouri and $1 

Iowa, Mary- 
ants formerly 

SubJect to State lnSpeCt1 on in 
Kentucky, Minnesota, and Nebraska. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Inspection coverage of intrastate meat 
plants and admlnlstratlon of State and 
Federal meat lnspectlon programs has 
improved since 1967. However, the 
Department's Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, which administers 
Federal meat inspection laws, needs 
to improve its criteria for rating 
conditions at intrastate plants and 
for determining the status of State 
programs. 

Improvements sznce 1967 

About the time the Taw was passed, 
some 2,000 of the estimated 17,000 
meat plants ln the United States 
were under Federal lnspectlon The 
other 15,000 operated under State 
laws varying widely ln coverage and 
effectiveness or, in 7 States, were 
under no meat inspection laws 

As of June 30, 1973, the Service 
recognized 40 States as having "equal 
to" programs coverlng about 8,700 
intrastate plants and the Service 
covered about 6,200 plants, including 



a71 plants In the 10 States, Puerto 
Rico, Guam, and the Vlrgln Islands 
designated for Federal inspection 

The Department reported in March 
1972 that about 3,000 plants had 
closed rather than meet the new 
standards. 

The number of Federal and State 
inspection program personnel 
increased from-7,240 and 2,320, 
respectively, in 1967 to 10,200 
and 4,870 in 1973 (See P 8) 

Plant-ratzng crz.terza 

The Service needs to improve its 
criteria for rating whether 
conditions at State-inspected 
intrastate plants and Servlce- 
inspected plants formerly SubJect 
to State lnspectlon comply with 
basic Federal requirements. For 
State-inspected plants, such ratings 
provide the primary basis for the 
Service's determining whether a 
State 1s maintaining an "equal to" 
program. 

Service guidelines did not provide 
sufficient crlterla for reviewers 
to determine the slgnlflcance of 
variances from the basic requlre- 
ments. Service reviewers were not 
consistent in rating conditions at 
the intrastate and former State- 
inspected plants GAO visited 
(See p 12 > 

Service guidelines contain seven 
basic requirements that all feder- 
ally inspected plants must meet. 
(See p 12 and app III.) Service 
reviewers are to Judge condltlons 
at State-inspected plants against 
these requirements and rate the 
condltlons as acceptable or unaccept- 
able If one or more condltlons are 
rated unacceptable, the plant is to 
be considered unacceptable 

To observe plant reviews and 
determine the levels of plant com- 
pliance in certain States, GAO 
representatives accompanied Service 
reviewers and, where appropriate, 
State supervisory inspectors on re- 
views of 269 plants selected at 
random from 2,143 plants in 7 States 

Callfornla, Iowa, Maryland, and 
Missouri were operating "equal to" 
programs, Kentucky, Minnesota, and 
Nebraska were designated States 
where the Service inspected the 
plants. 

The Service reviewers' ratings, 
which showed 202 acceptable and 67 
unacceptable plants, showed that 
from 64 to 89 percent of the plants 
in the 4 "equal to" States and 
76 percent (ranging from 72 to 
88 percent) of the plants in the 
3 designated States were complying 
with all basic Federal requirements 
(See p 13 ) 

The reviewers, however, were not 
consistent In their ratings. At 
54 plants, condltlons existed similar 
to those that had caused the 67 plants 
to be rated unacceptable but 45 plants 
received acceptable ratings. The 
other nine were rated unacceptable 
because they failed to meet one or 
more of the other basic requirements 
(See p 18 ) 

If the compliance levels at the 269 
plants were adJusted to include the 
45 plants rated acceptable but at 
which condltlons not meeting Federal 
requirements existed, they would be 
decreased to a range from 50 to 
77 percent in the "equal to" States 
and to 42 percent (ranging from 29 
to 59 percent) in the designated 
States (Seep 15) 

GAO asked the Service to explain why 
the 45 plants had been rated acceptable 



The Service did not Justify in- 
dlvldual plant ratings but said 
that, In some Instances, It ap- 
peared some reviewers improperly ap- 
plied certain criteria and allowed 
consideration for product wholesome- 
ness to be the overridIng factor in 
rating the plants acceptable. 

The Service said its reviewing and 
field supervisory offlclals had been 
cautloned to use common sense and 
good Judgment in their flnal deter- 
minations of plant operations and 
inspection but that it was revising 
lnstructlons that should help 
eliminate what appeared to be con- 
fllcting Judgments on plant evalua- 
tions. In addition, the Service 
said that action was taken to 
correct the condltlons in the plants 
1ri questlon (See p 19 ) 

Cmterza for detemmzng_ 
status of State programs 

The Service needs to establish clear 
and obJective cnterla that can be 
applied uniformly in determining 
when a State 1s not maintaining an 
"equal to" program and when a State 
should be notlfled that the Depart- 
ment 1s considering designating its 
plants for Federal Inspection. 
Such crlterla should state the fac- 
tors, including the percentage of 
a State's plants that must meet 
Federal requirements, and the weight 
to be given each factor in such 
determlnatlons. 

Because the Service does not have 
such crlterla, Its determlnatlons 
of the status of State programs 
have lacked unlformlty and its 
actlons In dealing with the States 
have been inconsistent (See 
P* 22 ) 

Benefits avazZabZe through remeti 
of plants on a samplznq baszs 

The Federal meat inspection law 
requires the Secretary to determlne 
at least annually whether State In- 
spection programs continue to be 
"equal to" and to report the findings 
to the Congress. The Service strives 
to review all plants in each State 
having a program at least once a 
year. 

In GAO's opinion 4 a quarterly random 
sample of plants within a State 
would provide the Service with ade- 
quate lnformatlon to meet the law's 
requirements. The benefits of such 
sampling would include 

--reducing the number of plant 
reviews, 

--provldlng more time for correcting 
deflclencles, 

--reducing admlnlstratlve costs, and 

--providing continued incentive for 
plants to maintain acceptable opera- 
tions because they could be reviewed 
each quarter. 

If the Service had used quarterly 
sampling at the time of GAO's review, 
It would have revlewed about 6,000 
plants a year--an annual reduction of 
about 3,200 revlews (See p 28 ) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Secretary of Agriculture should 
have the Service's Administrator 

--provide reviewers with improved 
plant-rating crlterla that can 
be applied with a high degree of 
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uniformity and that specify review 
flndlngs which require a plant to 
be rated unacceptable, 

--establish and advlse the States of 
the criteria, including the per- 
centage of a State's plants that 
must meet Federal requirements, 
that ~11 be used in determining 
when a State's program is "equal 
to" and when a State ~11 be 
noWfled formally that the De- 
partment 1s considering designa- 
tion for Federal inspection, and 

--consider using quarterly random 
samples of plants as a basis 
for determining, and reporting 
to the Congress, the status of 
State meat inspection programs. 
(See pp. 20, 26, and 29 > 

AGENCY ACTIONS Al?D UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

Agriculture stated that GAO's recom- 
mendations were well received, that 
portions of them had already been 
implemented, and that others were 
In the fIna stages of preparation. 
It said that the Service was revls- 
ing a dlrectlve which would 

--provide for more un7forrn7ty and 
clarif7cat7on of requirements for 

acceptabil7ty of both State and 
Federal plants, 

--establish and provide for adJust- 
ing from time to t7me (1) a 
deflclency level percentage requlr- 
7ng warning letters to State 
officials and (2) conditions 
requir7ng notlflcation to the State 
of posslb7e deslgnatlon, and 

--provide for a statistical quarterly 
random select7on of plants to be 
reviewed. (See pp. 20, 26, and 29 ) 

The States generally agreed with 
GAO's conclus7ons and supported the 
recommendations (See pp 21, 26, 
and 29 ) 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
BY THE CONGRESS 

B7lls now before the Congress would 
provide additional funcl7ng for State 
meat inspection programs (S 1021, 
H.R. 7156, and H.R 8199) and would 
permit State-inspected meat products 
to move 7n interstate and foreign 
commerce (S 1919, H R 4141, and 
H.R. 4646) This report should assist 
the Congress In its del7berations on 
those bills and on consumer protect7on 
matters. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Testimony given before Senate and House Committees 
before passage of the Wholesome Meat Act, approved Decem- 
ber 15, 1967 (Public Law 90-201, 81 Stat. 584), lndlcated 
that intrastate meat plants were operating well below Fed- 
eral sanitation and facllltles standards applicable to lnter- 
state plants and, in many instances, were under no inspection 
system. Allegations were made that some plants were placing 
In human food channels, animals which would be condemned 
under Federal standards 

Allegations were made also that, because of plant con- 
dltlons, nonexistent or weak State lnspectlon systems, and 
the lack of product identity standards equal to Federal 
standards, adulterated and mislabeled products were marketed 
to consumers Other testimony cited court cases lnvolvlng 
the diversion of unwholesome meat into human food channels 

To protect consumers from adulterated or misbranded 
meat and meat products regardless of where they are produced, 
the Congress passed the Wholesome Meat Act.' The act author- 
izes the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with States 
In developing and admlnlsterlng State meat lnspectlon pro- 
grams in States having laws imposing meat inspection and 
sanitation requirements at least equal to Federal laws govern- 
ing meat and meat products moving in interstate and foreign 
commerce (21 U S C 661). For such purposes, the term 
"State" means any State, including the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, or organized territory. 

We made this renew to (1) assess improvements in in- 
spection coverage of intrastate meat plants since 1967, (2) 
determine the status of selected State programs, and (3) 
evaluate the Department of Agriculture's admlnlstratlon of 
the program. We visited State-inspected meat plants in 
California, Iowa, Maryland, and Mlssourl and plants formerly 

'The Wholesome Meat Act designated certain exlstlng statutory 
provlslons as the Federal Meat Inspection Act and amended 
the same These provlslons are codified in the Unlted 
States Code (21 U S C 601 et seq ) -- 
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subject to State lnspectlon in kentucky, Pllnnesota, and 
\ebrasha 

PROGR\jr REQUIRWEIITS 4\TD FUr\rDIUG 

Federal 1aTrt and lmplementlng regulations provide for 
lnspectlon of offlclal meat plants--plants engaged in 
slaughtering or processing meat or meat products for sale-- 
but exenpt from normal lnspectlon meat or meat products 
\thlch are slaughtered or processed on a custom basis, that 
1s 9 for the animal owner’s personal, household, nonpaying 
guest, or nonpaylng employee use 

Custom operations, however, must comply with the law’s 
sanitation, mlsbrandlng, and adulteration provlslons and are 
subJect to perlodlc surveillance Custom plants can buy and 
sell alreadt inspected meat and meat products to retail 
customers rvlthout losing their exempt status, but must mark 
cdstop products “Not for Sale” and separate them from sale 
products 

The law gave the States 2 years, or at the dlscretlon 
of the Secretary 3 years, to establish programs enforcing 
requirerents equal to those imposed under Federal law and 
requires the Secretary to review the State programs at least 
annually If a State did not develop or 1s unwllllng to 
maintain an “equal to” program, the Department of Agriculture 
designates the State for Federal inspection and assumes 
lnspectlon responslblllty for Its intrastate plants 

Department guldellnes provide that when a State 1s so 
designated, each intrastate plant In that State wlshlng to 
continue operation must either apply for Federal inspection 
or notify the Department of Its intention to operate under 
a custom exenption Indlvldual plants In States with “equal 
to” prograns nay apply for Federal lnspectlon If they Intend 
to engage In interstate commerce or do business with a plant 
engaged In interstate commerce 

As part of the Federal-State effort, the law authorizes 
the Secretary to provide technlcal assistance and tralnlng 
and. to pay up to 50 percent annually of the estimated cost 
of a State’s program From the law’s enactment In 1967 
through fiscal year 1973, the Department provided about 
$111 nllllon In matching funds to assist States In carrying 
out -eat inspection programs 
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The 92d Congress consldered but did not enact bills' 
to increase up to 80 percent the Federal share of the cost 
of State meat inspection programs. Similar legislation-- 
Senate bill 1021 and House bills 7156 and 8199--1s before 
the 93d Congress. Also bills to permit State-inspected meat 
products to move In interstate and foreign commerce (S. 1919, 
H.R. 4141, and H.R. 4646) have been introduced in the 93d 
Congress. 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

The Department's Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS) admlnlsters Federal meat inspection laws. 
Its Deputy Admlnlstrator for Meat and Poultry Inspection 
Field Operations directs the field inspection staff and 
Implements lnspectlon regulations. APHIS' regional offices 
In Atlanta, Dallas, Des Moines, Phlladelphla, and San Fran- 
cisco are responsible for program admlnlstratlon In their 
regions. 

Within the regions, circuit supervisors in 36 area 
offices (1) supervise inspectors in federally inspected 
interstate and intrastate plants and (2) review State- 
inspected plants. APHIS uses the results of its reviews of 
State-inspected plants as Its basis for determining whether 
a State is maintalnlng an "equal to" program. Regional 
directors must report to headquarters at least quarterly on 
the status of State programs. 

States with "equal to" programs are responsible for 
carrying out meat inspection laws at intrastate plants in 
their States, APHIS has this responslblllty at plants in 
States without "equal to" programs. This responslblllty In- 
cludes granting, suspending, or wlthdrawlng an official 
plant's lnspectlon and terminating a custom plant's exemp- 
tion. 

. 

lH.R. 9432, H R 9845, H R 10754, and S 1316 
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CHAPTER 2 

IMPROVEMENTS IN INSPECTION COVERAGE 

OF PLANTS SINCE 1967 

The States and APHIS have made progress since 1967 in 
implementing meat inspection programs covering intrastate 
plants. A 1971 Senate committee print' stated that, at or 
about the time the 1967 law was passed 

--only about 2,000 of the estimated 17,000 meat plants 
in the United States were under Federal inspection 
and the other 15,000 operated under State laws vary- 
ing widely in coverage and effectiveness or, in 
7 States, were under no meat inspection laws, 

--only 26 States provided for mandatory inspections of 
animals both before and after slaughter, key require- 
ments of the law; and 

--about 15 percent of commercially slaughtered animals 
and 25 percent of commercially processed meat products 
in the United States were not covered by adequate 
inspection laws. 

In contrast, as of June 30, 1973, 5-l/2 years after the 1967 
law was passed 

--40 States operated programs which APHIS had determined 
(1) were SubJect to adequate State laws and regula- 
tions and (2) had "equal to" programs. (See app. I.) 
These States' programs covered about 6,400 official 
intrastate meat plants and about 2,300 intrastate 
custom plants. 

--APHIS' program covered about 5,100 official meat 
plants and about 1,100 custom plants. These in- 
cluded interstate plants throughout the United States 
and all plants in 10 States, Puerto RICO, Guam, and 
the Virgin Islands which APHIS had designated for 
Federal inspection. (See app. II.) 

l"The Effects of the Wholesome Meat Act of 1967 Upon Small 
Business," Select Committee on Small Business, U S Senate, 
Sept. 16, 1971. 
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Most intrastate meat plants have few employees. 
According to a 1970 Small Business Administration survey' 
of about 9,300 meat establishments affected by the law, 
about 51 percent had fewer than 6 employees and about 
89 percent had fewer than 26 employees. 

The managers of the plants affected by the law had to 
bring facilities and equipment into compliance with pre- 
scribed standards or discontinue operations. The Small 
Business Administration estimated that, on the basis of its 
1970 survey of affected plants, about $157.8 million had 
been spent to obtain new or to renovate plant facilities and 
equipment and estimated that an additional $278.6 million 
was still required to bring plant facilities and equipment 
into compliance with Federal requirements. The Department 
reported in March 1972 that, after 1967, about 3,000 plants 
had closed rather than meet the new and tougher standards. 

States that had achieved "equal to" status had entered 
into cooperative agreements with APHIS, enacted appropriate 
inspection laws, adopted budgets, hired veterinarians and 
other inspection personnel, and cooperated with APHIS in 
reviewing plants to be subject to inspection. 

APHIS worked with the States on their laws and budgets, 
provided technical assistance and training, and designated 
Federal personnel to work with the States in developing and 
implementing their programs. 

According to the Department, the overall number of 
Federal and State inspection program personnel had increased 
as follows from 1967 to 1973. 

Year 
Federal State 

Full time Part time Full time Part time 

1967 6,390 850 1,440 880 
1973 9,130 1,070 4,050 820 

Increase or 2?740 220 2,610 -60 
decrease (-1 

1 
Survey results were included in "The Effects of the Whole- 
some Meat Act of 1967 Upon Small Business," Select Commit- 
tee on Small Business, U S. Senate, Sept. 16, 1971. 
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As the States progressed In lmplementlng their programs 
and as more lnspectlon personnel were hired and tralned, the 
volume of meat and meat products which State Inspectors 
Inspected and passed increased as follows 
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Q Volume decreased from fiscal year 1971, In part, because APHIS designated seven States 

for Federal Inspection during fiscal years 1971 and 1972 
r 

In addltlon to making progress since 1967 In developing 
and lmplementlng meat lnspectlon programs covering lntra- 
state plants, APHIS has Jmproved Its admlnlstratJon of 
other aspects of the 1967 law. 

In testlfylng before the Subcommittee on Livestock and 
Grains of the House Committee on Agriculture in March 1972, 
an Assistant Secretary said that the Department had been 
tolerant lnltlally In determlnlng the eauallty of State meat 
inspection programs He said that the Department had tried 
in every possible way to give States that were trying to 
achieve “equal to” status during the lnltlal lmplementatlon 
period as much opportunity as possible to do so 
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APHIS officials told us that, after the lnitlal 
certifications, they had strengthened their reviews for 
determining acceptability. APHIS records showed that it 

--evaluates custom plants' compliance with certain 
basic requirements, although such plants were ini- 
tially considered in compliance if they were not 
health hazards, 

--has strengthened control over "Not for Sale" products, 
and 

--IS generally less lenient in rating plants. 

The Department stated that It was proud of the achleve- 
ments the States and the Department made in such a short 
time in this important consumer protection area. (See 
app. VI.) 

The following chapters discuss further improvements 
that are needed. 



CHAPTER 3 

IMPROVED PLANT-RATING CRITERIA NEEDED 

APHIS needs to Improve its crlterla for rating whether 
condltlons at State-inspected intrastate plants and APHIS- 
inspected plants formerly subject to State inspection comply 
with basic Federal requirements For State-inspected plants, 
such ratings provide the primary basis for APHIS' determlnlng 
whether a State 1s malntalnlng an "equal to" program 

APHIS guldellnes did not provide sufflclent crlterla for 
reviewers to determine the slgnlflcance of their findings. 
APHIS reviewers were not consistent in rating condltlons at 
the 269 intrastate meat plants we vlslted. The reviewers 
rated condltlons at some plants as unacceptable, or not in 
compliance with basic Federal requirements, slmllar condltlons 
at other plants were rated acceptable, or in compliance with 
basic Federal requirements 

More detailed plant-rating criteria would provide more 
equitable treatment of lndlvldual plants, help identify prob- 
lems requiring correction, and provide a better basis for 
evaluating the "equal to" status of State programs. 

BASIC REQUIREMENTS PLANTS MUST MEET 

APHIS guldellnes contain seven basic requirements which 
Federal plants must meet. In reviewing State-inspected plants 
to help determine whether a State 1s malntalnlng an "equal 
to" program, APHIS reviewers Judge condltlons at the plants 
against these requirements and rate the condltlons as accept- 
able or unacceptable If one or more condltlons are rated 
unacceptable, the plant 15 considered unacceptable 

At the start of our review, the seven basic requirements, 
which we used for our review and which appendix III explains 
in more detail, were 

--A potable water supply 

--Operational sanltatlon at a level to permit production 
of wholesome products 

--At offlclal plants, antemortem, postmortem, and proc- 
essing inspection procedures sufflclent to insure 
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product wholesomeness, at both official and custom 
plants, marking of custom products "Not for Sale," 
separation of custom and sale products, and adequate 
product handling and control procedures 

--An effective sewage and waste disposal system. 

--A pest control program capable of preventing or ellm- 
lnatlng product contamlnatlon by rodents, Insects, or 
animals. 

--At offlclal plants, control of (1) condemned products 
so they cannot be diverted to human food channels 
and (2) restrlcted products until rendered acceptable 
for human consumption and at both official and custom 
plants, control of inedible products. 

--Adequate and sufficient welfare facllltles to permit 
persons handling edible products to use good hyglenlc 
practices. 

COMPLIANCE LEVLL AT PLANTS VISITED 

To observe APHIS' evaluations of plants' compliance 
with the 7 basic requirements and to determine the compliance 
level in selected "equal to" States, we accompanied APHIS 
reviewers and State supervisory inspectors on vlslts to 185 
intrastate plants we selected at random from 1,300 intrastate 
plants in Callfornla, Iowa, Maryland, and Mlssourl. At the 
time of our visits, these states had “equal to” programs. 1 
We also accompanied APHIS reviewers on visits to 84 plants 
selected at random from the 843 plants formerly subject to 

‘Following our plant vlslts In Mlssourl, the Department 
designated that State’s program for Federal lnspectlon at 
the Governor's request. The request stated that Mlssourl 
was dlscontlnulng Its program because of Inadequate fund- 
ing to operate the program for the entire fiscal year 1973 
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State lnspectlon in three designated States--Kentucky, Mln- 
nesota, and NebraskaI-- to determlne a compliance level In 
tnose States for comparison purposes 

Of the 269 plants, APHIS reviewers rated 202 as accept- 
able and 67, which falled to meet one or more of the basic 
requirements, as unacceptable. Appendixes IV and V show the 
names and locations of plants that APHIS reviewers rated 
unacceptable or acceptable, respectively The 67 plants were 
rated unacceptable because of sanltatlon deflclencles, In- 
spectlon requirements, particularly separation and marklng 
of custom products, pest control, and control over inedible 
and condemned products. 

‘APHIS records show that these States were designated for 
these reasons 

Kentucky 

After being informed by APHIS that certain pro- 
vlslons of the State law were not being enforced, 
the State requested APHIS to assume lnspectlon 
responslblllty. 

Minnesota 

The State failed to develop an “equal to” program 
wlthln the 3 years prescribed by the 1967 law. 
The primary deflclencles were that inspection was 
not provided at all amenable establishments and 
the State’s program did not provide for enforce- 
ment of all inspection requirements necessary to 
achieve “equal to” status. 

Nebraska 

After APHIS sent the State a notlce In August 1971 
that lt would designate the State for Federal in- 
spectlon If plant deflclencles found during an 
APHIS review were not satlsfactor lly corrected, 
the State requested APHIS to assume lnspectlon 
responslblllty The State’s letter cited fundlng 
problems as the primary reason for Its request 

14 



. 

As discussed on page 18, however, an additional 45 plants 
would have been rated unacceptable had APHIS reviewers con- 
sistently given unacceptable ratings to slmllar condltlons 
at those plants. 

The following table shows the compliance levels at the 
sampled plants (1) on the basis of the reviewers’ plant 
ratings and (2) as adjusted to reflect the 45 plants rated 
acceptable but at which condltlons not meeting Federal re- 
qulrements exlsted. The adjusted figures are shown in paren- 
theses. 

State- inspected 
plants 
California 
(note a) 
Iowa 
Maryland 
Mlssourl 

APHIS - inspected 
plants (note b) 

Number of plants 

In In Rated Rated 
State(s) sample unacceptable acceptdble 

353 35 4 ( 8) 31 (27) 
432 64 16 (18) 48 (46) 

71 22 8 (11) 14 
444 64 19 (26) 45 ;:i; 

843 84 20 (49) 64 (35) 

Percent 
rated 

acceptable 

89 (77) 
75 (72) 
64 (50) 
70 (59) 

76 (42) 

aAn estimated 125 custom plants were not included under Callfornla’s meat in- 
spection program at the time of our visits Following our visits and dlscus- 
slons wltn State and APHIS officials, Callfolnla informed us tnat custom-exempt 
operators were being brought into compliance by the State’s Department of Food 
and Agriculture wlt’l the cooperation of the State’s Department of Public Health 
The State further stated that this was an ongolng program which met APHIS cri- 
terra and tnat APHIS had ldentlfled and reviewed several custom-exempt oper- 
at ions 

b These statistics are presented on a composite basis because all plants in these 
States are included in APHIS’ total inspection program and we drew a single 
sample from all former State-inspected plants In tne three States On an 
lndlvldual basis, the percentages of plants rated acceptable in Kentucky, 
Minnesota, and Nebraska were 88, 74, and 72 percent, respectively, by APHIS 
and 59, 29, and 52 percent, respectively, as adlusted 

Although APHIS has no crlterla on the compliance level a 
State must have to maintain “equal to” status, the adJusted 
compliance levels shown In the table raise a question as to 
whether designation of a State for Federal Inspection lm- 
proves Its intrastate meat plants’ compliance with the basic 
Federal requirements. This question could not be answered, 
however, because APHIS did not have comparable data avall- 
able on the compliance levels exlstlng when it designated 
the States. 
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The following graph, prepared on a composite basis, 
shows that, except for the condemned and inedible material 
control category, the deklclencles noted during our vlslts 
existed at about the same percentages of State-Inspected and 
APHIS-Inspected plants both before and after adJustment for 
the lnconslstent ratings. 
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a Increase In percentage due prlmarlly to custom plants’ not having an approved denaturing 

agent available 
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, 

INCONSISTENT PLANT RATINGS 

APHIS reviewers were inconsistent In rating deficiencies 
at 54 plants we vislted These included 45 plants rated 
acceptable and 9 rated unacceptable because they failed to 
meet one or more of the other basic requirements. 

Most of the inconsistencies related to plants where 
condemned and inedible material was not adequately controlled 
to prevent its sale as human food or where, contrary to Fed- 
eral law, products were unmarked, unlabeled, or mlsbranded 
or custom products were not separated from sale products. 

For example, APHIS lnstructlons require that the inspec- 
tor or plant management control condemned and inedible mate- 
rial until it is denatured APHIS regulations require that 
denaturing agents, such as cresylic disinfectant, certain 
dyes, or charcoal, be intimately mixed throughout the mate- 
rial in sufficient quantity to give it a djstinctive color, 
taste, or odor so that it cannot be confused with human food. 
These requirements seem clear, but the review guldellnes do 
not spell out how the reviewers should evaluate compliance 
with these requirements. 

As a result, APHIS reviewers, as the following table 
shows, rated the control of condemned and inedible material 
unacceptable at only 16 plants although 54 plants were not 
adequately controlling such material to prevent its sale as 
human food As the graph on page 17 indicates, failure to 
meet this requirement at the plants in question was noted 
mostly at APHIS-inspected plants although it was also noted 
at State-inspected plants, 

Number of plants which 
APHIS reviewer rated 

condltlon as 
Oeflclent condltlon Unacceptable Acceptable 

No approved denaturing agent aval lable 7 26 

Using unapproved denaturing agent 2 8 

Product not under control of inspector or plant 
management 7 1 

Denaturing agent not mlxed with material 
(sprlnhled on top la/er) 3 - - 

Total 
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We asked APHIS headquarters offlclals to explain why 
acceptable ratings had been given to the 45 plants where some 
condltlons did not meet the basic Federal requirements. APHIS 
did not Justify the lndlvldual plant ratings but said that 
Its revlewlng and field supervlsoly offlclals had been cau- 
tioned to use common sense and good Judgment in their final 
determinations of plant operations and Inspection. APHIS 
said that in some instances, however, 1~ appeared some re- 
viewers improperly applied the crlterla Involving denaturing 
and marking of custom-exempt products and allowed consldera- 
tlon for product wholesomeness to be the overrldlng factor In 
rating the plants acceptable. 

APHIS further said that, In provldlng the caution men- 
tioned above, It failed to adequately delineate parameters 
within which Judgments must be confined with respect to the 
category of plants in question. Also, APHIS said it was re- 
vlslng lnstructlons that should help ellmlnate what appeared 
to be conflicting Judgments on plant evaluations. In addition, 
APHIS offlclals informed us that action was taken to correct 
the condltlons at the plants In questlon. 

An Industry assoclatlon advlsed the Department In 
September 1972 that State offlclals and plant managers had 
crltlclzed lnconslstencles in plant ratings and had ascribed 
the cause to a lack of APHIS reviewer tralnlng and to unfair, 
unclear, impractical, inconsistent, or unreasonable aspects 
of APHIS review methods and criteria. In response, APHIS told 
the assoclatlon It would continue to direct attention to 
proper training of reviewers. 

APHIS offlclals told us they had 

1. Published bulletins clarlfylng the seven basic 
requirements. 

2. Met with the reglonal directors with emphasis on 
reevaluation of plant reviews with regard to unl- 
formlty . 

3. Published clarlflcatlon to regulations regarding 
faclllty and procedural requirements and empha- 
sized using the publlcatlon, “Federal Facility 
Requirements for Small Existing Meat Plants .‘I 
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4 Xequlred correlation meetings between area 
supervisors, reviewers, and State supervisors. 

5 1let with representatives of industry groups to ar- 
rive at a solution to problems as they relate to 
understanding plant reviews and regulation requlre- 
ments 

The offlclals also said that meetings had been held 
between reglonal directors and State program directors and 
area supervisors and State supervisors to discuss and reduce 
dlscrepancles In evaluating crlterla and provide for better 
communlcatlon between them. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Plant ratings need to be consistent and accurate to 

--Treat all plants equitably. 

-- Identify all problems requlrlng correction. Tar 
example, APHIS reviewers' ratings did not show that 
lnedlble and condemned material was not being ade- 
quately controlled In 38 plants. 

--Assist In determlnlng whether State programs are 
"equal to," because APHIS uses plant ratings as the 
primary basis for such determlnatlons 

RECO~"~ENDiZTION TO THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

IYe recommend that the Admlnlstrator of APHIS provide 
reviewers with improved plant-rating crlterla that can be 
applied with a high degree of unlformlty and that specify 
review flndlngs which require a plant to be rated unaccept- 
able 

DEPARTIIENT COTIPIENTS 

The Department stated that APHIS was in the final 
stages of revlslng a dlrectlve pertalnlng to reviewing 
and evaluating both State and Federal lnspectlon systems. 
The dlrectlve 15 to provide more unlformlty and clarlflca- 
tlon of requirements for acceptablllty of both State and 
Federal plants. The Department said that the directive 
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would clarify the crlterla for the reviewer and should 
(1) result In more uniform ratings, (2) help ldentlfy problems 
requlrlng correction, and (3) provide a better basis for 
evaluating and determlnlng the status of State programs. 
(See app. VI.) 

STATE COMMENTS 

We asked the four States whose lnspectlon programs we 
revlewed to comment on this chapter. Maryland said It con- 
curred In our conclusion, and Mlssourl said that lnspectlon 
of all plants--whether large or small--should be uniform to 
insure equitable treatment. Callfornla and Iowa did not 
comment speclflcally on our conclusions and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CRITERIA NEEDED FOR DETERMINING AND NOTIFYING STATES 

OF THE STATUS OF STATE PROGRAMS 

APHIS needs to establish clear and obJective crlterla 
that can be applied uniformly In determlnlng when a State 1s 
not malntalnlng an "equal to" program and when a State should 
be notlfled that the Department 1s conslderlng deslgnatlng 
Its plants for Federal InspectIon. Such crlterla should state 
the factors that will be consldered In maklng such determlna- 
tlons and the weight that ~111 be given to them 

Because APHIS does not have such crlterla, its determlna- 
tlons of the status of State programs have lacked unlformlty 
and Its actions In dealing with the States have been lnconsxt- 
ent 

The law requires the Secretary to review State programs 
at least annually to determine whether they should be continued 
In an "equal to" status. The Secretary 1s to notify the 
Governors of the deflcxencles to be corrected If a State IS 
not in an "equal to" status. If the State has not ellmlnated 
the deflclencles after 30 days, the Department 1s to publish 
a notice of deslgnatlon In the Federal Regsster. If defl- 
clencles remain after another 30 days, APHIS 1s to assume 
lnspectlon responslblllty. 

APHIS offlclals told us that, in determlnlng the status 
of State programs, they consldered such factors as fundlng 
and staffing levels, the State's ability to correct known 
deflclencles, the effectiveness of action taken against plants 
endangering public health, and the attitude of State offlclals 
to cooperate In rmprovlng the State's program. They said 
that the foundation for APHIS's determlnatlons was the plants' 
compliance with the basic requirements. Neither the law nor 
APHIS guldellnes, however, have speclfled clearly the factors, 
such as the percentage of a State's plants that must meet 
the requirements, and the weight to be given them for determln- 
lng whether a State 1s malntalnlng an "equal to" program 

We analyzed Department and APHIS actions from August 1971 
to November 1972 In advising States of the status of their 
programs During that time, the Department had determined 
that five State programs were not "equal to" after APHIS 
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revxewers found that from 13 to 52 percent of the plants 
revlewed In these States did not meet the basic requirements. 
As the law provides, the Department sent notices of the 
deflclencles to be corrected to the Governors of the five 
States. 

In six other States, however, APHIS reviewers found 
from 14 to 72 percent of the plants revlewed did not meet 
the basic requirements. APHIS offlclals wrote letters de- 
scrlblng the deflclencles to State offlclals other than the 
Governor, usually the State Secretary or the Commlssloner 
of Agriculture. Although APHIS asked the offlclals to re- 
spond within 30 days on how the deflclencles were being 
corrected, these letters did not constitute the notices 
provided by the law because they were not sent from the De- 
partment to the Governor and because they showed only that 
the program status was questionable. 

The following graph shows the incidence of noncompliance 
In the II States to which notlces required by law or letters, 
respectively, had been sent, based on data In the notices, 
letters, or APHIS records. 

The following table, which 1s based on lnformatlon In 
the notices and letters, shows that the basic requirements 
not being met at the plants reviewed in the 11 States were 
slmllar whether the States were sent notlces or letters. 

Requirement not met 
Number of States 

receiving 
Notices Letters 

Water supply 2 3 
Sanitation 5 6 
Antemortem and postmortem inspection 

and lnspectlon processing 5 5 
Waste disposal sys tern 1 1 
Pest control 5 5 

Control over condemned, inedible, 
and restricted material 5 4 

In addlton to cltlng the requirements that were not 
being met, the notlces sent to the Governors of Utah and 
Mlssourl and the letter sent to North Carolina cited 4, 7, 
and 13 plants, respectively, that were endangering public 
health. 
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the data for West Vlrglnla was based on reviews of 29 of that State’s approximately 

125 plants and, for Colorado, 38 of tts approximately 125 plants 
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In the notlces sent to the five Governors, the Depart- 
ment advised the States that, if they were to continue their 
programs, they would have to correct all the deflclencles 
within 30 days. None of the States accomplished this and 
APHIS subsequently 

--assumed lnspectlon responsxblllty in Nebraska after 
receiving a request from the Governor cltlng fundlng 
problems as the primary reason for his request, 

--designated Pennsylvanla for Federal lnspectlon after 
Its reviews of the States’ 515 plants during the 30 
days showed that 55 percent were unacceptable, and 

-- consldered Colorado’s, Mlssourl’s, ’ and Utah’s correc- 
tive actions sufficient, although APHIS reviews in 
these States during the 30 days showed that 28, 15, 
and 20 percent, respectively, of the plants revlewed 
were unacceptable. 

CONCLUSIONS 

APHIS needs to establish clear and obJectlve criteria, 
stating the factors and the weight to be given to each for 
determining whether State programs should be continued In an 
“equal to” status or whether States should be sent formal 
notices as required by law or be advised by other means of 
needed improvements and possible deslgnatlon for Federal 
inspection. Such criteria should Include, as a mlnlmum, the 
percentage of a State’s plants that must meet Federal requlre- 
merits, because this 1s the foundation for APHIS’s determlnatlons. 

Such criteria would result In more equitable treatment 
of the States and provide a more reliable basis for determln- 
lng whether State programs are “equal to.” 

‘APHIS assumed responslblllty In August 1972 for the lntra- 
state plants In Mlssourl, but this was done at the Governor’s 
request and was not the result of the August 1971 notice. 
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RECOMMENDA? ION TO THE SECRETARY 
OF AGRI CULT U% 

We recommend that the Admlnlstrator of APHIS establish 
and advise the States of the crlterla, lncludlng the percent- 
age of a State’s plants that must meet Federal requirements, 
that will be used in determInIng when a State’s program 1s 
“equal to” and when a State will be notlfled formally that 
the Department IS considering deslgnatlon fol Federal lnspec- 
tlon. 

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 

The Department stated that the dlrectlve APHIS was re- 
vising would establish (1) a deflclency level percentage 
requiring warning letters to State offlclals apprising them 
of unacceptable corldltlons affecting the certlflcatlon 
status of their lnspectlon programs and (2) the condltlons 
requiring notlflcatlon of the State of possible deslgnatlon. 
The Department said that the deflclency level or condltlons 
established must remain flexible so Informed Judgment can 
be exercised In correlating the other factors affecting the 
status of the lnspectlon program In maklng a final assessment 
It said that adJustments would be necessary from time to 
time to meet changing inspection procedures and technology 
and that notlflcatlon to interested and affected parties 
would precede any such adjustments. (See app. VI.) 

STATE COMMENTS 

We asked the four States revlewed, which had lnspectlon 
programs at the time of our relvew, and the States ldentlfled 
In this chapter as having received notlces and letters from 
August 1971 to November 1972 to comment on th1.s chapter 
In general the States indicated no disagreement with the 
facts. Also some of the States that had received notlces 
and letters emphasized that, after the reviews in ques tlon, 
they took corrective actlon and that they were continually 
endeavoring to Improve their Inspection programs. For ex- 
ample 

--Ohlo said that it was ldeallstlc enough to desire a 
program with absolutely no deflclencles but reallstlc 
enough to know that it would probably always have 
s one Also, it said that It felt very strongly that 
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it had an excellent program and that It would continue 
Its effort to ellmlnate its program’s deflclencles. 

--Utah said that, although 1-t had an “equal to” program, 
no doubt from time to time unacceptable Items and/or 
areas will be discovered and, when they were or are 
discovered, corrective actlon has been, and will con- 
tlnue to be, taken. Also, 1-t said that, when the 
enormity of the overall meat lnspectlon program was 
contemplated and one recognized the progress that had 
been made in this area since the Wholesome Meat Act 
was enacted, the Department must be given recognltlon. 
It said that establlshlng universally understood 
review crlterla for use by all agencies 1s an exceed- 
lngly difficult task, human nature and variances 
consldered. 
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CHAPTEL; 5 

BEYEFITS AVAILABLE THROUGH REVIEW 

OF PLAIITS ON A STATISTICAL SA4PLING BASIS 

The 1967 law requires the Secretary to determine at 
least annually whether State lnspectlon programs continue 
to be “equal to” and to report the flndlngs to the Congress 
To meet these requirements, APHIS’ policy 1s to review all 
plants, In each State having a program, at least once a year 
in the company of State supervisory personnel and have Its 
reglonal directors report to headquarters quarterly on the 
status of each State’s program 

In our opinion, a quarterly random sample of all plants 
within a State would provide APHIS with adequate lnformatlon 
to meet these requirements The benefits of such sampling 
would Include 

--Yeduclng the number of annual plant reviews by Fed- 
eral and State representatives 

--Provldlng State supervisory personnel with more time 
to work with their Inspectors and plant managers to 
correct deflclencles 

--Reducing Federal and State admlnlstratlve costs, such 
as travel costs and clerlcal costs of report prepara- 
tion 

--Provldlng continued incentive for plant managers to 
malntaln acceptable operations because each plant 
could be revlewed each quarter 

In lnltlally determlnlng the “equal to” status of State 
programs, APHIS offlclals generally based the determination 
on the results of a random sample of plants in each State 
If, at the time of our review, APHIS had used a slmllar 
sampling plan each quarter, It would have revlewed about 
6,000 plants a year, an annual reduction of about 3,200 
plants 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Slgnlflcant benefits could be derived If, for each 
State having an lnspectlon program, APHIS reviewed a 
quarterly random sample of State-Inspected plants instead 
of revlewlng each such plant annually The use of random 
samples each quarter would provide APHIS with adequate in- 
formation to meet the requirements that It determine and 
report to the Congress annually the status of the States' 
inspection programs 

RECOiVIEN3ATION TO THE 
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

We recommend that the Admlnlstrator of APHIS consider 
using quarterly random samples of plants as a basis for 
determining, and reporting to the Congress, the status of 
State meat inspection programs 

DEPARTMENT COVI~ENTS 

The Department stated that the dlrectlve APHIS was 
revlslng would provide for use of such samples (See app 
VI 1 

STATE CO>lMENTS 

We asked the four States reviewed, which had lnspectlon 
programs at the time of our review, to comment on this chap- 
ter 

Callfornla agreed that quarterly random sampling re- 
views of State plants would result In considerable manpower 
and fiscal savings for both the States and APHIS and accom- 
plish the purpose of the Wholesome Meat Act hlaryland said 
that a quarterly random sample of plants wlthln a State 
should be selected for the reasons we cited Mlssourl said 
that benefits galned through such sampling would better 
measure the status of a State's lnspectlon program. Iowa 
did not comment speclflcally on this chapter 
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CHAPTER 6 

SCOPE, OF REVIEW 

We made our review at APHIS headquarters, Washxngton, 
D C., APHIS regional and area offices, and various locations 
in Callfornla, Iowa, Kentucky, Maryland, Minnesota, Mlssourl, 
and Nebraska We revlewed pertznent laws, regulations, poll- 
cles, procedures, and practices relating to meat lnspectlon 
programs for intrastate plants 

From December 1971 through September 1972, we accom- 
panied APHIS and, where appropriate, State supervisory in- 
spectors on lnspectlons of 269 intrastate plants we selected 
at random from 2,143 intrastate plants in the 7 States We 
observed the lnspectlons, examined correspondence flies, 
plant inspection reports prepared by APHIS reviewers during 
these and earlier vlslts, and other pertinent data, and in- 
tervlewed APHIS and State offlclals. At the State level, 
where applicable, we reviewed records, reports, and other 
data on the intrastate programs 
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APPENDIX I 

STATES HAVING "EQUAL TO" PROGRAMS AS OF JUYE 30, 1973 

State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florlda 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Louislana 
Flaine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Mlsslsslppl 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
Oh10 
Oklahoma 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Date program was 
declared "equal to" 

January 8, 1971 
December 11, 1970 
February 1, 1971 
November 24, 1970 
November 14, 1969 
April 13, 1971 
January 25, 1971 
February 1, 1971 
November 14, 1969 
December 30, 1970 
April 12, 1971 
October 27, 1970 
December 30, 1970 
April 5, 1971 
January 7, 1971 
November 10, 1970 
April 19, 1971 
January 18, 1971 
November 14, 1969 
May 28, 1971 
January 25, 1971 
January 12, 1971 
April 13, 1971 
December 30, 1970 
September 18, 1970 
December 17, 1970 
April 8, 1971 
April 7, 1971 
December 4, 1970 
January 18, 1971 
November 13, 1970 
January 29, 1971 
October 28, 1970 
April 22, 1971 
January 25, 1971 
December 30, 1970 
February 1, 1971 
April 22, 1971 
January 5, 1971 
December 9, 1970 
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APPENDIX II 

DESIGlTATED STATES AS OF JUNE 30, 1973 

State 
Date of assumption of Jurlsdlctlon 

by the Department of Agriculture 

Kentucky January 14, 1972 

Minnesota May 16, 1971 

Mlssourl August 18, 1972 

Montana April 27, 1971 

Nebraska October 1, 1971 

Nevada May 31, 1973 

Vorth Dakota June 22, 1970 

Oregon July 1, 1972 

Pennsylvanla July 17, 1972 

Washington June 1, 1973 

Puerto RICO June 18, 1971 

Guam January 21, 1972 

Vlrgln Islands November 27, 1971 
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APPENDIX III 

BASIC REQUIREMENTS FOR MEAT PLANTS 

APHIS guidelines in effect at the start of our review 
established seven basic requirements which Federal and State 
plants had to meet to be Judged acceptable These require- 
ments, which dlffered in certain respects for custom plants, 
were* 

1. Potable water supply 

Water used in areas In which edible products are slaugh- 
tered, dressed, evrscerated, processed, handled, or stored 
must be potable The plant must have on file a certlflca- 
tlon from the local authority having Jurisdiction that, on 
the basis of analyses of samples taken from within the facll- 
ity, the water 1s potable 

If the water is from a municipal source, such certiflca- 
tlon must be annual If the water is from a private source, 
such as a well, spring, or cistern, certification must be 
semiannual. Additional testing and certification by the 
local authority may be required If there 1s reason to believe 
that the water supply 1s being contaminated by such means as 
backsiphonage, surface drainage, ineffective protection of 
wells, or floods 

Lack of certification is not sufficient evidence to 
Judge a water supply as nonpotable, however, in such cases, T 
plant management must present a certificate of potability 
before final Judgment is made on this item. Until the deter- 
mination is made, no decision can be made regarding plant 
status. 

This requirement applies to both official and custom 
plants 

2. Operational sanitation 

Operational sanitation must be at a level that permits 
the productron of wholesome products. Facllltles and equlp- 
ment are to be properly cleaned at regular intervals. The 
operating practices and procedures are to provide for handling 
products without undue or continued exposure to contaminants 
and contaminating surfaces Production personnel are to 
practicer and management IS to provide necessary equipment 
and materials to encourage, good personal hygiene 
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APPENDIX III 

This requirement applies to both official and custom 
plants 

3 Antemortem and postmortem lnspectlon -- 

Antemortem and postmortem lnspectlon procedures and the 
inspection of processed products must be sufflclent to Insure 
product wholesomeness Antemortem and/or postmortem Inspec- 
tlon must be accomplished In a manner that will detect and 
remove from human food channels any carcass, part, or organ 
that evidences unwholesomeness The inspector 1s to use 
good Judgment in evaluating the effect of any deflclency on 
the total antemortem or postmortem lnspectlon procedure. 

The lnspectlon and control of processed products must 
provide assurance that only sound, wholesome products are 
dlstrlbuted to human food channels This includes acceptable 
procedures for destroying trlchlnae In products containing 
pork muscle, use of only wholesome Ingredients, use of only 
acceptable chemicals in acceptable quantltles, and adequate 
protectlon of products during processing and storage 

Also 

--custom-prepared products are to be plainly marked 
“Not for Sale” Immediately after being prepared and 
are to be kept so ldentlfled until delivered to the 
owner and 

-- If a custom operator prepares or handles any products 
for sale, they are to be kept separate from the 
custom-prepared products at all times while the latter 
are in his custody 

This requirement applies to both offlclal and custom 
plants, except that antemortem, postmortem, and processing 
Inspection procedures apply only to offlclal plants. 

4 Sewage and waste disposal system 

The sewage and waste disposal system must provide for 
disposal of waste and/or sewage, lncludlng manure, paunch 
contents, trash, and paper, In a manner that does not permit 
undue accumulation, the development of odors, or the mate- 
rrals’ servrng as a harbor for Insects, vermin, or rodents. 
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APPENDIX III 

This requirement applies to both offlclal and custom 
plants 

5 Vermin and insect control 

The plant’s program must be able to prevent or eliminate 
product contamlnatlon by rodents, insects, or animals. Plant 
management must make all reasonable efforts to prevent the 
entry of rodents, insects, or animals Into areas where pro- 
ducts are handled, stored, or processed. Such efforts would 
Include effective closure of outslde openings (doors, 
and windows) , 

screens, 

and halts, 
use of such exterminating procedures as sprays 

and absence of rodent or insect harborage and 
breeding places on the premises. 

The presence or evidence of the presence of a rodent or 
an insect in a plant does not alone warrant the conclusion 
that the plant’s program 1s unacceptable All factors, In- 
cluding number, frequency, location, and management efforts 
to eliminate or correct faulty facilities, must be considered. 

This requirement applies to both offlclal and custom 
plants 

6 Control of inedible, condemned, and restricted products 

Condemned and inedible materials or restrlcted products 
must be controlled so they cannot be diverted to human food 
channels Condemned materials must be under direct positive 
controls of the inspector until they are acceptably denatured 
or rendered incapable for use as human food, 

The plant and inspector must control inedible materials 
until they are effectively denatured or decharacterlzed and 
not capable for use as human food or until they are packaged 
and ldentlfled as food other than for humans. 

Res trlcted products, those which require further treat- 
ment before being used as human food, must be controlled until 
they are rendered acceptable for human consumption 

Control of condemned materials and restricted products 
applies only to official plants Control of inedible mate- 
rials applies to both official and custom plants. 
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APPENDIX III 

7 Welfare facilities 

The plant must have sufficient toilets and lavatorles 
to permit personnel handling edible products to use good 
hyglenlc practices. The facllltles must provide space for 
the personnel to maintain acceptable clean clothing and to 
keep their hands and equipment clean. The facllltles must 
be so located as not to discourage their use by plant person- 
nel 

This requirement applies to both official and custom 
plants. 

During the review, APHIS revised the basic requirements. 
The prlnclpal changes were (1) lncorporatlng the welfare 
facllltles requirement into the operational sanltatlon re- 
quirement, (2) establishing processing lnspectlon as a re- 
quirement separate from antemortem and postmortem lnspectlon, 
and (3) lncorporatlng the requirements relating to control 
of restrlcted products into the antemortem and postmortem 
inspection requirement 
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APPFNDIX IV 

Name end locetlon Date of vlslt Eesrc requlrement[s) not met Corrective actions 

Cellfomle 
Off1c1el plants 

Ansco Quality Meets, 
Bellflower 

June 23, 1972 Senltetlon 
Pest control 

Operetrons stopped by State inspector 
on date of visit 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
July 18, 1972 

Odono’s Meet Company, 
Los Angeles 

June 23 1972 Operetlons stopped by State inspector 
for 7 hours 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
June 23, 1972 

LeDel Meat Company, 
Los Angeles 

June 22 1972 

Senltetlon 
Control over InedIble 

end/or condemned 
meterlels 

Senltetlon Operetlons stopped by State mspector 
on date of visit 

Plant found ecceptebl \ by APHIS on 
July 19, 1972 

Camp’s Steak Co , Inc 
Culver city 

June 22 1972 Senrtetlon Operetlons in effected eree stopped 
by Inspector on date of vlslt 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
July 19, 1972 

IOWi 

Offlclel plants 
MFM Meet Market, 

Hull 
Jan 13, 1972 Senltetlon 

Seperatlon of custom product 
from sale product 

Merkmg of custom products 
Pest control 
Control over InedIble end/or 

condemned materrels 

State closed plant for 3 days 
Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 

Mar 16, 1972 
MIdwestern Pecking Co , 

Nevada 

Brewer Wholesale Meets, 
Des Momes 

Sawyers ’ Tendermost, 
Fort Dodge 

Protrvln Locker, 
Protlvln 

American Provlsron 
ComPenY, 

Davenport 

Ray’s Plzse Krtchen, 
Charles City 

Nhiteker’s Frozen 
Food Co 

Evansdale 

Stenhope Locker, 
Stenhope 

custom plants 
Miller Lockers, 

Merrlll 
Norman J Schroeder 

MelCOSl 

Sellen’s Market end 
Locker, 

Hubbard 
Trtonke Locker, 

T1 tonka 

Knlght’s Locker 
Sernce, 

Iowa Fells 
Korende Locker 
Service, 

Superior 

RANDOM SAMPLE PLANTS GAO VISITED THAT APHIS POUND 

UNACCEPTABLE ON ONE OR MORE OF THE BASIC REQUIREMENTS 

Jan 25, 1972 

Jan 6, 1972 

DoC 13, 1971 

Jan 6, 1972 

Jan 11, 1972 

Jan 

Jan 

7, 1972 

5, 1972 

Jan 19, 1972 

Jen 11, 1972 

Jen 17, 1972 

Dee 14, 1971 

Dee 15, 1971 Merkmg of custom products Plant correctlon verifsed by State on 

Dee 14, 1971 

Jan 12. 1972 

Semtetlon Operntlons stopped by State mspector 
Pest control on date of vsslt 

Senrtetion 

Seperet ion of custom product 
from sale product 

Senltetion 
Control over restrlcted 

meterlel 

Control over rnedlble end/or 
condemned meterlels 

Processing lnspectlon 
trlchlnae control 

Control over rnedlble end/or 
condemned meterlels 

Markmg of custom products 
Sewage end waste dzsposel 

system 

Sanltetlon State closed plant for 3 days 
Merklng of custom products Plant corrections verlfled by State 
Control over lnedlble Plant correctlon verlfred by State on 

materiels Feb 12, 1972 

Senrtetlon 

Water supply 

Senrtetlon 
Merkmg of custom products 

Some corrections made on date of 
Vlslt 

Corrective ectlon report submltted by 
State supervIsor on Fob 9, 1972 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
May 23. 1972 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
Mar 14, 1972 

Operetlons stopped by State mspector 
on date of vlslt 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
May 23, 1972 

Corrected by plant on date of vlslt 

Plant cleaned before operations 
permltted to start next day 

Plant found ecwpteble by APHIS on 
Mar 22, 1972 

Approved agent to accomplish control 
subsequently obtained by plant 

State inspector submitted corrective 
ectlon reports on Feb 11 end 25, 
1972 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
Mar 20, 1972 

Plant closed by State inspector on 
date of vlslt 

Plant found ecwpteble by APHIS on 
Jan 20, 1972 

Plant correction verified by APHIS on 
Mar 21, 1972 but plant rated un- 
acceptable for other condltzons 

Plant closed by State 
Plant remodeled end found acceptable 

by APHIS on May 31, 1972 
State closed plant for 7 days 
Plant found ecccptable by APHIS on 

Dee 22, 1971 

Feb 7, 1972 
Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 

June 14. 1972 
State cloied plant on Dee 27, 1971 
Plant reopened on Jan 4, 1972, after 

correction 
State closed plant for cleaning on 

date of vlslt 
Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 

Mar 15, 1972 
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Name and location 

Iowa (continued) 
custom plants (cant Inwed) 

Jewel1 Locker 
Jewel1 

Maryland 
Official plants 

Maurer and Miller, 
Manchester 

Mt Airy Locker Plant, 
Mt Airy 

Manger Packlnp Co , 
Baltrmore 

Frdley Packrng Company 
Thurmont 

Germantown Meats, 
Germantown 

Custom plants 
Oakwood Farms, 

Co”owl”go 
Sudlersvllle Locker 
Plant, 

Sudlersvrlle 
Welton Shockley 

Offlclal plants 
Scholten Meat Company 

Marcel~~ 

Herrod Packing Co , 
1°C 

Joplrn 

Moberly Packing Co 
1°C 

Moberly 

Hester Packing 
Bernie 

Holden Packing Co , 
Holden 

Rosser Meat Co , 
Hannibal 

Austin Chill Co 
St LOUlS 

Mazur Meat Co , 
Fergtison 

John Graves Food 
Service) 

Chllllcothe 

Date of vlsrt 

Ja” 7 1972 

June 2, 1972 

M=Y 15 1972 

M==Y 15 1972 

18, 1972 

M=Y 15 1972 

WY 16 1972 

June 1 1972 

June 12, 1972 

M=Y 9. 1972 

M=Y 22, 1972 

M=Y 10, 1972 

M=Y 11, 1972 

M=Y 25, 1972 

M=Y 24, 1972 

M=Y 23, 1972 

M=Y 16, 1972 

M=Y 11, 1972 

Basrc requirement(s) not met 

Sanltatron 
Markrng of custom products 
Pest control 

Sa"ltatlo" 
Antemortem lnspectlon - 

procedures and facllltles 

Postmortem lnspectlon 

sanitation 

Control over InedIble 
condemned materials 

Control over InedIble 
condemned materials 

and/or 

and/or 

Control over InedIble 
materials 

MarkIng of custom products 
Pest control 

MarkIng of custom products 

Sanltatlo" 
Pest control 
Control over InedIble and/or 

condemned materials 
Sanltatlo” 
Processing lnspectlon-- 

procedures and labeling 

Sanltatlo” 
Processing InspectIon 

labeling 

sa".1tat1on 

Control over inedrble 
condemned materzals 

Sa”ltatlo” 

and/or 

Markmg of custom products 
and processing 
Inspectron--1abellng and 
brandlng 

Control over rnedlble and/or 
condemned materials 

Pest control 
Control over lnedlble and/or 

condemned materials 
Sa”ltatlo” 
Processing lnspectlon- 

inspector responslbllrtles 
Sa”ltatlo” 

Corrective actions 

State closed plant for cleaning and 
correctIon of other defrclencles 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
Jan 20, 1972 

State suspended slaughter operations 
on June 13, 1972 

Slaughter operations resumed on 
June 19, 1972 

Sanltatlon found acceptable by State 
on June 30, 1972 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
Sept 6, 1972 

State Inspector transferred from 
plant July 1 1972, and subse 
quently Inspector’s employment was 
terminated by State 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
Sept 11 1972 

APHIS revlslted plant on Sept 6, 
1972, and sanltatlon was rated un- 
acceptable 

Plant wlthdrew from State znspectlon 
sernce on Sept 9 1972 

Plant corrected some defrcxencres on 
date of revlee 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
June 14, 1972 

State report dated June 9 1972, 
showed corrective actlon underway 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
Sept 11, 1972 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
June 8, 1972 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
June 26, 1972 

APHIS vlslted plant on July 20 
1972 -plant not operating 

Plant closed by State 
State advlsed that plant did not 

reopen 

State advlsed that corrections were 
made 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
June 20, 1972 

Plant revlewd by APHIS on June 13, 
1972 Some corrections made but 
sanrtatlon still unacceptable 

State furnrshed correctlve actlon 
report on July 24, 1972 

Slaughter operations not permltted to 
start by State 

Cleanx~g and correctlo” of other de- 
frcsencles began during plant vlslt 

Status of corrections furnlshed by 
State on July 1, 1972 

APHIS dxd not revrslt plant because 
State program was designated for 
Federal InspectIon 

Plant corrected deflclency during 
rev.lew 

State verlfred plant corrections 
APHIS did not revlslt plant because 

State program was designated for 
Federal lnspectlon 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
June 1, 1972 

Plant operations stopped by State 
Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 

June 1, 1972 
State verified plant corrections 
Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 

June 13, 1972 
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. APPEND1 Y IV 

nlte 0f v15.1t -- Name and locat,on 

Mlssourl (continued) 
OfflCldl Dlants 

(co”tx”;ed) 
Lent Meat Market 

Sallsbury 

Razlc requlrcmrnt 12) hot met CorrcLtlve actions 

May 10, 1972 San1tat 10" 
Processing inspection 

labeling 

Plant changed from Inspected plant to 
ret.%11 exempt 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
June 13 1972 

Sanltatlon deflclencles helng cor- 
rected on date of vlslt 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
June 20 1972 

custom plants 
Seymour Locker, 

Seymour 
MClV 12 1972 

May 22 1972 

May 24 1972 

Sa"ltatlo" 
Marklng of custom products 

Howard ?nd JoAnn Utech 
JOPll" 

Mt Vernon Elec 
Refrigeration 

Mt \ernon 

Pest contra1 No operatlons on date of “IsIt 
Plant found acceotable bv APHIS on 

June 20 1972 . 
Plant revIsIted on June 20, 1972, by 

APHIS and sanltatlon was ““accept 
able 

State advlsed that no slaughtering 
would be permltted until correctlons 
were made 

Plant management advrsed State that 
corrective actlo” was taken and 
promised future compliance 

State verlfled plant correctlo” 

Plant corrected deflclencles during 
review 

Corrective actlon promised by owner 
on date of review 

No meat products being processed on 
date of vlslt 

Plant found acceptable by APHIS on 
June 20 1972 

Sanitation 

Wlndsor Locker 
Slauehterhouse 

May 25 1972 

May 9 1972 

May 12 1972 

June 6, 1972 

May 22 1972 

May 23 1972 

Marklng of c”stom products 

WIndsor 
Alton Locker Plant 

Alto” 
Adams Meat Processing 

Houston 

Jeter Grocery and 
Locker, 

Raymore 
Clough's Processu~~ 

Carl Junction 

sanitation 

MarkIng of custom products 
Control over InedIble 

mater1al.5 
Separation of custom product 

from sale prodwt 

Pest control 
Control over InedIble 

materials 
Employee welfare facllltles 
Marklng of custom products Sherrell’s Service 

Meta 
Plant owner I” letter dated June 19 

1972 advised that all meat and 
carcasses were belne properly 
stamped 

Kentucky 
Official plants 

Bruder’s Meat Shoppe, 
Loulsvllle 

Sept 11 1972 

Sept 7, 1972 

sanitation APHIS supervisor reported on Ott 10 
1972 that $a”ltatlo” was accept- 
able 

custom plants 
Meyer and Hardy Locker 

Alexandria 
No operations being conducted at 

time of vlslt 
APHIS supervxor verlfled on Sept 8, 

1972 that correctIons were made 
Minnesota 

Official plants 
Fror n Food Co 

Sauk Centre 
Aug 11 1972 Sanitation 

Pest contra1 
Control over InedIble and/or 

condemned materials 

APHIS supervxsor stopped operatlons 
for cleaning and ellmlnatzon of 
flies on date of vlslt 

Plant voluntarily stopped operations 
on Au8 14 1972, for addItIona 
cleaning 

APHIS supervisor stopped operatlons 
on Aug 15 1972 because of 
lnsanltary condltlons 

APHIS supervisor found plant accept 
able on Sept 28 1972 

Henning Locker Plant 
Henning 

custom plants 
Battle Lake Co op 
Creamery 

Battle Lake 

Aug 10 1972 

‘4% 9 1972 

Marklng of ‘“stom products 

MarkIng of custom products APHIS reviewed plant on Sept 5 
1972 and found It unacceptable 
because custom carcasses not marked 
‘Not for Sale, sanltatlon defl 
merit, and pest control Inadequate 

APHIS found plant acceptable on 
sept 13 1972 

APHIS found plant acceptable on 
act 12 1972 

Custom exemption terminated by APHIS 
on date of review 

Jordahl’s Store 
Lake Park 

Cooper 5 IGA 
Isle 

A”R 9 1972 

hug 7 1972 

Ruy 18 1972 

Marklng of custom products 

Sanitation 
Control over lnedlble 

materials 
Sanitation 
Pc\t co”trol 

Speltz Meat Market 
Rolllngstonb 

Fxemptlon reqtored by APHIS on 
Au e 28 1972 after olant ~1% 

39 



APPFNDIX IV 

Name and locatlon Date of vlslt 

Minnesota (continued) 
Custom plants (continued) 

LakefIeld Lockers 
LakeflLld 

A”g 22, 1972 

Elm Dale Creamery 
Assoclatlon 

Bowlus 
Vlolette’s Locker 

Oklee 
Nebraska 

Offxc1al plants 
Carlson’s Meat and 
Locker, 

Blair 
KImball I ocker Plant, 

KImball 

Cetak's Inc 
Ord 

Custom plants 
Elmwood Locker, 

Elmwood 

Hansen’s Locker, 
Table Rock 

Horn’s Ploduce and 
Transfer, 

Syracuse 
Thurston Locker 

Aw 10 1972 

Aw 0 1972 

A”g 10, 1972 

4 16, 1972 

Aw 14, 1972 

A”g 11, 1972 

A”g 7, 1972 

Aw 0, 1972 

A”g 18 1972 

Basic requirement(s) not met C0rrect1ve actions 

Sanltatlon 
MarkIng of custom products 
Pest control 

MarkIng of custom products 

MarkIng of custom products 

sanitation 

Postmortem lnspectlon 

Processing lnspectlon-- 
procedures and labeling 

sanitation 
beparstlon and markmg of 

custom products 
sanitation 

samtat1on 
Pest control 

sanitation 

ExemptIon terminated by APHIS on 
date of review 

Plant management was changed effec- 
tlve Sept 1 1972 

RevIsIted by APHIS on Sept 13, 
1972 and plant rated acceptable 

APHIS found plant acceptable on 
Sept 14, 1972 

APHIS found plant acceptable on 
Sept 6, 1972 

Plant not permltted to operate next 
day until made acceptable 

Corrective actlon reports submltted 
by APHIS supervzsor and plant UI- 
Spector on Sept 6 and 10, 1972, 
respectively 

Corrective actlon report furnlshed 
by APHIS supervxsor on Aug 24, 
19 72 

APHIS supervzsor found plant accept- 
able on Aug 25, 1972 

APHIS supervisor found plant accept- 
able on Aug 15, 1972 

APHIS supervisor found plant accept- 
able on Aug 23 and 30, 1972 

Revlslted by APHIS on Aug 21, 1972 
Operations not permitted to start 

until equipment was cleaned 
Corrective actlon status report 

furnIshed by APHIS supervzsor after 
another review on Sept 5, 1972 
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APPCIJDI X V 

RANDOM SAMPLE PLANTS GAO VISITED THAT 

APHIS FOUND ACCEPTABLE ON THE BASIC REQUIREMENTS 

Name and location 

CAL1 FORNIA 
Official plants 

Upland Packing Company, Upland 
C V Panlzzera, OccIdental 
Culver City Meat Company, Los Angeles 
Hooker Kolb Meat Company, San Bruno 
Reedley Meat Company, Reedley 
Frank's Quality Meats, Sacramento 
Jordano's, Inc , Santa Barbara 
L&M Meat & Frozen Foods, Sacramento 
Mouet Provision Company, San Diego 
Chung Fat Company, San Francisco 
Consumer Beef and Supply, Riverside 
EddIe's Meat Market, Modesto 
Crown Meat Company, Bakersfield 
Stater Brothers Markets, Colton 
Souza's Quality Meats, Tracy 
Rudolph's Meats, South El Monte 
Ray Terrell's Wholesale Meat Supply, Pomona 
Allled Meat Service of California, San Leandro 
Okeh Caterers, Bell 
Eschbach Meat Products, Gardena 
Siegel Meat Company, Hayward 
Antelope Locker, Red Bluff 
Sung Sung Market, Inc , Stockton 
Rlchwood Meat Company, Merced 
Hagemann Meat Company, Santa Rosa 
Rex Meat Market, Fresno 
01' Smokey Meat Co , Atascadero 
Moran Meat Co , San Gabriel 
Escondido Foods, Escondido 
Elena's Food Specialties, Inc , San Francisco 
Rickert Meat Co , Cottonwood 

IOWA 
Official plants 

Kunz Cold Storage, Emmetsburg 
Preston Locker, Preston 
Rock Raplds Locker and Freezer Provisioning, Rock Raplds 
Adel Locker Service, Adel 
State Center Locker, State Center 
Gene's Locker, Holland 
Sigourney Locker, Slgourney 
Kupka's Market and Locker, Tama 
Boone Locker, Boone 
Little Rock Locker, Little Rock 
Keswick Locker, Keswick 
Stockport Locker, Stockport 
Baumert's Meat Processing, Kalona 
Iowa State University Meat Laboratory, Ames 
Kalona Locker Plant, Kalona 
Woudstra Packing Company, Hospers 
Hickory Hut, Des Moines 
Randy's Frozen Meats, Boone 
Des Moines Skill Center, Des Moines 

Date of visit 

June 28, 1972 
June 20, 1972 
June 22, 1972 
June 15, 1972 
June 28, 1972 
June 8, 1972 
June 20, 1972 
June 8, 1972 
July 6, 1972 
June 13, 1972 
June 27, 1972 
June 27, 1972 
June 29, 1972 
June 27, 1972 
June 9, 1972 
June 21, 1972 
June 27, 1972 
June 19, 1972 
June 23, 1972 
June 29, 1972 
June 19,’ 1972 
June 22, 1972 
June 9, 1972 
June 27, 1972 
June 20, 1972 
June 28, 1972 
June 30, 1972 
June 21, 1972 
July 6, 1972 
June 13, 1972 
June 22, 1972 

Dee 16, 1971 
Jan 11, 1972 
Jan 14, 1972 
Jan 21, 1972 
Jan 18, 1972 
Dee 14, 1971 
Jan 4, 1972 
Jan 17, 1972 
Jan 18, 1972 
Jan 11, 1972 
Jan 5, 1972 
Jan 10; 1972 
Jan 13, 1972 
Jan 17, 1972 
Jan 14, 1972 
Jan 11, 1972 
Jan 6, 1972 
Dee 13, 1971 
Jan 6, 1972 
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Name and location 

IOllA (continued) 
Offlclal plants (continued) 

Brett Sausage Company, Bntt 
Elsheimer Processing, West Union 
Lynch Sausage Company, Waterloo 
Nelson Locker, Hartley 
Forbes Meat Processing, Hart-Is 
W A Gay and Company, Inc , Iowa City 

Custom plants 
Morse Locker Service, Melcher 
Sedlmayr's Self Service & Locker, Farmersburg 
Barden's Locker, Clarion 
W W Locker System, Alburnett 
Herwlg's Locker & Grocery, Wadena 
Lengellng's Frozen Food Center, Denlson 
J&H Locker, Cherokee 
Ventura Community Locker, Ventura 
Guttenberg Locker, Guttenburg 
Wilton Locker, Wilton Junction 
Hopkinton Locker, Hopkinton 
Community Lockers, Victor 
Meyer's Locker and Superette Service, Lawler 
D&K Locker Service, Richland 
Franker's Frozen Food Center, Laurens 
Vlllisca Locker, Vlllisca 
Thompsons's Processing Service, Bloomfield 
Arlington Locker Service, Arlington 
GIlmore City Locker, GIlmore City 
Wall Lake Locker, Wall Lake 
Brooks Meat Plant (Wldmer's), Wayland 
Lockridge Locker Plant, LockrIdge 
Radcliffe Frozen Foods, Radcliffe 

MARYLAND 
Offlclal plants 

Benson Meats, Fallston 
Roy L Hoffman, Hagerstown 
Brook Meadow Provision Co , Hagerstown 
W W Will, Sykesville 
Shuff's Meats, Thurmont 
Dixon's Butcher Shop, Waldorf 
Read‘s Inc , Baltimore 
Sepp's Market, Aberdeen 
Mrs Bee's Packing Co , Baltimore 
Hilltop Beef and Provision Company, Baltimore 
Universal Meat Products, Inc , Baltimore 
Cecil Provision Company, Elkton 

Custom plants 
Denwood Bowman, Carsin 
Michael Kozub, Ablngdon 

MISSOURI 
Official plants 

Utters Meat Processing, Reeds 
Roseville Packing Co , Sprlngfleld 
Mott's Food Lockers, Rockville 
Slagle Meat Market, Bollvar 
Bouchaert Packing Co , St LOUIS 
The Freezer, Doniphan 
Pleasant Hill Meat Co , Pleasant Hill 
Murphy Slaughterhouse, Farmlngton 

Date of visit 

Dee 15, 1971 
Jan 6, 1972 
Jan 5, 1972 
Jan 20, 1972 
Jan 13, 1972 
Jan 25, 1972 

Jdn 5, 1972 
Jan 5, 1972 
Jan 7, 1972 
Jan 12, 1972 
Jan 5, 1972 
Jan 7, 1972 
Jan 12, 1972 
Dee 15, 1971 
Jan 5, 1972 
Jan 12, 1972 
Jan 5, 1972 
Jan 12, 1972 
Jan 6, 1972 
Jan 4, 1972 
Dee 16, 1971 
Jan 7, 1972 
Jan 10, 1972 
Jan 6, 1972 
Dee 15, 1971 
Dee 13, 1971 
Jan 13, 1972 
Jan 4, 1972 
Dee 14, 1971 

May 17, 1972 
May 31, 1972 
May 23, 1972 
June 12, 1972 
May 18, 1972 
June 1, 1972 
May 17, 1972 
May 16, 1972 
May 17, 1972 
May 17, 1972 
May 17, 1972 
May 15, 1972 

May 16, 1972 
May 16, 1972 

May 25, 1972 
May 23, 1972 
June 6, 1972 
May 24, 1972 
May 23, 1972 
May 9, 1972 
June 7, 1972 
May 10, 1972 
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Name and location 

MISSOURI (continued) 
Official plants (continued) 

Maryville Packing Co , Maryville 
Leotta's Market, St LOUIS 
Gus Meat Co , Affton 
Gold Kamp Meats, Inc , St Louis 
A-l Meat Company, Spnngfleld 
El Rey Meat Co , Inc , Ferguson 
G&W Meat Co , St LOUIS 
Sprague Locker, Brookfield 
Fortner-Farrell, Inc , Spnngfield 
D'Angelo Meat Co , Inc , St LOUIS 
Goldstein Bros Meat Co , Kansas City 
Grassl's Ravioli, St Louis 
Woods Locker and Abattoir, Bowling Green 
Kuna Meat Co , St LOUIS 
Ferguson Meat Co , Independence 

Custom plants 
Stockton Locker, Stockton 
Walby Service, Excelsior Springs 
Ava Locker Plant, Ava 
Loughridge Processing Plant, Cabool 
Stover Frozen Food Locker, Stover 
Corder Locker Plant, Corder 
Wheaton Frozen Food, Wheaton 
Summer's Grocery and Locker, Huntsville 
Grimes Locker Service, Newton 
Mr Meat, New Hampton 
J&L Supply, Grandby 
Thayer Processing Plant, Thayer 
Ava Slaughterhouse, Ava 
Shomaker United Locker, Bucklin 
Herb's Locker and Slaughter, Sullivan 
Lawson Locker, California 
Mire's Slaughter House, Barnard 
HermItage Locker Plant, Hermitage 
Humansville Slaughter, Humansville 
McCrea's, Inc , King City 
Fulton Locker, Fulton 
Pocahontas Meat Processing, Pocahontas 

KENTUCKY 
Official plants 

Columbia Locker and Market, Columbia 
University of Kentucky Meat Lab, Lexington 
Wilson Bros Ham House, Lexington 
Kelfer Company, Loulsvllle 
David E Wallace, Boston 
Mlke's Ham House, Scottsvllle 
Bullmer Provlslon Co , Paducah 
Roby's Foods, Inc , Louisville 

Custom plants 
Mahler Brothers, Mt Sterling 
Poyner's Custom Slaughter, Lynnvllle 
Pendleton County Frozen Food Bank, Falmouth 
Shlfflett's Custom Slaughter, Richmond 
Gene Souleyrette, Burgln 
Mldway Locker, Mldway 
Scott's Custom, Cave City 

Date of visit 

June 7, 1972 
May 23, 1972 
May 24, 1972 
May 16, 1972 
May 24, 1972 
May 16, 1972 
May 23, 1972 
May 9, 1972 
May 23, 1972 
May 15, 1972 
May 8, 1972 
May 15, 1972 
May 24, 1972 
May 15, 1972 
May 8, 1972 

May 23, 1972 
May 12, 1972 
May 11, 1972 
May 11, 1972 
May 25, 1972 
May 25, 1972 

Bay 22, 1972 
May 10, 1972 
May 9, 1972 
May 11, 1972 
May 24, 1972 
May 9, 1972 
May 11, 1972 
May 9, 1972 
May 23, 1972 
May 25, 1972 
May 11, 1972 
May 23, 1972 
May 23, 1972 
May 11, 1972 
May 22, 1972 
May 10, 1972 

Sept 12, 1972 
Sept 6, 1972 
Sept 7, 1972 
Sept 11, 1972 
Sept 8, 1972 
Sept 12, 1972 
Sept 13, 1972 
Sept 11, 1972 

Sept 6, 1972 
Sept 13, 1972 
Sept 7, 1972 
Sept 7, 1972 
Sept 8, 1972 
Sept 14, 1972 
Sept 14, 1972 
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Name and location 

MINNESOTA 
Offlclal plants 

Carlson Frozen Meat Sales, Grove City 
Ruck's Meat Processing Center, Inc , Belle Plalne 
Gi?ggwood Farm, St Bonlfacius 
La Croix Meats, Grand Rapids 
RIchfield Meats, Inc , RIchfield 
Blue Mound Catering Service, Inc , Luverne 
Randy's Frozen Meats, Fanbault 
Brix, W C & Sons Fine Foods, Minneapolis 
Wilson's Meat Market, Karlstad 
Concord Dlstributlng Co , Mlnneapolls 
Davis Meats, Minneapolis 

Custom plants 
Tnmont Locker, Trlmont 
Winnebago Locker, Winnebago 
Huisken Locker, Chandler 
E&T Meat, Kerkhoven 
Lorentz Meat Processing and Locker, Cannon Falls 
Mackenthum Slaughter House, Norwood 
Waste Food Market, Janesvllle 
Waterford Meat Market, Waterford 
Milroy Coop Creamery Assoclatlon, Mllroy 
Corcoran Locker Plant, Hamel 
Corvus0 Slaughterhouse, Cosmos 
Fertile Lockers, Fertile 
Dennison Locker, Denmson 
Ebnet Bros Market, Holdingford 
Sorenson Meat & Lockers, Albert Lea 
Dalton Locker Plant, Dalton 
Annandale Coop Creamery, Annandale 
Don's Butcher Shop, SpringfIeld 
Helland Superette, Alden 
Greenbush Locker Plant, Greenbush 

NEBRASKA 
Official plants 

Blinde's Locker Plant, Johnson 
Epler Mercantile Co , Julian 
Valentine Locker, Vale&tine 
Deerson's Meat Plant, Inc , Elkhorn 
Trautman's Meat Center, Lexington 
City Meat Market, Nebraska City 
Wlnnner's Meat Products, Inc , West Point 

Custom plants 
Crofton Locker, Crofton 
Houser Locker, Brunlng 
Stuart Locker, Stuart 
Harold's Grocery & Locker, Hickman 
Culbertson Locker, Culbertson 
Anderson's Market, Long Pine 
Norfolk Frozen Food Center, Norfolk 
Kearney Locker and Storage, Kearney 
Wakefield Locker, Wakefield 
K&F Locker Store, Wilbur 
Harrlson Locker, Harnson 

Date of visit 

Aug 15, 1972 
Aug 14, 1972 
Aw 7, 1972 
Aw 8, 1972 
Aug 16, 1972 
Aug 23, 1972 
Aug 18, 1972 
Aug 16, 1972 
Aw 9, 1972 
Aug 23, 1972 
Aug 16, 1972 

Aug 21, 1972 
Aug 21, 1972 
Aug 22, 1972 
Aug 14, 1972 
Aug 17, 1972 
Aug 14, 1972 
Aug 18, 1972 
AUCI 17, 1972 
Auij 22; 1972 
Aw 7, 1972 
Aug 14, 1972 
Aui 8, 1972 
Aug 17, 1972 
Aug 10, 1972 
Aug 21, 1972 
Aug 9, 1972 
Aug 15, 1972 
Aug 22, 1972 
Aug 21, 1972 
Aw 8, 1972 

Aw 7, 1972 
Aus 8, 1972 
Auj 17; 9, 1972 1972 

Aug 1;s ;;;; 
Aus 
Aug 8: 1972 

Aug 18, 1972 
Aug 11, 1972 
Aug 17, 1972 
Aw 7, 1972 
Aug 15, 1972 
Aug 17, 1972 
Aug. 9, 1972 
Aug 14, 1972 
Aug 18, 1972 
Aug 11, 1972 
Aug 16, 1972 
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API'1 NI)IX VI 

UNITED STATES DEPAkTMLTNT OF AGRICULTURE 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 

WASHINGTON 0 C 20250 

ALlg 9 1973 

Mr. &chard J Woods 
Assistant Director, Resources and Economx 

Development Division 
U S General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Woods. 

We are pleased to subrmt our response to your proposed draft to 
Congress on matters pertxnent to thx Agency's admlnistratlon of 
Intrastate meat plant inspection programs 

The draft report is generally obJectlve as well as Informative We 
note and appreciate your acknowledgment of the progress that has 
been made by the States and the Department since the Wholesome Meat 
Act was passed in December 1967 We are proud of the achievements 
that have been made In such a short time in this important consumer 
protectlon area. 

Your recommendations for ellmlnatlng, or at least rmnimlzlng, Incon- 
slstencles mthln the system are well received Portions of them 
have already been Implemented and others are in the final stages 
of preparation 

Speclflc recommendations to the Secretary of Agriculture were that 
APHIS 

11 provide reviewers with criteria for rating plants that can be 
applied wxth a high degree of uniformity and that specify the review 
findings which require a plant to be rated 'unacceptable ' 

11 establish and advise the State of the criteria, including the 
percentage of its plants that must meet Federal requirements that 
will be used In determining when its program 1s equal to the Federal 
program and when the State will be notified formally that the Depart- 
ment 1s considering designation 

consider using random samples of plants selected quarterly as a 
basis for determining and reporting the status of State meat lnspectlon 
programs )1 
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APPENDIX VI 

Mr. Richard J. Woods 

In response to your recommendations, we are taking the following 
act Ion 

We are In the final stages of revlslng a dlrectlve which pertains 
to the review and evaluation of both State and Federal lnspectlon 
systems It 1s intended that the revised dlrectlve will 

1. Provide for more unlformnty and clarlflcatlon of requlre- 
ments for acceptablllty of both State and Federal establishments. 
Attentzon will be directed to reviews of former State plants In 
designated States to assure that the same level of acceptabllrty 
1s being maintained as will be required for exlstlng State plants. 

2. Establish a deflclency level percentage which will require 
a warning letter to State offlclals apprlslng them of unacceptable 
condltlons affecting the certlflcatlon status of their inspection 
programs and the condltlons requiring notlflcatlon to the State of 
possible deslgnatlon by the Department. The defrclency level or 
condltlons established must remain flexrble so Informed Judgment 
can be exercised in correlating the other factors affecting the 
status of the Inspection program in making a final assessment 
Also, adJustments will be necessary from time to time to meet 
changing lnspectlon procedures and technology. Any such adlust- 
ments would be preceded by notlflcatlon to interested and affected 
parties 

3. Provide for a statlstlcal quarterly random selection of 
plants to be reviewed. As of April 1973, we dlscontlnued the 100 
percent plant review and initiated a policy which calls for 
reviewing 50 percent of the intrastate plants, plus any plants 
that were rated “unacceptable” in 1972 This procedure will be in 
effect until a statlstlcal sampling plan can be Implemented. 

The directive will clarify the crlterla for the reviewer and should 
result in (1) more uniform rating of plants, (2) help ldentlfy 
problems requlrlng correction, and (3) provide a better basis for 
evaluating and determlnlng the status of State systems, 

[See GAO note, p.47.1 
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APPENDIX VI 

Mr. Rxhard J. Woods 

[See GAO note.] 

Thank you for the opportumty to respond to your report. 

Smcerely, 

b. J, Mulhern 
Administrator 

GAO note. Addltlonal comments were consldered In 
preparing our flnal report but are not 
reproduced here. 
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APPENDIX VII 

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF 

THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING 

ACTIVITIES IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure of offlce 
From To - 

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
Earl L. Butz 
Clifford M. Hardln 
Orville L. Freeman 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY, MARKETING 
AND CONSUMER SERVICES 

Clayton Yeutter 
Richard E. Lyng 
Vacant 
Ted J Davis 
Vacant 
George L. Mehren 

ADMINISTRATOR, ANIMAL AND PLANT 
HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 

Francis J. Mulhern 
Francis J. Mulhern (acting) 

ADMINISTRATOR, CONSUMER AND 
MARKETING SERVICE (note a) 

George R. Grange (acting) 
Clayton Yeutter 
George R. Grange (acting) 
Roy W. Lennartson 
Roy W. Lennartson (acting) 
Rodney E Leonard 

Dec. 1971 
Jan 1969 
Jan. 1961 

Jan. 1973 
Mar. 1969 
Feb. 1969 
Sept. 1968 
June 1968 
Sept. 1963 

May 1972 
APr 1972 

Jan. 1972 
Ott 1970 
July 1970 
Feb. 1969 
Jan. 1969 
Dec. 1967 

Present 
Nov 1971 
Jan. 1969 

Present 
Jan. 1973 
Mar 1969 
Jan 1969 
Sept. 1968 
May 1968 

Present 
May 1972 

Mar 1972 
Jan. 1972 
Oct. 1970 
July 1970 
Feb 1969 
Jan 1969 

aBefore April 2, 1972, actlvltles discussed In the report 
were the responslblllty of the Consumer and Marketing Serv- 
ice. Effective April 2, 1972, this agency was renamed the 
Agricultural Marketing Service and Its meat and poultry 
inspection functions were transferred to APHIS 
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COMPTROUER GENERAL OF THE UNITED ETA- 

WASHINGTON. D C ZOMO 

B-163450 

To the Speaker of the House of Representatlv-es 
and the President pro tempore of the Senate 

This 1s our report polntlng out that consumer protection 
would be increased if the Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service, Department of Agriculture, improved its admlnlstra- 
tion of intrastate meat plant inspection programs. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Account- 
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Audlt- 
lng Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget, and to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Comptroller General 
of the Unlted States 



Coptes of this report are avallable at a cost of $1 

from the U S General Accounting Offtce, Room 6417, 
441 G Street, N W , Washtngton, D C 20548 Orders 
should be accompanied by a check or money order 
Please do not send cash 

When ordering a GAO report please use the B-Number, 
Date and Title, I f  avallable, to expedite fllllng your 
order 

Copies of GAO reports are provided wrthout charge to 
Members of Congress, congressional committee staff 
members, Government offlcrals, news media, college 
Ilbrarles, faculty members and students 
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