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Russia's Jews were held hostage, apparently,
for the behavior of the Israells. People had
relinquished jobs, gave away possessiOns,
surrendered apartments. They had valld exit
vIsas. At the last moment, the vIsas were
arbltrarlly cancelled.

The Kolkers plan to return to Russia next
year for the Holy Days. They are haunted
by the plight of their fellow Jews. They can
not understand why a nation so mighty that
its space rockets can reach distant planets
and its misslles can blow up ships, is terri
fied lest the survivors of Hitler go on being
Jewish.

THE F-l11, A REVOLUTIONARY NEW
AIRCRAFT

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, there
have been many reports about the F-111,
some praising this revolutionary new air
craft, others saying that it will never
work.

Recently, deliveries have begun of the
Air Force version to Tactical Air Com
mand units at Nellis Air Force Base.
Since this is In my own backyard, I re
cently had the opportunity to fly it. I
can personally confirm the enthusiastic
reports by the Tactical Air Command
crews.

In the F-111, a tactical pilot has a
weapon system with the firepower and
flexibility of a truly multipurpose air
craft. He can deploy overseas without
external tanks or air refueling. He has
combat ranges and payload capabilities
several times those of current tactical
aircraft. He has advanced avionics car
ried internally for all-weather naviga
tion, bombing, and electronic counter
ing of enemy defenses. He has an in
tegral rapid-firing cannon and missiles
for attack and defense. He has a speed
advantage at all altitudes.

For the flrst time in my flying experi
ence, which goes back to pre-World War
II days, I have had the experience of
flying "hands-off" on automatic pilot at
tree-top level over rough terrain. The
F-111's on-the-deck capabilities repre
sent a significant military breakthrough,
particularly in penetrating sophisticated
enemy defenses at night and in bad
weather.

The mission I flew. together with Lt.
Col. James Randall, J operations officer
for the F-l11 project, included a prac
tice bombing run; ,and I am pleased to
report that we were right on the target.
I understand that my experience is typi
cal and that the F-l11 consistently out
scores other tactical aircraft in bombing
accuracy tests.

Its flying qualities are such that when
we swept the wings, the effect was vir
tually imp&ceptible. No pilot could fail
to be impressed.

As we entered the r.,pproach pattern
and touched down, it was hard to believe
that I was in the same aircraft that had
earlier been dashing at speeds on the or
der of 1,000 miles an hour. The F-l11
with its movable wing makes normal
landings at conventional speeds possible.

It is an outstanding aircraft with no
more than the normal teething problems.
I believe that once the political flareup
centering on development of the F-111
subsides, the aircraft will be recognized
as the matchless weapons system it is,
one which I am confident will soon be
proving its worthiness in Vietnam.

HUMAN RIGHTS CONVENTION ON
POLITICAL RIGHTS OF WOMEN
PRESENTS UNITED STATES WITH
GREAT OPPORTUNITY FOR LEAD
ERSHIP

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, the
very fact that our Constitution and Fed
eral statutes guarantee the political
rights of American women does not en
title us to stand aloof from international
treaties which reflect our own national
heritage.

The political rights of women are not
by any criterion universally secure.
Women everywhere do not have the right
to vote, to hold office, and to seek office.

The Human Rights Convention on Po
litical Rights of Women represents a
conscientious attempt to eradicate an
ancient practice of discrimination: the
systematic exclusion of women from any
nation's political process solely on the
basis of sex.

Already 54 nations have ratified the
Convention on Political Rights of
Women. But the Senate has held up the
United States from becoming a party to
this Convention for almost 4~ years. I
brand the Senate's failure to act affirm
atively on this convention a disgrace,

As I promised a little over 3 weeks
ago when the Senate voted on the
Slavery Convention, the Senate will have
the chance to go on record on this hu
man rights convention. The Senate will
have the chance to put the United States
squarely on record, once and for all, on
the vital question of political rights of
women. I am confident that the Senate
will overwhelmingly grant its advice and
consent to the Convention on Political
Rights of Women and ultimately will do
the same to all the human rights con
ventions before us.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, having

been away from Washmgton on official
business for the Committee on Armed
Services, I missed the opportunity to vote
for the passage of the social security
amendments last week. I wouId therefore
at this time like to commend the Com
mittee on Finance for its excellent work
on an extremely complex bill. I also want
to applaud Senators for their support of
landmark legislation that will relieve the
poverty of more than 2 million older
Americans and lift some 200,000 from
the welfare rolls. Raising the monthly
minimum benefit and li'beralizing the
earnings exemption will enable those
who have contributed much to our econ
omy as wage earners to achieve a digni
fied retirement previously beyond their
grasp.

Improving benefits for needy and de
pendent children, the blind, and the dis
abled will similarly ameliorate the dep
rivation suffered by many unfortunate
Americans.

It is my hope that the Senate will pre
vail on a substantial number of its pro
visions during the conference on this
important measure. ! anticipate early
consideration of the conference report.
which I hope to support as a means of
improving the quality of the lives of more
than 23 million social security bene
ficiaries.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is concluded.

FEDERAL MEAT INSPECTION ACT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 785, Senate bi1l2147, which
is the unfinished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill
will be stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 2147)
to clarify and otherwi&,e amend the Meat
Inspection Act, to pro'vide for coopera
tion with appropriate State agencies with
respect to State meat inspection pro
grams, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objecticm to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia?

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of the bill.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, 60
years ago America thought she had laid
to rest the specter of unwholesome meat
and meat products. Recent evidence has
taught us that this is not yet true. Intra
state plants dealing in dead, dying, dis
eased, and disabled animals have en
dangered the American consumer.

It is obvious that this situation must
be dealt with summarily and forthwith.
The Congress must act now, and without
further delay. Consumers all over the
Nation await our next action. They do
not expect vacillation or hesitation.

We must extend flrst-class inspection
procedures in such a manner as to close
every loophole through which now seeps
unwholesome meat and meat products,
My b111, S. 2147, as amended, does this.

Mr. President, we are all well aware
of the controversy that has been raging
throughout the Nation on the question
of updating meat inspection procedures
all over our country.

The Subcommittee on Agricultural Re
search and General Legislation of the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, under the excellent leadership
of its acting chairman, Senator HARRY
F. BYRD, of Virginia, has concluded 4
days of full, complete hearings into prob
lems plaguing our meat inspection pro
grams, both Federal and State. These
hearings were held amidst wide press cov
erage, arousing and informing the pUb
lic, with revelations on inadequacy of
some State meat inspection programs in
protecting the public from unwholesome
meat. The Committee on Agriculture,
therefore, had under advisement a sub
ject of primary national concern.

Our hearings were most constructive,
and the committee has thus informed it
self on the major, urgent need to mod
ernize our meat inspection programs on
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behalf of our consumers. During the
course of our hearings, the Agriculture
Committee determined that about 15
percent of commercially slaughtered
animals are not prepared for distribution
in interstate or foreign commerce. There
fore, under present law, these are sub
ject to state, but not to Federal inspec
tion at time of slaughter.

Approximately 25 percent of commer
cially processed meat food products are
prepared without Federal inspection,
and to a significant degree are not sub
ject to adequate state or local inspec
tion. The U.S. Department of Agricul
ture testified that only 29 States have
statutes imposing mandatory ante and
post mortem inspection. Twelve States
have voluntary meat inspection statutes.
Two States have limited laws regulating
meatpacking. Seven States have no meat
inspection statutes at all.

The Department of Agriculture fur
ther testified that, in their opinion, no
State has an adequate enforcement pro
gram. The need for modernizing our
meat inspection and enforcement proce
dures is a foregone conclusion. How best
to accomplish this consumer protection
was the question on which your commit
tee labored longest.

The committee had before it three
b111s, each differing in their 'approach, but
each with the same objective in mind.
H.R. 12144, S. 2147, which I introduced
and which is before you for considera
tion today, and S. 2218 introduced by my
distinguished colleague on the commit
tee, senator MONDALE.

Senator MONDALE'S bill, S. 2218, would
have provided for immediate Federal in
spection of all intrastate operations.
States would have been provided with the
option of excepting themselves from
Federal inspection upon their instituting
meat inspection programs at least equal
to Federal standards. Like the other two
b111s before the committee, S. 2218 would
have updated and combined present
statutes relating to meat inspection, and
would have given the Secretary of Agri
culture additional needed authority in
various related a.reas.

During the course of our hearings,
much testimony was heard on desirabil
ity of immediate Federal inspection to
provide our consumers with the protec
tion from unwholesome meat which they
certainly deserve. Your committee, how
ever, has not chosen outright Federal
inspection, and instead has unanimously
reported out S. 2147, as amended, which
retains the Federa~-Staterelationship of
the House-passed measure. As reported
out, S. 2147 will, in your committee's
opinion, provide our Nation's consumers
with the best pOssible protection. It does
so without destroying State initiative,
and without infringing on essential state
prerogatives.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield to the Sena
tor from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. I just heard the senator
from New Mexico say that this b11l does
not destroy State initiative.

I received a complaint this morning
from one of the more conscientious
States on the grounds that the measure

does penalize the States that try to do
a good job, in that if they have a good
law-and my own State does--and they
undertake to enforce that law, the Fed
eral Government will pay half the cost
of the program, whereas if they do not
have a good law, or if they have a law
and do not undertake to enforce it
through proper inspection, then the Fed
eral Government will pay all the costs.

Is my informant correct?
Mr. MONTOYA. Well, that is correct;

but I might state to the Senator that the
chances for that kind of situation hap
pening are very remote, because if a
particular State has mandatory inspec
tion, it stands to reason that that State
is vitally interested in providing up
graded enforcement. I do not think that
that State could be said to be penalized.
It would receive Federal assistance.

Mr. AIKEN. Then is it the Senator's
position that if a State has an adequate
inspection law, the assumption is that
it is already enforcing that law? Is that
correct? The Department, I believe, told
the committee thwt no Stalte was enforc
ing such laws adequately-which seemed
to me to be a rather far-reaching state
ment.

Mr. MONTOYA. The Department has
stated, if the Sarrator did not hear it in
the committee, that while 29 States have
mandatory inspection laws, not all of
those States have enforcement standards
or procedures equivalent to the Federal
standards; and it was also stated by the
Government witnesses that once there is
a focus placed upon whether or not the
States are adhering to proper enforce
ment procedures, those States, whether
or not their inspection procedures fall
within the Federal orbit, will be able to
provide means and methods whereby to
improve their enforcement. The Federal
participation in the picture will enable
them to obtain proper training for their
employees from the Federal level, so that
proper enforcement of the State law may
ensue.

Mr. AIKEN. Let us get this clarified a
little bit more. If a State has a plant
which is engaged in interstate business,
that State already has Federal inspec
tion; is that correct?

Mr. MONTOYA. That is correct.
Mr. AIKEN. And the State can judge

what the standards of the Federal Gov
ernment would be for intrastate inspec
tion by ascertaining what standards are
set up for the inspection of the interstate
plants; would that be correct?

Mr. MONTOYA. Not only that---
Mr. AIKEN. Would the standards be

identical? Is it assumed that they would
be identical?

Mr. MONTOYA. It is hoped that the
State would advance its standards so
that they would be equal to the Federal
standards with respect to interstate
plants. But there is also the additional
benefit that the Secretary of Agricul
ture, immediately upon the enactment
of this act, will appoint a State advisory
committee at the State level in every
State, and be in constant communication
and consultation with those committees,
to impart advice to them, and so that the
committees may seek advice from the
Secretary of Agriculture, to the end that

there will be an upgrading of local en
forcement if it is deficient from the
standpoint of Federal inspection stand
ards.

Mr. AIKEN. Then State officials would
be advised without delay of the Federal
standards they would be required to meet
for the inspection of intrastate plants.

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor
rect, and most of those State people al
ready know the deficiencies.

Mr. AIKEN; I just wanted to make that
clear for the' RECORD, because it was
called to my attention again this morn
ing. And the feeling of my informant was
that a State that is now attempting to do
a conscientious job would be penalized
because a State that was not attempting
to do even a mediocre job would get the
benefit of the full Federal payment.

Mr. MONTOYA. I say further to my
good friend, the Senator from Vermont,
who has been interested in the concept
of the pending bill, th·a.t it was the desire
of the Committee orl Agriculture and
Forestry to try to formulate through the
medium of this law a genuine partner
ship in this particular field between the
Federal and State governments.

There has been no desire on our part
to impose the arm of the Federal Gov
ernment over the jurisdiction of an area
that appertains to the State. There is no
desire whatsoever, but the paramount
consideration and the guiding light of
every action we take is the protection of
the consumers against unwholesome and
unhealthy meat and meat products.

Once we travel on that road, within
that glaring light and that objective, I
think we can formulate a good partner
ship, a good common approach, and a
good mutuality between the Federal and
State government for the protection of
the consumer.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have

one further point to add. I think it would
be a curious argument to say that by try
ing to help the States finally to attain
an adequate meat inspection system, we
were thereby raising an argument in oP
position to the pending legislation.

It occurred to us that there might be
some States who do not have enough
pride in the federal system or have
enough sense of reSpOnsibility for their
own interstate problems, and that those
states would forfeit that responsibility
and just tell the Federal Government to
come in and do what they should be
doing.

We do not anticipate that will be the
case. We have checked with some States
and have asked them what they would do
if the b11l in its present form were to pass.

I think it is fair to say that all of those
States have indicated that this legisla
tion would give them the financial as
sistance and the extra prod they need to
obtain an adequate system through the
State legislature.

Speaking for myself, as we find out
down the road, the effect of penalizing
some of those States that will not do the
job themselves, we might take another
look at the situation.

Mr. AIKEN. I thought it important to
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have this colloquy for the RECORD be
cause, as the Senator from Minnesota
says, some States might not be too anx
ious to do a perfect job-assuming either
a State or the Federal Government can
do a perfect job.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield.
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.

President, does the pending legislation
impose upOn the Governor of a State the
sole discretion as to whether the Federal
Government should go into a state and
take over jurisdiction, or would the Sec
retary of Agriculture have something to
say about the matter?

Mr. MONTOYA. In the first place, fur
ther amplifying my answer to the query
of the Senator from Vermont, what we
envisaged as a possibility with respect to
the States electing to come under the
Federal system was a situation whereby 8.
Governor had submitted to the legisla
ture by appropriate message a request to
enact mandatory inspection laws or the
implementation of deficient inspection
laws and the legislature had refused. We
merely provided a vehicle in the pending
bill whereby, if the Governor in his exer
cise of prudence asked the Federal Gov
ernment to come in, the Secretary of
Agriculture could accept the invitation
and go into that particular State with
Federal jurisdiction.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. If a
State has a good inspection system now,
or it is at least considered to have by the
State, but complaints have been regis
tered and the Governor has asked the
Federal Government to come in and take
over inspection, would the State then be
absolved from paying all of the costs?
Would all of the costs be borne by the
Federal Government?

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor
rect. If the Federal Government were to
go into that particular State, the Federal
Government would then assume all of
the costs. However, in the example the
Senator cited, I do not think that would
happen, because if the State has some
kind of mandatory inspection system, the
matter of inspection under the Secretary
of Agriculture pursual}t to the pending
bill would have to go to an advisory com
mittee and also t.o' the Governor on a
consultation basis .•.'

We would have to try to point out to
them that they should correct the situ
ation because the Secretary would be
hesitant to come in under any circum
stances. And the chances are that the
Governor, with the aid of the SecretarY
and his enforcement staff, would provide
that remedial action.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. As the
distinguished Senator from ,New Mexico
knows, from time to time 'we have had
recommendations or requests from the
Department of Agriculture and the Bu
reau of the Budget that we transfer all
of the costs of the Federal meat inspec
tion system to the packers themselves.
We have never done that to my knowl
edge, but if a sizable deficit were in
cUlTed by reason of the Federal Govern
ment taking over more of these inspec
tion responsibilities in the various States,
who would make up the deficit?

Mr. MONTOYA. If the Secretary of
Agriculture, under the triggering provi
sions of the pending bill, were to go into
a State, the Federal Government would
have to assume this cost.

With respect to that school of thought
which holds out that the packers should
assume part of the cost, I think that con
cept has been disapproved by virture of
the fact that Congress has refused to ap
prove that concept in bills that have been
presented to Congress in prior years.
There has been a belief on the part of
Congress that if the slaughterers are
made to bear part of the cost, we are, in
effect, paying the policemen, and that is
not a very good concept in enforcement.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. In view
of the exorbitant costs that could be in
volved here, does the Senator agree with
me that the Secretary of Agriculture
should not go into a State until he has
made sure through a careful examina
tion of the situation that the inspection
system is not adequate?

Mr. MONTOYA. I think that the legis
lative history this measure has gone
through and the dialog between the
Secretary of Agriculture and his people
and the committee merely refiects that
the Secretary of Agriculture has to be:
very jUdicious and very contemplative
and consultative before he goes in and
takes over intrastate inspection within
any State.

That would apply not only with re
spect to the economic factors involved,
but also to the factors of comity, because
this particular enforcement is strictly
a police power function reserved to the
States by our Constitution. And we do
not intend to derogate from the respon
sibility on the part of the State.

But it is the interest of the consumers
and their entitlement to wholesome meat
and to be protected against unhealthy
situations which motivates us in saying
to a State, "You are to assume the true
police powers which are. reserved to you
as a State. You are to assume the respon
sibility of protecting the consumers
within the State. But if you do not, the
Federal Government will have to step
in so as to protect the consumers of the
country."

That, in effect, is what we are saying.
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. If the

act were properly administered, I think
it would work all right. But I am a bit
fearful of reposing all of this authority in
the Governor of a State. Many Gover
nors might well ask the Federal Govern
ment to take over all this responsibility
and pay all the costs.

Mr. MONTOYA. If I were the Gover
nor of a State and had this law hovering
over the capitol, I would certainly gO
before the legislature and say, "I do not
want the people of the State to accuse
me of irresponsibility. I do not want the
people of the State to accuse the legis
lature of irresponsibility. It is our re
sponsibility to provide mandatory inspec
tion for the protection of the consumers."

So it would be a rare instance when a
Governor would ask the U.S. Secretary of
Agriculture to take over the control of
meat inspection within a State. 1 should
think that such a situation would be con
fined to an instance when a Governor

had exhausted all his .approaches to a
State .legislature and .. the State legisla
ture had refused to enact a proper law.
I thinklt would be a rare occasion when
the Secretary of Agriculture would step
in.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I thank
the Senator from New Mexico for his
answers. I think the legislative history
established here will help greatly in the
administration of the program in the
best pOssible way.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, as
originally introduced, my bill, S. 2147,
was almost identical to H.R 12144. H.R.
12144 would have provided for Federal
assistance to States to institute their
raw meat inspection programs. It would
have updated present 'meat inspection
statutes, and given the Secretary of Agri
culture additional needed authority in
this area.

I recognize the weakness in my bill as
originally introduced, however, and
moved to amend it to insure that con
sumers in States that were laggard
would receive the protection they de
served against the unscrupulous opera
tors.

During the past few days, I have
worked in the closest possible manner
with the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota. [Mr. MONDALEJ who, like the
other members of the committee, had
only the public's interest in mind and
who also wished to see the soundest bill
reported.

With his close cooperation and orig
inal ideas, we have been able to agree
upon a series of amendments that fur
ther strengthen the Montoya bill, S. 2147,
measurably. I believe. it to be the best
possible piece of legislation.

The Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry has unanimously reported the
bill to the Senate as swiftly as it possibly
could. This can be attributed to the dedi
cation of our chairman, the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER],
who saw what was needed, aided us in
delineating proper solutions, and expe
dited action on this measure.

There has been no partisanship in the
consideration of this measure. I wish to
give just and due credit to the Repub
lican members of the committee who
worked diligently in trying to devise a
plausible approach to this vexing prob
lem.

Now it is up to the entire membership
of this body to take action without delay
in the interest of the American con
sumer. We must not wait. The public
health is threatened if we fail to act. This
is a situation that transcends any party
lines. Unwholesome meat does not make
distinction between Republican and
Democrat.

We have before us a fair, constructive
bill that will do what it is intended
to do. If we pass it, we will have taken
a major step toward closing the loopholes
that have been shown to exist. I would
like to outline to this Chamber what the
major provisions of the Montoya bill, as
amended, will do.

Retaining the Federal-State relation
ship and 2-year time limitation within
which States could act to set up their
own meat inspection programs with Fed-
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eral assistance, the Montoya bill has been
strengthened to provide further con
sumer protection during the 2-year in
terim period. This would be done without
violating the states' prerogative to act
on their own within such a 2-year period.

My bill provides for a basic Federal
State relationship. It provides, as does
the House-passed Purcell bill, for tech
nical and financial assistance to indi
vidual States to permit them to upgrade
their own meat inspection programs.

The major provisions of the Montoya
bill, as amended, include:

First. Broaden the present meat in
spection program by establishing a
Federal-State cooperative arrangement
under which the Federal Government
would provide scientific, technical, and
financial assistance to State agencies In
order to improve the quality of State
meat inspectIon services. This financial
aid could amount to as much as half the
cost of a state program.

Second. Would modernize and com
bine present statutes relating to meat
inspection.

Third. Would give the Secretary of
Agriculture needed authority over whole
salers, truckers, warehousemen, brokers,
renderers, and animal food manufactur
ers in order to control traffic in unfit meat
and meat products. This would provide
addItional insurance against the possibil
ity of these products being sold to un
suspecting consumers for use as human
food.

Fourth. Imports would be required to
comply with Federal standards required
of domestic meat and meat products.

Fifth. Would give States 2 years from
enactment of the act to set up their own
meat inspection programs at least equal
to Federal standards, and a third year
if the secretary of Agriculture deter
mines that the State in question will, at
the end of the third year, have such
standards in operation.

At the end of such period, if the Secre
tary determines, after consultation with
the Governor, that the State has failed
to provide such standards, he shall
promptly desIgnate it as one in which
the Secretary of Agriculture shall have
jurisdiction, 'and apply Federal stand
ards until such State Institutes its own
meat InspectIon program, at least equal
to Federal standards.

The Secretary shall have authorIty,
after notice to the Governor, to designate
any State subsequent to the 2-year pe
riod, whether or not It has theretofore
been designated, llPon the Secretary de
termining it is not effectively enforcing
a State meat inspection program at least
equal to Federal standards.

Sixth. A Governor may, if he chooses,
at any time after the date of the enact
ment of the legislation, waive the 2-year
period and request immediate Federal
assistance. Once the State's meat inspec
tion program meets requirements of the
act, the Governor can request the Federal
presence to come to an end.

Seventh. It would eliminate the pos
sibHity of unwholesome meat finding its
way into consumer hands. It would pro
vide further protection for consumers
during the 2-year period in which States
would. be given the opportunity, with

Federal financ1,a1 and technical assist
ance, to institute their own meat inspec
tion programs.

If the Secretary of Agriculture deter
mines any establishment within a State
is producing adulterated meat or meat
food products for distribution within
such State, which would clearly endanger
public health, he shall notify the Gov
ernor and appropriate advisory commit
tee, which is provided for by the act, of
such fact for effective action under State
or local law.

If the state does not take action to
prevent such endangering of public
health within a reasonable time after
such notice, as determined by the Sec
retary of Agriculture, in light of risk to
public health, the Secretary may forth
with designate any such establishment
as subject to Federal jurisdiction.

Eighth. Reporting procedures have
been clarified, with the Secretary of Agri
culture being given the duty to make
annual public reports to Congress on the
operation and effectiveness of Federal
and State Inspection systems.

Mr. President, there we have it. The
interests of the public are strongly de
fended and provided for. Industry is
offered the best possible solution to a
situation that is causing It significant
distress. The State-Federal relationship
is constructively maintained and ex
tended, to the benefit of all. Loopholes
are closed and the evil corrected. Ex
tenuating circumstances are taken into
fair consideration.

Some few elements of our national
community will oppose this measure. But
the overwhelming support from all quar
ters that has greeted the work of the past
few days surely is indicative of the
strength and fairness of the b11l.

Mr. President, I would be remiss in not
reporting to the Senate that never be
fore in my experience as a legislator have
I witnessed such a feeling of cooperation
and dedication on the part of all con
cerned. Representatives of the Secretary
of Agriculture, led by the able Rodney
Leonard, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture, and Counsel Charles Bucy,
have been most instrumental in this en
deavor, which has received Secretary
Freeman's endorsement.

The industry, likewise, has been most
helpful and cooperative. Mr. Aled P.
Davies, vice president of the American
Meat Institute, has been most valuable in
his suggestions, guidance, and construc
tive criticism. Through his labors we have
forged a measure which provides for the
strongest possible protection for our con
sumers, and which has the full endorse
ment of the American Meat Institute.

The measure also has the strong back
ing of the President's Adviser on Con
sumer Affairs. It has been endorsed by
the American National Cattlemen's As
sociation and by the National Independ
ent Meat Packers' Association. The Na
tional Farmers Union, the AFL-CIO,
Amalgamated Meat Cutters & Butchers
Workmen of North America, United
Packinghouse Food and Allied Workers,
and others have all testified in support
of strong and meaningful legislation.

Communications have been received
from scores of organizations and indi-

viduals, Including various State depart
ments of agriculture, urging prompt ac
tion on meat inspection legislation. It is
not often that we see such an aroused,
well-informed, and interested public.

One final word of praise is in order
here, and again I wish to bring up the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. MONDALEJ. His ability, character,
ideals, and sense of public service were
exhibited to the full in my work with him.
Rarely has .. the public interest been
served any.;J>etter.

Mr. PresIdent, we worked day and
night trying to develop a bill that would
meet with the approval of all sources that
were addressed to the subject of meat
inspection in this country. I think we
have come up with the best possible solu
tion, one that is, above all, protective of
the consumer and which also bears a
good relationship with all those affected
by its provisions.

Mr. President, I tlllmk my colleagues
for their indulgence ihere today. I ordi
narily would not take up such a portion
of time were iV' not for the pressing
urgency of this matter before us. ThIs
body is never dilatory when a question
of national necessity is placed before it.
It is on that basis, then, that I ask each
of my colleagues to vote this bill into law
as quickly as possible.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, we have before us the
clearest delineation of the problem con
fronting us and the solutions available to
us. There can be no hesitation regarding
the public health. Millions of people have
been placed in jeopardy, and they have
a right to the protection it Is now within
our power to grant them, Let us act as we
must and should, Let us close these loop
holes and put the consumer interest first.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA] for his
most able and forceful presentation on
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry. Naturally, I am flattered
by his kind comments about my role in
this effort. I think the Senator does
himself an injustice in so doing because
we are now reporting the Montoya bill
with the Montoya amendments from
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. If it were not for the commitment
of the Senator from New Mexico to the
principle that there can be no compro
mise on the protection of the American
consumer, this bill in its present sound
and substantial fOlm could not be re
ported. The ability and the devotion of
the Senator from New Mexico to the
public interest has guided this legisla
tion to the point where hopefully it will
become the law of the land. Every con
sumer in the country owes a debt to the
brilliant leadership of the Senator from
New Mexico In connecti8n with this
matter.

Mr, President, the measure we are con
sidering today is based on the premise
that the American consumer has a right
to expect that all meat and meat prod
ucts offered for sale in this country are
safe and clean.

Unfortunately. as we have learned in
recent weeks, this is not the case. Sixty
years after publication of Upton Sin-
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clair's expose of the packing industry
and enactment of the Federal Meat In
spection Act, Americans have learned
that substantial quantities of meat and
meat products escape Federallnspection,
and that they are still in daily danger
of eating filthy or diseased meat.

They have learned that Federal in
spection applies only to meat which is
sold across a State line and that some
13 billion pounds-15 percent of all
slaughtered meat and 25 percent of all
processed meat-escapes Federal inspec
tion and is subject only to lax State
inspection-if at all. Eight States have
no inspection law whatsoever, while most
of the remainder have either voluntary
inspection laws or mandatory laws
which are not adequately enforced. Thus,
of the 19 m11lion cattle slaughtered out
side Federal inspection each year. more
than 10 million head go without any in
spection on any level of government. Of
the 8.75 billion pounds of meat which is
processed outside of Federal inspection,
nearly 5 billion pounds receives no in
spection whatsoever.

The significance of these facts has been
brought home in recent weeks with the
release of two U.S. Department of Agri
culture surveys which revealed filthy
conditions and parasite-infested meat in
many packinghouses not covered by Fed
eral inspection, and by testimony from
Federal inspection officials that there is
a thriving business in so-called "four-D"
meat--meat derived from dead, dying,
diseased, or disabled animals-which is
processed through intrastate packing
houses because it would be rejected by
Federal inspectors.

Most of these facts have become pub
licly known over the past 4 months, and
as a result we have progressed in that
time from no legislation whatsoever to
what I regard as a very strong and com
prehensive bill to correct this deplorable
situation. The measure before us today
includes important segments and fea
tures of the House-passed Purcell bill
and the legislation introduced in the
Senate by Senator MONTOYA, as well as
some of the concepts embodied in a meas
ure which I introduced.

It is a strong bill, and I am proud to
have played a role in shaping it. And its
progress and development over the past
4 months should stand as a warning to
those who dismiss the growing strength
of the consumer lobby--especially when
that strength is reinforced by the voice
of a free press.

Mr. President, I have already com
mented on the magnificent work and
the performance of the Senator from
New Mexico, whose hard work and
energy played such a vital role in en
abling us to reach this point. Nor can
we overlook the Committee ,'on Agricul
ture and Forestry, which responded un
der the leadership of its chairman, the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER],
to the legitimate concerns of American
consumers by recommending a bill that
is effective and responsible.

Special praise is deserved by the act
ing chairman of the subcommittee, the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], who
is now the presiding officer, who with
such patience and maturity permitted

the committee to explore all aspects of
this problem so that we might develop
a measure responsive to the public
interest.

Nor can I pass without commending
the statements and support of the Pres
ident on this issue. His strong support
was absolutely essential. His special as
sistant, Miss Furness, was an effective
and forceful advocate for strong legisla
tion.

The bill pending before us updates and
improves the existing law covering meat
inspection in the some 2,000 plants under
Federal jurisdiction today. In addition,
it guarantees that within 2 or 3 years,
the remaining 15,000 plants in the coun
try will be inspected by the Department
of Agriculture, or by a State system
whose standards are at least equal to
Federal standards.

And finally, during the next 2 or 3
years, when the States are attempting
to bring their own meat inspection sys
tems up to par with the Federal system,
we have incorporated important protec
tions for the consumer in the bill. There
is a provision which will permit the Sec
retary of Agriculture to take action
against plants which endanger public
health. In addition. the bill opens the
door for any Governor to bring Federal
meat inspection into his State, even
though the State may later reassert its
jurisdiction over intrastate plants. And
finally. there is provision in the bill for
constant supervision by the Secretary
over all plants, with a right of access, a
right to examine pertinent records, and
a right to take reasonable samples, in
order to guarantee a high degree of pro
tection for consumers. The Secretary
must make annual, detailed public re
ports to the Agriculture Committees of
the Senate and House, reporting on the
overall operation of the Wholesome
Meat Act. It is specifically required that
this report contain detailed information
on State inspection systeQls and condi
tions in State plants not subject to Fed
eralinspection. At this point I ask unani
mous consent that tW{) letters comment
ing on the authority of the Secretary to
carry out these requirements of review
ing and reporting be printed in the REC
ORD at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, we have

taken the time in the Senate Agricul
ture Committee to do a good job on this
bill. It is a good bill. We have not com
promised on the public health, and have
not turned our backs on the consumer.
Nor have we acted irresponsibly with re
spect to the States and the industry.

It was the overriding concern of the
committee that the consumer be pro
tected against filthy and diseased meat,
against meats adulterated by poisonous
or dangerous additives, and against mis
labeled products, or meat stuffed with
cheap fillers such as water, cereals, non
fat dry milk, or the like.

As things now stand, the consumer
simply cannot protect himself. He can
be confident in a supermarket that the
meat he is buying was slaughtered and
processed under Federal standards or the

equivalent only if he ca.n find the USDA
"inspected and passed" label. He does not
have even that possibility in a restaurant.

We learned during the Senate hear
ings that the normal rules of consumer
self-help are of no value whatsoever in
the absence of the Federal stamp of ap
proval. First, modern chemicals and
drugs completely nullify the usual tests
of sight and smell with respect to meat.
Injections of antibiotics, sulfites and
nitrites, and ascorbate-which I call a
sort of healthy formaldehyde-cancel
out the smell and appearance of decay
ing or unhealthy meat.

Second, it is no guarantee .that meat is
federally inspected to shop only in large,
nationally known retai1, chain stores. A
1967 USDA survey of intrastate meat
products purchased in regular grocery
stores and supermarkets-including such
national chains as Kroger, Safeway, and
A. & P.-showed that only 39 of 162 meat
products tested met all Federal meat
inspection requirements. The remaining
123 samples showed a total of 259 vio
lations of Federal standards is due to
excessive water, excess nonmeat fillers
and use of various additives such as
ascorbate, phosphates and nitrites in
products where they are prohibited by
Federal standards.

Third, brand names and labels provide
no protection. The largest meat packing
companies in the Nation have established
plants doing business only within a State
and therefore escape the stringent re
quirements of Federal meat inspection
which products from their other oper
ations must undergo. For example, th'l
meat industry's big three-Swift & Co.,
Wilson & Co., and Armour & Co.-have
admitted operating more than 100 in
trastate meat plants which slaughter,
process, and prepare millions of pounds
of meat each year without Federal in
spection. And some of these operations
were among those cited for unsanitary
conditions in USDA's 1962 and 1967 sur
veys of intrastate plants. Further, USDA
officials testified before the Senate Agri
culture Committee that the same brand
names and labels are used for meat prod
ucts processed in an intrastate plant as
are used for the same item emanating
from a federally inspected plant. Thus.
even with nationally advertised brand
name items, the consumer must look for
a Federal inspection stamp.

At this point, Mr. President, I think we
must ask why major packing companies
establish intrastate operations and why
intrastate operators are so opposed to
Federal inspection and gO to such lengths
to preserve their intrastate status as to
ignore large segments of their national
markets. For example, Federal inspectors
advised us of one intrastate plant which
only sold its products in part of the city
where it was located because the com
munity in question straddled a State line
and the rest of the city was in another
State. Another plant located in the corner
of a western State, ignored markets in
three other States less than 25 miles
away, but did substantial business 450
miles away still inside its own State
boundaries. In addition to giving up siz
able segments of their natural markets,
intrastate concerns are also deprived of
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other important business such as selling
to the Armed Forces, to Federal agencies
or to federally supported programs such
as the school lunch program, because of
their lack of Federal inspection.

It was made clear during the hearings
that this practice is supported by eco
nomic advantage. The intrastate meat
operator has a distinct economic advan
tage over his interstate competitor who
must meet Federal standards regarding
ante mortem and post mortem inspec
tion, plant sanitation, use of additives or
cheap fillers, and false or deceptive label
ing, because the intrastate operator can
buy inferior animals, dress up bad meat
with chemicals, and use cheap fillers with
impunity.

As one newspaper put it in a November
15, 1967, editorial:

The obvious answer Is that Its more profit
able to sell substandard meat from unsani
tary plants than to meet federal requirements
for cleanliness and quality.

Ralph Nader, to whom the Nation's
consumers owe another debt for his ef
forts in behalf of clean meat, put it even
more succinctly with the comment:

Bad meat Is good business.

Mr. President, the economic advantage
which makes "bad meat good business"
was created by Congress in 1907 when
it passed the Meat Inspection Act requir
ing compliance with Federal standards
for all meat sold across State lines.

The consumers of America are now de
manding that Congress eliminate this
economic advantage by requiring that all
meat sold in this country is safe and
clean.

The revelations of the last few weeks,
and the information received in the
hp-arings, have provoked a deep sense of
outrage on the part of consumers. A
Minnesota poll taken a month ago
showed that 87 percent of all Minne
sotans-and 93 percent of all housewives
in the State-favor immediate inspec
tion of all meat by the Federal Govern
ment. The strong demand for Federal
inspection to assure clean meat which
this newspaper poll represents is sup
ported by other polls, newspaper editor
ials, and letters from consumers them
selves. For example, in the past 2
weeks alone, I have received letters from
across the Nation overwhelmingly de
manding strong Federal meat inspection
legislation. Also within the past 2 weeks,
a surge of editorials and two other polls
which have come to my attention show
the same inten&ity of feeling. A tele
phone poll by KSTP radio-TV in Min
neapolis-St. Paul showed that 75 percent
favor Federal inspection of all meat
while a similar poll conducted by WGN
TV in Chicago indicated that 82 percent
favor Federal inspection while only 4
percent opposed. That represents a mar
gin of better than 20 to ::. for Federal in
spection of all meat and meat products.
I ask unanimous consent that the Min
nesota poll on meat inspection and sev
eral of the many newspaper editorials
demanding strong legislation be printed
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, well

might we insist upon immediate federal
ization. The states have had nearly 60
years to shoulder their responsibility for
the health and protection of their citi
zens and have nearly nothing to show
for it. Consumers in the states are left
to the mercies of a hodgepodge of in
adequate, voluntary, or nonexistent meat
inspection systems, none of which fUlly
matches the Federal system.

This measure was unanimously agreed
to by the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry composed of Republicans and
Democrats. The proposal is now endorsed
by the American Meat Institute, although
my own Governor of the state of Min
nesota has come out strongly opposed to
e1l'ective meat inspection. Therefore, it is
essential that the pending measure be
adopted.

Surveys by the Federal meat inspectors
in 1962 and again in 1967 revealed horri
fying and revolting examples of the con
ditions under which billions of pounds of
meat are slaughtered and processed, and
thereafter sold to unsuspecting consum
ers. In order that the Congress have some
idea of the conditions in some nonfed
erally inspected plants, I ask unanimous
consent that the so-called Clarkson re
port, January 1963, together with ex
cerpts from the USDA state surveys in
1962 and 1967 be printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objectlioo, iJt is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, but the

committee decided that we ought to give
one more chance to maintain a joint
Federal-State system. I agree with that
judgment. Even if my bill had become
law-and it provided for immediate fed
eralization of meat inspection-we would
have had a 1- or 2-year lag until suffi
cient personnel were hired and trained to
do the painstaking task that is required
of them. In this 'bill, we have provided
both a carrot and a stick to the States.
It was not our intent to punish the States
or arbitrarily decide that they are now
incompetent to do the job. Our objective
is to insure that the meat the consumer
buys is clean and wholesome-and it
makes little difference who does the in
spection as long as we are absolutely sure
that it is done in an adequate and com
prehensive fashion.

In short, this measure will assure the
American public of protection for all
meat and meat products sold in this
country as quickly as can possibly be
done-but only if it is enacted into law
immediately-only if it is enacted with
out weakening those provisions designed
to protect the public health during the
2- to 3-year period when States are
bringing in systems at least equal with
the Federal system, and only if adequate
funds are appropriated.

While I believe this bill is very strong
and substantial, it is in an important
sense a bare minimum. As it stands be
fore the Senate now, it can be weakened
only at the risk of jeopardizing the pub
lic health. We must stand firm and in
sist that there be no compromise on the
issue of the public health.

The very worst thing the Congress
can do in meat inspection is to pass a
nominal or "showpiece" bill, which will
mislead the consumer into belieVing that
his health and that of his family is pro
tected. It would be quite as wrong to
pass a good bill, and then fail to appro
priate the funds necessary to carry it out.
If by failing to insist upon e1l'ective legis
lation and adequate funds we induce an
unjustified sense of complacency in the
consumer, it ,would be far better to have
no legislation at all so that the consumer
would be on guard.

Mr. President, before I close, I would
like to make' a comment about the sup
port of the American Meat Institute for
this proposal. There are many provisions
of this bill which the Institute opposed
and fought vigorously against, but real
izing that legislation must be passed to
assure clean meat for the consumers of
this country, the Institute nevertheless
is willing to stand 1,tIJ and support this
measure. While I have had my difficul
ties with the industry and while we have
had many differences of opinion, I must
nevertheless express my admiration to
them for coming out, despite their reser
vations, and asking that this measure, in
its present form, be passed. We have had
our arguments, but I think we must pay
proper deference and respect to an in
dustry which, even though reluctantly
in some respects with regard to this leg
islation, stands up and asks the Con
gress to support it.

With these comments, I strongly urge
that the Senate pass this legislation and
resist any attempts to weaken it.

EXHmIT 1
DEPARTMENT OF' AGRICULTURE.
Washington, November 18, 1967.

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I am writing In
response to your Inquiry as to the Depart
ment's Interpretation of the nature of the
report contemplated by Section 17 of H.R.
12144, as passed by the House of Representa
tives.

It Is our view that the report would be a
detailed public document, covering a cross
section of Intrastate plants In sulflclent num
bers so that a continuing picture of the
effectiveness of state programs can be ob
tained for the benefit of Congress, the states,
the Department and the consumer.

These reports would InclUde, among other
things:

The location of the plant and Its owner
ship.

The procedures and conditions of the plant
under local standards and whether these
practices would not be allowed under federal
standards.

The results of tests made from sampling
the products of the plant.

Where the products of the plants are sold.
These reports would be analogous to the

reports of our 1962 surveys of Intrastate
plants. These reports, as you know, have
already been made public.

In addition, the reports would provide In
formation regardlng-

The activities of the Federal Inspection
Program.

Cooperative activities with the states under
Title III of H.R. 12144 In developing effective
state programs, as well as progress made
thereunder.

Sincerely yours.
RODNEY E. LEONARD,

Deputy Assistant Secretary.
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lin percent)

Total Men Women

Favor more Federal meat
inspection_ .. ____________ 87 82 93

Oppose_____.. _____________ 9 13 5
Other answers_______ . _. ____ I I
No opinion ___ . ________ . ____ 3 4

Total. _____ ._. __ . ____ 100 100 100

"I'm in favor of stricter controls, but not
necessarUy federal laws," said a 30-year-old
Minneapolis man.

The first survey question was:
"1s it your impression that most Of the

meat sold in stores is or is not as Wholesome
as it should be?"

The repl1es:

Twin Cities area residents are more critI
cal of the meat they buy than are people
from other parts of the state. Forty-seven
per cent indicated a belief" that most meat
is Wholesome and 45 per cent expressed a
doubt about It.

"The wholesomeness of the meat depends
on the grocery store," a Minneapolis house
wife commented.

[From the New York Times, Nov. 16, 1967]
STILL A JUNGLE

Sixty years after publication of Upton
Sinclair's startllng book "The Jungle," Which
prompted enactment of the present Federal
meat-inspection law, It is nauseating to learn
that Americans are st1ll in dally danger of
eating filthy meat.

One-quarter of all hamburgers, frank
furters and other processed meats are sold
Within state boundaries and are thus free
from Federal inspection. Testimony before
Senate and House committees has made it
horrifyingly clear that state inspection laws
are inadequate in nearly half the nation.
Eight states have no inspection statutes at
all.

One result has been a wide trade In so
called "4-D meat" derived from dead, dying,
diseased or disabled animals. Even In states
with mandatory inspection laws, Federal in
vestigators found dirty plants and contami
nated meat. The House has passed a b1ll
that would prOVide some improvement; but
it is grossly insufficient to assure fUll con
sumer protection.

The chief effect of the House measure,
which was endorsed by the meat Industry,
would be to institute a cooperative Federal
state program for raising state standards to
the Federal level. Half the cost would be
borne by Washington, but there would be
no obllgatlon on any state to join the up
grading effort.

Two stronger bllls are before a Senate
Agriculture subcommittee. One, introduced
by Senator Montoya of New Mexico and
backed by the Administration, would give
the states three years in which to bring their
standards up to the Federal level. It would
also prOVide Federal help in the manner of
the House bill.

other additives. There are labeling require
ments to Inform consumers. Intrastate pack
Ing and processing plants not only escape
the federal checks against diseased or un
sanitary meats, but also are exempt from
the federal rules regarding adulteration and.
additives.

Thus In Minnesota some of the large in
trastate operators buy all federally inspected
meats, but the processed products they sell
to the public may st11l fall below the other
federal standards. A federal spot check made
here in July Included retail purchase of sam
ples from five intrastate companies. In all
cases the meats contained ascorbate, a chem
ical used to make meat look fresher than
It really is. Such use of ascorbate is forbid
den in federally inspected products.

In addition the water content of some
Intrastate products was found to run from
50 to 63 per cent. The federal maximum Is
10 percent. Consumers were in effect buying
water at meat prices.

These Minnesota results were typical of
findings of a national check in which intra
state retail samples were analyzed. Out of
162 samples, only 23 were found In full com
pliance with federal standards.

The common faults were excess water,
~'fillers" of various kinds, phosphates, nitrites
excess fats and improper labeling. Meats In
cluded in the check were Wieners, bologna,
sausage, luncheon meats, ham, steak patties
and other processed Items.

Under the Senate blll, the states are given
two· years In Which to establish their own
inspection systems which must be "at least
equal to federal standards." If they fall to do
so, their intrastate plants would automati
cally come under the federal inspection
service.

When the congressional bill emerges in
its final form, it is important that it include
not only the provisions for wholesome meats,
but also. that it require states to meet the
other federal standards on additives and
adUlteration.52
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Is as wholesome as it should
be_. _

Is noL. .. __
Other answers. . _
No opinion __

Total. __ . __ .. __ . .

meat processing and 15 per cent of meat
slaughtering. Many of the 25 states requiring
inspection of all meat-packing plants ac
knowledge they do not have enough per
sonnel for thorough inspection.

Expansion of federal legislation is opposed
by the American Meat Institute, which rep
resents the largest meat-packers. It is their
position that more federal controls are not
needed and that state inspection can be
improved.

This is the question which was asked of
a cross-section of voting-age Minnesotans
from all parts of the state:

"An investigation of the meat industry has
revealed unsanitary conditions in some
meat-packing plants. Would you favor or
oppose more federal inspection Of meat
packing plants?"

The responses:

[From the st. Paul (Minn.) Dispatch, Nov.
23, 1967]

TWO-PRONGED MEAT PROBLEM
After much prodding, Congress now seems

moving definitely toward stronger meat in
spection laws which w1ll give consumers bet
ter protection agalnst unwholesome and
adulterated products. Senator Mondale of
Minnesota deserves much credit for his lead
ershIp on this issue.

A conference committee must resolve dif
ferences between the strong Senate bill and
a weak, ineffective House bUI. Prospects are
that the House will yield to public demand
and accept most or all of the Senate meas
ure. It should by all means do so. There Is
no justification for hanging back on a mat
ter where public health is involved.

While the wholesomeness of meat sold the
public Is the chief consideration in the cur
rent controversy, there is another Important
issue which is not as well understood. This
concerns the use of chemical preservatives
and coloring agents and employment of ad
ditives such as water, cereal "fillers" and ex
cess fats.

While federal Inspections assure Whole
someness, they also set certain standards
of quallty llmiting use of chemicals and

EXHIBrT 2
[From the Minneapolis (Minn.) Tribune,

Oct. 22, 1967]
MORE INSPECTION OF MEAT FAVORED

Almost nine out of 10 Minnesotans (87
per cent) favor expanded federal inspection
of meat-packing plants, according to a state
wide survey conducted by The Minneapolis
Tribune's Minnesota Poll.

Opposition to stronger mea~ inspection
laws was expressed by 9 per cent of the state
residents interviewed. Four per cent offered
qualified answers or had no opinion.

More than half of the people questioned
(53 per cent) said it is their impression that
most of the meat sold in stores is as whole
some as it should be, but a contrary opinion
is held by 38 per cent.

A recently completed nationwide investi
gation by the Agriculture Department found
unsanitary conditions in many packing
plants, inclUding some in Minnesota, North
Dakota, Iowa, Wisconsin and Nebraska.

Federal meat inspection laws, which now
apply only to plants which ship meat across
state lines, exempt about 25 per cent of

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, November 18, 1967.

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I am writing in
response to your inquiry relating to the ad
ministration of a proposed amendment to
Senator Montoya's amendment to S. 2147.

This amendment would provide in sub
stance that when the Secretary had knowl
edge of an intrastate plant in the state dis
tributing unwholesome meat which would
endanger the publ1c health, he must notify
the Governor and the State Advisory Com
mittee so that state action can be taken to
prevent such conditions. If the stat& faUed
to take such action within a reasonable time,
the secretary, under the proposed amend
ment, would designate the plant as subject
to the Federal Inspection Program.

We read the amendment to mean that the
Secretary is vested with power to determine
the reasonableness of the time in which the
state must take action, with such determina
tion to take into account the seriousness of
the danger to public health.

The point raised was how would the De
partment have knowledge of such a situa
tion. This could come about in anyone or
more of the following ways:

Through the process of continuing sur
ve1llance by the Secretary over intrastate
plants, as contemplated by Section 17 of HR
12144,

Through his new power of access to intra
state plants, including the examination of
records and taking of appropriate samples,

Through information furnished by a State
advisory committee,

Under Title III of this bill providing effec
tive Federal cooperation with State programs,
and

Furthermore under present law. when
brought to the attention of the Department
in the course of investigations needed to pro
tect the integrity of the Federal meat inspec
tion system, and by complaints investigated
under the assumption the Department has
jurisdiction over such situations.

We believe that through these various
means, both under existing and new law, we
will be able to provide effective and adequate
protection against the danger to public
health and the consumer arising out of un
wholesome and diseased meat.

It is my hope that this furnishes you With
the information requested. If you desire any
further information in this connection,
please feel free to call upon us.

Sincerely yours,
RODNEY E. LEONARD,

Deputy Assistant Secretary.
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The second blll, submitted by Senator

Mondale of Minnesota, provides a surer and
more direct answer. It would extend Federal
inspection to all meat plants. That is the
best way to guard Americans against the un
suspecting consumption of dogmeat, horse
meat or other meat that does not qualify for
the Federal blue stamp of approval.

[From the Chicago (Ill.) Sun-Times,
Nov. 19, 1967]

STRONG PURE MEAT BILL NEEDED

Most people believe that when they buy
meat for their table at the store .that it is

.government-inspected, clean and pure. It is
not always so.. Three U.S. Agriculture De
partment food inspectors told a Senate sub
committee that diseased and unclean meat
Is sold to the pUblic in many areas, Includ
ing Chicago.

Not all meat prepared or processed for
sale is inspected by the government. Only
meat sold across state lines is sUbject to
federal inspection. The remainder-about 25
per cent of all the meat sold, or about 9 bil
lion pounds !mnually_it is prepared or proc
essed within the state where it is sold and
is not sUbject to federal inspection.

Many states have their own laws to govern
t.he processing and preparation of meat. Il
linois has such laws and the State Depart
ment of Agriculture says It has moved to
close 75 substandard establishments since
mid-summer, when the government inspec
tors made their report.

Chicago, which feels that state regulations
are not sutllciently strict, has its own-reg
ulations. The Chicago Board of Health dis
agrees with the charges made by the federal
inspectors and says Chicagoans are assured
of the highest sort of inspection service.
However, filthy meat has been coming into
Chicago from at least one Downstate plant,
as The Sun-Times revealed Friday.

Moreover, an official of a meat-packing
union showed the Senate subcommittee pic
tures of grossly unsanitary meat-preparing
and processing conditions in Chicago's Ful
ton Market. The Sun-Times printed some
of those pictures on Thursday. The pictorial
evidence should be sUfficient to make Chi
cago redouble its efforts to protect its citi
zens from unclean meat.

The federal inspectors did not single out
Illinois or Chicago as the chief offenders.
About 95 per cent of the meat in Chicago is
federally inspected. Conditions in many
other cities and states are infinitely worse
even sickening.

Sen. Walter F. Mondale (D-Minn.) has
introduced a b1ll (SB 2218) that would re
qUite all meat processed or prepared to be
federally inspected. President Johnson en
dorses the Mondale bill. The U.S. Agriculture
Department prefers another Senate blll that
is much weaker and would give the states
another two years in which to set up safe
guards to protect the public from filthy or
diseased meat. The House has passed a bill
that would accomplish nothing and has sent
its bill on to the Senate for approval.

We. believe the Mondale bill should be
passe" by Congress. It would safeguard the
public's health. The record shows, all too
clearly, that many states have failed to pass
adequate pure-food laws and where such
laws have been passed, too often they are
inadequately enforced.

A strong federal law, such as Sen. Mon
dale has drawn, is needed to protect the
public. The food we bUy must be fit to eat.

[From the Chicago (Ill.) American, Nov. 17,
1967]

COMPROMISE ON HEALTH

When a direct clash occurs between the
interests of the public at large and the in
terests of a big industry, it is remarkable
how qUickly Congress starts talking about
a "reasonable compromise." Public health,

we're sure is important to congressmen; it
just isn't quite as important as the public
thinks, and may have to wait on other con
siderations.

Talk of "compromise" is now Widely heard
about efforts to tighten up regulation of the
meat packing iI1dustry. Two bllls with that
purpose are now before the Senate. One of
them is mild and accommodating, and is
favored by the meat industry and its allies.
The other would crack down immediately on
substandard plants by subjecting them to
strict federal standards, and is favored by
everybody who thinks American consumers
are entitled to healthy and sanitary food
and entitled to it right now, not when it's
convenient for the industry to give it to
them.

Whatever compromise is possible between
these. two bills it is a compromise at the
public'S expense. Congress, however, seems
ready to arrange that. The House has al
ready passed the weaker bill. Now Senate
supporters of the stronger one, sponsored by
Sen. Walter F. Mondale [D., Minn.], have
been showing a resigned willingness to go
along with the weak one if that's the only
version the House will accept.

The House refusal to pass a strict blll is
partly the result of pressure from state agri
culture departments, which apparently see
the Mondale blll as a threat to state author
ity. Meat plants that do only intrastate busi
ness are now subject only to state regula
tions and inspection, and do not have to
meet federal standards; the content seems to
be. that the federal government, by imposing
its own rules, would be usurping a state
function.

That is nonsense. The Mondale bill pro
vides that the takeover need not be per
manent; the states may take back the job
of meat inspection, once they have proved
their ability and wlllingness to do it. But
they've got to prove it first-and they cer
tainly should.

For 60 years, since the federal meat inspec
tion law was enacted, state governments
have had the job of inspecting and regulat
Ing Intrastate meat plants. The kind of job
they've done has been described in revolting
detail in testimony before the Senate agri
cUlture sUbcommittee. Why should the
American public have to wait 2 more years-
as the milder blll provideS-for assurance
that the meat it's buying is fit to eat?

(From the st. Paul (Minn.) Pioneer Press,
July 19, 1967]

UNFIT MEAT FOR SALE

Public confidence in the wholesomeness of
meat products will be reduced by continued
opposition to federal legislation which would
increase the effectiveness of present inade
quate inspection procedures.

Hearings by a House Agriculture subcom
mittee have focused attention on dangerous
loopholes in laws affecting packing and
processing plants in Minnesota, Wisconsin
and most of the other states.

It is disappointing to find important seg
ments of the meat industry, along with the
American Farm Bureau Federation and the
National Association of State Departments of
Agriculture, taking a negative and backward
attitude on moderate proposals for improv
Ing conditions.

The big packers which ship their meat in
interstate commerce are subject to contin
uous federal inspection to assure consumer
protection against sale of meats unfit for hu
man consumption or processed under unsan
itary conditions.

Similar protection is not provided In the
case of meats not moving from one state
to another.

Pioneer Press and Dispatch Columnist
Drew Pearson noted results of a Department
of AgriCUlture investigation of intrastate
meat processing made a few years ago. There

is no reason to believe the shortcomings have
been overcome. Meats from diseased animals
have been sold. Human health has been
jeopardized. Trichinosis, salmonellosis and
other diseases have been spread. Meats in
tended for cat and dog foods have been di
verted into retail shops for household use.

Two years ago the Agriculture department
proposed legislation to compel the states to
provide proper inspection services or let the
federal government do the job. It got no
where. This year congressman Neil Smith of
Iowa and the Johnson Administration are
supporting a more moderate proposal, but
this too is being strongly opposed.

The record over the years is that fed
eral inspection is effective and protects the
public where it prevails. The state legisla
tures, on the other hand, have consist
ently failed to prOVide adequate controls for
intrastate packing and processing.

State departments of agriculture, includ
ing Minnesota's, fight extension of federal
controls. Minnesota has 401 packing plants
without federal inspection and 46 with it.
Russel Schwandt, the state agriculture com
missioner, admits the Inadequacies of
Minnesota procedures, but hopes they will
be improved some time in the future. This
same attitude has prevailed here for many
years. The undeniable fact is that state
legislators here and throughout the country
have not met the responsibility for protect
ing the pUblic interest.

Consumers everywhere are entitled to full
protection on all meats, and the argument
of "states' rights" is not a sufficient excuse
lack of such services. Federal legislation is
needed, and should be enacted at this ses
sion of Congress.

[From the New York Times, Nov. 21, 1967]
COMPROMISED MEAT

The compromise meat inspection bill slated
for approval by the Senate Agriculture Com
mittee this week is a vast improvement over
the bill passed by the House, but it still
represents a victory for political expediency
over full consumer protection.

The compromise measure will give the Sec
retary of AgriCUlture more specific authority
to act against health hazards in packing
houses that sell all their prodUCts within a
state. Reports by Federal investigators have
provided vivid evidence of the need for such
an extension of authority. The bill also will
require the Secretary to make public reports
at least once a year on the adequacy of state
systems.

Beneficial as these and other changes
shOUld prove, they are a poor substitute for
the proposal originally made by Senator
Mondale of Minnesota, under which F'ederal
inspection would be extended immediately
to all meat plants, intrastate as well as inter
state. The compromise bill would give the
states two to three years to bring their
inspection standards up to the Federal level.

Unfortunately, the revised bill is the
strongest that seems to have any realistic
chance of passage at this session of Con
gress. Once again the consumer finds his
voice on Capitol Hill too weak to command
fUll protection.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Nov. 22. 19671
CLEAN MEAT

Out of a welter of shifting endorsements
by the administration, the Senate now seems
headed in the right direction with a proposed
new meat-inspection law. If enacted, it will
go a long way toward bringing state
inspected meat up to federal standards.

The compromise agreed upon by Senator
Montoya of New Mexico and Senator Mondale
of Minnesota prOVides for a federal cost-shar
ing program with the states to help them set
up adequate Inspection systexns. It gives the
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states two years to do this or face federal
intervention If the systems do not measure
up to federal standards. And if the govern
ment finds any plant endangers publlc
health, It can step In Immediately to destroy
unwholesome meat and seek injunction to
close plants.

One of the complaints during recent
hearings was that Agriculture Department
reports on filthy and dlse8.'led meat were
not being made publlc. Ralph Nader com
plained that Agriculture actually withheld
reports from him.

The new blll w1ll remedy this by ordering
Agriculture to report detaHs publlcly to Con
gress on state systems.

By this insistence on a blll that would
launch states upon stricter meat inspec
tion procedures now, rather than two years
hence, senator Mondale has earned high
marks In this legislative battle. His cre
dentials In the consumer-protection move
ment already were well-establlshed, for he
authored the "fair warning amendment" to
the National Tratllc Safety Act that already
has resulted In callbacks of 4 mUllon cars
In 14 months by auto manufacturers to
correct defects.

The clean meat war Is not ended. The
senate must not only pass this blll but win
acceptance by the House, Which earller de
feated a milder amendment seeking to ex
tend federal controls.

But senate hearings have rallied publlc
support for safer meat. Too many states
have fallen down on the job of protecting
consumers. This Is "must" legislation for the
90th Congress.

[From the Chicago (Ul.) American,
Nov. 13, 1967)

MEAT INDUSTRY'S REPLY

Spokesmen for the meat packing Industry
have come up with a rebuttal to the horrify
Ing stories of filth and neglect presented to
Senate Investigators last week: They say the
stories are greatly exaggerated. Somehow this
answer falls to soothe us, and we hope the
senators are no less skeptical.

The Industry otllclals were commenting on
testimony by federal Inspectors for the de
partment of agriCUlture, who told of finding
revolting conditions In many packing plants
that do only Intrastate business and so do not
come under federal regUlation. The federal
men described plants Infested with vermin,
where meat-often from crippled or diseased
animals-was processed by workers In filthy
clothes under "primitive" conditions. The
testimony was given before a Senate agricul
ture subcommittee, which Is holding hearings
on two bUls designed to tighten up regUla
tions on intrastate packing plants.

A much different story Is told by the Indus
try spokesmen, according to our Washington
correspondent Tom Leach. They described
the Inspectors' reports as "gross exaggera
tions" and "horror stories."

No doubt some plants need Improvement,
said the otllcials, but after all you can find
a little dirt anywhere If you look hard
enough.

These answers would be more reassuring
1! they didn't bring up further questions.
What reason would a federal inspector have
for telllng "horror stories" If they're not true?
Are we to understand the inspectors gave
false testimony to a congressional body? If so,
why doesn't Industry expose and denounce
them?

Until those mysteries are cleared up we'll
stick to our previous conclusion: That tighter
regUlation Is needed now, and that the tough
blll by Sen. Walter F. Mondale (D., Minn.) is
likelier to prOVide It than the "compromise"
measure by Sen. Joseph M. Montoya (D.,
N.M.). Why, In any case, should congress look
for compromises between the convenience of
Industry and the health of consumers?

[From the Minneapolis Tribune,
Oct. 29, 1967)

SUPPORT FOR FEDERAL MEAT INSPECTIONS

The Minnesota poll last Sunday showed
overwhelming public support for an expan
sion of federal Inspection over meat
slaughtering. Nearly 9 out of 10 Minnesotans
said they favor It. And nearly 4 of 10 said it Is
their Impression that meat sold In the stores
Is not as Wholesome as It should be.

Minnesota is one of nine states that do not
require Inspection of the slaughtering of
meat destined for sale within the state. Some
cities-such as Mlnneapolls-carry out these
inspections, but in cltles or rural areas with
out this protection, the publlc has no as
surance about the quality of meat at the
counter.

Congress now Is considering bills that
would attack the problem with varying ap
proaches. One measure would provide federal
aid to strengthen state and local inspection
programs. Another blll would extend federal
Inspection to all plants doing more than
$250,000 annual business. A third-by Sen.
Mondale of Mlnnesot8--would require fed
eral inspection of all plants if the states
faHed to do so.

The Mondale bUl seems to be the best of
the bunch. It would guarantee Inspection of
all meat. It would not Impose federal pro
grams if the states set up their own Inspec
tions meeting federal standards.

Federal Inspectors recently were credited
With stopping meat with a deadly anthrax
disease from reaching the market from a
plant In Pennsylvania. Without mandatory
InspectiOns, however, 25 per cent of the proc
essed meat and 15 per cent of the slaughtered
meat nationally mayor may not be safe from
such diseases.

Once again, failure of the states to act
makes It necessary for the federal govern
ment to take the Initiative.

[From the Chicago (Ill,) American, Nov.
10, 1967]

A SHOCK: FOR THE SENATE

Three inspectors for the federal depart
ment of agriculture have supplied what
seems to be a necessary part of any drive for
reform: Shock. What they disclosed yester
day about conditions in many of the nation's
meat packing plants was revolting, and it
should supply the jolt needed to get a strong
meat Inspection bUl through Congress.

The packing plants that would be affected
are those that do business only within their
own states, and so do not have to meet fed
eral inspection standards. To jUdge from the
testimony before a Senate agriCUlture sub
committee yesterday, many of these plants
would not meet the standards of a hobo
jungle. The Inspectors told of finding ver
min-infested buildings, filthy fioors, heads
of cattle left to decay, diseased meat. Said
Reuben Baumgart, who headed a survey of
packing plants in a 6-state area Including
Illinois:

"The slaughtering was done under primi
tive conditions. The workmen were dressed
in filthy clothes. Much of the meat was
rancid or diseased, and there were vermin
droppings on the fioor."

Another Inspector told of talking to a cat
tle buyer who made a speciality of pur
chasing crippled or diseased animals and
selllng them to plants that came under either
state Inspection or no inspection at all. Said
Stephen Kota: "He told me there was one
meat packing plant that would accept an
animal In any condition. They never turned
down anything."

The subcommittee 1s considering two bills
that would tighten up Inspection of meat
packing houses that currently do not come
under federal contrOls, and Which supply
about 9 bUllon pounds of meat each year to
American consumers. Sen. Walter F. Mondale

[D., Minn.], sponsor of the stronger measure
of the two, charges that many larger meat
processing firms have been forming smaller,
intrastate packing houses so as to dodge the
strict federal standards, thus saving immensll
sums.

Lobby pressures against Mondale's b111 are
extremely powerful. They seem to have de
feated a slmllar b111in the House; representa
tives last week voted 140 to 98 in favor of a
mHder blll authorizing the agriculture de
partment to provide technical aid for states
developing their own inspection programs.

In our view, what is needed are stringent
rules and tough enforcement, not a series of
open-end studies on ways to meet the prob
lem. The Senate should pass Mondale's blll
and kick It back to the House-by which time
the nation's most powerful lobby, Its house
wives, w111 be having their say.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Dally News,
Nov. 2, 1967]

FOR CLEAN MEAT

A curious sollcitude for "small" meat
packers has defeated In the House the blll
to clean up the nation's meat supplies.

We have had Federal meat Inspection
since 1907, passed after upton Sinclair's cru
sading book, "The Jungle," exposed condi
tions of almost unbelievable filth In Chi
cago's meat packing industry. Since then
the purple-Ink stamp of the Federal In
spectors has been a reliable guaranty against
filth and disease.

But this Inspection covers only meat In
Interstate commerce. The rest is up to the
states, eight of Which have no Inspection
laws at all and 12 more of which have only
voluntary Inspection. It probably Is a fair
statement that in no state Is there Inspection
as rigid as the Federal.

As passed by the House the "clean meat"
bill Is a toothless measure Which merely
authorizes the states to apply for Federal
grants to set up Inspection systems, There Is
no Insurance, under this proposal, that con
ditions wlll be improved. And evidence be
fore a House committee included "horror
stories" indicating conditions in some un
Inspected plants are llttle If any improved
since Upton Sinclair's days In Chicago.

Sen. Walter Monda1e (D., Minn.) Is author
of a blll In the Senate Which would bring
all meat processors under the Federal sys
tem. It would protect the consumer against
such hideous things as rat hair In the
sausage, and the legitimate processor, small
and large, against suspicion. We hope Sen.
Mondale can get prompt action on his bill.

[From the Chicago (Ill.) American,
Nov. IS, 1967)

TEST ON MEAT BILL

In considering the two meat Inspection
bl11s before It, the United States Senate has
a fairly simple choice. It can vote either to
protect the public'S health, or to support the
Interests of the meat Industry and Its allled
lobbyists [which InclUde, oddly enough, the
Ill1nols department of agriCUlture). This test
would seem simple enough, but the House
fiunked it, and there Is no guarantee that the
senate will do better.

One of the bllls is sponsored by Sen. Wal
ter F. Mondale [D., Minn.). It would Impose
federal inspection standards on all big meat
plants, Including those that now avoid them
by doing business only within their own
states. Testimony given in current hearings
before the senate agricultural research sub
committee has described the filthy surround
Ings in which meat Is processed In some in
trastate plants and the revolting condition
of some of the meat accepted for processing.

The second bill, by Sen. Joseph Montoya
[D., N. M.I, would allow meat Inspection to
remain In state hands, and would merely
encourage the states to Improve their own
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inspection programs by offering them federal
funds. Thill measure has been toughened to
the extent of requiring states to establish
satisfactory inspection programs Within 2
years; if they don't the federal government
may do it for them.

Montoya's b11l, however, remains by far
the weaker of the two. By no coincidence, it
is the one supported by the meat industry,
and immense pressure was put on House
members to get the House version of this
bill passed. One lobbying group, in fact, used
a gimmick clO!le to an outright payoff: The
Western Meat Packers association, it was re
vealed, sought to establish a political cam
paign fund for "friendly congressmen"
meaning those who would vote against the
stronger bill.

On Oct. 30, telegrams were !lent to nlinois
congressmen by Robert N. Schneider, di
rector of the state agricUltural department,
urging them to support the weaker bill. The'
following day the House went along with the
pressure; after defeating the stronger meas
ure 140 to 98 on a nonrecorded "teller" vote,
congressmen approved the weaker one 403
to I.

It is logical to allk why the meat industry
opposes federal inspection so strongly. With
out such inspections; a meat packing con
cern is deprived of important businesll; it
cannot sell to federal agencies or federal
supported program&-the armed forces or
school lunch programs, for example-and
cannot do businesll across state lines. The
Mondale bill would greatly broaden business
possib1l1ties for many plants. So why has the
industry fought It to a stand!ltlll?

The obvious answer Is that it's more prOf
Itable to sell SUbstandard meat from unsan
itary plants than to meet federal require
ments for cleanllne!lB and quality. If there
is a better explanation for the meat indus
try's stand we'll be glad to hear it.

We would also like to hear why our con
gressmen caved in so readlly under pressure;
why Schneider and the state agriCUlture de
partment took lluch extraordinary steps to
influence them; and how effective that "cam
paign fund" gimmick was in swinging votes.
Apparently it isn't only meat that needs in
spection.

[From the st. PaUl (Minn.) Pioneer Press,
Nov. 19, 1967)

STRONG MEAT INSPECTION BILL URGED

Minnesota state officials and representa
tives of the meat industry are showing more
interest now in providing effective inspeo
tion service to protect consumers against sale
of unwholesome produots.

The new attitudes ooincide With widespl:'ead
pUblicity given congressional testimony re
garding unsanitary conditions in plants not
subject to federal cheoking, and With other
testimony that. even national food chains
legally sell meat products which do not meet
federal standards. As a result of such disclo
sures, Congress is preparing to pass new leg
islation intended to improve conditions.

Russel Schwandt, Minnesota Commis
sioner of Agrioulture, says a b11l for manda
tory state inspeotion of slaughter animals and
plants not federally supervised Will be intro
duced in the 1969 Legislature. If it passes
he says another two years Will be required
to make a state system effective. That means
a delay of three to four years.

Sen. Walter Mondale of Minnesota is back
ing a plan in the Senate which woUld assure
federal inspection of all commercial slaught
ering operations in all states immediately.
States oould later take over their own super
vision of intrastate plants if they so desire
and if they bring their inspection services up
to federal standards. This is one of several
proposals the senate Agriculture Committee
is considering in efforts to strengthen a much
weaker bill aiready passed by the House of
Representatives.

Minnesota does have provision for inspeo-

tion of sanitary conditions at intrastate
slaughter and processing plants, but not of
the meat animals, either before slaughter or
of the carcass after slaughter.

Americans deserve the full assurance that
all meat prodUCts they bUY, in Minnesota or
anyWhere else, should be Wholesome, and
unadUlterated. There Is no such assurance
today in this state or in most of the other
states.

For generations most state legislatures have
dragged their heels on meat inspection,
whlle consumers have had the soothing false
impression that they enjoyed adequate pro
tection under federal laws.

The Mondale plan would put an end to
pussyfooting In the legislatures and assure
wholesome meat products for all American
faromes. It still would leave the door open
for state governments to accept their respon
sib1l1tles. But there would be no four-year
delay.

Congress should end the shllly-shallying,
which permits evasion of proper meat con
trols to continue. The Mondale bill is sound
and offers a practical, effective solution to
present trOUbles. It shOUld be passed by the
Senate and approved by the House.

[From the Los Angeles (Callt.) Times, Nov.
17, 1967)

THE WHOLESOME MEAT LAWS

The alarmingly SUbstandard conditions
that some states permit In meat plants
have shocked housewives more than the
House of Representatives.

Although most meat sold is subject to
rigid federal inspection standards, 15 % of
all slaughtered anImals and 25% of all proc
essed meat come under widely varying state
inspection laws.

Only 28 states, including Callfornla, have
mandatory inspection of meat. Eight states
have no inspection laws at all.

But in the Los Angeles area, according to
one spokesman, Virtually all the meat sold
by supermarket chains and well-known In
dependent firms is federally inspected.

ElseWhere in the nation far too many
slaughterhouses and packing plants are so
poorly supervised that federal officials have
found meat being prepared in filthy and in
sect-infested buildings.

House members nevertheless decided that
they would encourage rather than require the
high federal standards for all meat prodUC
tion. As enacted, the "Wholesome Meat Act
of 1967" would offer every state matching
federal aid to upgrade its Inspection pro
gram-but only if the state chose to do so.

The Times considers the House action too
weak a response to a threat to public health.

With belated Administration support,
stronger efforts are being made in the Sen
ate for the passage of legislation that would
impose federal inspection upon all intra-state
as well as inter-state meat production unless
a state had equivalent standards and en
forcement.

The b1ll, introduced by Sen. Walter Mon
dale (D-Minn.), provides that states meet
ing those requirements could receive a waiv
er, subject to review after two years.

Tough enforcement is no less essential than
high standards in protecting the public.

California's standards are virtually identi
cal to the federal regUlations and in some
instances more stringent. U.S. Department
of AgrIculture officials, however, contend
that this state's inspection service lacks suf
ficient funds and manpower.

The USDA stUdy indicated that 20 of 21
state-inspected plants chosen at random
failed to meet federal standards. Dr. R. W.
McFarland, chief ot the State Meat Inspec
tion Bureau, differed With the findings and
insisted his inspectors do "Just as good" a
Job as the federal inspectors.

This may be, but Dr. McFarland has only
140 inspectors who must make a daily check
of 352 meat plants on a total annual budget

of $1.8 mimon. State officials must make cer
tain that his staff is equal to the task.

Whether enforced by the state or the fed
eral government, high standards of meat in
spection are too Important to be denied to
any American.

[From the United Mine Workers of America
District 50 News, Nov. 10, 1967)

SPEAK Up FOR A STRONG MEAT INSPECTION BILL

Last week the House of Representatives
passed and sent to the Senate a bUl (HR
12144) Which for the first time in more than
60 years feebly attempts to improve the fed
eral meat inspection system. The bUl reflects
to some degree a strong publlc demand for
the ellmination of "dirty" meat.

Long overdue as it is, the House measure
does not, in the opinion of many experts,
go nearly far enough toward pollcing the
meat packing industry by bringing under
Federal inspection those plants Which operate
within state boundaries and produce 25 per
cent of all processed meat consumed In this
country-nearly eight bll1ion pounds.

In passing the bill the House voted down
an amendment which was designed to extend
Federal inspection to more than 5,800 meat
processing plants whose prodUCts are sold
entirely within the state in which they op
erate. At the same time, the measure would
extend Federal aid to state inspection sys
tems in line with Federal standards.

At hearings held by the House AgriCUl
ture subcommittee on various meat inspec
tion bills, the reSUlts from surveys of intra
state plants by the U.S. Department of Agri
culture (finally made pUblic after four years
of privacy) made clear the reasons why the
House b1ll does not go nearly far enough:

INDESCRIDABLE CONDITIONS

"Examination of these meats revealed a
mouldy and slimy condition with a putrid
odor. Several dead fiies were seen on the
surface and mixed with the meat. These
items were to be used in the manufacture of
sausage items and hamburger ..." (In a state
where a voluntary meat inspection program is
in effect.)

"In addition to the very grave and urgent
problems posed by the distribution of food
derived from diseased animals, the attached
report details ... dirty food handling methods
without any regard for rudimentary sanita
tion ... Rodents and Insects, in fact any
vermin, had free access to stored meats and
meat prodUCts ingredients ..." (In a plant
Which has no inspection whatsoever.)

"A complete breakdown of sanitary re
quirements appeared evident where an open
wooden plank ramp extended away from the
back of the slaughtering establishment for
about 60 feet and all blood, hog hair, stom
ach contents and considerable offal was
dumped off the edge of the ramp and al
lowed to accumulate ..." (In a plant Which
has mandatory state Inspection.)

These USDA state surveys covered 48 states.
It did not matter very much whether manda
tory, voluntary or no inspection laws pre
valled for Intrastate plants. The conditions
described by USDA Inspectors were repeated
With revolting consistency in state after state.

The Department of Agriculture's survey in
clUded reports of conditions at plants owned
by SWift & Company, Armour, Wilson and
Company which also operate and sell Within
state boundaries. Yet, With few exceptions,
the large meat packers and their associations
are against extending federal inspection.

The near unanimous opposition by indus
try and state officials to a strong Federal
meat inspection law was certainly refiected
in the passage by the House of HR 12144
rather than of an alternative bill, HR 12145,
which would have brought all intrastate
plants with gross sales of $250,000 under
Federal inspection.

As noted above. the House bill now is in
the hands of the Senate. There, if enough
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citizens make their wishes known, the mem
bers could improve the House bill by writ
ing in a time limit during which the state
would have to act. If any state should fall
to provide for inspection of all processing
plants, complete Federal inspection would
be pro';ided in that state.

Or the Senate could act favorably on a
bill introduced by Sen. Walter F. Mondale,
(D., Minn.) which would extend Federal in
spection to the state plants.

This is the show-down time for "clean"
meat. Unless there is an outpouring of mall
and large show of support by labor unions,
consumer groups and the general publiC,
another wishy-washy bill will become law, to
the satisfaction of a rich and strong lobby
ing group.

Meanwhile, when you bUy your meat and
meat prOducts, look for those which have
on their label a little circle wtth the words
"U.S. Inspected."

[From the Minneapolis (Minn.) Tribune,
JUly 18, 1967]

THOSE ABUSES IN THE SLAUGHTERHOUSE

"It makes me sick," was the reaction of
a Minneapolis housewife upon reading in
the Sunday Tribune about fllthy meat
slaughtering practices found in some Min
nesota plants. She and other consumers have
a right to be sIckened and shocked over the
lack of enough inspections to insure a safe
total meat supply in this state.

Minnesota Agriculture Commissioner Rus
sell G. Schwandt says the state does inspect
meat plants twice a year or more for sani
tary conditions. The state also runs tests of
meat products to protect against adultera
tion. But Minnesota is one of nine states that
do not require the crucial before and after
slaughter inspections needed to keep out
diseased animals, and to maintain a con
tinuous check on slaughtering practices.
Only the federal government does this here
on meat bound for interstate channels.

In Minnesota, only 46 plants are federally
inspected; 401 plants are not. The plant
comparison exaggerates the problem because
the large federally inspected establishments
turn out the bulk of the meat products. The
uninspected plants are mostly small opera
tions. But this should not minimize the need
for regular inspection of all plants. All meat
should be safe.

A U.S. Department of AgriCUlture investi
gation showed what can happen from lack
of regular inspections. Equipment was found
to be unclean; pus, manure and urine had
been splashed onto animal carcasses.

The shuddering result of such shoddy
practices can be the spread of disease, such
as salmonellosis-the increasingly prevalent
cause of stomach aches often erroneously
attributed to influenza.

The Minnesota Agriculture Department
asked the 1967 legislature for $200,000 to
increase its meat plant inspection program.
It failed to win approval.

Congress and federal officials are prodding
the states to act, possibly with the encourage
ment of federal aid. The Minnesota Legisla
ture dropped the ball this year; it should not
repeat the mistake in 1969.

[From the St. PaUl (Minn.) Pioneer Press,
Sept. 3, 1967]

MEAT INSPECTION BILL PUSHED

Members of Congress have been hearing
from voters back home on the subject of im
proved meat inspection laws. The message
getting through to Washington is: We want
more protection against unwholewme prod
ucts.

As a result efforts wllI be made on the
House fioor to improve and strengthen the
weak inspection blIl recommended by the
AgrIculture Committee. This measure is due

to come up for action sometime in Septem
ber.

Congressmen Neal Smith of Iowa and
Thomas Foley of Washington believe there
Is now a good chance they w11I get enough
support to substitute their own stronger blll
for the committee plan.

The committee bill is good as far as It
goes, but it does not go far enough. It would
give the federal inspection servIce some
needed new authority, but still would not
reach directly the large flow of uninspected
meats which reach butcher shops and con
sumer tables. These prodUCts are from pack
ing homes and processors which do not ship
across Hate lines. This exempts them from
federal inspection. Billions of pounds of this
unchecked meat are sold annually. The com
mittee bllI would offer incentives to states to
inspect such prOducts, a remedy of doubtful
effectiveness.

Instead, the Smith-Foley measure would
extend federal Inspection to all meat plants
with more than $250,000 annual sales, regard
less of whether their products are sold within
one state or in many. This would reach
nearly all of the meats now beIng sold with
out proper inspection.

Among backers of the stronger approach
is the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and
Butcher Workmen of North America, a union
whose members have first-hand knowledge of
packing and processing practices. It says:
"Most consumers believe they are fully pro
tected concernIng the sanitatIon and whole
someness of meat and meat products. Un
fortunately, this is not the case. Some 16
per cent (5.3 Lillion pounds) of meat
slaughtered in the UnIted States annually,
and some 26 per cent (7.3 billion pounds) of
meat processed into sausages and other
products are outside the protective frame
work of federal meat inspectIon. We consider
the commIttee bIll a weak, ineffective meas
ure. We support the stronger SmIth-Foley
bilL"

[From the Chicago (III.) Daily News. Nov. 18,
1967]

To ASSURE CLEAN MEAT

Two facts stand out above all others in the
current meat scandal:

In this day and age everyone Is entItled to
expect that the meat he buys wlIl be clean.

People in ChIcago, IlIlnois. and elsewhere
in the United States have not had that as
surance.

The fact that a federal compliance officer
reports numerous instances in Chicago of
fllthy conditions and unsanitary practices in
meat plants does not, of course, indIct the
whole industry. Chicagoans are entitled to
assume that meat processIng and handling
conform to acceptable standards.

But neither does the contention that con
ditIons cIted in the federal report have been
corrected provide all the reassurance needed
by the consumers.

Presumably, if federal inspection standards
and practices applied throughout IIllnois,
neither the currently charged bad practices
nor the horsemeat scandal of the Stevenson
administration would have happened. But
federal inspection presently prevails only at
plants involved In Interstate operations. That
takes in 95 per cent of Chicago's plants, and
a smaller percentage Downstate.

We believe that both the city and state
would benefit from beIng brought totally
under federal standards.

This is the object of legislatIon now In
Congress, and the question is, how tough
should the new law be?

A blIl by Sen. Joseph M. Montoya of New
MexIco would give states two years to meet
federal standards or come under federal in
spection. Another bilI by Sen. Walter F. Mon
dale of Minnesota would impose federal In
spection rIght now.

Either bIIl should do the job, but we like

the one that would get It done now. A sub
stantial saving to taxpayers should result
from elimination of the redundant inspec
tion systems now maIntained by the city
and state.

[From the Des MoInes (Iowa) RegIster,
Nov. 4,1967]

MEAT INSPECTION

Late support from the Johnson Admin
istration wasn't enough to save a House
amendment to the proposed Wholesome
Meat Act which would have extended fed
eral Inspection to many packing plants that
sell only within their own states. The House
adopted the bIll Tuesday after defeating
the amendment 140 to 98.

The measure would update and clarify the
original meat inspection law, WhIch has re
maIned almost unchanged for 60 years, and
provide grants to state inspectIon agencies
to meet federal standards. The amendment
would have extended federal inspectIon to
some 6,000 intrastate plants doing more
than $250,000 worth of business a year.

The House vote preceded revelation by
The Register's WashIngton Bureau that the
head of an organization of 600 western
states packers had launched a campaign
fund drive for "frIendly" congressmen While
the Inspection amendment was stIlI before
the House. The drive was halted by the
conservative congressmen who recognized
that pubIlc disclosure of the fund would
hurt the packers' cause. That the fund
raIsIng effort was made, however, stands as
evidence of the Intrastate packers' financial
interest in avoiding the expense of meeting
adequate health and sanitation standards.

The House measure now goes to the Sen
ate, where a blIl has already been intro
duced by Senator Walter Mondale (Oem.,
MInn.) which incorporates provisions of the
defeated amendment. Passage of the
stronger version seexns more likely in the
Senate, but it would stlll have to face con
ference sessions with House members.

Debate in the House became a basically
partisan argument between conservatives
and liberals over states' rights. Republicans
said the amendment "could virtually elimi
nate state inspection programs" by taking
away part of their jUrisdiction. And, they
claimed, it would assign a state and local
responsIblUty to the federal government.

Actual conditions within states do not
support this argument. Twelve states have
only voluntary inspection of packing plants,
and 10 have no inspection systems at all.
Even many states with mandatory inspec
tion have understaffed agencies with insuffi
cient budgets Which are unable to do an
adequate job of assuring consumers pure
meat. Putting the larger packing plants
under federal inspection would bring
needed relief to state agencIes, allowing
them to do a better job with the smaller
plants and lockers.

It is significant that vIrtually all House
members now agree that actIon to improve
state Inspection systems is needed. In 1965,
the 89th Congress ignored an Administra
tion bIll on this subject. Now, passage of at
least the weaker proposal seexns assured.

However, that is not enough, in our opin
ion. We hope the Senate will pass the fUll
extension of federal meat inspection and
press ,the issue With the House. It is absurd
to defend state regUlatIon as some funda
mental prInciple of the diVision of govern
mental powers. Public health is a nation
wide matter, and there is no logic to a sys
tem Which tolerates no inspectIon for a
large percentage of· the meat consumed in
many states. The arguments in favor of
state regulation are sheer sophistry for per
mitting unscrupUlous meat and poultry
processors to foist off unclean and insani
tary food products on the publIc.
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[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, Nov. 23.

1967]
MEAT INSPECTION

Senators Mondale and Montoya have agreed
to a wise compromise meat inspection bl11.
Mondale wanted immediate Federal inspec
tion of plants producing meat for use within
a single state. Montoya wanted states coerced
to improve their own inspecting, with Fed
eral agencies coming in only if after two
years there was state default. The com~ro

mise bill calls for state-Federal cooperatIOn,
but allows the United States Department of
AgricUlture to intervene immediately if it
finds in Intra-state plants conditions that
threaten the public's health. A Senate com
mittee has approved this compromise.

There is an excellent chance that this blll
will win Senate, then fUll congressional ap
proval, even though the bill already passed
by the House of Representatives is a very
weak measure. The reason for this Is that In
Just recent weeks public support for "guar
anteed" meat has mushroomed. The general
interest usually prevaIls over the special,
when the public is informed of the issue
and the issue is one pertinent enough to
one's day-to-day liVing to cause enthusiasm.

When the bill becomes law, much credit
should go to Representative Neal Smith, of
Iowa, who has been fignting for greater con
trol of Intra-state meats since the beginning
of the decade.

[From the Houston (Tex.) Post. Nov. 20.
. 1967]

MANDATORY MEAT INSPECTION

It is probable that when most consumers
bUy meat they assume that it has been in
spected by some governmental agency some
where to determine that the animal was not
diseased and that the meat was processed
and packaged under sanitary conditions.

Yet it is an assumption that may not be
true. Texas is one of 22 states that do not
now have mandatory meat inspection laws.
It only has a voluntary law. As a result. it
is possible for a housewife to bUy meat in
the state that has not been inspected by any
governmental agency.

If there is any area In which the doctrine
of let the buyer beware should not apply. it
is that of public health. In today's highly
complex and impersonal society, the respon
siblllty for seeing that all foods and drugs
are safe for human consumption is an espe
cially Important 'one. Every person shOUld
be able to buy any food or drug item offered
for sale anywhere and be certain that it is
safe, that it has been checked and approved
by some pub11c authority.

Proposals now are being considered in
Washington to make federal meat inspection
mandatory and extend it to cover meat pro
duced and sold within the states. It is an
other case of the federal government being
forced to do what the states themselves have
not done adequately despite a need for regu
latory action.

The Johnson administration originally pro
posed a co-operative federal-state inspection
program, offering federal aid to the states
w1lling to participate. but it would not have
been mandatory. Later. the Department of
Agriculture endorsed a proposal by Sen.
Joseph M. Montoya of New Mexico that would
give the states three years in which to set up
satisfactory Inspection programs. If a state
did not act. then the federal government
would step in with its inspection system.

More recently, the WhIte Bouse has thrown
its support to a meat inspection b11l spon
sored by Ben. Walter F. Mondale of Minne
sota, to make federal inspection mandatory
within the states.

About 60 Texas cities, including Houston,
have their own meat inspection systems,
under the general supervision of the State
Health Department. State inspectors and
veterinarians aiso keep a watch on 42 plants

that requested inspection. But the inspec
tion is not required. The slaughter houses
and packing plants pay the costs of the
program.

But much uninspected meat still Is sold
In the state. Nobody has the slightest Idea
how much. Plants that do not sell meat out
side the state are not now required to SUb
mit to inspection. Most of the uninspected
meat is sold locally. Purchasers are protected
only by the conscience of the processor.

It would appear that, one way or another,
there Is going to be mandatory inspection for
all meat marketed in the state, and If the
state does not act to give the publ1c maxi
mum protection, the federal government wlll.

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch,
Nov. 21, 1967]

A STRONGER MEAT BILL

A Senate compromise holds better hope
than a House-approved blll of assuring pub
11c protection against impure meat.

The compromise Is the work of Senators
Mondale of Minnesota and Montoya of New
Mexico. Originally, the latter Senator wanted
to give the states two years to bring their
own Inspection procedures up to federal
standards. Senator Mondale proposed im
mediate federal Inspection of all packing
plants. allOWing the states to take over when
they met federal standards.

Now the two Senators have agreed to give
the states two years to develOp adequate
meat inspection,. but the Secretary of Agri
culture could act Immediately against any
plant whose products endangered public
health.

Citizens under the Impression that they
already are protected from impure meat
may be confused by all this. But the fact is
that Congress has hardly changed meat In
spection since it was adopted 60 years ago,
applying only federal Inspection and that
only to meat In Interstate commerce. Some
14,000 packing plants selllng Inside particu
lar states have escaped federal Inspection;
only 28 states have mandatory inspection
laws and these vary. The results, as congres
sional committees have been hearing, can be
frightening for the consumer.

A few weeks ago the House overwhelm
ingly passed a blll for federal aid to en
courage states to develop inspection pro
grams to federal standards. This promised
some help for the public, but the fact is
that many states are not eager for federal
money with federal standards attached un
less it is for something like highways, which
nobody opposes. Meat Inspection has had
far less priority In state capitals. The Senate
compromise would give the states the aid
but compel reSUlts. In the areas of a nutri
tional hazard It Is the results Which Inter
est the public.

[From the St. Paul (Minn.) Pioneer Press,
Nov. 26, 1967]

STATE MEAT LAw NOT ENOUGH

State omclals maintained for some time
that there were no serious problems with
regard to sanitation In intrastate meat plants
not subject to federal Inspection. This atti
tude Is now changed. The state AgriCUlture
Commissioner has ordered a crack-down on
processors not in strict compllance with the
law.

In an "ultimatum memorandum" Commis
sioner Russell Schwandt said: "Some plants
have failed to comply with orders from this
Department to prOVide the faclllties reqUired
to legally operate a slaughter-process plant
in Minnesota."

State and Federal Inspectors also have be
gun a Joint check on Intrastate operations.

These developments result from disclosures
of undesirable conditions in some Minnesota
plants Which do not have to meet federal
standards because they do not ship their

products across state lines. The disclosures
came out of Washington in connection with
Senator Walter Mondale's efforts to expand
federal inspection services and standards to
intrastate plants. His proposals have been
opposed by Governor Levander.

While most meats sold In Minnesota are
undoubtedly wholesome and processed under
sanitary conditions, this is no excuse for
permitting bad conditions to prevail In those
plants which are below par. The pUblic in
terest calls for complete compllance. State
omcials are In a far better position in their
new attitUde of vigorous enforcement than
they were preViously In their efforts to paper
over the weaknesses of the situation.

Even 100% enforcement of state law, how
ever, would not prOVide complete protection
for the pUblic. Minnesota's regUlatory stat
utes are weak and the Inspection system is
under-manned. State controls apply to sani
tary conditions of processing and slaughter
plants. not to the condition of livestock
before slaughter nor to the carcasses after
slaughter.

Another grave weakness permits Intra
state plants to process and sell meat products
which contain more water, chemical addi
tives, and "fillers" than are permitted by
federal standards. In effect, this encourages
legal sale of substandard products even
though they may be made from wholesome
meats under sanitary conditions.

The need for stronger federal laws to
bring all meats up to acceptable standards
remains. The Senate should pass the Mon
dale-Montoya Blll to achieve this result, and
the House should do the same.

EXHIBIT 3

A REVIEW OF CERTAIN ASPECTS OF STATE AND

FEDERAL MEAT INSPECTION SERVICES AND
PROCEDURES

(By the Agricultural Research Service, U.8.
Department of Agriculture, January 1963)

CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTrvE

House Report No. 2024 to accompany H.R.
12648 (87th Congress. 2nd Session), Depart
ment of Agriculture and Related Agencies
Appropriation Blll, 1963, states:

"The Committee wishes to express again Its
concern that. though meat has already been
officially inspected and passed for whole
someness, publ1c funds are also being ex
pended for Inspecting processed food prod
ucts which contain portions of such inspect
ed meat. This inspection deals primarily with
such things as composition and ingredients
of prepared meat products and Is of primary
value to the trade in the form of 'government
inspected' labels. The COmmittee points tills
up since the cost of meat Inspection has in
creased from $9 mUllon In 1947 to over $24
milllon In 1962, an Increase of nearly 170 per
cent in 15 years. Unless some changes In
Inspection procedures and coverage are made.
the potential cost of meat Inspection wlll
soon expand far beyond reason. In this con
nection. the Department Is requested to make
a special stUdy to determine to What extent
It can certify State meat inspection services
and license them to inspect meat which
moves In interstate commerce."
A REVIEW OF CERTAIN ASPECTS OF STATE AND FED

ERAL MEAT INSPECTION SERVICES AND PROCE
DURES

This report has been prepared in response
to a request from the House and the Senate
Committees on Approximations for a spe
cial stUdy to determine to what extent the
Department of Agriculture could certify State
meat inspection services and Ilcense them to
Inspect meat moving In Interst'lte commerce.

The Department has brought together and
reviewed existing State laws covering inspec
tion of meat, and sent trained personnel to
observe practices and procedures for meat
Inspection In non-Federally Inspected plants.

The Federal Meat Inspection Act and Its
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Comparison 01 Federal and State requirements lor meat inspection

administratIon have provided a model of
meat Inspection by which many other coun
tries have patterned their systems. Most
States with legislation on meat Inspection
have used the Federal law as a basts for State
laws. Thirty-four of the 50 States have stat
utes providing varying types of Inspection
services; 31 are actually carrying out some
type of meat Inspection activity.

Federal
Pre-slaughter inspection of every animal.
Examination of all carcasses and viscera.
SuperVision of sanitation of plant and

equipment at all times.
Mark of Inspection on meat products.

Relnspectlon of meats that may have
deteriorated during handling.

Examination of all meat during processing.
Prohibition of false or deceptive labels.

Criminal penalties for Violations.
Authority to withdraw or deny Inspection

for noncompliance.
Under supervision unfit meats and meat

products condemned and destroyed for food
purposes.

Inspection financed by appropriated funds,
except for overtime. Industry reimburses
USDA for overtime.

Having a statute on the books does not In
Itself mean that a comprehensive meat In
spection program exists. The degree to Which
such statutes are Implemented varies from
State to State, and from time to time within
a State.
Observations in nonlederally inspected plants

The cooperation of State meat Inspection
officials paved the way for first-hand obser
vatIons In non-federally Inspected plants.

The Department's observations covered a
cross-section of slaughtering and meat
processing establishments. These varied In
size from small operatIons, employing one or
two persons, to large establtshments employ
Ing many persons. USDA representatIves
vIsited these plants, sometimes In the com
pany of State officials, sometimes alone.
Visits were made to establtshments In every
State, except Alaska, whether or not the State
provided for meat Inspection.

The observations covered some very fine
plants, With good construction, practicing
modem principles of sanitation, and using
trained Inspectors who were doIng a good Job.

However, In other establishments the re
verse was true--plants were poorly con
structed for maintenance of adequate sani
tation and operating without proper regard
for sanitation and InspectIon. The observa
tions revealed the presence of conditions and
practices not acceptable under Federal meat
Inspection standards. Such conditions and
practices were found In establtshments oper
ating In States with no Inspectlonal controls
of any kind; In some states where Inspec
tlonal controls were weak; and In stU! others
where inspection covered slaughterIng opera
tions but not the preparation of processed
meats.

Some of the worst conditions observed
Included:

1. Allowing edible portions of carcasses to
come In contact with manure, pus, and other
sources of contaminatIon during the dress
Ing operations.

2. Allowing meat food products during
preparation to become contaminated with
filth from improperly cleaned equipment and
factll ties.

3. Use of chemical additives and preserva
tives that would not have been permitted
under Federal meat Inspection.

4. Fatltng to use procedures to detect or
control parasites transmissible to man that

A review of the State laws reveats a lack
of uniformity In requirements from one State
to another. The laws vary widely wIth regard
to scope and the extent to whIch they are
Implemented In actual practice. Some States
have comprehensive laws, others provIde only
for ante-mortem and post-mortem Inspec
tion, and stm others provIde only for
licensing.

State
17 States have ante-mortem Inspection.
18 States have similar provisions.
25 States have varying sanitary requlre

ments.
27 States require marking Inspected prod-

ucts.
6 States provide for relnspectlon.

16 States have somewhat similar provisions.
16 States have somewhat slmUar pro-

visions.
28 States provide some penalties.
27 States-In varying degrees.

21 States Include some provision for con
trol of condemned meats.

9 States appropriate funds for entire cost
of Inspection. 8 States require Industry to
pay entire cost. 17 States share cost with
Industry.

would lead to diseases, such as trichinosis
and cysticercosis.

5. Use of Inspection and operating con
trols that were not sufficient to prevent pos
sible adulteration of meat food products dur
Ing theIr preparation, with SUbstances such
as water, gum, cereals, or sodium caseinate.

6. The use of false or deceptive labels and
packaging materials.

7. Fatllng to supervise destruction of ob
viously diseased tissues and spoiled, putrid,
or filthy materials.

8. Working without any Inspector, or with
unquaUfied and poorly trained Inspectors,
without adequate supervision.

Observers reported meat from sick or unfit
animals set aside In some plants for use In
preparing human food.
Extent to which department can certily State

services .
Federal standards are the minimum to as

sure the publtc a meat supply that Is safe,
wholesome, and truthfully represented. In
cooperating with the States In providing
meat Inspection servIces, the Department has
determined, as a result Of these findings, that
It can recognize those estabUshments that
meet Federal standards for sanItation In
plant operations, Wholesomeness of product,
and accuracy of labeUng.

In order for the Secretary to recognize and
certify an establishment, that establishment
will have to accept and use Federal standards,
which are the minimum for the pUblic In
terest. A number of establishments not now
Federally Inspected could quaUfy for certifi
cation with appropriate authorization on the
part of the Secretary. Public Law 87-718 pro
vides for cooperation with States In adminis
tration and enforcement of certain Federal
laws.

When the proposal for this law was re
ported out of committee, the House Commit
tee on Agriculture stated: "By granting au
thority to the Secretary of Agriculture to co
operate with the States, Congress does not
thereby authorize the Secretary to establish
Federal policy In accordance with State policy
nor to modify Federal polley or statutory pro
Visions. For example, should the Secretary
enter into an agreement to cooperate with a
State In carrying out Federal meat Inspection,
the eltglbtltty and sanitation requirements of
such Inspection would be those of the Federal
statute; the InspectIon would be Federal In-

spectlon, not State Inspection, even though It
might be carried out by a State employee;
and the Federal policy that meat Inspectton
may be done only by an employee pald with
public funds would be controlling."

Since the enactment of P.L. 87-718, the
Secretary has designated a Joint task force to
consider such cooperative arrangements. The
task force Includes Department personnel and
representatives of the NatIonal Association of
State Departments of Agriculture.

The Department already has strengthened
Its co-operation with States by providing
technical counsel, when requested, for gUid
ance to the States In Improving their meat
Inspection services. In addition, collaborators
have been appointed In 47 States to work
with the Meat Inspectton Division. These spe
cialists, Who are State employees and desig
nated by their own State agencies, are ap
pointed by the Secretary and without pay by
the Department. They are Invited to meetings
with Meat Inspectton Division personnel for
exchanges of professional and technical In
formation and views. Federal meat Inspection
officials also maintain 11alson with the State
collaborators at other times.
APPENDIX I-ADMINISTRATION AND COST OF

FEDERAL MEAT INSPECTION

Adequate administration of the Federal
Meat Inspection Act calls for the use of
trained Inspectors to perform specific duties
In carrying out the requirements of the law.
Of the 3,300 Federal meat Inspectors, nearly
800 are veterinarians-graduates from
schools and colleges of veterinary medlctne.
Their qualtficatlons for this demanding work
InclUde professional traIning in pathology,
chemistry, bacteriology, publtc health,
c11nlcal medicine, and related fields. This
training provides background and experi
ence for making an Informed JUdgment on
conditions of animal health, meat Whole
someness, and their effects on human health.

The assurance of safe, wholesome meats as
provided by the Meat Inspection Act costs
each consumer an average of 13 cents a
year. If all Inspection costs were charged
against the number of animals slaughtered,
the average would be only 22V:. cents per
animal for the 107 mlllton animals slaugh
tered last year under Federal Inspection.

Appropriated funds Increased from $9,160,
000 In 1947, to $24,216,000 In 1962. Of this
$15 mtl1lon Increase, $10.1 mllllon was used
to cover Pay Act Increases, and fringe bene
fits such as costs for employee health In
surance and Increases In retirement, as well
as Civil Service Commission reclassification
of positions.

Increases In per diem and mtleage allow
ances, Increases In costs for equipment and
rentals, and the general Increases In pay were
taken from funds provided :tor Increased pro
gram activities. Increased output per man
enabled the Meat Inspection DIvIsion to
function with a minimum Increase In staff
during the past 15 years. With an actual In
crease of only about eight percent In man
years, the DIvision Increased the number of
estab11shments served by 58 percent, and
cities and towns by 39 percent. DUring this
time the number of animals slaughtered
under Federal Inspection Increased by 27
percent and the pounds of meat processed by
63 percent.

The decentraUzatton of the meat packing
and processing Industry Is one of the most
significant factors In cost Increases. During
this period, the Department added 246 differ
ent clttes and towns and extended service
to 558 additional establishments. The num
ber o:t added plants coming under Federal In
spection In fiscal years 1957-1962 averaged
53 a year. In fiscal year 1963, the rate Is
about 30 percent greater. Plant production
went up between 1947 and 1962. The number
of animals slaughtered under Federal Inspec
tion Increased from 84 millton to 107 million,
and processed meat and meat :tood products
:trom 11 blllion to 18 bll110n pounds.
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9,214,424
336,557

1,524,398
495,834

10,324,132
379,852

Another significant change in the industry
is the accelerated trend to convenience foods.
These Include the ready-to-eat and ready-to
heat-and-serve items, such as frozen dinners,
meat pies, pizzas, and other specIalty dIshes.
As the industry wIdens the range of foods
otrered In this category, it Increases the num
ber of processing procedures and ingredients
for meat Inspectors to kIiow, and check.

InspectIon coverage for such a rapIdly ex
pandIng and changIng Industry has been
through:

1. Improvement In plant design at the
blueprInt stage for new or remodeled facm
ties to provide for the maximum use of per
sonnel.

2. Improvement of inspectional procedures
and sampling techniques.

3. ProvisIon of InspectIon coverage of plant
operatIons after an 8-hour day and for third
shIfts on an over-tIme basIs, for which time
the Government Is reimbursed by the packer.

APPENDIX U-WHY INSPECTION OF
PROCESSING?

The Federal Meat InspectIon Act Is ex
plicIt In Its requIrements covering: (1) the
InspectIon and examinatIon of meat food
products dUring preparation to assure fitness
for human food; (2) the elimination of unfit
products· from human food channels; and
(3) the prior approval of trade names to
assure that meat and meat food products
are not sold under false or deceptive names.
Federal Inspection Is required at any slaugh
terIng or meat processIng piant that prepares
product for Interstate or foreIgn commerce,
with only limited exceptions for retallers and
farm prepared products.

Processing Is the area of greatest potential
for adulteratIon, contaminatIon, and use of
meat that has become unsound through im
proper handlIng. Once processIng Is com
pleted, certain types of adulteration and de
terioration are aimost ImpossIble to detect.
ThIs also is the area in whIch industry faces
Its greatest pressures of competItIon. Short
cuts In procedures tend to accentuate the
potentials in meat and meat food prodUCts
for the use of practices and exIstence of con
dItions that may not be wholly acceptable
from the standpoInt of sanitation, whole
someness, and safety that the public has a
right to expect.

Meat Inspection procedures for activItIes
other than ante-mortem and post-mortem
InspectIon have specIfic purposes. Here are
selected. examples of these actIvItIes under
Federal Inspection:
A. Prevention Of diseases or parasitic condi

tions transmissible to man from meat or
meat food products
Trichinosis: TrIchInosIs Is an age-old dis

ease caused by a parasIte of carnIvorous ani
mals (Including man). It Is transmitted to
man generally through the consumptIon· of
raw or Improperly cooked pork muscle tIssue.
ThIs nematode Is microscopic in sIze and
cannot be detected by gross vIsual examina
tion durIng post-mortem inspectIon opera
tions.

Whlle only a small percentage of the hogs
produced In the United states are atrected
with thIs parasite, any relaxation of trIchInae
controls could expose large numbers of the
consuming public to thIs paIn-producIng
and sometIme death-producing parasIte.
This becomes Increasingly Important as con
sumer demands turn to the use of conven
ience foods, such as frozen meat dinners and
ready-to-eat sausages that are served In the
home after short perIods of cookIng at rela
tively low temperatures.

B. Prevention Of adulteration with
uninspected meat

Ante-mortem and post-mortem InspectIon
assure that the meat for food Is derIved from
healthy anlmills and Is sound and whole
some. All meats used in processed food prod
ucts In Federally . inspected establishments
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must orIginate from: (1) carcasses inspected
and passed by USDA veterInarians within a
given establishment's premises; (2) carcasses
from other Federally inspected establIsh
ments; and (3) Imported meat that has
passed U.s. inspection.

Federailnspection controis prevent the use
of unclean and unWholesome meat in the
processing operatIons. Inspection at this
stage is essential because certain adultera
tion cannot be detected once the processing
Is completed.

Last year, 22.2 million pounds of meat
that had been passed on ante-mortem and
post-mortem Inspection were condemned on
relnspection because of later deterioration,
and destroyed:
Tainted _
ltancid _
Molds or foreign odors _
Unsound canned goods _
Unclean or contaminated _
Miscellaneous _

Total 22,275,197

a. Prevention Of adulteration with unsafe
and unfit additives

Every year, new chemicals are developed
that will preserve, emulsIfy, soften, color, in
crease water-bindIng power or InhIbIt rancId
Ity of meat, and In many other ways aiter the
natural properties of meat. These are beIng
offered to the food Industry in ever increas
Ing numbers. Some of these are good and
represent progress in food technology. How
ever, some are known to be unsafe and the
safety of many others has not been estab
lished.

Normally, meat and non-sterile meat prod
ucts contain bacteria that enter or may be
deposited on meat through air, water, or han
dUng. Generally, they are of the spoilage
type; but toxin-formers or disease-producIng
bacterIa may also be present. Meats that are
prepared under gOOd sanitary operating con
dItIons, receIve proper handling, and are ade
quately refrIgerated wlll remain wholesome
for several days. Improper handling of prod
ucts, use of poor storage faclllties for prod
ucts, or use of excessIvely old meat Ingredi
ents produce changes in meat that are usual
ly detectable by the consumer. These changes
are brought about by an over-growth of spoil
age organisms. Their presence in meat In
large numbers can be detected by their prod
ucts of growth, such as odor, change in fiavor,
and change in meat color.

Normally, the spoilage bacteria grow more
abundantly and more rapidly than toxin or
dIsease-prOducing bacteria. Usually, theIr
products of growth delay or prevent normal
development of toxin and disease formers.
Therefore, whenever the normal growth of
spoilage organisms Is altered wIth chemIcal
preservatives or· antibiotics, the usual IndI
cations of spoilage may be absent. In this
way, meat products may appear to have nor
mal color, normal odor and fiavor-yet these
products, with preservatives but wIthout evI
dence of spoilage, may contain toxins or dis
ease-producIng organIsms.

Meat color can be improved by the use of
dyes or the addition of chemicals such as
sodium sulfite. Other chemicals, such as
benzoate compounds, would serve to act as
preservatives. These and other harmful prac
tices deceive the consumer by making the
product appear better than it really Is. The
use of harmful or otherwise unacceptable
additives can be successfully prevented only
by actions of trained inspectors having at
their disposal competent laboratory faclli
ties, such as those provided under the Fed
eral system.

AntIbiotics, such as aureomycIn (chlor
tetracyclIne), can be used as a substitute
for good sanitation and to mask spoilage.

Other reasons for excludIng antibiotics
from Federally inspected establishments are:

(1) AntibIotics inhibit some spoilage or-

ganisms while not inhibiting others that
might be harmful to consumers. ThIs de
prIves the consumer of normal spoilage char
acteristIcs for judging product that Is aged,
that has been grossly mishandled, or held
Without proper refrigeratIon.

(2) The use of antibiotics in foods could
encourage the development of resIstant or
ganisms in establishment personnel and on
product. (Some hospItals have had sImilar
experiences resulting from Widespread use
of penicillin.)

(3) The use of antIbIotics in foods presents
the posslblllty of sensItIzing or renderIng
large segments of the popUlatIon tolerant
to them so that their use for serious medical
needs would be nulllt1ed.

(4) AntIbIotics, such as aureomycin, in
food could damage normal bacterial fiora In
consumers.

D. Prevention Of adulteration with filth
Federal Inspectors, trained In prInciples of

meat hygiene, supply supervision of overall
plant operatIons to prevent the contamina
tion of processed meats with filth and un
sanitary practices. RelaXing, thinning, or
removing processing Inspection control, such
as provided under Federal meat Inspection,
would set the stage for contamination of our
meat supply with many kinds of filth.
E. Prevention Of use of adulterants that re

duce nutritional value
Federal inspection prevents the substItu

tion of inexpensive materials such as gums,
alglnates, and cereals to cut costs of pro
duction. Water, as an extender, Is the one
we have to watch most carefully. Laboratory
analysis is not a substitute for elIective in
spection that prevents deception from taking
place.
F. Prevention Of false or deceptive labeling

Label Inspection control !s essential for
effective application of composition stand
ards and to assure that the consumer re
ceives a meat or meat food product
accurately identified.

ALABAMA

Plant No..1
On July 28, 1967, during a vIsit to the

above named plant, the following was
observed:

The cooler fioor was dirty and had been
partially covered with brown paper to catcn
blood drippIngs. The cooler contained a
dressed hog with a sore on the sIde WhIch
had not been trimmed and several hogs with
excess hair. Boxed product was stored on the
fioor.

The cutting table and curing bins for cur
Ing dry salt meat were wooden, makIng It
impOSSible to properly clean them.

The dressing room had been cleaned and
was ready for use, but the hog de-hairer was
dirty as well as the cow skinning knife and
saws.

Plant NO.2
On July 28, 1967, the following was ob

served at the above named plant:
This small plant had dIrty fioors In the

processIng room, dirty meat cases where most
of their meat was stored, and the boning
table had dirty sides and legs. Water pipes
covered with brown paper were used to smoke
link sausage, and the ends of the pipe not
covered by paper showed an excessive amount
of buildup.

The door was opened to the kllling room
and I observed a dirty wall and a dirty
wooden table used in hog dressing.

ALASKA

Plant No.1
While in Alaska recently I vIsited the sub

ject plant whIch operates a meat fabricating
and sausage manufacturing business with
out any Inspection. ThIs Is a beautiful plant
bullt since the earthquake With all modern
staInless steel equIpment. The plant looks
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like It hadn't been cleaned properly since
they started. The working areas are congest
ed because of storage of cartons, spices, etc.
The employees were dressed in street clothes
and some of them were pretty dirty.

ARIZONA

Plant No.1
This plant is a beef slaughtering house

operating under the Arizona inspection sys
tem. The buildIng is in need of repair, espe
cIally where walls, doors, etc., have been
damaged. Meat handling procedures and
sanItatIon should be improved. SUght odors
of sewer gas were noted.

Plant NO.2
ThIs plant 15 a wholesale meat jobber as

well as a retailer (has outlet connected to
plant). Operates under the State of Arizona
meat inspectIon system. Building fairly new
but overcrowded. Cluttered wIth cans, pans,
equipment, etc. A great deal of room for
improvement on their sanitation.

Plant No.3
This plant Is a wholesale meat jobber and

conducts smokIng of hams. It is under the
state of Arizona Meat Inspection system.
This building is new, but facllities are inade
quate. Working areas are crowded. General
sanitation Is poor throughout. Smokehouse
area is cluttered with storage of boxes, paper,
bags, etc. Overall sanItatIon could be greatly
improved. No sterll1zers in the working areas.
Wooden tables are in use. EquIpment is in
adequately sanitized.

ARKANSAS

1. On August I, 1967, I contacted --
owner of the above firm. ThIs firm is not
under inspection. It conducts a small opera
tIon and custom slaughtering, a wholesale
and retail busIness. The dally volume capac
ity Is 35 head cows, and 20 head of hogs.
The owner claIms all inedible products are
hauled out and burned.

Plant facilities
1. No fly control measures instituted.
2. Small drain in slaughtering room floor

drainage clogged.
3. Cement fioor With cracks % inch deep

and approximately ~ inch Wide filled with
blood and manure.

4. Open celling in kill floor, cobwebs hang
ing from roof.

6. Lighting system not adequate.
6. No hand washing fac1l1ties in kllling

room.
7. Employees not prOVided with sterilizing

equipment for use when working on diseased
or contaminated carcasses.

8. Killing room not properly ventilated.
9. House employees' aprons were dirty. It

appeared that blood was caked on their
aprons and had never been washed. Also
their boots were filthy covered With blood
and manure.

10. Toilets were not equipped with ven
tilation; trash was accumUlatIng on the floor.
The toilets and urinal was dirty and
malodorous. They led directly to the boning
room.

2. On this date I contacted Mr. ---,
owner. This firm has sanitation inspection
only and it is ccnducted by the City Health
Department. The owner offered to take me
through the slaughtering plant. During this
tour the followIng observations were made:

All doors, Windows and entry-ways were
not screened and were completely open to the
outside, the butchers were just opening a
cow. This cow had not been skinned before
making the openIng. When the employee or
butcher had removed the viscera, he
"pitched" the liver over onto a wooden table
where 5 or 6 other livers were lying. When
It hit the table swarms of IDes fiew up from
the table. Mr. --- showed me the hog
dehairlng machine. When he turned It on
the fiies were so thick I had to move back

away from it. The machine had not been
sanitized and emitted a very foul odor.

The slaughtering room was not equipped
With hand washing facil1ties. Also no facil
ities were provided to sterilize equipment
when employees were working on diseased or
contaminated carcasses. All equipment in
slaughtering room constructed of wood and
was covered With' dried blood and manure.
There was only one small drain located in
the slaughtering room and it was clogged
With blood and manure. Employees were
dressed in plain work clothing wearing dirty
aprons and boots. One employee was cheWing
tobacco and expectorating frequently on the
fioor.

All tables In the boning room were also
constructed of wood. The surface of these
tables was worn. Grease, blood and particles
of meat were present. A strong offensive odor
was given off.

All meat trImmIngs were packed in waxed
pOUltry boxes that bore the Federal mark
of inspection and the U.SD.A. Grade A
mark. I called this to Mr. ---'s attention
and explained to him that this is a viola
tion of the Poultry Products Inspection Act
and the AgriCUlture Marketing Act. We then
went to the holding freezer. We observed
that all of the boxes were labeled as noted
above. Mr. --- then Instructed one of his
employees to remove all labeling from the
boxes In the cooler.

3. On this date I contacted --- owner
of the above firm. I was informed by
--- that they do not operate under City,
State or Federal inspection. This firm also
has attached to the slaughtering operation
a wholesale and retail store. Their daily
slaughtering consists of 15 head of cattle
and 10 hogs.
--- did not Invite me Into his slaughter

ing operations. Actually, when I asked him
if I could see how they killed their cattle
he said that he did not care to take me back
to the slaughtering room but said some
other time I came through he would gladly
show me his plant. After I left him I went
outside ---. I noticed ·two butchers or
employees driving cattle to the kill. These
employees were wading In mud and were
wearing very dirty aprons and dirty clothing.

CALIFORNIA

Limited progress has· been made in im
provement of California State Meat Inspec
tion since 1963. Some of the points Important
to SUbject are as follows:

1. Legislation to extend mandatory inspec
tion to counties with popUlation of less
than 28,000 has been enacted. However, to
this date, additional funds are not available
to provide for the extra inspectlonal coverage.

2. Numerous plants located around the
state reguiarly slaughter 4-D animals not
for human consumption. These plants oper
ate with little or no supervision and are an
ever present possible source of unwholesome
meat for human food in that there are no
requirements which provide for the dechar
acterization of the product produced.

3. Canned meat food product is produced
without any semblance of inspection on the
part of California State Meat Inspection. A
review of retort charts is made by the can
nery division of California Food & Drug but
no control is maintaIned over formulation
nor daily handling of product.

4. There is a real problem in CaUfornia
With plants which fabricate, bone or other
Wise handle meat product In such a manner
as to not constItute "processing". These
plants are chiefly engaged in supplying
hotels, restaurants, ship's stores, and insti
tutions. There is no meat inspection super
vision provIded for such plants nor for
"locker plants." SanItation and product
handling in such plants is often very poor.

5. The City of San Francisco is the last re
maining City Inspection (state approved).
ThIs so called "inspection" Is done by the

City Health Department and leaves much to
be desired.

In our opinion, California State Meat in
spection personnel do a very creditable job
considering inadequate laws, insumcient per
sonnel and money.

No real progress has been made since 1963.

Plant NO.1
This SUbject plant is a Wholesale jobber

With a retail outlet located on the side. The
only inspection furnished is "sanitation" fur
nished by the Los Angeles County Health
Department which is not on a day-to-day
basis. The bullding is fairly new and in good
condition. The coolers could stand some
cleaning. The working area was covered with
saWdust. Under the working tables was an
assortment of "junk". Equipment was dIrty
and the area lacked sterilizers for the men's
knives.

Plant No.2
SUbject canning company operates with

normal business permit, inspection furnished
by the Los Angeles County Health Depart
ment. The operation is located in a building
that is falling apart. It is infested with files,
cockroaches, and rodents since there are
many openings located around the structure.
Storage facilities are lacking, everything is
out in the open. The cutting table where the
tripe is cut is an old board, splinters are visi
ble. The cooler is small, product is stacked
on top of open containers, the whole place
smells bad, the stench is terrible. There is
nothing to help keep the operatIon clean, no
semblance of sanitation.

Plant No.3
SUbject meat company operates under the

supervision of the State of California Meat
Inspection Bureau, their number is ---
and they are a wholesale jobber.

The walls and floors of the building are
in need of repair. There are wooden top
tables used in the cutting and boning rooms.
There are no sterlUzers located in the work
ing area for the employees. Procedures in
handling the meat are not correct. Cooler
doors were left open allowing the cooler to
get warm. Equipment needs to be cleaned.
Edible and inedible receptacles need to be
clearly marked and identified.

Plant No.4
This canning company operates with a

regUlar business permit. Inspection is fur
nished by the Los Angeles County Health
Department. The operation is located in a
building that is falling apart. It is infested
With 111es, cockroaches, and rodents. There
are many openings located around the struc
ture. Storage fac1l1t1es are lacking and every
thing is out in the open•.The cutting table
Where the tripe is cut· is an old board with
splinters that are visible. The cooler is too
small; product is stacked on top of open
containers. The stench is terrible. There is
nothing to help keep the operation clean, no
semblance of sanitation.

COLORADO
Plant No.1

On the morning of July 29, 1967, I visited
sUbject firm which is a processing plant only.
The man at the chopper had a cigarette in
one hand and was picking his nose with the
other. Without washing his hands he [put]
his hand into the comminuted product.
felt the texture, and then added more ice
Into the mixture without any effort to weigh
the Ice. There is no processing inspection
conducted In the cIty visited although their
labels bear legends stating the plant is state
approved and inspected.

The cooler celUngs and walls were covered
With dirt, blood, fat, and black mold. The
cutting tables in the beef cooler had big
cracks and were sour smelling. A man was
wrapping up pork shoulder picnics, dropped
one in the sawdust on the floor, picked it
up ·andwiped it off with a' dirty sour rag.
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He then placed the picnic in a used poultry
box· which still bore the marks of federal
inspection and grading.

I demonstrated to management how these
marks must be removed or obliterated, and
advised them of the violation involved and
the penalty involved for such misuse of the
marks of federal inspection and grading.

Hams and frankfUrters were being re
moved from the smokehouse and I did not
witness anyone taking temperatures of these
products.

Plant NO.2
On July 25, 1967 I reviewed subject firm

whUe checking on an alleged violation the
Meat Inspection Act by one of subject firm's
distributors.

Since this plant does not slaughter, only
processes and fabricates meats, it Is not sub
ject to inspection and consequently sanitary
conditions are very poor. Beef was being
broken on an open dock by a dirt road in 95·
weather. There were files on the meat and
there was no attempt to keep fiies out of the
plant. Drums of bones and meat scrap were
covered with maggots. I picked up a used
meat box and a large cockroach flew right
into my face. Mr. Davis admitted using used
meat and poultry boxes and was surprised
when I advised him that the marks of fed
eral inspection and or grading must be re
moved or obliterated before these boxes are
acceptable for use.

I saw water being added to pork sausage
and ground beef. The men lugging beef wore
no protective covering over their street
clothes.

Plant No.3
On July 28, 1967, I surveyed subject plant.

This plant slaughters and processes meat.
The slaughtering is inspected but the proc
essing part of the business is not inspected. I
talked with one of the owners Who at first
was non cooperative and resentfUl of my
presence in the plant. When I noticed he was
reusing a meat box bearing the marks of in
spection of a federally inspected plant, I
called his attention to section 8 of the Meat
Inspection Act and advised him of ti~e pos
sible penalty for such violation of the Meat
Inspection Act. Upon receipt of this infor
mation Mr, Stauffer· became a little more
cooperative.

Meat being· processed into sausage items
such as frankfurters. and braunschweiger
was not clean. Some of the pork trimmings
contained skin with hog hair stlll on them.
The coolers were dirty and the cel11ng was
covered with mOUld. The odor of the place
upset my stomach. Cereal and nonfat dry
milk was being added to product grease. due
to a faUlty gasket directly into comminuted
product. The entire plant had more of the
appearance of an inedible plant than an
edible producing plant.

Plant No.4
On the evening of July 28, 1967, at sub

ject plant I noticed three cows in the hold
ing pens. One cow, a Holstein, had a large
swollen udder with what appeared to be
infected with mastitis. The second cow ap
peared to be emaciated. and the third was a
"cancer eye" with part of the skull around
the eye eaten away with cancer and infection.
Outside of the killing fioor there lay a large
Hereford bUll with a broken leg.

On the morning of July 29. 1967, I visited
sUbject plant and the cancer eyed cow. and
the cow with the infected udder had already
been slaughtered and were hanging on the
rail in front of the cooler. They had just
killed the emaciated looking cow and it was
laying on the fioor. The bull with the broken
leg was stUl laying outside the killing fioor.
The plant was a former wooden army bar
racks. converted. It was in very bad condi
tion. The walls and ceUings were of a porous
type of material similar to celotex, but was
so crusted with blood and filth that it was

difficult to ascertain what the material ac
tuallywas.

Plant No. 5
This plant is very old and rundown. Sani

tary conditions are far from adequate. Trucks
and drums had the appearance of being re
used over and over without ever cleaning
them. Pipes were fiaking rust into meat prod
uct. The walls and cellings were dirty and
mouldy. The fioors were dirty with poor
drainage. There was no effort to control the
fly problem and there was strong evidence
of vermin and roaches. This company too
was advised of the requirements for re-uslng
cartons bearing the marks of Federal Meat
inspection.

Plant No.6
On July 28, 1967 review of SUbject firm dis

closed a small slaughtering and fabricating
plant. The premises outside and the rooms
inside could only be described as utterly
filthy. Evidence of roaches and vermin was
quite prevalent. There was no attempt made
to control flies from entering the building.
Water supply appeared to be from a well and
the plant Is located in a slum area where out
side toilets are prevalent.

Although SUbject firm was not slaughtering
at the time of my visit, the state livestock
inspector at Pueblo. Colorado, stated that
SUbject often slaughters 4-D type cattle.

Plant No.7
During the evening of JUly 28, 1967, I ob

served the exterior premises of subject firm.
To the rear of tlie building there was a dirt
driveway. There were pUddles of bloody,
manure filled, stagnant water. Drums which
appeared to be for use of Inedible material
were stacked near the rear of the building.
Rats were working in the drums, and trash
incinerator. As I watched I noticed a rat
enter the part of the bUilding which appeared
to be the killing floor. The exterior of the
building was wood and tin.

On the morning of July 29. 1967, I visited
SUbject firm. It was more than evident that
there had been no attempt to clean the
place up from the previous day's business.
The employee showing me through the plant
attempted to explain that they never clean
up until the beginning of the new day. The
floor in the slaughtering room was rough
broken cement, with very poor drainage.
There were pools of rancid water, blood and
manure on the floor. In the fabricating room
they were breaking beef, grinding, and cut
ting steaks. The band saw had not been
cleaned for several days and the bone dust
in the bottom of the saw was filled with
maggots. In the assembly room, I noticed
rat droppings and tracks on boxes and wrap
ping paper and in the sawdust on the fioor.
They were not slaughtering at the time of
my visit and management informed me that
their meat inspector (city) only came around
when they slaughtered.

I noticed that they were re-using meat
and poultry boxes to pack their meat in.
Closer observation disclosed that they were
not removing the marks of federal Inspection.
I demonstrated to management how these
marks must be removed or obliterated, and
advised them of the violation and penalty
involved for such misuse of the marks of
federal inspection.

Plant No.8
This plant has very poor drainage, sanitary

conditions are deplorable, and the place can
be smelled long before you get near It.

Rats, roaches, and files have the run of the
place. Hosing down of the killing fioor was
being done with cold water. No means avail
able for sterilizing equipment and tools.

FLORIDA

Plant No.1
This establishment produces most of its

meat for human food. It operates with 3 men
and 2 standby girlS.

Average dog food meat produced Is only
300 to 400 Ibs. per month~bout 5,000 100.
per year. Also slaughters (in addition to
cattle) 6 to 10 goats and sheep per year.

Obtains 4D cattle from farms (20 mlle
limit) and from the •.. says he wiU not take
old deads-must be able to bleed. Limits
pick-Ups to about 20 miles because he can
not use meat that has started to deteriorate.
Does not pay for 4D animals.

He sells 4D meat in the form of ground
beef. It appears edible-very nice looking
hamburger. Does not decharacterize.

Plant No.2
We asked --- to present us to the in

spector, and he told us the Inspector was not
in-they come and go unannounced. I In
quired when an inspector had last visited
the plant. --- was sure one had come to
the plant Wednesday (6 days ago), and
thought one might have visited the plant
the previous day. His 4D meat seUs for 15¢ lb.

Labeling of his ground meat for dog food
does not comply with Florida law-"Dog
Food" in longhand on the packages is the
only labeling.

IDAHO

Inspection of N.F.I. meat product in the
state of Idaho Is at a low ebb. Due to the
recent dismissal of the former Chief, --
it Is reported that morale is at an all time
low and little or nothing is being done.

It Is our information that meat inspec
tion In Idaho has regressed since 1963.

Plant No.1
Unclean beef In cooler. Sanitation on kill

ing fioor poor. Inadequate lighting in slaugh
ter area. Laminated boards in use on boning
tables. Celllng and loose paint throughout
plant. Flies in and around loading dock and
Shipping area.

Plant NO.2
Scaling and loose paint throughout plant.

Inadequate lighting in some areas. Cooler
doors and jambs badly in need of repair.
Beef carcasses rubbing wall with loose paint.
Unclean beef (ingesta and hair) in cooler.
Sausage material cooler badlY In need of
cleaning. Laminated boards used on boning
tables. Flies on loading dock and shipping
area.

Plant No.3
Cattle being washed before hide removed.

Head meat contained large amounts of hair
and manure. Water pressure not adequate.
Wash basin inoperative-no soap or towels.
WaUs throughout plant With block mold
loose and scaling paint. Condemned stamped
carcass in cooler not decharacterized. Calf
carcasses in cooler very dirty. Beef carcasses
in cooler dragging in saWdust. Meat being
processed on broken plywood edible lard
stored in basement in sump pump area. No
doors on tank room from killing floors. Sour
musty smeU throughout plant. Sanitation
very poor. Meat gondolas and tubs broken
rusty. Hog heads in cooler awaiting boning
very dirty.

INDIANA

Plant No.1
Pork and beef cutting room-Here again

the equipment was contaminated and rusty.
Walls and overhead ceiling needed repalr
cutting boards were slivered, etc. The kill
floors, both cattle and swine. were old. The
equipment badly in need of repair. The
equipment, such as splitting saws, the hog
viscera table and aU the associated equip
ment on the floors were badly In need of
cleaning. Again no hand washing facillties
or sterllizers were to be found in the work
areas.

Plant NO.2
Boning room-greasy meat scraps every

where--saws, knives, steels very dirty. Table
tops filthy. Walls in bad shape. construc
tion and sanitation poor.
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highly contaminated. The walls, ce1l1ng,
fioors, were filthy, fly covered; in fact, every
thing Visible was badly in need of a thorough
cleaning. This area, like the previous ones,
had no sterilizers or hand washing faCilities.
This plant, without a doubt, is in need of
some type of an inspection program that will
assure the consumer some protection against
a product manufactured under such un
sanitary conditions.

This plant was recommended as part of
this survey by USDA Meat Inspector, --
who with 40 years of meat inspection claimed
"the dirtiest plant I've seen in 40 years."

LOUISIANA

Plant No.1
Throughout the plant very unsanitary

practices in handling meat or meat product
were noticed. Accumulation of rubbish was
evident in the box storage area and corridors.
The entire plant had a very unpleasant
musty odor. Numerous files were seen in the
kill floor. In the back of the building there
was a collection of dented, mthy, foul smell
ingdrums.

Plant No.2
The above is a pork curing and salting

operation.
Observations: Procedures employed by the

persons handling these pork products was
very unsanitary. Fresh hams that are being
salted are stacked against the walls in the
cooler. Four inch high tile brick is used as
a "container" for these hams. The flrst row
of hams were being contaminated With the
water splashed from the fioor. The fioor is
very uneven, four or five water (mUddy)
puddles were noticed in this cooler.

Wooden barrels (originally containers for
olives) are used to hold the pickled hams.
The nine or ten barrels in this room were
observed to be thick with slime, inside and
out. The steelbands could not be seen for
the rust that covered them.

The shovels, scales, metal meat trucks, and
all the equipment used at this plant is rusty
and filthy. Condensation prevails throughout
this establishment.

Plant No.3
This is a Louisiana State inspected estab

lishment, ---. The kill fioor equipment
and layout appear to be acceptable, with the
exception of the llghtlng Which was very
poor.

The rest of the plant is old and visibly
filthy. All •of the walls are .stained With
greenish slime caused by humidity and con
densation. The sausage manufacturing room
has a very low ce1l1ng (approx. 6Y. feet high)
partly covered with plywood. Unprotected
light bulbs were observed in all working de
partments. The grinder, chopper, mixer and
all other utensils used in the manufacture of
meat products is old, rusty, and dirty and
appears repulsive. Contamination of the food
prodUCts prO(1uced at this plant is inevitable.

Beef lungs and condemned beef livers were
being loaded into the bed of an open piCk-Up
truck. No decharacterizatlon of this material
was performed. It was stated that these prod
ucts were going to a mink farm to be used as
feed for minks.

MASSACHUSETTS

All the above mentioned plants are located
in Massachusetts, a State that does not have
a meat inspection program. None of the
plants mentioned receive any regUlatory
supervision. As far .as I know, visits are
made to the plants by State Inspectors only
occasionally, and then only to adVise them
of the labeling requirements.

The owners and operators of the plants are
placed on their honor to supervise the manu
facturing processes, and the heating of pork
prodUCts to arrest the action of trichina.

Products from all the plants mentioned,
have been ·observed in most markets and

Plant No.4
This plant has a complete operation except

canning. It operates under Kansas State In
spection. I visited with --- one of the
brothers who operates the plant and he
agreed to conduct me on a tour of the prem
ises. I found the cutting boards in the boning
room filthy-food with accumulated grease
and blood. No sterllizers were observed. The
walls and ceilings recently painted showed
e,idence of fat and blood on them. The kill
ing fioor ally rails and overheads were dirty
with accumulated dirt and grease. Only one
sterilizer was seen for the entire kill fioor.
The kll! was not in operation at the time.

In the sausage formulating room no provi
sion for refrigeration. The floor was cracked
and pitted. The smokehouses were dirty with
accumulated carbons and grease. sausage
racks and sticks were very dirty.

Outside areas were graveled and dusty. A
great deal of work is necessary before this
plant would meet Federal standards.

KENTUCKY

Plant No.1
This flrm operates under the inspection

program of the State of Kentucky. Able to
slaughter 100 head of cattle or 300 head of
hogs but not on the same day. Plant man
ager --- conducted the plant tour.

Shipping and receiving.-The area was in
fested with flies, meat scraps, and accumulat
ed grease covered the floors. The celllng and
the covers for the rolling doors facing the
street had been painted, was peeling and
badly needed scraping and cleaning. The
rollers with hooks for the shipping and re
ceiving of cattle carcasses were greasy and
rust covered and hung on an old barrel for
storage. A saw and meat cleaver used to cut
and chop the sides of beef was hanging on
hooks that probably had not been cleaned
since hung on the wall.

Coolers were in a slightly better condition,
loose paint, greasy rusty ralls, and the floor
grease packed. The break-Up area, equip
ment, tables, grinders, saw and under the
saw table rusty and contaminated. Ante
mortem and inedible rendering areas were
in a fllthy condition. Apparently it is accept
ed by the plant that since they are as such,
Uttle or no clean up is necessary to make
these areas sanitary. Both areas lead out to
the street and the city and. state should be
more interested in a more positive control to
keep files, odors and vermin to minimum.

Plant No. 2
This firm operates under the inspection

program of the State Of Kentucky. ---,
Foreman, conducted the tour.

Shipping and receiving.-8mall docks with
porch like structure overhead, exposed to the
elements. The walls, floors, pillars, and the
immediate area on and around the dock were
littered with paper, meat scraps, etc. There
were containers stacked on the dock for use
in the plant. These were encrusted with
grease and filth from previous use; swarms
of flies were everyWhere. No refuse barrels
were present and by the looks of the imme
diate area they do not use them. The area
around the livestock yards; receiving and
shipping docks had pot holes fllled with
water. Little is done to keep this area free
from contamination. Sausage cooler small
room, low overhead, poorly lighted, floor
badly needed cleaning, dirty celllng with
loose paint hanging. The containers hold
ing meat and the rack trucks located in
the room were in need of cleaning. No refuse
barrels or containers were present for the
disposal of contaminated product.

Kill beef and swine.-This area was ob
served after the normal cleaning was con
ducted from the previous kill. The room is a
small, poorly lighted, poorly ventilated, overly
crowded room. The equipment, scalding tub.
dehairing machine, etc., outdated, rusty,

Plant No.3
This plant has both an edible and inedible

operation. The edible side operates under the
Kansas State Health Department. The in
edible operation is licensed by the Kansas
State Livestock Sanitary Commission. This
means that dead animals are picked up and
boned for dog food. When I visited the plant
I found the edible side not in operation. Flies
were numerous with no provision made to
keep them out. The edible and inedible opera
tions are conducted in separate buildings
which are only a few feet apart. On the out
side of the Inedible building I found lying on
the ground the viscera and hide from an ear
lier slaughtering operation. I could not tell
if the viscera and hide were from a dead
animal or not.

It is hard for me to understand the ap
proval from the state for operations such
as this in such close proximity.

Plant No.2
This plant operates under Kansas State In

spection. I was conducted on a tour of the
plant by owner. This plant slaughters only
cattle, with a beef boning operation. The kill
was not in operation at the time of my visit.
No sterllizers were found on the filling fioor
or in the beef boning room. Ralls were so low
that many cattle were dragging the fioor.
Walls and ceilings were dirty. In the boning
room equipment needed sanitation In the
very worst way. The cutting boards were
very dirty with accumUlated blood and
grease. FUes were in great abundance because
the door from the cooler to the dock was not
screened, or with any other adequate fiy pro
tection. This plant would never meet Federal
requirements.

Plant No.1
This plant operates with Grading Service.

Cattle are slaughtered primarlly with a few
hogs being killed each week. This plant is
clean, has good facllities, and adequate fly
protection. At the time of my visit cattle were
being killed but no Veterinary or Lay Inspec
tor was evident. The plant operates under
Kansas State Inspection. Federal Meat In
spection officials have been contacted regard
ing future Federal Inspection.

The lack of adequate post mortem waB
about the only undesirable feature of this
plant.

KilUng area in need of cleaning, rust and
grease.

In all of the above areas no hand washing
facilities or sterilizers were observed.

IOWA

Plant No.1
Made the following observations at this

plant:
Poor sa.nitatlon and housekeeping.
Some wooden floors and equipment.
Believed to slaughter cripples and downers

at times.
Plant NO.2

I made the following observations at this
plant:

Old and poorly maintained bullding.
Poor sanitation, especially floors.
Walls difficult to clean.
Overcrowded conditions.

Plant No.3
Hog slaughtering, curing, smoking, sau

sage making.
Processing is performed on second floor of

farm building.
I observed the following during two visits

to this farm:
Overcrowded conditions for all operations.
Some wooden tables used.
EqUipment difficult to clean.
Improper handling of inedible material.
Low rails.
Poor sanitation evident.

KANSAS
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supermarkets in the Eastern half of Massa
chusetts.

On the 2 days that I observed these plants
the weather was hot and humid. and fUes
were prevalent at all locations.

MICHIGAN

Plant No.1
A state of Michigan meat inspection pro

gram has been in etIect for nearly two years.
Slaughtering operations are supervised by
the State of Michigan Livestock Division
whUe processing operations are under the
jurisdiction of the Food Iilspection Service.
State olllcials are quick to point out that
Michigan requirements are "tougher than
federal." They refer to state stipulations for
Michigan Grade 1 sausage products and fat
content of ground beef.

Surveys of state supervised plants reveal
an abundance of wooden equipment, rusted
galvanized containers and frequent direct
contamination of product. Michigan places
edible and inedible material in the same
cooler not susceptible of being cleaned and
hardly suitable for inedible product storage.
Flies infest the shipping area and excessive
wooden equipment remains in use. The last
survey at --- in --- revealed he had
no supply of hot water for cleanup opera
tions. Thomasma Sausage Company in Grand
Rapids and --- Michigan used 4-D beef
supplied by --- for a long period of time
untll the raid by the State Attorney General
in September, 1966.
--- operate under a unique system. The

firm slaughters and prepares a limited num
ber of comminuted prodUCts in quarters at
the front of the premises. .rust a few feet to
the rear a 4-D operation is conducted. Adver
tisements for 4-D animals may be found in all
local paper&C-except the town in which the
operation is conducted. State authorities
seem aware of the 4-D operation and its
proximity to areas reserved for human food
production. No diversion of unWholesome
meat from the 4-D operation is suggested. It
is suggested that the operation is highly sus
ceptible to diversion and certainly not de
sirable. A slaughterer at --- Michigan
uses 11me as a dehairing agent in his hog
dressing operation.

In July, 1965, --- faced trial at Mar
quette. Michigan on charges of having of
fered non-federally inspected meats for
interstate movement from Michigan to Wis
consin. The presiding jUdge permitted testi
mony by company olllclais' informing the
jury that the neW State of Michigan meat
inspection law enforced regulations more
stringent .than those of the federal govern
ment and that under this state law meat
prodUCts prepared by Vollwerth would be
permitted to move in interstate commerce.
Examination of the facts, examination of
sanitary conditions and processing controls
under State of Michigan meat inspection
programs hardly bears out this court
testimony.

MINNESOTA

Plant No.1
In the sausage packing room there were

many tables of wood 'construction exhibiting
large cracks which were not conclusive to
good sanitation.

It was also noted that fiies were qUite nu
merous in the plant. especially in the chop
ping and grinding area. With the number
present it is quite logical to assume the pos
siblllty that a few could find their way into
the product.

Plant No.2
There was no examination of live animals

prior to slaughter. Neither was there any
post-mortem inspection. The lymph nodes
were not examined and the animals were
eviscerated Without any indlcation of inspec
tion.

Swine were being slaughtered at the time
ot my visit. They were not made free trom

dirt. hair. Or scurf during the scalding and
dehairing operation. The toe nails were not
removed but left on the carcass.

The viscera was dropped on the floor. The
liver and the heart was then separated and
washed in a barrel of water. They were then
hung on a metal rack. The rack had been
painted and was peeling badly. There was an
accumulation of dried blood on the rack of
probably several weeks duration.

Hand washing faclllties were present on
the kllling fioor and I noted that they were
being used. There was an adjacent toilet
room Which opened directly to the kUling
fioor and the door was standing open. Open
ings Into the plant were adequately screened
and no flies were present on the kill.

Plant NO.3
I ascertained that only a small percentage

of animals received antemortem inspection;
the Inspector examIned only those animals
which were in the holdIng pens prior to the
beginning of slaughtering operations. As a
result the inspector dId not have the benefit
of antemortem findIngs or observations to
assist in makIng proper post-mortem dIs
positIons In many cases.

Plant No.4
Ante-mortem examInation was not being

conducted. It is my understandIng that any
anImals which can leave the South st. Paul
Stockyards will be receIved and slaughtered
without an ante-mortem InspectIon at the
tIme at slaughter. At the time of my vIsit
the anImals In the holdIng pens dId not show
any evidence of dIsease. Dead anImals are
pIcked up by outsIde rendering faclllties.

The room in WhIch the viscera was sep
arated and the heads boned was Uttered wIth
extraneous material such as several cass
of empty soft drInk bottles, empty grease
cans, etc. There was no evIdence of vermin
or files, however, the doors were not ade
quately screened.

BonIng operations were being performed
on three butcher blocks which were fastened
together. They were not, nor could they have
been, properly cleaned. The meat band saw
and meat grinder were both dirty and hadn't
been properly cleaned for some time. They
were both located in the beef cooler which
had at least one Inch ot sawdust on the fioor
and no drain.

A very small amount of sausage is pro
duced. It is all sold in the retaU market in
connectIon With thIs buUding. There was
none being made the day of my vIsit, but the
area in which the operation took place was
also cluttered and In a very unsanItary
condition. The inspector informed me that
as none of the sausage was sold in MInneap
olIs they did not inspect that part of the
plant.

The butchers in the slaughtering depart
ment impressed me as being the type who
with the proper direction would have per
formed in an acceptable manner. It appeared
to be a case of not being informed of proper
dressing procedure.

Plant No.5
This market also makes sausage for re

tall. The slaughtering room was small and
cluttered with unusable articles. The sani
tatIon was very bad, all the equipment was
filthy dIrty and rusty. The processIng room
was cluttered with boxes and the floor was
dirty with old saWdust. In general, thIs es
tablishment should not have been operating
for human consumption.

This establishment is state licensed.
Plant No.6

ThIs plant Is operated by --- and he in
turn does contract work for a restaurant
chaIn in the area, whIch consists of cuttIng
up fryers for use in restaurants.

This work is performed in an adjoining
bulldlng and in a room, very warm room,
which has no refrigeration. The fUes were

thick in the place, the poultry boxes were
dripping wet and the table and other equip
ment filthy. Mr. --- stated he had no
room in the locker plant Itself and had to
do the cuttIng up of fryers in the adjoin
Ing room.

The Slaughter room was dirty as was the
equlpment. Flies were present and there
were no sterlllzing facUities.

The Establishment Is State LIcensed.
Plant No.7

This market also slaughters under the
State of Minnesota License and is Inspected
periodIcally by the state Inspector. Process
Ing and sausage makIng is done at this place
in Montgomery, Minnesota.

ThIs establishment has given the State
Authorities a consIderable amount of trouble
In the past. The owner is in the habIt of go
Ing out to auctIon markets and to farmers
and buying distressed animals for slaughter.

The slaughterIng place burned out last
winter and he now kills In a neighboring
town.

The processing is done In the rear of the
store and this Is perhaps one of the filthiest
places In whIch meat products are made.

The cooler is absolutely filthy, pans. tubs,
and other contaIners have meat for cure, all
in filthy condition. Two large wooden barrels
are filled wIth meat In cure for sausage and
are just plain filthy. A grInder was observed
hanging In the cooler and this had not been
cleaned at all.

The room for makIng the sausage was
cluttered wIth all kInds of boxes and other
empty contaIners. Cellings were dIrty and
shelves were full of unused materIals not for
sausage makIng. The equipment was In very
filthy conditIon. Nothing was done to keep
fiies or rodents out.

Yet, people bUy the product from the re
tall store out front.

MISSISSIPPI

Plant No.1
This plant slaughters and processes.
FacUities: Overcrowded. HangIng product

bumped by vehIcles. Dry storage needed racks.
Some outsIde openings were not screened.
Plant old and in poor repaIr. LIghtIng inade
quate.

EquIpment: CUttIng and boning tables
rusty and dirty. Storage racks of wood and
in bad repaIr. Product transfer trucks in poor
condItIon. CUring faclllties made of wood
and In bad conditIon.

SanItatIon: Sanitation was not good. Ob
viously, congestIon hampered clean-up. Some
employees working with product without
head coverIng. Employee clothing was not
clean. One employee smoking In product
room.

Premises: ConsIderable debrIs around. Fly
breedIng material in some places.

MISSOURI

Plant No.1
This plant Is operated by Herb GorIn and

operates under the Kansas CIty MissourI
Health Department InspectIons. Cattle
slaughter and bonIng operations are con
ducted here on a small scale. He Is well
known In the Kansas CIty MIssourI Stock
Yards for hIs purchases of Cancer eyed and
other distressed cattle. I have vIsited thIs
plant on preVious occasions and have never
seen a Veterinary Inspector or Lay Inspector
present during kllling operations. Con
taIners for meat appear to be reused con
stantly wIthout the benefit of being cleaned.
On one occasIon boneless meat from this
plant was condemned at the Allled Meat
Company, Kansas City, Missouri for filth and
contamInation. Allied Meats operates with a
Certificate of Exemption. This condemnation
was made by the Kansa~ City MissourI Health
Department after It was called to their at
tention by a Federal Meat Inspector. No re
frigeratIon was provIded for the bonIng
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room. Equipment, Including boning tables
was filthy. Poor housekeeping Is evident.
Floors are accumulated with grease and
blood. The area outside the buUdlng Is un
paved with loose gravel and dusty areas.

This plant would never meet the require
ments for Federal Inspection.

Plant No.2
I visited this plant recently, and noted

the following:
Very old bUilding and equipment; reason

able sanitation Is next to impossible. Suspect
that cripples and downers are sometimes
slaughtered here. Low ralls. No Inspection of
any kind.

Plant NO.3
Observed the following at this plant:
Very low ralls, slaughterhouse and cooler.
Overcrowded conditions.
No Inspection of any kind.
Large dressed hog hanging from rail in

cooler had shoulders touching fioor. Carcass
had not bled properly, Indicating possible
dying condition at time of slaughter. Car
cass also had strong odor. I notified the Sani
tarian of the PUlaski County Health Unit
at Crocker, Missouri, who handled disposi
tion of the carcass.

Plant NO.4
I visited this plant recently. Noted vUe

odors, surrounding the premises. Some dete
rioration of building and equipment. Some
wooden equipment. Low ralls; poor sanita
tion.

Plant NO.5
In many areas screens were not In place

and the files were very much In evidence.
Most equipment was rusty and In need of
maintenance. Several wooden tlerces Used
for curing hams were very dirty and many
spl1nters were seen on the Inside. In one area
several employees were seen reworking fat
trimming. The odor from the trimmings
which WElTe sour was noticeable from several
feet away. When I questioned one of the em
ployees about their use, he said they were
just about right for product.

This Is one of the filthiest plants I have
ever been In.

Plant No.6
This plant has a complete operation except

canning. It operates under Joplin, Missouri,
Health Dept. Inspection. I met Howard Qualls,
manager, and he agreed to take me on a tour
Of the plant. Floors are cracked and pitted.
Ralls In the kill and coolers are not high
enough to prevent long carcasses from drag
ging. Beef were being killed and the veteri
nary Inspector was present In his street
clothing. He did no Incising of glands or
palpating. I never did see him touch a car
cass or any viscera. No sterilizers were visible.
Walls and ceilings were reasonably clean.

This plant has grading services. The lack
Of adequate post mortem Inspection seemed
to be the most glaring fault.

Plant No.7
This firm does no slaughtering. It Is a

sausage and ham processing plant, and oper
ates under the Kansas City, Missouri, Health
Department. I was conducted on a tour of
the plant. The ceilings, walls and fioors are
dirty, With flaking paint In many places In
cluding overheads. Cement floors of many
holes and cracks and poor housekeeping Is the
rule rather than the exception. Wooden bar
rels used for ham storage are dirty both In
side and out. The coolers are conjested and
very dirty with an accumulation of fat, blood
and mold. This firm has a history Of previous
retail sampUng which analysis revealed ex
tenders and binders In excess of 8% and a
considerable amount of added water In ex
cess of Federal regulation. The sausage for
mulating room has an extremely high tem
perature and smoke houses were extremely
dirty.

MONTANA

Plant No.1
The general appearance of premises, badly

In need of cleanup. A lot of junk equipment
and old lumber around the outbuildings and
livestock pens.

Cutting and processing room, with wood
tables and benches In need of cleaning, one
particular bench used for cutting was water
sodden and very dirty giving off a foul odor.
Accumulation of jUnk, used boxes, and old
material In room. Some files in evidence In
room. Cement fioor In need of thorough
cleaning, due to grease spots and dirt accu
mUlation. Meat slicer not cleaned thoroughly
for some time.

The smoke and curing room and vestibule
was really filthy dirty, With accumulated
junk and equipment. A small wooden wall
and ceiling cooler used for smoked products
In very bad shape, With some mold showing.
Wooden shelves In this room, rotten and
very dirty-is used to store cured hams and
bacons.

Three carcasses Of beef and two carcasses
of hogs hanging In aging cooler appeared
satisfactory. The room had old dirty sawdust
on cement fioor, which showed an accumu
lation of blood drippings. Wood walls and
ceilings water sodden and gave off a stale
odor.

NEBRASKA

Plant NO.1
During the time that --- were oper

ating the firm, it was Issued a letter of warn
Ing regarding the misuse Of some label1ng
material bearing marks of federal meat in
spection. The firm was also a supplier of
uninspected frankfurters bearing an "all
meat" label, Which frankfurters were being
sold to a holder of a certificate of exemption
In ---, and upon a sample being submitted
to a Meat Inspection Laboratory,lt was found
to contain a percentage of extenders.

Within the last several years, the plant
has Inquired at the --- meat Inspection
olfice relative to obtaining a certificate of
exemption from federal meat inspection, and
has also bel,ln fined $50.00 In the Federal
court In --- as a result of a plea of nolo
contendere to an allegation of having re
moved required labeling material from a
product subject to the Meat Inspection Act,
and having unlawfUlly substituted In lieu, a
tag label of their own m~klng, which also
upgraded the product to discerning buyers.

I know for a fact that the firm maintains
a meat buyer in the area at least two days
a week, and that several of their refrigerated
transports pick up various meat and product
at olficlal establ1shments in --- this being
a return trip after bringing sausage items
from --- to --- for --- based route
trUCks.

Various deficiencies noted during the tour
included:

A "pile" of beef plates tipped over, and
slid onto the fioor of the room in which they
were being boned. The workmen made no
attempt to pick up the meat, and were work
Ing away at their usual chores when --
and I entered the room.

Employees apparently not required to wear
head coverings, neither male nor female em
ployees, although some were covered. Other
clothing acceptably clean, and In all cases
white.

The freezer was a "mess". Gross disorder,
and countless part packages, or boxes of var
ious products, InclUding some product Iden
tified by---as "rework." One container of
this rework was filled with ends of various
sausage from the slicing operation, and In
clUded the metal clips, and portions of cas
Ings at the time viewed.

A coffee pot was In business In the sausage
packing room, and although the employees
do have a welfare and lunch room, it was ap
parent that "lunching" on the job was al-

lowed, although none Of this was actually
witnessed.

The warehouse or box storage room was
In considerable disarray with there. seeming
to be a lack of system, and all portions of
this fioor showed very clearly an accumula
tion of "walked In" fat and grease, from
scraps of prOducts, etc.

The stumng area seemed to be not un
usual for this kind of and operation.

The formulating area was perhaps a lit
tle more crowded than would be allowed un
der federal inspection, and a Uttle more ac
cumulation Of fat, meat, and various debris,
such as paper sacks etc. was such would
not be allowed In a federal plant.

A number of Window panes were noted
to be In a cracked or broken condition in
the manufacturing and stulfing areas, and
also several between departments in swing
Ing doors.

Plant No.2
All fioors throughout the plant were

"dirty". Tub trucks were In some cases filthy,
and In others liberally coated With a type of
corrosion peculiar to those used for curing,
and one such tub was noted, with a quan
tity of pork Jowls in cure, In which the cor
rosion was from % to ¥.i Inch thick. Frag
ments of paper and other debris were noted
In this truck, as though It had been used as
a wastebasket as well as a curing receptacle.

Rework of various kinds was noted In a
truck of the tub type, with the varieties
being separated In the truck by means of
ordinary butcher type wrapping paper.
Smoke sticks were also on top of this load,
and a bucket which obviously had been on
the fioor, was also placed on top of the
other product, In direct contact, as was also
a paper box, which appeared to be quite
sol1ed, and perhaps had been on the fioor.

A night man does the cleaning up for the
firm,

One of the firm's catch lines on advertis
Ing .and labeling, was "Sausage products
with that old world taste,"

Products are also brought to the plant
from some stores, for lIuch as curing and
smoking, and then returned to the stores.
This Is done on a per pound fee basis, and
such a proposal was being discussed by
phone as I entered the firm's omce.

NEVADA

Plant No.1
General sanitation very poor. Equipment

In bad shape rusty and cracked seams. Water
pressure <not adequate and small water tank
does not provide enough hot water. Loose and
scaling paint Inoperating area. Flies in oper
ating area. Fresh pork sausage being pro
duced In non-refrigerated room. Sheep cas
Ings used to stuff product unclean. Reused
soiled contalnersutlllzed for packing prod
uct. No hand wash basins In plant.

Plant NO.2
Meat Inspection Is virtually non-existent

In Nevada. There Is no continuous coverage
by Inspectors of meat plant operations. So
called meat Inspection consists of Health De
partment scrutiny Of. prodUCts offered for
sale and could be compared to the casual
scrutiny given to any product coming under
their Jurisdiction.

The State Legislature has recently enacted
a new law Which wlll 'become effective July
I, 1968. What the provisions of the new law
will accomplish Is unknown to us at this
time. The new law has not been printed for
distribution as of this date.

No real progress has been made since 1963
to date.

Plant No. 3
Some equipment body In need of repair.

No hand wash basin soap or towels avail
able In plant. Beef plates being used In the
manUfacture Of product slick and slimy and
their soundness questionable. Excessive ex-



November 27, 1967 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 33857
tenders and water being used in "beef
steaks." Hot water and water pressure in
adequate .for cleaning up. Finished product
not properly. labeled. Product labeled "veal
steaks" contained mostly beef.

NEW JERSEY

Plant No.1
AIl rooms operating or storage had 'Wooden

walls and wooden celllngs.
Approximately Ys inch water over most of

the floors, indicating poor sewage and drain
age if any.

No evidence of sterlUzers where meat cut
ters worked.

Meat in unllned wooden slack barrels.
Shipping and receiving areas had no

doors--6· ft. open areas. No fly and pest
control.

This observed 'on meats Within the plant.
Meats in wet cartons on wet fioors in

preparation of use.
Poor lighting.
Live cats around loading platform.
No ingredient statement or labels indicat

ing type of product.
NEW HAMPSHmE

Plant No.1
Slaughters about twenty-five cattle dally

6 days per week.
Establlshment visited at start of days op

erationS (7:00 a.m.)
No cleanup from previous operations (or

for many days), all· rooms (boning, process
ing, .slaughtering) were dirty, cluttered,
caked with blOOd, grease, filth. Men with
dirty clothing were boning dirty meat on
dirty· tables. A partially used roll of meat
tying string remained lying on the fioor where
it had apparently fallen some time earller.

Lower extremities of beef quarters were in
contact With the ,. floor and dragged when
moved.' '

For greater 'convenience in working on
skinned and split beef carcass being process
ed, butcher on kUling floor dropped the en
tire carcass 'until the complete forequarters
were lying on the floor.

Three cartons of moldy (green) smoked
pork' shoulder picnics were stacked on floor
under the beef boning table.

All drums in use for holding bones and
fat were rusty, dented and fllthy.

Metal barrels .. ' containing boneless beef
were' corrOded, greasy and '. filthy. Partially
collapsed cartons containing meat were ly
ing across the tops of barrels of meat.

Empty glass soda bottles and dirty cloth
ing were scattered around the boning room
(oatables,in corners, etc.)

Rear dock piled with bones and strewn With
manure and pa,unch contents. .

Boning tables, grinder, walls, ce1l1ngs
caked With blood and grease.

Congested, cluttered area throughout with
no evidence of any attempt at cleanup for
many months..

The inspector was not present. Killlng, bon
ing. and processing operations were being
conducted.

NORTH DAKOTA

Plant No.1
Upon entering the combination omce and

processing room I observed 2 men working
with meat products, and another person who
apparently was a visitor. The people working
were dressed in work type clothing, and ap
peared very dirty. After waiting a few
moments I asked if the mana.ger was present,
and said that he was sometimes called one.
Stated he was --- and the other workman
was ---, partners in the business. I pre
sented my card as an introduction, saying
my name and that I Wished to become ac
quainted; also to review their operations.
Right away, both persons appeared indignant
and became obstinate. --- remarked, "Oh,
I know of your kind, you are one of those
snoopy bureacrats looking for bad things, 80
you can tell the newspaper people how

crummy we meat processors are, just like the
Minneapolls paper done three weeks ago:' It
became quite diffiCUlt to even explain the
purpose of my visit and more apparent would
not even listen. --- said, "No. I don't want
to llsten, I would rather that you would
leave:' Therefore, I excused myself, leaving
as they desired.

This plant is a slaughtering plant, doing
custom work for local patrons. Buying live
animals, slaughtering, cutting up, making
hamburger for sale to institutions and some
retall stores in area. Operates under City and
State Inspection program, with cost of vet
erinarian expenses paid by the plant.

OHIO

Plant NO.1
Kill Floor is a small room poorly llghted,

located in the basement of the bullding. The
doors and the ce1l1ngs are constructed of
wood, no metal covering of any kind. AIl the
equipment, dehairing machine, scalding tUb,
floors, etc. were fllthy, grease and blood cov
ered. There was no hot water faclllty for
cleaning the equipment, no hand washing
fac1l1ty or sterlUzers present. No container
for meat products either edible or inedible.

Ooolers were fllthy, the walks, walls, cell
ings, in bad need of washing. Hooks used for
the hanging of offal products, such as llver,
hearts, spleens, lungs, etc. fllthy contami
nated. Containers filled with olIal prodUCts
were setting on the floor; the product cov
ered with filth.

Plant No.2
Hog kill all the equipment the walls and

ceiUngs were covered with loose fat, blood,
and accumulated filth. The walls and cell
ing had loose paint which was peeling. They
had covered the ce111ng with tar to keep down
the condensation. Containers and racks used
to hold llvers and the head meat were rusty
and contaminated. No ster1l1zers, hand wash
ing facl11ties, refuse barrels, marked edible
or marked inedible containers were to be
found in the kill area.

Pork cut dripping from the ce111ng, dirty
tables and meat containers were observed.
The power saw was covered with accumulated
filth. Containers being used for meat prod
ucts to make deliveries to retall stores were
rusty and filth covered. Outside the Pork Cut
a floor drain was stopped up, water had fllled
the aUey; nothing was being done to correct
this situation. Also, two coolers located off
the sausage room were fllled With olIal prod
ucts in tub containers. Dripping from the
ce1l1ng was fal11ng into these containers, no
effort on the company's part to alleviate this
condition.

OKLAHOMA

Plant No.1
On this date I surveyed subject plant in

the company of ---, I asked Mr. Boyd
What he did with condemned carcasses, and
his answer was, "I don't know. I've never had
one. I have had some retained for the Vet
erinarian, but he has passed them for food,"

The exterior of the bullding was in good
repair and made a good appearance. The in
terior however was another story. The floors
were rough and cracked; the walls and
ceHing were peeling paint. The lighting for
inspection was very poor. Meat was piled
high in trucks and falling onto the floor.
The smoke house doors were on an open
run way and meat preparatory to going into
the smoke house was on cages on an open rail
outdoors. It was early morning but the tem
perature outside was already 80·. Flies were
on the meat, the big blow type fly. I asked
Mr. Boyd if he temperatured the meat and
he said no, they usually pulled the smoked
pork meat when he wasn't there.

In the processing room I noted that they
were adding pork hearts to their ground
beef patties.

Generally speaking the sanitation in this
plant was very poor.

Plant NO.2
This company slaughters and processes a

full Une of sausage and smoked meat prod
ucts in a building which isn't fit to be a dog
food plant.

Sewage water was backing up in one room.
A dead mouse was laying in the corner of
one cooler. There was putrid water stand
ing in a hole where a scale had preViously
set. The floors were not only cracked, in
some places there were holes where the ce
ment had sluffed away as big as a grape
fruit. These too contained bloody stinking
water.

Doors into the bullding stood wide open
with no attempt to screen out flies.

There is a Hide Company and a Render
ing Plant within a stone's throw from sub
ject company and the entire area stinks.

Plant NO.3
stated that this plant only

slaughtered junk. I asked him what he
meant and he said, you know old cows and
bulls.

He said that occasionally they killed can
cer eye and lump jaw cattle.

Review of the plant was revolting. stag
nant water stood in bloody puddles all over
the place. The walls were covered With grime
grease and mould. One beef carcass had an
infected brisket and another had a large knee
joint which appeared to be arthritic.

A butcher was boning out a beef round
which had sour bone and the meat near
the bone was greenish colored.

Plant NO.4
I tried to survey this plant at two dilIer

ent times. Once on 7/29/67 and again on
7/31/67. Both times the place was locked up.

When I was at SUbject piant on 7/29/67, I
went around to the back of the bullding and
found an alley which dead ended at the
plant. The exterior of the premises was
filthy and stinking. I moved a meat barrel
containing meat scrap and a rat jumped out
and nearly knocked my hat off. I noticed
that the rat entered the rear of subject plant.

This plant has no holding pens for Uve
stock so it was apparent that the livestock
is unloaded directly from trucks Into the
plant.

OREGON

Plant No.1
Subject plant operates under Oregon State

inspection and has been approved for grad
ing. There is a threat of withdrawing grad
ing as general sanitation is poor, inedible
materials, slinks and animal food not prop
erly decharacterization, inadequate fly con
trol, exterior premises very untidy, unusual
ly large collection of rubbish, inedible and
condemned. room dirty. Doors, walls paint
scallng off, lighting inadequate on kill and
in boning room employees wear dirty clothes.

Plant No. 2
I visited the sUbject plant at 10:00 a.m.,

Monday morning, July 31. The walls were
splattered with emUlsion from grinders and
stuffers, there was water ankle-deep on the
floor and employees were wading around llke
it was a normal condition. The lighting was
poor and the ce1l1ngs were dirty. The con
crete floor was cracked in a good many
places, the smoke trees were evidently not
cleaned. The plant operates under Portland
City inspection. I was told the inspector
comes in every day.

PENNSYLVANIA

Plant No.1
Meat in holding cooler in direct contact

with dirty standing water on floor. Ninety
per cent of beef quarters on hand showed
evidence of bruises, sores, etc. General sani
tation of entire establishment was very poor.

Plant No.2
Packinghouse located at Pennsylvania was

visited and a tour of the premises was con-
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ducted by ---. Cattle and swine are
slaughtered and sausage products are manu
factured. Country-style smoked hams are
aged for six months on the premises. All areas
visited had a disagreeable odor. --- said
this was because his septic tank was too
small.

Plant NO.3
Flies were prevalent in processing area.

Large door with no screen was open at rear
of building. Live animals are unloaded and
enter at this door. No separation between
this area and a packaging department.

Sausage processing room was piled with
debris under racks and tables. Walls are of
tile construction but needed repair and
cleaning.

Plant No.4
Racks for storing product in freezer were

rusty. Trays used in the racks were rusty
and badly in need of cleaning. Cardboard
dividers were used to separate the meat
product. This cardboard was being picked
up from the fioor after being walked on by
the employees. SOme of it was covered With
blood from the fioor. Dirt was prevalent on
window sills behind table where product was
being packaged.

Accumulation of tI.lth in corners and
along walls in processing room.

Nonfederally inspected beef was being
sliced on a dirty piece of equipment.

Floors and walls in all areas needed
cleaning.

Plant No.5
Medium sized slaughter and processing

company. Conducts edible rendering.
Two inch long paint scales hanging direct

ly over exposed meat product in shipping
room.

Doors, walls, floors, work tables and other
equipment encrusted with grease and dirt.

Welfare room sewer plugged and water was
pouring dowr. stairway to two processing
floors below.

Walls in all departments cracked and
crumbling.

General sanitation very poor.
Plant NO.6

I visited plant while in operation. The
place was very dirty. Personnel was dirty,
working in street clothes, one was smoking.
Equipment was in bad need of cleanlng,
there was a build up of grease and dirt that
was not from the days operation. Mold was
prevalent on the walls in the cooler where
meat product was stored.

Entrance to the processing room was piled
high with debris. All floors were covered with
fats and particles of meats from days of ac
cumulation. This plant processes a large
quantity of beef products such as steak pat
ties, wafer steaks, hamburger, and etc. The
compliance staff recently reported a viola
tion of the Meat Inspection Act by this firm.

Plant No.7
Slaughter and boning. sanitation very

poor. Employees handling product with filthy
clothing. Floors, doors, tables etc. encrusted
with grease and dirt. Meat hooks and rails
dirty and rusty. Dirty rusty metal drums for
bones and fat.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Plant No.1
Rusty equipment racks, tables, meat trucks,

hooks, etc., In use in all areas.
Most floors covered with heavy deposits of

saw dust.
Unclean pork fat being used in products.
Heavy deposits of tar on smoke house doors.
Dirty smoke sticks in use.
Evidence of overhead leak and condensa

tion drips In product working areas.
PrOducts in freezer covered with dirty ice

from refrigeration coils.
Paint peeling from wal1s and painted

equipment.

Deep cuts and cracks in wood bonlng
boards.

Low hanging, unprotected light buibs in
work area.

Plant No, 2
Dirty wood racks used for storing prodUCts.
Floor in bad repair.
Tin roof over slaughtering and dressing

area not rain proof (Many nail holes).
Plant NO.3

Killing and dressing area heavy with IDes.
Floors throughout plant in bad repair

poor drainage many puddles.
Rusty equipment--meat trucks, tables,

saws, hooks, in use In the plant.
Boning boards rough and cracked.
Employee washing floor in cooler with

strong detergent containing a dislnfector
splashing low hanging and low stored prod
ucts.

Off condition livers stored loose in some
area with other loose products.

Paint peeling off most walls.
Low hanging unprotected llght bUlbs in

working areas.
Plant No.4

Inspector-examining viscera during dress
ing operation In a community pan contain
ing several sets of viscera.

Rusty rails, meat trucks, and hooks in use
in the plant.

Floors throughout the plant in bad repair,
many puddles.

Chopping table made of rough 6' x 6' many
deep chips (app. 1 inch deep) cut out.

Paint peeling off wal1s.
EVidence of refrigeration ducts blowing

particles of dirt on product.
TENNESSEE

Plant No.1
Faclllties: All departments badly crOWded.

Meat trucks, fioats, etc. hauling meat came
in contact With product because of conges
tion. Dry storage was inadequate. Knocked
down boxes and cartons stored on fioor in
packing departments. Handwashing faclll
ties not noted in some departments. Some
outside openings were not screened.

Equipment: Metal product equipment was
in poor state of sanitation. SOme wooden
cutting and boning boards were in need of
replacement because of splinters. Wooden
racks were in use for storage of product.

Sanitation: Sanitation was generally poor.
Floors, walls, ceilings, rails and the main
office were dirty.

Premises: Considerable debris around the
outside of the building. Fly breeding places
were noted.

TEXAS

Plant NO.1
"Sanitary practices are not considered in

handllng carcasses or meat. The equipment
in the kill fioor is rusty, and dirty with old
accumulated filth. Evidence of rats can easily
be found Inside and out of the bUilding.
City water is used, but all drainage from
this plant is piped Into a creek located ap
proximately 100 yards east of the building.
Files were seen by the thousands outside and
of course inside on the meat. Dogs and chick
ens were running around loose in the yard
of. this establlshment. The pens are about
two feet high In accumUlated stock manure."

Plant NO.2
Sanitary practices are not considered in

handllng carcasses or meat. The equipment
in the kill fioor is rusty, and dirty with old
accumulated filth. Evidence of rats can easily
be found inside & out of the building. City
water is used, but all drainage from this
plant is piped into a creek located approx.
100 yards east of the building. Flies were seen
by the thousands outside and of course in
side on the meat. Dogs and chickens were
running around loose in the yard of this
establlshment. The pens are about two feet
high in accumulated stock manure.

Plant NO.3
Smokehouse combined with a retail meat

business. and killing plant is located about
five Inlles out of town. The surrounding en
vironment is very unsanitary. The inside of
this plant is as dirty and filthy as any place
can get. Well water is used and the drainage
from said plant is piped to a creek approxi
mately 100 feet from the plant. Inedible ma
terial is picked up by the company of Texas.
About 20 to 25 head of cattle are slaughtered
per week.

This plant operates under no inspection,
Mr. --- indicated to me that he has been
in business for seven years and has never
been visited by a state health official. Further
stated that a county officer from --
checks his premises for sanitation occasion
ally. Observations: Flies, birds nests, cobwebs,
weeds, manure, dried blood, causing very un
pleasant odors welcomes any visitor to this
plant.

Plant No. 4
This is a city inspected establishment,

manned by two city inspectors, ---. Dur
ing my visit thru thla plant I asked Mr. --
What agent was being used to decharacterize
inedible product that is being packed by
this establishment. He did not know.
Mr. --- answered by saying powdered
charcoal. Upon observation of the packing
of said product I noted that very minute
amounts of charcoal la being used per box.
This product was being packed in used boxes
still bearing the Federal Poultry Inspection
legend and grade mark: -_.- stated that
the legends are removed as the product is
being packed.

Edible meat drums were very dirty, con
taminated with rust and the inside showed
a very poor job of washing. Some of the lips
were broken with meat embedded in. The
paint on all walls is fiaking off, some was
evident on hanging beef fore shanks. Hair,
bruises, and klll dirt was also noticed on
these carcasses. Flies were swarming on the
back dock. Spitting on thelloor. by an em
ployee was noted. Several wore clothing that
appeared to have been worn more than one
day and was very dirty. The inedible drums in
the boning room had an offensive odor. These
were full of bones and others in the tank
room were not being washed properly after
they were emptied. The rails and trolleys
were rusty.

UTAH

Inspection of N.F.I. meat product in Utah
is rather ineffective. For some months there
has been a vacancy in the top position.
Dr. Versluis reached the mandatory retire
ment age and to our knowledge has not been
replaced.

Historically political and religious inter
ference in Utah has been prevalent. The
result has been little accomplished in state
meat inspection which affords consumer
protection.

In our opinion no real progress has been
made in Utah meat inspection since 1963.

VERMONT

Plant No. 1

July 28, 1967. Vermont's largest meat
processor--operated for many years under
the local (city) health department inspec
tion. Recently came under the state pro
gram.

Old three story buildlng--cement fioors
and walls. Many cracks and broken areas in
both. Cooler doors wooden and watersoaked.
Many meat handllng trucks ·rusty and cor
roded.

No separation between sausage stUffing
room and refrigerating equipment area with
result that the entire area is stiIDng hot.
Employee's lunch room, with coffee urn, is
one corner of a processing room. Prevalent
use of wood racks and equipment in process
ing room, coolers and shipping area.
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Old hardwood barrels wIth rusted hOops

used for holding product in curing room.
Boning room congested, cluttered and un

tidy, dented rusty barrels used for bones
and fat.

Ice machine blades rusty and pitted.
A recent attempt has been made to

"spruce up" the place with a heavy coat of
paint on walls and some metal equipment.

Many openings between floors, with open
stairways and storage beneath. A couple of
these floor openings are used to drop par
tially processed meat from one floor to
another. Only protection Is a metal lining
of the hole.

No restriction on storage of NitrItes.
VIaGINIA

Plant NO.1
No llght bUlbs, Incandescent or fluores

cent tubes, had protected devices on them.
The k111lng floor equipment was rather prim
itive and rusty. The beef rail is not sUf
ficiently high to prevent the beef carcass
necks from dragging the fioor. When I men
tioned the low beef ralI In the beef chill
room and the k111 floor to --- he stated
they were giving some thought to renovat
Ing the beef k111 fioor and raising the rails
In the beef ch111 room.

The llvestock receiving and holding area
was paved with badly cracked concrete and
poorly drained. The wooden pens were badly
In need of repair.

All storage of containers In all operation
rooms were on wooden truck type pallets
or were placed directly on the floor. San
Itation in this plant was laCking. Approxi
mately three-fourths of all work tables In
the plant were of non-approved wood con
struction.

This firm employs apprOXimately 15 reg
ular employees. They do not have a dressing
room or an eating area for the employees.

WASHINGTON

Plant NO.1 ,
I recently visited the subject plant which

operates under Washington State inspection.
It Is an old wood and concrete structure.
K111lng of cattle done In a small area. Sani
tation and llghting very poor. Inedible ma
terial hauled way to a rendering plant with
out decharacterlzlng. Fabricating on wooden
tables and saWdust on~ the fioor. Exterior
preIuises dirty with barTels of Inedible ma
terial sitting around.

WEST VIRGINIA

Plant No.1
Exhibit 1 ~ shows In the foreground the

sewage settllng lagoon and two Windows
near the roof of the main bulldlng. At the
time of my visIt these windows were propped
open and not screened.

Exhibit 2 shows on the right end of bulld
Ing two rooxns approXimately 6 x 8 feet each.
In the lefthand room Is the refrigeration
compressor equipment. The rlghthand room
Is storage for unopened containers of spices
but both rooxns also have miscellaneous odds
and ends, rubbish. etc. In them. Each room
has a double door constructed of wood, which
In the summer Is generally left open, making
the rooxns excellent harbors for rodents and
vermin.

Exhibit 3 shows the livestock receiving area
and unloading gate at the left end of the
bulldlng together with a double door, both
of Which have openIngs where rodents may
enter. Also note In this exhibit ruts In drive
area and unused odds and ends of wood and
equipment lltterlng area.

Plant No.2
The kllling floor Is approximately 20 x 50

feet and has a wooden kI:\ockIng pen of un
dressed lumber wIth an open beam and cell
Ing constructed of wood. The floor Is of
rough concrete wIth onIy one three Inch
drain, with a. minImum amount of neces
sary kUling floor equipment, Including a par-
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tlally painted rusty metal table used to trim
beef, head meat, llps and heart Which are
then dropped Into an unsanitary battered
lard type drum of approximately 50-gallon
capacity which Is half filled with water that
Is contaminated with Ingesta material, hall',
etc. for a community bath. When the k111lng
Is over this drum Is moved Into the ch111
room.

On a liver rack truck I observed two beef
livers that had small abscesses on them; also
one abscessed and one parasitic pork llver.
Pointing this out to Mr. Thompson, he re
marked tha.t they were going to recheck the
livers and Indicated a wire-bound wooden
poultry type shook box which was half filled
With badly abscessed liver and other offal,
saying that there was where the Inedible
products go and the boxes marked with a felt
all type penell "Fish Feed"•

Of four windows, each approximately 18"
square, which were screened, two of the
screens had holes approximately the size of
a small grapefruit. In my opinion, this kill
Ing fioor Is a very primitive type operation.
Each week they slaughter apprOXimately 40
cattle of the grade previously mentioned, 8
hogs of the type mentioned and on the aver
age 5 calves and sheep.

WISCONSIN

Plant No.1
City of Mllwaukee ordinances do not re

quire continuous Inspection of calves and
lamb. ---, operating under City of Mil
waukee Health Department regUlations,
slaughters approximately 1,000 calves per
week. No Inspector Is present during slaught
ering operations. Each morning a non-vet
erinarian employee of the City of Mllwaukee
examines and stamps calf and lamb car
casses slaughtered the previous day so each
carcass, though haVing received neither ante
mortem nor post mortem Inspection, prOUdly
bears Milwaukee Health Department marks
of Inspection.

Plant No.2
--- operating under City of Milwaukee

Inspection, had been a prime recipient of
cancer eye and diseased cattle shipped from
Montana. These diseased cattle had been ap
proved for Interstate movement to approved
slaughtering establlshments by Montana au
thorities but had been "shortstopped" by
an enterprising cattle dealer and dlyerted to
a more lucrative market-often --~-.

Present requirements within the state
Include only token surveys at six month
Intervals. Utlllzation of by products as a.
substitute for meat Ingredients In coIuinuted
products Is still commonplace. Ham loaf
rarely Includes ham; pork trimmings and
veal with appropriate amounts of cereal
would be more likely. Trichina controls have
been voluntarily subscribed to by many
sausage manUfacturers out of fear that a
"Brownsville incident" will ruin their busi
ness. The old die hard German sausage
maker stlll remains outside this mainstream
of nebulous compllance. He stlll contends
frozen pork or heating to 137 deg. F "1st nlcht
gut fur die wurst" and very dlfflcult to con
vince otherwise.

Packers operating within small communi
ties such as-----<iemand Inspection from
local authorities to lend that aura of
respectablllty to their products. These In
spectors are responsible to the packer. As an
example, the Inspector, a layman, assigned
to---conducts swine and cattle post
mortem Inspection without ever having had
training for disposition deterIuination. Sau
sage, ham, and bacon produced by the com
pany bears the marks of city Inspection yet
the Inspector has no knowledge of restricted
additives, formUlations, processing ete. and
adIuittedly exercises no control over commi
nuted product production.

Starlllng Improvements In sanitation have
occurred within recent months. Much stlll
remains undone. Certainly the steady hand

and Infiuence of some Impartial government
agency Is mandatory If realistic and mean
Ingful sanItation and product control Is to
become effective and replace haphazard and
nebulous current Inspectlonal systems.

Recently enacted legislation has provided
a State of Wisconsin meat Inspection pro
gram. Though Initial portions of the program
are scheduled for Implementation January I,
1968, effects are already apparent.

In 1963, I had been requested by the In
spector In Charge at Milwaukee, Wisconsin
to survey sanitary conditions and processIng
controls at the nonfederally Inspected plants
throughout Wisconsin. The 1963 survey re
vealed deplorable sanItary conditions and an
almost lack of processing controls. Excessive
use of cereal extenders, substitution of meat
byproducts for meat Ingredients, minimal
or no control over restricted additives, de
ceptive labellng, rotted wooden equipment,
rusted containers, frequent and direct con
tamination of product, token cleanup meth
ods, all were generally accepted and com
monplace.

Subsequent surveys of exempted establlsh
ments and sausage manufacturers supplying
the exempted establlshments has revealed
gradual Improvement. Within the past 18
months this Improvement has been acceler
ated and has become startllng. Undoubtedly
apprehension over requirements of the Im
pending state program has been largely re
sponsible. Many local meat packers speak of
"going federal" and accordingly modify
processing methods, obtain new equipment
and improve existing structures.

Events such as the Brownvllle Incident In
Which 38 people became 111 With trichinosis
and the ease With which ---, et al. could
move undeterred about the state fostered a
general awareness that some governmental
sanction was Vital and necessary to provide
and mirror a favorable meat production
Image In Wisconsin.

Current surveys st111 reveal many dis
crepancies at variance with U.S. require
ments. Page after page would be required to
enumerate speclflc examples In specific
plants. Common discrepancies generallzed to
most plants include excessive use of wood not
susceptible of adequate sanitation, rusty
galvanized equipment. direct contamination
of product from overhead structures and In
effective cleanups. Little control exists over
formulation and Ingredients.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, it
Is my hope that later today we, without
even one negative vote, will pass this
much-needed bill that was reported
unanimously by the Senate Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

May I at the outset express my con
gratulations to and admiration for those
Senators who have participated In bring
Ing this fine measure out of the Agricu)·
ture and Forestry Committee.

The present Presiding Officer (Mr.
BYRD of Virginia), as a member of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
I am told, worked very hard In com.mit
tee, over a number of days, and aSSIsted
greatly in perfecting the bill which we
are considering. I know, except for the
fact that the senator from Virginia Is
occupying the seat of the President of
the senate, he would like to add his voice
to the remarks that have been made
here.

Perhaps I should not say a word In
sUPpOrt of this measure. As a former
trial lawyer in Ohio, I know the danger
of overtrying a case. We have listened
here to magnificent arguments made by
the distinguished Senator from ~ew
Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA] and the distm-
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guished Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
MONDALE], both of whom worked hard in
committee and who have presented fine
arguments for the passage of this needed
legislation. They are dOing something
today for the housewives and families of
America.

Mr. President, American housewives
should never have to take a chance on
purchasing dirty or unwholesome meat.
For the most part, Americans are re
ceiving the finest and most wholesome
meat of any people in the world. How
ever, the fact is that there are some
unscrupulous meat producers and proc
essors who peddle meat which does not
conform to Federal standards. In short,
too often contaminated or unclean meat
is sold to unsuspecting consumers.

The outmoded Federal meat inspec
tion law has been on the statute books
with little change for more than 60 years.
Times have changed. The slaughter of
livestock is no longer concentrated in
Chicago and in other large meatpacking
centers. In recent years slaughterhouses
have become much more numerous and
have moved closer to livestock feeding
areas. At the same time, plants manu
facturing meat products tend to be lo
cated near the large consumer markets.

Under present law Federal inspection
is limited to meat transported in inter
state and foreign commerce. However,
much of the meat produced and processed
in the Nation today never crosses a State
line. Only about one-half of the States
today provide mandatory inspection of
meat and meat products that move
within State boundaries. Eight States
have no meat inspection laws whatever,
although all of them do have general
food or sanitation statutes. This is an un
conscionable situation. Many of the
States simply are not doing their job in
protecting their citizens from unhealthy
or unwholesome meat.

The need to update our present na
tional system of meat inspection is ur
gent. Despite the attempts of the States
to do so, many have not been able to
accomplish this task on their own. One
reason is lack of money to finance State
programs.

Mr. President, when it comes to a ques
tion of the cleanliness of the meat we eat,
frankly, it is no time to quibble unduly
about States' rights or costs. We need the
strongest possible meat inspection bill.
A watered-down measure is not good
enough. One estimate of the cost of good
consumer protection of meat sets the cost
at less than one-sixth of a cent per pound
of meat. Contaminated meat, dirty meat,
meat from sick animals, and meat not
good enough for dog or cat food must
under no circumstances be permitted to
be sold for human consumption.

Adequate protection can be accom
plished within the framework of our
Federal system. However, the bill passed
by the House of Representatives does not
go far enough. It lacks the power to move
States that might be laggard in estab
lishing and enforcing meat inspection
laws to take steps to protect the well
being of consumers within their juris
diction.

The distinguished junior Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA] and the dis-

tinguished junior senator from Minne
sota [Mr. MONDALE] are to be com
mended on their efforts to strengthen,
update, and reinforce meat inspection
procedures throughout the Nation. Many
of their proposals have been incorpo
rated in the pending bill, S. 2147, which is
certainly a great improvement over the
bill passed in the other body.

The legislative proposal under consid
eration will preserve the basic Federal
State cooperative relationship. It pro
vides for Federal technical and financial
assistance to individual States to assist
them in development of State stand
ards at least equal to Federal standards.
This financial aid could amount to as
much as one-half of the cost of a State
program. States would be given 2 years
to establish such a system, unless the
Governor elected to come under the Fed
eral system immediately. Also, the Sec
retary of Agriculture would be empow
ered to inspect intrastate meat plants
during the 2-year interim period and
to tal{e immediate action against any
such plant that endangers public health
if State officials failed to eliminate the
health hazard. If within 2 years a State
failed to provide adequate meat inspec
tion for meat produced and processed
within its borders, complete Federal in
spection service would be provided in
that State.

This proposal allows States that
choose to expand their programs to do
so. If a State failed to put its own house
in order, Federal inspection would be
extended to all slaughter and meat-proc
essing plants in that State without re
gard for whether or not the meat moved
in interstate commerce.

Mr. President, I am happy to report
that the new Ohio meat inspection law
which becomes effective next July 1 pro
vide:> regulations which are the same as
Federal rules applicable to meat sold in
interstate commerce. Ohio consumers
will be protected against adulterated
meat regardless of what meat inspec
tion bill is passed by Congress. But we
need this bill, and we need it very much.
The people of the Nation need it, and,
as I said at the outset, it is my hope
that there will be not one dissenting
vote cast when the Senate votes later
today. My State of Ohio is counting on
the Federal Government to pay for one
half the cost of the State program, esti
mated at $1.7 million a year. I am happy
to report that my home city of Cleveland
has had an inspection program based
on the Federal system since 1908. I am
hopeful that with enactment of a mean
ingful Federal meat inspection law, citi
zens of all the States can enjoy the same
protection as all citizens of Ohio will
soon be afforded.

Mr. President, the States should have
one more chance, with Federal aid, to do
what many have neglected in the past.
If any State should fail to take advan
tage of that opportunity within 2 or 3
years, there is no rational alternative to
Federal inspection of all meat plants
within its borders.

The health of the people of the United
States is certainly one of our primary
concerns. We must without delay pass
this meat inspection bill to correct once

and for all abominable conditions which
exist in many states under existing out
moded legislation.

President Johnson is to be highly
praised for speaking out urging that we
in the Congress, before adjournment,
pass pending' bills providing consumer
protection. The meat inspection bill
which we are presently debating is
greatly needed in all sections of the
United States. This was the first con
sumer protection bill referred to by our
President when he recently listed various
bills to protect consumers that he hoped
Congress would pass before adjourning.
Our colleagues who in committee rewrote
the bill from the other body and sent
from committee to the Senate this greatly
amended and strengthened bill, deserve
our praise.

It is my hope that before adjournment
next month we in the Senate will enact
strong bills requiring safety regulations
for the building of pipelines.

That is another needed legislative pro
posal that the President said he hoped
Congress would enact before adjourn
ment. Also, we Americans may expect
there are likely to be some tragedies at
Christmastime due to the delay in enact
ing into law legislation now pending in
Congress to provide adequate protection
against fiammable fabrics. Such a meas
ure is also on the President's list.

We read daily in Washington newspa
pers of citizens having been swindled in
real estate deals and deceived by sharp
operators who make extravagant claims
as to what they will do and then secure
signatures on the dotted line contradic
tory to promises they have made. This
swindling in the real estate and home re
pair fields must be ended by enactment
of pending legislative proposals. That is
another of the proposals for the protec
tion of our citizens to which President
Johnson referred.

Finally, Mr. President, I am hopeful
the House of Representatives will soon
act on a really strong and effective truth
in-lending bill. I have spoken out in favor
of that measure before, supporting the
position of the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE]. Many
Senators who are now present in the
Chamber supported truth in lending
when it was introduced by that great
former Senator from the State of Illinois,
Mr. Douglas. Truth in lending is an
other proposal which the President urged
Congress to enact before adjournment.
We in the Senate,of course, passed such
legislation earlier this year.

The hour is late. We should proceed to
pass legislation to protect the consuming
public of our Nation.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. I should like to take

a moment to commend the senator from
Ohio for his characteristic courage and
brilliance on this important issue of ade
quate meat inspection for the protection
of the American consumer.

It was recently my privilege to speak
in Ohio, and I was delighted to find that
the citizens of the Senator's State have
the same high impression of his per
formance as do we. They are delighted
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with and proud of their Senator from
Ohio [Mr. YOUNG].

The Senator's speech today is char
acteristic of the reasons why his con
stituents hold him in such high esteem.
I was particularly grateful to see the
Senator place this issue in perspective,
first by pointing out its primary impor
tance, and the fact that the President
has listed it as No.1, but also indicating
that there are also a number of other
consumer-related issues pending before
the Senate and the House of Representa
tives which also need to beaoted upon, if
we are to fulfill our responsibilities for
the protection of the American consumer.

I congratulate the Senator for his fine
speech, and am proud to serve in the
Senate with him.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I thank the Sen
ator from Minnesota for his very flat
tering remarks.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Yes. In fact, I
am about to yield the floor.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I too,
commend the distinguished senator from
Ohio for his great contribution here this
afternoon. His wisdom in seeking to pro
tect the general public has always been
evident at least since I have been here.

I commend the Senator from Ohio for
his splendid statement today with respect
to the American consumer, and the re
sponsibility that we should assume for
his protection. Certainly, the Senator's
constituency is to be congratulated, be
cause he has always been present in this
Chamber, fighting in behalf of every im
portant issue affecting his constituency
and the American people, and has al
ways lifted his voice with fervor to try to
articulate his views, which are indeed the
product of great wisdom and good rea
soning.

I commend the Senator from Ohio for
his contribution.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I thank the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico for his very fine statement
regarding me. It makes me feel very good,
indeed.

I yield the floor.
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I do

not want to let this moment pass with
out commenting on the statement made
by the distinguished Senator from Min
nesota.

The Senator from Minnesota made a
very forthright and excellent statement
which will contribute to the debate and
the legislative history of the pending leg
islation.

As I said before in my principal state
ment, the Senator from Minnesota has
given of his time, energy, wisdom, and
good judgment in an effort to reach what
we consider to be the best possible ap
proach to the problem facing us with
respect to the American consumer. I also
thank the Senator for the kind words
which he expressed in my behalf.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the na

ture of the proceedings by which we ar
rived at what some have, I think, mis
takenly referred to as a compromise re
quires some explanation to be made here.

I do not regard the proposal that we
have unanimously recommended from
the Committee on Agriculture and Fores
try to be a compromise in any sense
whatsoever. It is an agreement which
men of good will have reached in an ef
fort to achieve the objective of whole
some meat for the American consumer.
This was not a question concerning
whether such protection would be af
forded. It was a question of how such
protection would be afforded.

It was a highly complicated, technical,
and difficult matter to achieve a pro
posal which would move us along toward
that objective as quickly as possible.

At alI points during this effort the
Senator from New Mexico showed not
only his devotion to the objective of this
legislation but also the brilliance and
craftsmanship of an outstanding lawyer
in the development of a law which I
think will be a landmark of careful,
practical, and effective legislation de
signed to protect the American consumer
and to show proper deference and devo
tion to our Federal system and an under
standing which the industry is entitled
to, as well. I think we blended all of these
things together without in any way com
promising public health.

Our efforts could not have been suc
cessful had it not been for the singular
devotion of the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I
thank my good friend, the Senator from
Minnesota, for his kind remarks.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in my
remarks I neglected to point out that two
organizations which represent the broad
cross section of employees working in the
slaughtering and processing fields across
the Nation, both Federal and intra
state-the Amalgamated Meat Cutters
and Butcher Workmen of North Amer
ica, represented by Mr. Lloyd, their pres
ident, and Patrick Gorman, their secre
tary-treasurer, and the United Packing
house Food and Allied Workers, under
a Minnesotan, Ralph Helstein-are to
be given great commendation for their
leadership and for speaking out in the
interest of the American consumer. And
they did so from a special vantage point.
They are the people who work In these
plants. They are the people who, day
in and day out, know perhaps more about
the condition of meat slaughtering and
processing than do any other people in
the country.

Mr. MONTOYA, Mr. President, I share
the opinion of my good friend, the Sena
tor from Minnesota, with reference to
these devoted people who came here
primarily to protect the consumers and
to lend of their experience with respect
to a provision for helping the consumers
in this country,

At alI times while the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota and I worked
on the pending bill, we had the bill on
top of the table, and we invited every
body to corne before us.

We wanted to eliminate OPpOsition,
and the only thing we told them was that
uppermost in our minds was the knowl
edge that we had to have some good,
effective legislation for the protection of
the consumers.

These people came in and consulted

with us, whether they represented the
consumer groups or industry groups or
anybody else. We gave them all a hearing
in our office sanctuaries or wherever the
Senator and I would meet \Vith respect
to the amendments that have been ap
pended to the pending legislation.

We had nothing to hide, and we have
nothing to hide now. We feel that the
package-if one wants to call it that-
that we have presented here to the Sen
ate represents the best blueprint for
action that we could conceive.

We also had in mind the divergence
of opinion expressed by the other House
when it considered the Purcell bill and
the Smith-Foley bill.

Our approach was designed to meet
the objective of the consumer first and
then to meet the philosophical differ
ences that existed in the different ap
proaches that came before this legisla
tive forum or the other legislative forum
in the House of Representatives.

With that in mind, and without dero
gating the consumer interest and the
consumer objective, we put together the
amendments which we think are salutary
improvements in the approach that we
both had in mind to accomplish the ob
jective that we desired.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I think

in our discussions and in the public re
porting of our deliberations before the
committee, it was quite right to observe
that, by the amendment of the Senator
and by my proposal, we felt that the
House-passed proposal was deficient in
that it failed to deal with the problem
of the State that would not on its own
establish a system to accord at least with
the Federal inspection system.

Having said that, there was much good
in the House bill with respect to assist
ance to the States. Some of the other
provisions found in the House measure
were sound and good. And we bUilt on
that proposal.

I think the Senator from New Mexico
would agree with me that we believe we
have a stronger bill, and that in no sense
do we intend to diminish our respect for
the proposal which the House passed.

In that respect, I note the distin
guished Representative from Iowa, Mr.
NEAL SMITH, entering the Chamber.

Representative SMITH has been a pio
neer in this field. Since the beginning of
his distinguished career in the House of
Representatives, he has firmly and cour
ageously and ably led the flght in Con
gress after Congress.

I am sure, assuming that we are able
to effectuate the passage of strong legis
lation, that it will be a great fulfillment
for him and will reflect his able and
effective leadership through the years.

The distinguished Representative from
Washington, Mr. THOMAS FOLEY, has
spoken out effectively for the consumer
interest on this issue.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, we
were in touch with Representative SMITH
and Representative FOLEY concerning
what was unfolding with respect to the
legislation pending in the Senate.

My office was in touch with the office
of Representative PURCELL during the de-
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liberations and during the periods of
consultation between the Senator from
Minnesota and me.

All this was done with the ardent hope
that the divergent views would reach a
confluence so that concerted action could
take place with respect to a vehicle to
meet the challenges we face here in Con
gress. That vehicle is the pending bill.
And it is my earnest hope that if the
pending bill is approved as presented to
the Senate, the House of Representatives
will immediately take affirmative action
so that the consumer will have an effec
tive law before too long.

Mr. President, I yield the fioor.
Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, my over

riding concern in supporting the Whole
some Meat Act, S. 2147, is that the
consumers of our Nation be assured as
soon as possible that any meat they buy
is perfectly safe to eat. That situation
does not now exist.

While I support the whole bill, I would
like to mention in particular the pro
vision that a Governor of a State may
waive the 2-year period in the bill and
request immediate Federal inspection. At
my suggestion, this provision was added
to the bill which Senators MONTOYA and
MONDALE worked out. These two Senators
deserve great credit for the leadership
and hard work they have demonstrated
in bringing this legislation before the
Senate.

Without this provision concerning the
Governor, the 2-year period would run
its course and, in the case of those States
which did not take action, the Secre
tary of Agriculture would find that the
State was not inspecting meat in line
with Federal standards. Federal inspec
tion would then follow.

With this provision in the bill, a State
is given a graceful way to come under
Federal inspection standards.

The possibility is increased of faster
protection for the consumer.

Meat businesses in a State are spared
possible adverse consumer reaction con
cerning the fact that inadequate State
laws made Federal inspection necessary.

The Federal-State relationship is pre
served in the pattern of Federal-State
cooperation which has worked well in
other legislation.

The circumstances under which a Gov
ernor requests immediate Federal meat
inspection would vary according to the
powers of the Governors in the different
States. If the Governor were not em
powered by his State constitution and
laws to IT,ake such a request, then he
would have to seek authority for his ac
tion from his State legislature.

To repeat, Mr. President, the primary
concern is that the citizens of our Nation
be assured that whenever and wherever
they buy meat, they are getting whole
some food which is not a threat to their
health.

The urgency of achieving this goal has
been emphasized in the hearings before
the AgricUlture Committee's Subcommit
tee on Agricultural Research and Gen
eral Legislation, which has been con
sidering the bill. As a member of this
sUbcommittee, and as a Senator who is
convinced that we can delay no longer
in meeting our responsibility in this field,
I urge passage by the Senate of this bill.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, this bill
deals with a very vital and important
subject. That is an understatement, if we
take into consideration some of the more
elaborate descriptions that we have
heard in the Senate, in the other body,
and the language contained in the report.

It is regrettable that this Senator has
not been able to devote more stUdy to this
vital measure, but this was not possible
with the undue haste with which the
proposed legislation is being considered.

It will be said that this subject has
been discussed for a long time, and there
fore there is no undue haste. But I should
like to recite the chronology of this par
ticular bill and the report upon which it
is based.

This body received copies of the bill
and of the report last Wednesday. Im
mediately upon their becoming available,
I sent out copies of those documents to
those people who indicated interest to my
office and to me in legislation of this
nature. So far, I have received only one
response to the several inquiries, which
were made,

The bill is quite complex and confers
much pOwer and many prerogatives
upon regulatory bodies which do not now
exist in this field-and perhaps they are
all to the good. However, the more cer
tain we are of that, the more happy we
would be to allow a sUfficient time for
the consideration of the specifics of this
bill. We would not want to overlook some
thing that would be harmful to produc
ers, processors, merchants, and all those
covered in the bill, but particularlY, to
the consumers, in whom all of us have an
abiding interest.

Mr. ALLOn. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Colo
rado.

Mr. ALLOTT. I should ldke to add the
additional comment that, so far as I am
concerned, I was able to procure a copy
of the report and the bill on last
Wednesday and had an opportunity to
talk with the distinguished Senator from
New MeXico, the manager of the bill,
that day, and also to discuss it with the
staff. But when I attempted to get ad
ditional copies of the report and the bill,
I found none were available. So I was put
in the position of sending the only copy
of the report and bill I could get on
Wednesday to constituents of mine in
Colorado. As a result, I do not believe
that most of the people in Colorado who
are interested in this bill, and who have
inquired about it, have had an oppor
tunity to get copies of the bill and the
report. I know that this situation does
not rest upon the shoulders of the man
ager of the bill, the distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico, because he does
not run the Government Printing Office.
At least, I do not believe he does. Never
theless, this was the situation.

The distinguished Senator from Ne
braska has performed a valuable service.
When we get proposed legislation such
as that now before us, I believe we
should have a more reasonable time in
which to communicate the reports and
information about the proposed legisla
tion to the people who will be most in
timately involved with it, to find out

whether it is workable, to find out
whether it is practicable, and to find out
whether it will accomplish the desired
purpose, from their standpoint.

I thought that perhaps this comment
as to the shortage of copies of the repOrt
and of the bill last Wednesday would
fortify what the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska has said already.

Mr. HRUSKA. I am sure the Senator's
comments have done so, and I appreciate
his comments.

I repeat, Mr. President, that none of
this comment as to the timing of the
measure is to be imputed to the sin
cerity and conscientiousness of those
who have piloted this bill to its present
pOint.

Certainly, the Senator from New Mex
ico and the Senator from Minnesota are
to be complimented for their desire to
lead us to legislation which will be mean
ingful, workable, and significant. How
ever, the practical situation is a difficult
one. I shall soon ask a question or two of
the Senator from New Mexico which will
illustrate that questions and considera
tions of this nature are not an effort to
avoid or prevent meat inspection as it
properly should be made with regard to
wholesomeness, sanitation, proper label
ing, and so on, But when we have a bill
which contains such criminal sanctions
as we find in section 16 for offenses which
have not been scrutinized by the bulk of
the Senators, some of whom might have
thoughts and ideas about the matter, we
reach a point at which we are compelled
to say that this is an unduly hasty con
sideration of a very important and far
reaching bill.

One other factor complicates the mat
ter, I know that virtually every provision
in the pending bill has been in one place
or another in the three bills that have
been considered and discussed in the de
bate that has occurred in the other body
and in the Senate from time to time, or
in the testimony of witnesses.

However, from all these component
sources are taken certain sections, and
certain sections are deleted, and we have
a brandnew product. We have some
thing upon which our eyes have never
been cast before. And the arrangement
is different.

It is of interest that on pages 19 and
following, the report contains the De
partment of Agriculture views, dated
February 23. Obviously, those views could
not relate to this bill. They could not
possibly relate to it. Besides, the Presi
dent's Special Assistant for Consumers
Affairs testified in direct and diametric
opposition to some of the testimony that
was given only the day before by the
Department of Agriculture.

That is an example of what I am at
tempting to explain-namely, that the
product we have before us is brand new,
as a bill, as of last Wednesday afternoon.
Of course, the language in the report is
in the same category.

With that preliminary statement, I
should like to ask a question or two, of
the Senator from New Mexico, whom I
again salute and commend for his dili
gence, sincerity, and dedication. I have
learned that he spent most of the past
weekend familiarizing himself with this
material, so that he could put it forth
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today for the edification of the Senate
and others in the most attractive fashion
possible. For that, I congratulate him.

I am concerned about certain language
in section 14 of this bill which would add
a new section, section 202(a) pertaining
to recordkeeping and record inspection.

Section 202(a) would require that the
classes of persons and organizations
specified by the bill "keep such records
as willfully and correctly disclose all
transactions involved in their business,"
and that such records may be made
available for inspection and copying "at
all reasonable times, upon notice by a
duly authorized representative of the
Secretary."

My concern relates particularly to two
aspects of the new section: first, the un
necessarily broad language of this pro
vision, and, secondly, the rather vague
wording as to the requirements for giv
ing Department of Agriculture represent
atives access to such records.

Read literally, the language of the bill
might require record keeping and per
mitting inspection by Department of
Agriculture representatives of every
document relating to "all transactions
involved in their business" by anyone
engaged in the manUfacturing, process
ing, or distribution of meat or meat prod
ucts. Perhaps this would even extend to
records in every portion of a regulated
business beyond the handling of meat
and meat products, such as corporate
data, personnel records, financial records,
and research data.

I ask my distinguished colleague, the
Senator from New Mexico, if he can
clarify these provisions in order to assure
that only those direct records must be
kept and disclosed which are necessary
for the effective enforcement of the bill
with respect to insuring wholesome meat
products for the American consumer,
Without getting into every conceivable
business record not directly related to
meat inspection.

Mr. MONTOYA. I am glad that my
distinguished friend from Nebraska
asked this particular question because,
in reading the full text of the section it
is my feeling, although the Senator from
Nebraska does not agree with me, that
there is a confinement of objective in
the particular section and it necessarily
follows that the inspecting authority is
limited to that objective.

However, in order to establish a clear
legislative objective, I wish to say that
it is clearly not our intent that the scope
of section 202(a) should extend beyond
those records applicable to meat and
meat products which would properly be
necessary for effective enforcement of
this section of the act.

Furthermore, it is our assumption that
the Secretary of Agriculture shall issue
regulations setting forth specifically
what records shall be kept and under
what circumstances they are made avail
able to duly authorized representatives
of the secretary.

In this regard I would like to call
attention to a provision on page 16 of
the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry report stating that section
202 would require persons subject to the
act to give representatives of the Sec
retary "under reasonable terms and con-

ditions, access to their places of business,
an opportunity to examine records, fa
cilities, and inventories and to take
samples of their inventories upon pay
ment therefor,"

We feel it would be appropriate for
the Secretary to spell out in further de
tail such reasonable terms and condi
tions and recommendations for the guid
ance of industry after notice and hear
ings. Certainly he cannot exert any ex
tended action or assume any extended
action which is clearly not subservient
to the objectives of the act. I think that
is a matter of judicial interpretation and
judicial confinement.

Mr. HRUSKA. I suppose that there is
something to what the Senator from New
Mexico has said and I know he would
give every fair interpretation toward
that result.

The reference to that additional lan
guage in section 202, to which the Sena
tor has called attention, is very helpful.
It is my recollection that in the hear
ings there was some consideration given
to the two Supreme Court cases which
deal with the proposition whether a stat
ute can confer upon any governmental
employee the right to go into a business
establishment, and that he can exert
that right in It summary fashion on the
provisions in a statute and no more.

The Supreme Court in two cases said,
"No, you cannot do this," One of the offi
cials involved was a fire inspector and the
man in charge of the house had said, "1
choose to believe in the old maxim that
my house is my castle, and 1 am not going
to let you in."

The Supreme Court agreed with that,
and yet we find in section 202(a) of the
bill the granting of this power from
which most people would assume, "Since
the law says so, therefore, they have a
right to come in here, and if 1 do not let
them in, they will send me to Siberia or
some other place for a long time, and 1
do not want to do that,"

These bills are not drawn for the pur
pose of allowing the employees and offi
cials of the Government to ride rough
shod over any part of the citizenry.

Does the Senator have comment on
those two decisions of the Supreme
Court?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield to me briefiy?
Mr. MONTOYA. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. I would like to com

ment that the language which appears
on page 31 of the committee print was
prepared by Mr. Bucy of the Department
of Agriculture, who did so, in light of the
decisions in Camara and See, to fulfill as
far as possible the legal requirements
laid down by the Supreme Court. He
seeks to provide access to intrastate rec
ords, wherever possible, through the
State officials.

I believe the Senator from New Mexico
has more information to add in that con
nection.

Mr. MONTOYA. I thank the Senator.
When this problem came up in the hear
ingS it disturbed me as to whether or not
we could do this. I wanted to be con
vinced that what we provided in the bill
would be within the realm of constitu-

tional authority and that it would be
proper so far as any constitutional pro
vision was concerned in light of the de
cisions.

1 referred the matter for study to the
Legislative Reference Service of the Li
brary of Congress. The subject of inquiry
which I made of the Library of Congress
was the validity of section 202(a) in H.R.
12144, which is identical to the provi
sions in the Senate bill which we are
now considering.

1 shall quote the pertinent answer
from the Library of Congress, which
states as follows:

We have examined section 202(a) in light
of the foregoing principles and have con
cluded that It may be distinguished from
the Camara and See cases In a number of
vi tal particulars. Like the ordinances In these
cases, section 202(a) requires Inspections to
be made at "reasonable times". Additionally,
however, the federal proposal requires In
spectors to notify companies In advance of
any actual Investgatlon. Briefly, then, the
Investigation must be made at a reasonable
time. "Here was no midnight knock on the
door, but an orderly visit In the middle of
the afternoon with no suggestion that the
hour was Inconvenient." Frank v. Maryland,
359 U.S. 366. More significantly, the require
ment of notice affords the parties adequate
time to prepare, thus lessening the likeli
hood of undue Inconvenience.

It Is Interesting, Indeed significant, that
InclUded among various situations pictured
by the majority as falling without the man
date of these cases were those Involving
"seizure of unWholesome food" and "sum
mary destruction of tubercular cattle". Ca
mara v. Municipal Court, 387 U.S. 539. The
potential widespread danger to public health
from adulterated food Is worlds apart from
the more localized fire and/or building In
spections Involved In the cases as was evi
denced by the recent tragic deaths of chil
dren who had consumed contaminated
bread.

Also not without significance Is the Su
preme Court's observation In the See deci
sion that It did not reach the question of
how the Fourth Amendment prohibition
should be applied In those Instances where
routine Inspection Is required as a prerequi
site to engaging In a particular busi
ness. "... nor do we question such accepted
regulatory techniques as licensing programs
which require Inspections prior to operating
a business or marketing a product." 387 U.S.
546.

The consistency of these remarks with the
practice extant In the meat inspection field
needs little elaboration.

1 hope that answers the question of
my good friend from Nebraska, from the
standpoint of constitutional sanction.

Mr. HRUSKA. It answers it in part,
yet the language of 202(a), which was
read from the counsel's opinion would
get away from the basic proposition.

That section starts out by saying:
The folIowlng classes of persons firms, and

corporations shalI keep such records as wlll
fully and correctly disclose alI transactions
Involved In their buslnesse3.

Then it goes on to say who they are.
Subsections (1) and (2) say who they
are. Many of them handle meats and
meat products on a very incidental basis
or at a low level compared to gross ac
tivities, yet they are supposed to lay their
heads on the chopping block for every
thing in which they are engaged.

For tbat reason, it is well to have the
comfort of the two Supreme Court de-
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cisions which declare that when there
is a denial of access, the authorities must
go to court and lay forth what they will
want and the court must decide whether
they can have that information and
whether it is pertinent to the purposes
which they declare are those they seek
to subserve. I think that is all to the
good. As to the reference there to con
taminated meat and the necessity for
prompt action, the statutes are full of
authority to the agencies, including the
Federal Trade Commission, the Depart
ment of Agriculture, and all the rest, to
go in summary fashion and take the ac
tion necessary to head off further dis
tribution or further processing of objec
tionable material. No one will quarrel
With that. But under the statutory obliga
tion to make records available upon re
quest, even if it is on notice, that is cloth
of a different fabric.

Mr. MONTOYA. That kind of au
thority exists in section 9 of the Perish
able Agricultural and Commodities Act.

Mr. HRUSKA. Surely.
Mr. MONTOYA. It reads as follows:
"SEC. 9. Every commission merchant,

dealer, and broker shall keep such accounts,
records, and memoranda as fully and cor
rectly disclose all transactions involved In his
business, including the true ownership of
such business by stock-holding or otherwise.
If such accounts, records, and memoranda
are not so kept, the Secretary may pUbllsh
the facts and circumstances and/or, by order,
suspend the llcense of the offender for a pe
riod not to exceed ninety days."

Section 8d of the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C.
608d), provides:
"§ 608d. Books and records; disclosure Of in

formation.
"(1) All parties to any marketing agree

ment, and all handlers subject to an order,
shall severally, from time to time, upon the
request of the Secretary, furnish him with
such information as he finds to be necessary
to enable him to ascertain and determine
the extent to which such agreement or order
has been ...

Mr. President, I might also add that
in the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, this
pOwer also exists on the part of the Sec
retary of Department of Health, Educa
tion and Welfare. Thus, this is not a
novel concept we are incorporating into
the bill. The approach and the authority
are patterned after existing authority
which has been exercised by the Secre
tary of Agriculture and, I might say,
has been exercised wisely without im
periling the rights of those at whom it
was directed.

Mr. HRUSKA. It is not a novel situa
tion in so far as statutory precedent is
concerned, but I would call the Sena
tor's attention to the fact that all the
statutes to which he has referred were
written before the Supreme Court deci
sion. The Supreme Court decisions do
not make any exceptions. The two de
cisions, according to the hearings and
one of the witnesses, overruled prior
holding. Thus, I do not make an excep
tion for certain kinds of situation with
out knowing that the decision was taken
after the statutes to which the Senator
has referred were written had been on
the books. Let them try to make an
exercise of that power without having

a good foundation which they can
produce in court, to get the necessary
warrant, and they will find they will be
up against a stone wall.

But I am glad the Senator has that in
mind. Certainly, this colloquy will serve
the purpose of indicating that the matter
is not governed by statute alone. So that
I can be grateful, certainly, again, that
there is no desire on the part of anyone
I know of to protect someone from a dis
closure of the proper and pertinent rec
ords and information in his pOssession
where it will subserve the declared ob
jective of this bill. But, unfortunately,
sometimes our officials get a little car
ried away with a sense of their own im
portance. They become so enthusiastic
ally imbued with the importance of their
duties that they go beyond that or they
try to go beyond that. Instances are le
gion. I do not think that we should en
courage them any more than is neces
sary. We can start by putting that in the
statute. While no language is fOWld in
the bill, I trust that the appellate pro
cedure or reference to the courts on these
matters is certainly something that
probably should be said either in the
court or in the bill itself which would
indicate that.

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a
copy of a letter which was addressed to
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER], from the Grocery Manufac
turers Association, signed by George W.
Cook, president. It has for its purpose
calling attention to the very point we
have been discussing with the Senator
from New Mexico. It would be useful, it
seems to me, to indicate that the point
was duly raised and considered in the
hearings as well as in the draftsman
ship of the bill.

Unfortunately, the letter arrived too
late to be included in the printed hear
ings on the subject bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter of November 20, 1967,
be inserted in the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

NOVEMBER 20, 1967.
Re H.R. 12144, the Wholesome Meat Act.
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and

Forestry, U.S. Senate, OleL Senate Office
BuilcLing, Washington, D.C.

DEAa SENATOR ELLENDER: Grocery Manu
facturers of America, Inc. Is a national as
sociation of the manufacturers and processors
of foods and other grocery products whose
membership wlll, eIther directly or indirectly,
be affected by this important regUlatory
measure.

Our association has traditionally supported
enactment, both on the state and federal
level, of sound and effective legislation reg
ulating the manUfacture and dIstribution of
food.

We support the current effort to modernize
existing legislatIon on the SUbject of meat
inspection.

However, we believe that the above bill,
as reported by the House Committee on Agri
culture on September 21, 1967 and passed
by the House on October 31, has one defi
ciency, perhaps unintended by Its proponents,
which we urge the Subcommittee on Agri
cultural Research and General Legislation to
remedy.

Section 14 of the above blll would add

Section 202(a)to the Meat Inspection Act.
That sectlon would require that the classes
of persons and organlza.tlons specified by the
blll "keep such records IU; will fully and cor
rectly disclose all transactions involved in
their businesses." (Italic supplied)

The broad class of business ftnn.s subject
to this requirement is described in the fol
lowing language:

"Any persons, firms or corporations that
engage, for commerce, in the business of
slaughtering any cattle, sheep, swine, goats,
horses, mules or other equines, or preparing,
freezing, packagIng, or labellng any car
clU;ses, or parts or products of car
casses, of any such anlmais, for use as human
food or animal food."

The blll defines the term "prepared" as
"slaughtered, canned, salted, rendered, boned,
cut-up or otherwise manufactured or proc
essed,"

In addition, Section 202(a) of the bill
would require members of the Industry, on
request, to afford representatives of the Sec
retary of AgriCUlture access to "such
records,"

The Grocery ManUfacturers of America
wish to call the attention of the subcommit
tee to the unnecessarily inclusive nature of
the language of Section 202(a) quated above.

Read literally, this language might require
keeping and permit inspection by repre
sentatives of the Department of Agriculture
of every document relating to "all transac_
tions involved in their businesses," by any
one engaged in the manufacture, processing
or distribution of meat or meat prodUCts,
perhaps even extending to records in other
parts of their business beyond the handling
of meat and meat prodUCts. Thus, corporate
da.ta, personnel records, financial records, and
research data are only a few examples of the
type of material which the blll, as now
drafted, could requIre to be kept.

SectIon 2 of H.R. 12144 recites that the
health and welfare of consumers should be
protected "by assuring that meat and meat
food products distributed to them are whole
some, not adUlterated, and properly marked,
labeled and packaged,"

We fully share and support this laudable
legislative objective.

However, in view of the sweeping and per
haps unintentionally broad reach of the
record keeping and inspection provision, Sec
tIon 202, we strongly urge that the language
of proposed Section 202(a) quoted above is
unnecessary to accomplish the stated statu
tory purpose and could infiict serious, yet
needless burdens on many members of our
industry.

In addition, we have been advised that the
present broad language of this provision of
the blll may raise substantial constitutional
questions in light of recent Supreme Court
decisions.

We recommend, therefore, that the sub
commlttee give serious consideration to an
amendment of Section 14 of H.R. 12144 Which
would clarify proposed Section 202(a) by
ensuring that only such records as are neces
sary to the proper enforcement of the pro
visions of the Act must be kept, and clari
fying the circumstances under Which such
records must be made available to repre
sentatives of the Department of Agriculture.

Furthermore, in our view, this would best
be accomplished by regulations issued by the
Secretary of AgriCUlture in conformity with
rule making procedures like those used for
packaging regUlations under the Fair Pack
aging and Labellng Act of 1966.

It is our belief that the blll, as so amended,
would provide the Secretary with the admin
Istrative fiexiblllty reqUired to make the meat
inspection program effective, but would at
the same time provide our members wIth
needed procedural safeguards.

We would appreciate the Inclusion of this
letter in the record of the Subcommittee's
hearIngs, and take the liberty of sending
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copies to all members of the Subcommittee
for their consideration.

Very truly yours,
GEORGE W. KOCH,

President.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, if I may
engage the attention of the Senator from
New Mexico once more, I refer to page 7
of the report with the comment as to the
proviso being added to allow. the Secre
tary of Agriculture to impose more strin
gent restrictions for pesticides, chemicals,
food and color additives, and so on. These
restrictions are more severe than those
presently imposed by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare under
the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

This proviso is on page 6, lines 5
through 11, of the bill. Would the Sena
tor from New Mexico give us the back
ground of that language and the reasons
why the committee was impelled to in
clude this particular language which goes
far beyond present statutory authority
vested in other Government agencies in
this same field?

Mr. MONTOYA. I might say to the
Senator from Nebraska that the hearings
do not disclose any particular reason for
it. I assume that the reason the power of
regulation was broadened was the recent
experiences we have had not only in this
country but also in other parts of the
world with respect to infected food from
pesticides. I presume that. It is the only
thing I can ascribe it to because, cer
tainly, in the hearings, we did not go into
that particular genesis.

Mr. HRUSKA. I was informed-I did
not make a personal perusal of the hear
ings-but I was informed that there did
not seem to be any development in the
testimony of any such extension of statu
tory authority to this particular field
which is not vested in any other govern
mental agency in a similar field. That
was the reason I put the question and I
draw attention to it in that fashion.

Mr. MONTOYA. The main purpose of
this provision is to insure that the meat
will be wholesome. It gives to the Secre
tary of Agriculture the authority to check
into pesticide content so as to determine
whether meat is actually wholesome.

I think, in order to put our discussion
in proper context, I should read into the
RECORD at this pOint subparagraph (D),
which appears on page 6 of the bill and
which reads as follows:

(D) if it bears or contains any color addi
tive Which is unsafe within the meaning of
section 706 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act: Provided, That an article
Which is not adulterated under clause (B),
(0), or (D) shall nevertheless be deemed
adulterated if use of the pesticide chemical,
food additive, or color additive in or on such
article is prohibited by regulations of the
Secretary in establlshments at whIch inspec
tion is maintained under title I of this Act;

Mr. HRUSKA. I am sure that is a fine
declaration, and it goes to a general prin
ciple with which we cannot quarrel; but
certainly Congress on previous occasions,
after having held extended hearings on
this point in particular and conferences
and discussions, extended the authority
just so far. Now, without such hearings,
we have the authority extended far be
yond what it has been for any other agen
cy. It would seem to me very appropriate

that there would be good, sound reason,
with justification existent, before we
would take such action.

Mr. President, frankly, I repeat what
I said at the opening of this statement.
I greatly regret my lack of whatever it
takes to have made timely objection to
what I call undue haste in consideration
of this very important and highly needed
bill. It has had a controversial career so
far. There was a reversal by one of our
major departments of Government as to
its official position on it. It had extended
debate in the other House, not enough
here, and certainly not enough consider
ation. It is for this reason that I have
made these inquiries.

I want to repeat that I make this
statement without one iota of argument
against the necessity for a bill in this
area. There is not to be any suggestion
or intimation from what I have said that
I believe there is anything but the high
est intentions and sincerity on the part
of the manager of the bill and the co
authors of it, but it is stilI not the most
desirable way of legislating on a very
vital subject.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.
Mr. MONTOYA. I may say that it never

entered my mind that the Senator was
articulating any bad intentions here. On
the contrary, he has added to the legis
lative history of this bill and by his in
quiry has improved the effectiveness of
this legislation. I am sure he has con
tributed greatly to the kind of dialog
that would lend itself to giving this bill
a better legislative history than it had
before he assumed the fioor, and I cer
tainly want to thank him for it.

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator for
his kind remarks.

I now turn to another point, the ap
plication of Federal standards to ap
proximately 15,000 plants not now under
Federal standards or equal State stand
ards. The question was raised-and I
understand from the explanation of the
Senator from Iowa that the situation is
covered in the report in the last para
graph on page 3, extending over to the
subtitle on page 4-that it was felt there
would be thrust upon some 15,000 in
trastate plants brandnew Federal stand
ards pertaining to and relating to con
struction.

Obviously, many of these businesses
which have been in existence for many
years would be called upon to virtually
tear out the insides of their plants or
demolish the buildings and rebuild them
in order to comply with the Federal con
struction standards.

That does not mean that the Senator
from Nebraska would like to have them
retain their own construction standards
or that the construction standards should
in any way militate against the building
of their plants to produce wholesome and
sanitary products that are properly
labeled. That question was raised, and I
am glad attention was paid to it and
that it solicited an answer to this prac
tical problem in the fashion in which it
was done.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, that was a concern of

mine when we were considering the bill.
Even after the close of the hearings, we
called in personnel from the Department
of Agriculture to look into this particular
question.

I might also say that my good friend
the senior Senator from Colorado [Mr.
,ALLOTT] called this matter to my
attention on Wednesday, and I told him
we had taken care of this provision in
the committee report. I have gone into
this a little further.

If the Senator will yield to me to
amplify my statement--

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield.
Mr. MONTOYA. Even though this was

taken care of in the committee report-
and certainly the wording in the com
mittee report should allay the fears the
other concerned persons have had-I
called officials in the Department of
Agriculture and asked them specific
questions on the architectural require
ments. This is the answer they gave me.
First, the specific question was asked
them: What if a certain plant has a
height of 8 feet and your require 10 or 11
feet so the carcass will not drag?

The Department of Agriculture ad
vises me that they have not adhered to
such stringent requirements even in their
interstate inspections; that where they
have made specifications with respect to
construction, it has been merely to offer
advice and to offer a sort of followable
blueprint to those who wish to construct,
but those who do not have that type of
ceiling may continue to operate with
the facilities they have, provided the
overall, primary objective of sanitation
and wholesome meat is realized through
that practice. So that right now, in Fed
eral inspection, with respect to architec
tural reqUirements, there is merely advice
and counsel by the Department of Agri
culture to those who want to update their
plants.

Mr. HRUSKA. But the fact is that
Federal construction standards do exist
and they can be enforced. I am mind
ful that the Senator believes and reports
accurately the information he receives.
Some years ago an increase in funds
was made available by Congress for the
purposes of meat inspection. The result
of that was that many plants were in
spected that had not been inspected up
to that time. I do not recaIl the experi
ence of other Senators in whose States
independent packers may be located
which were not inspected before; but
several applications were made to my
office for intervention with the Depart
ment of Agriculture. These complaints
were to the effect that if the Depart
ment insisted on these construction
standards the packers could not comply
with them. They would have to build
new plants if they wanted to stay in
busIness. Perhaps through complaints
made to Members of the House and the
Senate, and the commonsense of the
Secretary of Agriculture, that situation
was corrected.

Mr. MONTOYA. May I also state that
even if persons wanted to rebuild their
plants, the Secretary of Agriculture d?eS
not impose on them new constructIOn
specifications, about which I have
spoken, except as guides.



33866 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE

Mr. HRUSKA. Unfortunately, I would
have to disagree with the Senator as to
what I have encountered. Perhaps the
Secretary did not do it, but some of his
officials did, because I have files in my
office from a number of plants in my
States where that actually happened. We
were able to get it straightened out.
Thank goodness, we did.

What is contained in the report is
good policy, I am sure.

Mr. MONTOYA. If the Senator will
yield, I would like to ask unanimous con
sent that that part of the report from
the last paragraph on page 3 up to the
subheading "Committee Amendments"
on page 4, be inserted in the RECORD.

Mr. HRUSKA. I join in that request.
There being no objection, the extract

from the report was ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD, as follows:

Under this new bl1l Federal standards wlll
be applied to approximately 15,000 plants not
now under Federal standards or equal State
standards. Many of these plants are smaller
faclllties, some located in remote areas, which
produce small quantities of meat and meat
food products. The committee feels that Fed
eral standards must be required of all meat
and meat food products sold for human con
sumption in this country. It is understood,
however, that some of the Federal standards
for plant construction may sometimes be un
reallstic, and it would be unreasonable to
arbitrarily apply them when the operational
practices of a smaller faclllty enables them
to meet Federal or equal State standards. In
this regard the committee expects the secre
tary to approach this problem in the spirit
reflected in the testimony of the Depart
ment's Witness:

There appears to be some mlsunderstand
ing of physical structure requirements for
intrastate establishments thus made subject
to Federal inspection. However, the facts are
that the ellgiblllty of an establlshment for
Federal inspection is based upon a combined
evaluation of the operating procedures used
by the establlshment and the bUllding con
struction and physical faclllties rather than
upon a separate evaluation of these factors.
ThUS, if the operating procedures are pat
terned so as to insure the sanitary handllng
of product within the establlshment and re
sult in wholesome food, the establlshment
could be declared ellgible for Federal inspec
tion.

However, the committee wants it clearly
understood that the requirements on Whole
someness, additives, labellng, and the other
Federal regulations are not to be compro
mised and must be at least equal to Federal
standards.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator from
Nebraska has the fioor.

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. I am pleased that the
Senator from New Mexico has included
this language appearing in the report at
pages 3 and 4, because I believe it spells
out the intention of the committee that
construction standards shall be ap
proached in the spirit reflected in the
testimony of the Department, which
made it very clear that, as to some of
the 15,000 plants not now within Federal
regulation, many of them smaller facili
ties or located in remote areas, and pro
ducing small quantities of meat and meat
food products, to attempt to apply a
highly technical series of Federal regula
tions to such plants might, in the light

of particular circumstances, be a wholly
impractical and useless exercise, and
could bring about a result completely dis
proportionate to the purpose and spirit
of the act.

It is the intention of the committee,
which I think we have clearly spelled out,
that the objective of this act is to assure
wholesomeness and establish standards
relating to additives and labeling, and
that is the primary function of the ap
plication of Federal standards; and that
the arbitrary application of highly tech
nical construction standards is not what
we have in mind.

I believe that the testimony of the Sec
retary's representative, as set out on page
4, very clearly expresses not only the in
tention of the committee, but the policy
which the Department will pursue with
respect to such plants. Thus I think it
overcomes many of the fears we might
otherwise have of a highly technical, ar
bitrary application of those standards.

Mr. HRUSKA. I fully concur with the
construction which the Senator from
Minnesota has placed upon the matter.
I do believe that that is a clear statement
of legislative intent, contained, as it
properly should be, in the committee re
port, which is the effective way to do it.

I ask unanimous consent, however, to
have printed in the RECORD at this point
an amendment which would be usable to
supplant this report language into statu
tory form, if it were felt desirable and
necessary to have it included in the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MUSKIE in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

The amendment ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, is as follows:

On page 38, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the fOllowing:

H(d) Nothwithstanding any other provi
sion of this Act, the requirements of this
Act and rules and regUlations issued there
under relating to building construction
standards shall not apply for a period of
three years after the date' of enactment of
this subsection in the case of any plant or
building in which the slaughter of animals
and the preparation of the carcasses, parts
thereof, meat and meat food products were
being conducted on the date of enactment
of this subsection if such operations were
not subject to Federal meat inspection on
the day prior to the date of enactment of
this SUbsection. The provisions of this sub
sectlon shall not be construed to exempt any
plant or bullding from complying with any
building construction standards prescribed
under this Act or under any rule or regula
tion thereof if at any time after the date of
enactment of this subsection the operations
of any such plant or bullding are conducted
in commerce; nor shall the provisions of this
subsection be construed to exempt any plant
or bullding from complying with standards
for wholesomeness and sanitation of animals,
carcasses, parts thereof, meat and meat food
products handled in any such plant or
bullding."

On page 38,llne 3, strike out "(d)" and in
sert in lieu thereof" (e) ".

Mr. HRUSKA. I have asked that my
suggested amendment be printed in the
RECORD, as I say, for the purpose of re
emphasizing the legislative intent, as
now spelled out in the committee report.

I would be happier if such language
were included in the statute. Then every
lawyer in the land who meets with a case
of this kind would have it available, and

would know immediately what the stat
ute means. This way, those privileged
few who think they can learn anything
from Senate or House committee reports
will be, perhaps, benefited by the knowl
edge of the legislative intent which has
been spelled out in the report.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I rise to

ask some questions of the manager of
the bill, if he will be so kind as to re
spond. I realize he has worked long and
hard on this measure; and it is a meas
ure of great importance to many people.

My first question is this: Is it the feel
ing of the committee that the Governor
of a State might avail himself of the op
portunity or the right to invoke Federal
inspection at Federal expense for budg
etary reasons?

Mr. MONTOYA. In a colloquy with the
Senator from North Dakota a few
minutes ago, he asked a similar ques
tion. My answer was substantially this:
that I did not feel that any Governor
would summarily, without any justifi
able reason, ask the Federal Government
to step in, and certainly would not do it
only because of fiscal considerations.

Mr. CURTIS. Could our present in
spection service and its personnel handle
what is proposed in the pending bill,
plus the additional duties which might
come about in a number of states which
might turn to the Federal Government
to perform the service?

Mr. MONTOYA. No; if there are addi
tional plants or additional State inspec
tion systems turned over to the Federal
Government, then that necessarily would
require additional manpower. But there
is no requirement for additional man
power under the interim investigative
authority given the Secretary of Agricul
ture over plants that might produce un
wholesome meat.

I do not know whether I have made
myself entirely clear. There are two
categories here: one where the State
turns all of its inspection over to the
Federal Government, and the other
where the Secretary of Agriculture goes
into a State which already has inspec
tion, and where, in a circuit-riding fash
ion, he investigates some of the plants
to determine whether they are produc
ing unwholesome meat.

In the latter category, there is no re
quirement for additional personnel; but
if a State should cast upon the Federal
Government its whole State inspection
program, then there would be a require
ment for additional manpower.

Mr. CURTIS. Then there is the addi
tional provision that they could have a
cooperative plan, if the Federal Govern
ment shares the cost.

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes.
Mr. CURTIS. Who furnishes the per

sonnel in such case?
Mr. MONTOYA. With the Federal

State cooperative plan, there will be no
need for additional employees, but there
would be a need for additional money,
so as to fund the extension of aid to the
States in providing the training, the in
spection, and the other requirements for
an adequate inspection service at the
State level.

Mr. CURTIS. Are rendering plants sub-
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ject to Federal inspection now, under the
present act?

Mr. MONTOYA. The rendering plants
which render edible food are under Fed
eral inspection at the present time, but
those that render inedible products and
wastes are not under Federal inspection.
This bill would bring them within. the
purview of the legislation.

Mr. CURTIS. What foods are manu
factured by rendering plants?

Mr. MONTOYA. Well, there are the
remnants of fat. There is the grinding
of carcasses and skins, and--

Mr. CURTIS. Is that from slaughtered
animals?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes; from slaughtered
animals and the wastes.

Mr. CURTIS. Are rendering plants
that deal primarily with animals which
have not been slaughtered presently fed
erally inspected?

Mr. MONTOYA. I do not understand
the Senator's question.

Mr. CURTIS. I am referring to ani
mals that die from natural causes, and
e. rendering plant picks up the carcass.

Mr. MONTOYA. They are not subject
to inspection at the present time unless
that meat starts moving in interstate
commerce. Then the Federal Govern
ment will step in.

Mr. CURTIS. What is done about
rendering plants in this proposal?

Mr. MONTOYA. It would subject them
all to the licensing functions of the Sec
retary of Agriculture.

Mr. CURTIS. Every rendering plant
would have to be licensed.

Mr. MONTOYA. If they are in the
interstate commerce category, they
would automatically come under the
Federal inspection service.

Mr. CURTIS. In the pending bill?
Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is

correct.
Mr. CURTIS. On page 1 of the report,

near the bottom of the page, it says:
Add a new Title II(A) prohibiting com

merce in anImal products not Intended for
human use unless denatured, properly iden
tIfied as not Intended for human use, or
naturally inedIble.

Would the Senator elaborate a little
on the meaning of that statement?

Mr. MONTOYA. If, for instance, we
have a diseased animal in a slaughter
ing house and the owner of the slaugh
tering house intends to process the ani
mal, there is a requirement under the
pending legislation that one is supposed
to denature it. That means that one is
supposed to color it green or purple or
some other discernable color that will be
indicated as the Secretary may prescribe,
to show that it is not an edible com
modity. That is what the term denature
means, to take it out of its proper,
natural appearance.

Mr. CURTIS. Does that language refer
to pet foods?

Mr. MONTOYA. It could refer to pet
foods, however, if the meat or meat prod
uct is clearly labeled as pet food it would
not necessarily have to be denatured.

Mr. CURTIS. What products would be
covered by those lines which I read from
page 1 of the report?

Mr. MONTOYA. This is determined by
applying the test of what products are

not capable of use for human consump
tion.

If a diseased animal has been brought
into a plant, that is naturally not an
animal that is capable of being used for
human consumption. Therefore, the
product has to be denatured immediately.
If the plant does not do this, the plant is
then in violation of the Federal law.

Mr. CURTIS. What plants are referred
to by this language?

Mr. MONTOYA. The language refers
to all plants under the Federal inspec
tion system and to all new plants that
might come under Federal inspection.

Mr. CURTIS. What is the definition
of a plant?

Mr. MONTOYA. A plant is any person,
firm, or corporation engaged in the
slaughtering of animals-cattle, swine,
goats, and equines-for the manufacture
of products for human consumption.
That is the purpose of the legislation.

Mr. CURTIS. It must be the intent of
the processor that the product be for hu
man consumption.

Mr. MONTOYA. It is the intent that
governs under the existing Federal in
spection system. We have now switched
that around to say "any product which is
capable of being consumed by a human
being." That is. the test now, instead of
what is in the mind of a processor.

Mr. CURTIS. The test is whether it is
capable of being consumed.

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. CURTIS. How does one determine
that?

Mr. MONTOYA. I think it Is perfectly
natural for any human being to deter
mine whether meat is edible and whether
it meets the reqUirements of wholesome
ness. I think that Is something that is
very natural.

I do not think It requires even the es
tablishment of any formal criteria for
that. However, the Secretary of Agricul
ture wlll probably establish criteria.

Mr. CURTIS. Suppose a product is
manufactured and processed with the in
tention of being used for animal food, but
contrary to the knowledge and intent of
the processor, some of that product is
eaten by humans. Would that be covered
by the pending legislation?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes, it would be. Page
4 of the bill, subdivision (Ie) reads as fol
lows:

The term "capable of use as human food"
shall apply to any carcass, or part or prod
uct of a carcass, of any anImal, unless It Is
denatured or otherwise Identified as required
by regUlations prescribed by the Secretary to
deter Its use as human food. or it Is naturally
inedIble by humans.

That would cover any of these prod
ucts without the matter having to go
through a stage of definition.

Mr. CURTIS. Inedible, I assume, would
perhaps mean the hair that is processed.

Mr. MONTOYA. The hall', the hide,
and the horns of an animal. They are
naturally inedible.

Mr. CURTIS. What additional require
ments will be placed upon a slaughter
ing plant that is presently covered un
der the Federal law and is, we will as
sume, conducting itself satisfactorily?
What additional requirement should
that businessman look forward to having
to meet under the pending legislation?

Mr. MONTOYA. I would say by way of
a fair answer to that question that there
is no substantial, additional imposition
upon the plants that are now federally
inspected.

There are clarifications in the pend
ing legislation with respect to misbrand
ing, labeling, and packaging. The Secre
tary of Agriculture is given clear author
ity which was previously exercised by the
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Administra
tion.

They now complement each other un
der the pending legislation with respect
to labeling, packaging, and other author
ities which heretofore existed with both
agencies.

Mr. CURTIS. Suppose a plant is not
federally inspected and the State Gov
ernor does not elect to have all of the
plants come under Federal inspection, is
there a cooperative plan in issue? How
much time does the individual plant
that is not now federally inspected,
if it is engaged in interstate commerce,
have in which to comply?

Mr. MONTOYA. Under the pending
legislation, the Secretary of Agriculture
does not have any authority, within a 2
year period, to impose Federal inspection
on a State presently until he finds out
on a plant-by-plant basis that a certain
plant is producing an unwholesome prod
uct.

If that is the case, the Secretary of
Agriculture shall advise the Governor
that plant A is producing an unwhole
some product intrastate. The Secretary
will ask the Governor to try to do some
thing under its State inspection system
to see that that plant does not continue
to follow this practice.

If the Governor refuses to act in be
half of the consumer in this instance, or
if the Governor says to the Secretary of
Agriculture, "I have no facilities under
my State law to act," then the Secretary
of Agriculture, under the pending legis
lation, immediately would bring the vio
lating plant under his jurisdiction under
the Federal inspection system. However,
it is done on a plant-by-plant basis dur
ing the 2-year period.

Mr. CURTIS. I understand that if the
pending legislation is enacted into law,
it will bring approximately 15,000 plants
under the Federal inspection system that
are not now subject to the Federal in
spection system.

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor
rect. There are now 15,000 plants en
gaged in intrastate commerce which are
not covered under the Federal inspection
system. These plants slaughter approxi
mately 19 million animals a year, and
they are responsible for the production
of 15 percent of the meat and 25 percent
of the processed meat products.

Mr. CURTIS. If those nonfederally in
spected plants exist in a State and a
spotcheck by the Secretary of Agricul
ture fails to find any violation of the
law. they are then permitted to continue
in their status quo.

Mr. MONTOYA. That is correct.
Mr. CURTIS. No plants not now cov

ered will be covered until the Secretary of
Agriculture seeks them out and so ad
vises the Governor?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes. That was the
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purpose of our amendment-to be able to
say to the States, within a 2-year period,
"All right, you exercise your police power
over these intrastate plants; but if you
do not do it, we have a responsibility to
the consumer to come in and do it. But
we will let you knowfirst. We will let you,
the Governor, know, and we will let the
advisory committee know, that such vio
lations exist, and we want you to do
something about it; and if you do not,
we will do it on a plant-by-plant basis;
we will take them into the Federal
system."

Mr. CURTIS. Suppose someone-an
individual, perhaps-is engaged in
slaughtering and selling direct to the
consuming customer, which would nat
urally be on a rather small scale, would
he be subject to the new act?

Mr. MONTOYA. No.
Mr. CURTIS. In other words, the in

dividual, or the farmer himself, who
slaughters and sells direct to consuming
customers is not affected by the new bill?

Mr. MONTOYA. No.
Mr. CURTIS. What does the Senator

anticipate to be the additional Federal
cost of this bill?

Mr. MONTOYA. Depending upon how
many States come into the Federal sys
tem, the cost would start at $4 million
and go up to $15 million-the cost of my
bill. The cost of the Mondale bill, if it
had been enacted, would have been $45
million. The cost of the Smith-Foley bill
would have been approximately $35 mil
lion additional.

Mr. CURTIS. What is anticipated to
be the additional cost of the pending bill,
if it should become law?

Mr. MONTOYA. It will start at $4 mil
lion and go up to $15 million.

Mr. CURTIS. Now a question concern
ing the slaughtering plant that is now
under Federal inspection and meets the
requirements, has never been involved in
any violation of consequence, and has a
long record of law observance: What ad
ditional bookkeeping burdens will be
placed upon such a plant?

Mr. MONTOYA. They have to keep
certain records which are required by the
Secretary of Agriculture to carryon the
objectives of this bill-namely, inspec
tion, and to assure the Secretary of Agri
culture that unwholesome meat is not
being produced by the particular individ
ual.

For example, if the slaughterer buys a
diseased or dying animal, he must keep
a record that he received it on a certain
day and that he disposed of it in some
way. He must keep a record as to how he
disposed of it.

Mr. CURTIS. Such records are not re
quired now?

Mr. MONTOYA. Well, the Secretary
has imposed by regulation certain re
quirements, but there has always been a
question as to whether the Secretary had
the authority to go as far as he did. To
illustrate the authority under which he
is acting, it was an acorn of legislation
planted on a silver doliar, so to speak,
because it was a rider on an appropria
tion bill. And from this acorn gre'V the
mighty oak of Federal inspection and
inspection by regulation, and that is
what is presently on the statute books.
There has been no substantial amend-

ment to the original act, which was
passed in 1907.

Mr. CURTIS. With respect to the 15,
000 processors who will come under the
jurisdiction of Federal inspection, who
are not now under that jurisdiction, did
any witness give an indication of how
many of them were producing unwhole
some meat?

Mr. MONTOYA. There have been quite
a few investigations. In 1962 and, I be
lieve, in 1967 the Department of Agri
culture conducted some investigations,
and they were able to show that there
have been quite a few violations of the
consumer's interest in this field. In Chi
cago--

Mr. CURTIS. I do not dispute that there
are violations. I do not dispute that some
very unwholesome meat may reach some
consumers. My question is this: Is it be
lieved that all of the 15,000 who will for
the first time come under Federal in
spection, or any substantial number of
them, have been guilty of delivering to
consumers, or causing to be delivered to
consumers, unwholesome meat?

Mr. MONTOYA. There have been quite
a few violations; but the Department of
Agriculture has no control over them,
and some states have very lax laws or
refused to prosecute.

I will give the Senator the most glar
ing example which occurred in the last
few days. In the city of Chicago there was
a recent conviction, with indications that
this particular case had ramifications
which stemmed from activity on the part
of gangland figures, on the part of the
Mafia.

I read the headline from Chicago's
American, dated Tuesday, November 21,
1967: "Sells Bad Meat, Goes To Prison
Gets 2 Years for Diseased Cattle Deals."

These cases did not originate in Illi
nois, which has a mandatory inspection
system. They originated in Iowa and one
other State and then the meat was
transported into Illinois; and that is
where the Federal service got into the
picture and caught them. But had these
been intrastate sales, within a State,
perhaps these people would not have
been caught.

Mr. CURTIS. Do not misunderstand.
I certainly am not rising in defense of
anyone guilty of selling unwholesome
food of any type.

I will state my question in another
fashion: Can it also be said that many of
the 15,000 plants that heretofore have
not been subject to Federal inspection,
and must now be subject to that inspec
tion, no doubt have a good record on
sanitation and wholesome processing?

Mr. MONTOYA. Oh, yes. I do not wish
my remarks to be misinterpreted. I be
lieve that, on the Whole, many of these
intrastate plants have been giving the
consumer sanitary and wholesome food.
They are not to be condemned for what
a few violators have done.

Mr. CURTIS. And some of them have
been very conscientious, in the absence
of any inspection or in the absence of
any anticipated inspection. Is that cor
rect?

Mr. MONTOYA. Well, I do not know.
I assume that they are reputable business
people and that they want to give their
clientele the best food they can produce,
under the most sanitary conditions.

Mr. CURTIS. I am sure we agree upon
that.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the newspaper
articles to which I have referred be
printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, 'the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
[From the Chicago American, Nov. 21, 1967]
SELLS BAD MEAT, GOES TO PRISON-GETS 2

YEARS FOR PISEASED CATTLE DEALS

A man who shipped the meat of diseased
cattle to the Chicago market was sentenced
today in federal District court to 2 years in
prison and fined $15,000.

He is Orest Deligiannis, 52, of 7118 Ked
vale av., Lincolnwood. who operated the Janill
Livestock company from his home.

He pleaded guilty before Judge Julius J.
Hoffman last month to 6 counts of a 12-count
indictment accusing him of interstate trans
portation of 78,000 pounds of uninspected
beef between Sept. 10, 1964, and May 5, 1965.

The government dismissed the remaining
six counts. Under all 12 counts, Deligiannis
could have been sentenced to 24 years and
fined $120,000.

TELLS TRUE TOTAL

Hoffman said a report by the United
States department of agriculture said the
true total of the uninspected beef handled
by Deligiannis was 226,733 pounds between
January, 1964, and May, 1965.

Hoffman rejected a plea for probation by
the probation department and another by a
psychiatrist.

He criticized the probation department
over its recommendation, chiefiy because a
psychiatrist was assigned to examine the de
fendant at the request of the defense lawyer.
Jack Marcus.

WENT TO WHOLESALERS

The meat was obtained in the Appleton,
Wis., and Dubuque. Ia.• areas, ~cording to
the government, but the indictment did not
name the sources.

The department of agriCUlture report said
Deligiannis placed the beef in cold storage
and that an undetermined quantity of it
went to four food Wholesalers, who were not
named in the indictment or the court pro
ceeding.

Deligiannis also operates a wholesale gro
cery at 766 W. Jackson blvd., but the indict
ment did not charge that he disposed of any
of the meat there.

CITE TAX RETURN

The department of agriCUlture report read
by the court said that Deligiannis' 1964 in
come tax return showed his gross sales as
$61,417.

In imposing sentence, Hoffman specified
that Deligiannis is to be held without bond
and must pay the fine and court costs before
being released from prison.

The case is the first of its kind in federal
District court within memory.

Marcus produced the communication from
the pSYChiatrist, who reported that Deli
giannis is "passive-aggressive reactive ,and
has an impulsive life style."

The attorney described Dellgiannis as "a
religious, honest, reliable man," 'at which
Hoffman interrupted to say:

"What's a wonderful man like that been
indicted for? And hll pleaded guilty, but you
didn't say that."

"I meant he was," said Marcus.

[From the Chicago Daily News, Nov. 21, 1967]
BAD-MEAT HAULER GETS 2 YEARS

(By Ed Kandlik)
A suburban Lincolnwood man with crime

syndicate connections was sentenced to two
years in prison and fined $15,000 Tuesday for
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transporting uninspected meat across state
lines.

Orest DeHg1annis, 51, of 7118 Kedvale, had
pleaded gUilty to 6 counts of a 12-count in
dictment. He was charged with transporting
78,000 pounds of uninspected meat to Chi
cago from Wisconsin and Iowa.

U.S. District Judge Julius J. Hoffman, who
passed the sentence, said much of the meat
was from diseased cattle.

DeHgiannis could have been sentenced to
24 years in prison, Hoffman said.

The jUdge said Del1g1annis dealt With Vic
tor Champagne, Who is a brother of and
lives with attorney Anthony V. Champagne,
5679 W. Madison.

Anthony Champagne has appeared several
times as attorney for Sam Giancana, reputed
crime syndicate boss.

During the trial, the prosecution produced
AgriCUlture Department figures that showed
Dellglannis had placed 226,733 pounds of
uninspected meat in cold storage at Chicago,
and had sold additional meat without plac
ing it in storage.

The indictment, returned May 11, 1967,
involved only 78,000 pounds of meat trans
ported to Chicago between september, 1964,
and May, 1965.

[From the Chicago Sun-Times, Nov. 22,1967]
DEALER GETS 2 YEARS FOR SHIPPING UNFIT

BEEF INTO CHICAGO

(By Max Sonderby)
Accused of shipping more than 100 tons

of unfit-to-eat meat into Chicago, Orest
Del1giannis, 53, was sentenced Tuesday to
two years in prison and fined $15,000.

U.S. District Court JUdge Julius J. Hoff
man, in denying probation for Deligiannis,
of 7118 Kedvale, Lincolnwood, said:

"It would appear that he was transport
ing meat from dead, disabled and diseased
cattle."

The judge noted that some bank checks
involved in the meat deals were signed by
Victor Champagne, brother of attorney An
thony V. Champagne, whose clients have
included top Mafia gangsters.

PLEADED GUILTY

Del1glannis had pleaded guilty earlier to
six charges of transporting uninspected meat
across a state Hne, from Wisconsin to Chi
cago.

Asst. U.S. Atty. John J. McDonnell said in
court that the defendant first told investi
gating agents he was handling meat for use
as dog and mink food.

Deligiannis later adInitted that the meat
was for human consumption, the prosecutor
aald.

Records showed that Del1glannis did busi
ness, as Janice Meat Co., from his Lincoln
wood home and also was interested in
Del1glannis Brothers Inc., a wholesale food
firm at 766 W. Jackson.

McDonnell told the JUdge the defendant
had a farm near Little Suamico, Wis., ship
ping meat from there and from Appleton,
Wis. Other shipments were made from
Dubuque, Iowa, McDonnell said.

ONE HUNDRED TONS INCLUDED

Deligiannis pleaded guilty to handling
70,025 pounds of uninspected meat from
Sept. 10, 1964, to May 6, 1965. However, Judge
Hoffman observed that 226,733 pounds, or
more than 100 tons, were placed in cold stor
age for him.

Delig1annis was indicted May 12 after two
years of investigation by government agents.
The prosecution dropped six of 12 counts in
the indictment.

In asking for leniency, defense attorney
Jack Marcus said of his client:

"He is a religious man. He doesn't drink,
His life has been devoted to honest and
legitimate work in the meat business all of
his life."

Judge Hoffman replied:

"Then why was he Indicted? There are
things about this case I don't Hke. If you
want, I wllI tell you about them."

Marcus refrained from asking.

Mr. CURTIS. The individual or the
concern that is intentionally guilty of
practices that result in unwholesome
food, of course, must be dealt with. I be
lieve it is also important for the consum
ing public to realize that the great army
of producers and processors of meat are
well intentioned and do a good job. Any
case that occurs is bad and should not be
defended, but the entire industry should
not be condemned, whether they be small
or large concerns.

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor
rect.

I thank the Senator for the questions
he has asked. I believe that the colloquy
has provided further amplification of the
objectives of this bill.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator for
his helpfulness in replying to my ques
tions.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, as the
Senator from New Mexico knows, the
Senator from Florida was not able to at
tend the markup in committee because
he was transacting other Senate business
elsewhere. For that reason I would like
to address some general questions to the
Senator from New Mexico.

As the Senator from Florida under
stood, there were three bills considered
by our committee: the bill that came over
from the House of Representatives, H.R.
12144, which is known as the Purcell bill,
and the two bills that had been intro
duced by Members of the Senate, the
Montoya bill, S. 2147, which, as amended,
is before us now, and the Mondale bill,
which was S. 2218. Is that correct?

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Florida first had assurances from the
industry in his own State and the ap
propriate officials of their general ap
proval of the Purcell bill, the House bill;
and later, when the Senate hearings
were underway, he had the same kind of
assurances with reference to their gen
eral approval of the Montoya bill, spon
sored and introduced by the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico.

The Senator from Florida under
stands, however, that certain amend
ments were made in the Montoya bill
and are in the bill as now reported from
the committee. The Senator from Flor
ida wants to understand whether or not
the Senate and the general public can
rely upon the recital of committee
amendments to the Montoya bill found
on page 4 of the committee report, at
about the middle of the page, the
amendments being Nos. 1, 2, 3,4, and 5.

Are those the amendments made and
all of the amendments made in the
Montoya bill?

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor
rect, with the exception of one amend
ment I am going to offer, which Is for
clarification only. It would strike out
language that is surplusage in the bill,
through a misprint.

Mr. HOLLAND. The amendment to
which the Senator refers will not make a
substantial change in the bill?

Mr. MONTOYA. It would not change
the substance.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask at
this time that there be printed in the
RECORD that portion of the committee
report beginning with the words "Com
mittee Amendments" appearing on page
4, and extending through the listing of
those five amendments, for the informa
tion of the public and the industry.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed In the RECORD,
as follows:

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The Committee amendments would-
(1) provide for extension of Federal in

spection to intrastate operations in any State
upon request of the Governor, or upon a
finding that the State has not within 2 or 3
years after enactment of the b1ll developed
an inspection system at least equal to the
Federal system;

(2) provide for extension of Federal in
spection to partiCUlar intrastate plants found
to be distributing adUlterated products dan
gerous to the pUblic health;

(3) preserve the Secretary's existing au
thority to exempt retail butchers and retail
dealers in appropriate cases;

(4) strike out the provision giving the
Secretary authority to make additional ex
emptions in the District of Columbia and
unorganized territories; and

(5) make a number of changes designed to
conform the provisions to those contained in
H.R. 12144 as passed by the House of Repre
sentatives, to correct typographical errors, or
to make other technical corrections.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, since
there is a listing in the reoort of the
differences between the Montoya bill,
as amended, and the Purcell bill, I ask if
the Senate can rely upon the recital of
those differences, as stated in the para
graph appearing on page 4 of the com
mittee report which is entitled "Com
parison of S. 2147 With H.R. 12144,"

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes. I believe reliance
can be had on that difference stated
therein.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, at this time I ask that

there be printed in the RECORD that par
ticular paragraph on page 4 of the com
mittee report entitled "Comparison of
S. 2147 With H.R. 12144."

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

COMPARISON OF S. 2147 WITH H.R. 12144

The major differences between S. 2147, as
reported, and H.R. 12144, as passed by the
House of Representatives, are the committee
amendments described In paragraphs (1),
(2), (3), and (4) above. In addition, S. 2147
in section 17 would require the Secretary
to submit more detailed reports regularly on
the operations and products covered by the
act. The only other differences are nonsub
stantive technical corrections.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have
listened with a great deal of interest to
the colloquy on the floor of the Senate
between the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico and the two distinguished
Senators from Nebraska, in which other
Senators have participated from time to
time, particularly the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. MONDALE].

I think I understand the situation, and
I believe that the public generally and
the industries afIected will understand
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the situation better by the inclusion of
these excerpts of the committee report.

I think that a good many States, like
my own State, are reluctant to have their
own inspection services interfered with.
We have an antemortem inspection and
a postmortem inspection that are man
datory. We have processing inspection
that is mandatory. I understand we are
also willing to see that any insufficiency
in State inspection be repaired and per
fected so that the public will be better
assured of getting wholesome products.

So far as the Senator from Florida is
concerned, he does not think that Gov
ernors need to be feared, because I do
not think they will ask for federaliza
tion of their services unless intolerable
enforcement prevails in their States.

Mr. MONTOYA. Unless they are run
ning for a second term.

Mr. HOLLAND. Fortunately, up until
now, the governors of my State cannot
run for a second term. I think they would
not be persuaded to do such a foolish act.
They might be planning to run for
higher office and it might militate
against them to take that action.

I thank the Senator for his answers
and I thank Senators who participated
in the colloquy. I think they have made
this bill reasonably clear for the RECORD.
As far as I am concerned, not having
had any protest at all to the committee
bill, although there were some protests
to the earlier bill, the Senator from Flor
ida would expect to support the bill of
the Senator from New Mexico, as
amended.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I merely
wish to congratulate the distinguished
manager of the bill and to tell him that
when this bili came to consideration by
the Senate, I communicated with Dr.
Cannon, who is the director of health in
the State of Rhode Island, to determine
the situation in Rhode Island.

As a predicate to asking a question
of my colleague who is managing the bill,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD the letter which I received
from Dr. Joseph E. Cannon, director of
health, to the State of Rhode Island,
dated November 17, 1967, together with
the statement of Dr. T. J. Grennan,
which is referred to therein.

There being no objection, the letter
and enclosW'es were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVI
DENCE PLANTATIONS, DEPARTMENT
OF HEALTH,

Providence, November 17, 1967.
Hon. JOHN O. PASTORE,
U.S. Senate,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR PASTORE: The Rhode Island
meat inspection program is based upon a
Rhode Island statute requiring compulsory
inspection of all meat, meat products, and
meat animals intended to be used or sold for
food.

The United States Department of AgricUl
ture "Manual of Meat Inspection Proce
dures"; and the United states Department
of AgricUlture "Regulations Governing the
Meat Inspection" are used in determining
compliance under the current program.

Chapter 80, Public Laws, 1962, Rhode Is
land, provided for the transfer of the Divi
sion of Animal Industry from the former

Department of Agriculture and Conservation
to the Department of Health. In 1963, a re
organization of the Rhode Island Department
of Health was effected. A result of this re
organization was the creation of the DiVision
of Animal and Dalry Industry. One of the
activities assigned to this diVision 1s the en
forcement of the "Rhode Island Slaughter
Act", and the assignment to serve as con
sultants to the Rhode Island Division of Food
and Drug COntrol in all matters pertaining
to the preparation and processing of foods of
animal origin.

Since July, 1963, meat inspection actiVi
ties in Rhode Island have been under the
direct supervision of a full-time Publlc
Health Veterinarian. The incumbent, for
merly employed by the United States Depart
ment of Agriculture Meat Inspection Division
has been certified by the Rhode Island Divi
sion of Personnel as a result of open com
petitive examination.

Thus, the program in force in this state
parallels that of the United States Depart
ment of Agriculture in the use of the same
manual and regulations; in the use of fUll
time personnel to provide ante- and post
mortem inspection; and in providing quali
fied, professional supervision.

I do not intend to detract in any way from
the excellence and dedication of the federal
meat inspection service. The reputation of
this organization is well-deserved. Many
statements, however, made during the cur
rent Washington hearings have created a
widespread doubt concerning the disposition
of so-called 4-D animals (dead, dying, dis
eased, disabled). I want to assure you that no
such animal has been presented to any Rhode
Island slaughter house in recent years; nor
have such animals been purchased by a
Rhode Island buyer at neighboring livestock
auction sales.

I am enclosing a copy of a statement pre
sented by Dr. Thomas J. Grennan of our
department to the United States Department
of AgriCUlture BUdget Review Committee on
April 26, 1960 relative to appropriation re
quests for the Meat Inspection Division. I
would direct your partiCUlar attention to
paragraph four and to the last paragraph on
page 2 of his statement. It was not Intended
to have carte blanche approval granted to
any state service. The intention was to pro
vide for acceptance by the United States De
partment of Agriculture of an over-all state
program; to establish qualifications for state
employed plant inspectors and to certify
them. It Is my understanding that this 1960
proposal is very simllar to the contents of the
present b1l1 by Senator Joseph M. Montoya.
At this time, however, I would extend the
original suggestion to prOVide for federal in
spection in any state whose service was not
approved by a given date, and the expense of
such service to be paid for by the state.

Miss Betty Furness, in s'upport of the blll
by Senator Walter F. Mondale, stated that
the consumer should not have to wait for
two years or three years for protection. Such
statements imply that federal supervision is
available immediately. This mayor may not
be true. The United States Department of
Agriculture is presently attempting to recruit
veterinarians for the Meat Inspection Divi
sion which must be assumed to meet present
demands. Employees in our Division of Ani
mal and Dairy Industry have recently been
contacted by mail. Advertisements appear In
such non-professional pUbllcations as "The
National Provisioner." To imply that federal
meat inspection can be provided overnight
may not be in the pUbllc interest.

Much of tile evidence presented during the
current hearings was based upon investiga
tions made in 1962. Since that time, many
states have made a definite and conscientious
effort to establish or to improve acceptable
meat inspection services. Rhode Island can
certainly be included in this latter category.

The present program offers a professional
service to the extent of available personnel
and financial support.

There is no doubt that those states With
slmllar programs, aided by legislation proVid
ing for a federal-state cooperative program
and supported by federal funds. would pro
vIde a service equal to that of the Meat In
spection Division of the United States De
partment of Agriculture.

Sincerely,
JOSEPH E. CANNON, M.D., M.P.H.

STATEMENT OF DR. T. J. GRENNAN ON THE
MEAT INSPECTION DIVISION

The importance of, and the necessity for,
the Federal Meat Inspection program is well
known; and it is imperative that this pro
gram be in a positIon to keep pace with the
needs of the industry which it serves, and of
the public. The size of this division, and the
services provided, are directly determined by
the needs of the industry.

While the Federal Meat Inspection pro
gram is basically designed for the protection
of the consumer health, it also serves as an
adjunct to livestock disease control. It serves
as an index of livestock health, and many
times can call to the attention of llvestock
heaith personnel, conditions that otherwise
might have gone undetected.

In addition to the above, it is a most im
portant link, through the provisions of the
original Meat Inspection Act, in the chain of
llvestock marketing.

The change in publlc buying habits has
been markedly demonstrated in the mar
keting of meats and all1ed products. The
small business merchant, who heretofore was
able to provide an outlet for non-inspected
products, is regularlY being replaced by the
large chain operator. This change in mer
chandising is directlY affecting the needs of
Federal meat inspection services, as inspected
meats are increasing in demand.

The processed meat inspection program is
daily assuming more and more attention. Its
importance in the over-all inspection picture
has been highlighted through the problems
brought about by chemical additives to foods,
as well as residues of chemicals Ingested by
llvestock,

In common with all other service and busi
ness operations, operating costs have contin
ued to rIse. Increases in administrative costs
should not deter the expansion of such an
important service.

At the present time, inspection services are
being granted to new plants at a higher rate
than services are being Withdrawn. The list
of applicants requesting plant services con
tinues to grow. In 1960. there are 3,274 people
employed in 1,380 plants located in 571 cities
and towns. By using current figures for
grants, and appllcations, as well as estimated
withdrawals, it can be assumed that in 1962
there shOUld be a requirement for 3,366 per
sons in 1,474 plants located in 624 cities and
towns.

The Meat Inspection Division is presently
faced with the added responslb111ty of the
provisions of the Humane SlaughterAct, and
with the necessity of continuous residue in
vestigations.

In order to meet the present requirements
of industry, there is a need of 5Y2 men per
month as a constant increase in personnel.
This increase Is in keeping with the normal
growth and the requests of industry.

This committee requests that the possibll
ity of acceptance of selected State meat in
spection services be explored. Meat appears to
be the only agriCUltural commodity restricted
to Federal inspection to quallfy for interstate
and foreign commerce. It is not recommended
that this be attempted on a state-wide basis,
but rather that it be by selected approval.

In conclusion, the added responslb1l1ty of
enforcing the Humane Slaughter Act; the
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addition of a minimum of 51;2 men per
month, will, no doubt, result ln a demand
for increased funds. This committee urges
that these adequate funds be provided.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, does the
Senator from New Mexico recall any tes
timony in his hearings contrary to the
presentation made in the letter written
by Dr. Cannon?

Mr. MONTOYA. I think the statement
that Dr. Cannon made coincides with
what we have discovered in the hearings.
Rhode Island is one of the States which
have good mandatory inspection laws.

Mr. PASTORE. I understand that un
der the program Rhode Island will still
conduct its own inspections for 2 years,
with a grace period of 1 year within the
discretion of the Secretary of Agricul
ture, and that the Federal Government
will make certain provisions in money
grants in order to bring about a more
cooperative effort.

Mr. MONTOYA. I am willing to go
further in my answer. The State of
Rhode Island, so long as it continues to
enforce its mandatory provisions with
respect to intrastate plants, may con
tinue permanently to do so. That is pro
vided in my bill.

Mr. PASTORE. But will Rhode Island
be a beneficiary of the largesse which is
being peddled out to the other 49 States?

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor
rect. Each State will be entitled to finan
cial and technical assistance from the
Federal Government for aid in the in
spection of meat.

Mr. PASTORE. My last question is: In
Rhode Island, there are many independ
ent butchers. They cut their own meat,
all done within federally inspected meat
conditions as a rule, but then they make
sausages on their own. They buy the
pork, add the condiments, and make the
sausage. Would the small butcher shop
come under the purview of this law?

Mr. MONTOYA. I refer the Senator to
page 36, subsection 2 of the b1ll which
reads as follows:

The provisions ot this Act requiring in
spection of the slaughter ot animals and the
preparation of carcasses, parts thereof, meat
and meat food products shall not apply to
operations at types traditionally and usually
conducted at retal! stores and restaurants,
when conducted at any retal! store or restau
rant or similar retail-type establishment for
sale in normal retail quantities or service ot
such articles to consumers at such establish
ments it such establishments are subject to
such inspection provisions only under this
paragraph (c).

Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Senator. I
commend him for the excellent job he
has done on behalf of the citizens of
the country, particularly the consumers,
and for the excellent job being done on
the floor of the Senate today to protect
the health of our people.

Mr. MONTOYA. I thank the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. President, I yield the fioor.
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, as a co

sponsor of the original Montoya bill and
as a supporter of the b1ll introduced
somewhat later by the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. MONDALEl, I should like
to congratulate both Senators on their
wisdom in coming to an agreement on
the amendments which have resulted in

bringing to the Senate the present bill,
S.2147.

In my judgment, this Federal meat in
spection bill, as revised and strength
ened, will give to the housewives who
shop for meat at the local supermarket,
the millions of children who buy school
lunches, and anyone who has ever
ordered a meat dish in a restaurant, the
assurance that their Government has
done all it can to guarantee the purity
and wholesomeness of the meat they eat.

This is a matter of particular concern
to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
because of the inadequacy of our State
inspection program. Unfortunately our
Governor has not requested, and our
legislature has not appropriated suf
ficient' funds to support an adequate
State inspection program. On the whole,
our meat inspection law has not been
adequately enforced. Our meat inspec
tion procedures have been haphazard at
best.

Of the 1,263 meat processing or
slaughtering plants in Pennsylvania,
more than 1,000 receive no inspection
other than for purposes of licensing. The
result is that fully 25 percent of the fresh
meat and 50 percent of the processed
meat in the State of Pennsylvania comes
from plants which are not inspected.
Conditions in some of these plants, if they
were known to the consumers of the
meat they process, would be shocking
news indeed.

With the passage of the bill now being
considered, we shall set in motion new
Federal procedures which will put an
end, once and for all, to these distressing
conditions. Although the States will be
given 2 years to establish an adequate
State inspection system, the consumers
will not be left unprotected during that
period. The bill, as amended, specifically
authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture
to take immediate action against any
intrastate plant which endangers public
health, by placing such a plant under
Federal jurisdiction and inspection if the
State, after notice, fails to eliminate such
health hazards. I join in the judgment
of President Johnson's consumer affairs
adviser, Miss Betty Furness, that the bill,
as amended, is a "strong, realistic, and
practical bill that will assure the Nation's
housewives that the meat they serve their
families will be pure."

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield-

Mr. CLARK. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. I wish to congratulate

the distinguished Senator from Pennsyl
vania for his courage and leadership on
this issue. The conditions which he cites
in Pennsylvania can be found in most
States of the Union. As the Senator from
Pennsylvania knows, a survey was made
of intrastate plants in the so-called
Clarkson report of 1962, and another
survey was made in 1967. They showed
that intrastate plants are being inspected
in varying degrees depending on the
state.

Eight States have no inspection sys
tem whatsoever. Others are in virtually
the same situation. But the Department
concluded that although many States,
by the terms of their legislation, have
adequate laws, in no State is the admin-

istrwtion of the program up to Federal
standards. In all States, specific examples
of practices of all kinds were found that
would never be permitted in federally in
spected plants.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator from
Minnesota for that information. I should
like to ask him, as a comanager of the
bill, a question. On page 4 of the com
mittee report, I note a series of com
mittee amendments which, as I read the
more important ones, would-

(1) provide for extension of Federal in
spection to intrastate operations in any state
upon request of the Governor. or upon a find
ing that the state has not within 2 or 3
years after enactment of the blll developed
an inspection system at least equal to the
Federal system;

(2) provide for extension ot Federalinspec
tion to particular intrastate plants found to
be distributing adulterated prodUCts dan
gerous to the public health;

(3) preserve the Secretary's eXisting au
thority to exempt retail butchers and retail
dealers in appropriate cases;

(4) strike out the prOVision giving the Sec
retary authority to make additional exemp
tions in the District of Columbia and un
organized territories.

Do not those committee amendments
substantially strengthen the bill which
the House passed, known, I believe, as
the Purcell bill?

Mr. MONDALE. I do not think there is
any question about it. The House-passed
bill, known as the Purcell bill, contains
many fine features. But there was one
omission, in my opinion, that had to be
corrected; namely, what could be re
quired of a State which, despite the fact
that, under the House bill, financial as
sistance was offered, ne'Vertheless refused
to establish a system which was adequate
to protect the public from unwholesome
meat, from the use of cheap fillers, from
misleading labeling, and from color ad
ditives that concealed the true nature
of the meat of the sausage? The answer
was "nothing." We found not only that
the states faced an economic problem,
but that the entire mechanical function
of intrastate regulation that had de·
veloped over the years had created tre
mendous economic problems for States
within the Federal system, because of
the powerful economic forces at work in
all States. For that reason, we needed
not only a carrot, but a stick, and that is
supplied in the bill before the Senate.

Mr. CLARK. I congratulate the Sena
tor from Minnesota and the Senator
from New Mexico upon agreeing to in
sert these provisions in th~ bill. I hope
very much that when the bills go to con
ference, as I assume they will, the Sen
ate conferees will insist on these more
rigorous standards.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have
been on the fioor now for over 2 hours in
an attempt to be recognized by the vari
ous occupants of the chair, and have been
unsuccessful up to now. Some 1 hour and
15 minutes ago 1 assured the leadership
that I would do all in my power to try to
get to a vote on this question by 3:30
p.m. It is now 3:32, and while I have no
intention of talking at any great length,
neither do I intend to quit until I have
acquired all the information I wanted to
elicit for the Senate.

First of all, I want to say that I con-
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cur-wholeheartedlY in the remarks of
the distinguished Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. HRUSKA]. It had been my intention
to ask some questions along the same
lines that he has propounded. However,
I think some of the questions he has
asked might stand further exploration.

As a preliminary remark, let me say
that no one c,ere holds any brief for any
body who produces meats that are of an
inferior quality or which are not wholly
fit for human consumption. However,
many things can happen with Federal
legislation. The distinguished manager
of the bill mentioned a while ago, in read
ing from a Library of Congress report,
that a great number of people were poi
soned from bread which had become in
fected by insecticides. I do not know
whether that is the recent case I read or
not, which resulted in some 76 deaths,
and whleh was a very tragic affair, since
most of victims were children. The situa
tion, as the Senate may know, involved
a trucker, who was transporting bread,
also put some insecticides of a very poi
sonous nature in the truck bed with the
bread. The insecticide sacks became
broken, and in being transported, blew
around an infected the bread. A great
number of people lost their lives unnec
essarily. The truckdriver later made the
statement that he did not know it was
poison.

So the only point that can be made out
of this very sad affair is that even if
there had been an inspector at every
stage of the processing of the bread,
even up to the time it left the bakery
for delivery. it would not have avoided
this tragic mistake. If the reference in
the Library of Congress note refers to
this same incident-it really has nothing
to do with the subject we are discussing
today.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.
Mr. HRUSKA. Was that the incident

that happened in Bogota, Colombia,
which was reported in the press in the
past few days?

Mr. ALLOTT. Yes.
Mr. HRUSKA. It is my recollection

that it was not in the report, but was
simply a statement of the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes.
Mr. ALLOTT. Very well.
None of us is going to bring home

putrid or impure meat or food for our
families or ourselves, but incidents like
the one in Bogota can occur in a very
peculiar way, and at least one of those
incidents should be documented on the
Senate floor.

We have a very enterprising farmer in
the San Luis Valley in Colorado, who,
over the years, has developed a brand
new type of spinach. Because of out
standing climatic conditions, and be
cause of the strain which had been de
veloped, this spinach brought a premium
price wherever it was shipped. It hap
pened that most of the spinach went to
an eastern market.

Some 4 years ago, the Pure Food and
Drug unit of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare received an
anonymous phone call from someone in

the east. On the basis of that telephone
call alone, and acting under what we
ordinarily call the pure food and drug
law, the former Administrator tied up
several carloads of spinach in the east.
The farmer immediately lost that spin
ach. Worse than that, however, word got
around the wholesale trade that this man
might be shipping spinach which con
tained a very highly toxic form of drug
used for the suppression of various bugs.
After I had run it down it turned
out that this company had sold
this particular drug to only two people
in the United States. Both of them were
over 1,000 miles away, from Colorado.

The Pure Food and Drug Administra
tion sequestered several carloads of this
spinach. But then the word got around
among the wholesale trade that this
man's spinach was afflicted with this very
highly toxic drug-when it was not-and
his sales for that year were ruined. As a
matter of fact, it took the farmer 3 or 4
years to rebuild his business. The actual
loss to that one farmer was $400,000. In
order to get any relief for him, it was
even necessary to get a special bill en
acted by Congress permitting him to sue
the United States in the courts. His suit
against the United States was developed
because of a telephone call to the Pure
Food and Drug Administration from a
competitor, causing him a loss of
$400,000. He does not know to this day
whether he will be able to recover from
the United States.

There can be no doubt about two
things. The first is that the action was
instituted as a result of a call from a
competitor, or an agent of the competi
tor. Second, after examination or reex
amination of the spinach which had
been sequestered, the officials could not
find one single trace of that particular
drug in any of the spinach which they
had sequestered.

So the concern of some of us for small
businesses and how they may be affected
by legislation such as this is a legitimate
one.

I want to say, first of all, with respect
to the merits of this legislation, that
I am very appreciative to the manager
of the bill for his help and assistance.

I understand also that there is a fever
for adjournment in the air, and these
bills have to 'be moved as rapidly as they
can. I do not intend to imply anything
except extreme good faith and coopera
tion on the part of the manager of the
bill, who is the only member of that com
mittee with whom I have discussed the
matter.

I should like to address a question to
him, if he will turn to page 44 of the bill,
under section 407, which begins as fol
lows:

SEC. 407. For the efficient administration
and enforcement of this Act, the provisions
(including penalties) of sections 6, 8, 9, and
10 of the Act entitled "An Act to create a
Federal Trade Commission, to define its
powers and duties, and for other purposes",
approved September 26, 1914-

And the language Which follows.
I do not know whether the Senator is

aware of what the inclusion under the
Federal Trade Commission provisions
has done to this bill or not; but I refer

him to title 15 of the United States Code.
I shall read from section 48 of that act.
on page 2626.· Here is what article 48
says:
§ 48. Information and assistance from de

partments.
The several departments and bureaus of

the Government when directed by the Presi
dent shall furnish the commission, upon its
request, all records, papers, and information
in their possession relating to any corpora
tion SUbject to any of the provisions of sec
tions 41-46 and 47-68 of this title, and shaIl
detail from time to time such officials and
employees to the commission as he may
direct.

It seems to me that what we have
done here, by incorporating the provi
sions of article 48 of the Federal Trade
Commission Act into this act, is to give
the Department of Agriculture the right
to call upon the Federal Trade Commis
sion, Internal Revenue Service, or even,
perhaps, other departments of Govern
ment for assistance with regard to the
enforcement of this act. These agencies
will, by the terms of the bill which incor
porate these provisions, be required to
furnish the Department of Agriculture
whatever information is requested. Was
the Senator aware of the implications of
that provision?

Mr. MONTOYA. No, I was not aware
of the implications of which the SenatJr
speaks. As of the moment, I stand on
the explanation given on page 18 of the
committee report with respect to sec
tion 407, which reads as follows:

Section 407 incorporates, by reference, pro
visions (inclUding penalties) of the Federal
Trade Commission Act and the Communica
tions Act of 1934, as amended, authorizing
requirement of reports, authorizing adminis
trative sUbpenas. and conferring other in
vestigative and hearing powers.

I am not aware that the quoted provi
sion, by virtue of incorporation, would
extend the powers of the Secretary of
Agriculture beyond this concept.

Mr. ALLOTT. The measure under
consideration very definitely includes
this part of the Federal Trade Commis
sion Act, under which other departments
of the Government are required to fur
nish information to the Trade Commis
sion. As a matter of fact, the distin
guished Senator from Washington [Mr.
MAGNUSON], who is chairman of the Sub
committee on Independent Offices Ap
propriations, of which I am the ranking
minority member, and I discovered in
our examination of the Federal Trade
Commission 2 or 3 years ago that they
not only had access to all of our income
tax records, but they were actually keep
ing a staff of from 30 to 35 peoplein the
Internal Revenue Service for the purpose
of perusing the income tax returns of
various individuals and corporations
throughout the country, the secrecy of
which we had always thought was sacred.

I think we succeeded in stopping that
practice, unless they have renewed it
since we have relaxed our vigilance this
year.

So it can readily be seen how long the
fingers of the Department of Agriculture
grow by virtue of this seemingly innoc
uous inclusion, even. though it is ex
plained by the paragraph concerning
section 407 on page.18 of the committee
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report. It illustrates how far we bring
the Federal bureaucracy into this
measure.

I must say that when I consider the
penal provisions found in the latter part
of the bill, as in section 406, which pro
vides for an imprisonment of not more
than 1 year or a fine of $1,000--

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr; ALLOTT. May I finish with this
point?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes.
Mr. ALLOTT. In case it involves an

intent to defraud, or distribution of an
article that is adulterated-imprison
ment of not more .than 3 years, or a fine
of not more than $10,000, or both-I can
see very little justification for including
criminal provisions of other statutes in
the pending bill also;

I yield now to the distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. MONTOYA. I say to my good
friend from Colorado that it is not un
common to make reference to that pro
vision in other legislation. We already
have, with respect .to packers, under the
Packers and Stockyards Act, a similar
reference. to the provision to which the
Senator refers. I call the attention of the
Senator to the cross-reference appearing
under the specific provision which he
has quoted and which we have been dis
cussing, which. reads as follows:

Jurisdiction, powers and duties of Secre
tary of Agriculture In enforcing the provi
sions of the Packers and Stockyards Act, ap
plication of this section to, see section 222
of Title 7, AgricUlture.

I have that particular section here;
namely, title 7, section 222. For the REC
ORD, it reads as follows:
§ 222. Federal Trade Commission powers

adopted for enforcement of chapter.
For the efficient execution of the provisions

of this chapter, and In order to provide In
formation for the use of Congress, the pro
visions (including penalties) of sections 46
and 48-50 of Title 15, are made applicable
to the jurisdiction, powers, and duties of the
Secretary In enforcing the provisions of this
chapter and to any person subject to the
provisions of this chapter, whether or not a
corporation; The secretary, In person or by
such agents as he may designate, may prose
cute any InqUiry necessary to his duties under
this chapter In any part of the United States.

Mr, ALLO'IT. Mr. President, I hope
that I can at least get the assurance of
the manager of the bill that it was not
the intent that the Department of Agri
culture under the color of this author
ity-and it is not merely under the color
of authority, but it is an actual grant of
authority in the bill to which I have just
referred-would be given the right to go
fishing all over the Government for
every kind of information they can get
about a particular plant, except as it
relates to the primary purpose of the act,
which is to see that only pure and whole
some meat products get into the hands
of the people of this country.

Mr. MONTOYA. If my good friend, the
Senator from Colorado, will yield a little
further, I do not think that situation will
ever occur because under the present
system of Federal inspection, the Federal
inspection personnel have been taxed to
the gills, and they. W1ll not be able to have

any excursion into these particular areas
about which the Senator has any appre
hension.

They certainly must have power to go
into an investigation of unwholesome
food. The usual case comes about be
cause the Federal Government actually
knows where the unwholesome food is
being produced. These Federal inspec
tors have a way of finding outin what
plants these practices can and do occur.

Mr. ALLOTT. That is true. However,
the distinguished Senator has based it
upon the idea that the inspectors are
busy, and they are. I happen to know a
little about this personally. However,
that does not mean that everybody in
the Department of Agriculture is busy.
And anybody else, even outside of the
inspection bureau, could get a bee in his
bonnet and decide he would rather like
to zero in on some person and utilize this
measure.

I want the record to be clear that the
powers that are being written into the
pending bill, by giving expressly to the
Department of Agriculture the powers
contained in the Federal Trade Commis
sion Act, are restricted to the primary
function of the bill which is to see that
only pure and unadulterated meat prod
ucts get into thE: hands of our public.

Mr. MONTOYA. That would certainly
be my intention and certainly the in
tention of the committee. We would cer
tainly expect the Secretary of Agricul
ture to exercise reasonable prudence in
availing himself of this power because
the premise upon which this power is
granted to him is for the efficient admin
istration and enforcement of this act.
That is the premise upon which this pow
er is given to him.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator for
his statements. I am sure they will be
valuable in the interpretation of this
matter.

I should like to return now to one of
the first questions asked by the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska relative
to section 202. This relates to the keep
ing of records.

!treads:
Such records as will fully and correctly

disclose all transactions Involved In their
businesses; and all persons, firms, and corpo
rations sUbject to such requirements shall,
at all reasonable times, upon notice by a
duly authorized representative of the Secre
tary, afford such representative access to
their places of business and opportunity to
examine the facilities, Inventory, and records
thereof ...

I think we ought to clear up the legis
lative record. What bothers me about this
is the meaning of "keep such records."

Does that language mean, for example,
that essentially a one-man shop, a small
slaughtering house run by one man with
perhaps three, five, six, or 10 employees
under him, having kept books for a num
ber of years in a certain way, can have a
bookkeeping system imposed upon him
by the Department of Agriculture? As
long as his books show and disclose fully
and correctly all transactions involved in
his business, would the Secretary have
any power then to compel a change in
the bookkeeping of that particular busi
ness?

Mr. MONTOYA. I would say to the

Senator from Colorado that the objec
tive of this provision is to authorize the
Secretary to promulgate such regulations
with respect to the keeping of records as
will subserve the objective of the bill.

I will give the Senator one example
which comes to my mind. It was cer
tainly discussed in the hearings. If one
of the individuals coming within the pro
visions of the act should buy a deceased
animal, he must have a record. The Sec
retary will certainly require him to have
a record of when he bought this par
ticular animal and what disposition he
has made of it.

Mr. ALLOTT. I agree that all of that
is proper.

Mr. MONTOYA. This would follow a
pattern which the Secretary has outlined
in actual practice with respect to the
Federal inspection system. He has pro
mulgated relations requiring this kind of
recordkeeping under the Federal inspec
tion system. And I certainly would not
expect him to go beyond the present ex
ercise of authority unless it would sub
serve, and only subserve, the objectives
of the act-wholesome food and deter
ring the movement of unwholesome food
into the consumer market.

Mr. ALLOTT. The language I have re
ferred to appears on pages 27 and 28 of
the bill. The question that I have asked
concerns the meaning of "keep such
records."

While I agree and would be the first
to agree that if a man through inadver
tence were to bring a deceased animal
into his yard for slaughter and some dis
position were made of the animal, his
records should show what that disposi
tion was.

If a man kills 20 or 100 head of beef
in a month, his records should show
where the beef came from, when the beef
arrived, what was paid for the beef, and
where it was sold.

What I am concerned about, however,
is when the Senator says that they shall
keep such records as wiII fully and cor
rectly disclose all transactions involved
in their business, does that language con
fer upon the Secretary the right to im
pose upon a particular person engaged
i~ the slaughtering of meat animals a
particular type of bookkeeping if this
persons records already fully disclose all
of the things of which the Senator has
spoken.

Mr. MONTOYA. I do not think the
Secretary would impose a special book
keeping system which would force an
individual to divert his operation from
the usual practice that he has been ad
hering to.

With resp€ct to the fear that the
Senator from Colorado might have as to
whether this authority may be abused,
I would like to call his attention to sec
tion 401 of the Packers and Stockyards
Act from which this provision was taken,
cited in 7 United States Code, section
221, and it reads as follows, insofar as
the pertinent provision of that section
concerns us today:

SEC. 401. Every packer or any !lve poultry
dealer or handler. stockyard owner, market
agency, and dealer shal1 keep such aecounts,
records, and memoranda as fully and cor
rectly disclose all transactions involved In
his business. Including the true ownership
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of such business by stockholding or other
wise.

So that he has that authority already,
and he has been exercising it. I do not
know of any abuse of authority to which
he has resorted.

Mr. ALLOTT. I am not concerned
about the information. I am concerned
about the imposition of a uniform sys
tem of accounts or bookkeeping upon
these people. As I understand the Sena
tor, he has said there is no such inten
tion, so long as the books accurately re
flect the complete transactions of the
business, including diseased animals,
what was done with them, what is done
with the good animals, and where they
were sold. Is that correct?

Mr. MONTOYA. I believe there are
certain other aspects of the operation.

Mr. ALLOTT. There are other aspects,
also.

Mr. MONTOYA. Which would be
within the purview of this authority.

Mr. ALLOTT. But this is the main
point: There is no intention in this bill
to impose or to give the Secretary of
Agriculture an opportunity to impose
upon individuals a uniform system of
accounting or keeping books?

Mr. MONTOYA. No, not so far as I
can see.

Mr. ALLOTT. I believe the Senator
perhaps answered this question very well
on page 108 of the hearings, when he
said:

Senator MONTOYA. I am assuming that the
Secretary will only require the inspection
of such records as may be germane to his
main objective; namely, seeing that sanitary
conditions and all other conditions under the
law are adhered to by the licensee. And I
would have no objection to establishing that
and contributing the interpretation of the
particular provisions to that objective and
establlshing it as legislative history.

So that I believe the Senator's remark
in the record is as clear upon this matter
,as anything can be-namely, in seeing
that sanitary conditions and all other
conditions under the law are adhered to
by the licensee. The Senator sees no rea
son to change his language in the hear
ing, does he?

Mr. MONTOYA. No, I do not.
Mr. ALLOTT. Another matter to which

I wish to refer concerns the last para
gr.aph on page 3 of the report down to
the paragraph entitled "Committee
Amendments" on page 4. This is an item
that has concerned most people in this
area, particularly the people with whom
I have spoken. I have had time to com
municate with only three of them. They
all happen to be in the Arkansas Valley;
they have all been east of Pueblo, in
Colorado; they have all been in business
many years. I have done business with
one of them for at least 37 years. I have
never heard of anybody being poisoned
by .a meat product from that plant nor
from any of the others.

But one of the matters that concerns
these people is that they are afraid that
this bill would require physical standards
which would cause them to reconstruct
plants and all of their equipment in con
formity with some formula or concept
that was developed in the Department of
Agriculture.

The manager of the bill and the Sen-

ator from Nebraska covered this matter
pretty well, but I believe that the point
that is basic with respect to this matter
is contained in the portion of the report
which reads:

However, the facts are that the ellgibllity
of an establishment for Federal Inspection
is based upon a combined evaluation of the
operatlng procedures used by the establish
ment and the building construction and
physical facllitles rather than upon a sepa
rate evaluation of these factors. ThUS, if
the operating procedures are patterned so
as to Insure the sanitary handling of product
within the establishment and result In
wholesome food, the establishment could be
declared ellgible for Federal inspection.

This language was part of the report
that the distinguished Senator was kind
enough to call to my attention last
Wednesday when we flrst learned this
bill was coming to the floor. As I read it
the key words are "combined evaluation"
and the test is whether all of the physi
cal facilities and the operation, the com
bined evaluation of operating procedures,
produces wholesome food which can be
placed in the hands of retailers and in
the hands of the consuming public. So
that while a given plant might not con
form to even the man's idea of what he
would like to have in his own plant, let
alone the Department of Agriculture, if
his entire handling of the food, from
the time of the slaughter to the time it
is put in a truck and delivered to a
grocer counter or meat counter, is such
that it produces a wholesome and pure
food, this is the criteria that would gov
ern the combined evaluation, rather than
the absence of a single feature or the
lack of a single feature in the particular
plant. Is that correct?

Mr. MONTOYA. That is my under
standing-plus the information which I
submitted in my colloquy with the Sen
ator from Nebraska-namely, that the
Department has not, as a matter of
practice, exacted strict adherence to
architectural requirements and does not
intend to do so.

Mr. ALLOTT. I have one final ques
tion, and it arises from page 3 of the
bill, subsection (h):

(h) The term "commerce" means com
merce between any State, any Territory, or
the District of Columbia, and any place out
side thereof: or within any Territory not
organized with a legislative body, or the
District of Columbia.

At a later place, on page 13 of the bill,
appears this language:

It is hereby found that all articles and
animals which are regulated under this Act
are either In Interstate or foreign commerce
or Eubstantlally affect such commerce, and
that regUlation by the Secretary and co
operation by the States and other jurisdic
tions as contemplated by this Act are appro
priate to prevent and eliminate burdens upon
such commerce, to effectively regulate such
commerce, and to protect the health and
welfare of consumers.

The words "substantially affect such
commerce," with the exception of the
exemption in the bill which exempts cus
tom slaughterhouses-and there is such
an exemption-is there not?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes; there is.
Mr. ALLOTT. With that exception, the

purview of these two together, as I in
terpret it, is to throw every small slaugh-

tel' plant under the purview of this bill,
whether or not it.actually sells in inter
state commerce.

Mr. MONTOYA. Well, I would not say
it so literally. I would say "as contem
plated by the provisions of this act:'

Mr. ALLOTT. Well, there is a limita
tion, and I cannot find it.

Mr. MONTOYA. On page 13, as con
templated by the provisions of this act
namely, that the act assumes jurisdic
tion of intrastate shipments only under
special circumstances-that is, under the
triggering provisions by which the Fed
eral Government can step in and take
over a plant which is strictly engaged in
processing or sales in intrastate com
merce, but is violating the standards of
wholesomeness and what is expected for
the protection of the consumer if the
State fails to act after the Secretary of
AgriCUlture calls it to the attention of
the State authorities.

That is the area which is contemplated
by the embracing provision of this
section.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the State
of Colorado, as the Senator knows, has
an inspectior.. act. I beUeve I can quote
the Senator. He said that the State of
Colorado had standards equal at least
to the Federal Government in this
respect.

Mr. MONTOYA. Unless they have
done it lately, the State of Colorado is
one of those States which has no manda
tory inspection.

Mr. ALLOTT. Colorado only has vol
untary inspection, and !Wt mandatory
inspection provisions.

Mr. MONTOYA. That is right, it does
not come within those 29 States that
have mandatory inspection.

Mr. ALLOTT. That do have manda
tory inspection?

Mr. MONTOYA. That is right.
Mr. ALLOTI'. I think the picture is

clear. I conclUde by saying to the Sen
ator that I appreciate his clearing up
various points for me. However, more
than that, I wish to compliment the
senator for devoting his effort, great
energy, and ability to this bill, which is
much preferable to some of those which
have preceded it and which I think is
more realistic in terms of what our
country actually needs and how food
products are made and distributed.

Mr. MONTOYA. I thank the Senator
for his valuable contribution and his
kind words.

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield the floor.
Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, I wish to

ask the senator from New Mexico a
question about the provision found on
page 20 of the bill which reads:

SEC. 20. (a) No carcasses, parts of carcasses,
meat or meat food prodUCts of cattle, sheep,
swine, goats, horses, mUles, or other equines
which are capable of use as human food,
shall be imported Into the United States if
such articles are adUlterated or misbranded
and unless they comply With all the in
spection, bUilding construction standards,
and all. other provisions of this Act and reg
ulations issued thereunder appllcable to such
articles In commerce within the United
States.

I take it from the language I have just
quoted that our intention is that the
consuming public in the United States



November 27, 1967 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 33875

receive equal protection with respect to
both imported and domestically pro
duced meat and meat products. Is that
correct?

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor
rect. We are placing a provision in here
which would enable the Secretary of
Agriculture to impose equal rigidity, so to
speak, upon the producer of meat that is
impOrted for the consumers here in the
United States.

The way in which this would work
would be that the Secretary of Agricul
ture .would not license for importation
purposes or export to this country any
plant which does not pass the test that
would satisfy the maximum Federal
standards.

In addition to licensing such plant for
the purposes of eXpOrting into this coun
try, there is the additional requirement
practiced on the part of the Secretary of
Agriculture that he would take pOssession
of these meat products the minute that
he had the port of destination in the
United States and there conduct another
iI16pection to see that the meat was
wholesome, and that it satisfied all re
quirements set out in the Federal inspec
tion manuals and inspection laws.

Mr. MILLER. We have a twofold ob
jective by this provision: To assure the

I",{:onsumers in the United States of equal
. protection as far as wholesomeness,
quality, sanitation, and all other desir
able features covered by the bill are con
cerned, with respect to not only domes
tically produced, but also foreign im
ported meat and meat products.

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is
correct.

I wish to say to the Senator from Iowa,
who worked very assiduously with us on
most of these amendments and whose
advice was most valuable, that hereto
fore the only regulation authority with
respect to impOrts existed in a very fine
and limited provision in the Tariff Act.
That is the genesis of the regulation for
imported meat that existed.

Now we have brought it under the
Federal Meat Inspection Act with com
plete, comprehensive, and elaborate au
thority so that he can deal with this
question and put imported meat on the
same par with domestic meat in this
country.

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the back
ground material which has been given
by the Senator. It reemphasizes the in
tention behind the language, namely, as
I have said and the Senator agrees, that
we furnish to our consumers here equal
protection. whether it be from domesti
cally produced meat and meat products.
or whether it be from foreign produced
meat and meat products; and second, it
would show that we would assure our
domestic producers that they will not be
undercut by foreign competition .that
does not meet equal standards. Is that
correct?

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. MILLER. There is one thing that
is bothering me and that is in the com
mittee repOrt on this point. I refer the
Senator to page ·12, the second para
graph from the bottom, where the legis
lative intention is somewhat spelled out
on this pOint by stating:

It is not intended that the imported prod
ucts be inspected by U.S. inspectors dUring
their preparation in the foreign country but
it is intended that the Foreign country en
force inspection and other requirement with
respect to the preparation of the prodUCts at
least equal to those applicable to prepara
tlon· of like products at federally inspected
establishments in the United States.

The question is: How are we going to
make sure of our intention that these
foreign brands live up to this specifica
tion and all of these regulations we talk
about if we cannot put a Federal inspec
tor in over there at least on an export
checking basis? I understand how we can
check meat and meat products for qual
ity .when they come into the United
States. but we cannot inspect plants to
see that they live up to the standards for
quality or in the slaughtering process.

I am wondering if we could not say
with validity that the intention is that
there be a means of control, even though
it might not inclUde a Federal Depart
ment of Agriculture meat inspector per
sonally going into a foreign plant; that
there be evidence that is most satisfac
tory to the Department of Agriculture
that that particular foreign plant is, in
deed, living ur to the construction speci
fications. the slaughtering controls, and
the sanitary requirements which our
plants in this country must live up to.

Mr. MONTOYA. I think that the act
ing majority leader has a request to pro
pound. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. M:..·. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that,
notwithstanding rule XII, the vote on
final passage of the bill then pending,
namely. H.R. 12144, with the Senate text
substituted, occur on tomorrow after
noon at 2 o'clock; that all time on
amendments be limited to 30 minutes,
the time to be equally divided between
the mover of the amendment and the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. MONTOYA]; and that the agree
ment be printed in the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr; HRUSKA. Mr. President. reserv
ing the right to object, as far as this
Senator knows, no amendments will be
prOpOsed that are in readiness for sub
mission. However. we have the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. MILLER] propounding
very important questions on imports.
The Senator from Wyoming wishes to
be heard, and perhaps other Senators
wish to be heard, ",ith requests for yield
ing on the part of other Senators.

I am wondering what assurance there
will be that there will not be foreclosure
of discussion of the bill prior to the time
we are called upon to vote. We are
really conducting a committee hearing
on the fioor of the Senate. a procedure
which I deplore greatly. but It is one
forced upon us. What assurance can the
acting majority leader give us in that
regard?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. It was the
intention of the leadership to come in on
tomorrow at 11 a.m. It was the thought

that this would give those who wish to
discuss the bill approximately 3 hours
for such discussion.

If it is felt that this is not sufficient
time, perhaps we can change the unani
mous consent agreement to allow for a
vote at 3 o'clock?

Mr. HRUSKA. Well, so often, respect
ing last-minute discussion, someone will
get up on a very important aspect of
pending legislation and we find ourselves
cut off at a given hour, and we have to
act not with deliberation and wisdom but
because of the clock, and not in pur
suance of the commonsense and wisdom
we might be able to summon.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I change my unanimous-consent
request to read 4 o'clock for final pas
sage instead of 2 p.m., with a half-hour
on each amendment to be equally divided
between each side.

Mr. MONTOYA. Why not make it not
later than 4 o'clock?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent,let me repeat my request:

I ask unanimous consent that, not
withstanding rule XII, the vote on final
passage of the House bill, with the Sen
ate text substituted, take place not later
than 4 o'clock tomorrow afternoon, and
that all time on each amendment, if any
be offered, be limited to 30 minutes, the
time to be equally divided between the
mover of the amendment and the dis
tinguished junior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA]; further, that the
agreement be printed in its usual form,
including the consideration of the House
bill CH.R. 12144).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the senator
from West Virginia?

The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virf!lnla sub
sequently saId: Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to amend ,the pre
vious unanimous-consent agreement on
the meat inspection bill to inclUde the
following: that if no amendment is pend
ing, the time on the debate on final pas
sage be equally divided and controlled
by the majority and the minority lead
ers, or whomever they may designate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection--

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President. reserv
ing the right to object, do I understand
that there Is a time limitation on final
passage?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes.
Mr. MILLER. May I ask how much

time?
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen

ate has agreed to vote on final passage
no later than 4 o'clock tomorrow after
noon. It has agreed to limit time on all
amendments to 30 minutes, but it 1s pos
sible that at some point, no amendment
will be pending, and. consequently, the
request I am now propounding is to take
care of that situation, so that the time
on debate on final passage would be
divided equally between the majority
and minority leaders or whomever they
may wish to designate.

Mr. MILLER. With the time for debate
being left open within the framework
of the previous agreement?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes.
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Mr. MILLER. I have no objection. I

thank my colleague.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? Without objection, it is so or
dered.

The unanimous-consent request, subse
quently reduced to writing, is as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
Ordered, That, effective on Tuesday, No

vember 28, 1967, at the conclusion of routine
morning business, during the further con
sideration of the blll (S. 2147) to clarify and
otherwise amend the Meat Inspection Act, to
provide for cooperation with appropriate
State agencies with respect to State meat in
spection programs, and for other purposes,
debate on any amendment, motion, or ap
peal, except a motion to lay on the table,
shall be limited to 30 minutes, to be equally
divided and controlled by the mover of any
such amendment or motion and the junior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA]:
Provided, That in the event the junior Sena
tor from New Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA) is in
favor of any such amendment or motion, the
time in opposition thereto shall be controlled
by the minority leader or some Senator des
ignated by him: Provided further, That no
amendment that is not germane to the pro
visions of the said blll shall be received:
Provided further, That after the third read
ing of S. 2147, the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry be discharged from further
consideration of H.R. 12144 and that the
Senate proceed to its consideration, at which
time the language of S. 2147, as amended, be
offered as a substitute amendment for the
House-passed language of H.R. 12144.

Ordered further, That the vote on final pas
sage of H.R. 12144 shall take place at not
later than 4 p.m., provided that if at that
hour any amendment is pending to S. 2147,
a vote be taken on the amendment before
proceeding to the consideration and final
passage of H.R. 12144.

Ordered further, That when no amend
ment is pending debate on the question of
final passage shall be equally divided and
controlled, respectively, by the majority and
minority leaders or someone designated by
them.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 11
A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business today,
it stand in adjournment until 11 o'clock
tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that all
committees may be permitted to meet
during the session of the Senate to
morrow.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, does that mean
beyond conclusion of the morning hour?
That would put some of us in a pretty
big box on a lot of these things.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Very well,
Mr. President, I ask unanimous cc.nsent
that all committees may be permitted to
meet tomorrow until the conclusion of
the morning hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the concurrent resolution
(S. Con. Res. 49) extending congratula
tions to the Parliament of Finland on
the 50th anniversary of Finland's inde
pendence.

FEDERAL MEAT INSPECTION ACT
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (S. 2147) to clarify and other
wise amend the Meat Inspection Act, to
provide for cooperation with appropriate
State agencies with respect to State meat
inspection programs, and for other
purposes.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in refer
ring to the question I asked of my col
league before I yielded to the acting ma
jority leader, what I am getting at is,
would it not be proper to expect that the
Department of Agriculture, in imple
menting this part of the bill, for exam
ple, require that a proposed exporter of
meat and meat products into the United
States have on file with the Department
a document setting forth the construc
tion, specifications, quality, sanitary con
trol, and operating procedures, so that
the Secretary could determine whether
they measured up; this, in turn, to be
reinforced by a copy of the regulations
under which the foreign country's plants
are inspected, plus some assurance, say,
from the minister of agriculture of the
country concerned to the effect that the
standards are being enforced. Would this
not be what we would be expecting the
Department to obtain?

Mr. MONTOYA. In answer to the in
quiry of my good friend from Iowa, let
me state that that is the practice now
being adhered to by the Secretary of
Agriculture. The reason we cannot pro
vide for carcass by carcass inspection by
Federal inspectors is that it would be
most impractical. Right now, there are
establishments in 38 countries licensed
to export to this country by the Federal
authorities here. The way this inspection
has been supervised by the United States
is in part through a sort; of circuit-rider
kind of inspection, where we have vet
erinary review officers who visit these
foreign countries and the plants which
have been properly licensed by the Sec
retary of Agriculture.

They go through a very rigid inspec
tion by our Federal veterinary officers
who ascertain that the plant is being
operated under inspection conditions
equivalent to the Federal inspection
standards. In addition to such inspec
tion by our officials, the foreign plant
must be operating under continuous car
cass by carcass inspection by inspectors
of the foreign country. That is one of
the basic reqUirements. A periodic re
view is made by our veterinary officers.
There is sample checking, to see that
there is no plant which says today that
it is sanitary and tomorrow it practices
methods which bring about unwholesome
meat.

It is the opinion of the Secretary of
Agriculture that the present inspection

methods which are resorted to are ade
quate to guarantee wholesome food to
the American consumer when it is
brought into this country.

In addition, I am told by the Depart
ment of Agriculture people that if the
bill passes, with the new provisions we
have inserted in the bill, they will im
plement the inspection service a little
more and improve on it.

The point I want to make clear is that
the Department of Agriculture does not
license every applicant who wants to ex
port meat to this country. The Secretary
of Agriculture is very choosy about li
censing establishments. The Department
must satisfy itself that inspectio:n stand
ards equivalent to our Federal standards
are adhered to in the processing or
slaughtering of meat destined for ex
port to the United States.

Mr. MILLER. Well, I appreciate that
response from my colleague. Might I not
say, not only should the Department of
Agriculture be satisfied, but I certainly
believe that Congress and the consuming
public in this country should also be sat
isfied on it, too.

I am very much interested in the fact
that it is proposed not only to continue
but also to expand on the circuit kind of
inspection of foreign plants to which my
colleague made reference.

That clarifies the position I read in~,

the committee report where it recited it
is not intended that imported products
be inspected by U.S. inspectors during
their preparation in a foreign country.
What we do intend, however, is that
while each and every one of the car
casses, for example is not to be inspected,
we will have some quality and sanita
tion control by having the Federal Gov
ernment's veterinarians, or any other
kind of qualified officer, make periodic
visits to these plants, to satisfy them
selves that they are well operated and
constructed properly in accordance with
the same· standards that our own do
mestic plants have to meet.

I understand that is what the Sena
tor's response was.
_. It seems to me, in order to satisfy
Congress and the general consuming
public, it would be expected that the De
partment of Agriculture would also have
in its files in Washington some assur
ance, for example, that the foreign ex
porting plant is maintaining its stand
ards at least of equal quality and sani
tationcontrol to our own Federal Gov
ernment standards. We should have as
surance from the exporter to that effect,
plus a copy of the regulations of the
country concerned and a statement from
the minister of agriculture of that coun
try of some comparable order, that they
are enforcing those standards.

Mr. MONTOYA. It is my understand
ing that information is required by the
Secretary of Agriculture at the prese~t

time, that there must not only be an in
spection report by our own inspectors but
there must also be proof of the strin
gency of the inspection on the part of the
law in the exporting country; and there
must also be some kind of certificate by
that government that it will certainly en
force the provisions of the act, and that
it is doing so.
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Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. Perhaps I do not under
stand this correctly, but it indicates to
me, as a result of this colloquy, that there
is a double standard here. On the one
hand we are satisfied that there is a
compliance with the inspection, building
construction standards, and all other
provisions of this act and regulations
issued thereunder insofar as foreign
plants are concerned, but we waive car
cass-by-carcass inspection for them--

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. Not until I complete my
sentence, because I may lose sight of my
question.

That is one thing with respect to
foreign plants, that we will have no
carcass-by-carcass inspection; but here
in this country we do not believe in the
certificates given by the processer or
the State departments within the United
States certifying that these standards
are being met. We say, "No; we are going
to have carcass-by-carcass inspection of
all the plants within the United States.
We do not believe, when they give a cer
tificate in Iowa, Nebraska, or New Mex
ico, that they are strictly complying
with those standards which are provided
for within a statute or by regulation. We
are going to have a man standing by,
stamping every carcass 'Passed, in
spected, and approved' or 'Inspected and
disapproved.' "

The trouble is that much of the import
volume comes into this country as
ground, boneless meat.

I cannot understand this point of dou
ble standard. Why do we accord all the
satisfaction of heart and mind of the
Secretary of Agriculture to foreign coun
tries on the basis of certificate of a cir
cuit rider, and yet in this country, when
we deal with our own people and our
own companies, why are they so sUsPect
that we must have an inspector at the
elbow of every worker, at every carcass,
and at every step of the meat processing
business?

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, may I
interject?

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield for a comment
by either Senator.

Mr. MONTOYA. Will the Senator yield
for that purpOse?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.
Mr. MONTOYA. I might say to the

distinguished Senator from Nebraska
that I gave expression to that kind of re
action in the committee hearings. I made
the same kind of reaction as to why there
was a preference in enforcement given
to foreign countries. There is informa
tion in the record now which I think ade
quately mitigates the fault or guilt or
concession made by the Department of
Agriculture to foreign producers.

We have to bear in mind that presently
there are 1,800 foreign plants licensed to
produce meats and meat prodUCts for ex
port to the United States.

Mr. HRUSKA. In 38 nations.
Mr. MILLER. How many did the Sena

tor say?
Mr. MONTOYA. 1,800 foreign plants.

To adhere to a carcass-by-carcass in
spection by U.8. inspectors would entail a
tremendous expenditure on the part of
this Government.

Mr. HRUSKA. More than for 15,000
plants in the States of this country?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes, when the expense
of travel is considered.

Mr. HRUSKA. Shall we say, let us sac
rifice wholesomeness and purity because
it would cost too much to enforce whole
someness and purity abroad, but not in
the United States?

Mr. MONTOYA. I asked for an answer
why.

Mr. HRUSKA. If it is only for the ex
pense, this is one Senator who will not
be happy with the explanation.

Mr. MONTOYA. The answer I received
from the Department of Agriculture, ap
pears on page 290 of the hearings.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.
Mr. HRUSKA. I find no reference in

that letter of November 16, 1967, which
appears on page 290 of the hearings, to
expense as being the reason why we

.should dispense with carcass-by-carcass
inspection.

Mr. MONTOYA. I did not so state, and
if I gave the Senator that impression, I
am sorry I did. 'That was not my inten
tion. I was merely citing page 290 as
indicating that the Department has six
veterinary review officers visiting these
38 foreign countries which have approv
al from the Secretary for meat exports
to this country, with approximately 1,800
foreign plants being identified as eli
gible for shipment to the United States.
I did not mean to convey any other im
pression.

Mr. HRUSKA. As far as the letter is
concerned, the observation was a per
sonal one with the Senator from New
Mexico that the expense of a carcass-by
carcass inspection would be very large?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes. It stands to rea
son that if inspectors are to go from
country to country and try to spread out
in 38 countries, it is going to be a very
expensive operation.

Mr. HRUSKA. If the Senator will yield
further, I read one sentence from the
communication of the Department of
Agriculture, contained on page 290 of
the hearings:

Physical structure requirement accepta
bility of the plants Is based on a. combined
evaluation of the bulldlng construction and
facilities along with the actual operating
procedures used by the establlshment--wlth
final judgment based on the assurance that
product Is handled In a sanitary manner so
as to result In Wholesome food.

Then a reference is made to the Purcell
bill, in which the procedures are the
same, but the Purcell bill is not before
us.

I still ask why a double standard of
wholesomeness is imposed upon the con
sumers of the Nation, one being on the
basis of assurances by 38 foreign govern
ments involving 1,800 plants. We accept
their assurances. But in this country we
will not accept the assurance of a sover
eign State. We say, "No, we are not going
to accept your assurance. We are going
to have a Federal inspector stand by

every time an animal is slaughtered and
during the process of breaking up the
carcass. Federal inspectors will inspect
the carcasses and approve them, and
they will approve all the byproducts of
the carcasses, regardless of the boneless
beef or other meat that comes into this
country from abroad. Although we do not
know what is contained in the foreign
packages, we know that the foreign gov
ernments have given their assurances of
wholesomeness."

I know that the consumers of this
country will happily receive the assur
ances of 38 nations that theirs is whole
some food.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator from Iowa
has the fioor; However, I should like to
continue.

Why a double standard if we are pos
sessed of such great concern for sanitary
conditions and a guarantee of whole
someness? Why a double standard?

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I shall be
happy to yield to the Senator from Wyo
ming in a moment.

I think it only fair to say to the Sena
tor from Nebraska that in light of a col
loquy I had with the manager of the bill,
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA], I do not believe
that the standards set forth in the letter
set forth on page 290 of the hearings
would satisfy the requirements of the bill
or the committee report. In order to meet
the test of the language in the bill, start
ing at page 20, which I quoted at the
beginning of the colloquy, it is provided:

No carcasses, parts of carcasses, meat or
meat food products of cattle, sheep, swine,
goats, horses, mules, or other equines which
are capable of use as human food, shall be
Imported Into the United states If such
articles are adUlterated or misbranded and
unless they comply with all the inspection,
bUilding construction standards, and all
other provisions of this Act and regulations
issued thereunder applicable to such articles
In commerce within the United States.

It is intended that this actually be en
forced by the Department of Agriculture,
to insure our domestic consumers of
equality of protection as between im
ported meats and domestically produced
meats, and our domestic producers of
equality of competition.

The Senator from New Mexico has
pointed out that this is a new leaf in our
law books; that heretofore the only han
dle we had on it was through some kind
of tariff regulation, which has been im
plemented down through the years by
provisions for USDA regulations and in
spections, as set forth on page 290.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at this point?

Mr. MILLER. Yes, indeed.
Mr. MONTOYA. I am grateful to the

Senator from Iowa for going into a dis
cussion of this aspect, but I point out that
the pending measure shows no discrimi
nation in favor of importers or in favor
of exporters. It is intended to apply
equally to all concerned. If there is anY
discrimination, it might be enforcement
of the provisions of the act, but the law
specifically, as we have proposed it here,
says that foreign meat must adhere to
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standards equal to domestic Federal in
spection requirements.

Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator permit
me to interject a thought at that point\

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes.
Mr. MILLER. That being so, the policy

set forth in the Department of Agricul
ture letter appearing on page 290, from
which the Senator from Nebraska has
quoted, which relates to final judgment
based on the assurance that the product
is handled in a sanitary manner, so as
to resuit in wholesome food, is not the
same as that.

It is very nice to say it is handled in a
sanitary manner, and is wholesome food,
but that is not the standard which we
have set forth in this legislation, sup
ported by the colloquy we have had; be
cause our intention is that these stand
ards be equal, and not just merely
wholesome, and not just merely sani
tary. We require the standards to be
equal.

Mr. HRUSKA. I refer the Senator to
the last fuil paragraph on page 12 of the
committee report. That says-and this is
the legislative intent, Mr. President-

It is not intended that the imported prod
ucts be inspected by U.S. inspectors during
their preparation in the foreign country.

Then it goes on to state, in substance,
"as is required in this country."

It is not intended that there be any
inspection of the foreign product while
it is being processed. That is required in
this country. Therein lies the double
standard.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. MILLER. I am happy to yield.
Mr. MONTOYA. Perhaps a little more

legislative history will throw some light
into the darkness that is setting in here.
I might start by stating the genesis of
this particular provision.

The committee adopted this provision
from the Purcell bill, which the House
passed and sent over to the Senate.

What is the legislative history of the
Purcell provision?

I read from page 10 of the House com
mittee report, which recites the provision
with respect to importation, and then
goes on to explain what the purpose of
that provision is.

It reads as follows:
As can be seen by this comparison of the

original and revised language, the committee
intends to apply to foreigners the same high
standards for meat inspection required of
domestic. firms. The committee does not in
tend to continue the present "substantially
equivalent" policy in regard to foreign meat
slaughtering and processing. The committee
realizes that this provision wllI to some ex
tent place an additional administrative bur
den on the Secretary but feels that U.S. con
sumers should be assured that foreign-pro
duced meat, which in many cases is not read
ily identifiable. has been prepared under con
ditions as sanitary as meat produced in this
country.

The committee is aware that sovereign for
eign nations may not in some cases wish to
conform their slaughtering and processing
facllltles to U.S. standards. This legislation
does not force them to do so, but in the in
terest of American consumers, it simply es
tablishes a standard that must be met in
order to market foreign-produced meat in
the United States.

Mr. HRUSKA. How is it determined
whether there is such compliance? The
report says they are not going to resort
to having U.S. inspectors go into a for
eign country to hold inspections during
the course of preparation. Such inspec
tions are required in this country. You
can change it in the law if you want to,
but here we complain that the States
have not undertaken their share of the
burden, and if they will not measure up
to Federal regulation standards, we are
going to go in there, and we will have
a Federal inspector. But who will stand
at the elbow of those foreign processors
and slaughterers, and see that there is
compliance?
. That is not so in foreign countries. We

will say to Australia, to New Zealand, to
Ireland, or any other country that sends
to this country, in quantity, boneless
ground meat, "We trust you to comply
with our standards."

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. MILLER. I had previously agreed

to yield to the Senator from Wyoming.
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I wish to

call attention to what I think is clear
evidence that a double standard is being
applied. Let me refer to the committee
hearings, at page 290, in this letter from
the Department of Agriculture. I refer
to the third paragraph, which reads as
follows:

Approximately 1.800 foreign plants have
been identified to the Department as eligible
for shipment to the United States. The re
viewers have surveyed 612 of these plants and
have had 42 plants removed from the ac
cepted list because they were found not to
be complying with the U.S. inspection pro
gram standards.

Mind you, there are only six people. I
refer to the second paragraph of the
letter, which reads:

Six veterinary review officers visit those
foreign countries approved for the exporta
tion of meats to the United States. There
are currently 38 countries with this approval.

In other words, we have six people
covering some 1,800 plants in 38 coun
tries, which export to the United States,
and we expect them to assure that the
quality of their product coming into the
the United States will be equal to that
processed in this country.

Now, in this country, in 29 of the
States-of which Wyoming is one-we
have antemortem and postmortem ex
aminations; and 27 of the States-of
which Wyoming is one-have processing
inspections that take place continuously,
to assure that all of the processes shall
meet the high, rigid standards we ex
pect, which can assure us of the whole
someness of the product. .

Yet we are turning around and say
ing to 38 other countries, with 1,800
plants, that we will depend upon six
people-six people, mind you-to assure
that the foreign imported meat coming
to this country-and, as the Senator
from Nebraska has pointed out, much
of it is ground, and we do not know how
it is handled-will be equal in quality
and wholesomeness to that produced
here.

I think it demonstrates very clearly
that a double standard is applied.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I want to
add a footnote to what my colleagues, the
senators from Nebraska and Wyoming,
have pointed out.

It is quite apparent that under the
present proposals of the Department of
Agriculture, there just cannot physically
be very much assurance regarding the
quality of the plants in which foreign
meat is being produced to be shipped to
this country. We do have quality control
at this end of the pipeline, but not at
the other.

It is for this very reason that I wanted
to bring this matter out in my colloquy
with the manager of the bill so as to
point out that what has been the case is
no longer going to be valid under the
pending bill. What they have been do
ing before is not what they will be doing
after the pending bill becomes law. This
is ancient history.

It is very interesting reading on page
290, but as far as our intention is con
cerned, that is ancient history because
we are starting out with a new act. We
never had an act like this before. We
have provided here that this will apply
to the importation of meat.

We said in the committee report that
it is not intended that we have Federal
inspectors at each of these plants to look
at the carcasses. However, we have said
that it is intended that the foreign coun
try will be enfo!'cing standards of equal
level and quality control, and that is our
intention.

Beyond that we can have an issue as to
whether something more should be done.
However, I wimt to make it very clear
that nobody overlooks the intention be
hind this legislation, that what has been
done by way of quality control overseas,
to which the Senator from Wyoming re
ferred, is going to continue because it
just cannot do so and meet our standards.

Mr.• MONDALE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE,·· Mr. President, it

seems to me that the Senators from the
opposite· side of the aisle are arguing
both ways.

They are arguing first that ,the pres
ently prescribed practices which are not
embodied in the pending bill will be con
tinued, and second that the practices
will not be followed by the Department of
Agriculture once the bill is passed.

I think we ought to have some deci
sion on which the case should rest. The
truth is that in· the pending bill, which

.is a part of the House bill, we have
adopted sweeping; sound, and substan
tial proposals.

We have provided that there will be
equal and fair standards with reference
to meat and meat products intended to

,be sold in this country.
We have. given the Secretary an ab

solute standard that he can impose upon
foreign meats before they can be ad
mitted into this country.

The Secretary can require that ani
mals be given antemortem and postmor
tem examinations to make sure that they
meet our standards. The same require
ment can be imposed on foreign products.

We do not intend to impose on the Fed
eral taxpayers the cost of having in-
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spectors go overseas to perform these
examinations.

This measure intends to save money for
the American taxpayers. It was not in
tended to reduce one iota the standards
on foreign plants.

The Secretary has a very practical ad
vantage with respect to those foreign
plants. He can make them wait until they
have convinced him beyond any doubt
that they have reached the standards
required under the law. So, instead of an
exemption and an exception, we have
written in strong provisions with respect
to foreign and interstate plants. And the
implication that we are trying to estab
lishand adopt some kind of double
standard to permit a foreign plant to
have an easier time than a domestic plant
is not consistent with this substantially
new innovation in American law.

The emphasis, in my opinion, ought
to be to make it clear that that is what
we intended. And the real significanoo
of this provision is not that it is an
exception, but that it is a wholly new and
substantial imposition. UP until today, if
the Purcell bill had been passed, the
only way to be sure of having wholesome
meat would have been to buy meat with
the inspection stamp on, whether it be
foreign meat or interstate meat.

We are trying to establish a standard
which is at least identical or equal on
all meat sold for human consumption
in this country.

That is what we propose to do. The sug
gestion that we are trying to open up a
big floodgate for foreign meats through
which they could escape these standards
does not refiect the realities of the situa
tion. It is obvious that the Secretary has
been given the duty of protecting the
American consumer from unwholesome
meat. And he has the biggest stick of all.
He can refuse to permit meat to come into
this country until he is satisfied that it
meets our standards.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. I think that the Senator

has been saying exactly what I was say
ing and was attempting to elicit from the
manager of the bill as to the legislative
intent.

I think the Senator intended to say, al
though he did not, that it is not our in
tention that the Secretary of Agricul
ture can do these things, but that it is
our intention that the Secretary will do
them. Unless it is our intention that he
will do these things to assure equality of
standards, I do not think the pending
bill would be worth anything.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will
the senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, when

I was reading the testimony of the Sec
retary from page 290, I was relating the
present practice and not what he was
going to do.

Mr. MILLER. That is my understand
ing.

Mr. MONTOYA. I did state that the
Secretary,had told me he Was going to
have to implement his force for overseas
inspection. I have no details about that.
However, lwarit' to ,bring out also the
fac~ that,~ inspection of. fJnpOrted
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meat really started taking place in the
year 1966 in the manner it is conducted
in now. This is a novel approach by way
of inspection. It started in 1966. That is
why we do not have a complete history
on the inspection of foreign products.
I wish we did. However, the point I want
to emphasize also is that the bill as writ
ten creates mandatory inspection at least
equal to Federal standards on foreign
plants that wish to import meat into this
country.

No advantage is given to the foreign
plants in the pending bill. If any advan
tage is to be given to the foreign plant,
it will arise from the administration ot
the provisions of the bill. However, if the
Secretary of Agriculture gives such ad
vantage to a foreign plant, he will cer
tainly be violating the mandate in the
provisions of the act.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I appreci
ate very much the Senator's statement.
And he is quite correct in saying that the
standard set forth in the law is very
firm. However, what caused me to raise
the question was the language in the
committee report which Is a part of the
legislative history, saYing:

It is not Intended that the Imported
products be Inspected by U.S. inspectors
during their preparation in the foreign
country.

As the Senator from Minnesota has
just pointed out, the cost of having in
spectors over there to do this would be
quite excessive.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, we must
save money. We cannot spend a large
amount of money to assure the whole
someness and purity and sanitation of
plants abroad; however, we can do so in
this country.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I know
that the Senator from Nebraska feels
strongly on that point. However, I want
to get the legislative history clear con
cerning what we have pending before us.

It may be that some language should
be written Into the pending bill along
the line of the comments of the Senator
from Nebraska and the Senator from
Wyoming. However, whether it is writ
ten in the bill or not, I want to make sure
that the legislative history of the pend
ing bill is complete, so that when we say
in the committee report, "it is intended
that the foreign country enforce inspec
tion and other requirements with respect
to the preparation of the product at least
equal to those applicable to the prepara
tion of like prodUCts at federally in
spected esta'blishments in the United
States," we intend not that the Secretary
of Agriculture can put a good control on
this, but that he will put a good con
trol on this.

Mr. MONTOYA. Not only that, but we
also have adopted the legislative history
of the provision in the House bill, and it
is already in the RECORD here.

Mr. HRUSKA. In the report?
Mr. MONTOYA. In the repOrt, too.

But, also, in the RECORD here. I read it
a few minutes ago.

Mr. HRUSKA. But not in the report?
Mr. MONTOYA. Yes, In the House

Committee on Agriculture repOrt on
H.R. 12144, Report No. 653.

Mr: HRUSKA. This is the legislative
history. A letter from the Department of

Agriculture is not legislative history.
This is legislative history.

With the Senator's permission, I
should like to ask the Senator in charge
of the bill whether it would be appropri
ate for the committee to reconvene and
to say, "We take out of this repOrt the
last full paragraph on page 12 and sub
stitute something else."

Certainly, so long as a U.S. inspector
is not present during the preparation of
meat products in foreign countries, there
is a different standard applied than is
applied to domestic meat producers and
packers; because you are saying, "We
do not require U.S. inspectors to be pres
ent at that time in foreign countries. We
will take the certificate of the foreign
nation that that has been done." That
is not what we do here.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Presldent,let me say,
in response to my colleague, the Senator
from Nebraska, that I, for one, do not
intend this to be a once-over-lIghtly deal,
for the Department of Agriculture to just
willy-nilly accept some certificate from
another country. That is, why I began
this colloquy with the manager of the
bill by saying that we Intend that the ex
porting plant Itself have on file a cer
tificate setting forth the various manners
in which it is meeting not only the con
struction specifications but also the op
erating requirements; that the foreign
country Itself have on file assurance
from, say, its administrator of agri
culture.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, wl1l the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WIL
LIAMS of New Jersey in the chair). May
we establish who has the fioor?

Mr. MILLER. I believe I have the floor,
Mr. President.

There shoUld be some assurance from
the minister of agriculture or a compa
rable public official, so :that we will have
it in our files and it will be available to
the Senate or the House or the Amer
ican people, not just that the Depart
ment of Agriculture be satisfied with re
spect to this matter. Otherwise, this bill
will not mean anything.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield to the Senator
from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I do not
believe we are In disagreement at all as
to what we intend. I know that the Sena
tor intends just as sincerely as we do
that we bring about food as wholesome
as possible in the United States for the
American consumer. We are misunder
stood if the Senator assumes that we are
trying to be argumentative or that we
are trying to take two sides of an issue
and seemingly, in the Senator's interpre
tation, are arguing on both sides of it.

I wish to make this observation. I said
earlier that I believe we are applying a
double standard, and In support of that
contention I call attention to page 233
of the hearings before the subcommittee.
At the top of the page is a letter ad
dressed to the Honor,able Betty Furness, ;
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written by Rodney E. Leonard. His first
paragraph reads:

In response to your question as to the
number of Inspectors needed under the Mon
dale Blll-our estimates are that about 4,000
additional inspectors would be reqUired to
staff the approximately 15.000 plants brought
under the Federal Inspection program.

These are plants in the United States.
These are plants now operating. These
are plants that at the present time have
no Federal inspection or any State in
spection. I assume. In order to give these
plants the type of inspection the De
partment of Agriculture believes will be
required. they say it will take approxi
mately 4.000 additional employees.

Mr. HRUSKA. One for every 3%
plants.

Mr. HANSEN. One for every 3% plants.
Yet. we are trying to inspect some 1,800

foreign plants in 38 countries with six
veterinary officers. Now, if that is not a
double standard. I do not know how one
would go about arriving at a double
standard. They will be lucky to get there
once a month. if they travel all the time,
just as the Senator and I were traveling
all the time during the past week. I do
not see how they can do it.

I call attention to the fact that of the
some 612 plants inspected under this
system. just a hit-and-miss system-the
inspectors are not there every day; they
just drop in-approximately 7 percent
have not measured up to the standards
that were imposed by the Department
of Agriculture and, as a consequence,
have been denied their licenses to export.

So I suggest that it will take much
more. I know it will be expensive. But
if it is important that the people of the
United States have wholesome meat, I
believe we should be realists, as I am
sure the Senator from Nebraska wants
to be. We must see that we do a better
job of insuring that these foreign plants
comply with the proper standards which
we chose to set in this country.

Just a few years ago, 11 percent of all
the red meat that was consumed in the
United States was imported into this
country. We must insure that the Sec
retary has sufficient directive to strictly
enforce the standards as set out in this
bill. or we will not assure the high stand
ards of excellence for our domestic con
sumers that I know the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota desires just as
much as I desire.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. In the first place, the
figure of 4,000 inspectors. which was sup·
plied by the administration, was with
respect to my proposal, which was not
recommended by the committee. This
was a proposal that would extend Fed
eral inspection by Federal inspectors to
all meat slaughtered and processed in the
United States. In one sense, the figure is
misleading. More than that. we believe
it is inflated. But that is irrelevant to
today's debate.

Second. the letter to which the Senator
from Wyoming referred refers to the
present administrative practice of the
Department of Agriculture in inspecting
foreign meat slaughtering and processing
plants, which Is now being undertaken

before the present bill, which calls for
adequate Federal standards on foreign
meat, has been imposed. It is a highly
informal system that began in 1966. It
does not relate to and is not relevant to
the type of system the Secretary would
have to establish if the present bill were
passed. There has been some suggestion
that it is within his discretion. It is not.
The Secretary, under this bill, is required
to assure himself that all meat imported
into this country is slaughtered, proc
essed, refrigerated, and all the rest, in
accordance with standards at least equal
to the Federal system. The only differ
ence is that we impose the cost of that
inspection upon the foreign country. We
do not impose it upon the American tax
payer.

I would contemplate that the Secre
tary. who has a duty, which he cannot
waive. to protect the American consumer,
would have supervisory personnel in Eu
rope and elsewhere who would have to be
satisfied that the inspectors paid by the
foreign government were in fact doing
an adequate job-antemortem and post
mortem inspection. supervision over ad
ditives, and the rest. If the Secretary did
not do that, he would not be discharging
his responsibility under this bill.

I repeat that the suggestion that
something in this act is weak in regard
to foreign imports is illusory. It is not
discretionary. The Secretary must sat
isfy himself, without any doubt, that
the meat that comes into the United
States. whether it is raw or processed
meat, is of standards equal to Federal
standards. Beyond that, he would have
the ultimate weapon that he does not
now have with respect to an intrastate
plant. He could close the door on im
ports until he was satisfied.

Until he opens the door again no meat
would be sold with respect to plant A,
plant B. or plant C in a foreign land.
Thus, it seems to me that we are really
raising an issue that does not exist.

Mr. HANSEN. Will the Senator yield
further for a question?

Mr. MONDALE. I will be glad to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. HANSEN. I wish to raise two
questions. My first question is: How
many foreign countries have standards
at least equal to ours at the present
time?

Mr. MONDALE. Frankly, I do not have
the slightest idea.

Mr. HANSEN. Do any countries have
standards at least equal to ours at the
present time?

Mr. MONDALE. Under this bill they
would all have to or they could not
send a pound of meat to this country.

Mr. HANSEN. Second, may I assume
or infer from the Senator's response to
my first question, namely, that he does
not have the slightest idea how many
foreign countries have standards at least
equ~l to ours at the present time, that
untIl it can be adequately demonstrated
that they are equal to ours, the Secre
tary of Agriculture will permit no im
ports?

Mr. MONDALE. I gather from the re
port that no discretion is lodged in the
Secretary to diminish standards applied
to plants with respect to meat or meat
products imported into this country.

Further, I say that I gather from this,

not only is that standard not compro
mised, but the Secretary has an implied
duty to assure that those standards are
being met before allowing the meat to
come into this country.

Mr. HANSEN. I think my question is
still germane. In our discussion here we
have failed to identify a single foreign
country that has standards equal to ours.
That does not mean to say that there are
none but the Senator from Minnesota
did not respond to my question with re
spect to identifying a single country hav
ing standards at least equal to ours. I
suggest that if the Senator cannot do
that how do we know there are stand
ards at least as high as our Federal
standards, without having people over
there on the job daily to watch what goes
on so they can say to the Secretary, with
the knowledge of having seen it first
hand, that the standards in foreign
country A are equal to ours. Unless and .
until that can be done it would seem to
follow that if it cannot be demonstrated
that a foreign country has standards
equal to ours, under this bill the Sec
retary would have no choice but to say
~o all 38 foreign countries, "Do not bring
In any meat until you can prove your
standards are equal to ours."

Mr. MILLER. I pointed out earlier in
my colloquy with the manager of the bill
the kind of evidence that should be
required and which we intended to be
required by the Secretary of Agriculture
on this very point. That is why I inclUded
among the evidentiary items a certified
copy from the country concerned of its
regulations, along with a certificate from
its Secretary of Agriculture or a com
parable official, that these regulations are
being enforced satisfactorily. because
without that I do not see how the Secre
tary of Agriculture could comply with the
bill.

Mr. MONDALE. Yes. I would expect
that the Secretary's duty under this bill
is greater. I think the Secretary might
require a certificate of adequacy or some
document of evidence of foreign plants.
As I read the bill the Secretary has no
discretion. He must be sure that the
standards in foreign plants are at least
as high as domestic plants. I would con
template under this measure that he
would have to have personnel in Europe
and elsewhere to see that that is the
case. It also requires that the inspector
must inspect the meat under the same
standard. The only difference is that
we impose an additional restriction on
foreign countries, that if they do not do
it, the Secretary has the ultimate weapon
which is slamming the door shut on meat
imports. So we have more protection here
than in any other category of meat in
spection, Federal or State.

Mr. MILLER. I think the Senator from
Minnesota has underscored what the
manager of the bill said previously. I
think we can conclude from what has
been said that if any of these foreign
countries do not have equal standards,
the exports to the United States are go
ing to stop right there and not to be
resumed until they do have equal stand
ards. It is the same level we are providing
our own States must live up to. If our
States do not live up to them they are
going to have Federal inspection. If we



November 27, 1967 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 33881

cannot control plants of foreign coun
tries by sending Federal inspectors over
there and demanding that they be per
mitted to look at the plant, we can say
to them to let one of our inspectors in
there on occasion, but, as the Senator
from Minnesota pointed out, to do this
on a comparable scale would involve an
inordinate cost to the American tax
payer. However, the Secretary of Agri
culture can provide evidence so that he
can come here and look us in the eye and
say, "I am satisfied that imported meat
coming here from that plant and this
plant is of equal quality and slaughtered
under equal conditions." If he cannot do
that he allows this meat to come in at
his peril.

Mr. HRUSKA. It would not be at his
peril, but at the peril of the consumer.
It is not at his peril.

I ask the Senator from Iowa upon
what proof will the Secretary depend to
establish that there has been compliance
with not only the existence of like stand
ards as domestically produced and
packed meat, but compliance with in
spection and other requirements to as
sure their freedom from adulteration
and misbranding at the time of entry.
What proof will there be?

Mr. MILLER. I cannot answer that
question. I am not a member of the sub
committee that prepared the bill.

Mr. HRUSKA. I would like to ask the
Senator from Minnesota what proof can
he offer?

Mr. MONDALE. The Secretary must
satisfy himself and there must be evi
dence sufficient to satisfy him that the
American consumer is protected from
meat slaughtered and produced in for
eign countries and imported to this
country. He must establish a system that
satisfies him of that.

The burden of proof is on the concern
wishing to impOrt the meat. Other than
that it calls for inspection, ante mortem
and post mortem that deals with prepa
ration and additives, that are at least
equal to the Federal system. I would con
template he must have personnel in Eu
rope overseeing inspectors appOinted by
foreign countries and that that personnel
would repOrt to the Secretary, 50 that
they were certain. the standards were
reached. I think we are chasing a straw
man here today.

Mr. HRUSKA. I see no strawman. The
bill, on page 20, states there will be no
such importation unless they comply with
all inspection standards and provisions
of the act.

We do not intend that the imported
products be inspected by U.S. inspec
tors during their preparation in the for
eign country. This is what the intention
will be. It is not what the Senator from
Minnesota, in all good conscience, said.
I do not intend he shall have inhibitions
on him, but the committee report said to
the secretary, "00 not send inspectors
there like you require in America but do
something," and I do not know what, to
prove these imports are in compliance
with all of these standards.

What proof will he be allowed to
accept?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator from
Nebraska has a good point if one assumes
that he cannot exercise some common
sense and some standards of implementa
tion, and cannot act without our detail
ing every comma, semicolon, and ex
clamation point.

It is clear that the Secretary of Agri
culture is being directed by a mandatory
requirement that before foreign meat can
be sold to consumers in the United States
he must assure himself that the meat is
produced, slaughtered, and processed ac
cording to standards equal to those im
posed upOn domestic plants operating
under Federal standards. The Senator
from Nebraska assumes that the Secre
tary of Agriculture would take false in
formation and would settle for foreign
standards.

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator from Ne
braska assumes no such thing and said
no such thing. I asked a question, if the
Senator from Minnesota will permit one.

Mr. MONDALE. I am answering it, if
the Senator from Nebraska will permit
me to.

Mr. HRUSKA. What kind of proof
would the Secretary of Agriculture have?

Mr. MONDALE. If I were the Secre
tary of Agriculture, I would take the lan
guage to mean that a mandatory re
sponsibility was imposed upon me. I
would take it in that way, because that
is what the language says. I am not
dreaming up anything. The language is,
"He shall."

Mr. HRUSKA. I do not see anything
about "He shall."

Mr. MONDALE. Will the Senator show
me the words "He may"?

Mr. HRUSKA. The bill provides, on
page 20, line 15:

SEC. 20. (a) No carcasses, parts of car
casses, meat or meat food prodUCts of cattle,
sheep. swine, goats. horses, mules or other
equines which are capable of use as human
food, shall be imported into the United States
if such articies are adUlterated or misbrand
edand unless they comply with all the
inspection, bUllding construction standards,
and all other provisions of this Act and reg
ulations issued thereunder ·applicable to
such articles in commerce within the United
States.

That language does not say that the
Secretary of Agriculture must satisfy
himself. It says that these articles shall
not come into the United States unless
they comply with these standards.

Mr. MONDALE. Is it the position of
the Senator from Nebraska that that
provision is discretionary with the Secre
tary?

Mr. HRUSKA. No, it is not discre
tionary. The bill provides that these
goods shall not be eligible for importa
tion unless they comply with the stand
ards set forth. I ask the manager of the
bill, what is considered proof of com
pliance with the standards?

Mr. MONDALE. There is only one dif
ference: Under the bill, the same stand
ards are imposed upon every foreign
plant as are imposed upon any domestic
plant. The only difference is that the
cost of inspection in foreign countries is
imposed upon the foreign governments,
and the Secretary is not only possessed
of responsibility but is also required to
see to it that the foreign meat is slaugh-

tered and processed according to U.S.
standards.

The Senator from Nebraska appar
ently seeks to write a bill that would set
forth everything in great detail, and not
assume that the Secretary has a sense
of responsibility to fulfill what is clearly
required of him in the bill. I think we
are chasing a straw man.

Mr. HRUSKA. Not at all.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I do not

think we are chasing a strawman, either.
I do not think there is any discretion
given to the Secretary at all. What got
us off the track, I am afraid, and I will
take the responsibility for, is that I raised
the pOint originally of the language in
the committee report on page 12 which,
without being explained, without having
the colloquy I had with the Senator in
charge of the bill, could possibly dilut~

the mandatory language in the bill
which the Senator from Nebraska has
been so concerned about.

No one is arguing about the language
in the bill. That is perfectly acceptable
to everyone. What has caused us some
concern is when the committee report
states:

It is not intended that the imported prod
ucts be inspected by U.S. inspectors during
their preparation in the foreign country but
it is intended that the foreign country en
force inspection and other requirements
with respect to the preparation of the prod
ucts at least equal to those appllcable to
preparation of llke products at federally
inspected establlshments in the United
States.

That sounds fine, but while we intend
that some foreign government is going
to do this, that does not mean that it
will. What we want to know is how are
we going to satisfy ourselves, not just the
Secretary of Agriculture, but Congress
and the people of this country, that that
foreign government is doing it?

We have made enough of a record here
tonight, at least between the Senator in
charge of the bill and myself, supple
mented by the rest of us here, so that
there should not be any doubt in the
mind of the Secretary of Agriculture
that we expect him to get very good evi
dence on this to satisfy not only himself
but also Congress and the people of this
country; otherwise, the bill will not be
worth a tinker's dam.

About the same amount of meat is
imported into this country as is pro
duced by the 15,000 plants here. If we
are going to nail down coverage on the
15,000 plants in this country and leave
the floodgates open to the foreign im
porter, it is no use. We do not intend to
leave the floodgates open. I hope that
the legislative history made here tonight
will make it abundantly clear that there
will be no loopholes, that if necessary,
all foreign meat imports are off-off for
6 months, 6 years--ad infinitum, per
haps, until the standards are met and
in each and every one of the plants in
the foreign country which wishes to ex
pOrt meat to the United States.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, at this

juncture, I should like to ask for con
sideration of the committee amend-
ments and ask that they-- th

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is e
Senator asking unanimous consent for
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the amendments to be considered en
bloc?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes; that was my
next request as soon as they were brought
up, and I ask that reading of the amend
ments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

<see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Nov. 22,
1967, pp. 33647-33644.)

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
that the committee amendments be con
sidered en bloc and agreed to en bloc,
and that the bill as amended be treated
as original text for the purpose of fur
ther amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments are consid
ered and agreed to en bloc, and the bill
as amended will be treated as original
text for the purpose of further amend
ment.

Mr. MONTOYA. Now, Mr. President,
I have a technical amendment to offer
which does not change the substance of
the bill. In its printing as reported by
the committee, a typographical error was
made on page 44 concerning language in
the bill as reported by the committee.

In order to correct this, I offer an
amendment which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 44, lines 21 and 22, strike out "The
Secretary, in person or by such authority is
exercised."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from New Mexico.

The amendment was agrred to.
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I

rise to speak in support of a bill which
if passed will have a great impact on the
health and satisfaction of people in all
parts of our Nation.

The proposed legislation of which I
have the honor to be a cosponsor is the
Montoya-Mondale wholesome meat bill,
S. 2147. Under the provisions of this bill,
States will have 2 years to establish a
meat inspection system, but can waive
the waiting period and be subject imme
diately to the Federal inspection system.
The Secretary of Agriculture can take
immediate action against plants, includ
ing those operating only intrastate, if
they endanger public health-and if
after notice the State fails to eliminate
the hazard. Furthermore the Secretary
of Agriculture is authorized to conduct
continuous review of State meat inspec
tion procedures before and after the Fed
eral inspections standards are in effect;
he can assert jurisdiction if the State
fails to maintain Federal standards.

The passage of this bill will be espe
cially important to the 10.7 million peo
ple of my State since we are one of the
22 States without a mandatory meat in
spection law. Texas law makes meat in
spection purely voluntary with packing
and slaughtering houses paying the costs.
Some 60 Texas cities have their own in
spectors operating under the general su
pervision of the State health department.
Forty-six State inspectors and seven vet
erinarians maintain surveillance over the
42 plants that requested inspectors.

Yet in THxas it is possible for a house
wife to buy meat packed at a plant that
is never examined for disease or unsani
tary conditions by a Federal, State, or
city inspectcr.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that three newspaper articles be in
serted in the RECORD at the close of my
remarks. These articles from the Dallas
Times Herald of November 16, 1967, the
Fort Worth Star Telegram of November
16, 1967, and the Houston Fost of No
vember 16, 1967, write dramatic examples
of health hazards facing the consumer in
Texas under existing conditions.

In these articles it is reported that staff
evaluators of the Department of Agricul
ture have made several spot checks of
Texas plants. Such health hazards were
uncovered as employees wearing dirty
clothes an<l the existence of rats, tiies,
dirt, and rust on the butchering tioors.

I support protection of the consuming
public who pay their dollars for safe
food. Likewise, Mr. President, Texas is
one of the largest meat producing States.
Passage of this bill will have a beneficial
effect on this large Texas industry as it
will tend to strengthen confidence in red
meat as a safe food, and ircrease the
consumption of meat,

Mr. President, I applaud the efforts of
Senator MONTOYA and Senator MONDALE
in working to close the void in our meat
inspection law; and I strongly urge pas
sage of S. 2147 because it is necessary
for the well-being of consumers and meat
producers everywhere.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Dallas Times Herald, Nov. 16, 1967)

TEXAS MEAT INSPECTION LAW LACKING
AUSTIN.-Texas is one of the 22 states with

out a mandatory meat inspection law, and it
is possible for a houseWife to bUy meat that
has never been seen by a government
inspector.

The U.S. Senate Agriculture Committee is
holding hearings on proposed legislation, to
tighten meat inspection laws, inclUding one
that would extend federal inspection to all
plants not covered by state regulations sat
isfactory to the U.S. Department of Agri
culture.

Texas law makes meat inspections purely
VOluntary, with the packing plants and
slaughter houses paying the costs of
inspection.

In August, the compliance and evaluation
staff of the U.S. Department of Agriculture's
Dallas office made a spot check of nine
plants--two each under city and state reg
ulation and five that receive no inspection.

"Flies by the thousands outside and seen
inside on meat," said the federal inspectIon
report of its check of one plant not covered
by any government regulations.

Forty-six state inspectors, supervised by
seven veterinarians, maintain constant,day
to-day survelllance over the 42 plants that re
quested inspection. About 60 cities, inclUding
Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston and San Antonio,
have their own inspectors who use checklists
prepared by the state and who are supervised
by the state health department.

The federal report also found things wrong
with the plants covered by state or cIty
inspection.

A state-inspected plant in South Texas has
paint peeling from the boning room walls
and ce1l1ng, paint· fiecks were found on the
boning table; rust fiakes were found on meat,
apparently from rusty hooks and trolleys;
rat droppings and maggots were observed on

the drain board Where tripe was fed from
the kill fioor.

[From the Fort Worth Star-Telegram, Nov.
16,1967)

TExAS MEAT CHECK EYED BY CONGRESS
AusTIN.-In Texas, it's possible for a

housewife to bUy meat packed at a plant
that is never examined for disease or un
sanitary conditions by a state, federal or
city inspector.

Texas is one of the 22 states without
mandatory meat inspection laws that wit
nesses referred to in testimony this week
before the U.S. Senate Agriculture Com
mittee.

Congress is considering several bUls to
tighten meat inspection laws, including one
that would extend federal inspection to all
plants except those covered by state regula
tions satisfactory to the U.S. Department
of AgrICUlture.

Since 1945, the state has had a voluntary
meat inspection law. Owners of packing
plants and slaughter houses pay the costs.
About 60 cities-including Dallas, Fort
Worth, Houston and San Antonio-have
their own inspectors, operating under gen
eral supervision from the State Health De
partment. Forty-six state inspectors and
sevell veterinarians maintain constant, day
to-day survelllance over the 42 plants that
requested inspection.

But there's a void, and according to a
spot check by federal inspectors the con
ditions in the unregulated plants are bad.

Dr. George F. Kutch, Texas A&M-educated
veterinarian who heads the Health Depart
ment's meat inspection division, says these
are "small places, by and large, sell1ng only
locally. How many there are, we have no way
of knowing,"

Kutch said a few uninspected plants sell
their products in more than one town. Ac
cording to Kutch, even the small, unin
spected plants are big businesses.

"Virtually all meat packers do $250,000 or
more business annually," he said.

"Anybody that kills an appreciable amount
of meat is under some kind of inspection by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture."

In August, the compliance and evaluation
staff of the U.S. Department of Agriculture'S
Dallas office made a spot check of nine
plants-five of them uninspected.

"Flies by the thousands outside and seen
inside on meat," the report said of one un
inspected plant. The report also said there
was eVidence of rats. Similar conditions were
reported at other uninspected plants.

State and city inspected plants also were
checked.

The report said a city-inspected plant in
San Antonio had inedible meats packed in
boxes with federal inspection markings, em
ployes with dirty clothing, dirt and rust on
edible meat drums. and fiaked paint, hair,
bruises and klll fioor dirt on hanging beef
fore shanks. At a state-inspected plant in
South Texas, the report said, paint was peel
ing off the boning room walls and ce1llng and
fiecks of paint were seen on the boning
table; rust fiakes were found on meat, ap
parently from rusty hooks and trolleys; rat
droppings and maggots were observed on the
drain board where tripe was fed from the
kill fioor.

"The deficiencies in state plants were cor
rected immediately," Kutch said.

Kutch expressed irritation that the re
port did not designate which plants were un
inspected and which were under state in
spection (two) or city regulation (two).

"The fallacy of the survey is that state
inspected plants were listed with non-in
spected plants, which made the slant of
the Whole survey unfair to the state inspec
tion program," said Kutch, a soft-spoken,
slightly bUilt· man who wears glasses and
smokes a pipe.

"Everybody in the meat industry was per
turbed about this inspection because of the
unfairness of it."
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Kutch saId the state follows federal stand
ards In Its InspectIons, and provIdes check
lists for cIty Inspectors that also follow fed
eral regulatIons.

[From the Houston Post, Nov. 16, 1967)
VOLUNTARY BASIS Now-MANDATORY TExAs

MEAT LAW URGED

AusTIN.-In Texas, It's possIble for a
housewife to buy meat packed at a plant that
Is never examined for disease or unsanitary
condItIons by a state, federal or cIty
Inspector. .

Texas Is one of the 22 states without man
datory meat InspectIon laws that witnesses
referred to In testimony thIs week before the
U.S. Senate AgrIculture Committee.

Congress Is consIdering bllls to tIghten in
spectIon laws, IncludIng one that would ex
tend federal Inspection to all plants except
those covered by state regulatIons satisfac
tory to the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

SInce 1945, the state has had a voluntary
meat InspectIon law. Owners of packing
plants and slaughter houses pay the costs.
About 60 cItIes-IncludIng Houston. Dallas,
Fort Worth, and San AntonI<r-have theIr
own Inspectors, under general supervIsIon of
the State Health Department. Forty-six state
Inspectors and seven veterinarIans maintaIn
constant surveUlance over 42 plants that re
quested InspectIon.

But there's a voId, and a spot check by
federal Inspectors shows the condItions In
the unregulated plants are bad.

Dr. George F. Kutch, Texas A&M-educated
veterInarian who heads the health depart
ment's meat inspection dIvIsIon, says these
are "small places, by and large, selllng only
locally. How many there are, we have no way
of knowIng,"

Kutch saId a few unInspected plants sell
their prodUCts in more than one town. Kutch
says even the small plants are bIg busInesses.

"Virtually all meat packers do $250,000 or
more busIness annually," he saId.

"Anybody that kllls an apprecIable
amount of meat Is under some kInd of in
spection by the U.S. Department of AgrIcul
ture:'

In August, the compliance and evaluation
staff of the U.S. Department of AgrIculture's
Dallas office made a spot check of nIne
plants-five of them unInspected.

"FlIes by the thousands outsIde and seen
InsIde on the meat," the report said of one
uninspected plant. It also said there was evi
dence of rats. Simllar condItIons were re
ported at other uninspected plants.

State and city inspected plants also were
checked.

The report saId a city-inspected plant in
San AntonIo had inedIble meats packed In
boxes with federal InspectIon markings, em
ployees with dIrty clothIng, dIrt and rust on
edIble meat drums, and fiaked paint, haIr,
bruIses and kill fioor dirt on hanging beef
fore shanks.

"The deficiencIes in state plants were cor
rected Immediately," Kutch saId.

"The fallacy of the survey Is that state
Inspected plants were listed with non-in
spected plants, Which xnsde the slant of the
whole survey unfair to the state Inspection
program," saId Kutch.

Kutch said the state follows federai stand
ards and provIdes checklIsts for cIty Inspec
tors that also follow federal regulatIons.

There are several differences. One, of course,
Is that a Texas plant that does not produce
any meat for sale outsIde the state does not
have to be Inspected. Another Is that the
state will inspect plants that are SUbstand
ard and work to brIng them up to par,whlle
the federal agency requirements before It
wlll stamp their meat. The reason for this Is
that a "grandfather claUse" was wrItten Into
Texas law.

Federal InspectIon is withdrawn from
plants that have substandard condItions

CXIII--2134-Part 25

that cannot be corrected immediately, An
drew M, ScheIdt of the USDA Dallas office
saId.

"We need a mandatory meat law-that Is
what It boils down to," he saId. "We are one
of 11 states with a voluntary meat program,"

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, in ac
cordance with the order previously en
tered, I move that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 11 o'clock tomorrow
morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 28 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday, No
vember 28,1967, at 11 a.m.

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by the

Senate November 27, 1967:
FoREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT COMMISSION

LaVern R. Dllweg, of WIsconsIn, to be a
member of the ForeIgn Claims Settlement
CommIssIon of the United States for the
term of 3 years from October 22, 1967 (re
appoIntment) .

IN THE COAST GUARD
The following-named officers of the Coast

Guard for promotlon to the grade of lleu
tenant commander:
Irving G. Sauer EdwIn J. Roland, Jr.
Jan R. Dazey John A. Schmidt
Robert F. Meisheimer Richard W. Zins
Karl F. Wassenberg John E. McCarty
Theodore E. Deming MartIn J. MoynIhan
Robert W. Davis Charles L. Keller
Lloyd R. Lamer Merlin G. Nygren
Robert A. Ingalls James D. PartIn
Pa.ul D. Russell Jerome M. Myers
Leroy G. Krumm Hugh D. WllliaIns
Jack W. LewIs James W. Haugen
Robert J. Finan Manuel Josephs, Jr.
Terry L. Lucas MIchael B. Dunn
Robert A. Burt Wllliam H. Hall, Jr.
Ian S. CruIckshank Robert G. Wllllams
MIchael R. Johnson Paul R. LewIs
Roderick Y. Edwards, James F. Butler

Jr. Merrlll C. Louks
Allen J. Taylor Donald A. Naples
Harry E. Obedln DavId F. CunnIngham
Neal F. Herbert WUUam H. Hayes, Jr.
Kenneth M. Rappolt Leon E. BeaudIn
Robert J. Cheney, Jr. Lawrence A. Kidd
Gerald F. Corcoran Daniel F. Bobeck
Robert A. Creighton James H. Parent
Robert A. Schwartz Jerome P. Foley
James T. LeIgh Wllliam E. Ecker, Jr.
Wllltam T. Troutman Eugene M. Kelly
RIchard E. Haas Carl M. Brothers
John T. McKean Kenneth C. Cutler
David H. Freese, Jr. Robert S. Bates
Robert A. Ginn Alexander E. Tanos
Robert E. Isherwood Charles F. Reid
David S, SmIth Gerald F. Hotchkiss
Ralph E. GImn Wllliam E. Neal
Joseph S. Blackett, Jr.Charles H. King, Jr.
John R. Sproat John N. Faigle
James G. Wllliams John H. Hill
Alfred D. Utara RIchard W. Long
Eugene J. Hickey, Jr. Jan D. Long

Richard O. Buttrick Allen R. Turner
James E. Margeson, JrRlchard A. Lenassl
Donald R. Casey Ralph W. Lawrence
John F. Otranto, Jr. Robert L. Phelps
George F. Ireland Kenneth R. Ball
Gary F. Crosby Kenneth R. Gard
Wa.lter T. Leland George J. Seney
Wllliam C. Park III Lafayette J. HarbIson
Ronald C. Pickup Wllllam H. Wllson, Jr.
DavId L. Parr Robert P. Jamerson
Thomas B. Irish, Jr. Karl E. Stansell, Sr.
Kyle A. Shaw Robert E. Peterson
DavId E. Ciancagllni Dale R. SChmidt
Thomas Y. Lawrence, Joseph A. Underwood

Jr. George M. Simpson
WUIIam J. Campbell Robert G. Rugur
Wllliam J. Ecker Anthony J. NIgro, Jr.
Gregory A. Penington James F. Ronan
Gary J. Boyle RIchard N. Howard
KeIth P. Pensom Harry J. Cougan
Leo N. SchowengerdtRlchard H. Graham

Jr. RIchard E. Ahrens
Arthur C. Foster DavId W. ReIneke
Robert A. Burjoice Arthur E. Sharkey
John M. Deaver Charles B. PItcock
LouIs C. Snell Glenn B. LIttlefield
Cecil M. Morris Walter R. Glennlng
Frederick H. Muesse Clayton D. Morrison
Robert W. Talley WIlllam H. TydIngs
Andrew L. Holeman Glen M. Larsen
Warren H. Madson Donald A. Feldman
Herman J. Jacobs, Jr. DavId A. Sandell
John I. Yagerllne Keith C. Edgecomb
George E. Jackman Aylmer R. Trivers
Thomas J. Vento Robert E. EttIe
Loren D. Gordon Kenneth H. Carey, Jr.
RIchard E. SOmers John L. Linnon, Jr.

The following-named officers of the Coast
Guard for promotIon to the grade of captaIn:
Arthur A. Fontaine Randolph Ross, Jr.
Leo M. Bracken DavId E. PerkIns
LouIs N. Donohoe Robertson P. Dinsmore
Robert N. Rea Alfred J. Tatman
Marc Welllver II Malcolm E. Clark
Theodore L. Roberge Charles M. Mayes
Robert P. Chimside Donald C. DavIS
Stanley L. WaItzfelderJohn H. Bruce
Harold D. Muth James H. MacDonald
RubIn E. Young, Jr. Donald R. Vaughn
Wesley J. Quamme Thomas W. Powers
Donald D. DavIson ArchIbald B. How
Franklin J. Mlller MIchael B, Lemly
James G. Norman Glenn M. Loboudger
Russell W. Lentner VIncent A. BoguckI
Robert D. Parkhurst Robert A. Lee
Otto F. Unsinn Lloyd W. Goddu, Jr.
Verne D. Finks Donald J. McCann
Wllliam L. AltkenheadJohn B. Hayes
James P. stewart Clarence S. Hall
Shirl J. Stephany Walter F. GUy
Leslie D. HIgh Carroll T. Newman
G. H. Patrick Bursley Walton D. Alley, Jr.
WUlIam F. TIghe, Jr. George W. Hardy, Jr.
Roy K. Angell WIlllam A. Mayberry
Wllllam J. Kirkley PhUlp A. Hogue
Robert W. Johnson EdwIn L. Knowles
Charles S. Marple

IN THE MARINE CORPS

The followIng-named officers of the Marine
Corps for permanent appoIntment to the
grade of major general:
Wood B. Kyle Wllliam K. Jones
Joseph O. Butcher Raymond G. Davis
Norman J. Anderson Charles J. Quilter
KeIth B. McCutcheon

The followIng-named officers of the MarIne
Corps for permanent appointment to the
grade of brigadIer general:
Earl E. Anderson Oscar F. Peatross
Michael P. Ryan Edwin B. Wheeler
Frank E. Garretson James E. Herbold, Jr.
George E. Dooley Webb D. Sawyer
Regan Fuller Robert P. Keller
John R. ChaIsson Alan J. Armstrong

IN THE Am FORCE

The followIng-named officers for promo
tIon In the Regular Air Force, under the ap
proprIate provisions of chapter 835. title 10,
UnIted States Code, as amended. All officers


