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" Dear MVZ Carranza de Mencioza:

The Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) conducted a follow-up on-site audit of Mexico’s
meat and poultry inspection system October 20 through October 24, 2008. No comments on the
draft final report were received from the government of Mexico and a statement to that effect has
been included as an attachment to the final report. Enclosed is a copy of the final audit report.
We apologize for the delay in the submission of this report '

If you have any questions regarding the FSIS audit or need additional information, pléase contact
me at telephone number (202) 205-3873, by facsimile at (202) 720-0676, or electronic mail at
manzoor.chaudry@fsis.usda.gov.

| Sincerely,

0T\ Manzoor Chaudry
Deputy Director
International Audit Staff
Office of International Affairs
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WASHINGTON, DC \%{%
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MEMORANDUM ’”‘«.% % /

TO: Allan Mustard, Minister-Counselor
' American Embassy, Mexico City
Paseo de la Reforma 305, Piso 2
Mexico City, D.F. 06500
Mexico

FROM: Manzoor Chaudry
: Deputy Director
International Audit Staff, OIA, FSIS, USDA

SUBJECT:  FSIS FINAL AUDIT REPORT FOR MEXICO
Deat Mr. Mustard,

Please deliver the attached final audit report to MVZ. Octavio Carranza de Mendoza,
Director General, Direccién General, Inocuidad Alimentaria, Acuicola y Pesquera,
Servicio Nacional de Sanidad, Inocuidad y Calidad Agroalimentaia (SENASICA),
Secretaria de Agricultura, Ganaderia, Desarrollo Rural, Pesca y Alimentacién

(SAGARPA). Please contact me via email at manzoor.chandry@fsis.usda.gov, if you
have any further questions.

Best regards,

0 Qb 0, Dl

m Manzoor Chaudry



http:manzoor.chaudry@,fsis.usda.gov

cc list:

Allan Mustard, Minister-Counselor, US Embassy, Mexico City
Daniel R. Williams II, Agricultural Attaché, US Embassy, Mexico City
Erich Kuss, Agricultural Attaché, US Embassy, Mexico-

Carlos Vazquez, Minister Counselor for Agricultural Issues, Embassy of Mexi_co
OSTA/FAS

Hugh J. Maginnis, FAS Area Director

Ann Ryan, State Department

Lisa Wallenda Picard, Chief of Staff, OA

Alfred Almanza, Administrator, FSIS

Ronald K. Jones, Assistant Administrator, OIA

Philip Derfler, Assistant Administrator, OPPD, FSIS

Daniel Engeljohn, Deputy Assistant Administrator, OPPD, FSIS
Director, IAS, OIA, FSIS ‘

Rick Harries, Acting Director, EPS, OIA

- Stephen Hawkins, Acting Director, IES, OIA

Jerry Elliott, Director, 1ID, OIA

Barbara McNiff, Director, FSIS Codex Programs Staff, OIA

Yolande Mitchell, FCPS, OIA

David Smith, IES, OIA
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1. SUMMARY
_1 1 Descrlpuon/'Ehglblhty

" This report summarizes the outeome of an audit conducted in Mexreo from October 20
through October 24, 2008. This was a second follow-up audit with special emphasis on
corrective actions instituted by SENASICA in response to the previous two FSIS audits,
during the first of which (June 22 through July 20, 2008) systemic deficiencies were

identified in three (sanitation, slaughter/ processing controls, and enforcement) of the five
principle risk areas. The systemic nature of the findings resulted in the decision on the
part of the Mexican government to suspend all exports to the United States (US)

- beginning August 29, 2008. In the absence of such suspension, Mexico is ehgrble to
export red meat, red meat products, and processed poultry products to the US'. During -
the second audit (September 8 through 19, 2008) problems continued to be identified

“within the three risk areas of sanitation, slaughter/processing, and (national) government
oversight/enforcement, it appeared as though certain aspects of Mexico’s corrective
actions may have been rushed and not given the full time necessary for adequate '
implementation. The audit findings indicated that progress had been made, but the

~ Mexican inspection personnel were still in the process of refining their understandmg of

FSIS requirements, along with the newa initiated procedures from Mexrco s inspection

headquarters

- From-January 1 through August 28, 2008, the US recsived 66 7 73 175 poundsl of meat
and poultry products from Mexico, of which [32;636 pounds- (0.2 percent).were re]ected _'
at US ports of entry. Causes for the rejections mcluded conta;mrnatron leakmg

~ containers, and rmssmg Shlpplng marks.
The act1v1t1es of the eurrent audit appear in the table below.

| - ‘17.2 Comparison‘ of the Current Audit and the Previous-_Audit

Carrent | 9/8-9/19, | 06/22-07/20
Audit | 2008 |

Headquarters . o
Regional - = - ] 0
Estabhshment Level . | 5.

11

BN

Spemal restrictions under 9 CFR 94.25 exist for pork and pork products Raw poultry from Mexrco is
‘permitted from TIF 241 if the origin of the poultry was U.S. or other END-free country eligible for export -
of raw pouliry to U.S. Mexico is‘currently suspended from eligibility to export all heat treated shelf stable,
ready—to-eat products (HACCP process category 03F) to the Unrted States LT C e




N ; -

[Microblology | 0 | 0 3

Slaughtef/proeessiﬁg 1 _ 2 5
'| Processing - . e 4 R S

ID Warchouses : o 0 ' 0 0

NomD o NAZ | NAT | 4
| Delisiment L O NAF | NA | 3

Sanitation Controls (SSOP, SPS) 3 3

Animal Disease Controls ' 0 0
Slaughter/Processing (PR/HACCP) -4 2 11
Residue Controls 0 0 -0
Microbiology Controls 1 [ 0"
Inspection/Enforcement Controls ‘ 4 4 11
Humane Handling & Slaughter 10 1 1

Microbiolo gy' Laboratories
Chemical/Residue Laboratories

13 Summary Comments for the Current Audlt

B Problems eontmued to be identified within the three risk areas of samtatlon

slanghter/processing, and (national) government oversight/enforcement. Current audit

~ findings indicate that progress continues to be made and the Mexican inspection
~ personnel are beginning to implement the new testmg and verIﬁcatlon procedures from

Mex:lco s mspectlon headquarters

2. INTRODUCTION

The audit took place in Mexmo from October 20 through October 24, 2008

- No openmg meetmg was held wr[_h the Central C_ompetent Authorlty (CCA). The
" objective and scope of this audit was similar to the audit conducted in Septembet, which

o 2 As Mexico was currently under voluntary suspenswn for exports addltzonal enforcem ent actions were not B
: appheable within the context of this audit.

* The selection of estabhshments was based on hst of faeﬂmes determmed by the CCA as meetmg FsIS
reqmrements

1 At the time of this audit, Mexico had not yet fully unplemented its testing program for E. coli O157:HT7.

* Althiough actual laboratory visits were not within the scope of the currént audit, perfomlance was assessed
throuﬁh interviews conducted at the CCA, state, and local inspection offices. T




. _../

was to assess the progress of the CCA ‘and inspection personnel in addressing the
systemic problems identified during the June 2008 audit. :
The auditors were accompanied during the entire audit by representatives from the CCA,
Servicio Nacional de Sanidad Inocuidad y Calidad Agroalimentaria (SENASICA), and
representatives from the SENASICA state inspection offices. : '

3. OBJECTIVE OF THE AUDIT

As previously indicated, this was a follow-up audit with special emphasis on corrective
 actions instituted by SENASICA in response to the previous audits, during which
- systemic deficiencies were identified. Additional points of focus included humane
thandling and slaughter of livestock, as well as programs associated with Escherichia coli

0157:H7 control. - The principle objective of the audit was to verify the effectiveness of
corrective actions taken, so as to validate the status of Mexico’s meat/poultry food-safety

- gystem as equivalent to that which exists in the US.-

- processing establishments.

4 PROTOCOL

This on-site audit was _condﬁcted in three parts. One part involved visits with CCA meat

officials to discuss oversight programs and practices, including enforcement activities.

~ The second part involved an audit of a selection of records in the country’s in-plant

inspection offices. The final part involved on-site visits to five slaughter and/or

" Program effectiveness determinations of all FSIS audits of foreign food-safety systems

_these areas.

are based on five areas of risk; (1) sanitation controls, including the implementation and
operation of Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP), (2) animal disease

controls, (3) slaughter/processing controls, including the implementation and operation of
'Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) programs and a testing program for

generic E. coli, (4) residue controls, and (5) enforcement controls, including a testing

* program for Salmonella species. Systemic deficiencies concerning Mexico’s inspection

system were previously identified in the areas of sanitation; slaughter/processing . -
controls; and enforcement, current audit methodology necessitated greater emphasis i

During all on-site establishment visits, the anditors evaluated the nature, éxtent, and

degree to which findings impacted on food safety and public health. The auditors also -
- assessed what improvements had been made concerning how inspection services are
- carried out by Mexico to validate that an equivalent level of establishment and inspection
" system conirols were in place to ensure the production of meat products that are safe, -
* unadulterated, and properly labeled. o o

‘Mexico’s meat in's'pection_'s'ystém was audited against two standards: (1) FSIS r_eg_lilatory

requirements and (2) any equivalence determinations made for Mexico. FSIS -

“requirements include, among other aspects, daily inspection in all certified

- establishments; periodic supervisory visits to certified establishments; hﬂfnan_e handling




 and slaughter of annnals ante-mortem inspection of animals and post—mortem 1nspect10n _

of carcasses and parts; the handling and disposal of inedible and condemned materials;
sanitation of facilities and equipment; residue testing; spec1es verification; and
requirements for HACCP, SSOP and testing for genene E. coli and Salmonefla

3 Eqmvalence determ1nat1ons are those that have been made by FSIS for Mex1eo under
. provisions of the Sanitary/Phytosanitary Agreement. Currently, Mexico has an

equtvalence determination allowing official testing for Salmonella Spp to be perfonned
in private laboratories. - ' _

5. LEGAL BASIS FOR THE AUDIT

The audit was undertaken under the spe(:lﬁc provisions of US laws and regulations, in
partlcular _

o The Federal Meat Inspectlon Act (21 U.s. C 601 et seq)

e The Federal Meat Inspecnon Regulatlons 9 CFR, Parts 301 to end) Wthh
~ include the Pathogen Reduction/HACCP regulations. ‘ :

. ._The Poultry Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 451 et seq.).

6. SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS AUDITS- .

' Final audlt reports are ava.ﬂable on the FSIS website at the followmg address

http:/www. f31s gov/Regulatlons & Policies/Foreign_Audit -~ Reports/index.asp

 The last two FSIS aud1ts of Mexico’s inspection system were conducted June 24 through

July 31, 2008, and September 8 through 19, 2008. During the June 24 through July 31,

| .2008 audit systemic failures were identified in the following risk areas:.

1) Sanitation _
~-2) Slaughter/Processing controls
3) Enforcement

The determlnatlon that these areas were affected ina systemlc manner was based on the

characteristics of the findings, which included:
~ & A large number of establishments affected: deficiencies 1nVOIV1ng the

o enforcement of US reqmrements were 1dent1f1ed at all eleven estabhshments

- audited. '

‘o Similar findings among estabhshments ' :

o Likelihood to affect large quantities of product, e.g., lack of hot water in key parts g
of the facility, product continuously centac‘nng contaminated surfaces and Co

_ dnppmg condensate in extensive areas of the facility. S

e Deficiencies not immediately rectifiable and deeply rooted in nature as they

- related both to deficiencies within the estabhshment as well as awareness of
1nspect10n personnel




Additional details concernmg the three risk areas and thelr sub- components Whlch
contributed to the systemic nature of the findings include: -

s - SSOP:

-0

o SPS:

o0 0 D

Q-

Multiple incidences of product contamination due to ¢cross-contamination,
dripping condensate, or other foreign materials. Much of the
contamination was obvious to the extent to indicate that large amounts of
product were likely to be affected during the period prior to the audit, as
well as a certain tolerance for its presence by both the estabhshment as
well as inspection personnel. : : :

- Failure to maintain operational records.:

Incomplete records maintained by the establishment, as well as a
discrepancy between content of the records and actual conditions.

Absence of hot water in key_lOcatiohs.

Lack of water potability certification.
Presence of insects in production areas.
‘Inadequate handling of inedible materials.

Presence of condensate in productlon areas.

~» HACCP programs:

o

)

o
o

Failure to include all processing steps and/or address all hazards in the
hazard analysis.

Incomplete corrective actions.

Failure to follow the stated monitoring frequency

* Unsupported choice of the alternative to control Lzsterza monocytogenes in

the post-lethality environment.

o Handling of Specified Risk Materials: |

0
0
o

Failure to address in hazard analysis.
" Lack of written plan. '
Failure to maintain records.

. Enforcement

el

Deficiencies mvolvrng bas1c elements of inspection methodolo gy
1) Recordkeepmg
At one establishment, records sufﬁc1ent to document daily -
inspection coverage were not being maintained.
= At one establishment, the official veterinarian was able to:
* demonstrate only limited documentation of non-compliances
identified within the establishment. Furthermore, no
‘documentation addressing the resolutlon of these deﬁcrenmes was
available. :
. = In most establishments visited, inspection records did not
-accurately reﬂect the actual conditions’ observed dunng the FSIS
audit. . . : oo

2) Post—mortem 1nspectron




= In one establishment, the inspection official did not observe the
cranial and caudal mesenteric lymph nodes or palpate the rumino-
~ reticular junction during post-mortem viscera inspection. '
= In one establishment, the inspector at the swine viscera station did
not routinely observe both surfaces of the liver, nor perform a '
thorough observation and palpation of the entire mesenteric lymph
" pode chain. In addition, the trimming of stick-wounds, which are
~ contaminated with scald water, was not being enforced. -

» Inone establishment, several heads which had passed inspection
and were hanging on a rack awaiting further processing were -
contaminated with hair. This presence of contamination was in

- conjunction with the observation of unsanitary head removal
procedures, during which portions of the hide came in contact with
the affected portions. - g o
3) Control of inedible materials. _ '
4) Humane handling of livestock: at one of the five slaughter
 establishments audited, water was not available at several livestock
- pens in which animals were present. '
Oversight-related deficiencies were identified at all three microbiology .
laboratories audited: :
»  Sample receipt
~  Tracking _
-« Reporting of sample results : :
= . Testing methodology for E. coli O157:H7
Deficiencies concerning the implementation of periodic supervisory
reviews: B CRE o
= No delistments/NOIDs occurred in association with reviews
conducted prior to the FSIS audit, yet numerous enforcement
- actions were taken during the audit. - _ o
= Supervisory reviews failed to previously identify significant
deficiencies encountered during the current audit, including the
lack of awareness of FSIS requirements by both establishments
~ and inspection staff. B - ' '
= At one of the three state offices audited, two consecutive
- supervisory reviews of a slaughter facility were conducted on-
.~ days when operations were not oceurring:
= Some HACCP/SSOP-related elements included in the
- supervisory review reports were not being directly verified by
the area supervisor. D |

In response to the audit findings, an assessment was performed by the CCA which
" indicated a need for further training and standardization of inspection verification _
* practices performed at the establishment Jevel, as well as additional supervisory controls. .
~ Determinations made at this level resulted in the submission of a corrective action plan to
FSIS, which contained the following steps: . R Lo

10




:/‘\ . .

. Issuca 1etter to all TIF estabhshments eligible to export to the US, advising
~ them that SENASICA will no longer issue export certificates as of August 29,

2008, until further audits indicate compliance with all applicable leglslanon

2. Review all TIF establishments currently certified for export to the US, ina

manner to identify those which were not interested or were not in compliance
with US requirements. - The result of this process resulted in a reduction of

: establishments determmed to meet FSIS requ1rements from approx1mately 36

to 14.

3. Implement the BAX System at the central reference laboratory (CENAPA) 10
- test for the presence of E. coli 0157:H7 in raw beef Thls is an FSIS-

approved method.

. Improve the documentation of mspeotwn activities.
. Issue a letter to all establishments producmg beef producis, 1nd1cat1ng a need

to reassess their HACCP plan.

. Issue a manual of standardized 1nspec‘uon verification procedures to be
_ conducted on both a local and state level.

Durmg the September 8 through 19, 2008 audlt failures were 1dent1ﬁed m the followmg

risk areas:
1) Sanpitation
2) Slaughter/Processing conirols
3) Enforcement

' Some of the details of the ﬁndmgs in these three risk areas 1ncluded

SSOP: -
- o  Two of four estabhshments did not routmely document correctlve actions

- taken in response to SSOP deﬁcrenc1es Thrs isa repeat ﬁndmg from the
previous audit.

- o In one establishment, condensate or1g1nat1ng from extensive areas of the

overhead structures in the carcass cooler was seen drzpplng on numerous
“bovine carcasses. :
. Furthermore the corrective actlons presented by the estabhshment
- (as documented by the inspection staff) were unaceeptable in that
-~ they proposed to retain the carcasses until the results of
microbiological testing were received, without indication that the
_ product would be reconditioned regardless of these results.

o In one establishment, heav11y beaded condensate was observed on the
horizontal housing of a meat grinder. The condensate. had accumulated to
the extent that contamination of the produet was hkely to have occeurred,
or was imminent. :

o In the slaughter area, water was seen overflowing and drlppmg from the

" employees' work stands into a vat of product which the estabhshment had -

e 1dent1ﬁed as bemg edible (bovme shanks/feet) o :

. Slaughter[Process_mg Controls:

11




o In the livestock area, the jagged stub of a metal pole was protruding from S
the floor of the suspect pen and was situated in a manner whichcould -
cause injury or pain to animals when present. : -
In the slaughter area, it was observed that the. knock-holes of numerous
bovine heads were misplaced and not in a position which would guarantee _

. o “proper stunning of the animal. :
.o Inone of four establishments, the hazard analys:ts was incomplete in that it

did not address the following:
= The potential germination and subsequent toxin formation of
spore-forming bacteria during the stabilization process.
= The potential presence of SRMs in raw beef ingredients. However,
letters of guarantee were available from suppliers indicating that
only meat from cattle less than thirty months of age is utilized.

o At one establishment, the critical limit associated with the application of
an antimicrobial rinse (peroxyacetlc acid) on beef carcasses incorrectly-
defined this value as "a maximum of 220 ppm." Discussions with plant |

* management resulted in the determination that the 1ntended cr1t10a1 limit ' :

for this CCP 'was actually "a minimum of 150 ppm." - - f

o  In one establishment, the HACCP plan did not include the direct B o

_ observation of monitoring activities and any corrective actions taken as o R

o o - part of its on-going verification procedures. ' !

oy ' “o At one establishment, the following deﬁelenmes were identified - _

| o concernrng SRM control: ' ;

! - The establishment had not taken the necessary steps to segregate
'SRMSs during the head-washing process. During the review of

slanghter operations, it was noted that employees oceasronaﬂy o

- wash multiple heads in one cabinet. Conducted in this manner, ' :

 this practice creates a potential for cross-contamination due to- : :

leakage of braln material orlgmatmg from the open knock-hole in

: the skull.- : g

= The establishment’s written SRM control plan d1d not clearly o

- indicate how the lingual tonsils would be separ ated from edible -

portions of the tongue.

. Enforcement Controls:
"o In all four establishments audited, deficiencies Whlch should have been _

~ identified by the CCA prior to the current FSIS audit were identified.
o At one establishment, approximately 50 percent of heads which had
passed inspection and hangrng on a rack awaiting further proeessrng were
o contaminated with excessive hair. -
o Interviews with in-plant personnel in con]une‘non Wlth review of
_inspection records indicated that further guidance is needed concernrng the
o _ ' kN documentation of non-compliance within estabhshrnents ' :
Oy = Not all non-compliances are documented
L ) o ' " Use of multiple forms for documentation of non—comphance
 Improper use of trend 1ndreators :

12



= Inappropriate regulatory citations
-« Incomplete documents ' ' :
o At one establishment, the inspector was not familiar with the dentition
criteria utilized for the determination of cattle thirty months of age or
older. - -

7. MAIN FINDINGS

7.1 Governi_nent Oversight

SIAGARPA is the Secretariat of the Mexican Government with control over livestock and

~ animal health issues. SENASICA, a division/service of SAGARPA, is responsible for

regulating Mexico’s meat and processed poultry inspection system and live-animal health
requirements. This responsibility includes certifying and regulating TIF (Tipo Inspeccion .
Federal) establishments for the exportation of meat or processed poultry products to the

United States. ' . B o : L R

- As of September 2007; the supei'vision of TIF éstablishments has undergone extensive

reorganization which resulted in the creation of the following four departments, each of
which is headed by its own sub-Director: _ : ' S
1) Approval and Certification of Establishments
2) Regulation, Inspection, Verification, and Surveillance -
3) Inspection of Facilities/Product .
- 4) National Supervision o

._ At the time of the current audit, no changes had been made to the org.anizational structure
within SENASICA. Interviews at the central level indicated that the intent of -

modifications made to its system was to enforce those activities contained within the pre-

existing framework. Although no objections were raised concetning the design of the - .
supervisory and communication channels supporting Mexico’s inspection system, non-

compliances involving the enforcement of FSIS requirements were still identified atall of
the establishments audited. As such, it is expected that the CCA continue to improve the

' implementation of these channels of supervision and communication.

T Il CCA'_Contfol Syster_ns

The production of meat and poultry products in Mexico is conducied cither in TIF

. establishments or in municipal establishments. SENASICA has authority only over TIF

establishments, whereas Mexico’s Department of Health has authority over the municipal
establishments. The majority of the meat and poultry production in Mexico is conducted

" in the TIF establishments. Only TIF establishments have the eligibility to produce '
- product for export to other countries. - o PRI

B 7.1.2 Ultimate Control and Supervis_ion

13
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Each TIF establishment is under the direct authority of a SAGARPA state office. Fach

state office has at least one SENASICA state supervisor who is assigned to provide
government over51ght of all TIF establishments within the state and to ensure that
inspection requirements are being enforced at the TIF establishments. Based on the size
of the state and/or the number of TIF establishments; SENASICA may assign one or
more state supervisors. In addition, SENASICA has assigned a MVZ supervisor to each
TIF establishment certified to export meat or processed poultry to the United States.

- Additional MVZ inspection officials are assigned 1o certified estabhshments depending
“on the size, type and complexﬂy of the operations, fo carry out government 1nspeet1on :

responsibilities. Daily inspection by inspection officials is being carried out in all TIF
establishments certified to export to the US.

- SENASICA has adequate levels of authority (headquarters state offices, and certified
E estabhshments) to ensure effective over31ght of all Us nnport 1nspect10n requlrements

The official veterinarians in the TIF establishments, the area supervisors in the states and:
all beadquarters personnel in Mexico City are full-time, permanent employees of the
- Mexican Federal Government. Salaries of the Federal Government are pa1d by a dlreet
_ dep031t/voueher system on a tw1ce monthly basis. . - :

7.1.3 Assignment of Competent, Qualiﬁed Inspectors

Upon entering government employment as official inspectors, new employees undergo
induction training as well as participate in on-the-job practical training under the . -
supervision of experienced veterinarians. Training is supplemented by refresher courses
on inspection requlrements and partlmpatlon in US government techmeal assistance

- programs.

‘FSIS contmues to stress the importance of training, as findings 1dent1ﬁed du;rmg the

current audit continue to be associated with basic principles of HACCP and SSOP. To
ensure that an equivalent level of inspection is maintained, the CCA needs to develop the
performance of its inspection personnel beyond that of basic awareness of FSIS

. requirements to a level where inspection methodology results in an mterloekmg system of
controls to ensure compliance in all areas. During the current audlt aspeets of mspectlon o
methodology which could benefit from further training included:-

e In one establishment, the inspection personnel performing mspeetwn of bovine
_ - heads were not incising the medial masseter museles arequirement of the norms
of Mexican inspection procedures. :

7 1 4 Authorlty and Respon51b111ty to Enforee the Laws: |

- SENASICA has the authority and respon51b111ty to enforce the apphcable faws relevant to

estabhshments produemg product for export to the UsS.

 However, deficiencies 1nvolvmg the enforcement of US requlrements were 1dent1fied at

four of the five establishments aud1ted
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| e SSOP (two estabhshments)
: ~»  HACCP-Implementation (three estabhshments)
e Sanitation Performance Standards (one establishment)

T 1 5 Adequate Adrmmstratlve and Techmcal Support

During the audlt the auditors found that SENASICA has administrative and techmcal
~ support to operate Mexico’s inspection system and has the abllrty to support a thlrd-party '
-audit. . '

While actual laboratory visits were not within the scope of the current audit, performance
was assessed through document reviews and interviews conducted at the local inspection
offices. :
s Atthe two estabhshments where inspection personnel conducted verification |
“sampling for E. coli O157:H7 the scheduled sampling had been performed and
results had been rece1ved from CENAPA o _

" During the interviews conducted at various levels, it was noted that much of the
information concerning FSIS requirements was distributed in its original format, without
prior translation. Furthermore, the sentiment of persons interviewed indicated that their - -

. - awareness of FSIS requirements would benefit substantially if translated versions of this
oy . information were available.

7. 2 Headquarters Aud1t

~ The auditors did not conduct a review of the CCA or State Superwsory ofﬁces durmg this
audrt o . o _ .

13 Audlt of Local Inspeotron Offices

- The audrtors conducted a review of 1nspect10n system documents in the ﬁve
 establishments selected for this audit. The records rev1ew focused prlmarﬂy on food
safety hazards and included the following:
‘e Records of daily inspection verification activities:
e Records of supervisory visits to TIF cstablishments.
- e Reports of findings and corrective act1ons from the estabhshment MVZ
SUpervisors. _
e Records of training in HACCP des1gn and 1mplementatron for personnel in TIF
 establishments. S
o Copies of new regula’uons and requrrements transmltted from the CCA
. _'Documenta‘uon of lnvestlgatrons and enforoement acnons

P . At this level it was also conﬁrrned that the inspectiori persor’mel were in possession of the

,_];_ - newly issued information originating from the central level. . For the most part, this "~

- information had been r_eoei_ved and was being implemented.

15
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8. ESTABLISHMENT AUDITS

The FSIS auditors yi_siled a total of five establislrrnents (one slaughter/processing
establishment, and four processing-only establishments). Specific findings are included

. on .the individual establishment checklists, which are attached to this report.
9 LABORATORY AUDITS

' Durmg laboratory audits, emphas1s was placed on the application of procedures and

standards that are equivalent to US requirements.

Residue laboratory audits focus on sample handling, sampling frequency, timely analysis
. data reporting, analytical methodologies, tissue matrices, equrpment operation and '
~ printouts, detection levels, recovery frequency, percent recoveries, intra-laboratory check
- samples, and quality assurance programs, including standards books and correctlve
actions. : TR : :

' As indicated previously, although actual laboratory visits were nof within the scope of the

current audit, performance was assessed through document reviews and mterv1ews
conducted at the local inspection offices. : : -

' No concems were noted as a result of these interviews.

10 SANITATION CONTROLS

©As stated carlier, the FSIS audrtors focused on five areas of risk {0 assess Mexico’s meat _

and poultry inspection system.” The first of these risk areas that the FSIS audrtors

reviewed was Sanitation Contréls.

Based on the on—site audits of establishments, and except as noted below, Mexico’s

_inspection system had controls in place for SSOP programs, all aspects of facility and
“equipment sanitation, the prevention of actual or potential instances of product cross-

contamination, good personal hygrene practices, and good product handlmg and storagc

' pracuces

In addition, and except as noted below Mex1co s 1r18pect10n system had controls in place

“for water potability records, chlorination procedures, back-siphonage prevention,

separation of operauons temperature control ‘work Space ventrlauon welfare faCﬂItleS
and outside prernlses S : _

10.1 SSOP

Each estabhshment was evaluated to determme if the basic F SIS regulatory reqmrements: -

for SSOP were met, according to the crrterla employed in the US domestic mspectmn
program _ R .
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- In w0 of the five establishments audited, 1mp1ementat10n of SSOP requlrements was
" inadequate:

o One establishment did not routmely document corrective actions and preventive
- measures taken in response to SSOP deﬁc1en01es This is a repeat finding from
~ the previous two audits. *
¢ Inone establishment, no written procedures were avaﬂable for dealing with
product dropped on non-contact surfaces.
 In one establishment, carcass wash overspray collected on the ceﬂmg and _
overhead structures and then dripped onto the carcasses passing along the rail.

A more detailed description of these deﬁ01enc1es can be found in the attached 1nd1v1dua1
_ estabhshment reports. :

102 Other Sanitation Concefns- '

In one of the five establishments audited, deficiencies regarding sanitation performance
standards (SPS) were observed: '
e In one establishment, rough welding and cracks were observed in the metal frame
- of aconveyor belt in the fabrication room, and the seals and gaskets of several
. doors to processing rooms and product coolers were damaged.
¢ In one establishment, an employee working with edlble product was not wearing,
- disposable or easily cleanable clothmg

- A more detailed descrlptlon of these deﬁ01en01es can be found in the attached 1nd1v1dua1
a estabhshment reports ' '

11 ANIMAL DISEASE CONTROLS

The second of the five risk areas that the FSIS audltors reviewed was Ammal Dlsease
‘Controls. These controls include ensuring adequate animal identification, humane -
" handling and humane slaughtet, control over condemned and restricted products, and

procedures for samtary handling of returned and recond1t1oned product

No concerns arose asa result of fhis review.

There have been no outbreaks of ammal d1seases w1th pubhc health s1gmﬁcance since the
last FSIS audit. .

12 SLAUGHTERJPROCESSING CONTROLS

The thll‘d of the five risk areas that the FSIS audltors reviewed was Slaughter/Processmg
" Controls. The controls include the following areas: ante-mortem inspection procedures; -

ante-mortem dispositions; post-mortem inspection procedures; post-mortem ‘digposition;
ingredients identification; control of restricted ingredients; formulations; processing
schedules; equipment and records and processmg controls of cured drled and cooked

- products.
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The controls also include the implementation of HACCP systems in all establishments,
implementation of a testing program for generic E. coli in slaughter establishments and
for Listeria monocytogenes in establishments producing ready-to-eat (RTE) products, and
1mplementatlon of the Bovine Spong1form Encephalopathy (B SE) control measures.

121 Humane Haudlmg and S]aughter =

-One of the five estabhshments audited was conductmg slaughter/processmg act1v1ttes and o
- was reviewed for humane handling and slaughter of animals. :

No concerns arose as a result of this audit.

12.2 HACCP Implementation

~All establishments approved to export meat products to the US are required to have

developed and adequately implemented a HACCP ptogram. Each of these programs was

- evaluated according to the criteria employed in the US domestic inspection program.

- The HACCP programs were reviewed during the on-site audits of the five establishments.
- Deficiencies concerning HACCP 1mplcmentatlon were 1dent1ﬁed at three of the '
- establishments audited:

‘e Tn one establishment, the HACCP plan did not describe the pro gram for control of
Listeria monocytogenes (Lm) in product, and the Critical Control Pomt (CCP) did
not describe the quantity of product for measurement at the CCP.

. e Atone establishment, the Lm program did not address the requlremcnt to retest -
- product contact surfaces that tested positive for Lm or the disposition of product
produced on Lm positive surfaces or Lm positivé equipment.

‘»In one establishment, the HACCP plan flow diagram did not.identify aﬂ of the
process steps, and the hazard analysis did not account for nucroblological hazards -

- -associated with production of head meat or edible offal. '
e At one establishment, the CCP identified did not address or control the
o microbiological hazard reasonably likely to occur in the production process.
» In one establishment, the SRM control program did not result in the effective o
removal of all 1dent1ﬁcd SRM partlcularly the lingual tonsils from the edible C
tongues o

A more detailed descnp‘uon of these deﬁc1enc:1es can be found in the attached mdlwdual :

) estabhshment reports.
12._3 Tes_t_lng. for Generic E. coli

Mexico h_as ’ad0ptcd the SIS_ rcguiatory requitfements for generic . coli _t'esting.’ | -




One of the five establrshments andited was required to meet the basic FSIS regulatory
requirements for generic £. coli testing and was evaluated according to the criteria
employed in the US domestic 1nspect10n program -

No deﬁcre_ncr_es were noted.

12.4 Testing for Llsferza monocytogenes

" Three of five establishments audrted wWere producmg RTE products for export to the US.

In accordance with US requirements, the HACCP plans in these establishments had been

' adequately reassessed to address the contamination of product by Listeria monocylogenes
in the post- -lethality environment, where apphcable :

Tnspection personnel assigned to those audited establishments where RTE product was
being produced bad implemented the necessary changes in aecordance with
SENASICA’S new pathogen reduction pro gram :

13. RES__IDUE_ CONTROLS

* - As mentioned previously, although actual laboratory visits were not within the scope of _'
‘the current audit, performance was assessed through document reviews and interviews

conducted at the local 1nspectron offices.
No deficiencies were identiﬁ‘ed.-_
14. ENFORCEMENT CONTROLS

The fifih of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditors reviewed was Enforcement Controls.

“These controls include the enforcement of 1nspect10n requlrements and the testmg

program for Salmonella specres
14.1 Da.ﬂy Inspeetron in: Estabhshments

No deficiencies were 1dent1ﬁed Protoeols were in plaee to ensure the approprrate

.' coverage by rnspeetron personnel during all shifts when product is produeed at those
“establishments 1dent1ﬁed as meetmg FSIS requlrements

14.2 Testing for Salmonella

Wlth the | exceptlon of the aforementroned equivalence determrnatron which permits
testing in private laboratories, Mexico has adopted the FSIS regulatory reqrurements for

: Patho gen Reductron testmg for Salmoneﬂa

Two of the five establrshments audrted were requlred to meet the basic FSIS regulatory

requirements for Pathogen Reduction Salmonella testing and were evaluated accordmg to - -

. thecriteria employed in the US domestic 1nspeet1on program
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No deﬁciencies were identified.
14.3 Testmg for B, coli 0157 H7

' SENASICA has recently submitted a testmg program for E. coli 0157: H7 to FSIS whtch
was subsequently determined as equwalent :

~ This sampling program includes the use of N60 sample collectlon weekly review of
establishment sampling records by the in-plant veterinarian, and monthly verification of
sample results by the state supervisor. The plan also includes SSOP momtormg, as well
as quahty control and pathogen reductlon programs.

- .The contents of the plan also describe the measures to be taken in the event of a positive

- finding of E. coli 0157:H7, including an investigation to identify. the source of the

contamination, and appropriate corrective actions.. An intensified sampling program will

be initiafed, consisting of a minimum of one sample daily for eight consecutive weeks. A

- positive finding necessitates a reassessment of the HACCP plan by the establishment.

* Product testing positive will undergo thermal treatment, and will be barred from export to
the US. Records will be maintained showing the dlsposmon of the product and that the

CCA maintained control of the product. :

Mexwo § program currently utrhzes FSIS MLG SA 01 method for sample analy51s Thls

- present in the sample Since Mexico is not yet able to utilize a conﬁrmatory test rnethod—“
(they are attempting to adopt the FSIS MLG 5.04 method), all presumptive positives will =
_ be treated as a confirmed posntrve and will be subject to the events descrrbed above

-government reference lab located in Jiutepec, Morelos

The current audit indicated that sample collection and testlng were conducted irl a manner
cons1stent with the newly proposed salnphng plan: - '

14.4 Specres Vertﬁcatlon |

'-The FSIS auditors verified that adequate controls Were in place to ensure clear separatlon |
of meat products of different specles :

_ 14.5 Penochc- Reviews
During this audit it was found that in all estabhshments visited, perlodlc supervisory
reviews of certified estabhshrnents were being performed at the frequency Specrﬁed by

: 'the CCA.

- 14.6 Inspection_ Syetem Controls
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In most instances, the CCA had controls in place for ante-mortem and post-mortem
inspection procedures and dispositions; restricted product and inspection samples;

‘disposition of dead, dying, diseased or disabled animals; shipment security, including

shipment between establishments; and prevention of commingling of product intended
for export to the US with product intended for the domestic market. However, the

.' following deficiency was identified:

e In four of the five establishments audlted deﬁolenc,les which should have been
identified by the CCA prior to the current FSIS audit were identified.

Controls were in place for the importation of only eligible livestock from other countries,
i.e., only from eligible third countries and certified establishments within those countries,
and the unportatmn of only eli g1b1e meat products from other countries for further .
processmg :

Lastly, adequate controls werc found to be in place for secunty items, shlpment security,
and products entering the establishments from outside sources.

15 CLOSING MEETING

A closmg meeting was held on October 24 2008, in Mexico Clty with the CCA. Atthis

meeting, the preliminary findings from the audit were presented by the FSIS auditors.

The CCA understood and accepted the findings.

Timothy B. King, DVM -~ - . ' |
‘Senior Program Auditor A :é ”57@/%*‘ T
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16. ATTACH_MENTS TO TI—IE AUDIT REPORT -

- Individual Foreign Establishment Audit Forms | .
Foreign Country Response to Draft Flnal Audit Report (when 1t becomes avaﬂable)

- »




" United States Department of Agriculture
Food Safety and Inspectlon Service

Fore|gn Establishment Audit Checklist

1. ESTABLISHMENT NAME AND LOCATION
Productos Chata, S.A. De C.V.

2. AUDIT DATE
10/20/2008

|'3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

4. NAME OF COUNTRY

TIF 0089 Mexico

Camino Real No. 5
. Col Bachigualato
Cu[iac_an, Sinaloa 80140

5. NAME OF AUDITOR{S)

Don Carlson DVM

6. TYPE CF AUDIT

ON-SITEAUDIT ‘j OCUMENTAUDIT

Place an X in the Audtt Results block to indicate noncomphance with requirements. Use O if not applicable.

Part A - Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) " Audit Part D - Continued Audii
Basic Requirements’ Restits Economic Sampling Resuits
7. Wwritten SSOP A 33. Scheduled Sample ' | o
3. Records documenting implementation, - 34, Species Testing
—9. Signed and dated SSOP, by on-site or overll authority. 35. Residue - . . 0

Sanltatlon Standard Operating Procedures {(SSOF)
' Ongoing Regquirements

; Part E f'Other Requirements '

32 Written Assurance

10. Implementation of SSOF"s, ingluding monitaring of implementation. 36. Export
11. Maintenance and svaiuaticn of the affectiveness of SS0P's. . ) 37, Import
12. Cormctive actionwhen the SS0P's have faied to prevent direct . :
‘praduct contamination or aduteration. ) ! 3§. Establishment Grownds and Pest Control
“13. Daily records document item 10, 11 and 12 above. ) ' } 39._.Estaﬂi‘~;hment Cnnstrut:tionfl\.'laintenaﬁce
Part B - Hazard Analysis and Crtical Control 40. Light -
Point (HACCP) Systems - Basic Requirements :
- ¢ P) Sy i 41, Ventitation
14. Developed and implemented a written HACCP plan .
15, Contents of the HACCP list the food safety hazards, 42, Plumbing and Sewage
¢ritical confrol pants, critical limits, procedwes, corrective actions. -
18, Records decumenting im plementatu:n and mohitoring of the 43. Water Supply
HAGCP plan, -
- 44 Dressing Rooms/Lavatories
. 17. The HACCP plan is signed and dated by the responsible
. establishment individual, 45. Equipment and Uténsils
Hazard Analysi and Critical Contml Pomt :
(HAGCP) Systems - Ongoing Requirements 46. Sanitary Operations
1&?7 Momtormg of HAGCP ptaxn. 47, Employee Hygie'ne
19. Verificalion and vabdation of HACCP plan ! e
48. Condemned Préduct Control
20. Corective action written 1 HACCP plan.
21.. Reassessed adequacy of the HACCP plan, Part F - Inspection Requirements
22. Records documenting: the written HACCP plan, monitoring of the 49, Government Staffing
: critical control points, dates and times of specific event occutrences. | :
- - 'Part C -Economic / Wholesomeness ) ) 50. Daily Inspection Coverage.
23. Labeling » Product Standards R B e
: 51. Enforcement’
. 24. Labéling - Net WWeighis —
25. General Labeling 52. Humane Handling
26. Fin. Prod. Standamis/Soneless (Defects/AQL/Park SkinsMoisture) 53, Animal ldentification 0
- Part D - Sampling ] 0
Generic E. coli Testing 54, Ante Mortem inspaciion
27. Written Procedures o §5. Post Mortem lnspectzon L . - ]
28. Sample Collection/Analysis 0 SV
; : Part G Other Re ulato Over5| htRe unements
29. Records o g y 9 q .
. . - N . - ‘58, 4 1]
Salmonella Performance Standards - Basic Requirements : E“.mpea" Commum i Dréc-'ves
30; Corrective:&ption's o 57. Menthly Rleview
31, Reassessment 58.
59.

FSIS- 5000-6 (04/104/2002)




Page2of2.-

{Culiacan, Mexico) -

ESIS 5000-6 (04/04/2002)
60. Observation of the Establishment

Date: 10/20/2008 Est #: TIF89 (Productos Chata, S.A. De C.V. [P])

()
\* - J
" There were 1o significant findings to report after consideration of the nature, degree and extent of all observations.

62. 51T0R SIGNATURE AN. ATE C o N
! L _ '
on C Do (b/21/2003

61. NAME OF AUDITOR
‘Don Carlson, DVM




- United States Department of Agriculture
: Food Safely and | nspection Service

() ' Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist

1. ESTABLISHMENT NAME AND LCCATION 2. AUDIT DATE 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO. | 4. NAME OF COUNTRY
American Beef SA. de CV. Oct 23, 2008 TIF154 . Mexico
Retorno Pablo Neruda No. 107, Complegjo : i i
: . 5. NAME OF AUDITOR(S) - - _ | 8 TYPE OF AUDIT _
Chibuaha, Chituawa 31136 ' ' : ' :
' ‘ _ : Don Carlson, DVM ' ON-SITEAUDIT | | DOCUMENT AUDIT
“Place an X in the Audit Resuits block to indicate noncompliance with requirements. Use O if not appilcable
Part A - Sanitafion Standard Operating Procedures (SSOF') Audlt -~ PartD- Continued _ 1 At
Basic Requirements Resuts | = - Economic Sampling - - _ Restits
77 Wiltion SS0P ] 33. Scheduled Sample S
8, Records documenting implementation. ' S 34. Specis Testing
9. Signed and dated SSOP, by on-site or overall authority 35. Residue O
Sanitation _Standa_lrfl Operahpg Procedures (SSOP} Part E - Other Requifem ents :ﬁi
Ongoing Reguirements . . '
10. Implementaticn of SSOP's, including monitoring of implementation. : | 28. Export : .
11. Maintenance and evaluation of the effectiveness of SS0P's, 37. Import’

12, Corective action when the S50P's have faied to prevent direct

product contamination or aduttsration. 38, Establishment Grounds and Pest Control

13. Daily records dn.cum_ent itern 10, 11 and 12 above. - X | 39. Establishment Construction/Maintenance

Part B - Hazard Analysis and Critical Control 40. Light
Point (HACCP) Systems - Basic Requirements

14, Developed and implemented a written HACCP plan .

15. Contents of the HACCP list the food safety hazards, 42, Plumbing and Sewage
critical contral points, critical limits, procedures, corrective actions.

4%, Ventilation

‘) 16. Records documenting mplementat;on and. monltunng of the 43. Water Supply ) ;
HAGEP plarn. - . - . : ' - : N
44. Dressing Rooms/Lavatories :

17. The HACCP plan is signed and dated by the responsible ) - -
establishment individual. . S 45. Equiprhent and Utensils

. Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point ] -
(HACCP) Systems - Ongoing Requwements 48. Sanitary Operations
1.8'” Momtonng of HACCP plan. ) | 47: Employes Hygiene.

19, Verfication and vaﬁdatlon of HAGCP p!an - i B
48, Condemned Product Contral -

20. Comective action writfen in HACCP plan;

21, Reassessed adequacy of the HACCP pian. - Part F - Inspection Requirements

22. Records documenting: the written HACCP plan, menitoring of the 49, ‘Gavernment Staffing ) B - X
critical control points, dates and times of specific evert ocourrences. S )

Part C - Economic / Wholesomeness 50. Dally Inspection Coverage
23.. Labeling - Product Standards

51, Enforcement - - o o . o !

‘24, tabding - Net Weights i
52, Humane Handling

25, General Labeling

26. Fin. Prod Standards/Boneless (Defects/AQL/Pok SkinsMoisture) - 1 53. Animal ldentification

Part D - Sampling : o . . . o
Generic E. coli Testing . 54, AnteMortem Inspection )

27. Written Procedures . ' o §5. Post Mortem Inépectioh

28. Sample Coliection/Analysis - - ’ . | - : :
Part.G - Other Regulatoxy Oversight Requnements

23." Records Lo R . . o

_ - — — | : o
Salmonella Performance Standards - Basic Requirements - Eropean Community Discivas

{3 L
'-\__ < 30. Cormetive Actions o] 57, Mo_nthi.y Review
31 Reassessment - -—-~ . T 58.
32, Written Assurance ; o 0 e -

FSIs- 5000-6 (_041’(}4/2002)
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FSIS 5000-6 (04/04/2002) - . ]
Date: Qct 23,2008 -Est #: TIF154 (American Beef S.A. de C.V. [P]) (Chihuzhua, Mexico)

o 60._ Observation of the Establishment

i 1 . .

‘.. 13/51 The establishment did not maintain daily records sufficient to-document corrective actions taken. Preventive measures
for corrective actions were not adequately described in the establishment’s daily records documenting regulatory
noncompliances for product contact surfaces. [Regulatory reference: 9CFR §416.16 (2) and 416.17]

13/51 The establishment did not have a written procedure for disposition, disposal or reconditioning of product that had been
* dropped onto the processing floor. [9CFR §416.16 (a) and 416.17] :

-

i

61. NAME OF AUDITOR

T 62 HUDITOR SIGNATURE 7DDA_TE. TR LT A
- Don Carlsen, DVM i} : %@’v\ Gl_ g DUM {O//:Z-B//ZDD%




United States Department of Agriculture
Food Safety and Inspection Service -

Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist

1. ESTABLISHMENT NAME AND LOCATION
Sigma Alimentos Centro S.A. De C.V.

2. AUDIT DATE -
10/22/08

3. ESTABLISH_MENT NO. -
TIF158 )

4, NAME CF COUNTRY
Mexico

Carretera Refinteria Atitalaquia No, 127

Atitalaquia, Hidalgo 42970 ’

5. NAME OF AUDITOR(S)

Timothy King, DVM

6. TYPE OF AUDIT

ON-SITE AUDIT {:' DOCUMENT AUDIT

Place an X in the Audit Results block to indicate noncomphance with requirements. Use O if not appllcable

critizal control points, dates and tmes of specific event occurrences.

Part C - Economtc Wholesomeness

23. Labeling - Product Standards

Part A - Samtaﬁon Standard Operating Procedures (SS0P) Audit Part D - Continued Audit
Basic Requirements Resutls Economic Sampling Resulis
7. Wiritten SS0P : 33. Scheduled Sample
- B.- Records documenting implementation. 34. Specks Testing
. 9. Signed and dated SSOP, by on-site or overall authority. 35, Residue
Sanitation Standarfi Operah[lg Procedures (SSOP) Part E - Other Requirements
Ongoing Requirements
10, implementation of S$CP's, including monitoring of implementation. 36. Export
11. Méintenance and evaluation of he effectiveness of SSOP's. 37. Import
12 Corective action when the SS0P's have faled to prevent dwect . - .
: product cortamination or adukeration. 38, Establishment Grounds and Pest Control
13, Daily records document item 10, 11 and 12 above. 39; Establishment Construct_ionlMaiﬁtenance
. Part B - Hazard Analysis and Ciitical Control 40. Light
Point (HACCP) Systems - Basi uirement :
t F) Sy ic Req - - ad 41. Ventilation
14.. Developed and implemented & written HACCP plan . _ _
15. Contents of the HACCP list the food safety hazards, 42, P[L_meing and Sewage
critical control paints, critical limits, procedwres, corrective actions.
16. Records documentmg impementaticn and momtormg of the 43. Water Supply
HACGCP plan.~ : .
44. Dressing Rooms/Lavatories
~ i7. The HACCP plan is sined and dated by the responsuble
estahlishment individual, 45, Equipment and Utensils
Hazard Analysis and Critical Control-Point : ——
_ {HACGP) Systems - Ongoing Requirements 46, Sanitary Operations
18. Mf"',““’,’,‘.“g of W\C,CP plan. 47. ‘Employee Hygiene
19. Verification and valdation of HACCP plan. e :
48, Condemned Product Control
20. Cormrective action written in HACCP plan. ; A
" 21. Resssessed adequacy of the HACCP plan. Part F - Inspection Requirements
22, Records documenting: the. written HACCP plan, menitoring of the X 49, Government Staffing

Daily Inspection Goverage -

51, Enforcement

24, Labeling - Net Weights -
25. General Labeiing 52. Humane Handiing
26. Fin. Prod Standamds/Boneless (DefectslAQLIPa’k Skins/Moisture) 53. Animat ldentific’aﬁbn :

Part D - Sampling S ] o

Generic E. coli Testing 54. Ante Martem Inspection '

27, Written Procedures ") 55. Post Mortem inspection 0
28. Sample CallectiontAnalysis " o R

29. Records B

Salmonella Per_fo mance Standards - Basic Redhiremer_rts

30, Corrctive Actions

Pér_t G - Other Regulatory Oversight Requirements

. European Community Diectives

7. Monthly Review

T3, REESSES.SmEHIt s ""'""._".'_"'

32. Written Assurance

‘59,

FSIS- 5000-6 (04042002)  ©




s :

ESIS 5000-6 (04/04/2002) -

Page 2 of 2

b
\

j

60. Obsenvation of the Establishment

22/51. The Critical Control Point in the HACCP plan for production of pizza did not adequately address or control the

Date; 10/22/08 Est# TIF158 (Sigma Alimentos Centro $.A. De C.V. [P]) (Atitalaquia, Mexico)

microbiological hazards associated with meat products used in production of the product. The establishment management
“agreed to reassess the HACCP plan for pizza as a result of the audit finding, [Regulatory reference(s): 9 CFR §327(a)(2)(H(D),

417.5,417.8]

61. NAMEOF AUDITOR T [62. AUDITOR SIGNATURE AND DATE

el KeOW '_-:*—Z:f"”f‘/ %WAM /63/22;-/239




" United States Department of Agricufiure
Food Safaty and Inspection Service.

Foreign Establishment AudltCheckllst
4. ESTABLISHMENT NAME AND LLOCATION . ] 2. AUDIT DATE 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO. 4. NAME OF COUNTRY
Ganaderia Integral Monarca 5. A, de C.V. 10/20/2008 TIF431 N Mexico
Carretera Vista Hermosa-La Piedad Km 3.1 : . '
Ejido Lazaro Cardenas _5. NAME OF AUDITOR(S) |'8. TYPE OF AUDIT
" Vista Hermosa, Michoacan 59200 . -
:  Timothy King, DVM : ON-SITE AUDIT D DOCUMENT AUDIT
Place an X in the Audit Results block to |nd|cate noncompllance with requ;rements Use O if not applicable. _
Part A - Samtahon Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) © Audt . i - Part.D - Continued - Audit
. Basic Requn‘ements Results | : Economic Samplmg : Restlts
7. Written 550° S : | 33, Scheduted Sample
8. Records documenting implementation. ) ) 34. Speckes Testing
9. Signed and daied S_SOP. by on-site or averall authority. - 35. Residue
Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP} . PartE - Other Requirements
Ongoing Requirements :
10. Implementation of $SOP's, including monitoring of lmplementamn X 38. Export
11. Maintenance and evaluation of the effeciveness of S5CP's. ' ) 3? import
12, Cormctive action when the SSOP's have faied to prevent direct = A ] T
" pioduct contamination or aduteration. 38. _E;ta_bllshment Grownds and Pest Control _
13. Daily records document item 10, 11 and 12 above. ] 39, - Establishment Constmcﬁon;’Maintenance - ) X
Part B - Hazard Analysis and Ciitical Control 40. Light
Point {HACCP) Systems - Basic Requiremen
oint { P) Syste Sic requl - ts 41, Ventilation
14. Developed and implemented a written HACCP plan .
15, Cortents of the HACCF list the food safety hazards, 42. Plumbing and Sewage
critical control pdnts, critical limits, procedwes, correcfive actions. )
J ‘‘‘‘‘ 7\"1 16. Records documenting implementation and monitering of the 43. Water Supply
oo HACCP plan. : -
e 44, Dressing Rooms/Lavatories
17. The HACCP plan is signed and dated by the responsﬂale
establishment individual. : 45. Equipment and Utensis
Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point i - _ _
{HACCP) Systems - Ongoing Requirements 46, Sanitary Operations -
18, Monitoring of BACCP plan- : | X | 47. Employee Hygiene _ o X
" 19, Verification and-valdation of HACCP plan. ;
48. Condemned Product Centrol
. 20, . Comective action written in HACCP plan, ' : _ i
21. Reassessedadequacy of the HACCP plan. Part F - Inspection Requirements
23, Records dosumenting: the written BAGCP plan, monitoring of the © -+~ |- X £9. Government Staffing
¢critical control points, dates and tmes of specific event occurrerces. .
- Part G - Economic /Wholesomeness : ' 50. Daily Inspection Coverage
23, . Labeling - Product Standards ' . - - i
. 51, Enforcement : ’ . ) X
24, Llabding - Net Weights : :
dli
25, General Labeling 52. Humane Handing
26. Fin. Prod Standards/Boneless (Defects/AQL/Pork Skins/Moisture} ’ 53. Anima} Identification
Part D - Sampling ' : _
Generic E. coh’Testi_ng' 54. Anie Mortem.lnspection
27. Writien Procedures . i . b 55, Post Mortem |nspect|on ' s ' : = X
28, Sample CollectionfAnalysis -
- . Part G - Other Regula’mty Oversight Requuements .
29, Records .
. . S . 3 it tiv -
: Salmonella Performance Standards - Basic Requirements - % .E”mpea" Communty Drectives
T, ' S . .
t § .
.. ./ 30. Corective Actions 57. Monthly Review .
31. Remssessment —--- 58.
32 Written Assurance 59.
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&0. Observation of the Establishment

* Date: 10/20/2008 Est#: TIF431 {Ganaderia [ﬁtegrel Monarca S$.A, de C.V. [S/P]) (Vista Hermosa, Mexico)

10/51. Durihg operational sanitation in'spec'tion' of the slaughter operation, at .the final carcass wash the overepray from the
washing process was collecting on the ceiling and other overhead structures then dripping which created an insanitary condition
and potential cross contamination. [Regulatory reference(s): 9 CFR §327(a)(2)(iX(D), 416.13, 416.17]

18/51. The establishment employees were not removing all Specified Risk Material (SRM), specifically the ligual tonsils from
tongues saved as edible product, as described in the SRM program:. Immedlate correctwe measures were’ mltlated by the -
establishment. [9 CFR §327(a)(2)(I)(D),.417.2(c)(4), 417.8] :

22/51 The establishment HACCP plan process flow diagram for slaughter did not include process steps associated with the
processing of cattle heads and the hazard analysis did not adequately address the hazards associated with the production of
heads and offal products The establishment ma.nagement initiated immediate correctlve actions. [9 CFR §327(a)(2)(1)(D)
417.5, 417 8 -

39. During operatlonal sanitation inspection, the folIowmg Was observed: rough welds and a crack in the frame of a bone

conveyer in the fabrication room, multiple doors in the establishment with damaged or mlssmg seals or gaskets Correction of

~ these deficiencies was scheduled at the time of the audit. [9 CFR §416 2(b)] -

~ 47. During operatlonal sanitation inspection, an employee in th_e carcass breaking area was observed wearing clothing that was

not disposable or able to be readily cleaned and appeared not to have been changed as necessary to prevent product adulteration.
Immediate corrective action was taken by the establishment management. {9 CFR §416.5]

51/35. The inspection personnel performing bovine head inspection were net incising the medial masseter muscles. The

Mexican inspection supervisor accompanying the audit confirmed that the incision of the medial masseter muscle is a
requirement of bovine head inspection described in Mexican regulations. The Mexican inspection personnel made umnedlate
correction to the inspection method being performed [9 CFR- §3 10.14, 327(a)(2)(1)CD)]

61. NAME OF AUDITOR : ' S - 62 AUDITOR SIGNATUREAND DATE

Timothy King, DVM o R ) _ _ ""“;"‘""’% éw___ /O/.Z&/ag‘f
B i . . -~




United States Department of Agricuiturs -
Food Safety and Enspection Serwce

Fore:gn Establishment Audit Checkllst

1. ESTABLISHMENT NAME AND LO‘CAT|ON 2. AUDIT DATE
-Group Agroindustrias Chinarraw S.P.R. de C 1022/ 2008
Carr. Chihuahua - Qjinaga a _

3, ESTABLISHMENT NO.
TIF 0439

1 4. NAME OF COUNTRY )
Mexico

2 kmn de Ciudad de Juan Aldama
A[dama; Chihuahua

5. NAME OF AUDITOR(S)

Don Carison, DVM .

§. TYPE OF AUDIT

ON-SITEAUDIT D DOCUMENT AUDIT

Place an X in the Audlt Results block to lndlcate noncomp!lance with requlrements Use O if not applicable.

Part A - Sanitation Standard Operating Procedum {SSOP) - Audit Part D - Continued Audit
] Basic Requirements Results - Eccnomic Sampling Resuits
. 7. -Written SSOP 33. Scheduled Sample
8. Records documenting implementation. 34. Species Testing
9, Signed and dated S$80P, by on-site or ovenll authority. 35. Residue o
Sanitation Standard Operafing Procedures (SSOP) Part E - Othér Requirements -
Ongoing Reguirements
10. Implementation of SSOP's, including monitoring of implementation. 36. Export
11. Maintenance and evaluation of the effecfiveness of S50P's. 37. Import
12, Corrective action when the SSOP's have faled to prevent direct N |
product contamination or adutieration, : 38. Establishment Grounds and Pest Control -
13. Daily records document ifem 10, 11 and 12 above, 39.. Establishment Construction)’Maintenance
Part B - Hazard Analysis and Critical Contrgl 40. Light -
Point (HACCF) Systems - Basic Requirements
- ( P) ¥ ! 41, Ventilation
14. Developed and implemented a written HACCP plan . ) -
15. Contents of the HACCP list the food safety hazards, X 42, Plumbing and Sewage
criticd confrol points, critical limits, procedures, correcfive actions.
16. Records documenting implementation and monitoring of the - 43. Waler Supply
HACCP plan. R Co
44, Dressing Reoms/Lavatories
17. The HACCP plan is signed and dated by the responsible
' esfablishment indiviiual, . - 45, Eguipmentand Utensils
Hazard Analysis and Critical Gontrol Point : —
(HACCP} Systems - Ongoing Reqmrements 46, Sanitary Operations
18 Momt_gnng of HACCP plan e 47. Employee Hygiene
19. Verification and validation of HACCP plan.
48. Condemned Product Control
20. Comective action written in HACCP plan. ]
21. Resssessed.adequacy of the HACCP plan -Part F - Inspection Requirements -
22, Records documenting: the written HACCP plan, monitoring of the X 49, - Government Staffing
- critical control points, dates and times of specific event occurences, : ]
Part C - Economic / Wholesomeness 50. Daily tnspection Coverage
23. Labeling - Product Standards ; ; i
51, Enforcement X
24, Labeling - Net Weights . .
25. General Labéling 52. H'TIman-e Handlmg_
26. Fin. Prod, SiandardslBone!&ss (Defects.'AQLlPork Skins/Moisiure) 53. Animal Identification
Part D - Sampling ] 0
Generic E. coli Testing 54. Ante Mortem Inspection
27, \Written Procedures ' ' 0 55, Post Mortem Inspection o]
28. Sample Collection/Analysis o - I :
: Part G - Other Regulatory Oversight Requirements
29. Records 0 -on . )
. . . - . 1t
Salmonella Performance Standards - Basic Requirments | 56: Eurapean Community Drectives
i ¥ -
g 30. Corrective Actions O 57. Manthly Review
R R_eassessﬁ'\eh't"""" o .- U N o T T
.32, Written Assurance 59.
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. 60. Cbservation of the Estadlishment- . © Date; 10/22/2008 Est #: TIF 0439 Groupo Agroindusirias Chinarras [P]) {Aldama, Mexico) K

| ._1-'5/5 1 The quantity of product to be measured for the critical limit for CCP 1B was ndt_(iescribed.
- [Regulatory reference: 9CFR §417.2-and 417.8] '

15/51 - The HACCP plan did not clearly describe the program designed to control Listeria monocytogenes.
[9CFR §417.2,417.8 and 430.4] - S . S : :

-22/51 The Listeriq program for Alternative 3 did not address requirements for retesting'of Listeria monocytogenes

positive test sites or the product that was produced during the period that positive test results were received,
 [PCFR417.5(3), 417.8 and 430.4] . _- : : ©

N

1 NAMEOFAUDIOR .| @ FUDITOR SIGNATYRE AWD DATE o
- DonCarkon DV R .mn @u v 10/22/%0%




_ United States Department of Agriculture
Food Safety and | nspection Service.

Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist

"1. ESTABLISHMENT -NAME AND LOCATION : 2. AUDIT DATE 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO. 4. NAME OF COUNTRY

Ganaderia Intogral Monarca $.A. de C.V. o 10/26/2008 TIF431 - Mekico

-Carretera Vista Hermosa-La Piedad Km 3.1 . _ :

Ejido Lazaro Cardenas 5. NAME OF AUDITOR(S) _ _ 8. TYPE OF AUDIT _

Visia Hermosa, Mchoacan 59200 ] : o R B . . :

' Timothy King, DVM . ON-SITEAUDIT D DOCUMENT AUDIT
Place an X in the Audlt Results block to indicate noncompllance W[th requirements. Use O if not applicable.
Part A - Sanitaficn Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) Audit B Part D - Continued _ Audit
] Basic Requirements Results IR Economic Sampling : Resits.
7. Written SSOP ) ) " | 33." Scheduled Sample )
8. Records documenthg implementation, - 34, Specks Testing
9. Signed and dafed SSOP, by on-site or overall authority. 35. Residue
Sanltatlon Standard Operaﬁng Procedurgs (SS0P) Part E - Other Requirements
Ongoing Requirements -
10: Implementation of SSOF's, including monitoring of implementation. X. 38. Export
11. Maintenance and evaluation of the effectiveness of SSOP's. . . 37. Import
12. Corrective action when the SSOP's have faled to prevent direct e '
product contarmination or adiitsration. ) 38. Estabglshment Grounds a.nd P&st. C_ont@l
13, Daily records document Hem 10, 11 and 12 above. ) 38, Establishment Construction/Maintenance ‘ X
Part B - Hazard Analysis and Criticaf Control . 40. Light

Point (HACCP} Systems - Basic Requirements
- 14, Developed and implemented a written HACCP plan .

15, Cortents of the HACCP list the food safety hazards, 42, Plumbing and Sewage
critical control points, critical Iimits, prncedures. correciive actions.

41, Ventitation

43, Water Supply,

- \} 16. Records documenting |mplementat|cm and monltonng of ihe
.2+ HACCP plan. R
’ - 44, Dressing Reoms/Lavatories
17, The HACGP plan is signed and dated by the respons_ib!e —
establishment individual. - . 45, Equipment and Utensils
Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point —
. (HACCP) Systems - Ongoing Reqmrements ) : 48. Sanitary Operations -
- 18 Monltcmng Uf HACCP plan. X 47." Employee Hygiene ' . X
19, Venflcahon and vaidation of HACCP plan o S
48. Gondemned Product Control
20. Cormective action written in HACCP plan. ] ” ]
21. Resssessed adequacy of the HACCP plan. . Part F - Inspection Requirements
22. Records décumenting: he written HACCP plan, manitoring of the X 49. Govemment Staffing
critical control paints, dates and tmes d specific evert occurrences,
Part C - Economie / Wholesomeness 50. Daily Inspection Goverage
23. Labeling - Product Standards - - — —
i 51. Enforcement - - | . o | X
24. Labeling - Net Weights . - - - -
25. General Labeling’ '52'. H_umane Handling
26. Fin. Prod ‘Standards/Boneless (Defects.’AQUPork SkinsMoisture) : 53, Arﬁmal Identification
Part D - Sampling ' . ¥
Generic E. coliTesting 54. Ante Mortem Inspsction
27, Written Procedures . : _ . ’ 55. Post Mortern Inspection : b4
28. Sample Colection/Analysis . ' . . -
o Part G - Other Regulatory Oversight Requirements :
29. Records o o : i ) S
ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ Salmonella Performance Standards - Basic Requirements 55.. Buropean Community Disctives :
2N o . :
V) 30, Corective Actions 57. Manthly Review
31. Reassessment 58.
32, WWritten Assurance 59.
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k1

Date: 10/20/2008 Est #: TIF431 (Ganaderra Integral Monarca S.A. de C.V, [S.’P]) (Vlsta Hermosa, Mexico)

10/51. During operational sanitation inspection of the slaughter operation, at the final carcass wash the overspray from the '
washing process was collecting on the ceiling and other overhead structures. The dripping overspray then created an insanitary
.condition and potential cross contamination. [Regulatory reference(s): 9 CFR §327.2(a)(2)(i¥D), 416.13, 416.17]

18/51. The establishment employees were not removing all Specified Risk Materials (SRM), specifically the ligual tonsils from
tongues saved as edible product, as described in the SRM program. Tmmediate &CUOIIS were lmtlated by the estabhshment
[9 CFR §327. 2(a)(2)(1)(D) 417. 2(0)(4) 417.81 =

22/51. The estabhshment HACCP plan Process flow dlagram for slaughter did not include process steps associated w1th the

- processing of cattle heads and the hazard analysis did not adequately address the hazards associated with the production of

heads and offal products. The estabhshment management initiated immediate correctlve actions. [9 CFR §327.2(a)(2)(i)(D),
417.5,417.8] .

39. During operatronal sanitation inspection, the following were observed: rough welds and a crack in the frame of a bone
‘conveyer in the fabrication room; and multiple doors in the establishment with damaged or rmssmg seals or gaskets Correction
of these deficiencies was scheduled at the time of the audit. [9 CFR §416 2(b)]

47. Durmg operational sanitation 1nspect10n dn employee in the carcass breaking area was observed wearing clothing that was
not disposable or able to be readily cleaned and appeared not to have been changed as necessary to prevent product adulteratron

" Immediate corrective action was. taken by the estabhshment management. [9 CFR §416.5]

51/55. The inspection personnel performmg bovine head inspection were not incising the medial masseter muscles The
Mexican inspection supervisor accompanying the andit confirmed that the incision of the medial masseter muscle is a
requirement of bovine head inspection described in Mexican regulations. The Mexican inspection personnel made immediate
correction to the inspection method being performed. [9 CFR §310.1, 327.2(2)(2)(i)D)]

61 NAME CF AUDITOR P _ 82. AUDITOR SIGNATURE AND DATE

3

&

R A 2 ‘ .
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United States Department of Agriculture
Food Safety and Inspection Service

I " Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist

1. ESTABLISHMENT NAME AND LOCATION : 2. AUDIT DATE 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO. | 4. NAME OF COUNTRY
. Ametican Beef S.A. de CV. ' Oct 23, 2008 TIF154 Mexico
Retormo Pablo Neruda No. 107, Complejo : § :
: _ . 5, NAME OF AUDITOR(S) o . | s. TYPE QF AUDIT .
Chibuahua, Chihuahua 31136 - - - : ' - 3 o o
' : Don Carlson, DVM ON-SITE AUDIT D DOCUMENT AUDIT
Place an X in the Audit Results block to indicate noncompllance with reqg ulrements Use O if not appllcable
Part A - Samtat[on Standard Operating Procedures (S30P) - Augdit _ Part D - Continued " Audit
_ Basic Requirements - .| Resuits ' Economic Sampling ' Results
7. Written SSOF : ) _ 33. Schedujed Sample ) )
8. Records documenting implementation. ) 34. Specis Testing
9. Signed and dated S0P, by on-site or overal authority. 35. Residue ) . ' g
Sanitation Standarc.I Operahl)g Procedures (SSOP) Part E - Other Requirements
___Ongoing Requirements )
10. |mplementation of SSOP's, including menitoring of implementation. | 35. Export
1. Malntenanceand evaluation of the effectveness of SSOP's. 37. Import

12. . Corrctive action when the 550F's have faisd to prevent direct

poduct contamination or aduleration. 38. Establishment Grounds and Pest Control

13. Daliy recnrds document item 10, 1 and 12 above. . ’ X 30, Establishment Construction/Maintenance

Parf B - Hazard Analysis and CriticalControl 40." Light
Point (HACCP) Systems - Basic Requiraments

14, Developed and implemented a written HACC® plan .

41, Ventilation

15. Caontents of the HACCP list the food safety hazards, ) 42, Plumbing and Sewage
. critical control pdnts, critical limits, procedwres, correcive actions. - -
.{ \} 16. Records documenting mpbmentatlon and monitoring of the 48. Water Supply -
HAGCP plan. :
44. Dressing Rooms/Lavatories
17. The HACCP plan is signed and dated by the responsmle .
establishment individual, ] 45. Equipmentand Utensils *
. Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point
(HACGP) Systems - Ongoing Requirements 46. Sanitary Operations
18, Monitoring of | HACCP pfan ) 47. Employes Hygiene

19. Verification and vafidation of HACCP plian.

48. Condemned Produci Coniml

20. Comective action written in HACCP plan.

. -21. Reassessed adequacy of the HACCP pian. Part F - Inspection Requirements

22, Records docUmenting: the written HACCP ptan, manitoring of the - | 45. Government Stafeing
critica] confro! points, dates and times of specific event cccurrences, . ’

) Part C - Economic / Wholesomeness - ' 50, Daily lhspedticn Coverage’
23." Labeling - Product Standards ' :

51. Enforcement

" 24. Labeing - Net Waights

25. General Labeling 52 Humane Handiing

26, Fin. Prod Standarnds/Boneless {Defects/AQL/Pork SkinsMoisture) B 53. Animal Identificatioﬁ : ’ T a .O

Part D - Sampling - " — _ o
- Generic E. coli Testing 54 Ante Mortem Inspection o -

.27, Wiitten Procedures . . o 55.. Post Mortem Inspection . _ L 0
28, Sample Colkection/Analysis ' T o o : :
: i Part G - Other Regulatory Oversight Requirements
. 29. Records - : : 0 ar A 9.. . fy Uvers g q me
- — — g R - I 0
: . : 1 Y.
- 3 Salmonella Performance Standands - Basic Requirements 56. European Community Drec_ ves :
' 30, Commsctive Actions : - o o 57. Manthly Review

"'31. Reassesement’ : e ' S O ]88

32, Written Assurance ' o O | s
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FSl

80." Observation of the Establishment

Date Oct 23, 2008 Est#: TIF154 (Amerlcan BeefS.A. de C.V. rn (Chlhuahua1 Mextco}

~13/51 The establishment did not maintain daily records'sufﬁcierit to document corrective actions taken. Preventive measures

for corrective actions were not adequately described in the establishment’s daily records documenting regulatory
noncompliances for product‘contact surfaces. [Regulatory reference; 9CFR §416. 16 (a) and 416.17]

13/51 The establishment did not have a written procedure for dlsposmon dlsposal or recondmonmg of product that had been
dropped onto the processing floor and no decumentation of these occurrences was found in the SSOP momtormg and |

corrective action records.: [9CFR §416 16 () and 416 17]

- 61. 'NAME OF AUDITOR

Don Carfson, DVM

fl

62. AUDITOR S!C—NATURE AND DATE

7
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United States Department of Agriculture
Food Safety and [nspection Service

Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist

. 1. ESTABLISHMENT NAME AND LOCATICN

Group Agroindustrias Chinarraw S P.R. de C

2. AUDIT DATE
10/22/ 2008

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.
TIF 0439

4. NAME OF COUNTRY
Mexico

Carr. Chihuahua- Ojinaga a
- 2 km de Ciudad de Juan Aldama -
Aldama, Chihuahua

5. NAME OF AUDITOR(S}

Don Carlson, DVM

6. TYPE OF AUDIT

' - ON SITE AUDIT D DOCUMENT AUDIT

Place an X in the Audit Results block to mdlcate noncompllance with reqmrements Use Q if not appllcable

.Part A - Sanitafion Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP)
" Basic Requu'ements

Audit
Results

Part D - Gontinued
Economic Sampling

Audt -
Resuits

7. Written SSOP

33.

Scheduled Sample

8. Records decumenting implementation.

34.

Species Testing

14. Developed and implemented a wiitten HACCP plan .

9. Signed and dated $SOP, by on-site or overall authority. -35. Residue ] e}
Samtat[qn Standarsl Operahl_'lg Procedures {S850P) Part E - Other Requirements -
. Ongoing Requirements - i
. 10. _Implementation of SSOP's, includng monitaring of implementation. . 36. Export S
11. Maintenance and evaluation of the effectiveness of SSOP's. 37. Import
12. Cormective action when the SSOF's have faled to prevent direct . ) .
_pmduct contamination or aduleration. 38. Establishment Grounds and Pest Control
13, Dadly records document itern 10, 11 and 12 above. " .| 39. Establishment Construction/Maintenance
Part B - Hazard Analysis and Critical Control 40. - Light
Point (HACCP) Systems - Basi irements
{ F) Sy ¢ Requ hd 41.. Ventilation

15.- Contents of the HACCP list the feod safety hazards,
critical confrol points, critical limits, proceduwres, correciive actions.

42,

Plumbing and Sewage

B \‘r 16. Records documenting lmplementatlon and monitoring of the

HACCP plan.

43,

Water Supply

17. The HACCP plan is. signed and dated hy the responsnble
establishment individual.

44,

Dressing Rooms/Lavatories

Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Pomt
(HACCP) Systems - Ongoing Reqmrements

- 18. Mon:tonng of HACCP p!an

19. Verlflcatnn and vaﬁdatlon of HMACCP plan.

45,

Equipment and Utensiis

48.

Sanitary Operations -

47.

Employeé Hygiene

20. Corective action written in HACCP plan.

48.

Condemned Product Contrel

21. Reassessed adequacy of the HACCP plan,

22. Records documenting; the written HACCP plan, rhoniton'ng of the
critical confrol points, dates and times of specific event occurrences,

Part F - Inspection Requirements

Part C- Economlc [Wholesomeness

23. Labeling - Product Standards

49,

Government Staffing

s0..

Daily Inspection Coverage

51.

Enforcement
.24, Labding ~ Net Weights i i
25, General Labeling -52." Humane Handling
'26. Fin. Prod, Standards/Boneless (Defects/AQL/Pork SkinsMaisture) 53. Animal Identification 0
Part D - Sampling ) — o
Generic E. coli Testing 54. Ante Mortem inspection
27. Wiitten Procedures O | 55." Post Mortem Inspection M)
28. Sampie Collzction/Analysis. 0 ' : L
- Part G - Other Regulatory Qversight Requirerents
29, Records. el ) ) i g y gt : q )
- — S R o
Salmonella Performance Standards - Basic Requirements 86. Buropean-Gommunity Diectives :
/30. Corective Actions o |5 Menthly Review
" 31, Reassessment e o 58.
32. Written Assurance - 59,
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60, Obsérvation o.f the Establishment Date; 10/22/2008 Est#: TIF 0439 Grbupo Agroindustrias Chiniarras [P]) (Aldama, Mexico)

15/51  The quantity of product to be measured for the critical limit for CCP 1B was not described,
o [Regulatory references: 9CFR §417.2 and 417.8] :

15/51 . The hazard analysis did not clearly address the program designed to control Listeria monocytogenes in the post
: . lethality environment. [9CFR §417.2, 417.8 and 430.4] :

22/51  The Listeria program for Alternative 3 did not address requirements for retesting of Listeria monocytogenes

positive test sites or the product that was produced during the period that posmve test results were received.
[9CFR 417.5 (3), 417.8 and 430.4]

N

- 81. NAME OF AUDITOR . _ 62 AUDITOR S[GNATUREAND DATE o
Den Carlson, DVM e
:’:)/ /f)—«r_,v_ /é‘ .2'1 /,}/‘/?'
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Comments to the Draft Final Report for Mexico:

No comments were received from the government of Mexico to the Draft Final Report.
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