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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 (2) 

Dear Mr. Mustard, 

Please deliver the attached final audit report to MVZ. Octavio Carranza de Mendoza, 
Director General, Direcci6n General, Inocuidad Alimentaria, Acuicola y Pesquera, 
Servicio Nacional de Sanidad, lnocuidad y Calidad Agroalimentaia (SENASICA), 
Secretaria de Agricultura, Ganaderia, Desarrollo Rural, Pesca y Alimentaci6n 
(SAGARPA). Please contact me via email at manzoor.chaudrv@,fsis.usda.gov,if you 
have any further questions. 

Best regards, 

%anzoor Chaudry 

http:manzoor.chaudrv@,fsis.usda.gov
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Allan Mustard, Minister-Counselor, US Embassy, Mexico City 
Daniel R. Williams 11, Agricultural Attach&, US Embassy, Mexico City 
Erich Kuss, Agricultural Attach&, US Embassy, Mexico 
Carlos Vazquez, Minister Counselor for Agricultural Issues, Embassy of Mexico 
OSTNFAS 
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 
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Stephen Hawkins, Acting Director, IES, OIA 
Jerry Elliott, Director, IID, OIA 
Barbara McNiff, Director, FSIS Codex Programs Staff, OIA 
Yolande Mitchell, FCPS, OIA 
David Smith, IES, OIA 
Mexico Country File 

FSIS:OIA:IAS:DIRECTOR:202-205-3873:Mexico 
FINAL AUDIT LETTER February 12,2009 



FINAL REPORT OF AN AUDIT CARRIED OUT IN MEXICO 

COVERING MEXICO'S MEAT AND POULTRY INSPECTION 


SYSTEM 


SEPTEMBER 8 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 19,2008 


Food Safety and Inspection Service 
United States Department of Agriculture 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 


I .  SUMMARY 
I .  I DescriptioniEligibility 
1.2 Comparisoti of Current Audit and Previous Audit 
1.3 Summary Comments fol- the Current Audil 

2. INTRODUCTION 

3. OBJECTIVE OF THE AUDIT 

4. PROTOCOI 

5 .  LEGAL BASIS FOR THE AUDIT 

6. SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS AUDITS 

7. MAIN FINDINGS 
7.1 Government Oversight 
7.7 Headquarters Audit 
7.3 Audit of Rcgional and Local lnspcction Sitcs 

~ ! \, 

j.. 
i 	 X .  ESTABLISHMENT AUDITS 


'1. LABORATORY AUDITS 


10. SANITATION CONTROLS 
10.1 Silnitalion Standard Operating l'roccdurcs 
10.7 Sanitation Perfol-mance Standards 

I I .  ANIMAL DISEASE CONTROLS 

12. SLAUCiHTERIPROCESSING CONTliOLS 
I 1.1 t-lumane Handling and Slaughter 
11.2 HACCP lmplementatio~i 
1 1.3 Testing for generic Esch~.~ichinrolr 
1 1.4 Testing for Li.ste~.icrn~orrug/ogeire.s 

13. RESIDUE CONTROLS 



14. ENFOIiCEMENT CONTROLS 
14.1 Daily Inspection 

14.2 Testing for Suln~or~ellu
Species 
14.3 Testing for E.sclierichicr coli 0157:H7 

14.4 Species Verification 

14.5 Periodic Reviews 

14.6 Inspection Syste~ii Controls 


15. CLOSING MEETING 

16. ATTACHMENTS TO THE AUDIT REPORT 



I 

ABBRFVIATIONS AND SPECIAL TERMS USED IN THE REPORT 

BSE 

CCA 

CENAPA 

CFR 

CVO 

E. coli 

PSIS 

MVZ 

RTE 

SAGARI'A 

.s~l/illo/l~~llil 

SENASICA 

SSOI' 

TIF 

Bovine Spongifol-111 Encephalopathy 

Central Competent Authority [Servicio National de Sa~iidad 
lnoc~~idad (SENASICA)]y Calidad Agl-oali111ent;~ria 

Natiolial Center for Animal Health Diagnosis (Centro 
Nacional de Scrviclos de Constatacion en Salud Animal) 

United States Code of Federal IZcgi~lalio~ls 

Chief Veterinary Officer 

E.sc11o.ichio coli 

Food Safety and Inspection Service 

Medical Vcterillarian and Ani~ual Protectio~l (Mcdico Vcterinario 
Zootecnista) 

Notice of llitcnt to Delist 

Pathogen ReductionIHazard Analysis and Critical Control Point 
System 

[Ccady to Eat 

Secretary ror Agriculti~re, Livestock, Rural Devclopn~cnt, Fisheries 
and Food (Sccrctaria dc Agricultura. Ganaderia, Dcsel-rollo Rural, 
Pesca Y Alimentacion) 

S(~111ro11eflnspecies 

National Servicc for Animal Health, Food Safety, and Agricultural 
and Food Quality ASSLII-ancc (Servicio Nacional de Sanidad 
Inocuidad y Calidad Agl-oalimentaria) 

Sanitation Standard Operating Procedul.es 

Federal Inspection Type (Tipo lnspeccion Federal) 



I. SUMMARY 

Tliis repolt sutlimarizes the outconle of an audit conducted in Mexico from September 8 
through September 19, 2008. This was a follow-up audit with special eniphasis 011 

corrective actions instituted by SENASICA in response to the previous FSIS audit, 
during which systemic deficiencies were identified in tliree (sanitation, slaughter1 
processing controls, and enforcement) of the fivc priticiple risk areas. The systemic 
natut-c of the findings resulted in the decision on the part of  tile Mexican government to 
suspend all exports to the US beginning August 29, 2008. In tlie absence s ~ ~ c l i  
i;t~spension, Mexico is eligible to export red meat, ired meat products, and processed 
poitltry products to tlie US'. 

Froni January I through August 28,2008, thc US received 66,773,175 lbs. of meat rttid 
poultl-y products from Mexico, of whicli 132,035 lbs. (0.2%) were rejected at US pot-ts of 
entry. The principle causes for rejection includcd contamination, leaking containers, and 
missing shipping marks. 

The activilies of thc currcnt audit appear ill thc tablc below 

1.2 Cotnp:lrisoii of [lie Cut-rent Audit and thc Previous Audit 

Currest Audit  (2008) Previous Audit (2008) 
918-9/19 06124-0713 1 

1 
3 

Establishment Lcvel 4 I I 
I I 

~tc rob io logy  0' 3 
Rcsidue us 1 

;Audited 
Slaugl~terlp~~ocessitig 2 5/ 
Proccssitlg 2 .. 6.. 

Warehouses 0 0 
Initiated 

NOID NA? - 4 
Dclistment N A' 3 

Spccial i-cstrictions uodcr 9 CFR 944.5 cxist for pork 311d [pork pmducts, llaw poultry from Mcxico is 
pwniitted from TIF 241 if  the origin of the poultry uas U.S. or otlier END-free country eligible for cxport 
of ran poultl-y to U.S. Mexico is curre~itlysuspended fi-on1eligibility to cxport all hcd t  trcatcd, sllclf stable. 
rcady to eat producls (IJACCP proccss catcgory 031;) to the Unitcd States. 

As Mcxico \\.as currently under voluntary siispension for exports, additiol~alcnforcelnc~~tactions \yere ]not 
upplicnblc \vithin thc context of this audit. 

I 



1.3 Summal-y Comments for the Current Audit 

Insomuch as pl-oblems continued to he identified within the three risk areas of  Sanitation, 
SlaughterIProcossi~, and (~~at ional )  Government Oversiglit/Ei~forccment,it appcars as 
though certain aspects of Mexico's corrective actions may have been rushed, and not 
given tlie full time necessary for adccli~atc implcmciitatio~i. Current audit tindings 

...~.. indicate that progress has been made, but thc Mcxicaii inspection personnel arc still ill tlici ,. 
(. 1 
 ]>recess of refining their undel-standing of FSIS ~.equircments, along with tlic newly . I 

initi;%tcd 121-ocedi~res from Mexico's inspcctioii i-lcadquartcrs. 

2 .  INTRODUCTION 

The audit took place in Mexico from Scptcmbcr 8 througl~ Septcliib~r 19, 2008 

An opening meeting was held on September 8. 2008, in Mcxico City with the Central 
Competoit Authority (CCA). At this meeting, the auditors contil.med the objective and 
the scope of the audit, the auditors' itit~erary, and requested additional information 
ticedcd to complete the audit of Mexico's meat and processed poultry inspection system 

The audito~-swet-c accompanied durillg the entire audit by repl-cscntativcs lio111 the CCA, 
Servicio Nacional de Sanidad inocuidad y Calidad Agroaliiiientaria (SENASICA), and 
rep]-esentatives from the SENASICA state it~spectioil officcs. 

3. OBJECTIVE OF THE AUDIT 

?he sclectiun ol'cst;tblislimen~s was based on a newly rc\.ised list of 14 hciiit ics dctcrinincd by tllc CCA 
as iiicc[ilig FSlS require~nc~lts. 

At  tile t i ~nc  of this andit, Mcxico had not yct f i ~ l l y  i~nplemented its testing program for E. col i  0157:H7. 
iA l t l i o i ~ ~ l l  tile scope o f  the curcent audit, pel-l'ormancc was  asscsscdactilal laboratory visits were liot w i t l l i~ i  
tlirougli intcrvicws conducted at thc CCA, state, and local inspcction offices. 
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As pre\,iously indicated, this was a follow-tip audit with special emphasis on corrective 
actions instituted by SENASICA in response to the previous audit, during which systemic 
deficiencies were identified. Additiollal points of focus included huniane handling and 
slaughter of livestock, as well as programs associated with Eschrvichiu 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 meatlpoultry food-safety system as 
eq~~ivalentto that which exists in the US. 

4. PROTOCOL 

This on-site audit was conducted in tllree parts. One part involved visits with CCA meat 
oftici;lls to discuss ovcrsiglit programs atid prncticcs, including enforcement activities. 
The second part involved an audit of a selection of records in the country's inspection 
headqua~tet-sand state offices. The final part involved on-site visits to four slaughter 
andior processing establishments. 

Program effectiveness determinations of all FSlS a ~ ~ d i t s  of foreign food-safety system are 
based on five areas of risk: (1) sanitation controls, including the implementation and 
opel.ation of Sanitation Standard Operatii~g Procedures (SSOP), (2) animal disease 
contl-ols, (3)slaughterlprocessing controls, including the implementation and operation of 
~ 1 . - .. Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) programs and a testing program for c ~ ~ , ~ ~ d  
gel~cricE. c.01;. (4)1-esiduc controls, and (5) cnforccnicnt contl-ols, including a testing 
pl-ogrmii for Sr~l~rro~rellnspecies. [n  that systcmic deficie~icies conccrning Mexico's 
inspection system were previously identified i n  thc areas of sanitation; 
slnuglitet-Iprocessii~g controls; and enfbrcenie~it, current audit iiietliodology necessitated 
greater emphasis ill  these arcas. 

During all on-site cstablishnicnt visits, the auditol-s c\~aluated the nature, extent, and 
degree to which findings impacted on food safety and public hcalth. The auditors also 
assessed what in~prove~i~etits had been made concerning how inspcction scrvices are 
cal-I-icd out by Mexico in order to validate that an equivalent level ofestablishment and 
inspection system controls were in place to c~isiire the production ol'nieat products that 
arc s;kfc. i~nadultei-ated, and propcrly labclcd. 

At the opening meeting, the auditors explaiiled that Mexico's meat inspection system 
would be audited against two standards: ( I  ) FSIS regulatory requirements and (2) any 
equi\,alence determinations made for Mexico. FSlS requil-ements include, among other 
aspects, daily inspection in all certified establishments; periodic supervisot-y visits to 
ccrtiticd establishments; humane handling and slaughter of animals; ante-mortem 
inspection of animals and post-mortem inspection of carcasses and parts; thc handling 
and disposal of inedible and condemned materials; sanitatioi~ of  facilities and equipment; 
residue testing; species verificatioii; and requirements for HACCP, SSOP, and testing for 
generic E. coli and Sultr~onellu. 

Equivalence determinations are those that have been made by FSlS for Mexico under 
provisions of the SanitarylPhytosanita~y Agreement. Currently, Mexico has an 
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equivaletlce determination regarding an exemption fro111performing species verification 

I and an equivalence determination allowing official testing for Suln~orzellaspp. to be 

I perfor~nedin private laboratories. 

I 5 .  LEGAL BASIS FOR THE AUDIT 

The audit was undertakell under the specific provisions of U~litcdStates laws and 
regulations, in particular: 

The Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 

The Federal Meat Inspection Rcgulatiol~s(9 CFR Parts 301 to end), which include 
the Pathogen ReductioniHACCP regulations. 

The I'oultry PI-oductsInspection Act (2  1 U.S.C. 45 1 ct seq.) 

6. SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS AUDITS 

Final audit repol-ts arc a ~ ~ i l a b l eon the FSlS wcbsitc at the following address: 
http:/w\vw.fsis.gov1Regulatio11s-bt-Policics1Fo1-cign-Audit-Rcports/index.asp 

Tllc last ITSISaudit of Mexico's inspection system was conducted June 24 throi~gllJuly 
,. 3 1 .  2008, during which systcmic klilurcs ~vcrcidentified in the following risk areas:( 
\<. I I )  Sanitation 

2) S1aughtc1-/Processingcolitrols 
3) Enforcement 

The dctcrmination that these areas were affected i n  a systcmic manner was bascd on thc 
cllarac~el-isticsof the tindings, which included: 

A lal-ge number of establislimcnts affected: deficiencies involving the 
cnforcc~~icntof U.S. requirements wet-c identified at all elcvcn establishments 
audited. 
Similar tindings alnolig establishnlents. 
Likelihood to affect large qilantitics of product, e.g., lack of hot water in key parts 
of the facility, product continuously contacting contaminated surfaces, dripping 
condensate in extensive areas of the liicility. 
Deficiencies were not immediately rectifiable and decply rooted in nature, as they 
related both to deficiencies within the establishment as well as awareness of 
illsllectiol1 personnel. 

Additional details concerning the thrce risk areas and their sub-components which 
contributed to the systemic nature of thc findings included: 

SSOP: 
o Multiple incidences of product collta~uinationdue to cross-contami~~ation, 

dripping condensate, or other foreign materials. Milch of the 
collta~ilinationwas obvioi~sto the extent to indicate that large amounts of 



pl-oduct were likely to be affected during the period prior to the audit, as 
well as a certain tolerance for its presence by both the establishment as 
well as inspection personnel. 

o Failure to maintain operational records. 
o l~lcornpleterecords maintained by the establishment, as well as a 

discrepancy between tlie their content and actual coliditions 
SPS: 

o Absence of hot water in key locations 
o Lack of water potability certification 
o Presence of insects in productio~~areas 
o Inadequate handling of  inedible materials 
o Presence ofcondcnsatc in production areas 

HACCP programs: 
o Failure to include all processing steps andior address all hazards in tlie 

hazard analysis 
o Incomplete corrective actions 
o Failure to follow the stated monitoring freqi~ency 
o Unsupl~ortedchoice of tlie alternative to control Li.steri[r nlolloc:l~toge~/c.sin 

tlie post-lethality environment 
Handling of Specitied Risk Materials: 

o Failure to address in harard analysis 
o Lack of wl-itten plan 
o Failure to maintain records 

Enforcement: 
o Dcficiellcies involving basic e l e m e ~ ~ t sof inspection methodology: 

I ) Recordkeeping: 
At onc eslablishrncnt, I-ccordssufficient to document daily 
inspection covcragc wcrc not being maintained. 
At one establishment, the official veterinal-ian was able to 
de~nonstratconly limitcd documentation ol'noii-conipliances 
identified within tile establishment. I~ i~r the~-mo~-c ,no 
documentation addressing tlie resolution of these deticicticies was 
available. 
I11 i~iostestablishments visited, inspection records did not 
accurately reflect the actual conditions observed during the FSlS 
audit. 

2 )  Post-mortem inspcctiol~ 
In one establishment, tlie inspection official did not observe the 
cranial and caudal mese~~tericlymph nodes or palpate the rumino-
reticular junctio~idill-ing post-mortem viscera inspection. 
In one establishnient, tlie inspector at the swine viscera station did 
not routinely observe both surfaces of the liver, nor perform a 
thorough observation and palpation of tlie entire mesellteric Iy111ph 
node chain. In addition, the trirnlning of stick-wounds, which are 
coniariiinatcd with scald water, was not being enforced. 



In olie establisli~iient, several heads which had passed inspection 
and were hanging on a rack awaiting further processing were 
contaminated with hair. This presellce of contamination was in 
conjunction with the observatioli of unsanitary head retiioval 
procedures, during which portions of the hide came in contact with 
the affected portions. 

3 )  	Cotitrol of inedible materials 
4) 	Humane handling of livestock: at one of the five slaughter 

establishi~ients audited. water was not available at several livestock 
pens in which animals were present 

o . Oversight-related deficiencies we[-e identified at all three tiiicrobiology 
laboratories audited: 

Sample receipt 
Tracking 
Reporting of sample I-esults 
Testing tilethodology for 0157:l-I7 

o Deficiencies concerning the implementatiot~ of periodic supervisory 
reviews: 

No delistmentslNOlDs occurred in association with reviews 
conducted prior the FSIS audit. yet numerous enforcement 
actions wcre taken during the audit. 
S~~pcrvisory to previously identill significant reviews fi~ilcd 
deficiencies cncoiintet-ed during the current audit, including the 
lack of awal-cness of ITSIS 1-equii-cmcnts by both establishments 
and inspection staff. 
At one of the tht-ee state offices audited, two consecutive 
superviso~-yI-cvicws of a slaugliter lircilily were conducted on 
days when opet-ations wcre not occurring. 
Some HACCPISSOP-related elements included in the 
supervisory review reports wcrc not being directly verified by 
the area supervisor. 

In response to these previous audit tindings, ail asscssmcnt was pcrfoniied by the CCA 
which indicated a nccd for further training and standardization of inspection vcl-itication 
practices 1x1-formed at the establishment level, as well as additional supervisory controls. 
Thc determinations rcsultcd in the submission of a corrcctivc action plan to FSIS 
outlining the following steps: 

1. 	 Issuc a lcttcr to all TIF establishmeiits eligible to export to the US, advising 
the111 that SENASlCA will no longcr issue export certiticates as of Augnst 29, 
2008 until further audits indicate complia~ice with all applicable legislatioil. 

2. 	 Review all TIF establishments currently certified for export to the US, in a 
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 
establishl~icnts dctcrtiiined to meet FSIS rcquirctiients fi-otn approxiliiately 36 
to 14. 



3. 	 Impletiient the BAX system at the central reference laboratory (CENAPA) to 

test for the presence of E. coli 0157:H7 in raw beef. This is an FSIS- 

approved method. 


4. 	 Improve tlie docutlientation of inspection activities. 
5. 	 Issue of a letter to all establishments producing beef products, indicating a 


need to reassess their HACCP plan. 

6. 	 Issue a manual of standardized inspection verification procedures to be 


conducted on both a local and s t ~ t e  level. 


The objective oftlie current audit incl~~ded 	 Ithe assessment of the implementation of these 

correcti~c actions. 


7. MAIN FINDINGS 

SAGARPA is the Secretariat of the Mexican Government with control over livestock and 
attinla1 health issucs. SENASICA, a divisionlset-vice of SAGARPA, is I-esponsible for 
regulating Mexico's i-ileat a id  processed poultry inspectioli system and live-atiitiial he:~ltIi 
~seqttircnients. This responsibility i~icludes certifying and regulating TIF (Tipo inspecci6n 
Federal) establishments for the exportation of meat or processed poultry products to the 
Unitcd States. 

As of Scptembcr 2007, tlie supervision of TIF establishments has undergone extensive 
reorganization which I-esulted in tlie creation of the following foul- depal-tmctits. each ol 
\vhich is he;~ded by its own sub-Director: 

I ) 	 Approval and Certification of Establishtiicnts 
2 )  	I<egi~lation, Inspection, Verification. and Surveillance 
3)  	Inspection of FacilitiesiP~~oduct 
4) National Supervision 

At the time of the cuwenl audit, no changes had been made to tlie organizational stl.uct~~re 
witl~in SENASICA. Intcrvicws at the central level indicated that tlie intent of  
niodifications made to its system was to enforce thosc activities contained within the prc- 
existing li-amework. Altl~ough no objections were raised concerning the tlcsigir of the 
sul~rvisory and comniunication channels supporting Mexico's inspection system, nan- 
compliances involving tlie enforcement of FSIS requirements were still identified at all 
the establishincnts audited. As si~cli, it is ex1,ected that the CCA continue to itliprove the 
iiir~l~~~ii~,irtotioirof these channels of supervision and comtnunication. 

7. I. I CCA Control Systems 

The 111-oduction of meat and poultry products in  Mexico is co~iducted eithes in TIF 
establishments or in municipal establishments. SENASlCA has authority only over TII: 
establishments, whereas Mexico's Department of I-lealth has authority over the m~inicipal 
establisluments. The majority of the tlieat atid 11oultry productio~i in Mexico is conducted 



( . ~  
1~ ~,) in tlic TIF establishnients. Only TIF establishments have the authority to produce 

1"-oduct for export to other countries. 

7.1.2 Ultimate Control artd Supervision 

Each TIF establishment is under the direct authority of a SAGARPA statc office. Each 
state office has at least one SENASICA stale supervisor who is assigned to provide 
governnient oversight of all TIF establishments within the state and to ensure that 
inspection i-eqi~irementsare being enforced at tlie TIF establishments. Based on the size 
of the statc andiol- tlie number of TIF cst;~blisllments,SENASICA may assign one or 
more state supervisors. In addition, SENASICA has assigned a MVZ supervisor to each 
TIF establishment certified to export meat 01- processed p o ~ ~ l t r yto tlie United States. 
Additional MVZ inspection officials a]-eassiy~iedto certified cstablish~iients,depending 
on the size, type, and complexity of the operations, to carry out govcr-liment inspection 
rcsporisibilities. Daily inspection by inspection officials is being carried out in all TIF 
establishments certified to export to tlie United States. 

SENASlCA has adequate levels of authority (headquarters, state offices, and certified 
cstablislimelits) to ensure effective oversight ofall U.  S. impol-t inspection require~lients. 

The official veteriliarians in the TIF cstablisi~~nents,the area supervisors in the states, and 

. . all headquarters perso~inelin Mexico City are ftlll tinie. permanent employees of the 
" \~, 

I : Mexican Federal Goveriiment. Salaries of the Federal Government are paid by a direct 
\ j 

deposit/vouche~-system on a twice monthly basis. 

L111ringiiltervie\vs conducted at the central level, representatives from SENASICA's 
nianagement staffexpressed an awareness of the need to improve the control which i t  
cxcrcises over its inspectioli force, and indicated that niodifications to its intenial audit 
programs were u~idel-wayalthougl~not yet filliy implemented. FSlS expccts the CCA lo 
keep tlicir com~nitmelitto fi~rtherdevelol, this system i i i  ordcr to acc~~ratelyc~sse.ss,and 
ultimately i~r l l>~.o~vpel.formancc on all levels. 

7.1.3 Assigntncnt of Competent, Qualified inspectors 

Upon entering government employ~iientas ollicial inspectors, ncw c~iiployeesi~~idergo 
induction training as well as participate in on-the-job practical training under the 
supel-\,isio~iof experienced veterinarians. Training is supplemented by I-efreshercourses 
on inspection requireliicnts arid participation in U.S. government teclinical assistancc 
programs. 

DUI-insdiscussions held at the central level, SENASlCA officials outlined tlie following 
improvements concerning the training and performance of its workforce: 

Fifteen new inspectors were in the process ofbeing assigned to those fourteen 
establishnients determined by the CCA as meeting US requirements. 





Procedures have bee11 implemented to rotate inspectors between assignnients with 
the intent to increase overall awareness and standardize performance. 
A new training coordinator was hired, and the developnicnt of a new training 
center it1 the state of Aguascalientes was underway. 
Advanced HACCP-based training of inspection personnel was scheduled for 
October 2008. 
AIIintlxtler system was developed and ilnplemented to facilitate tlie dissemination 
of FSlS and other inspection-relatcd requirements to inspection pel-sonnel. 

FSlS continues the stress the impol-tanceof  training, as findings identified duri~igthe 
current ~ i t~di tcontinue to be associated witli hasic principles of HACCP and SSOP. In 
order to ensure tliat an equivalent lcvel of  inspcction is maintained, the CCA needs to 
develop the performance of its inspection personnel beyond that of basic awareness of 
FSlS reqitirements to a lcvel where inspection ~netliodologyresults in an interlocking 
system of controls to ensure co~iipliancein all a[-cas. During tlie cul-rent audit, aspects 
\vliicli of inspcction methodology which could benctit ti.oni ft~rthcrtl-aining included: 

In one establishment, corrective actions taken in response to the contamination of 
bo\.ine carcasses by condensrite could ]lot gual-atitee that tlic product was not 
adulterated. Inspection personnel tnust not only determine that corrective actions 
are taken by the establislimcnt in response to SSOP and HACCP deficiencies, but 
must ;llso verify tliat any corrective action taken is appropriate. 
In one establislinicnt, numemus heads presenting excessive amounts of hair and 
knock-holes not situated in a nialincr to guarantee effective slu~iningof tlie animal 
Iiad passed inspcction personnel without fi~rtlieraction being taken. The 
proccdures associated with post-mol-tern Ihead inspcction offer informatioli other 
than that I-elatedsolely to pathology, and include tlie opportunity to vcrifi 
;~deqiiatestunning and dressing procedures. 
During thc interview process, tlie inspector at one filcility was well aware of tlie 
co~lte~itsof tlie cstablisliment's wl-ittcn SRM control plan, but had difficulty in 
explaining how lie actually went about verifying aspects of this progl-am on a 
daily basis. In addition, they were not familiar with the dentition ci-iteria used lut-
the determi~iationofanimals 30 mo~itlisor older, which is a key component for 
vel-ifying a plan of this nature. 

7.1.4 Autl~orityatid Responsibility to Enforce tlie Laws 

SENASICA h;~sthe autliol-ity and responsibility to enforce tlie applicable laws relevant to 
esrabl~slimentsproducing product for export to the United States. 

However, deficiencies involving tlie cnforcement of U.S. rcquirenients were identified at 
all four establisliments audited: 

SSOP (three establishments) 
H.4CCP-Implenientation (two establishme~its) 
Sanitation Perfort~ianceSpandards (two establishlilents) 
Huiiiane handling & Slaughter (one establishment) 



7.1.5 Adequate Administrative and Technical Support 

During the audit, the auditors round that SENASICA has administrative and techn~cal 
support to operate Mexico's inspection system and has the ability to support a third-party 
audit. 

Wllile actual Iaboratol-y visits were not within the scope of the current audit, perfomlance 
was assessed through interviews conducted at the CCA, regional, and local inspection 
offices. 

At one establishment it was noted that inspection personnel conducting 
verilication samplillg for E. coli 0157:H7 had not I-eccivedtest results from 
CENAPA. 

Sillce the last audit, the CCA has recently developed a protocol and associated forms to 
fitrtller standardize and monitor activities performed by official veterinarians assigned to 
establishments intending to export to the US. However, at all of thc establishments 
audited. conversations with local inspection personnel in addition to the I-cviewof 
cornplcted fat-ms indicated a need for ful-t11crguidance concerning the implementation of 
thcse new pi-otocols. 

[)itring the interviews conducted at varioits levels, i t  was noteti that I ~ I L I C I I  of the 
intixmation concerning FSIS requit-ements was distributed in its 01-iginal format, without 
~x-iortranslation. Furthermore, the scntimcnt of persons interviewed indicated that their 
a\\'areness of FSIS requirements would benefit substantially if tl-anslated vcrsions of this 
i~lformationwere available. 

7.2 i-le~dql~at-tersAudit 

The ailditot-s col~ducteda review of inspection system documents that included tlie 
followil~g: 

Org;~ni'ationaI structure and chain ofconlmand within SENASICA. 
TIF system structure and responsibilities of the enforcement division it1 assurance 
of compliance with laws and regulations. 
The documents and systcnl of corn~nu~~icationbetween the headquarters, the area 
supel-visol-s.and the in plant inspection personncl. 
The enforceme~ltactions taken w e n  non-compliance with regitlatory 
requirements was identified. 
Qualit'cations and certifications required for employment in the inspection 
scrvice. 
National residue and n~icrobiologicaltesting programs for products eligible for 
export to the U.S. 
Export certifications for eligible 111-oductsand health certitications for animals and 
products received by eligible establishments. 
Documents issued by part of the CCA as part of the response to previous FSIS 
audit findings, which included: 



o A letter to all TIF establislimcnts eligible to export to the US, advising 
them that SENASICA no longer issue export certificates as of August 29. 
2008 until further audits indicate compliance with all applicable 
legislation. 

o A list of establishments wliich. after a review by the CCA, were 
determined as meeting FSIS rcquirenients. As mentioned previously, this 
list had been reduced from approximately 36 to 14 establishments. 

o The creation of a new "Pathogen Reduction Plan" to address E. coli 
0157:H7 san~pling,as well as standardize other components of niicrobial 
testing conducted by government officials within US-legible 
establishnients. 

o An agenda for upcoming training in Octobel-, 2008. 
o A new inspection rna~u~alto standardize procedures implementcd on a 

statc and local level. A I-cvicwof tliis document was conducted by FSIS. 
and ful-(hercollaboration conccrning omissions which were identified during 
tliis process is pl;~~ined. 

While no dil-ect concerns a!-osc as a I-esultof the exaiiiination of these doct~ments,it 
should be noted that certain aspects of the p~-ogl.amhad not yet been implemented. In 
addition, the following inforniation was subseqi~entlydetel-mined during interviews 
C~I-viedout at the state level concerliing tlic I-cviewofthe 14 establishments conducted by 
rlic CCA: 

A review of one establislinient (TIF I I I )  was not acti~allyperformed at thc central 
lc\,el prior to assigning it to tlie list of cstablishmcnts detern~itiedto meet FSIS 
I-eqilirements. 
The report i s s ~ ~ e dby tile CCA for cst. TIF 300 (not audited by PSIS during tlie 
current visit, bill was on tlie list of proposed establishments) identified numerous 
deficiencies within the areas of SSOP, SPS, and HACCP. In addition, comments 
included in tlie report indicated a strong sentimcnt of disagreement to the findings 
by part of tlie establishment. Tlie cxtelit of findings, coupled with the lack of 
coopel-ation from plant management calls into question tlie CCA's decision to 
i~icludetliis establishnicnt on tlie newly revised list. 

7.3 Audit of State and Local Inspection Ofticcs 

Tlie auditors conducted a review of inspecti011system documents for Sinaloa, and Nucvo 
Leon statc offices. The records I-eviewfoc~~sedpriniarily on food safety hazards and 
included tlie following: 

Tiecords of supervisory visits to TIF establishments. 
Weekly reports of findings and corrective actions fi-om the establishment M V Z  
supervisors. 
liecords of training in HACCP design and implenientation for personnel in TIF 
establishments. 
Copies of new regulations and require~iientstransmitted from the CCA. 
Documentation of investigations and enforcement actions. 



At this level i t  was also confirmed that he state offices were in possession of the newly 
issued informatioll originating fro111the central level. For the most part, this information 
llad been received and under implementation. As n~entionedpreviously, some confusion 
misted in the manner in which forms associated with verification of inspection activities 
were to be completed. 

At ollc of the two state offices audited, the supervisor indicated that they were still not 
dil-ectly vet-ifyingsomc of the HACCP/SSOP-related elements included in the 
supervisory report. This is a repeat finding from the previous audit. As mentioned in the 
previous repol-t,deficiencies concerning the implementation of'periodic supervisory 
revie\vs are significant as they relate to the systcm, where these reviews serve as an 
:~dditionallayer of co~itrolby which the enforcement of U.S. rccluirements can be 
ensured. 

8. ESTAIJLISHMENT AUDITS 

The PSIS auditors visited a total of foul-estahlisliments (two slattghteriprocessi~~~ 
est;~hIishments.and two processing-only establislime~~ts).Spccific linings are included 
o n  the iiidividiial cstablisli~nentchecklists wliich are attaclied to this I-cpol-t. 

0. LABORATORY AUDITS 

During label-atory audits, cmpliasis was placer1 on the application of procedul-es and 
standai-dstllat arc equivalent to United States ~.cquirements. 

Rcsidue labowtot-y audits ibcus on sample handling, sampling frcquoncy, timcly analysis 
data rcporting, ;~nalyticalmctliodologics, tissuc inatriccs, equipment opelxtion and 
printouts, detection levels, recovery fi-equcncy, percent I-ecovel-ies,intra-laboratory check 
samples, and cli~alityassurance progl-;~ms,including stand;~rdsbooks and corrective 
iictiolls. 

As ilidicatrd previously, although act~iallaboratory visits were not within the scope ofthe 
current audit, performance was assessed thl-ougli interviews conducted at thc CCA, state. 
and local inspection offices, during wliicll the following deficiency was encountered. 

At one establishment, personnel conducting vet-ification sampling for E. coli 
0157:H7 had not received test results from CENAPA, and had received a letter 
fro111the labol-atory stating tliat salliples should be accompanied by payment. 

10. SANITATION CONTROLS 

The FSIS auditors focused 011five areas of risk to assess Mexico's ~uea tinspection 
system. The first of these risk areas tliat the FSIS auditors reviewed was Sanitation 
Controls. 



Based on tlie on-site audits of establisli~iicnts,and except as noted below. Mexico's 
inspection syste~iihad controls in place for SSOP programs, all aspects of facility and 
equilxilent sanitation, the prevention of actual or potential instances of product cross-
contamination, good personal hygiene practices, and good product ha~idlingand storage 
practices. 

In addition, and except as noted below, Mexico's inspection systelii had controls in place 
for water potability records, chlorination proced~~res,back-siplionage preve~ition, 
separation of operations, temperature coiitrol. work space. ventilation, welfare facilities, 
and outside pre~iiises. 

10.1 SSOP 

Eacli establislinient was evaluated to deterniinc if thc basic FSlS regulatory requircmctlts 
fur SSOP were met, accot-ding to tlic criteria cmployed in the United States doniestic 
i~lslxctionprogram. 

In three of the four of tlie establishments audited, implementation of SSOP requiretnents 
was inadcqi~ate: 

Two of f o ~ ~ restablishments did not routinely docunicnl corrective actions taken in 
rcspollsc to operational sanitation standard operating procedures (SSOP) 
deficiencies. This is a repeat finding from tlie previous audit. 
In one establishment, conde~isatcoriginating from extensive arcas of the overhead 
s t r i~c t~~resi n  the carcass coolcr was sccn dripping on nut1ie1-ousbovine carcasses. 

o Furtliermot-e, tlie cort-cctivc actions presented by the establishment (as 
documented by tlie inspection stal't) we[-cunacceptable in that they 
proposed to retain tile cal-cnsscs until tlic rcsults of'microbiologicitl testing 
were received, without indication that the lprodi~ctW O L I I ~  bc rccotiditio~icd 
regardless ol'thesc results. 

In one establishment. hcavily hcadcd condensate was observcd on tlic 1101-izontal 
housing of a meat grinder. Thc condcnsatc had accumul;lted to the extent that 
contamination of the product was likely to have occurred. or was imminent. 
In tlie slaughter area, watel-was seen ovel-flowing and dripping from the 
enlployees' work stands into a vat of product which the establishment had 
identified as being edible (bovine sli:~nks/fcet). 

A more detailed description of these dcticicncies can be found in tlic attached individual 
cstablishment reports. 

10.2 Other Sanitation Concerns 

111 two of tlie four establishments audited, deticielicies regarding sanitation perfol-mance 
standards (SPS) were observed: 

In one establislinient, ventilation was insufficient as it was unable to prevent tlie 
formation of condensation in scvcral product storage and transit areas. 



In one establishment, water was sccn dripping from the ceiling in extensive areas 
of the establishment, including rooms where product foriiit~lation,cooking, 
packaging, and storage occurred. The source of the water was determined to be 
rain which had penetrated through faulty areas of the roof. The condition of the 
overhead structures in some of these areas indicated a chronic nature of the event, 
as evidenced by the presence of I-ustand peeling paint. While no exposed product 
was observed to be affected, contamination by raitiwater was observed on a large 
quantity of packaged product in the main storage area. In addition, the ubiquitous 
nature of the problelii rendered i t  uncertain that direct cont;lminatioii woi~ldnot 
OCCLISi l l  those production areas which were active. 

A more detailed descl-iption of these deficiencies can be foulid in tlie attached individual 
establishment I-eports. 

1 I. ANIMAL DISEASE CONTROLS 

Thc second of the five risk areas that the 1:SI.S auditol-s reviewed was Animal Disease 
Controls. These controls include ensuring adecli~ateanimal ide~itilication,lii~rnane 
handling and humanc slaughter, cont1.01ovel-co~idemnedand restrictcd products, and 
procedures fbr sanitary handling of returncd and I-econditioncdproduct. 

N o  concerns arose as a result of this review 

Thcrc have been 110outbrcaks ofa~ii~iialdiseases with public health signilicance since thc 
last FSIS a~ldit.  

12. SLAUGHTER/PROCESSINC CONTROLS 

The third ofthe tivc risk ai-eas that tlie FSIS auditors reviewed was Slaughtel-IProcessint: 
Contl-ols. The controls includc the follo\ving areas: ante-mortem inspection procedures; 
ante-morteni dispositio~ls;post-nlorteiil i~ispectioliprocedi~rcs;post-~norte~iidisposition: 
inyrcdients identificatio~i;control of restricted ingredients: formulations; processing 
schedules: equipment and records; and processing controls of cured, dried, and cooked 
~xoducts. 

TIICcontrols also include the implcmcnt~tio~iof HACCP systems in  all establishments, 
implementation of a testing progratii for genet-icE. coli in slaughter establishments and 
for Li.~rericr~ ~ ~ o r ~ o c y t o g e ~ ~ e sin establislimcnts producing ready-to-eat products, atid 
i~liplemcntationof the Bovine Spongiform Eiicephalopathy (BSE) contl-ol mcasiires. 



12.1 Humane Handling and Slaughter 

At one of the two slaughter establishments audited, tlie followi~igdeficiellcies were 
identified: 

In the livestock area, the jagged stub of a metal pole was protruding from the floor 
of tlie suspect pet1 and was situated in a manner which could cause illjury or pain 
to animals when present. 
111tlie slaughter arca, it was observecl that the knock-holes of numci-011sbovine 
heads wo-c misplaced and not i l l  a position which would guarantee proper 
stunni~igof the animal. 

12.2 HACCP I~iiplementatiot~ 

All estabiisllments approved to export meat ~xoductsto tlie United States are requil-ed to 
havc developed and adeqi~atelyimpleniented a I~lACCPprogram. Each ofthcse 
progl.ams was evaluated accorditig to tlie criteria employed in tlie United States' doliiestic 
i~lspectionprogralii. 

The HACCP programs werc rcviewed during the on-site audits of the  four 
cstablislimciits. Deficiencies concerning HAC'CP imple~iientatio~iwe!-e identified at two 
of tlic cstablislimcnts audited: 

111one of four establislimcnts, tlie Iiazal-d analysis was incomplctc in tliat it did not 
address the following: 

o Tlie potential germination ruid subsequent toxin formation of s p o ~ e  
Sor~i~ingbacteria duritig tlie stabilization process. 

o Tlie potcnti;~lprescncc of SllMs in raw becf ingredients. I-lowevcr, Icttcrs 
of guarantee werc available fi-on1suppliers indicating tliat only tileat from 
cattle less than thirty months ofagc is iitilized. 

At one cstablisli~iicnt,the critical limit associated with the application of an 
a11timic1-obialrinse (1x1-oxyaccticacid) on bccf carcasses was incot-I-ectlydefincd 
this valuc as "a maxinium of 220 ppm." Discussions with plant management 
resi~ltedin the detel-mination that the intcndcd critical limit for this CCP was 
actually "a rninimi~mof 150 ppm." 
111one establishment, the HACCP plan did not include the direct obsel-vation of 
monitoring activities and any tort-cctivc actions taken as pal-[ of its on-going 
veritication procedures. 
At one establish~iient,tlie following deficiencies were identified concerning SRM 
~olltrol: 

o Tlie establishment had not taken the llecessary steps to segregate SRMs 
during the licad-washing pt-occss. During the review of slaughter 
operations, it was noted that employees occasionally wash multiple heads 
in one cabinet. Conducted in this tiianner, this practice creates a pote~itial 
for cross-contaniinatio~~due to leakage of brain material originating from 
the open knock-hole in the skull. 

o Tlie establishment's written SRM co~itrolplan did not clearly indicate how 
the lingual tonsils would be separated from edible portions of tlie tongue. 



A more detailed description of tliese deficiencies can be fouiid in the attached individual 
establishmelit reports. 

12.3 Testing for Generic E. coli 

Mexico has adopted tlie FSIS regulatory requirements for generic E coli testing. 

T\vo of the four establishments audited were required to nleet the basic FSIS regulatory 
requirements for generic E. coli testing and \vet-e evaluated according to the criteria 
employed in the United States' domcstic inspection program. 

No deficiencies were noted. 

12.4 Testing for Li.s/er.iu inorrocj~/og~ire.s 

Two of four cstablishmelits ailditcd were producing ready-to-eat products for export to 
the Uliited States. In accordance with United States requirements, the HACCI' plans in 
tliese establishments had been adequately reassessed to address the co~~taminationof 
product by Li.s/c~rirrrrrorio~:vtogerrcsin the post-lethality environlnent, whcre applicable. 

I~ispectionpersonnel assigned to those audited establishments whcre RTE product was 

,,. ..\\ 

being produced had implemented the ~~ccess;~rychanges in accordance witli 
!(,, /j 

SENASICA's ncw pathogen reduction program. 

13. RESIDUE CONTllOLS 

As tllentiolird previously, although actual labolxtory visits were not within the scope of 
the cut-rentaudit, pcrformancc was assessed tllrough interviews conducted at the CCA. 
rcgional, and local inspection ofticcs. No deficiencies were identified. 

14. ENFORCEMENT CONTROLS 

The fifth of thc five risk areas that the PSIS auditors 1.eviewed was Enforcenicnt Controls 
These controls include the cnforccnielit of inspection requirements and the testing 
progl-am fol-S~rlirroireNuspecies. 

111all four establishments audited, deficiencies which should have been identified 
by the CCA prior Lo the cun.e~ilFSlS audit were idcnlified. 

14.1 Daily inspcction in Establishments 

No deficiencies were identified. Protocols were in place to ensure for the appropriate 
coverage by inspection personnel during ail shifts product is produced at those 
establishments identified as meeting FSlS rcqrlirements. 



I 14.2 Testing for Srrl~r~onellr 

With the exception of the aforementioned equivalence determination which permits 
testing in private laboratories, Mexico has adopted the FSlS regulatory requirements for 
testing tbr Strlnro~relln. 

Two oSt11c four establishnlents audited were required to meet tlie basic FSIS 1-egulatory 
reqi~irementsfor Sa1111onellr~testing and were evaluated according to the cl-iteria 
employed i n  the United States' domestic inspection program. 

No deliciencies wet-e identified 

14.3 Testing for E. coli 0157:I-17 

SENASICA has recently subniitted a testing prog12m foi-E. coli 0157:H7 to FSlS which 
was subsequently determined as equivalent. 

This sampling proglxnl includes the iisc of NhO sanlplc collection, weekly I-evicwof  
establishment sanlpling [records by the in-pl;rnt veterinarian, and niontlily veritication of 
sample results by the stale supervisor. The plan also includes SSOI' ~ilonitoring,as well 
as quality control and pathogen reduction programs 

The contents of the plan also describe the measures to be taken in the event of a positive 
linding of E. coli 0157:H7, including an investigation to identify the source of the 
contamination. atid appropriate corrective actions. An intensified sampling program will 
be iliitiatcd, consisting of a n i i~~imumofonc sample daily for eight consec~~tiveweeks. A 
positive finding necessitates a rcasscss~i~cntoftlie HACCP plan by part of tlic 
establisl~llient.Prcjduct testing positive will undergo tlier~naltl-catmcnt, and will bc 
barred ti.0111export to tllc LIS. Records will be maintained showing'thc disposition of the 
product and that the CCA ~lx~iiitaincdcontrol of the producl. 

Mexico's program cut-rcntly utilizcs FSIS' MLC; 5A.01 for saniple analysis. This is a 
screening mcthod, which will provide a presuniptive positive ifE. coli O157:H7 is 
present ill  the sample. Since Mexico is not yet able to utilize a coniirmatory test method 
(they are attempting to adopt the FSlS MLG 5.04 metl~od),all presumptive positives will 
be tl-c;~tcdas a conti]-med positive, atid will be si~bjcctto tlie events descl-ibed above. 

All samples fol-E. ~ ) l i0157:H7 will be analyzed in the CENAPA lab, which is the 
government refel-cnce lab located in Jiutepec, Morclos. 

Except as noted, the current audit indicated that sanlple collection and testing were 
conducred in a manner consistent with thc ~lewlyproposed sa~liplingplan: 

At one establishment, personnel conducting verification sampling for E. coli 
0157:H7 had not received test res~tltsFroni CENAPA, and had received a letter 
from the laboratory stating that sainplcs shoi~ldbe accompanied by payment. 



.... 
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,. , 14.4 Species Verification 

FSlS had previously granted Mexico an exemption froin conducting species verification 
testing. The FSlS auditors verified that adequate controls were in place to ensure clear 
sepal-ation of meat products of different species. 

14.5 Periodic Reviews 

During this audit i t  was found that in all establishments visited, pel-iodic supervisory 
reviews of certitied establishments were being pel-forliiedat the frequency specified by 
tlie CCA. Deficiencies concerning the manner in which these ]reviewswere conducted 
have all-eedybeen discussed in scction 6.3 of tliis report. 

14.6 Inspection System Controls 

In most instances, the CCA liad controls in placc for ante-mortem and post-mol-ten1 
inspection PI-oceduresand dispositions; restricted product and inspection samples; 
disposition of dead, dying, diseased or disabled animals; shipment security, including 
sliipmcnt betwccn cstablishrneiits: and prcvcntion of comn~ingliiigof product intended 
for export to the United States witli pl-oduct intended foi-tile domestic market. tlowevel-, 
the following deliciencies were idelltilied: 

At one establishment, approximately 50% of lieads which liad passcd inspcction 
and hanging on a 12ckawaiting filrtlicr processing wcrc conlaminated witli 
cxcc~sivchair. 
Interviews with in-plant pcrsonncl in co~ijunctionwith rcvicw of inspection 
~rccordsindicatcd that fiirther guidnnce is needcd concerning tlie documentatioil of 
non-compliance within cstablishmcnts: 

o Not all non-compliances arc documel~ted 
o llsc of multiple forms for documentation of nail-compliance 
o Improper use of trend indicatol-s 
o inappropriate regulatory citations 
o Incomplete documents 

At one estahlishmcnt, tlie inspector was not familiar with the dentition criteria 
utilized for the determination of cattle thirty ~iionthsof age or older. 

Controls were in place for tlie importation ofonly eligible livestock i?om other countries. 
i.e.. only t?om eligible third countries and celtified establishments within those countries. 
and the importation of only eligible meat products from other 'ounties (br filrtlier 
processing. 

Lastly. adeqiiatc controls were found to bc in place for security itenis, shipment security. 
and products entering the cstablishmelits fi-om oi~tsidesources. 



15. CLOSING MEETING 

A closillg ~neeting was held on September 19, 2008, in Mexico City with the CCA. At 
this ~ileeting, the preli~ninary findings and conclusions fro111 the audit were presented by 
the FSlS auditors. 

The CCA understood and accepted the tindings 

Senior I'rogl-am Auditor 



16. ATTACHMENTS T O  THE AUDIT REPORT 


Individual Foreign Establishment Audit Forms 

Foreign Coun t~y  Response to Draft Final Audit Report (when it becomes available) 




U n ~ t e dSta tes  Depar tment  of A g r ~ w l l u r e  


Food Safe ty  and l n s p e d ~ o nServfce 


1 	 Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist 
1 	 ESThELISHMENT NAMEAND LCCATION 2 AUDiT DATE 3 ESTABLISHMEN I N O  4 NAME OF COUNTRY 


(ianildi.ri:t 1olegr;ll Vizor. S.A. dc C.V. 0911212008 I I F  II I MFX~FO 

k n ~14 5 C:$rrcter;t C~~l i ;~c;~n-Vi lar~~t,?.  l i t  IVionIc 
l:dido 


X ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i 8 ~ 1 ~ ~ .8030ti 5. NAMEOF AUDITORIS) 6. T Y R  OF AUDIT 
Stn2~I~18 

1)r Alcx;i$idcr I. I.i\aru 

Dr. l:r;lncisci, ( io l rzale~ X ,ON-SITEAUDIT DOCUMENT AUDIT 

Place an X in the  Audit Results block to indicate noncompliance with rerluirernents. Use 0 if no t  applicable. 

Part A - S a n i t a c o n  S t a n d a r d  Operating Rocedures (SSOP) nw,, Part D - Continued ~ u d , ~  

B a s k  Requiements R ~ U ~ N S  Economic Sampling HSSUIIS 

7 Wrllten SSOP 33 Scheduled S.a!nple 

8 	 Records dacumentng mplementat8on. 39. Specks Tesl8tlg 

9 Slgned and d l e d  SSOP, by cn-rite or overall authority. 35 Residue 


S a n i t a t i o n  Standard Operasng Procedures(SS0P) 
P a r t  E -Other Requirements


Ongong Rwuirements 

10 mptementat~onor SSOP'S, includ'ng monitoring of implementatan 71 3 s  Expon 


11 	 Maintenance and evaluation Of thee l iec lvenes  of SSOP s 37 Impart 

12 	 Corsct iveact~anwhen the ssOPs have faled to p r e ~ n f  direct 
Gralndr and P a t  Control pnduct coriamlnatm or aduleratlon 	 38. Eslabl~rhme#>l 

13 	 Daiy r s o r d r  document stem 10. 11 and 12aboue 

Part B - Hazard Analysisand CritiealControl 

Point (HACCP) Systems - Basic Requirements 


14 Developed a d  implemented a wriltm HACCP plan 


1s Conentr  of IheHACCPi i r t the fmd safety hazards. 

Citsca convo pants. ~ r ~ t ~ c a i  
lhmitr, pocedlres, mrrecsve aeions, 

16 	 Records documenting impementat~on and mon~tonng of the 

HACCP plan 


.. .. 
17 The HACCP plan 8s rgned and dafed by Lheresponslble 


eSlablihment lndivdval 


H a z a r d  Analysis a n d  Critical Control Point 

(HACCP) Systems -Ongoing Requirements 


18 Monitonng of HACCP plan ( 
47 Employee Hv!iene 

19 Vcrlflcabon and valdat~on af HACCP plan 
 1 48. Condemned I'roducl Control 


2 0  Coirecl8veaciion written in HACCP plan 


21 	 Re~sersedadequacy  of the HACCP plan P a r t  F - lnylectiwn Requirements 

22 	 Record  dacummting the wrllten HACCPplan monltorlng of the 

C r ~ l ~ c a l ~ o n u o l  d a e r  ;nd tmer  d speclfc everl ocwrremer 4 9  Government Slafl8ng 
Foinlr 

Part C -Economic / Vholesomeness 350. Daily lnrpsci'crl Coverage 
2 3  Label8ng - Roduct Standards 


51 Enforcement 

24 Labdlng - N B Welghfr 


25 Genera! Labeltng 52 Humane Ham clllng 


26 	 Fin Prod Standad~iBaneiej r  (DefedriAQLiPok Sk#nsiMo#sture) 53 Antma! l d e n f l ' ~  at308 

Part D -Sampling 

Generic E. coliTesting 


27 	 Wrltlen Procedures 1 5 5  Port Monem ln rpc t ion  


28 Samole c o l k c l i o n i ~ n a l u ~ ~ s  
. - -
Part G - Other R e g u l a t o r y  Oversight R e q u i l e m e n t s29 	 Recoids 

S a l m o n e l l a  Fer fomnce S t a n d a t d s  - B a s i c  R e q u i n e m e n t s  56 Euro~ean Ca#:ltsun~ly Drectives 	 0 

\ 32. winten Assurance 	 59. 
( ! 
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United States Depar tment  of Agriculture 

Food Safety and l nsped ion  Service 

Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist 
1 ESTPBLSHMENT NAMEAND LEAT ION 2. AUDIT DATE 3 ESTABLlSHMFNi NO 4. NAME OF COUNTRY 

(i;c#lialciiii 1rllcgr;d S.1: S/\. dl. C V 0911712008 '111: 105 MCZICI) 

11hnl1i,8cnto Noru;lc Kln. Z5C Cilrrclera l.oxdu 

S;lllilln 5. NAMEOF AUDITOR(S) 6. TYPE OF AUDIT 


A Ic~andcr  I.. I.atwt?. IDVM : I 

1 ~ ' r n ~ ~ c i s c ~ ~('tod;d (;cilr.nll lircuhedo. Nuevol.cuo 66050 	 Citw>,.~Ic,. IDVM X j ON-SITEAUDIT DOCUMENT AUDIT 

Place an X in the  Audit Results block t o  indicate noncompliance with requirements. Use 0 if not a p p l ~ c a b l e .  

P a r t  A -San i t a t i on  S t a n d a r d  Operating R o c e d u r e s  (SSOP) P a r t  D - C o n t h u e d  A*,, 

B a s i c  R e q u k e m e n t s  RBSUIIS 1 E c o n o m i c  S a m p l i n g  ~erultr  

7 written SOP 33. s  e  e  s p l e  

8 ~ e c o r d rdocumening implementation 	 ( 34. Speces Testing 

9 Signed and dafed SSOP. by m-site or overail aulhortty 

S a n i t a t i o n  S t a n d a r d o p e r a t i n g  P r o c e d u r e s ( S S 0 P )  
Pa r t  E -Other R e q u i r e m e n t s 


Ongong R e q u i r e m e n t s  


10 lmp~ementac~o~ 	 36 Exportof SSOP'S, inciudng manitonng of implementation I

11. 	 Mainlenanceand evaluatlonof theeffectiveness of SSOP'r. 37 Import 

12 corrective acfionwnen the SSOPS have faled to prevent direct 
38 Ertablishmei,l l j iorndr and Pest Control 

pmduct conaminattm or adulferalion 

13 	Daiy reaids document liem 10. 11 and 12above. 39 ConstiucfionlMaintenannnEstabl~shmer~l 

P a r t  B - Hazard A n a l y s i s a n d  C r i t i c a l C o n t r o l  

P o i n t  (HACCP) S y s t e m s -  Basic R e q u i r m e n t s  


l a  	 Developed n d  implemented a wnilm HACCP plan 

15 	 ConenlS of !he HACCP listthe f w d  safety haardr .  42 Piumblng enti Sewage 

~iif lc.9conuol pdnls, cr8licai limits, pocedueo, mrrecdve aitons 


18 Recards documenting impkmentation and mon~toiing of the 43 Wate  Supplr 

HACCP plan 
44 Drerstng RalillSlLaMloileB 

17 The HACCPpian u rgned and dated by theresponrlble 
erlabllshment lnd~vdual 

h a w r o  A n a l y s s  a n d  C n t i c a l C o n t r o l  P o i n t  


(HACCP)  Systems -0nqoingRequirements 

18 	 Monlloring of HACCP plan 

47 Employee Hy!i#cne 

19 	 Ver~r#caDonand valdallon of HACCP plan 
48 	 Condemned I'luducf Control 

20. ~orec tweact>onwrdlen in HACCP plan. 

21. 	 Reassesredadequacy of the HACCP plan I P a r t  F - Inspection R e q u i r e m e n t s  

22. 	 Recordr dacumenl8ng me wr~tfen HACCPplan, nmnitotirs of the 49 Government Sliffing 1 

citlcalconbol pin15 dater a d  imer d sp=ificevent occuiremer. 

Part C - E c o n o m i c  IW o l e s o m e n e s s  	 50 CoverageDa~ly inspec i~~r \  

23 Labeilng - Roduct Standards 
51 Enforcemenl 

24 Labdlng - NR Welghlr 
52 Humane Halldilng 

25 	 General Labellng 

26 	 F S ~  Sk~nriMa#stuie) Animal ldenf#!l:ation Prod S!andadriBoncies ( ~ e f e d s l ~ o ~ l ~ c r k  	 53 

Part D - S a m p l i n g  


Generic E. c o l i T e s t i n g  


27 	 Written Procedures 1 55. Port M o n m  l~ l r pc t i on  

28 Sample Colkct#onlAnalyr#r 
P a r t  G - Otner Regulatory Ovels~ghtRequirements

29 	 Recordr 

Sa lmone l l a  k r f o m n c e  Standards - Baslc Requilements 55 Eurowan Cammun~ty Dsectives 	 0 

30 	 CorleCtlVeACllonS 57 Mmthly Rev<,.* 
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60 Observation of the Establishment 1)ate: 091171200X 1 3  ii: '1' l l ; lOl ((;anadcria IntcgrslS k S A  dc C V  (SII'ICSI) (Ciud;$d (icncra! l:scohcda. \lc.iicoi 

, , 

. 	 2 2 5  1. Review of the critical l imit associated with the application of an antimicrobial rinse (peronyacetic acid) on beef carcasscs 
indicated that the establishment had incorrectly defined this value as "a lnaxi rnu~i~ of 220 ppm." While establishing a maaimuln 
concentration is imponalit in controlling aspects ofproduct quality and labzlin_e, i t  is tlie minimum concentration which is 
associated with food-safety. Discussions with plant !management resulted in the ilcter~nination that the intended critical limit fol 
Il l is CCP was actually "a min i~num o f  150 ppm." [Re~~~lato,? rcfercncc(s): 9 CFI< $417.5(a)(2). 417.81 

?I:.( I.The establisli~nent had not taken tlie necessary steps to segregate SRMs during the head-washing process. During the 
rcvien ofs lau~l i ter  opcrations. it was tioted that employees occasiollally wadi mlilliple heads in one cabinet. Conducted in this 
~nii~nncr.t l l i s  practice creates a potential for cross-contamination due to leakage 01'1)rain tnatcrial originating ti.0111 tlie ope11 
hnock-hole in tlie skull. As agc detertninaliun is accotriplished througli the use oi;Icnlition at a point situated alicr thc head- 
wash cabinet. the establishment is to treat all brain material as SRM during the u:i.,Iiing stage. 19 CFR $>10.2?.4175(a)(2). 
4 17.81 

22:51. I l i e  establishment's written SRM control plan did not clearly indicate ho\> 11ie lingual tonsils would be separated kom 
cdible potl iu~is o f  tile tongue. 19 CFR $3 10.22.41 7.5(8)(7), 417.81 

,(-\> 61. NAME OF AUDITOR 
L\ ! ,\lcxmlili.r I..I.aoru, tlVht 
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Unl ted  States Depar tment  of Agriculture 

Food Safety and I nspedion Service 


Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist 
7 .  ESTNLISHMENT NAMEAND LOCATION 2. AUDIT DATE 3. ESTABLISHMEPI! N O  4 NAME OF COUNTRY 

Siplna :\li#ncnlos Nori.stu. S!\ dc C.V. 
.I Glillll !.mi UO l.<?il SLIT.C O IBLIF~USA i m  

09ll i lZOlIX I11100 Mexico 

5 NAMEOF AUDlTORiSl . . 6. TYPE OF AUDIT 

~I<W,CIIU!.SIIC\OICOIIblR0O Alcai>odcrI..I.aura UVM . . 
1:rancirco (i,,,~,nli.l IIVM X , ON-SITEAUDIT DOCUMENT AUDIT . . 

Place an X in the Audit Results block to indicate noncompliance with reuuirements. U s e  0 if not  applicable. 
Part A -Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) 

Basic Requirements 
7 Wrlllen SSOP 

S Records docvmenlng 8mpIementat1on 

9. Sqned and dded SSOP, by m-rite or overali a u t h o r i ~ ~  

Sanitation Slandard Opersfing Procedures(SS0P) 
Ongohg Requirements 

10 	 lmplementatonot SSOP'r, tncludng monitoring of implementation 

12 C~rCCliveactionwhen the SSOPr have faled to prevent d iec l  
pnduct Canam#nat#m or aduleraf~on 

13 	 Daly r s o r d i  document (tern 10, il and 12above 

Part B - Hazard Analysisand Critical Control 

Point (HACCP) Systems- Basic Requirements 


14 	 Developed a d  implemented a wrtttm H A C C P ~ I ~ ~  

15 Confenlsof IhcHACCPlisf the f m d  safety hazards. 
uiticai canual pants, cirlical 18mitr, pocedues, mrrecsve adionr. 

16 	 Records documenl8ng lmpkmenfaflon and mon8toring of the 
HACCP plan 

~. 
17 The HACCPplan o rgned and dded by thererponslble 

erlabl!shment indivdual 

Hazard Analysis and Criticalcontrol Point 
(HACCP) System -Ongoing Requirements 

I 8  	 Monltarlng of HACCP plan 

19. Verlflcabon and vaidal8on of HACCP plan. 

20 	 Conectiveacl~on w r ~ t t mm HACCP plan. 

21 	 ReBrerredadequacy af the HACCP plan 

22 Recar* docurnmf8ng me written HACCPpian, monitor~w of the 
critcai conuol pllntr. daes and tmer d rpecrfic event occurrerren. 

Part C -Economic 1 Molesaneness 
23 	 Labellno - Roducl Standards 

24 	 Labdlng N e  Weights 

25 	 Geneial Labellng 

26 	 Fin Prod SlandaldsiBoneier (DefedPIAQUPmk Sk8nsNoirture) 

Part D -Sampling 
Generic E. coliTesting 

27 	 Wrttten Procedures 

28 	 Sample Colkct#an:Analyrls 

29 	 Records 

Salmonella W r f o m n c e  Standards - Basic Requirements 

AW~I 

RCSUILS 


33. 

34 

35. 

. i  1 36 

I38 

1 39 

3
40 

41  

42 

43. 

44. 

45 

46 

1 
47 

48 

49  

3 50 

51. 

52 

53 

0 I 


Part D - Continued ~ t t 

Economic Sampling neruits 

Scheduled S.a;#ple 

Speces Test I q 11 

Residue 

Part E - Other Requirements 

~ x p o r t  

Er lab l~ rhmeI Grolndr and P e t  Control 

t s tab l~hmet . 'CailstructonlMainlenance 

Light 

Ventllat~on 

Plumb~ng ant1 Sewage 

Wale. Supplv 

Dresslng Ra,rr>riiavatories 

Equipment a , : ,  ut l rns~ls 

San~tary Op~r;~l ians 

E m ~ l o ~ e eH~iilene 

C o n d i n e d  13.0duct control 

Part F - Inspection Requirements 

Gouernmem Slaffi,!g 

Daly  lnspeclxx> Coverage 

Enfarcemen, 

Humane Har!rll#ng 

Animal ldenli~i?ation 

Part G - Other Regulatory Overnight Requirements 

) 32 wrnten ~ r r u r a n c e  	 59 
\ 
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60. Observation of the Establishmenl 
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I h t c :  ~19~iYZIloRl i s ~ Y :'I'll:100 (siylil., AI~,~~CIII~IS NIITCSLZ.S.A. (Ic C..V.Il)jl ~ M Y ~ o ~ I s ~ ~ c ~ .hlcxico) 

. , . I  10/5 1. Heavily beaded condensate, situated above a vat o f  exposed product. was i,l>served on the horizontal housing of a liieat 
grinder. Tlic condensate had accumulated to the extent that contamination of the j ~oduc t  was likcly to have occurred. or was 
itiitnincnt. [Rcg~~liitot). reference(s): 9 CFK $416.13.4 16.171 

i 
! 

13.5 I.A review o f  estnblishrncnt records in addition to convcrsations with inspc\~ion pcrsonncl ilidicatcd that the cstablisliment 
was 1101 ~routi~iei! documenting corrcctivc actions take11 in response to operationn: SSt3P deliciencies. 19 CFR \'416.16.416.17] 

3915 I.Water was seen dripping from the ceiling in extensive areas o f  the establi~ll~nent, including rooms wherc product 
ibrn~ulat ioi~.cooking. packaging, and storage occurred. The source o f  the water \,its deterniined to be rain which had penetrated 
through fiult!. arcas of the roof l'hc condition ofthe overhead structures in somi. of these areas indicated a chronic nature o f  
tlic cvcnt. as evidcticed by the presence o f  rust and peeling paint. While no cont;imination o f  exposed product was observed. as 
Ilie estnblirh~nerir elected to suspend operations in those proditct io~~ areas wllich jvcrc !nost scvcrcly affected. contaminaiion by 
rainwater was observed on a large quantity ofpackaged product in the main stor;ig,c a1.w In addition. Ihe ubiquitous natilre o f  
the pl-oble~ii rcndcred i t  uncertain that direct contaniinntion would not occur in tlio\c prodi~ction at-cas wliicli werc active. 19 
CI-R SJIb.?(b)] 

. 61 NAME OF AUDITOR 
( ) :tlcs;~~~(IcrI. l.;>~vrc?. IIVLI 
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United States Department of Agriuituii? 

Food Safely and Inspedion Servioe 


Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist 
1 	 ESTPELISHMWT NAMEAND L E A T I O N  2 AUDIT DATE 3 ESTABLISHMF I N O  4 NAME OF COUNTRY 


S;>n;cInt~n~;~ciui~;~l. UIIUI10IlX Tli' 86 Mexico
5:\ di. (.' V 

:\\c~ttdbt hl8gucl <lc I:, hktdr~cl. l ' t v q ~ ~ cI~tdc~~trit~I 


5. NAMEOF AUDITORIS) 6. T Y P E O F A U D l l  

834110S;tn l.c~i>Itit>C ~ ~ I ~ ~ r t ~ ~ l ~ ~ .S t ~ ~ t v r a  	 I : \ I l  I. l.ni1a1 
Or i:rd~icbcc (;v,$,.t&lc~ X i ON-SITEAUDIT DOCUMENT AUDIT 

Place an X in the Audit Results block t o  indicate noncornpiiance with reguirements. Use 0 if not  applicable. 
Part A -Sanitation Standard Opwating Procedures (SSOP) A U ~ , ,  Part D - Canthued ~ u d ~ i  

BasiC Requirements R ~ S U I I ~  Economic Sampling ~ R B S Y ~ I S  

7 written SSOP x 33. scheduled s i ~ n p l a  

8 Records documenfng lmplementaton 34. Spec.3 Tesi' l ' i1 
5 Signed and dated SSOP, by m.rlte o i  overall authority 1 35. Residue 


Sanitation Sandard Operating Procedures(SS0P) 

Part E -Other Requirements

Ongoing Requirements 

10 Implementationof SSOP'r, including monitoring of implementar8on. 36. Expori 


11 Maintenance and evaluation of the effecbueness of S O P  r 37 lmpon 


12 Correcliveacflonwnen the SSOPr have laled to p i e ~ n t  drecl  

Gravldr and P e t  Control 
p m d u ~ tconam~natlmor aduleiatlon 	 38 ~ r t a b l ~ s h m e ~ ~ t  

13 Daly reords document item 10,11 and t2aboue. 	 ~stabl ishmer~i39 C~rl~tructionlMaintenance 

Part B -Hazard Analysisand CliticalControl 	 40 ~ i g h ,  

Point (HACCP) Systems- Basic Requirements 

41 Ventilaton 


14 Developed m d  lmplemenfcd a wnl tm HACCPplan 


15 Conenlsaf  the HACCPIst the f m d  safety h z a i d s .  42  Plumbing a n .  : w a g e  

cntlcil conVol pants, critcal ihmits. wocedrres, mrrecbve anions. 


16 Records dacumentina imokmentatlon and monrtor8na of the . 	 43 Water Suppi . 

HACCP plan 


( , 17 The HACCPpian ir rrjned and d e e d  by theresponsible 
\ > erlabllrhment 1nd8vdual 45 Equipmenta#.l, Utenslls ~, 

HazardAnaiys6 and CriticalControl Point 

(HACCP) System -Ongoing Requirements e6 San~law Opr ,.,l!ons
3

18 MOnllarlng of HACCP plan 1 47 Employee Hv!tmcne 

15 Venfcaaon and valdallon of HACCP plan 


48 Condemned i'loduct Control 

20 conec,,veaction wr,t,m n HACCP plan 
 I 
21 	 Reasrersedadequa~yof the HPCCP plan Part F - Inspection Requirements 

22  	 Records docummfing h e  written HACCPplan, monitoring of the 

Cr#l#calconvol poinls. dates a d  tmes d r p e c ~ f oeven o c c u r r e ~ e s  49. Governmen, i!aiflng 


Part C -Economic IVIholesomeness 	 5D. Daily l n s p e c l , ~ ~ ,  Coverage 

23 Labeling - Roduct Standards 


51. Enforcement 
24 Labding - NR Weightr i
25 General Label~ng 52. Humane ~ a o r i l n g  


26 Fln Prod StandadslBonelesr (OefenrlAQLlPark SL~nsiMo~rture) 53 Animal ldenf#:#.aIion 


Part D -Sampling 

Generic E. coliTesting 


27. 	 WrillenProcedurer (J 1 55. Port ~ o r t e mI . rwct ion 

28 Sample Calkct~onlAnalyrir 

29 Records 0 
Pan G - Mner Regulatoly Oversight Requirements I 

Salmonella W r f o m n c e  Standards - Basic Requirements 

/ , 32 Wrmen Assurance 	 0 59 
s I 
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S.A. dr ( V  [I'ICS~I tSsl, l u i r  Riu Calorndo. kIcxicol 60.Observation o i  the Eslabikhment 1liilc: q,10,:008 i:: 86 IS^,,^, intcn~;~.,.,na~. 

07!5 I.Allbough records were available which indicated that olonitoring of the cs~:~blishmcnt's operational SSOP was occurring 

on a regular basis, a description of the ~non i to r i~ ig  .I!which they are to be conducted were not procedures and the frequencie, 
included within the written plan. Without the presence of written procedures, it ciluld not be adequately verified tliat monitoring 
o f  operational SSOP was occurrit~g as intended. [Regulatory refercnce(s): 9 CFR 2-11 6.12(d), 4 16.171 

I S I S I .  Tlie hazard analysis addressing thc production ofcooked beef "cabbage rolls" did not accurately ide~ i t i l j  all the possible 

hazards associatcd with the chilling o f  product after cooking. Tbis document did t!ol address the possible ~crrnination atid 

subseqocnt tori11 production ofspore forming organisms such as Clo,srriditrn~ l?eilii17~~,7.s 
during this production plia~e. inor did 
i t  rutkrrncc ~111)'ft~rtl ier 1, this oniission. AS  llle product doc~lnientation su~>porting subjected to a rapid frce~ing process doring 
lliis stcp. it is unlikely tliat conditions would allow ibr toxins from these orga~iis>ii: to be produced. Ilowevcr. Sailure to address 
ill1possiblc hazards at this stop within the content o f  tlic establishment's hazard ;~rt.tlysis docs not ineel llie regolatory 
requirt.mrrits 01'9 CFR 41 7.2(a)(l). 19 CFR $41 7.2(;1)(1 ). 4 17.8) 

15!5 1 .  r l i e  establishment's hazard analysis did no8 address thc possible presence IIISRMS associated witlr the receipt ofra\r, 
bccringredicnts. While letters oS guarantee were available indicating that all beuicomponcnts received by tlic cstablishmelil 
ori:inatcd from cattlc which were ondcr thirty months ofage. failure to address ;>ti potential hazards witliin the content ui'thc 
ll...1~,11d;t~ialysis docs not lncct thc i-cgulatnry rcquirc~ncnts . . o f  9 CI:R 4 17.2(a). I9 i1:11 $3 10.22(d)(l). 4 172(a)(l). 417.81 

I 5  5 I. l l i c  us~:~blish~nc~lt's col-rccli\,cfIACCI' plan did no1 ihiclude th~. direct observalion ol ilioniroring activities and i ~ l i y  
;~ctions take11 as part o l i t s  on-going veril icalio~l procedures. 19 CI:K S417.2(c)(7r. 117.4(a)(2)(ii), 417.81 

,~.. 61. NAME OF AUDITOR 
( / :\lc~;>ll<lc,,.s,,>r,>., hJh.1 



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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