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Introduction
Transport Quality Assurance® - Building Trust for a Stronger Industry
In business, many trends come and go. But one constant that will never change is the need 
to earn the trust of your customers. For the pork industry, and all businesses involved in the 
food chain, earning and maintaining the trust of our customers - retail, foodservice and the 
consuming public - has never been more challenging. This fact, combined with our industry’s 
desire to conduct our business according to high ethical standards and best practices, led to 
the development and evolution of the Transport Quality Assurance (TQA) program. Originally 
launched in 2002, TQA has undergone three revisions to provide the most current, science-
based information on humane handling and transport of pigs to over 25,000 handlers and 
transporters in the industry. The TQA program helps pig transporters, producers and handlers 
define best practices for handling, moving and transporting pigs and the potential impacts 
those actions can have on pig well-being and/or pork quality. 

We Care: Making our Industry Stronger
There has been a growing interest among food-chain customers and the general public 
with the way food is produced. Recognizing these concerns must be addressed to better 
position the industry’s track record of responsibility, pork industry leaders launched the We 
Care initiative. The We Care initiative seeks ongoing improvement in the pork industry’s 
production practices, building upon and promoting to those outside the industry its strong 
record of responsible farming. TQA is a critical component of the We Care initiative and is 
a clear demonstration of the industry’s commitment to responsible farming and continuous 
improvement. At the heart of this commitment is a statement of ethical principles which 
asks each and every member of the pork industry to commit to:

•	 Produce safe food

•	 Protect and promote animal well-being – including proper handling and transport at all 

phases of production

•	 Ensure practices to protect public health

•	 Safeguard natural resources in all of our practices

•	 Provide a work environment that is safe and consistent with our other ethical principles

•	 Contribute to a better quality of life in our communities

The Right Thing to Do. For Your Business. For Your Industry.
TQA is a clear demonstration of how the pork industry promotes and implements responsible 
practices when handling and transporting pigs. Not as a result of regulation or mandate, but rather 
as an acknowledgement that adhering to good production practices is a good business decision 
and is the right thing to do. The spirit of continuous improvement - always striving to do better 
- is a mindset that has long been embraced by pork industry stakeholders. When the industry is 
responsible and proactive, every stakeholder - including pig handlers and transporters - benefits. 
Producer leadership urges all those involved in the movement and transport of pigs to recognize 
that we all share a duty to demonstrate responsible pork industry practices. Full participation 
in the TQA program and implementation of the recommendations are critical to building our 
customer trust while continuing to enhance the integrity of the pork industry.

1
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Pig Flow in a Typical Pork 
Production System

The Role of Handlers and Transporters.
Pig handlers and transporters play a key role in the pork production process. Handling and 
transporting the pigs in our care are essential elements to the multi-site pork production 
model that is currently used in the United States today. The pork production system involves 
not only moving animals from the farm to the market or harvest facilities, but it also involves 
handling and moving an animal several times throughout the production cycle. Animals are 
often moved and handled for purposes of: 
•	 Routine daily care
•	 Treatment of an illness or injury
•	 Reproduction
•	 Relocation to another production phase and location/site
•	 Marketing

The figure below illustrates the animal-flow through a typical pork production system. Each 
arrow in the illustration is a point where pig/handler interactions can occur through handling 
and transportation.

No matter what segment of the pork production system, the actions of a handler or transporter 
can have a significant impact on pig well-being, health, biosecurity and pork quality. 

Animal Well-Being  
The conditions under which pigs are handled and transported can have a direct impact on 
their well-being. Research has shown that using good animal handling practices benefit the 
pig, the handler and the industry. For the pig, good animal handling can result in the reduction 
or elimination of stressful experiences and therefore better well-being. For the handler, good 
animal handling generally results in easier pig movement which means better well-being and 
less frustration for the animal handler. Other benefits to the animal handler include a decrease 
in transport losses, reduced time to load and unload pigs, reduced weight loss and better meat 
quality. Becoming a TQA Certified Handler demonstrates your commitment to promote and 
protect pig well-being to our customers and consumers. Incidents of poor animal handling or 
abuse are ethically wrong and unacceptable. It is important to remember that an individual’s 
actions, both positive and negative, can have a direct impact upon themselves, the company 
they represent and possibly the entire U.S. pork industry. 

2
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Animal Health and Biosecurity 
Healthy animals are essential to a successful pork production operation and are 
better able to fully express their lean genetic potential. Diseases can be introduced 
into herds through the loading and transportation processes and through the 
introduction of new pigs into the herd. Preventing disease movement and 
introduction makes it imperative that handlers, both in production facilities and 
those driving trucks, take the necessary steps and follow biosecurity protocols to 
minimize the spread of disease agents and ensure the health of the animals they 
interact with.

Pork Quality 

Improper handling and transport of pigs is one of the largest profit-reducing 
issues facing the pork industry today. Most losses typically result from the events 
immediately before, during and after transport of the pigs. Evidence of improper 
handling and/or transport can be seen through:

•	 Carcass losses resulting from trimming off bruises

•	 Pale, soft and exudative meat (PSE)

•	 Dark, firm and dry meat (DFD)

Estimates show that bruises alone can cost the U.S. Pork Industry millions of dollars 
per year and overall pork quality defects total several hundred million dollars annually.

RFN Reddish pink, Firm and Non-exudative. “IDEAL”. 
Desirable color, firmness and water-holding 
capacity.

DFD Dark purplish red, very Firm and Dry. Firm and 
sticky surface, high water-holding capacity.

COLOR - TEXTURE - EXUDATION 

PSE Pale pinkish gray, very Soft and Exudative. 
Undesirable appearance and shrinks excessively.

3
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Expectations of TQA Certified Handlers 
TQA Certified Handlers are expected to uphold the ethical principles of We Care 
everyday. Whether handling pigs on the farm or transporting them, TQA Certified 
Handlers have a responsibility to: 

•	 Protect food safety

•	 Protect and promote pig well-being 

•	 Protect public health

•	 Safeguard natural resources

•	 Promote a safe work environment

•	 Contribute to the communities in which we live and operate
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   HAnDLinG1  
Using proven pig handling and movement practices will help contribute to a safe and positive 
experience for the pigs and the handler. Human injuries happen more often when people are 
handling animals than during any other activity performed in pork production. Understanding 
basic pig behavior, proper handling practices and using proper handling equipment will help 
animal handling be a safe activity for all. 

BASIC PIG BEHAVIOR

Good animal handling practices start with the handler having a good understanding of pig 
behavior. A significant portion of a pig’s behavior can be attributed to natural instinct and is 
further impacted by the age, gender, health status, environment and previous experiences of 
the pig. Understanding a pig’s basic behavior can help:

	 •	 Facilitate animal handling
	 •	 Reduce stress
	 •	 Reduce risks to a handler’s personal safety
	 •	 Reduce losses due to skin injuries, bruises, fatigue and even death

The main instinctive behaviors of a pig that a handler should understand, and use to his or 
her advantage when possible, include:

	 •	 Fight or flight response
	 •	 Following/herd instinct

Fight or Flight Response
When confronted with a perceived threat to its well-being, a pig must make the decision to 
flee or fight. The general characteristics of a pig make it an animal that is typically prey and 
more suited to flee, or escape, rather than to fight. This flight tendency can be used to the 
handler’s advantage, especially when the handler understands three critical concepts:

	 •	 Flight Zone
	 •	 Point of Balance
	 •	 Blind Spot

When these concepts are not used, or are used incorrectly, pigs can easily be injured when 
trying to escape, either through contact with another pig or pigs, or through contact with an 
object in their environment such as a gate, feeder or chute. Visual gaps between pens, alleys, 
ramps, gates, chutes or other places can appear to be an escape route to a pig and can 
result in injuries to the pig and/or cause balking.
 
The flight zone is an imaginary circle around an animal that it considers its individual space.

	 •	 When a handler enters a pig’s flight zone the pig will move away. If the pig does not 
  see an escape route, it may attempt to turn around (if necessary) and run past  
  the handler
	 •	 The size of the flight zone is determined by the pig’s familiarity with humans  
  and will vary from pig to pig
	 •	 A completely tame animal has no flight zone - a handler can walk directly up to it 
  and touch it
	 •	 Handlers should work with an animal from the edge of its flight zone

continued on next page
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The point of balance is located at a pig’s shoulder. If a handler enters a pig’s flight zone, the 
pig will move:

 • Forward if the handler approaches from behind the point of balance
 • Backwards if the handler approaches from in front of the point of balance

Common error – Attempting to move a pig forward in a chute when a handler is in front of the 
pig’s point of balance.

The blind spot exists because a pig’s eyes are on the sides of its head and a pig’s field of 
vision is approximately 310 degrees leaving a blind spot directly behind it.1 This blind spot 
means that a handler cannot rely on a visual reaction to get a pig to move when standing 
directly behind it. 

The figure below shows the flight zone, point of balance and blind spot of a pig. To facilitate 
pig movement, handlers should work from the edge of the flight zone behind the point of 
balance in the area labeled as B in the figure.

 

Following/Herding
Pigs instinctively like to stay together, in visual and/or physical contact with each other. This 
instinctive behavior also causes pigs to want to follow each other in order to maintain that 
contact. This following behavior can be an advantage when moving pigs of any age or size. 
Examples where this is effective include when a handler is moving pigs:

	 •	 Up or down a ramp or chute
	 •	 Through hallways
	 •	 Into or out of a pen or room

POINT OF BALANCE

EDGE OF 
FLIGHT ZONE

BLIND SPOT
(shaded gray)

{

A Pig’s Flight Zone, Point of Balance and Blind Spot

HANDLER’S
POSITION TO STOP

MOVEMENT

HANDLER’S
POSITION TO START

MOVEMENT
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Environment
During movement, a pig may come across unfamiliar or distracting elements within 
its environment. These elements can cause pigs to slow, stop or change direction of 
movement. Pigs typically slow, stop or change direction (or balk) when they encounter 
something new or unfamiliar such as changes in:

	 •	 Floor surface (e.g. transition from concrete alley to wooden chute)
	 •	 Footing/traction (e.g. wet, slippery chute or loose cleats)
	 •	 Temperature (e.g. moving from a warm building to an outdoor chute/ramp on a  
  cold day)
	 •	 Lighting – pigs move best from dark areas to lighter areas, not from light to dark

Other things that may be unfamiliar or distracting and cause pigs to balk include:

	 •	 People in their path or peripheral vision area
	 •	 Drafts or wind
	 •	 Shadows
	 •	 A beam of light shining through a crack or opening
	 •	 Equipment, trash or other objects in their path or hanging on gating (e.g. feed  
  cart in alley)
	 •	 Loud or sudden noises
	 •	 Water puddles or drain grates
	 •	 Shiny/reflective objects or surfaces
	 •	 Change in color of equipment/gates
	 •	 Change in height of flooring, a step up into a pen or chute, etc.
	 •	 Moving or flapping objects
	 •	 Doorways that may change the width of the alley
	 •	 Other animals (e.g. pigs, dogs, cats)

 
PEOPLE: PIG INTERACTIONS

It is important to understand the potential effects that human interactions have on pigs 
and pig behavior. A person’s intentions are not always understood by the pig and this 
may create fear and/or a negative reaction to a handler.2 Additionally, pigs that have had 
regular, positive interactions with people will typically be less fearful and easier to handle.3 
Slowly walking pens on a daily basis will help pigs become used to positive interactions 
with people. This will train the pigs to quietly get up and calmly move away from the 
handler. Pigs can recall previous experiences and if they have had a bad handling 
experience in the past they may be more difficult to handle the next time. This previous 
experience may relate specifically to a human interaction or it may relate to a piece of 
equipment such as a loading chute.

Handlers should act calmly and avoid sudden movement, loud noises and other actions 
that may frighten or excite pigs. This includes shouting or creating excessive noise with 
other handlers when working as a team to move pigs. Pigs should be moved at their 
normal walking pace. Aggressive handling should be avoided as it can lead to injured 
or stressed pigs. Research indicates that more than 20 percent of aggressively-handled 
market hogs can become injured, stressed or fatigued compared to 0 percent of those 
handled properly.4 

continued on next page



inTroDUCTionHAnDLinG8

Aggressive handling includes things such as:

	 •	 Overuse, or improper use, of electric prods
	 •	 Loud noises and yelling
	 •	 Moving pigs too fast
	 •	 Moving too many pigs per group
	 •	 Overcrowding pigs in chutes, ramps and alleyways
	 •	 Rough physical contact

Willful acts of neglect or abuse are unacceptable. Willful neglect and abuse are defined 
as acts outside of normally accepted production practices that intentionally cause pain and 
suffering. The National Pork Board strongly encourages anyone with knowledge of possible 
animal abuse or neglect to report these actions immediately to the proper responsible 
persons. If a willful act of abuse is observed, immediately intervene to stop the situation if 
reasonably and safely possible. Discuss the situation with the appropriate authority (owner, 
manager, receiving crew, etc.). Companies have animal-welfare policies that clearly define 
how these situations are to be handled and reported. Transporters and handlers should be 
familiar with these policies as committing willful acts of abuse or failure to report witnessing a 
willful act of abuse may be grounds for termination of employment. Each state has laws that 
address animal cruelty, and therefore willful acts of abuse can be punishable by law.

HANDLING PIGS OF VARIOUS TYPES AND SIZES

Basic handling protocols apply to nearly all pigs but requirements for certain sizes and types 
of pigs differ and specific techniques may need to be used.

Handling BREEDING STOCk
Breeding stock (sows, gilts and boars) are the largest and most powerful pigs a handler will 
work with and handlers should use extra caution when moving these animals. A sorting board 
should be used when attempting to turn or stop a large animal. The handler should not use his 
or her body alone. If the animal appears aggressive or agitated, it may be safer for the handler 
to move out of the way than to risk potential injury. 

Additionally, breeding stock are the most unpredictable animals, especially boars. Boars are 
particularly aggressive and most unpredictable when exhibiting mating behaviors, such as 
when they are being used for estrus detection. Boars are especially dangerous because their 
tusks can cause injury so handlers should use extra caution and never turns their back 
to a boar. Sows can be aggressive as well, especially when they perceive their litter are being 
threatened (e.g. such as during piglet processing or weaning). In addition to their reproductive 
behaviors, pigs of breeding age require extra caution just because of their sheer body mass. 
Therefore, it is important for these pigs to be familiar with positive human interactions. 

Moving breeding females and boars in and out of pens and/or individual housing units can be 
a challenge even to the best handlers. There are many techniques that can be used based on 
what is known about pig behavior. For example, when trying to move a sow into a farrowing 
stall she may resist because she sees her path is blocked by the stall end being closed. This 
may be overcome by leaving the stall door open and having someone close it when she 
enters the stall, but before she can move out the far end. 

These large animals also can cause injury, to people or pigs, through sudden movement of 
their heads or by pinning the handler between the pig and a fixed object such as a gate or 
feeder. Often this type of injury is a result of the handler’s arm or leg being in the wrong place 
at the wrong time. An example may be a crushing or pinching injury to a hand or foot when a 
pig closes a gate with its body.



inTroDUCTion

pork.org | 800.456.PORKpork.org | 800.456.PORK

HAnDLinG 9

Handling PIGLETS
Handling piglets can present a safety challenge to the handler. Piglets have sharp teeth and 
can bite the handler when they are picked up. The sow may also attempt to bite the handler 
when he or she reaches into the stall to grab a piglet. 

Piglets can either be moved by herding or by picking them up and moving them by hand or with 
a cart. Piglets should be picked up by holding under the rib cage or by grabbing a rear leg, above 
the hock, and then gently setting the piglets into a cart, alleyway or pen. Piglets may squirm and 
wiggle when picked up so care should be used so that they are not dropped. Piglets should not 
be tossed or thrown. When being held for an extended period of time, piglets should be held 
under the rib cage next to the handler’s body or by both rear legs using two hands.

Handling NURSERY AND FINISHER PIGS
Nursery and finisher pigs grow rapidly and quickly become too large to lift and/or hold. 

When sorting and moving these pigs, it is often the best practice to work in pairs and have one 
person work the pen gate while the other sorts the pigs with a sorting board. This is especially 
true when finished pigs are being sorted for load-out as the first pigs may be reluctant to leave 
their pen mates.

Handlers should rely on a sorting board instead of their bodies to turn or stop large finishing 
pigs. A bifold panel is a particularly useful device as it creates a corralling effect, reduces an 
escape route for the pig and increases safety for the handler. If an animal appears aggressive or 
agitated, it may be safer for the handler to move out of the way than to risk a potential injury.

GROUP SIZES

Pigs should be moved in groups large enough to be efficient for the production system, but 
small enough to be safe for the pigs and the handler(s). Groups of finished pigs and breeding 
stock should be small enough so that the handler can always maintain control of the lead 
pig. Additionally, research indicates that reducing finish pig group size from 8 to 4 pigs during 
loading significantly decrease the amount of time to load the trailer and the percentage of 
dead and non-ambulatory pigs at the farm and slaughter plant.5 The suggested group sizes 
are based on best industry practice but facility design and conditions of the environment and/
or animals may require adjustment to group size.

Suggested group sizes by pig type.

Pig type/size Suggested group size

Weaned piglets  20

Nursery pigs  20

Finished/Market pigs 3-5

Sows/Gilts 1-5*

Boars 1-5*

*Depending upon temperament and safety conditions, may require moving individually.
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HANDLING TOOLS/EQUIPMENT

There are many different pieces of handling and sorting equipment on the market, or that can be 
easily made on the farm, to help you sort or move pigs in a safe, humane and efficient manner. 

Handling equipment is effective by providing barriers or stimuli including:

	 •	 Physical barrier (e.g. sorting board)
	 •	 Visual barrier (e.g. matador’s cape)
	 •	 Auditory stimulus (e.g. rattle/shaker paddle)
	 •	 Visual stimulus (e.g. nylon flag)

Most of these tools are effective for a specific situation and should not be used for others. For 
example, a plastic rattle/shaker paddle may be effective for moving weaned piglets from the 
farrowing room to the nursery, but is not a tool to use when moving a boar to his pen after he 
completes a round of estrus detection. 

The use of an electric prod is a stressful event. 

	 •	 Numerous research studies have shown that increased use of an electric prod  
  increases stress in pigs so use of electric prods should be avoided or  
  absolutely minimized
	 •	 Never prod a pig in sensitive areas such as eyes, nose, anus, testicles, etc.
	 •	 If regular use of an electric prod is needed, evaluate your handling procedures 
  and facilities
	 •	 An electric prod should not be the primary tool for moving pigs and should  
  only be used as a last resort

If it is necessary to use a prod, it should be applied to the back of the pig behind the shoulder6 
and the duration of the shock should not exceed one second. The pig should be allowed time to 
respond before another shock is given. Electric prods should not be used in the pen7.

Willful acts of neglect or abuse are unacceptable. Willful neglect and abuse are defined 
as acts outside of normally accepted production practices that intentionally cause pain and 
suffering. This includes, but is not limited to, malicious hitting or beating an animal or using an 
electric prod in sensitive areas such as eyes, nose, anus, testicles, etc.

PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT (PPE)

To determine what PPE is required, the handler should conduct a hazard assessment. Walk 
through the tasks required during loading, transport and unloading. Then, considering the 
equipment to be used, make a list of potential injuries that could occur. Develop a list of PPE 
that should be used by the handler to help protect him or her from those injuries. Typically,  
the minimum amount of PPE a handler should consider when handling pigs is a pair of safety-
toed boots and a sorting board. Handlers operating inside a truck/trailer should also consider 
wearing knee pads and/or shin guards and a bump helmet to protect themselves from 
possible injury due to contact with the trailer’s surfaces.

All handlers should also consider using these PPE items, depending upon the hazard 
assessment and company protocols:

	 •	 Dust mask
	 •	 Eye protection
	 •	 Hearing protection
	 •	 Gloves

10
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SORTING  
BOARD/ 

PANEL

The most versatile tool is typically the sorting board 
or sorting panel and can be a single or bifold panel. 
A sorting board can provide both a physical and 
a visual barrier. When using a sorting panel make 
sure to use the ground as an anchor, don’t try to 
hold back a pig with the board wedged against your 
legs/knees.

PLASTIC  
RATTLE/ 
SHAkER  
PADDLE

The rattle/shaker paddle can provide auditory and 
visual stimuli. Shaker cans or bottles can also be 
used. Rattle paddles can also be used to gently 
tap an animal, but should not be raised higher than 
shoulder level.

NYLON  
FLAG

A nylon flag is an effective visual stimuli in many 
cases, especially with larger pigs. Used correctly, 
it can draw a pig’s attention, as well as block its 
visual path.

MATADOR’S 
CAPE

A matador’s cape can be effectively used as visual 
barrier with nearly all pigs. Its main use is as a tool 
to block a pig’s vision and provide the illusion of a 
dead-end.

PLASTIC  
RIBBONS

ON A STICk

Ribbons can be used as visual stimuli and when 
waved/flapped can help create distraction so that 
the pig moves in the opposite direction. 

ELECTRIC  
PROD

An electric prod should be the tool of last resort. 
It should only be used when absolutely necessary 
and only following strict guidelines as previously 
listed.  

11

Acceptable equipment to use when handling pigs
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2
A pig may be loaded onto a truck, transported then unloaded several times during its life. 
Safety practices need to be followed during each of these moves. A four-way interaction 
between animals, handlers, facilities and transport vehicles occurs during loading and 
unloading. Each of these components must be understood by the handler in order for safe 
and efficient loading and unloading to occur.

PLANNING

Proper preparation is critical when loading and unloading. It is important to have a clear plan 
and all handlers involved should understand the plan. It is a best practice to load and unload 
as a team with each individual handler having predetermined roles and responsibilities. 

For example, have a clearly defined team lead that has the necessary authority to make 
decisions during the loading process, including whether or not to load or unload a specific 
animal. When loading finished market pigs a pair of handlers may work to sort, or cut, the 
correct number of pigs from a pen into the alley, a third handler moves them down the 
alleyway to the doorway of the building, and a fourth handler moves them up the chute onto 
the truck. Understanding roles and following through with the team plan makes moving 
animals easier and helps reduce confusion and the potential for animal and/or worker stress 
during the handling process.   

It is important for everyone to be aware of the timelines and follow them. If a delay occurs, 
this change in the timeline needs to be communicated to all involved in the transport 
process, including the people at the origination and destination points. 

Also keep in mind that the loading/unloading plan should follow biosecurity protocols.

Facilities and Equipment
Facilities should be properly designed and constructed, and in good repair, with functional 
equipment in place before loading or unloading pigs. Designs that provide consistency of 
width from alleyway to the truck are ideal because the hourglass effect of a smaller doorway 
or chute is eliminated. This chapter provides recommendations for facility designs that 
facilitate easy pig movement. However, there may be other configurations that are also 
effective but may require different handling skills to prevent animals from balking, jamming or 
becoming stressed. 

Alleyways and Doorways
When building a new finishing barn, the width of the alleyway is an important design 
component for animal handling. Alleyways should be 3-feet wide to accommodate moving 
three to five finishing pigs of current market weight (~260 lbs.). This will allow two pigs to 
walk side by side without jamming, thereby reducing stress and speeding up the movement 
of pigs. Doorways should be at least the same width as the alleyway and the door should 
open completely to eliminate pinch points. Avoid thresholds on the floor of the doorway to 
reduce balking. 

Ramps and Chutes
Proper design and function of ramps and chutes are to reduce the incidence of slips 
and falls. The correct angle of incline on ramps is very important to promote successful 
pig movement. Conditions of the environment and ramp design are factors that may 
influence the ability of pigs to use a ramp. As a general guideline, ramps should be 20 
degrees or less. Pigs have difficulty climbing steep inclines, so lower angled ramps are 
much easier for pigs to use. 

     JoUrney pLAnninG
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To determine how long a ramp needs to be to achieve the desired angle, use the 
following formula:

Elevation ÷ 0.34202 = Ramp Length for 20 degrees ramp angle

Because most ramps are a fixed length, and trailers are typically a fixed height, it may 
be useful to be able to calculate whether the angle of the ramp exceeds the suggested 
maximum ramp angle. To determine whether the angle of a ramp exceeds recommendations, 
using the known length and elevation, use the following formula:

If Elevation ÷ Ramp Length < 0.34202 the incline angle is less than 20 degrees

     Example:    Elevation = 3.75 feet   Ramp Length = 8 feet 
                3.75 feet ÷ 8 feet = 0.46875
                0.46875 > 0.34202 so the incline angle IS NOT acceptable

The following items are critical to proper ramp and chute design:

	 •	 Concrete ramps should have stair steps and nonslip surfaces to provide   
traction and help avoid slipping. It is recommended that the steps should  
have a 2.5-inch rise and a 10-inch tread

	 •	 Ramps for market and adult hogs should have cleats spaced eight inches apart
	 •	 Ramps for piglets and nursery pigs should have cleats spaced three inches apart
	 •	 Ramps should have a flat dock at the top for pigs to step onto when they exit  

the truck and before they enter the ramp
	 •	 Curves are preferred over sharp turns and angles to facilitate pig movement –  

A pig views a 90-degree turn as a dead end and may stop or try to turn around

Ramp Length

Elevation

20o Incline Angle

Recommended Chute Lengths

Elevation from  
bottom to top  

of chute

Length of 
ramp for 20° 

slope

1 ft 5 ft

2 ft 10 ft

3 ft 15 ft

4 ft 20 ft

5 ft 25 ft

6 ft 30 ft

7 ft 35 ft

8 ft 40 ft
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Maintenance and repair of ramps is also important. 

	 •	 Sharp, protruding or otherwise injurious items should be removed or repaired
	 •	 Broken or missing cleats should be repaired or replaced
	 •	 Moving parts such as cables, pulleys and hinges should be inspected  

regularly and maintained as necessary
	 •	 Ramps and chutes should be kept free of trash, debris and other potential 

distractions
	 •	 Chutes should have adequate lighting to aid in the movement of pigs

Several options for proper chute designs may exist. One particular source recommends a 
double-width chute type allowing two pigs to move side-by-side at the same time. A double-
width chute should be 36 inches wide and have solid outer walls. A single-width design 
should be 16-18 inches in width and have solid sides.6 The chute width may need to vary 
depending upon the size of pig being moved to prevent pigs from jamming. 

Transport Trailer
Trailers should be kept in good repair and should be kept clean. The trailer should have non-slip 
solid flooring to prevent the animals from slipping and falling. All gating and doors should open and 
close freely and must be able to be secured shut and not have gaps where pigs can get their head 
or legs stuck or fall out of the truck. Internal ramps should function properly and extend all the way 
to the floor. There should be no sharp or protruding objects in the trailer that may injure the pigs.

SCHEDULING

Communication between the transporter and the loading and unloading locations is essential. 
It is important that all loads are scheduled regardless of the type or size of pigs. For example, 
it doesn’t matter if you are delivering finished pigs to the harvest plant or a load of nursery pigs 
to a finishing site. The goal of everyone involved in scheduling transportation is to minimize 
the amount of time pigs must be on a trailer. Not following scheduled delivery times can cause 
backups at the plants, which result in increased waiting times for other drivers and pigs.

The following items will help minimize transport stress on the pigs and reduce the potential 
for negative impacts on pork quality:

 • Maintain a steady pace on the road 
 • Minimize the total number of stops 
 • Avoid sudden stops, starts and sharp turns 
 • Follow the delivery schedule closely

continued on next page
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CHECkLIST

The transporter should consider completing a preparation/loading/unloading checklist for 
each load of pigs. This checklist may include actions to consider in preparation for arrival at 
the loading location and those used at the site, while in transit and at the unloading location. 
A sample checklist is shown below:

√ Preparation √ Loading √ Unloading

❏ Fuel, oil and other fluids 
at appropriate levels

❏ Instructions for entering
site/location are known
including biosecurity
protocols

❏ Instructions for entering
site/location are known
including biosecurity
protocols

❏ Truck and trailer lights
operational

❏ Bill of lading ❏ Sort board/other 
handling tools ready and 
used properly

❏ Tractor (inside and out)
and trailer clean and
disinfected

❏ Health papers  
(if necessary)

❏ Clean boots and
clothing available

❏ Vehicle paperwork 
current including 
insurance and 
registration cards

❏ Truck, cab, trailer clean and 
disinfected

❏ Disinfectant available

❏ Load paperwork in order 
including pick-up and 
drop-off addresses, 
directions and telephone 
contact information

❏ Weather conditions 
accounted for

❏ Unloading conditions  
are safe for handlers  
and pigs

❏ Weather-appropriate 
bedding available in 
trailer

❏ Sort board/other handling 
tools ready and used 
properly

❏ Pigs are not crowded 
when unloaded

❏ Water/cooling systems 
working in trailer (if 
appropriate)

❏ Clean boots and clothing 
available

❏ Pigs are not allowed 
back on the truck once 
they enter the chute

❏ Vent holes, nose vents, 
slots covered/uncovered 
appropriate for weather 

❏ Disinfectant available ❏ Paperwork signed and 
copies delivered

❏ Trailer in proper repair so 
as not to cause injury to 
animals or handlers

❏ Container for dirty clothing 
and boots

❏ Container for dirty 
clothing and boots

❏ Clothing available 
for transporter 
and appropriate for  
biosecurity conditions

❏ Loading conditions are safe 
for handlers and pigs

❏ Phone numbers to 
contact in case of 
emergency or delay

❏ Pigs are not crowded 
during loading or when in 
the trailer

❏ Pigs are not allowed back 
into facility once they enter 
the chute or truck
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Transportation may be a stressful event in the life of a pig and is thought to be the most influential 
pre-harvest factor affecting final pork quality. Transportation involves factors that could be 
perceived as stressful to a pig such as unfamiliar noises and vibrations, rounding corners, 
changes in speed (acceleration/deceleration) and potential temperature extremes. Handlers 
and transporters should implement procedures that make transportation as safe and humane 
as possible. Before loading a truck it should be correctly prepared for its journey including 
determining loading density, proper setup for weather conditions and scheduling of transport.

LOADING AND UNLOADING PIGS OF VARIOUS SIZES

Most basic loading and unloading protocols are similar and apply to nearly all pigs, but requirements 
for certain sizes and types of pigs differ and specific techniques may need to be used.

Some common points to remember when loading and unloading pigs, regardless of size, include:

	 • The handler should use the pigs’ flight zone to get the animals to go where the  
  handler desires
	 • Use proper handling tools to help move the pigs. An electric prod should not be  
  the primary handling tool. IF absolutely necessary, use according to the guidelines 
  provided in Chapter 1
	 • Pigs should be moved in the correct group sizes (Chapter 1). For example, do  not  
  unload an entire trailer compartment at one time 
 • Getting the first pig in a group moving to enter a chute when loading or unloading  
  may be the most challenging, once the leader is moving the other pigs may move  
  easier due to the “follow the leader” herd instinct 
 • Use the proper handling tools to help move the pigs (Chapter 1) 
 • Do not load any ill, injured or fatigued pigs onto a truck. It is the position of the  
  National Pork Board that any pig unable to walk, is ill or significantly injured, should  
  not be transported to market channels. Where the likelihood of recovery is low,  
  even with treatment, the pig should be humanely euthanized. The driver has the  
  ability and the right to refuse any ill, injured or fatigued pig onto a truck 
 • Pigs that become ill, injured or fatigued should be handled according to the  
  protocols denoted in Chapter 4 

Loading and Unloading FINISHED PIGS
Finished or market pigs are usually 260 pounds or more. The handler should use the pigs’ 
flight zone to get the finished pigs to go where the handler desires. Handlers should rely 
on a sorting board instead of their bodies to turn or stop market pigs. If an animal appears 
aggressive or agitated, it may be safer for the handler to move out of the way than to risk a 
potential injury. Some points to consider when loading and unloading finished pigs:

 • Watch for signs of fatigue, including open-mouthed breathing, inability to move and  
  splotchy skin as described in Chapter 5
 • An electric prod should not be the primary handling tool. If absolutely necessary, use  
  according to the guidelines provided in Chapter 1 
 • Use proper handling tools as described in Chapter 1 

continued on next page
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Loading and Unloading WEANED PIGLETS AND NURSERY PIGS
Weaned piglets are sometimes moved directly from a farrowing room to a nursery or a wean-to-finish 
facility off-site. Nursery pigs, also known as feeder pigs, typically weigh ~40 pounds or more when 
moved to finishing facilities. These piglets and pigs must be given extra time and moved carefully so 
they are not injured. Some points to consider when loading and unloading piglets and nursery pigs:

 • Use extra care and allow extra time for these pigs to move up, or down,  
  the ramp and chute 
	 • Avoid excessive noises such as yelling or banging on the truck or wall to rush and  
  crowd pigs into or out of the truck and into the chute during movement  
	 • Electric prods are unnecessary with weaned piglets and nursery pigs and should be  
  avoided
 • Use proper handling tools as described in Chapter 1 

Loading and Unloading BREEDING STOCk
Breeding animals are typically reared off-site and are transported to a breeding herd as a gilt 
or boar. When they are culled, or removed from the breeding herd, they must then be moved 
to market. Moving these large, sexually mature pigs can sometimes present a challenge. Some 
points to consider when loading and unloading breeding stock:

 • These pigs are most likely being mixed with unfamiliar animals which may result in  
  aggression. Handlers should be careful not to be in the pigs’ way if aggression occurs 
 • When breeding stock is unloaded into an unfamiliar facility, allow the animals  
  extra time to explore and become comfortable, do not rush them 
	 • Boars may need to be loaded individually, and/or penned separately once on  
  the truck, to prevent injury from fighting
	 • It is unacceptable to cause physical damage to the snout of a boar as a means to  
  reduce aggression
 • If tusk trimming must be done, at least 0.8 inch of tusk should be left beyond the  
  gumline to avoid cutting into the nerves and pulp of the tooth. A dehorning wire to  
  saw through the tusks will reduce the occurrence of the tooth splintering9

	 • Remember, these animals are typically larger than the average finisher pig. Do  not  
  load them in the same compartment with finisher pigs 
	 • An electric prod should not be the primary handling tool. If absolutely necessary, use  
  according to the guidelines provided in Chapter 1 

TRANSPORT SPACE RECOMMENDATIONS

Overcrowding pigs on a trailer is an easy and preventable mistake. This costly error can put 
an animal’s safety at risk and cause losses to the producer and the harvester. A perceived 
saving in transportation costs is far outweighed by the possibility of reduced pork quality, 
compromised animal well-being or even death.

Overcrowding is never a viable option when transporting animals. Signs of overcrowding 
may include piling, excessive squealing or panting. Gates should be able to close without 
having to force the pigs into the space. Once a gate is closed, watch to see if the pigs have 
room to stand without climbing on top of each other. Listen for pigs that are squealing due to 
being stepped on or crowded. If overcrowding is suspected, reduce the number of head per 
compartment. Pigs in overcrowded conditions will quickly overheat and begin panting and 
open-mouth breathing and may become injured, fatigued or even die.
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Review these standard transport space recommendation statements:

	 • Generally, space allowances should be such that pigs can lie down and stand up, in  
  their normal position 
 • On short trips of less than four hours pigs may prefer to stand. Pigs need space to lie  
  down on longer trips. If there is not enough room, pigs may compete for floor space,  
  generating heat, noise and stress 
	 • The trailer should have compartments with gates or dividers with working latches to  
  limit the number of pigs in each given area 
 • Weather conditions and animal size should be considered when determining the  
  number of animals to load 

The transport space recommendation table shows the 
recommended space per pig under normal weather 
conditions (not hot or cold extremes). Transport losses 
are minimized at these recommendations, but optimal 
floor space is dependent upon temperature, trailer 
design, compartment size, etc. Changes in loading 
density need to be made to accommodate the weight 
of the pig or weather conditions. The need for these 
cahnges may outweigh transport costs and number of 
pigs left in the barn on a given day for the benefit of the 
animal’s well-being. Research has shown that increasing 
loading density also increases transport losses.

WEATHER CONDITIONS

Improper preparation for various weather conditions, especially temperature extremes, costs the U.S. 
pork industry millions of dollars annually. Handlers and transporters are responsible for understanding 
the effects of weather on pigs undergoing transport and how to protect pigs during weather extremes.

Cold Weather
Freezing temperatures and wind chills are very dangerous to the safety of pigs. In cold 
temperatures, overcrowded pigs that cannot seek the protection of bedding from wind and 
low temperatures are potentially subject to frostbite. Frostbite can result from wind, but it may 
also occur from being pressed against the metal side of the truck. Newly weaned piglets and 
nursery pigs are especially susceptible to cold temperature extremes. The following measures 
are precautions to be taken to help ensure the well-being and safety of pigs being transported:

	 •	 Insert grain slats in farm trucks
	 •	 Close nose vents
	 •	 Use panels to protect pigs from crosswinds
	 •	 Block or plug a portion of the ventilation holes/slots
	 •	 Keep pigs dry
	 •	 Load fewer pigs per load
	 •	 Provide extra bedding (wood shavings, wheat straw, corn stover, etc.)

TRANSPORT SPACE  
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Average  
Weight (lbs.)

Square Feet  
Per Head

 12 0.6510 

 50 1.53

100 2.32

150 2.95

200 3.48

250 4.26

300 4.79

350 5.48

400 6.39
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The following table illustrates recommended truck set-up procedures for finished pigs during 
temperature extremes.11 These are based on best industry practice but may not be appropriate for 
every geographical location.

Truck Setup Procedures During Temperature Extremes (Market Hogs)

Air Temp Bedding Side-Slats

<10° F Heavy (4 bags) 90 percent Closed 10 percent Open*

10-19° F Medium (3 bags) 75 percent Closed 25 percent Open*

20-39° F Medium (3 bags) 50 percent Closed 50 percent Open

40-49° F Light (2 bags) 25 percent Closed 75 percent Open

> 50° F Light** (2 bags) 0 percent Closed 100 percent Open
* Minimum openings are needed for ventilation even in the coldest weather.
** Consider using wet bedding if it is not too humid and trucks are moving.

Hot Weather
Hot weather and high humidity can be deadly to pigs due to their lack of functional sweat glands. 
The following measures are special precautions to be taken to help keep your pigs cool and to 
help ensure the well-being and safety of pigs you are transporting during hot weather conditions:

	 •	 Remove grain slats from farm trucks
	 •	 Open nose vents
	 •	 Unplug ventilation holes/slots
	 •	 Adjust loading density of pigs in the truck
	 •	 Schedule transportation early in the morning or at night
	 •	 Provide wet shavings to help cool pigs when the temperature is over 60° F (15° C)
	 •	 If the temperature is over 80° F (27° C) sprinkle pigs with water after loading but prior to  
  departure. Use a large droplet spray, not a mist. Do not pour large amounts of cold water  
  on an overheated pig as the shock may kill it.
	 •	 Be prepared to adjust to rapid temperature fluctuations such as the first warm day(s) of spring
	 •	 Do not bed pigs with straw in hot weather
	 •	 Load and unload promptly to avoid heat buildup
	 •	 Load fewer pigs per load

Refer to the livestock weather safety index (below) prior to loading.

Livestock Weather Safety Index
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It is the transporter’s responsibility to protect pigs during all weather 
conditions. It may become necessary for transporters to adjust trailer ventilation during 
the journey due to changing weather conditions. This may be true for long journeys across 
geographical regions or for spring and fall days that have wide temperature variations. Side 
boards or plugs should be added or removed accordingly to prevent the pigs becoming too 
hot or cold.

STOPPING

It is imperative that pigs be transported in a humane, safe and timely manner. Stopping with 
a loaded trailer, especially during extreme temperature conditions, should be avoided to help 
prevent unnecessary increases in stress and death loss. Trailers utilize passive ventilation and only 
have air flow when the trailer is perpendicular to prevailing winds or when the trailer is moving. 

 • Trucks should continue in motion during extreme weather conditions (unless it is  
  impossible for safety or other reasons) 
 • If pigs cannot be unloaded upon arrival in hot weather continue driving, if possible,  
  to generate air flow for the pigs until they can be unloaded
	 • Utilize water sprinklers and fan banks at the packing plant to circulate air through  
  waiting trailers
 • Do not park near other animal transporters due to the potential for reduced air flow  
  and the increased risk of disease transfer 
 • If stopped during hot weather, slats and hole covers must be removed to allow for  
  additional air flow and water sprinklers in the trailer activated 

When there is no air flow, the body temperature of the pigs will cause the internal trailer to 
increase rapidly as shown in the graph below12.
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4   FiTness oF THe piG

FITNESS TO TRANSPORT

All pigs that are scheduled for transport should be evaluated by a handler for fitness to 
travel. If a pig is found to be unfit it should not be loaded, instead it should be segregated for 
treatment or humane euthanasia.

The following list provides some examples of animals that are unfit to be transported, 
including, but not limited to:13

	 •	 Those that are sick, injured, weak, disabled or fatigued
	 •	 Those that are unable to stand unaided and bear weight on each leg
	 •	 Those that are blind in both eyes
	 •	 Those that cannot be moved without causing them additional suffering
	 •	 Newborns with an unhealed navel
	 •	 Pregnant animals which would be in the final 10 percent of the gestational period at  
  the planned time of unloading (They may be transported short distances using  
  special care)
	 •	 Females traveling without young who have given birth within the past 48 hours
	 •	 Those whose body condition would result in poor welfare because of the expected  
  climatic conditions 

It is the position of the National Pork Board that any pig unable to walk, is ill or significantly 
injured, should not be transported to market channels. Where the likelihood of recovery is 
low, even with treatment, the pig should be humanely euthanized. Any pig that becomes 
fatigued should be moved to a resting area in an appropriate manner. A fatigued pig is defined 
as having temporarily lost the ability to walk but has a reasonable expectation to recover full 
locomotion with rest. A resting area helps enable recovery by minimizing competition for feed 
and water and provides the opportunity for monitoring.

FITNESS CONCERNS

Loading and unloading processes can be stressful events in the life of a pig. As described in 
Chapter 1, inappropriate handling techniques (aggressive handling), causing excessive stress 
and muscle exertion during loading and/or unloading, can exacerbate the stressfulness of 
this situation and potentially cause serious health problems and even death.14 Several of the 
most common concerns are heat stress, increased heart rate and heart failure, porcine stress 
syndrome (PSS) and fatigued pigs.

Fatigue
Fatigued pigs are defined as pigs that have temporarily lost the ability or the desire to walk 
but have a reasonable expectation to recover full locomotion with rest. Fatigued pigs typically 
have an acid-base imbalance due to excessive muscle exertion which makes the blood more 
acidic in nature. This condition is commonly referred to as metabolic acidosis and can cause 
pork quality defects resulting in meat that is of low quality and of significantly less value to the 
industry than normal pork.
 
 

continued on next page
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This diagram illustrates many of the contributing factors that can lead to injured, stressed 
or fatigued hogs. Take note of the factors that can be controlled by the producer, handler or 
transporter. Each of these factors can be controlled or manipulated by one or more persons 
involved in the handling and movement of the pigs. 

When a pig experiences stress during handling or transport, it will display open-mouth 
breathing, skin discoloration or both. If the stress is not removed or if additional stressors 
are introduced, the pig will become reluctant to move, make abnormal vocalizations, 
develop muscle tremors, or some combination of these signs. At this stage, the pig may 
become overwhelmed by the accumulation of stress, in which case the pig will collapse 
and become nonambulatory, and, in extreme cases, death may ensue15. Therefore, 
transporters and handlers must be able to identify the following signs of stress and take 
the appropriate action(s) when needed.

	 •	 Open-mouth	breathing	(panting)
	 •	 Vocalization	(squealing)
	 •	 Blotchy	skin
	 •	 Stiffness
	 •	 Muscle	tremors
	 •	 Reluctance	to	move 

Additionally, a pig’s heart rate and rectal temperature increase when excessively stressed 
or muscles are overexerted.

The graphs on the next page depict physiological differences between pigs handled gently 
and aggressively. Gentle handling consisted of moving pigs at a slow and calm pace with a 
plastic cane, whereas aggressive handing involved moving pigs rapidly with electric prods4.

FATIGUED
PIGS

Nutrition
Health

Grouping

Human
Exposure

Handling

Facilities

Density
Air

Temperature and
Humidity

Trucking

Gut Fill

Muscling

Stress Gene

Genetics

SoundnessFactors that can lead to fatigued pigs.
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Heat Stress 
Heat stress occurs when the pig’s body temperature rises to a level it cannot control through 
its normal panting mechanism. A pig in distress will be making deep, gasping sounds. This 
pig should be attended to immediately or it will die. Do not make this pig move, allow it to 
rest. Gently sprinkle the animal with cool water. Do not pour large amounts of cold water on 
the pig as the shock may kill it.  

Heart Failure
Signs of imminent heart failure occur suddenly; the pig collapses, its breathing is rapid, and 
the pig’s ears and snout turn blue. This pig should be attended to immediately or it will die. 
Separate it from any other pigs and allow it to rest. Further stress will likely strain the pig’s 
heart to the failure point and the pig will die. It may be one hour or longer before the pig 
recovers enough to be able to stand.

Porcine Stress Syndrome (PSS)
Porcine Stress Syndrome is an inherited disorder that can occur in pigs that carry the 
halothane gene. Animals with this genetic defect are extremely sensitive to stress and must 
be handled with extra care. When a PSS pig is stressed its body temperature rises, its skin 
develops red blotches, it collapses and its muscles become rigid. Immediate treatment is 
required using the same techniques as for a heat-stressed pig. Due to selective breeding, 
this gene is rarely present in the pigs found in today’s commercial herds.

Total Transport Losses
Transport losses refer to those pigs that die (DOA) or become non-ambulatory during handling 
or transport. For finishing pigs, it is estimated that 0.7% of those transported to market 
either die (~ 0.22%) or become non-ambulatory (0.44%).19 This graph shows the change in 
the incidence 
of pigs that die 
on the way or 
at the plant as 
compared to 
the number of 
pigs slaughtered 
annually. It is 
important to  
note the progress 
of the industry  
to date.
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Gently 
Handled

Aggressively 
Handled

Open-Mouth 
Breathing (%)

Rectal 
Temperature (oF)

Skin 
Blotchiness (%)

Heart Rate  
(Beats/Min)

Physiological differences 
between pigs handled 
gently and aggressively 

* Significantly Different  
  (P<0.01)

continued on next page
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MANAGING ILL, INJURED OR FATIGUED PIGS 

Prevention, preparation and prompt action are keys to the proper handling of pigs. What 
causes a pig to become a fatigued pig is not well understood although it is known that good 
production practices, along with proper handling, reduce the incidence of fatigued pigs.

Prevention and Preparation
	 •	 Pigs that are ill, injured or fatigued must be handled in a humane manner
	 •	 Proper handling and movement of ill, injured or fatigued animals should be included in  
  the general handling and movement policy of production, transportation and harvest  
  operations
	 •	 Producers should seek to prevent illness and injuries by feeding nutritionally sound  
  diets, maintaining effective health programs, providing good facilities, handling pigs  
  properly and selecting genetically and structurally sound breeding stock 
	 •	 A resting area can help ill, injured or fatigued pigs recover by minimizing  
  competition for feed and water and provides the opportunity for monitoring 
	 •	 Pigs that appear healthy but have a history of health or respiratory problems may be  
  more susceptible to handling and transport stress and should be handled with extra care.

To further reduce the 
incidence of transport 
losses, it is important to 
be able to understand 
why and when they occur. 
While temperature is 
not always the primary 
cause for pigs becoming 
DOA or non-ambulatory, 
it can be an additional 
stressor. Following is 
a chart that shows the 
impact of temperature on 
the incidence of transport 
losses.20 This means that 
DOA’s are most likely 
to occur June through 
September and non-
ambulatory pigs are most 
likely to occur September 
through February. 
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Loading
	 •	 The position of the National Pork Board is that any animal that is unable to walk, is ill  
  or significantly injured should not be transported to market channels. Where the  
  likelihood of recovery is low, even with treatment, the animal should be humanely  
  euthanized
	 •	 Transporters have the right and responsibility to deny entrance of pigs exhibiting  
  symptoms of illness, a severe injury (e.g. a broken leg) or fatigue onto a truck

Transportation
	 •	 Safety and well-being should be a primary concern when transporting pigs
	 •	 Transport can be a stressful time for pigs and even healthy animals can lose up to 5  
  percent of their body weight during a 4-hour transport21 
	 •	 Pigs that become ill, injured or fatigued during transport should be segregated upon  
  arrival and care given for their special needs
	 •	 Any animal that becomes ill, injured or fatigued during transportation to a harvest  
  facility should be handled in a manner that is consistent with the recommendations  
  found in the Animal Handling Guidelines published by the American Meat Institute27

Unloading
	 •	 Advise the receiver of any ill, injured or fatigued animals on the transport vehicle  
  before it is unloaded
	 •	 Never throw cold water on an animal that has collapsed from over exertion. If used,  
  water should be applied as a sprinkle
	 •	 At no time is it acceptable for a live pig to be dropped to the ground from a transport door
	 •	 At no time is it acceptable to drag a live pig
	 •	 Transporters should ask the receiving location personnel for assistance to move or  
  euthanize any ill, injured or fatigued animals that may be on the truck

Moving an Ill, Injured or Fatigued Pig for Treatment, Rest or Recovery
	 •	 Handling methods for moving ill, injured or fatigued pigs should include equipment   
  appropriate for the size, age and condition of the animal. When pigs become too large  
  to be carried in a safe manner, proper tools for moving these animals should be used
	 •	 Efforts should be taken to not exacerbate and/or cause an injury to the animal. From  
  worker safety and animal handling perspectives it is recommended that a minimum of  
  two individuals handle ill, injured or fatigued pigs

Tools for Moving Ill, Injured or Fatigued Pigs
	 •	 Stretchers – A stretcher requires two people to gently roll the animal onto it. Handlers  
  should hold/push at the flank and under the forelegs. To prevent dislocation and  
  bruising the animal’s legs should not be held 
	 •	 Sleds – Tip the sled onto its side and roll the pig into the sled. A second handler may  
  need to help hold the sled while the pig is rolled into it. The animal is more likely to allow  
  itself to be pulled in the sled if it is laying on its side rather than its stomach. If a pig is  
  rolled onto its stomach it may stand up and jump out of the sled
	 •	 Hand Carts – A cart can be modified with an enlarged platform and back board. The  
  platform is slid under the pig or the pig is rolled onto the platform. The cart can then  
  be tilted back to move the pig. A second handler should be present to assist in  
  loading and steadying the pig on the platform
	 •	 Mechanized Equipment – If a skid-steer loader is used, the pig should be rolled into the  
  bucket using the same techniques previously described. It is recommended that two  
  handlers be used, one to operate the machine and one to roll the pig into the bucket.  
  Loaders should be equipped with a special lid attachment on the bucket to prevent the  
  pig from jumping or falling out. As in all other methods, the pigs must be off-loaded by  
  gently rolling or lifting them out of the bucket. Loading pigs into the bucket using a wall,  
  partition or fence is not acceptable 
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5   BioseCUriTy

Swine diseases cause economic losses to pork producers. Porcine reproductive and 
respiratory syndrome (PRRS) alone cost the industry over $560 million dollars annually 
according to a study published in 2005. Add in the losses from other diseases such as 
circovirus (PCVAD), swine influenza virus and Mycoplasma, and the dollars lost continue 
to add up. Producers also face risks to their bottom line in the event that a foreign animal 
disease such as foot-and-mouth disease (FMD) or Classical Swine Fever is introduced. Both 
of these are highly contagious diseases that will result in the loss of export markets for pork 
and pork products and restrict the local and interstate movement of pigs until the disease is 
contained and eradicated.

THE BIOSECURITY MINDSET

Pork producers face daily challenges to maintain and improve the health of their herds. This is 
no small task considering the numerous opportunities for diseases to enter a herd. However, 
in the face of these risks lie opportunities for those involved in pork production to come 
together to play critical roles in disease prevention.

The people and companies that transport pigs play an important role in the profitability of the 
pork industry. Whether it is transporting pigs to harvest or moving pigs between farms with 
two- or three-site production, transportation services are vital to the industry today.

All stakeholders involved in pork production from producers and their employees to 
veterinarians and transporters need to focus on developing a biosecurity mindset that will 
help them make good decisions when it comes to practices that reduce the risk of disease 
introduction and spread.

The mindset begins with people understanding that they have a personal responsibility to do 
their part regardless of their role in pork production. All movement of pigs, people, vehicles 
and equipment on and off a production site provide the opportunity for a disease to infect a 
site, especially when steps to reduce the risk are not taken, or ignored. Those who become 
complacent because “nothing bad has happened yet” or have not seen the direct effects of 
a disease outbreak continue to represent one of the greatest risks to herd heath. Practicing 
good biosecurity is not hard but it is often viewed as inconvenient, resulting in protocols being 
ignored and corners being cut putting herds at risk.

Developing a biosecurity mindset and accepting responsibility are ways that value is added to 
the pork industry. The incorporation, enforcement and level of biosecurity procedures differ by 
site and management. The lack of biosecurity protocols does not mean it should be ignored. 
Protocols that are provided for transportation biosecurity should be abided by regardless of the 
level of enforcement. In the absence of a defined protocol, good biosecurity practices should 
still be incorporated by transporters to reduce the risk of disease spread between herds. A 
clean truck, trailer and transporter go a long way towards reducing the risk of disease spread 
and should always be considered the best option in the absence of a defined protocol. The 
transporter should also observe any downtime as required by loading and unloading locations.

continued on next page

The economic 

effects of an FMD 

outbreak in the 

United States has 

been estimated at 

14 billion dollars 

or 9.5 percent 

of U.S. farm 

income. Losses 

in gross revenue 

for live swine and 

pork in the U.S. 

were estimated 

at 34 percent 

and 24 percent 

respectively.
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Diseases Like to “Hitch a Ride”
When present in a herd the organisms that cause disease in pigs (bacteria, viruses and 
parasites) do a pretty good job of taking advantage of situations where they can “hitch a ride” 
to the next herd. Many organisms can survive in organic matter (shavings, manure and water) 
carried on boots, clothing, tires, undercarriages, trailers, shovels, sorting panels and people. It 
is very important to understand that diseases can move between herds the same way as pigs, 
people, vehicles and equipment move between herds.

Think of Every Site as Being Different 
There are many different strains of porcine respiratory and reproductive syndrome (PRRS). 
That means that the PRRS virus on one site may not be the same strain on another site even 
if they are both in the same production system. The potential variation of disease organisms 
in a herd combined with production practices, like vaccination, used to protect herd health is 
one of the reasons that separate herds are considered to have a separate health status. One 
of the primary goals of biosecurity is to prevent a change in a herd’s health status caused by 
disease introduction. Trucks, trailers and drivers that enter a site clean help to reduce the risk 
of disease spread between sites. 

Animal Concentration Points, Commingling and Backhauling Livestock Increase Risk
When pigs are moved to concentration points such as buying stations, packing plants and 
exhibitions, there is an increased risk for the contamination of trucks, trailers and drivers with 
organic materials that contain disease-causing organisms. Cleaning, disinfecting and drying 
trailers and cleaning of tractors as well as strict attention to driver biosecurity practices that 
prevent boots, coveralls and hands contaminated with organic materials from exposing other 
sites are particularly important.

 
BASIC GUIDELINES FOR SANITATION, 
DISINFECTION, DRYING AND DOWNTIME

Cleaning
Proper cleaning prior to disinfection is a key method of preventing the introduction of disease 
on the farm. The truck and trailer must be thoroughly cleaned, washed, disinfected and 
completely dried after being unloaded and before being loaded again. All equipment including 
the trailer should be free of visible manure, shavings or dirt prior to disinfection. Different 
cleaning products and wash soaps are available to help break up the fats and other organic 
materials in a more timely manner than just using water alone. 
 
Basic Cleaning Protocol

1. Remove (scrape/sweep) all manure, bedding and other debris from the trailer
2. Soak prior to washing to reduce wash time
3. Remove, clean and disinfect panels used to protect animals during cold temperatures 
4. Use hot water to wash and a high-pressure power washer for best results
5. Wash all cracks and crevices, make certain to spray floor support members
6. Wash the top deck first then the bottom deck, always
7. Wash the undercarriage, wheels, floor mats, pens, storage boxes and 
 driving/handling aides
8. Remove excess water from the truck/trailer by parking on a 2-3 percent slope  
 (minimum for proper wastewater drainage) when finished washing 
9. Remove any trash and vacuum interior of the tractor cab

    10. Wipe down or spray disinfectant on the floor mats and steering wheel 
    11. Keep only clean and unused clothing and equipment in the cab of the tractor. Keep  
 new trash bags handy for storage of all used items and place in the side box located  
 on the trailer after use. 
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Disinfection
Disinfectants should be used on trucks and trailers after they have been cleaned because 
organic materials will inactivate and reduce the effectiveness of most disinfectants. It is 
important to choose the appropriate disinfectants based on the diseases that you are trying 
to prevent. Disinfectants should also be chemically compatible with any cleaning product or 
wash soap that is being used. Different chemicals can either reduce the effectiveness of the 
disinfectant or produce a harmful chemical reaction when combined.  It is also essential to 
following label directions when using disinfectants to ensure the disinfectant is being used at 
the proper concentration, temperature and the appropriate contact times are being observed. 
Failure to select and use disinfectants properly will decrease their effectiveness in disease 
prevention and can pose a risk to human health.

Drying and Heat
Drying helps support the inactivation of disease agents. Supplemental heat is becoming 
popular at some truck washes as a means to disinfect trailers. Heat delivered to a trailer at the 
appropriate temperature and over the right period of time can be effective against many swine 
diseases. Trucks and trailers should be cleaned, disinfected and allowed to dry completely 
before being loaded with a new group of pigs.

ResouRces
Resources pertaining to biosecurity and livestock production can be found 
online at pork.org and at the National Biosecurity Resource Center at 
biosecuritycenter.org. Transporters can find guidance on boot disinfection, 
actively search for disinfectants by manufacturer, disinfectant class or 
by disease, or locate truck washes by State. Additional information on 
biosecurity can be found online at Iowa State Center for Food Security and 
Public Health at cfsph.iastate.edu.
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6    eMerGenCy response pLAn

Even though the goal of each transporter is to get the animals to their destination safely and 
in a timely manner, risk factors do exist with each load transported. Transporters must not 
only make themselves aware of these risk factors, but they must also have a plan in place 
to deal with them if they should occur. By being prepared, the transporter will be able to 
respond in an effective manner and lessen the impact of the delay or accident on the animals 
and on themselves. 

TRANSPORTER’S RESPONSIBILITIES IN AN EMERGENCY

Even in the event of an emergency, transporters have a responsibility towards the animals, the 
company and the U.S. pork industry. These responsibilities include:

 •	 Being aware and prepared to handle emergencies
	 •	 Ensuring the transporter’s personal safety and an awareness of public safety
	 •	 Responding to the situation professionally
	 •	 The well-being and humane treatment of the animals
	 •	 The protection of company property (e.g. the animals, equipment)
	 •	 Projecting a positive perception of the company and the industry

EMERGENCY PLANS FOR DELAYS

Ideally, pigs will arrive at their destination in a timely manner with minimal added stress. 
Unfortunately, during the movement of pigs, many situations can arise that can cause a load 
to be delayed. These delays can include: weather, traffic issues, motor vehicle accidents, road 
construction, mechanical breakdowns or plant shutdowns. Remember, the goal of everyone 
involved in the scheduling process (producer, transporter, director of procurement and 
dispatcher) is to minimize the time that pigs must remain on a trailer.

Prevention 
Some delays can be avoided if the transporter is prepared ahead of time. 

	 •	 Investigate the travel route before departure to determine if road construction is in  
  progress
	 •	 Check the weather conditions on the route. Avoid driving during bad weather  
  if possible
	 •	 Perform routine maintenance and inspect the tractor-trailer before each trip 

 a. If there are any mechanical or structural issues, they must be repaired before 
beginning the trip

 b. If the vehicle has just returned from repair, ensure all repairs were performed 
adequately

	 •	 Avoid rush-hour traffic when possible
	 •	 Listen to local radio stations and CB radios for traffic and road conditions along the route
 

continued on next page
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Preparedness
All transporters need to be prepared for what they will do in each of the situations listed 
previously. Preparedness may not only help avoid a delay, but may also shorten the length 
of an unavoidable one.
	 •	 Establish and understand company policy of what to do in the case of a delay 
	 •	 Become familiar with alternate routes in case of traffic delays or road 
  construction
	 •	 Have the contact numbers for the destination (e.g. plant, farm)
	 •	 Have tools/parts available on the truck to repair minor mechanical problems
	 •	 Identify locations and contact numbers for auctions and fairgrounds located along   
  the transport route where pigs could be unloaded during an emergency

If a delay occurs 
	 •	 The well-being and safety of the animals must be considered at all times. It is the 

transporter’s responsibility to do his or her best to keep the animals comfortable 
and safe

	 •	 During any delay, the transporter must constantly monitor the comfort and 
condition of the pigs

	 •	 Animals must be protected from extreme weather conditions. In cold weather, when 
possible, the trailer should be parked in an area that provides protection from the wind. 
Extra weather boards should be added, if necessary and if available, to keep wind or 
freezing rain off pigs. In high temperature conditions, when possible, the trailer should 
be parked in an area that provides shade and allows for a breeze to pass through the 
sides of the trailer. If water is available, wet the pigs to keep them cool. If water is  
unavailable and weather conditions require wetting of the pigs, the transporter may 
be able to contact the local fire department to have them come and wet the pigs with 
water from a fire truck

	 •	 The transporter should contact the origination and the destination contact to 
inform them of the nature of the delay and determine the best plan of action for 
themselves and for the well-being of the animals

	 •	 In the case of a mechanical breakdown of the tractor, determine the nature of the 
breakdown and estimate how long the repairs will take. If the repairs cannot take 
place at the site of the breakdown or they will take an extended period of time, 
arrange for another tractor to be sent to take the trailer. Numerous factors need to 
be taken into consideration when determining how long pigs can safely be left on a 
stationary trailer:  
•	 Weather – (e.g. Pigs will do fine on a trailer for four hours in cool, low 

humidity weather. In extreme summer heat and humidity, they will 
experience heat stress quite quickly.) See Chapter 3 for the livestock 
weather safety index

•	 Fitness of the animals

•	 Age of animals

•	 Time already off food and water (e.g. The pigs have been in the 
transportation process for 18 hours) 

•	 Location of the delay (e.g. rural area vs. freeway)

•	 Time of day

•	 Safety of animals at current location 
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	 •	 If the problem is with the trailer, or if the unit is a straight truck, and it cannot be repaired 
on the road, the pigs must be transferred to another unit to complete the journey. There 
are several considerations when transferring animals to another trailer:
•	 Assess the safety of the location. If it is a heavy-traffic area or on a narrow road, 

have the unit towed to a safe area for transfer if possible

•	 Can another semi-trailer maneuver close enough to do an end-to-end load or will a  
portable loading ramp be needed requiring the pigs to be off-loaded into an open 
area and then reloaded? There may be circumstances where only smaller stock 
trailers can get to the disabled unit

•	 If the pigs must be off-loaded and reloaded, ensure proper containment is available  
to hold the pigs between trailers

•	 Before any action takes place, call the local police or fire department for assistance  
with traffic 

	 • In the instance of plant shutdowns:
•	 Keep in contact with the plant dispatcher

•	 The processor will most likely communicate to producers and transporters that 
they need to postpone deliveries and prevent long waits at the plant when possible

•	 In most instances, the plant may provide guidance as well as equipment to keep  
loaded pigs as comfortable as possible

•	 The length of the plant shutdown will help determine the appropriate course of action 

	 •	 In the case of road construction, the transporter should investigate if there are any alternate 
routes. If there is concern about the well-being of the pigs, the transporter should contact the 
local authorities and explain the animal situation in an attempt to gain permission to move 
through or receive assistance to turn around

	 •	 If the delay is caused by bad weather or poor road conditions, the truck should be pulled 
over in a safe area, preferably where the animals will be protected from as much of the 
weather as possible. The transporter should park the truck as far away from other traffic as 
possible to reduce the risk of other vehicles hitting the unit

ACCIDENTS

Unfortunately, motor vehicle accidents involving livestock do happen. These incidents are 
extremely dangerous and stressful for transporters, first responders and the animals. By being 
prepared for an accident before it happens, and understanding how to effectively respond to an 
incident involving livestock, the well-being and safety of all involved will improve dramatically. 
Economic losses can also be greatly reduced when everyone involved is prepared for an 
accident and they are able to respond in an efficient and effective manner.

Commercial Livestock Transportation Accident Statistics22  
	 •	 59	percent	of	accidents	occurred	between	12:00	Midnight	and	9:00	a.m.
	 •	 27	percent	of	the	accidents	documented	were	swine.	Of	these,	
  80 percent involved finished/market hogs
	 •	 84	percent	of	the	trailers	rolled	on	the	right-hand	side
	 •	 80	percent	were	single-vehicle	accidents
	 •	 85	percent	were	caused	by	transporter	error
 

continued on next page
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Accident Prevention
The results of a recent study of commercial livestock transportation accidents lead to the 
conclusion that most of the accidents are caused by transporter fatigue.22 Due to weather 
conditions, plant scheduling, transporter shortages and relocation distances, it is often 
necessary for livestock to be moved during the late evening and early morning hours. Road 
crash numbers have shown that though there are fewer transporters on the road between 
midnight and 6 a.m., transporters are more likely to have accidents during this time period. 
Additionally, a study in Australia showed that fatigue is more of a problem on country roads, 
than towns or cities.23 Other accident causes include transporter distractions, speed/poor 
driving habits and inadequate vehicle maintenance.

Preventing Transporter Fatigue - Fatigue management is the responsibility of both the 
transporter and management. In order to manage fatigue, it must first be understood.

Fatigue is defined by the loss of alertness (slower reflexes), drowsiness (feeling sleepy), falling 
asleep, poor memory and irritability (more reactive). It is caused by body-clock conflict, poor 
sleep patterns, long work hours and poor-health factors. Research shows that night-shift 
transporters get about two hours of sleep less per day than day-shift transporters do. 

The following tips can help to prevent fatigue:
1) Ensure sufficient sleep is obtained each day. Seven and one-half hours is commonly 

recognized as the normal amount of required sleep. A short night’s sleep should be 
made up for the next night by sleeping a little longer. Transporters should work with 
management to provide a schedule that allows for the proper amount of sleep. The 
only cure for fatigue is sleep

2) Ensure a good sleep environment at home. Keep rooms cool, turn off the phone, wear 
earplugs and block out daylight with dark shades or a sleep mask

3) Stick to regular sleep and wake periods – even on days off
4) Eat a balanced diet and have regular meal times. Drink plenty of water and exercise. 

Regular medical check-ups are important
5) If a transporter feels too drowsy to drive, he/she should pull over and contact the 

dispatcher and/or the plant to inform them of the situation
6) If feeling drowsy, take frequent breaks to stop and stretch for 5 minutes. This is also a 

good time to do a quick check of the animals on board 
7) Do not take over-the-counter stimulants to ease drowsiness
8) Keep the truck cab comfortable, but not too warm. Heat may make a person feel 

tired. Allow fresh air into the cab and turn on the radio or play music

    9) Learn to recognize the signs of fatigue 
 a. Cannot keep head up
 b. Eyes won’t stay open or go out of focus
 c. Drift over the center line or the shoulder line
 d. Thoughts wander 
 e. Miss a road sign, exit or a gear
 f. Don’t remember passing certain landmarks or towns
 g. See things that are not there
 h. Reflexes begin to slow
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Speed and Careless Driving
•	 Speed must be monitored at all times. Posted speed limits should be observed and 

speeds adjusted for current road, weather and traffic conditions
•	 Do not tailgate, play road games with other transporters, pass illegally or attempt to 

beat traffic lights or railroad crossings
•	 A transporter must always be aware of the hazards of driving on farm roads as they 

are often narrow, with soft shoulders that may collapse under the weight a heavy 
truck. Do not allow the truck or trailer to get too close to the edge of the ditch while 
driving down the road or turning in or out of driveways

•	 Erratic driving and cornering at high speeds can cause the animals to shift. This 
shift in weight can cause the trailer to tip. Extra caution should be taken on highway 
entrance and exit ramps.

Transporter Distractions 
•	 The transporter must be alert at all times to his/her driving and those driving nearby
•	 Distractions must be avoided at all times. This includes, but is not limited to, eating, 

drinking, talking on the phone, reading, texting and reaching for items on the floor or 
across the seat

Preparation
In order to be properly prepared for an accident, each transport vehicle should contain 
the following: 
•	 Emergency contact sheet with 24-hour phone numbers for dispatch, destination point 

and insurance companies
•	 Emergency warning devices (e.g. flares, emergency triangles)
•	 Camera
•	 Accident information sheet
•	 Company accident policy sheet/Standard Operating Procedures, if one exists
•	 Fire extinguisher
•	 Spill kit

continued on next page
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In the Event of an Accident
If uninjured and able to do so, the transporter should:

1.  Call 911 if the accident occurs on a public roadway or if emergency assistance is 
required for an on-farm accident. Advise operator of:

	 •	 The location of the accident
	 •	 The fact that you have animals on-board
	 •	 The status of any loose animals
	 •	 Any known hazards
2.  Set out emergency warning devices within 10 minutes of accident 
3.  Call the designated company contact. If the company has a dispatch checklist for 

accidents, proceed through list. If not, inform the dispatcher of the location of the 
accident, if there are any injuries, condition of animals, position of trailer, number of 
vehicles involved and if first responders are on scene yet

4.  Call other designated contacts according to company protocol. These could include 
but are not limited to the insurance companies for the cargo and the vehicle and the 
destination, and provide them with the same information

5.  If the tractor and/or trailer are damaged and unable to move, proceed to point 6. If 
damage is minor, the trailer is upright and there are no injuries, take photos and record 
names and addresses of other people involved and witnesses

6.  Herd any loose pigs from the road and gather them in an area as far away from traffic 
as possible

7.  Locate accident reporting kit and camera. Take photos of accident as soon as 
possible. Photographs should include photos of road conditions, vehicle damage, 
trailer position, the overall accident scene, skid marks, curves, intersections and 
where the vehicle left the road (if it did)

8.  Provide as much protection and comfort for the animals as possible
9.  Release statements only to people of authority. The transporter must remember that 

at this point he or she is the most visible company and pork industry representative 
and the transporter must conduct himself or herself as such

10.  When first responders arrive, the transporter should advise them of accident details 
including any human injuries, the status of any loose animals, any known hazards and 
the company’s emergency response plan. If available, the transporter should let the 
authorities know if a company rescue trailer and animal handling personnel are on the 
way and their estimated time of arrival. Transporters must respect the chain of

 command at all times

EMERGENCY CONTACT SHEET EXAMPLE: 

EMERGENCY CONTACTS

Police _________________________________________________ 911
Fire ___________________________________________________ 911
Ambulance ____________________________________________ 911
Company Dispatch  ________________________________________
24-Hour Accident/Emergency Line __________________________
Plant ______________________________________________________
Other Common Destination ________________________________
Insurance Company _______________________________________
Other _____________________________________________________

911 is a standard 
service nearly 
everywhere and will 
typically result in faster 
service than calling 
the police, fire or an 
ambulance directly. 

eMerGenCy response pLAn
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7   LAWs, reGULATions 
   AnD AUDiTs

Transporters must understand and follow laws and regulations governed by federal, state and 
local authorities including the Department of Transportation (DOT), Food Safety and Inspection 
Service (FSIS) and United States Department of Agriculture (USDA).

TRANSPORTATION OF ANIMALS: 28-HOUR LAW 

The following list contains a few pertinent sections of the Transportation of Animals statute 
from the U.S. Code that deals with the maximum time animals may be held in a transport 
vehicle without being unloaded for food, water and rest. 49 USC Sec. 8050224

Sec. 80502
(a)  Confinement.

(1)  Except as provided in this section, a rail carrier, express carrier, or common 
carrier (except by air or water), a receiver, trustee, or lessee of one of those 
carriers, or an owner or master of a vessel transporting animals from a place in a 
State, the District of Columbia, or a territory or possession of the United States 
through or to a place in another State, the District of Columbia, or a territory 
or possession, may not confine animals in a vehicle or vessel for more than 28 
consecutive hours without unloading the animals for feeding, water, and rest.

   
(2)  Time spent in loading and unloading animals is not included as part of a period 

of confinement under this subsection.

(b)  Unloading, Feeding, Watering and Rest. 
Animals being transported shall be unloaded in a humane way into pens equipped for 

feeding, water, and rest for at least 5 consecutive hours. The owner or person 
having custody of the animals shall feed and water the animals. When the 
animals are not fed and watered by the owner or person having custody, the rail 
carrier, express carrier, or common carrier (except by air or water), the receiver, 
trustee, or lessee of one of those carriers, or the owner or master of a vessel 
transporting the animals - 

(1)  Shall feed and water the animals at the reasonable expense of the owner or 
person having custody, except that the owner or shipper may provide food;

(2)  Has a lien on the animals for providing food, care, and custody that may be 
collected at the destination in the same way that a transportation charge is 
collected; and

(3)  Is not liable for detaining the animals for a reasonable period to comply with 
subsection (a) of this section.

(c)  Nonapplication. 
This section does not apply when animals are transported in a vehicle or vessel in 
which the animals have food, water, space and an opportunity for rest.

continued on next page
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(d)  Civil Penalty.
 A rail carrier, express carrier, or common carrier (except by air or water), a receiver, 

trustee, or lessee of one of those carriers, or an owner or master of a vessel that 
knowingly and willfully violates this section is liable to the United States Government 
for a civil penalty of at least $100 but not more than $500 for each violation. On 
learning of a violation, the Attorney General shall bring a civil action to collect the 
penalty in the district court of the United States for the judicial district in which the 
violation occurred or the defendant resides or does business.

FSIS inspectors have been instructed to identify livestock that appear exhausted or 
dehydrated upon arrival. They may ask the transporter or plant to provide documentation of 
transport duration and compliance with the 28-Hour Law.

HUMANE SLAUGHTER OF LIVESTOCk ACT 

The following list contains a few of pertinent sections of the Humane Slaughter of Livestock 
Act as described by the regulations in 9 CFR 313.25

Sec. 313.50 Tagging of equipment, alleyways, pens, or compartments to prevent inhumane 
slaughter or handling in connection with slaughter.

When an inspector observes an incident of inhumane slaughter or handling in connection with 
slaughter, he/she shall inform the establishment operator of the incident and request that the 
operator take the necessary steps to prevent a recurrence. If the establishment operator fails 
to take such action or fails to promptly provide the inspector with satisfactory assurances that 
such action will be taken, the inspector shall follow the procedures specified in paragraph (a), 
(b), or (c) of this section, as appropriate.

(a)  If the cause of inhumane treatment is the result of facility deficiencies, disrepair, 
or equipment breakdown, the inspector shall attach a “U.S. Rejected’’ tag thereto. 
No equipment, alleyway, pen or compartment so tagged shall be used until made 
acceptable to the inspector. The tag shall not be removed by anyone other than an 
inspector. All livestock slaughtered prior to such tagging may be dressed, processed, 
or prepared under inspection.

 (b)  If the cause of inhumane treatment is the result of establishment employee actions in 
the handling or moving of livestock, the inspector shall attach a “U.S. Rejected’’ tag to 
the alleyways leading to the stunning area. After the tagging of the alleyway, no more 
livestock shall be moved to the stunning area until the inspector receives satisfactory 
assurances from the establishment operator that there will not be a recurrence. The 
tag shall not be removed by anyone other than an inspector. All livestock slaughtered 
prior to the tagging may be dressed, processed, or prepared under inspection.
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Sec. 313.1 Livestock pens, driveways and ramps.

(a)  Livestock pens, driveways and ramps shall be maintained in good repair. They shall 
be free from sharp or protruding objects which may, in the opinion of the inspector, 
cause injury or pain to the animals. Loose boards, splintered or broken planking, and 
unnecessary openings where the head, feet, or legs of an animal may be injured shall 
be repaired.

(b)  Floors of livestock pens, ramps, and driveways shall be constructed and maintained 
so as to provide good footing for livestock. Slip-resistant or waffled-floor surfaces, 
cleated ramps and the use of sand, as appropriate, during winter months are 
examples of acceptable construction and maintenance.

(d)  Livestock pens and driveways shall be so arranged that sharp corners and direction 
reversal of driven animals are minimized.

Sec. 313.2 Handling of livestock.

(a)  Driving of livestock from the unloading ramps to the holding pens and from the 
holding pens to the stunning area shall be done with a minimum of excitement and 
discomfort to the animals. Livestock shall not be forced to move faster than a normal 
walking speed.

(b)  Electric prods, canvas slappers, or other implements employed to drive animals shall 
be used as little as possible in order to minimize excitement and injury. Any use of 
such implements which, in the opinion of the inspector, is excessive, is prohibited. 
Electrical prods attached to AC house current shall be reduced by a transformer to the 
lowest effective voltage not to exceed 50 volts AC.

(d)  Disabled livestock and other animals unable to move.
(1)  Disabled animals and other animals unable to move shall be separated from 

normal ambulatory animals and placed in the covered pen provided for in Sec. 
313.1(c).

(2)  The dragging of disabled animals and other animals unable to move, while 
conscious, is prohibited. Stunned animals may, however, be dragged.

(3)  Disabled animals and other animals unable to move may be moved, while 
conscious, on equipment suitable for such purposes; e.g., stone boats.

“Once a vehicle carrying pigs enters an official slaughter establishment’s premises, 
the vehicle is considered to be a part of that establishment’s premises. The animals 
within that vehicle are to be handled in accordance with section 313.2 of the Humane 
Slaughter of Livestock Act.” 26

continued on next page
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HARVEST PLANT AUDITS

To help ensure good animal well-being during transport and harvest, pigs must be handled 
by well-trained people. Given that people can manage what they measure, several auditing 
systems have been put in place to assess (numerically) if there are people problems, 
animal problems, or a facility problem. 

The American Meat Institute has developed audit criteria for animal handling and slaughter 
at the harvest plant. Auditors will evaluate trailers arriving and unloading at the plant as well 
as animal handling and slaughter in the plant. The criteria that will be evaluated include:27

1. Plant transportation policy and preparedness for receiving animals
a. Plant has written animal welfare policy for transporters

b. Plant provides extreme temperature management tools (water, fans, etc.)

c. Have arrival-management process that minimizes waiting time at the plant

d. Emergency plans in place for animals in transit

e. Written policy for immobile and fatigued animals and tools available for handling

f. Acceptable handling tools available and utilized as needed

g. Availability of acceptable euthanasia tools

h. Maintenance records for euthanasia equipment, proper storage and employee  
 training for euthanasia

i. Gates in unloading area swing freely, latch securely and have no sharp protrusions

j. Non-slip flooring

k. Unloading area and ramps in good repair (e.g. no broken cleats, holes or gaps)

l. Adequate lighting in the unloading area

m. Staff available for receiving animals

2. Set-up and Loading of Trailer
a. Compartments are gated

b. Trailer loaded at proper density

c. Incompatible animals segregated when required (e.g. boars and sows)

3. Timeliness of Arrival of the Truck and Trailers and Animal Unloading
a. Time between trailer arrival and start of unloading

4. Condition of Trailer
a. Trailer is properly aligned with the unloading area

b. Trailer has solid flooring that is non-slip

c. Gates and doors open freely and can be secured shut

d. Internal ramps function properly and extend all the way to the floor

e. No sharp or protruding objects that can injure the animals

f. Bedding in the trailer for insulation and to prevent slipping

g. Winter side slats or plugs are in place at recommended levels

42
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5. Falls
a. Counting the number of animals that fall in the unloading area (all four limbs  

 are on the unloading ramp or dock)

b. Temperament of the livestock (normal moving or difficult to move)

c. The person doing the unloading did so quietly and calmly

6. Electric Prod Use
a. Measure the number of times an electric prod was used in the unloading area  

 (all four limbs are on the unloading ramp or dock)

b. Did the driver use the electric prods on the livestock in the trailer, through the  
 sides or roof of the trailer?

c. Were rattle paddles, sort boards, flags, or other handling tools used incorrectly?

7. Condition of the Animal
a. Number of compromised animals on the trailer

b. Number of non-ambulatory pigs on the trailer

c. Number of pigs with severe injuries (broken legs, bleeding gashes, or deep,  
 visible cuts, prolapses, and body pressure sores

d. Number of fatigued pigs

e. Number of pigs with frostbite

f. Number of dead animals on the trailer

g. Plant communication back to the origination site

h. Number of animals considered emaciated or in poor body condition

8. Willful Acts of Abuse – defined as:
a. Dragging a conscious, non-ambulatory animal

b. Intentionally applying prods to sensitive parts of the animal such as eyes, ears,  
 nose, anus or testicles

c. Deliberate slamming of gates on livestock

d. Malicious driving of ambulatory livestock on top of one another either manually  
 or with direct contact with motorized equipment. (this excludes loading a  
 non-ambulatory animal for transport)

e. Hitting or beating an animal

f. Live animals frozen to the floor or sides of the trailer

43
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FINISHING PIG LOAD-OUT ASSESSMENT
The following assessment has been developed for use during finishing pig load-out. It can be 
used as a tool to help identify areas of improvement in animal handling skills, equipment and 
facilities, and transport preparation. This assessment begins in the barn just prior to load-out 
and ends at the farm gate. When completed, any assessment results marked in the shaded 
boxes should be reviewed and addressed with the drivers and animal handlers.

Preparation YES NO

1. Valid TQA certification for Driver:
          Valid TQA certification for Load crew

2. Driver has the following records in their cab:
           Emergency action plan 
           Contact info for origination/dispatch
           Contact info for destination/dispatch
           Bill of lading 
           Offload/rest plan if to be transported longer than 28 hours

3. Load crew is prepared and ready to load at scheduled time   

4. Driver is prepared to load at scheduled time of pick-up 

5.   Driver knows the scheduled delivery time

6. Does the driver leave within 15 minutes after loading ?

7. Load crew knows the plan for how to handle pigs that become non-
ambulatory in the loading process

8. It is predetermined how many pigs (determined by trailer dimensions, pig 
weight and weather conditions) will be loaded onto the trailer 

9. Driver is aware of biosecurity protocol of the site

Facilities/Equipment YES NO

10. Facilities (including alleyway, flooring, chute, and ramp) are in good state of 
repair so as not to cause injury to the pigs

           Comment on areas:

11. Trailer (including sides, flooring, ramps and gates) is in good state of repair 
so as not to cause injury to the pigs

           Comment on areas: 

12. Does the driver have the trailer boarded according to TQA 
recommendations and plant policy?

13. Does the driver know the plant requirements for boarding and bedding?

14. Water is available for misting on the trailer if necessary due to weather conditions

Handling/Loading YES NO

15. Pigs are moved at a normal walking pace

16. Does everyone loading pigs have a panel?

17. Are electric prods the only handling tool being used?
           Is the electric prod being used incorrectly?
           Are electric prods used in the pens?

18. Are handling tools/equipment used correctly?

19. Pigs are handled gently (no overuse, or improper use of electric prods; no 
loud noises and yelling; not moving pigs too fast; not moving too many 
pigs per group; overcrowding pigs in chutes, ramps and alleyways; and no 
rough physical contact)

20. Are any pigs that are unable to walk, are ill or are significantly injured 
transported to market channels?

21. Are there areas (i.e. lighting, shadows, contrast, temperature, transitions, 
wind, etc.) that cause pigs to balk during the loadout process?

           Comment on areas: 
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Ambulatory: a pig that is able to stand unaided and can bear weight on each leg.

Biosecurity: practices that reduce the risk of disease introduction and spread.

Dead on Arrival (DOA): pigs that die before or upon arrival at the plant.

Ethical Principles: U.S. pork producers’ commitment to produce safe food, protect and promote animal 
well-being, safeguard natural resources in all of their practices, ensure their practices protect public 
health, provide a work environment that is safe and consistent with their other ethical principles, and 
contribute to a better quality of life in their communities.

Euthanasia: the humane process whereby the pig is rendered insensible, with minimal pain and distress, 
until death.

Handler: Anyone who is in physical contact with a pig and interacts with it in a manner that causes the pig to 
move. This includes Transporters when they are physically moving pigs on foot instead of driving a vehicle.

Fatigued: A fatigued pig is defined as having temporarily lost the ability to walk but has a reasonable 
expectation to recover full locomotion with rest.

Flight zone: an imaginary circle around an animal that it considers its individual space.

Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS): A branch of the U.S. Department of Agriculture that is 
responsible for inspecting all pigs and sanitation levels at packing plants. 

Non-ambulatory: a pig that is unable to stand unaided and bear weight on each leg.

Point of balance: is located at a pig’s shoulder. If a handler enters a pig’s flight zone, the pig will 
move: forward if the handler approaches from behind the point of balance; backwards if the handler 
approaches from in front of the point of balance.

Transport losses: Transport losses refer to those pigs that die (DOA) or become non-ambulatory during 
handling or transport.

Transporter: An individual animal handler who controls a piece of equipment that transports pigs, 
including truck drivers, tractor drivers using a hog cart, etc.

We Care Initiative: A joint effort of the Pork Checkoff, through the National Pork Board, and the National 
Pork Producers Council which helps demonstrate that producers are accountable to established ethical 
principles and animal well-being practices.

Willful acts of neglect or abuse: Willful neglect and abuse are defined as acts outside of normally accepted 
production practices that intentionally cause pain and suffering. This includes, but is not limited to, malicious 
hitting or beating an animal or using an electric prod in sensitive areas such as eyes, nose, anus, testicles, etc.

TerMs

TerMs

22. Do more than 1% of the pigs handled fall during loading? Falling is defined  
      as when a pig loses an upright position suddenly in which part of the body  
      other than the limbs touches the ground.

In-Transit YES NO

23. Driver has the ability to adjust trailer ventilation during the journey if 
necessary (boards are adjustable/removable, plugs are not)

Willful Acts of Abuse YES NO

24. Were any willful acts of abuse observed? 
           Willful abuse is defined as acts outside of normally accepted production       
           practices that intentionally cause pain and suffering including, but not  
           limited to:
            - prodding in sensitive areas (eyes, ears, genitals, rectum, nose)
            - dropping or driving live animals from a suspended height
            - deliberate slamming of gates, doors, etc. on animals
             - purposeful driving of livestock on top of non-ambulatory or dead animals
            - malicious hitting/beating an animal

FINISH PIG LOAD-OUT ASSESSMENT
(continued)
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20981 M NR Summary
For Period: 01/01/20051011/09/2006

Result
1

Appeal Open
1'I"R# Insp. Shift (Yes) (Yes)~
0002-2005-5496 ..,.1 ~

Today while perfomring unscheduled procedure 04C02 at Riverside Meats the following was noted by the nc, at about 1:
30 pm. In the livestock holding pen area there are several pens that have bent, loose, and sharp edges of the wire fence
being used that is in need of repair. Thus creating an environment that could result in accidental injury or discomfort to
the livestock being held for slaughter. The pens are number (J ,2,3,4,the unloading ramp area, and the gate on pen number

_
7 It was noted that on this day there was no slaughter being performed, and that pens 1,2,3,4, were not being used.•

:vas notified of the findings as listed above and advised of the failure to meet regulatory
requtrellient". . lch states that livestock pens, driveways and ramps shall be maintained in good repair. They
shall be free from sharp or protruding objects which may, in the opinion of the inspector, cause injury or pain to the
animals. No tag was used due to toe fact that there were no animals affected at this time. This serves as written
notification of Protocol noncompliance. This document also serves as written notification that your failure to comply with
regulatory requirements could result in additional regulatory actio::n"o",rc:a",dmini=,,',,'s",lr",a",It",'v"e"a",c"It,,'o"no:.' _

31912006 04C02 I 0003-2006-5496~I .......

On 3/912006 at about 7: 10 am while perlliiiii'ante-mortem inspe~og pensat~ollowing
noncompliances were noted by the IlC ~ d _VMO). (1) There was a hog in pen
number one with no access to water (approxtrnate y pound hog). (2) It was also noted in pen number two (two cows,
approximately 1200 tol600 pouuds each) that had no access to water. Continuing with the ante-mortem inspection there
was a downer hog in pen number seven with seventeen other hogs. This hog was about fOlty-five pounds, and the other
hogs were all of a larger size. When moving around in the pen the other hogs would occasionally step on the downer hog,
and he would yell. This animal was jng on itls right side, and was unable to stand. He could move his feet, but was not
movin it's he t all. MO~l'e so eone that there was a downer hog in pen number seven. He

ated t a e had told bout the hog. About two minutes later I could hear Dr.
ell someone to stop moving t at hog. While I had continued with the checking of the other hogs, a

oyee had gotten hold of the hog's leg and was going to drag him out of the pen. 3 I turned to see the
employee drop the hogs leg. The hog was about t,,·/o feet from where he was to start with. then left the

area for a secOJ d time to advise someone of the downer hog. He returned and told me t at a n wid
nd that he was going to get the captive bolt gun. Shortly after that t en

entere le og pen a rom tl rendered the hoo onscious, unresponsive. The hog was then removed from the' pen
area by an employee. was advised of the animals without access to water, and he
promptly put a container ill eac pen an provi"decCwater access. No tag was used due to prompt action being taken to
correct the water sinIation. The immediate action taken in regards to the downed hog was to stop the employee from
moving the hog any further, and to notify management for a second time.] was uncertain if the Spanish employee was
acting on his own or not. That is 'why the establishment was allowed to continue getting ready to start the kill. These are
failures of the plant to meet the Cod of Federal Regulations (313.2(1), 313.2(2) and 313.3(e)....-.-Plant's
Owner was advised of tile failures to comply. This document selVes as written notificationof~pliance.

711312006 04C02 1 0009-2006-7280 ~
ON JULY-I 3-2006 AROUND 07:20 AM WHILE PERFORMING ANTEMORTEM INT~
FOLLOWING NONCOMPLIANCE WAS NOTED BY THE IIC THAT IN PEN 9 & 10 THE HOGS WERE SLIPPING
AND FALLING SOME HAD PROBLEM GETTING UP D E TO THE SLICK FLOOR.THIS WAS CREATING AND
ENVIRONMENT THAT THE HOGS COULD GET INJURED POSSIBLE BREAKING BONES.HAD EMPLOYEE TO
STOP AND REMOVE THE HOGS FROM PEN 9-10-11-12 AND TAG(383355) THESEPE S UNTIL THIS PROBLEM
IS CORRECTED.ACCORDING TO 313.1 (b) AND( 04C02 )OF THE HUMANE HANDLING WHICH STATE THAT
FLOOR OF LIVESTOCK PENS,RAMPS, AND DRlVEWAYS SHALL BE CONSTRUCED AND MAINTAIINED SO
AS TO PROVIDE GOOD FOOTING FOR LIVESTOCK. SLIP RESISTANT OR WAFFLED FLOOR~ACESTO
PREVENT INJURED TO THE ANIMALS.NOTIFIED MR ROBERT SMALL PLANT OWNER AND
KILL~VISOROF THE NONCOMPLIANCE ( 04C02) ( 313.1 (b) OF THE HUMANE ANDLING
COD~TATEDTHATHEWOULD GET THIS PROBLEM CORRECTED. TH1S SERVED AS A

Date Procedure
211612005 04C02

(b)(6), (b)(7)(C)

(b)(6)

Page: 15 Print Time: 11109/2006 07:58:29 am
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20981 1\1 NR Summan'
For Period: 0110112005 to l1109i2006

Date Procedure Result NR# Insp.
711312006 04C02 J 0009-2006-7280 (continued)

WRITIEN NOTICE ON INHUMANE HANDLING.

Appeal
Shift (Yes)

Page: 16

Open
(Yes) Reported To

Print Time: 11/09/2006 07:58:29 am
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The request for this information is voluntary. It is need~ to monitor defects found m this Inspe€tiornystem. tl is used by FSlS to determ..iM. Whether
estabflStunents are in comptianoe. 9 CFR 301 and 9 CfR 381. FORM APPROVED QM6 t'oIo. 058s.ooa9. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public
reporting bun:ien for this conectioo Qf infonnation is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, includlng the time for revilfNing instructions, searching
existing data sources. gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the coiiection of information. Ssnd commel"ls regarding ttli$
burden estimate e;tr any other aspect of this collectiQn of Information, including suggestions for reducing th~ Qt,Irden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance
Officer. OIRM. Room 4Q4..W. Washington, DC 20250; and tothe Office of Infonnation and Regulatory Affairs. Office of Management and Budget

us Department ofAgtioulture TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

FOOD~~61'~~~~~:~RVlCE 0 Food Sof<\Y [!J Other Consumer Prolection

L PATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

06/20/2005 0002-2005-7248 20321 M / 1

4. TO (Name and Title)

Arnold LuceiOwner, President/OM

6. RELEVANT REGULAnON(S)

313.2(e),3132(a)

7. SECfIONIPAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PIA'! HACCP

S. PERSONN"El NOTIFIED

Arnold Luce!Owner

SSOP OTHER

nJa

8.lSPCODE

04C02

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFtCAnON INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

13. PLANT lV'.ANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planrJ<>! RQn(s)):

6--t:-Vh c.c.. C ~/L.... p(..,v "'Gb T'ev- 'fyvpp~1

\Vhile walking through the pens at 7:20am. I observed Pen #2 was without water, there w<\S I pig in ihe pen and the water
bucket was knocked over. Mr.Lure was notified and water restored to the pe.'1. 7:50am while walking through the pens,
pen #5 with 2 pigs in the pen knocked over their water bucket. Mr. Luce!!l!ll'.d water restored. 10:20am pen 1/ 2
with I pig and pen 1/3 holding 2 beef cows the water was knocked over. were notified. Water was restored
once again. Water is being kept in 5 gallon buckets/pails and small 2-3 gallon tubs. _ e animals have a tendency to knock
the buckets over therefore leaving them without water. .
At 1305 hrs while 6 small swine being lead to the holding pens. I ohserved plant personnel pulling 3 swine by the ears into
the pens. The swine were dragged approximately 5-6 feet. 313.2(a) "Stales Driving livestock from the unloadinll ramps to
the holding pens and from holding pens to the stunning area shall he done with a minimwn ofexcitement and discomfort to
the animals. Livestock shall not be forced to move faster than normal walking speed." , J;

. \~ S\J\~
" -~k,\t?' \W-- .

(b)(6), (b)(7)(e)

J2. P-LA......'T MA..lo,l"AGEt\I.""'fr'li·~

~57~re-..P
,

W{f-,i f.Io tel {f'CU N-t ON [., I..L 5'NJ<.1.<.. !>J D()1/0 9

~Q«-J-~

r I--hJmt,e:It'1 eu/te l1lfJ bl,l~s (JPtl14-lJ WrG( 11'f.-.J)Vt [leY! fVDT f>()(feJ
This document serves 85 written uotification ibat yOUT failure to comply witb regnl&t . requinmcnt(s) could re~mU ::) %tlditimllli rcgul!!.tory or administnJ-we A«;lioll.

14.SIGNATUREOFPLANTMANAGEM~, _ IS.DAgt;/O 5'
l~, YERlFICAnON SIGNATURE OF lNSPECfION PROGRAM E 17. DATE ;>

FSIS FORi\154Q0-4 (7/98)
Reolaces FSIS Fonn 5400-4 (9/97), which may be used until exhausted (7;98)

DlSTRIBlJrlON: Original & l Copy to Establisnment, f Copy tp Inspector
Page I of I
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The rf:qUesi. fur 'lhls iw.~"'n".atian is vcIurt't2f'j. It is needed \Q monItOr deiectS fbundln this inspedJon system. 1t is 1.'Sed by FSlS to determine~er
estQbI~hments are In comptiance. 9 effi 30'1 and 9 CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMEtNq, Q5B:}-OO89: OMB DiSCLOSURE STAr-c.MENT: S?ub!lc
reporting burden for this collection of infommtiQITG estimated to average-1 minut~ per i'CSpOliaa,..inch.:dins. the time for reviewing instructfons, searching
exlstinQ dat&SElUF't:SS, gathering- and maintaining thad.ata needed, and completing ~nd reviewing the collection of information. Send com~ts regarding this
burden estimateor any o.tber aspect of this collection of information. Including Sl.Ogg8Stlons for reducing this. btl~n, {Q"Department of AQnculture. Clearance
Officer. OlRM. Room 404-W, Washington, DC 20250: .and. tothe Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs. Of!ice of Management and Budget

US1)epartmenl ofAgricu1ll= TYPE OF NONCOMPUANCE.

FOOD=J~~~i~~~~RVlCE 0 Food Safety ® Other Consumer Protection

2. RECORD NO: 3. ESTABUSIfMENT NO.

0003-2005-724S 20321 M! I

I. QATE

0612712005
----~----------------------------

4. TO (Name and Title)

Arnold LuceiOwner, PresidentIGM

5. PERSONl,EL NOTIFIED

Arnold LucelOwner

6. RELEVANT REGULATlON(S)

313.15, Slaughter Act 1978, Dir6900.2

7. SECTIONIPAGE Of EST. PROCEDURE PLAN HACC? SSOP OTHER

N/A·

8.ISPCODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPllANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT. Protocol

10. DESCR!PT[Q."l OF NONCOMPLIANCE

At Approximately 10:50 AM While monitoring thg establishments knocking procedur~, Iobserved an employee with 2
pigs ill the kill chute. One pig was being targeted for the kill, the first shot was missec!, the second shot hit, the pig did not
go down. A small amount oHime lapsed at this point to re-load and try to restrain the I!!lirn"" in the chute for a thlfd shot.
A third shot was given to the pig then a fourth. At this point the animal went down am! Was rendered unconscious. This is
unacceptable for the establishment did not limit the free movement oftbe animal suffieie!1.tly to allow the operator to locate
the stunning blow with a high dewee ofaccuracy. Mr. Luce was notified and assiste<! with the kill.

~)~6),\..b)\..1)\..C) I ~.".., 4P
llq: •

•V" . L L\S.Q... L."Alk:>
~<t~ \C('jW\~~jl ~..~.

\' ~ \"C i\MO\p-Wl.'tV\-t ,..\ ~~
~\9 '\ \.~\-~\ \ -\.,'"~ / \j l)

I I. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION P

(b)(6), (b)(7)(c)

12. PLM'T MANAGErvtENT RESPONSE (fm

J f'(I~P..1,ctr0 4F7~'-- &£-1 z:., '-t d T.( f'-t,(cJ 13 <..-&AJ H re../ lft,.d (Vf) p('j uJc.~~(XJ.j'
It..]"e.,.f (l) OTut-:r!.;..., aKA. 70 I'>fCifi,p $UH!- k;a eoui..O ~Cv""p&..-te...f SUJIf'"fV-;
:;; ill. U . ( M-.IJ J!q Greg) pt.c.rJr p"'''SCA>J-L.u.. 6uW\ -,:;,..",- ..; 't f.=t <.. r... :z: ·-rod /<:.. CJ£n;.

/J Drr P_~N.. f'- 4.I!JJ 6('.115&.) Ftii L

13. PlA.l'.'T Pv1AL"l"AGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned aetion(s»: (.LI
~Lc."'" f-e..r<;v/-{.((. (v-G-<-t- T4!teJ /?) Ct~ f"DW\ /'vOW 0 J0 6 N - 7 t,1.<..

PI~ (.0 ,(.(. Re. G{tOQ-jeJ M fe,U S f(U 'ft c.7 C( 7?~..J-l::-p"'S<;, ~4..

(i-h.<) S(/-;Jd.O 4. it,;> ...v fZv r ({ IJ",...n-Cf C/-k.l~ fD;- Bt-""i"Tbv kr'U<;
TI!.i! d9t!'l!!le!!t serv~ as: l"'l;itt~ oQtificatioo tbat youI' failure to comply with I"egU ry requil"ement(s) eouJd result ill additkmal ngulaCory 01' admini5tr;ltive action.

16. VERIFICATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

FSTS FOR..t\o1540G-4 (7198)
Reolaces FSIS Fonn 5400-4 (9197), which may be used until exhausted (7/98)

DISTRfaunON: Original & 1 Copy 10 EstablishfiJeol, I Copy to inspector
Page 1 of 1
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·xFood Safery

3. ESTAULISHMENT NOJ. DATE

The request for :his information is voluntary. It is needed to monitor defectS found [n this inspection system. It is used by FSIS to determine whether
establishments are in compliance. 9 CFR 301 and 9 CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS No. 0563-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public
reporting burden for this collection of information [s estimated to average 7 minutes per response. including the time for reviewing instructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding Ihls
burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of [nfonnatioo, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance
Of!i~...1_Q!~~Roo'!1~04-W, Washington, DC 20250: and tOthe Offi~ 9.!.!£l!.0...PI.-2.!ign._and R~9.!Y. Aff~!!"~ffic~ of M~~?.g~!'!'l~.rll ~.n~ BL!.dg~t.

US Depa.rtmc:nt of Agricuhure TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
rOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOr\:tPLIANCE RECORD---------- -"--------------_. ----
Z. RECORD NO.

•.i".

OF29f2005 0003-2005-7319 04470 M·, !

1 ro (Name cmd Title)

Tina Kamery. Haccp Manager-- -----------_. _.--- - - ---_.
6. RELEVANT REGULATION(SI

313,2 (a)&(e)

5. PEKSONNEI. NOTIFIED

Tina Kamery

, SECTION/PAGE OF EST PROCEDURE PLAN HACCP SSUI-' UTHEK

Humane Handling

8 ISP CODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLI.,,-\iCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT ~ Protocol

10 DESCRJPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE
•

Handling of Livesrocl(. At 0945 hours while observing the handling of the swine I observed the pig being dragged frum (hi?

trailer with rope around irs ll~ck forcibly causing, [he pig disL:omfon and excitement.{ vocalizing and squcai;ng)
I also observt:d that no water had been provided to the: animals while in the tmiier awaiting slaughter. '!11e [railer \\'a~ he!"!.:::
since 7:00 AM.
the above noncompliance's are in violation of9CFR 313.2 tal & (e) 313.2 Handling of livestock.
(a) Driving of liveswck from the unloading ramps to the holding pens and frum the holding pens to the swnnlllg an~a ~n;jll

be done: with a minilllurn of excitement and discomfort to "(h~ animals. Livc:stul.:k. sllali not bt iori,;ed W IIIU".';: itt~(t:: .. ndd "t

nurmal walking speed.
(..::) Allitllals shallll<:tve access to water in all holding pt:ns and, i:'h<::ld longer rhan 24 hours, aCCess \G !t;t:O. Thtre :::.lla!\ lJc

sufficient room in the holding pen for animals held overnight to lie down.

II

(j' I.iV'/1
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22064 M NR Summary
For Period, 0l!Oll2005 to 11/09/2006

Date
5/6/2005

Procedure
04C02

Result
I

NRJI ___

0014-2005-6921~

Appeal
Shift CYlli
1

Open
(Yes) Repnrted Tn

Danny Peed

On May 6th at apprnx. 1120 while perfnrming slaughter inspection duties on the kill floor the following noncompliance
was noted; Robersonville Packing uses the captive bolt method for stunning. was present doing
dispositions on two retained animals and a loud squeal was heard coming from the knock down box immediately after the
captive bolt had been discharged. We investigated and found a porcine animal that had been stunned, but was still on its
feet and was squealing. It was not unconscious as required by CFR 313 .15(3). USDA rejection tag # 836015076 was
immediately applied to knockdown box and official contrnl action was taken. Mr. Danny Peed was notified of the
establishments failure to comply with CFR 313.15(3). Mr. Danny Peed discussedwit~ndhis" verbal
response" to the NR to be generated was that he would let a more experienced employ~wn the last six porcine.
He also stated that the more experienced employee would further train the new employee. The rejection tag
was removed and~ockeddown the final SIX hogs. hecked with me before he left to make sure
things were being~ted by Mr. Peed.

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could
result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

5/26/2005 04C02 I 0019-2005-5731 .. 1 Danny Peed

When performing Ante Mortem inspections at 6:50 AM at Robersonville Packing Co., the following non compliance was
observed. Pen #4 with 39 hogs, had no feed available for these animals that were present and had received Ante Mortem
inspection on 5-25-05 with III animals in the en laughter supervisor was informed of the animals being
without feed. Arnund I:20 PM inspector n returned to the holding pens and saw 5 beef carcasses in pen # I
without water. Mr. Peed, plant owner, was m e am washing the pens and I verbally informed him of the animals
being without feed and water. This NR serves as written notification of plants failure e to comply with regulatory
requirements of313.2(e), which states" Animals shall have access to water in all holding pens and, ifheld longer than 24
hours, access to feed. There shall be sufficient room in the holding pen for animals held overnight to lie down .

6/7/2005 04C02 I 0020-2005-5515" 1 Danny Peed

While performing antemortem (Category IV) at 7 am at Robersonville Packing, the following noncompliance was
observed. There was a hole in the floor of the scale pen holding 24 hogs. One of the hogs foot got stuck in the hole.
~e QA manager, was notified and a U.S. Rejection Tag #836 449946 was applied to the pen.

6/14/2005 04C02 1 0024-2005-5515" 1 Danny Peed

At ap rox. 7: 10 AM, while conducting antemortem inspection, myself,
were prest:;:.qt. We obserV!i!f!!!f!da 1<1 at was una e to get up. The pig was in the

pen that the establIshment wanted antemortem inspection conducted. he plant employee moving the
animals, walked towards the back of the pen, this resulted in several pigs step-ping on t e downer animal. We told•••
that he needed to take appropriate action with the downer animaL He attempted to get the downer up, but the animal was
unable to rise. He then pushed the animal away from the pen entrance. When we informed him that he was not allowed to
push the animal, he left it where it was and began moving the rest of the pigs in tbe pen. The result was that several of the
pigs stepped on the downer animal. At that time, we infonned him that he must stop and take the appropriate action on
the downer animaL He told us that he would kill the animal after_inspected it. While waiting for this inspection,
we observed more a~lking on the downer animal.

In addition, when~vas moving the animals in the pen, he was prodding them excessively. The animals were
attempting to move away from him, but there were too many animals in the pen. The pigs were excessively excited which
resulted in animals climbing over one another. He was moving the animals in order for us to conduct an antemortem
inspection. We could not properly conduct the antemortem inspection because there were too many animals in the pen for
us to be able to see each individual animal as he was moving them.

Also, we observed several (MT 8) animals in the US Suspect Pen. Some of the animals were laying down, while others
were walking on them. There was not enough room in the pen for the amount of animals present.

At approximately 7:30 AM, Regulatory Control Action was taken with the application of USDA Reject tag 828672386

(b)(6) (b)(6), (b)(7)(c)

Page: 20 Print Time: 1110912006 07:58:29 am
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22064 M NR Summary
For Period: 0i/01/2005 to 11/09/2006

I>ate Procedure
6/14/2005 04C02

Result
1

NR# Insp.
0024-2005-55/5 (continued)

Appeal
Shift (Yes)

Open
(Yes) Reported To

on the knocking box. Danny Peed, General Manager, was infOlmed of the failure to comply with CFR 313.2(a), 313.2(d)
(1), 313.2(d)(2), 313.2(b).

8/5/2005 04C02 I 0040-2005-6926 _ 1 Danny Peed

On Friday, Angust 5, 2005, at 10 a.m. at Robersonville Packing while performing an 08S03 outside security procedure,
Inspecto~observed approximately 20 hogs in the designated co'w pen without water. There was empty
container~one was turned over but the floor was not wet to indicate any presence of water. Official Regulatory
control was taken by applying rejected tag #B36015082. to the knocking area. Mr. Peed, plant owner, was notified of the
plants failure to comply with CFR 313.2 (e), 500.3 (b).

5/4/2006 04C02 1 0020-2006-5412 Danny Peed

While inspecting the hog pens, at approximately 1:30 p.m., > supervisor,
found a pen of hogs on the scale area that did not have any water. Regulatory control action was taken by applying U.S.
Rejected tag B28672387 to the knock box.~as notified of the plants failure to comply with CFR 313.2(e)
and 500.3(b). . _

5//8/2006 04C02 [ 0022-2006-54/2 Danny Peed

While in the hog pens at approximately 11 a.m. I saw a open hole in the back of pen #2 large enough for hogs to stick
their heads through. I also saw several nails, approximately five, that were sticking out ofwoo~n.
Regulatory control action was taken by applying U.S. Rejection Tag #B28672392 on the pen.~as
notified of the plant's failure to comply with CFR 313.1 (a), 500.2(a)(4). .

8/7/2006 04C02 1 0031-2006-55/5" 1 Danny Peed

At approx 1:45 PM, while performing an 04C02 procedure,.-..zVMO was observing the off-loading of pigs.
\Vhen the trailer arrived, he saw an employee sprayingwate~_sbbtefore off-loading. However, the water hose
was not long enough for the water to reach the very front of the trailer. said something to the employee about
this. The pigs were then being off-loaded from the trailer. As the first pig me out of the trailer, it's legs got stuck
between the end of the trailer and theramp~ruck driver, placed a piece of wood between the truck and the
ramp. Another pig was off-loaded, and its l~stuck. I also observed pigs leaving the trailer and getting their feet
stuck. I then took regulatory control action of the loading ramp with USDA Reject Tag # B28672278.
While the plant was correcting the above situation, we observed that the pigs on the front of the trailer were still v&:y
overheated and had not received any water. This was at least 30 minutes after the trailer had arrived. This noncompliance
was previously noted on 06/28/0.026-2006-6921) The plant's preventive measures were that the pigs would be wet
down real good before unloadin vas also shown proper unloading procedures. These preventive measures were
either not implemented or not effe lve. his document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with
regulatory requirement(s)c~i~nal regulatory or administrative action.
Danuy Peed, President an~upervisor,were notified of these failures to comply with 9 CFR 313.1(b)
and 313.2(a)

8/17/2006 04C02 1 0033-2006-55/5. Danny Peed

At approx. 2:00 PM, while conducting an 04C02 procedure in the livestock pens, the following noncompliance was noted.
The pens are parti~lly ?o~structe~ of fence wire, In s~ver~l locatio~, this wire_eanim,als can be injured.
There are also nails stlckmg out 10 at least two locations In the main alleyway_upervlsor, was notified
of this failure to comply with 9 CFR 313.1. ._

(b)l.6), (b)(7)(c)

Page: 21
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22064 M NR Summary
For Period, 01/01/2005 ro 11/0912006

Appeal Open
Date Procedure Result NR# .. Shift ~ (Yes) Reported To
911312006 04C02 J 0043-2006-55/5 / Danny Peed

At approx. 2:00 PM, while observing the stunningofpigs,_. observed the following noncompliance.
The sunning employee was applying the captive boltstunn~second, the pig moved its head, resulting
in a "missed" stun. This resulted in injury, but not unconsciousness. The plant employee casually reloaded the device; and
due to improper procedures being used in the reloading, the hog was not able to be immediately restunned. (The stunning
rod did not properly discharge on two occasions. Once the animal was properly stunne topped any further
stunning. There was a meeting held with Kill Floor Supervisor;
Supervisor. At that time, the following preventive measure was presented by the plant personnel. [n
"missed" stunning, plant will have an alternative method of stunning in place.

_upervisor, was notified of this failure to comply with 9 CFR 313.15.

91/812006 04C02 J 0047-2006-55/5~ / Danny Peed

At approx. 1:20 PM, while assisting the RVMO in retained carcass disposition, [heard a cow bellowing loudly and some
banging noises coming from the sturuling area. I immediately went to the area. I observed a small bull moving around in
the sturming area frantically. He was rearing up and throwing himsel f against the door. which would open partially, this
allowed his head to go through the doorway and get stuck. Once freed from the door, he would turn around and throw
himself against the other end of the stunning area. This activity resulted in blood coming from the animal's nose. I told
~o release the animal from the stunning area back into the alleyway. [ placed USDA Reject tag #B28672304
o~garea. Danny Peed. President then came onto the kill floor to discuss the situation. I explained to him that
the stunning area allowed too much free movement. After some discussion, he said that they could swing the gate in to
provide some restraint to the animal.
1then observed them move a different small bull into the stunning area. With the gate swung inward, there was less room
for movement at one end of the chute. But, at the entrance to the chute, there was still enough room fo~ the animal to back
into the area and turn around. However, this animal was much calmer than the fIrst and sturming was accomplished with
minimal excitement.
The plant then moved the first animal back into the sturming area. This animal immediately became over excited again,
and began throwing itself into the door and the gate. I then told_to release the animal from the chute. The
animal was shot with a rifle in the alley.

Normal and intended stunning method is captive bolt.

~ill Floor Supervisor and Danny Peed, President, were notified of this failure to comply with 9 CFR 313.15
(a) (2) and 313.15 (b) (I) (iii).

912012006 04C02 [ 0049-2006-55/5 • Danny Peed

At approx. 2:30 PM, while observing inspection trainee conduct postmortem procedures on the kill floor, I heard a pig
squeal in the stunning area. [ immediately went to the area and observed a pig with a stun mark on the head and blood
coming from its nose. The pig was walking around in the stunning area. A plant employee immediately grabbed the rifle
to shoot the pig. The rifle failed to fire 3 times. Theempioyee then grabbed the captive bolt stunner and was attempting to
stun the pig again. But the pig climbed over the gate onto the kill floor area. Plant employees then cornered it in the
inedible room and shot it with the rifle, killing it. Regulatory Control Action was taken with USDA Tag #828672302
being placed on the stunning box. ill Floor Supervisor and Plant Supervisor were
notified of this failure to comply with 9 CFR 313.15.

This noncompliance was previously noted on 09-13-06 (NR 0043-2006-5515). The previous preventive measure was that
in the occurrence of any "missed" stunning, plant wiil have an alternative method of stunning in place. This previous
preventive measure was not effective. This document serves as written notification that your failure(~y with

(b)(6), (b)(7)(c)

Page: 22 Print Time: Il109/2006 07:58:29 am
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22064 M NR Summary
For Period, 01/01/2005 ro 11/0912006

Appeal Open
Date Procedure Result NR# .. Shift ~ (Yes) Reported To
911312006 04C02 J 0043-2006-55/5 / Danny Peed

At approx. 2:00 PM, while observing the stunningofpigs,_. observed the following noncompliance.
The sunning employee was applying the captive boltstunn~second, the pig moved its head, resulting
in a "missed" stun. This resulted in injury, but not unconsciousness. The plant employee casually reloaded the device; and
due to improper procedures being used in the reloading, the hog was not able to be immediately restunned. (The stunning
rod did not properly discharge on two occasions. Once the animal was properly stunne topped any further
stunning. There was a meeting held with Kill Floor Supervisor;
Supervisor. At that time, the following preventive measure was presented by the plant personnel. [n
"missed" stunning, plant will have an alternative method of stunning in place.

_upervisor, was notified of this failure to comply with 9 CFR 313.15.

91/812006 04C02 J 0047-2006-55/5~ / Danny Peed

At approx. 1:20 PM, while assisting the RVMO in retained carcass disposition, [heard a cow bellowing loudly and some
banging noises coming from the sturuling area. I immediately went to the area. I observed a small bull moving around in
the sturming area frantically. He was rearing up and throwing himsel f against the door. which would open partially, this
allowed his head to go through the doorway and get stuck. Once freed from the door, he would turn around and throw
himself against the other end of the stunning area. This activity resulted in blood coming from the animal's nose. I told
~o release the animal from the stunning area back into the alleyway. [ placed USDA Reject tag #B28672304
o~garea. Danny Peed. President then came onto the kill floor to discuss the situation. I explained to him that
the stunning area allowed too much free movement. After some discussion, he said that they could swing the gate in to
provide some restraint to the animal.
1then observed them move a different small bull into the stunning area. With the gate swung inward, there was less room
for movement at one end of the chute. But, at the entrance to the chute, there was still enough room fo~ the animal to back
into the area and turn around. However, this animal was much calmer than the fIrst and sturming was accomplished with
minimal excitement.
The plant then moved the first animal back into the sturming area. This animal immediately became over excited again,
and began throwing itself into the door and the gate. I then told_to release the animal from the chute. The
animal was shot with a rifle in the alley.

Normal and intended stunning method is captive bolt.

~ill Floor Supervisor and Danny Peed, President, were notified of this failure to comply with 9 CFR 313.15
(a) (2) and 313.15 (b) (I) (iii).

912012006 04C02 [ 0049-2006-55/5 • Danny Peed

At approx. 2:30 PM, while observing inspection trainee conduct postmortem procedures on the kill floor, I heard a pig
squeal in the stunning area. [ immediately went to the area and observed a pig with a stun mark on the head and blood
coming from its nose. The pig was walking around in the stunning area. A plant employee immediately grabbed the rifle
to shoot the pig. The rifle failed to fire 3 times. Theempioyee then grabbed the captive bolt stunner and was attempting to
stun the pig again. But the pig climbed over the gate onto the kill floor area. Plant employees then cornered it in the
inedible room and shot it with the rifle, killing it. Regulatory Control Action was taken with USDA Tag #828672302
being placed on the stunning box. ill Floor Supervisor and Plant Supervisor were
notified of this failure to comply with 9 CFR 313.15.

This noncompliance was previously noted on 09-13-06 (NR 0043-2006-5515). The previous preventive measure was that
in the occurrence of any "missed" stunning, plant wiil have an alternative method of stunning in place. This previous
preventive measure was not effective. This document serves as written notification that your failure(~y with

(b)(6), (b)(7)(c)

Page: 22 Print Time: Il109/2006 07:58:29 am
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22064 M NR Summary
For Period, 01/01/2005 to 11/09/2006

])ate Procedure
912012006 04C02

NR# Insp.
0049-2006-5515 (continued)

Appeal
Shift (Yes)

Open
(Yes) Reported To

regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional regulatory or administrative action. This trend will be discussed with
plant management when they are given this document.

912712006 04C02 I 0056-2006-5515~ 1 Yes Danny Peed

1. In several of the pens, there are broken boards and wires. In the off-loading area, there were several (more than 3) nails
with the sharp end protruding where animals can be injured. Regulatory Control Action was taken on this with USDA
reject tag#B28672297 at 8:25 AM.

The old scale area is now being used as a holding pen. We observed 4 holes in the floor of this pen. The holes were large
enough for pigs to have their legs caught in them. Also, this pen has a wooden floor. The pigs had been urinating on the
floor, making the floor wet and slippery. This resulted in the pigs slipping and falling. At approx. 8:20 AM, Regulatory
Control Action was taken on this pen with USDA reject tag#B28672299. (We informe~the needed to
remove the pigs from the pen at this-time).
This noncompliance (pen maintenance) was previously noted on 08/17/06 (NR#0033-2006-55 15). The preventive measure
was for the plant to continue to do maintenance on the pens. Also to correct all problems they see and document them on
the maintenance logs. This preventive measure was either not implemented or was not effective. (When I checked the Pen
Maintenance Log for the month of September, I noted that there were no findings for the weeks ending 09-01 and 09-08.
There were no inspections documented for the weeks ending 09-15 and 09-22.) This document serves as written
notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional regulatory or
administrative action.

2. A pig (approx. 70 lbs) was stuck under the pen rail. When an employee attempted to get the pig up, "it had to struggle to
get out. During this attempt to free itself, it was emitting multiple vocalizations, indicating the level of pain that it was in.
When I discussed this problem with Danny Peed, President, he innnediately added another board to the bottom of the rail.

3. I observed 4 pigs being held in the stunning alleyway with no access to water for 40 minutes. Also, there was a small
pig (approx. 70 Ibs) held in the main alleyway for 40 minutes. The only water in that area was in a container too high for
the pig to have access to it. When informed of this, Danny Peed immediately moved the animals to a pen with access to
water.

4. There were 10 pigs held in the Suspect animal area. This area is divided by a gate that opens in one direction. There is
access to water on only one side of the gate. When observed, the gate was closed. This resulted in the pigs on the other
side of the gate having no access to water (4 of the 10 pigs). When informed of this, Danny Peed immediately tied the gate
open to provide access to water to all of the pigs.

5. At approx. 2:20 PM bserved the following. Plant
personnel were moving animals from the unloa mg area own e ramp. At least pigs slipped while moving around the
unloading area and at least 2 pigs slipped while moving down the ramp. One of the pigs slipped and fell at the bottom of
the ramp.

Danny Peed, President was notified of these failures to comply wi=th~9~C~F~R=3=1~3=.I~(=a)~,~(~b)~&=(~e~)=. _

912812006 04C02 1 0058-2006-5515 _

At approx. 2:55 PM, while completing postmortem inspection and veterinary disposition,

(b)(6)

Danny Peed

Page: 23 Print Time: 1110912006 07:58:29 am
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22064 M NR Summary
For Period: 01/0112005 to 11/0912006

Open
~ Reported To

Appeal
Shift (Yes)Date Procedure Result NR# Insp.

9/28/2006 04C02 I 0058-2006-55/5 (continued)

and_ Inspector, heard a pig squeal after being shot. They went into the stunning area and observed the
stunrung person shoot the same pig 3 more times before the animal was rendered unconscious. At that time, I placed
USDA Reject Tag #B28672292 on the stunning gate and infonned Danny Peed, President that I took a withholding action
on the Slaughter Process in accordance with 9 CFR 500.3. During postmortem inspection of the carcass of the above
mentioned animal, we noted 3 bullet exit wounds in the right jowl of the pig. Danny Peed, Plant President, was notified of
this failure to comply with 9 CFR 313.16. At 4:00 PM, the withholding action was removed, after acceptahle corrective
actions had heen provided.

/0/31/2006 04C02 I 0069-2006-8/36 / Yes Danny Peed

At approx.12:05p.m.,RVM~, and were observing a trailer with three cattle getting ready to
be off loaded. A pig inth~d ,and an _started walking toward the pens. At
thattim~d _ saw an emp oyeeth~orcing a pig to move faster than a
normal walking speed. At that time the pig was getting excited, explained to the employee that ,"that would
not be tolerated."

~ill Floor Supervisor, was also standing in the pen area. This is a violation of9CFR 313.2(a). [ then took
regulatory control action of the holding pens with USDA Reject Tag #B27366599. as notified of the
establishments failure to comply with said regulation.

(b)(6), (b)(7)(c)

(b)(6)

Page: 24 Print Time: 11109/2006 07:58:29 am
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c0 The request for this information is vo;untary. It is needed to monitor defects found in this inspection system. It is used by FSIS to determine whether
_-,-_~~ establishments are in compliance. 9 CFR 301 and 9 CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS No. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public

reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the dala needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of infonnation. Send comments regarding this
burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance
Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, WashIngton, DC 20250: and tothe Office of Information and RegUlatory Affairs, Office of Management and BUdget.

us Department of Agriculture
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO.

0611012005 0006-2005-7408

4. TO (Name and Title)

Joseph C. Latella Jr., Manager

6. RELEV ANT REGULATION(S)

313.2(a)

7. SECTIONIPAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN r- HACCP

05297 M / I

~OTIFIED

SSOP

(b)(6)

OTHER

other

8. ISP CODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE

Upon observing hogs during anti-mortem inspection ay 0745 hours. I observed an employee kicking one hog that wouldn't
go thru~The employee then gave this hog an extremely hard kick to the abdomen causing ti,e hog to

scream.~was notified of this occurance.

I I SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

~ (L.f'r,""~,
0'/\ h.. ......~ +0

,4./ 56 e_} 1 Al... .1

ty~'f-. t c-. c.::f-

FSIS FORJ...1 5400-1 (7/98)
Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9/97), which may bt: uSt:d until t:xhausted (7/98)

.-----'.(lill§), (b)(7)(c)
uirement(s) could result ill additional regulatory or administrative action. .'
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US. Dr:'AATMOlT tlF I\GRIt"IJLruRf.
rOODSAFETYANDINSPECTIONSDlVICE

NONCOMFLIANCF. RECOllD

TYPEOf NONCOMPlJANCE

o l'ood SaIc:I~

I. DATE

1211112003-.
1

1

RU:r.lIUl ~~2003-457]
09846AMIl

4 . TO(11-. SlId ' "111 .....
Mr. Calvin H&mprQ~ 1'Ililit Manager

"

S. l'EIlSONlm. NOTlFIED

Mr. C~viD Hampton

6. RnE,V1\NT Il.£OUlA'UONlS:\

500.2(a)(4)
1.I.£I...£IIAN!gocnOWPA(i(OF

£5TA8l.JSIlMENT l'I\OCEDUlU:JVWI/'I
1ItI<tCv I SSOl'

x
8. ISPCOD£ MC02

9. "'ONCOMPLIANCE CLASSlfICATlONDmICATORS

I'lJVlT A.D SSOP 0 MoniJ<lllll' 0 Com:tti"" AI:llaa OR.e<;.o~G olGllJ'm!~",
l'IlOCESS

B. 0 HAeC' 0 MlntiEDwa, 0 C&:AIccb1lC~ O~ [JP V~
C. ~ PRODUCT 0 F..I:t\ft("NQic 0 Milob-.l;.~ 0-..01
D 0 FA.C1UJV 0 1,'sMInD 0 S""'lVrol Ou....<IoPl""'... Dl'ftdun~

r 0 E COU 0 O<llQ

Ill. DeIO<1I'1l0..Ui'~UANC£

At Approxim tely 1520 his . OnDecember 11 2003 I Was observing ringing the piglets in to the
k!lflC~"i!llgpen. The was full so he pided up some pig;;and1hr them on lOp ofescb~. I ~edj8tely .
to _ that the pen was to full .so be to ~ wss enough. 6
This IS m Da=t vi lion of Humane SlaughterDirective 6900.2. This do.cwnent serves IS written citifiratiOl.l J.P)( )
you failure to ccmpJywith regui2rioD requirements could result in addirioiW regulatory or administrlil'ive aaiOIl. .

(b)(6),

'~""JIj Jj 9 CFR.
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J~. Urnhli"""
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(b)(6), (b)(7)(cj

r-n .l~oo..s (IuG1l. which...r b< ..-! ..,r1I
~.I'/9t) •

Tbb dflc-«~ 1H1~ utlRclitlo" Ib". ,...", roilun! to C'lGlpl)' ..,tlEl,~ 1aiM}' "" lre""*Gt(s) .....llt rti~1t ie eddill.ioul
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IV\ T C:ltq~ory II. Truck l Jnload ing I)uring Ante mortem Inspection
( )n 04 / I2IOl}at approxi ma te ly OJ,tO ho urs while pcr l(mning an unsc heduled ()II eo?: the !()llnwinJ', n4UlCtlln rl1i:mt.-c W<lS
witnessed:
I, I observed thrnugh :1"m:,I ] !>:P~ I(':C d ivid ing J ."ip lit level door tu tilt: lives tock ulll tlad ing area of the c ';l;I!)!i:.;hmcn L :I
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Hpr c~ Ub l c : ~~ p U::'UH p,d

4/ 12f()(1

' ,'0 : I I(' i:«. /1)4 ,')1)

1.'I"\1I11 : Tim Nll~Clll ( ;VI'

Sllh,ic<.:I : l lum.mc l lnncl linj;

Tlii:-. lcucr is 10 iulurm you 111;11 :tll (l l'J i c inl mcctin]; l'I,:pl!'t1iil L!. humane h:lndlil\~l

\\I:1S hck! (Illby ((I I (il'l:~'11 V ill :1gl' Packjll~l ('II,. '\\1' all ki ll !In'l!' employees . Thix I11I.:L'(i nFo
W:I S in rcxpou:«; (,I 11w inc ident whicl: occurred 1( ld~'IY, while :tlli lll:lls we re hl~inr. unlondcd
:1\ the plan t. The I<lliowillg pl:ll1t l"l1lployccs were p rl"s~nl ra ) tile I\1Cl"tinr :

(b)(6)

The muin top ic ofdiscuss ion W;IS live stock h: ll\dlil\t'-, Wc disc'l.lsscd W:ly S we C:1I1

i ru plc mcut procedures ihat min imivc exci tem ent. disl:Olllllll'\. : 11 III :lccid~l1t:1I injury lo (he
;\il il1la ls, This includes lInl \\:ldin~,livcs I ,ll' k (ru ilcrx, m o ving uuimal » wiihi» tljc pcns, :Il1d

l11ov i n ;.:, them into s t llll ll i ll ~', pnxitiou . V\lL~ lalb.:d about the USl' ,)1' electric prnd, anti IHI\\' it .
should on ly b<.: used in cxtrciu« cirrumxtnnccx. Wc aho discussed di ITcrclIl W:Jy s Ill' '
Il:J lldl illc', injured PI' di:-ahkd livest oc k. S\l:lS (\,'1 (0 cauxc further injury \I I' diSl" lll'l1l ilr l 1(\
I Ill' animul. Wc ;ll s\) walked llml\'i;,h lIh: r~'I1S (\I look (\ 11' loose hll;lrds .md any S!t: ll 'P

L'd~l~S lil ,\( 11 1:1 y cnu xc i ll.illl 'y , I ':mplnycl.'s were Iuld to check Ihl'!1l"IISeveryday lor these

Iyrcs orh:lI,:lrds. :lll t! fix or report II1L'lll 1\1 m:ln;li!l'nl\..'111. Wl' h,1 W made il cvcryonc»
I"l'sj1oJ)sihility In be sure Illal ;tl l P":!lS have :ll:Cl 'ssibk Ircxh w ater. W e di scu ssed pro PCI"

1) I'I\l:L'd\lr~s lor hHllll lil)l; ,111 )' live stock len \\ v~'rnil:'-hl. T hc :«: :ll\il1\:"~; mu st h:1VL' :' lil"icil.'l\l
IIH 1(!. w ater. .md s P:1(':<: In move :II'\Il1l1d or lay down.

All crnpl oycc» wil l hI.' t,',i vL'Il:l copy \I ,'I :SIS notice ()4-0I ,iN loru g,uidl" ;111I1 1I1 L'y

:t1 1understand tl l l'SC pruccd urc x. TIley 11 :1 W :11 1:1;!,rl.'l 'L! (\l :Ihidl' hy thc-«, I'Ulex .uid
I'q~u l:lli'lI's , 'lhcy w ill all mnkc » c o ns ci o us L'l"!\lrt In ensure 1I1L' s:ilL' ly and <:(1111I il l'{ Ill' 111L'

.mim.i ls :IS they :IlT ulll,l;ubl. held , moved. uncl housed if) our plan t. III 'lddililln . ;tli IIL' W

emplo yees sll ull recei ve huuumc Il<I nd l in::', rules and IHlli ey ; IS p.irt o f the uricu t.uion ((I

Green Vill:l.!::L' ' ) ; Il:k ill~ ('p, J)lll'ill~, :IV:lil"hlc d,)\"'I) I irncs. L'slahl islll lll'lll cm pluycc« wi l l
r~\li~ \N hU11l:I1IC il :ll l(lIil1,~', polic y, and mn kc IJpd:lh.::lS needed.
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J UL . l l . .::tllJ..:l 1 '::: ' C:lJ r l'l '.J.;)"" r- ••", ,, r "" ,_, ~ " •.J . .
The rl!noest ~ I11IS InlormallOn IS Volunb ty. u rs neeoeo lO rnomex O :l~13 round !nll1,s , (lS~edl ::ln system. 1\ lSIusee oy ~ ;'I~ 10c" _ c · -~._. ... . . , . -

:o",ph~nO(! . QGFR301 ::md ;CF R 31l1. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 05B:l-<lOB9 OMS DISCLOSURESTAtraMENT: P~CIIC: reporting burtlen for tills col:eoon 01
!n'1'J,'maban rs esbmale<lto average 7 minules per ~..ponSll. including the lime for reviewing InstruCllon~. se3nnpa ex1!.tlng data soures. gaU~r1ng and m6,ntllnln;l medata
needed. and Ct'mplaung aM rt!:'J1ewlng Ule collection of information. sene comments regarOing lhl&burOen esitfll~ te or any other aspect of ltlle colladlon 0( l1\!ofTT\slron.
Intudlng su;g estlons for reducing Ill,s ournen to Department of Agriculture Clear.mce Omce' OIRM Room ~6~ jw Washington 0 C 20250: and 10 1M OffiCG or Information
end Regula !o r ~ ·4Jr.lI~. Oflice of Management and Budget I

TYPE OF l-iONCOMPLtA..NCEU S DEP/lRTMf,NT OF AGRlCULl URE
fOODSAFETYANDlNSPECTIOt-' SERVlCE

NONCOft'1PL LANCE RECORD
o Food Safety o0Iher COU5UIDer Proteoti

\. DATE

5/2212003

2. RECORD NO.

12-2003-4894

3. EST,..,[lU SHMENTNO.

20760 M / I
4 TO(Nome and Tille)

Wayne H. Kreisl Sr., President/GM

6. RP.LEVAN' REGUlATIOl-lCS)

313.2(b)
1 Il.In-EV AN'T SECTION/PAGE OF

ESTABUSl-lMEN1 f'ROCEDUREJl'l.AN
IHACCP

15 PERSOI'o'i'lEJ.. NOTIFIED

!Wayne H. Kreisl Sr.
I

. , SSO!'

I

I OrnER

nla

8 IS? CODE 04C02
9 NONCOMPUANCE CLASS ' An ON 1ND1CATORS

!'L-\N1 fA 0 ssos 0 MonilOnng
PROCESS

B·D liACCP D Moniroring

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 &<lOOflllC

I) 0 rxcnrrr 0 Liglllll\(/

E. 0 E.COll I 0 Other

0 Corrective At tioa

0 Corrective Action

D Miehrxndi"& I
D Svucrural I

I

oR=rdk~efl~lg

DRccordkccplng

@ PrOIOCOI

oOutsi de Pr: ttm""

oImp/Cnlc:llllnOnoPlan t VerificAtion

oProduct Based

.'--../'

10. DESCRlJ'TIONOF NONCOMPUA.'o1CE: I
I was perfo rm ing ante-mortem inspection from 07:30 - 07:45. Duri ng that time J observed anemp loyee
excessively whipping the hogs, He was whipping them on the back repeatf~{ ly and whipping them ill the face also.
1also obse rved him grabbing a live hog by the ear and dragging it across 1e floor. Regu lation 3 l3 .2(b) states "6

3 13.2 Handl ing of livestock.
(b) Electric prods, canvas slappers, or other implements employed to driv nimals shall be used as little as
possible in order to minimize excitement and injury. Any usc of such i mp l~r rents which, in the opinion of the

.. _. .. .. - - ----......-----. . --~- -

-~ - - -~~ ....
(b)(6), (b)(7)(c)

Jj PLA."'T MANAGEME}."T RESPONSE (/ "rth., plo""ed aCllom(.r))

l)1$m.rcunO~J: Oritinn\ &. I cop)'· E:;.:o.blis!::lcnt
I COPy · !nlpecIO:
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JIJL. 11. 200.3 12 : 2 1PH USA pr) pf< PACKERS r·II).200 P 4 '6

U.!;. DEPARTMENT or NJRlCULTURf;
FOOD SAFETYAJ'1D ll'I!'.pecnol' Sill VJCE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

TYPE OF I :ONCOMPI.JAJ'-:CEo Food Safety [9OtherCOOSUIDCT Protection

<:»:
I. DATE

5/2212003

2. RECORD NO.

12-2003-4894

3. E~TABLlSHI..u::N1· NO.

20760 M / 1

• TO(ND",~ urr<I r.ll,)

Wayne H. Kreisl Sr., Presidcnt/Glvl

6. RELEVANT REGULATJON(S]

313.2(b)

7 RE.~VANT SECTIONil'AGE OF
!'oST1\BL:SHMEl'lT PROCEDUREiPLAN

IliACCP

5. PERSOrJ}lEL NOT!FIED

Wayne H. Kreisl Sr.

II ssos IOTIiER

rJa

S. (SpeOOE

04C02 I
Is . NONCOWUOJ'CJi "",rCATOR

Product Protocol

10 DESCRlPTlON Of NONCOMPLlA..'lCE:

inspector, is excessive, is prohibited.
Electrical prods attached to AC house current shall be reduced by a transfbi ner to the lowest effective voltage. not
to exceed 50 volts AC."

11 SIGl'JA1"VRE Of INSf>EC1l0N PROGRA..'.l EMPUJ YEE (b)(6), (b)(7)(c ) ~

_ n~hw""S ,.=,,,,>< om), wh'~ ."" , "'.. ~.
exhausted171')8)

IS. DATE

DISTRIBl'TIO~: Ori~ & I copy' E,so.Jbli:,I" " "1l1

I copy• Inspector
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JUL . 11. 2003 12 : 21 Pf'1

M ay 28,2003

USA POPI< PACKERS

USAPORK PACKERS, INC.
328 SOUTIl WYOMING S

HAZLETON, PA. 18201
570-501-7675

f10. 200

. -/

0 • ..../

Re; Response to NR # 12-2003-2894

Immediate Actions:

Employee was removed from unloading area (or the rernai d r of the day. Hog in the
dragging incident was stunned with cap and bolt.

Future Actions:

The employees in the unloading area were retrained and th 'hips were removed from '.
th is area . USA ordered paddles in place of the whips and '. e expected arrival date is
June 6, 2003.000019



TtJe~.q'!~t for this information is Voluntary . It is needed to mon itor defects found in this inspection system . It is used by FSIS to determine whelher ~slablish~en1S are in
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden. for this col~ect~o~ of
'information Is estimated 10 average 7 minutes per respon se , including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data soures , gal~enng an~ maln.tammg t~e data
needed , and completing and reviewing the collection of infonnation. Send comments regarding Ihls burden estimate or any other aspect of this col lecllo n of Informahon, .
inluding suggestions fo r reducing this burden , to Depart ment of Agricullure, Clearance Office r, OtRM, Room 404-W, W ashington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office of lnlormation
and Regu latory Affa irs , Office of Management and Budget.

ITPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S. DEPARlMENT OF AGRICULTIJRE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVIC E

NONCOMP~CERECORD
o Food Safety oOther ConsumerProtecti

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABUSHMENfNO .

1112612004
4. TO (Name and Title)

Wayne H. Kreisl Sr., Prcsident/GM

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313 .2 and 313.50
7.~VANT SECTION~AGEOF

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURElPLA11,!

56-2004-6454

(b)(6)

IHAC CP I SSOP

20760 M / 1

0 11IER

page 6
8.1SPCODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPliAN\...c CLASSlr ,eA1101" INTI1CATC R5

PLANT A. D SSOP 0 Monitoring D Con=ti\IC Aclion oRccordkccping Dhnp~on
PROCESS

B. D HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Com:ctivc AClion DRccordkccping oP1antVerifi calion

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbrnnding oProtoeol

D. D FACILITY 0 Ughling 0 Struc tural oOutsidePremises o Product Based

E. 0 E.COU 0 Other

10. DESCRlPTION O F NO NCOMP UANCE: . (6J(6)
While performing 04C02 task in the stick area I observed the following . Their was a line of approximately eight
carcasses stunned and stuck waiting to enter the scald tank, the next carcass in line to enter the tank fell to the'
floor inside stick room, (from a jam in the line) the next pig to enter the scald tank feU to the floor then got up' and
walk around the stick room, this pig had no stick mark. If the line did not backup and cause this pig to fall the
animal would have been scalded alive. I stoppedslaughtering a erations and appli ed U S reject T B 30 887274
to the stick room . I requested to speak with plant supervisor I explained to t I saw and

(b)(6), (b)(7)(c)

13. PLA NT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned actions(s)) :

Tbis document serves as written noti fica tion that your fa ilu re to comp ly with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administ ra tive action.

i
I

SIS Form 5400-4 (9197). which mal' be used until
e.<hauslcd.(7198)

14. SIGNATIJREOFPLANTM AG

LOYEE
(b)(6), (b)(7)(c)
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTIJRE
soon SAFETYANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUAn ON SHEET

TYPE. OF NONCOMPUANCE

D Food Safety 0 OtherConsumerProtection

I. DAn:;

11/26/2004

2. RECORD NO.

56-2004-6454

3. ESTABUSHMENTNO.

20760 M / 1

4. TO (Name and Title)

Wayne H. Kreisl Sr., PresidentiGM
s. :I' "~ I:I'

(b)(6)
6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.2 and 313.50
7. RELEVANTSECTIONIPAGE OF
ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDUREJPLAN

IHACCP I SSOP I011IER

page6

8. ISPCODE

04C02

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONC01l.1PUANCE:

9. NONCOMPUANCE INDI CATOR

Product Protocol

ask him to find out the reason it happen and what he would do to prevent it from ha
. e seriousness of scalding a live pig. In a meeting with Wayne Kreisl Sr.

and several emp loyees in the stick area we discussed what had happen. Apparently the line to the scald tank ja
mmed and the stick person turned his back to fix the jammed line while doing this several times he loss track of the
animals being stunned and one animal was missed and not stuck. The preventive measure that I agreed upon is that
when the sticker turns his back or leaves the stick area all stunning is to be stopped and any animals that are
already stunned are to be shackled, hung and stuck. Stunning is to resume when the sticker returns his attention to
sticking and tells the stunner to resume. 1 removed US RejectTag and let operations continue. Delay of operations
approximately one hour and thirty minutes.

.... - ~
:. -

-,. ._"-=:--.-
.... -~--i.:..:•

';;~'i~
."":-;.. : =;

..--"'

(b)l6), (b)(7)(c)

Replaces FSl S Form 5400-4 (9197). which may be used unti l
exha usted(7/98)

15. DATE

DISTRIBunON: ~ & I copy - EsIllblishmenl
I copy - Inspector
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l iSA PORK PACKERS, INC.
328 SOUTH WYOMING STREET

HAZLETON, PA. 18201
570-501-7675

December 10, 2004
-. :

(b)(6),(b)(7)(c)

--

Re: NR # 56-2004-6454

Immediate Action(s):

When sticker is in position for an emergency stop, all stunning wiUstop
un til the sticker resumes his position.

Further Planned Action:

A second stand will be installed over the entire stick area, this will
enable the sticker to view the entire blood rail and physically exam the
hogs hanging as well as view them. This work will be completed by
JlmWLry 31,2005. .

.,., .
000022



..)

---11 ., requesl lor Ihl; Informatl on I. Voluntary . It is needed 10 monitor defecIB I~_ ln Ih!tI lmipeclion syslem. ~ la U8ed bv FSIS 10 delll<TTline whether esteblishrnenls are in
compliance. BCFR 301 and 9CFR 381 . FORM APPROVED OMS NO.~; _ OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reponing burden lor Ihil collection of
informglIon Is lIlItimaIed 10 averege 7 mlnlAas per Rl&porlM, Including the lime 10{ RMewIng instrucllona, _rching llxl8ling data IOU,-, glI1h ring end rnelnlalnlng ltIe data
needed, end complellng and~ng the colIedlcn of infonnellon. Send comments regarding this burden esUmele or any oth« 8lIfl"d or this collecllon of Information,
infuellng sugg8lltIona lor reducing Ihls burden. 10 Oepar1ment afAgrIculIure. C/eQmnceOfficer, OIRM, Room o404-W, Wachfnglon. D.C. 20250; and to ItIa 0IfIce ollnforma1lon
and Regulatory AffaII1l. OfIlCllor Managen1enland Budget

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S. DEPARThffiNT OF AGRJCUI.1lJRE
FOOD SAFElY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMP~CE RECORD
D Food Safety oOther ConsumerProlceti

\. DATE

3/28/2003
~. TO (!'Iaml .md Tirle)

JerryHaddix. PlantManager

6. RFlJWANT REGULATION(S)

Reg. 313 .5 (a) (1); 313.5 (b) (2,3)
7, REl.EVANTSECTJONIPAGEOF

ESTABLlSH.'v!ENT PROCEDURE/PLAN

2 RECORD ~O.

IHAecI'

3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

SSOP OTIIER

Directive5000.1
I . ISPCODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPLlANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT j A 0 SSOP 0 Moniloring 0 C=1ivc Action DR=lr~ DlmpIcncnaliOll
PROCESS ; B. 0 H."CCP D MOIIitoring D Cclm:aivc Atlion oRl:conIkcqBng DPbm VcrifiC>.lian

C. 0 PRODucr D Ewnmnic D Misbranding @Prolocol
D. 0 FAcn.rrv 0 Lighting 0 Sll1JctUr.II oOul.'ridl: Premises DProduct Baaed

E. 0 E.COU 0 Other

10, DESCRJPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:
,- -

APproXiiilitely' 14:20 on March 27, 2003; upon leaving the'shackling table, an excessive nwnber of animals were
notedattem tin to Ii themselves, increased vocalization DCul reflex

.....COiisclo~s.~...:.. it was al~o no. .~ one animal goin.g into tt:e-sC-aIa1iii11il~ a paddlingmovement,
an mdica1lbn of inadequatestunning/sticking, '

Duringthe approximately 20 - 25 minutes of stunning difficulty,the operationwas stopped twice for

:-t: , .'0 • .. ,.. ... N PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

OIl ~ bu. adm,aofvour n III to 01tJri,tkcis ion M a. In.owa
12 PLANT MANAGEME."IT RESPONSE (lm m4diou ocrions (,)) :

-- - - --._ - - - - - - - ----- - - -------- -- - - - - -- - - -

Thil document len'eJ al written notification that your fllilure to comply wltb regulatory requlrement(l) could result in addltlenal
regulatory or admini$tr:alive action.
14. SIGNATIJRE OF PLANTMANAGEMENT IS. DA'IE

16. VERIFICATION SIGNAnJRE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DA'IE

,SIS PO RM 5400-4 (119~ Repl=:> FSIS Fam 5400-4 (9197). which m;rybe wed UDIiJ
exhau.sted(7I98)

DlSllUBtmON: 0risin.aI &
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U.S. DEPARThIENTOF AGIUCULnJRE
FOOD SAFETY AND lNSPECOON SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

1YPE OF NONCOMPllANCE

D Food Safely 00lber Consumer Protection

I. DATI'.

3/28/2003
4. TO (Name and Til")

Jerry Haddix. Plant Manager

2. RECORD NO.

26-2003-4208

3. ESTAI31JSHMENT NO.

00320MM/l
S. PERSONNEL NOllFlED

Clarence L.; Gene Cook

6. RFU.VANT REGULAnoNeS)

Reg. 313.5 (8)(1); 313.5 (b)(2,3)
7. REUVANT SECTIONJPAGEOF
ESTABUSHMENr PROCEDUREIPLAN

IHACCP ISSOP IOTHER

Directive 5000 .1

8. ISPCODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPUANCE INDI CATOR

Product Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLlANCI!:

approximately 5 - 6 minutes each time. However, the operation was restarted without consideration ofth_
level in the pit_> for adequate stunning. Furthermore, even though an effort was put forth in
repairing the"-stunner, thus requiring the cessation ofoperati~effort failed to encompass the condition
of the animals discharged from the stunner as a result ofthe lower~evel. Even the use of 2 employees
sticking did not prove adequate for proper sticking and bleeding ofthe animals because of the insufficient stunning.

Each of the characteristics described above are indicative ofan inhumane handf of the animals as described and
discussed in Regulation 313.5. __

No corrective action was taken to rectify the status ofanimals already out ofthe stunner, nor was any action taken
to alleviate additional animals from being added to the problem.

~---.._._--.-_ -.._ ----- .- _- ----.. _-
The problem did correct itself only after the"fill lines returned the stunning pit to anadeq~eve~
requiring at least 10 - 15 minutes.

This is a protocol violation of the Humane Slaughter andHandling Act.

FSIS FORM S40ll-4 (7/98) Repl= FS IS Fonn S4OO-4 (9197). Vo-hidJ rn>.y be:used until
c.wustcd.{7I91l)

DlSTRlBlmON: OrigiN! &; H~ EsUb!i!hmcnJ5.:YO InspcClOr
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- - _. --- ._. ._- -- ..... ---- _. . . _..... - . _. ._. - .... - - . . . .. - - .. ._-... . - -- - - _. _- ---- .

April 9, 2003

DearDr."

Please accept this letter as our notice to appeal NR 26-2003-4208. 0,) (~
On March 27, 2003 a linefor_ into the stunner broke. This was
noted by the alarm goingoff~levels are decreasing. As this
alarm went off, establishment employees took corrective actions, which include stopping
the line and assessing animals coming out of the stunner. The line speed was reduced
and anim als which bad been in the stunner were assessed upon exit. Maintenance was
called immediately and worked to correct the prob lem. A number ofmanagers were in
the area directing these efforts.

There are a number of discrepancies or inaccurate statements in this NR, and we request

their revision or removal. CJ>j (,~J
1) Time, timeframes an~readings are estimates, but are cited throughout the

NR. as though they w~ocumented and witnessed..
2) The statement, ..the operation was res tarted without consideration of the •

level in the pit _ is incorrect.
-At no time did the establishment ever NOT consider the_level. This is a
measurement which is continuously monitored. Proper snifining ofhogs using
• is dependent on both the level and the time exposed to the gas, and so it
~t appropriate to assess stunning qual ity on _ levels alone.

3) The statement, "use of2 employees sticking did not prove adequate for proper
sticking and bleeding.. ;" is incorrect.
-The establishment recognized that C02 levels had decreased and that there
was movement of animals on line. An additional employee was added to
ensure that all animals were properly stuck, and it was not necessary to use
this person (it should be noted that movement on the bleed line is acceptable if
there is not a righting action).

- - --- - - - ----- - --

557
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4)

(1)(q)
The statement, "The problem did correct itselfonly after the. fill lines
returned the stunning pit to an adequate • level. .. ". is not accurate.
-The establishment is unaware of USDA defining adequate levelso.

Humane handling is a subject this establishment takes very seriously as evidenced by
our training programs for both associate and mangers. Our procedures are
documented and audited regularly and we have made handling part of our Process
Verified Program.

We appreciate your consideration and respectfully request this NR be significantly
altered or rescinded.

Si(227.t /IJI
Calvin R. Held
V.P. Processing Operations
Establishment 320M

----~- ------ -- ---_ . ---- - - - - --- --- -- --- -- - - - ----~ _.-

558
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USDA
United States
Department of
Agriculture

Food Safety
and Inspection
Service

James J. Sparks, Jr. DVM PSF
Est320M
PO Box 99 22123 Hwy 5
Milan, Mo. 63556

April 30,2003

Calvin Held, VP operations
PSF
Milan, Mo. 63556

Mr. Held,

I am in receipt of the appeal request from your office concerning the NR 26-2003. I
appreciate the opportunity to review and revisit the issue of concern.

The noncompliance record 26 - 2003 - 4208 was written based on the observation of an
USDA inspector, i. e., excessive vocalization in the area of the shacklelbleed troughs and
the noted paddling and righting attempts ofan animal entering the scald tub on the date of
record. This alone is sufficient to indicate inhumane handling according to Reg. 313.5.

--- -----_ 0__0 -
Based on my investigation ofthe events surrounding this issue, I wish to reiterate that the
stunner breaking was not the problem; it wasthe corrective actions toward the collateral
aspects of this problem.

My investigation of the events surrounding this issue, including a discussion with you,
provided the information utilized in the NR To the best of my knowledge, the
information provided was from employees associated with the collateral damage created
by the break in the_line. Several of these witnesses attested to the cessation of
operations by 7 "'Dirty Kill Supervisor, but also to the restarting of the
operation by , Kill Floor Superintendent. The status ofthe animals
leaving the stunn following the restartin f e 0 eration by _ was

o excessive vocalization and ri tin atte ts as com ared~ion
~. _ er an w en s ut d0W!1eno reduction in line speed was noted by anyone. _
Furthermore, no effort was put forth to use the hand-held stunner to correct the status of
~ ammaIs leaVIng the stunner prior to sticking. wW
While the USDA does not define adequate levelso. for the purpose ofcreating an
unconscious state in livestock, it does demarcate the characteristics delineating inhumane
handling. Rendering an animal unconscious is necessary prior to sticking. The
percentages;Jsea in the discussion ofthe stunning pit were provided by you in our
visiting of the issue and substantiated by the very people running the machine or
maintaining it.

(b){6) .

--_._---_ --------_.---
_.-.---~_.- ---- - - -

.- ._- - - -
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USDA
United Siates
Depiuttnent of
Agriculture

Food Safety
and Inspection
Service

James 1. Sparks, Jr. DVM PSF
Est320M
PO Box 99 22123 Hwy 5
Milan, Mo. 63556

Because of the observations noted and the information provided and substantiated, I deny
the appeal to alter or rescind this NR.

Should additional discussion be requested, please feel free to contact me or Dr. Dean
Booth, c. s., at the Lawrence District Office. .

Respectfully,

--_~ - ._-~_.- - - - - - - - - - ---- - _~ - - - ~_---- --
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~d3Td F:=<W~
221 23 Hwy. 5
P.O. Box 99
Mlb.n. MO 63556

Phone: (660) 265-4061
Fax: (660)265-3089

May 16,2003

Dr. D.L. Booth, C.S.
Lawrence District Office
4920 W.15'h St.
Lawrence, KS 66049-3855

Dear Dr. Booth,

This letter is to serve as our notice to appeal or request a revision of NR 26-2003-4208.

On March 27, 2003 a line for . . .) into the stunner broke. Th is was
noted by the alarm going off which indicates that_ levels are decreasing. As this
alarm went off, establishment employees took correcti ve actions , which include stopping
the line and assessing animals coming out of the stunner. The line speed was reduced
and animals which had been in the stunner were assessed upon exit. Maintenance was
called immediately and worked to correct the problem. A number of managers were in
the area directing these efforts.

There are a number of discrepancies or inaccurate statements in this NR, and we request
their revision or removal.

I) We understand that in all instructions to USDA personnel on humane
handling, witnessing what was described should have resulted in an officia l
control action. None was taken. In fact, the plant was not even noti fied of
these observations until the next day (March 28, 2003). It would be beneficial
to know of these occurrences immediately so they could be corrected.

2) The first paragraph references an assessment of ocular reflex and evidence of
sensibility in the scald tank. None of our personnel in the area noted the
occurrence of this, or of an FSIS person assessing this. In addition, ocular
reflex and sensibility are hi hly subjective assessments that should onl be
performed by trained personnel.-J'urtherrnore, the esta Iishment personne l

_~.presen t indicate that the event took place over a shorter en od of time than . _
indicated in the NR (10 minutes vs. 20-25).

3} Time, timeframes ande readings are estimates, but are cited through out the
NR as though they were documented and witnessed. In fact, no FSIS
personne l were in the area at which thee levels may be read. Instead, it is
our understanding that later that day, the operator was asked to share the level.
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4)

5)

6)

7)

The statement,~ was restarted without consideration of the'
level in the pit__' is incorrect.
-At no time did the establishment ever NOT consider the. level. This is a
measurement which is continuously monitored. Proper stunning of hogs using

• is dependent on both the level and the time exposed to the gas, and so it is
not appropriate to aSSeSSstunning quality on . levels alone.
-In addition, the machine is designed to stop inputting'"if it is shut
down. This is to prevent spill over of.nto work areas as there would be
no uptake by the hogs. Therefore, it is not uncommon for a low reading to
occur in conjunction with a stoppage which would then quickly increase upon
restarting the equipment.
-Finally, some hogs were hand-stunned to ensure they did not return to
sensibility.

The statement, "use of 2 employees sticking did not prove adequate for proper
sticking and bleeding.. ." is incorrect.
-The establishment recognized that .Ievels had decreased and that there
was movement of animals on line. An additional employee was added to
ensure that all animals were properly stuck, and it was not necessary to use
this person (it should be noted that movement on the bleed line is acceptable if
there is not a lighting action).

The statement, "The problem did correct itself only after the.fill lines
returned the stunning pit to an adequate _level. .. ". is not accurate.
-The establishment is unaware of USDA~fining adequate levelso.
We have also included documents showing the QA assessment of insensibility
and. levels.

Humane handling is a subject this establishment takes very seriously as evidenced by
our procedures and training programs for both associate and mangers. All personnel
that are handling animals or might be asked to do so are trained on our procedures
which include information from

These procedures are documented and audited regularly
and we have made handling part of our Process Verified Program.

The establishment acknowledges that there were operational challen ges on that day,
but feels that the NR should only address any alleged animal handling issues and not
conjecture on how they occurred. In addition, any issues that are addressedshoula
only be those which were seen first-hand by USDA and not "information provided by
employees associated with the collateral damage.. .",

Actions that are in progress at this establishment are:
I) New definition of actions i-elevels fall below the alarm level.
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2) Additional documentation in our guidelines/procedures of the above plus further
clarification on identification of insensibility and actions to take should this occur.

3) We are scheduled for our annual update to an employees in this area and will
further increase our emphasis on these issues.

We appreciate your consideration and respectfully request this NR be significantly
altered or rescinded.

Si'lcer~ly, _ .. , . I

" r r t ' (I; ' l ' ':
.: I ..J ' \ ..J../r r" · 1/ ,,/~ ~ · '- "· ··fld
( ,.f'I I -': L~" \ ,...,J ' .1)... ', ! L ! \./\.
I . , " " L r~ . ..." :/ ,. "'l>'~ I - ,

Collette Schultz Kaster
V.P. Food Safety and Technical Services

Calvin Held
V.P. Processing Operations
Establishment 320M
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05-30-2()()1Mr. Calvin Held
V-P Opera! Ions
22123 Hwny ;;
Milan.Mo . 6355(,

Dear Mr. Held:

United States
Department of
Agriculture

Food Safety And
Inspection Service
Field Operations

Th ank you for the opportunity to respond to your request for review/appeal of NR 2tl-2003-'+20& that I
receiv.ed on 05-17-2003. After discussions with the assigned FSIS personnel, PSF management officials
and Lawrence District managers. r would offer the following response.

On March 27' 2003 an event occurred in the shackling/bleeding area of the PSF slaughter operations thai
indicated the animaVs may no: have been properly stunned. Assigned FSIS inspection personnel witnessed
this. This in.~peclor ~as pos itioned loward the end of the bleed chain where the anhmJs eWer the scald tub.
One anim:11 was seen that dis laved a paddling movement when entering the scald tankat the cnd of Ihe--
h eed line. It was also reported that there were 0 ier aruma s not trying to right themselves. Th e inspector
was in the area between 3-5 minute tirneframe.
Further FSIS personnel are charged with ve rifying the compliance of the Humane Slaughter and Handling
Act on a daily basis . Wilh the increased consumer awareness of these issues any challenges will require
FsrS personnel to become more pro-active in their verification with locally assigned professional personnel
becoming involved. Challenges such as this are taken very seriously and will be reviewed by the high est
level of the district for resolution and action,
Therefore, in reviewing NR 26-20OJ-4208 I would agree that the NR should only focus on what was
.acrually witnessed and nolan second hand conjecture. ~s, lhe request to re\lse the infonnatiOD in section
10 of the NR \\;11 be sJlslainc4, I will instruct the FSIS lIe to revise the NR to read the following; "At -
approximately 14:20 on March 27,2003 upon leaving the shackling table. a number of animals were noted
attempting to right themselves. These animals were comatose prior to entering the scald tank . Jl "~JS Doted
however, at least one animal going into the scald tub displaying a paddling movement. This is a violation of
the Humane Slaughter and Handling Act",

TIle expectation would be, going forward. that PSF would react to alleviate any ani mals that are not
properly stunned [rom gerttng through the shackling/bleeding area. As noted in your letter of
appeal/revision of M.,y 16.2003 the newly implemented actions and protocol will help alleviate these
issues going forward. USDA FSIS is charged with verifying the humane handling and slaughter act and
will continue to be pro-active when operational challenges arise.

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to respond 10 your concerns. If you wish to furthe r appeal this
decision, please send your appeal to Dr. William Walker, lawrence District Manager, ~92() West lSd'
Street. Lawrence, Ks. 66049.

Sincerely.

Dean L-,Booth Jr. DVM
- -- ----Chlllicothc.Circuit.Supervisor _

co. USDA IIC
William Walker LDO V

Voice: 7X5 tt 1-5600

---- --._- - - --- ----.

Fax: 785 g.H-5623
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I. DAn!

11/1212003

s, m!lJlV.uotrREGtL\1JON(S)

313.2(dX2)

78-2003-4208

IHACCP ISSOP

00320MM/I

(b)(B

I 011IER

I. JSPCODB 04C02

D. 0 FACIUTY

Eo 0 Il.COlJ i Do.

o Y* '8

0' ,+ • 't'=:a

OHlalV~

At approximately 7:40 a.m.on 11112/03,1 observed an cstabli3IuneDt employee a disabledanimal offa trtd
" " .in the receiving area oftbe -new" bam. The cmploy=cm.erged:fran the truck the animal with a chain

sbacldcxi around it's right rear leg. 'I1Jc chain was removed by the employee and tho aaimalwas laying on it's left
sidewhenit paddled its legs and proceeded to tIy to right itself Theanimal waslaying approximately6 feetinside
the receiving door after the incldeot. "I'M bam supervisor was immediately DOIificd of the DOIlcompliana;. This
incident is a violation of reguJation 313.2(d)(2). Failure to comply with regulatoryr~may~ in
L.~

. --=~~(b~);-(6),Q,;(~b)(I.I"j71:..u,",k"IQ)~ _
~~0IU:="":..:'...u'i=ar::....J8=/JJ::..::z.o/.:;,;9CPR.=,-- _
12. PUJa' WANAGa!Nl!N1' RllSI'ONllll fbo-41- ~6}):

11dI doamu:l1t lI'ives .. wriUea notifia&la tJIat)'OUrralluft tv CIlIIJpl,r wida reguJator,y RqIIiRmeDt(.) anaJd raalC ba addidonllJ
regulatory or adm.l!lbtrlflve ICdaD.

(b)(6), (b)(7)(c)
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us. ml'ARnlIlNl'arAGIIDlLnJRa
1'OOD I.AI'£1'Y A1oCIN3I'2CnON savJlS

NONCQlIPLIANCEJDCOIIJ) CON11NUA1'ION SBDT

I. DA11l

11/121l003 78-20034208 00320MM/I

6. RElZVANT JUi(JlXA1lON(S)

313.2(dX2l

(b)(6)

IHACCP ISSOP I 0IlmIl

.. WCODE

04C02

19. NONCOMP1IANCH lNDfCATOR.

Product Protocol

DISJRlBlllXlN= 0riIIi<ut II; 1 CCV1- EIlIII>liIbm:III
1 "'l'1-lDopoacr
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1

Noncompliance Record Response Form
Est. 320M

NOD compUance record #: 78-2003-4208

Date on NR: 1111212003

12. P lant Management Response: (I".." . d;. ,. actla.(s)}:
The associate performing this taskwas new to this area. This associate had j ust recently
gone through the company training program and given a copy of the PSF Animal
Handling Guidelines which do address the proper way to handle a downer animal We
immediately instructed this associate to discontinue handling downer hogs improperly.
The affected hog was then properly transferred to the downer hog holding area for
inspection and then was transferred to the stunning area.

13. Plant Management Response ({,,"hOTp14""ed actlo,,(s}):
The associate involved was disciplined regarding this issue at wbich time he was re
instructed on the proper downer bog handling methods. We also removed all shackle .
chains (intended for dead animals only) from the area to eliminate any chance of these
being used again on downer hogs. We are also evaluating our training materials to insure
that these types ofitems are emphasized and thoroughly covered in the training classes.

14. Signature of Plan t ~nagement

~:-/~~
IS. Date

!/-17-@.
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00057-01 02316 M I I

U.S . DEPAATMENT OF AGRICULTUAE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECnON SERVICE

NONCOMPUANCERECORD

'~O;;/22/~~I:0RD NO.
.. . TO IName and TIt/ol
Ryland Meyr
6 . RELEVANT REGULATI ONISI

FSIS Directive 6900.1 Revis ion I

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safet y

ESTABLISHMENT NO.

o Other Con.u~Protection

7 . RELEVANT SECTION/PAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURE/PLAN .+

I HACCP IsSOP IOTHER
X

B. ISP CODE

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

--'- -- ._.._- -- - - - - - - - - - - -

Out.ide Pram~.. 0 Product Baud

o Impleme ntation

o PlMlt Verifica tion

o Protocol

o Racord koeping

o Recordkeep ing

o 5 tNcturai

o Mi. bra nding

o Conectlvo Action

o Correctlvo Act ion

o Economic

o Other

o Monitoring

o Moniloring

E. ~" l E. COLI
~_ ..'

C. L j PRODUCT

D. :' FACILITY

PLANT U SSOP

PROCESS . B. ! !HACCP

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIAN CE:

At approximately I I~ requested that they be allowed to assist a nonambulatory and obviously hot
pig into the inedibleroo~the trailer after it backed up to the downe;-pad I saw 2 Fruitland employee;;
pull ing on the pig, one of them had shackled Thepig. I'told them no shackle and help'the pig. Instead the pig was drug and
lifted into the inedible room while fully COnsciOLL<;.

(b)(6),(b)(7)(c)

y Old and/or J8/.J5 of9 CFR.

• :.. & 0

, ' Of . ·' • .... . . " .,. ,1 '"r y
PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: (Immediate ac rion(s}):

i
12 .

t 3 . Pl~AN-T MANAGEMENT-RE SPONSE I(urrhel p lanned-;C iion lsJJ: -_ .- - - .- - - -

f.!~<tJ~ iOOQ<-1o ~cL r~F~ -f6-z*~~ dlc~~~ ,

._- - - -- . --- - - -----'-._-- ----- - - - - --- --- - - - "- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - - ----- - - - - - -
- - - - ----_. - - -' - ------ -_..-._- -----

DAT~

(J "2.-"3 ·DJ
DATE

g
1 17•

I
DISTRIBUTION:

This document serves as written notifi cation that your failure to co mply with regulatorv requ irement(s) could
result in additional agulatory or administrative action.

~rnE~tOF PL T M ANAGEMENT !15.

16. VERIFICA (b)(6),(b){7)(c/
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·The Il!quest ror Ihls inlormation is Volr.mtary. III n.eded 10 monilor defe cts (ound In Ihis inspection syslem . It is used by FSIS 10 determine whether establishments are in
complia nce . aCFR 301 and9CFR 381. FORM A PPROVED OMS NO. 0583-008 11. OMB DISCL OSURE STATEMENT: Publi c reporting burden rorthl, collect ion of
Inlormallon is estimated to a~rllg8 7 minutes pllr respo nse, Including lhe lime lor reviewing inSlructlons , searching eldsting da la soures, galhering iIIld main taining !he data
needed. Md comple ling and reviewlnll!he collect ion Dr inf ormalion. Send commenllt regard ing this burden estimate or any olh~ aspllct or Illis collection or information.
inludlng suggestions lor reducing this burden, to Departmenl 01Agr icullurII. Clearance OtIIcer, OIRM. Room 4D4-W,WlI3hmllton, D.C . 20250; and 10the omell or ~formation

and Regu1atol1' Affair. , Offoce of ManDgemenland Budg l

TYPEOF NONCOMPUANCEu .s. DEPARTMa.-r OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAfETY AND INSPECTION SERvrCE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food SafelY 001her Consumer Protecri

I. DAT E

5/17/2004

12 RECORD NO.

I 11-2004-6232

l . ESTABLISHMENT NO.

19789 M / 1
4. TO (Na= N Tillt!)

Travis W. Little, Earl Avery, Plant owner , Kill floor foreman
S. PERSONNIit. NOT ifIED

Mike Little

6. RELEVANTREQULATION(S)

313.2 e and 313.2d 1
7. aELEVANTsEcnO~AGEOF
ESTABUS.UME~IPROCEDUR~LAN

IHACcP I SSOP OTHER

&. ISP CODE 04C02

E. D E.COl.l

9. NONCOMPLIAN CE cu\sSIFICA110N INDICATORS

D Monitoring 0 Concc:tM:AClian DReteTdk=pillg D tmplerncnmnon

D MoIllorinl 0 Com:ctivcAction oRc:conlkceping o Pmt Vc:rificaDlm

0 Economic 0 Misbna:ndins ~l'I1llocDl

0 L~tin. 0 SlnJetIn1 oOlllSidc PmniJcs ~rod;;~
0 Other tti ~

SSOP

HACC!"
A.D

o
PLANT
PROCESS

: B.

D. D FACn.m

c. ~ PRODUCT

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 1520 hr, an inspection of the hog holding pens was .made.for humane handing of animals by. .. ..
• and~. There wereabout 250 hogs delivered to the plant about 0800 hrs this morning.

There aresome~ or more) in the pens with nearly all of the animals sufferin the effects ofheat
exhaustion i.e, heavy respiration and depression. Some ofthe animals are sta g. many are down and unable
to rise. The watering devise along the side of the pen does not appear to be working. 0 water --
Down and/or disabled animals have not bee d to a place of shelter. Regulation 313.2 e states t~aiijmals

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (/iurher planned tJdlons(.l}):

This documcnt serves as WrittCII Dotifieatioll tbat yuur failure tAl comply witb rquJatory reqllircmCDt(s) could I"ll.!ialt in addition.1
regulatory or admiDistTatm: .etion.
14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT f\.IANAGEMENT 15. DATE

16. VERlFICAnON SIGNAT URE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATI:

FStS FOR M 5400-t (7191)

•
Replaces !'SIS FQTI1l S4llD-C (9191). wllieto mayIn used until

rolUsrcd.(7I'18)

l'u lUi

fir i ·i)
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P.l

., h& request lor this information ieVoIun:ary. r Is IlMdedIo monitordefedSfound in Ihis il'llloec:tlOns~. It ill used by FSISlu datenninowMlher \llStabJlshments lIro In
aunpliance. 9CFR 301 IIIld 9CFR381. FORM APPROVED OMSNO.0583-0089. OMSDISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public repartil'l9 burdenfor thls collection of
inftlrmeliorlls estirnlllld to _ge 7 lI'llnU18S per rwsponae, incfudin; rho lime for I'lIIIiewing ~ruc:tions... _rctring eKi!ltinll elm scums, gathering and maintaining the data
needed, lind comp,eting and reviewlnglhe C;C/ledion d infaImarion. Send~0IMlllI'Its rsgardinO 'his burden Olllinlllle or 81'1"( OIher BSpocI of 1h~ coll8Ction of information,
Inhldi:>g~na for redud"lllPlls burden. to Depoanmontor "'GrlcuIture. 0 ..._ Olr.cer. o iAM. Room 404-W. Washington. D.C. 2025D; and 10 lI\8 0tIIce of lnforma1ion
and Regulatory MaiI1l, OII"lee ofMQll:II;lJInBnt and Budget.

1. DATE

U.s.DEPAll1'ME.NfOF AGRICUl.TL~ .
FOODSAFETY~ INSPLCIlONSERVIcE

NONCOMPUANCE RECORD

2. RECORD NO.

TYPE Of NONCOMPLlANC':F,

3. EST ABI..ISHMENT NO.

11110/2004
4. 10 (}Jinrt. tmd'l'tr~)

JoeOndrnsek, President/GM

51-2004-46[Z
to)\OI ..

07237 ' M/ 1
. s, PERSONNEL N01"lFIEO.-..

6. JtEI~EVANr lEGUUTION(S)

313.2 (d-l,2,3)~500.l(a);500.2(4-b)

7, RaE-VAN! sEcnowPl\oi OF
ESTABLI~.JRl\IPlJ\N

I ssos i 01HEA

Product Procotol

E. 0 lLCOll "

8. ISPCODE-

c. ~ PRODUCT

04C02

SSOP

HACCP

9. NONCOMPIlANCE CLASSIFlCATION INDiCATORS

0 MoaiJorina ·0 Colrtaivc~ O~ o1IUpJlIItIn1~

0 ~ 0 CarrcctncAeliM O~ oPS.- Vcrifie.aliM'
, -- . "';; .-.- . .

D,~ '0
-:. '\ 0 Pr1l1DcdMlcbrmcIiq

0 I..ishtina '0 ~ o0uIIi<k Pren,j. o!'n>dut:.bed

0 QIha"
10. O£SCJ/JPTION OF NONCOMPUIIN~:

At 1139 hrs I observed the following non-compliancefs): Arriving In the stunning area to perform task 04C02, 1
observed two 'employees "ith two swine livestock animals both shackled by their hind l~ being dragged into the
stunning area. Closer inspectionshowed that these animals were,consCious ana whining. J immediately stopped all
Sfimningacti~ and infonn the stunner that Do animals were to be stun until ~ told min it was ok. (The employee is
Hispanic but another English Speaking employee translated, Lasked another.employee to get a supervisor to this 116\
area..~ved.:.uu:i wasinf?nn~ of:aetiviti~ going 011 in this area.~ called .Production Supervisor(t)), "

n. SJONAlUR£OFlNS~ONI~EMPLOYEE (bX6), (b)(7)(c)

U . PLANTMANAGEMnNT RESP:ONSE (fudwr platwwd ~lJOIJI('))!

Thi. document serveUII ",ritteu notification that your faihuc to comply with regulatory rcquiremcr)1(~)could r~ult in additional
- 'rei:iilllwry or 21dmiDistntive Bmea.

14.. ::JGN'II.·n:RF.OFPl .'lNTMAJolAGEMENl" IS. DATE

17. OATh

FSlS FO;u.( !'100.~ (7r'Y1) Jlep~ F~ Fcnn S«n.4 (Ilt97). whichI%lll)' boo -=l =iJ
~~.(7198)

DlS'lEBtmON: 0risinAI Ir.
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U.S. DEPAJl.na:NT OF A<.RJCULnJRE
FOOD SAFETY .'\NOIN~N SF.Il:V1GE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINVATION SHEET

11/10/2004 57-200+46] 7

4. TO (Nam, tlftd Tldl) 'b~ .
JoeOndmsek, PresidemiGM \

P.2

nn: 01-" NONCO!l.filUANC'.£ .

o FoodSlf~ 0 Oth=- Col1llWl1cr Prorection

07237 M/l

G. REllVANTREOt.1Lt\nONeS)

313.2 (d-l,2,3);SOO.I(a);500.2(4-b)
7. REUV.ANT SECI1ONIPAQ!;; ()(O.

ESTABUSJfM!.1'JTPR.OCED~
IlfACCP . I OTHER

Product Procotol

a. !SPC'.oDF.

04C02

10. DESCR.!P11ON OF NONCOMf'UANC2:

9. NONCOMPUAN~ INDJ CA"l'OR

Product Protocol .

two-way radio to~ at that time I informed." ofmy fin~9a,nd that j would be calling~
(District veterinary MS) of the Districtoffice. states that the~p~oyee. could~(~~ portable stwmcr)-'- '-,.
theanimals right outside in thepen next to the...sD!1]Ding .booth. There were~'(totaif3ninlals that appeared in be
non ,-ambulatoIY and one other animat ·Wit:h·it's front right leg injured andwalking on only three legs ( I ~uested

.-to see him move attbis point), After plugging the portable stunner up and trying to stun the first animal, the
stunner was not working the animal 'was clearly uncomfortable again the employee tried to stun the animals but to
no avail._ at that point calledby radio for.establisbmeatmaintenance to come to the stlimling area. Waiting for
the maintenance man to arrive, I at that point (having orally stoppedall production) went to the USDA office to
call the District Office (leaving message) and immediareJy (within 3-4 minutes) returning to thestunning area to . ~----"-~-- . - - 

find that all three non-ambulatory had been stu~ed. bleed and hlUl ' at the: and the feu a'nima1 bein
~~I-in,(<mned.-tbc.supervisQr~~ . were sus and no blood h Id be used andthat I
wSuldbe tagging these animals for dispositioq. from my immediate supervisorwhom I called and discussed this
situation. He instructed meto releaseproduct (carcasses) and agreed that therewas non-compliance which was
very evident.~~ . to see the'establishment's video Surveillance tape ofthe area in

uestion for that time period. ·PI 1 rwile the establishment is not under an · uuemem to mE:

their secun ces or recordings and the uest was made as strietl that a z; uest, and being noted here for
Informative information of timeand sequence ofevents. Given the.severity ofthis incident c IS

resuming product before I released area, I wastaking everymeasure to insure the animals were properly bandIed
while I went to call and infonn the DO. The request was denied. However the establishment did requestto speak
with me to discuss~y concerns.

Rcpl-. HIS FCIlIl5400-4(9tSl7). whi.cft1M)' be u.l until
cehau=.d.(7:911)

15. DATE

I ·' .
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Columbia Packing Company

NR 57-2004

November 12,2004

(b)(6)

P.2

.- - .~ . ,._.__.-

Immediate Actions: All suspected hogs involved in the incident described in NR 57
2004 werestunned properly before being shackled Columbia Supervisor," .
__oversaw this event to ensure proper procedures were followed. Per .

Instructions from-e, blood from these hogs was not kept.
'. . . . . (b)(6), (b)(7)(ll )

Further Planned Actions: Employees involved in the handling oflivestock met on . '
November 12, 2004 at 5:00AM for an informative counseling session discussing humane
handling of animals. All humane handling regulations 9CFR 313 .2 were discussed and
reviewed for proper actions. Furthermore, employees were reminded ofthe proper '
procedures to follow when the inspector infonns themto stop production. Supervisors . .
will be monitoring humane hlindlingto ensure all!'C~ti01lSarebcing irnp1dileiife'dand
fol1owedb~Both supervisOrs rorthikill floor, Quality Control Manager.
andowner~erepresentat this session. :See attached paperwork which .
documents the training and.which employees attended. . . .
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. . . .. . .. .,. -_.

Reference NR 20-2004 EST 19789- 4L Processing (b)(6), (b)(7)(c)

Upon visiting the plant on Wednesday, September 1,2004, I conferred with~
--..His observations were that many of the hog stomachs he observed, during his
p~st mortem inspection, were empty or filled with water only.

The slaughter schedule for EST 97

In regard to-"omments, I began an investigation of the feeding practice
at EST 1978~large storage pens for residue of feed and saw little to none.
I observed the pile of "deer corn" they were using to feed the hogs and thenumber of
sacks present. There are also 4 small pens used for Ante.Mgrt~!p (AM) near-the entrance .. ', . ., .
of the ,kill floor...I!ogsarebroughtdoWn fromtllinarge'h~idG;.gpens about_ at a time 0'J (f.)
for Ante Mortem and then slaughter. In one of these smaller pens the plant was keeping
smaller hogs (BBQs or Roasters). There was corn present in this pen.~
explained, once, that these hogs couldn't afford to lose any weight.

Upon returning to the plant on Thursday, September 2, I, again, conferred with .,_and he commented that: .
1: the small hogs from the small AM pens clearly had feed in their stomachs and
intestines.
2. when the slaughter for the larger hogs from the large holding pens started, he observed
that the stomachs were filled only with a colored liquid (water).
I made a similar observation during the 10:00 hour on these hogs. I also observed the
deer corn pile and it appeared unchanged. Another significant point is that when these
hogs arrive on Monday, after a considerable amount of time on the transport truck, there
usually is feed still remaining in the stomach. However, by Wednesday, the 2nd day of
slaughter 3~day-after-an:ival) for the week, the stomachs were empty.

~

,

t, therefgre,appea:redthat the hogs had not been fed as required by the regulations. n
September 2,2004 NR 20-2004 was written and issued.

• )(.6).,~ 6~ Tuesday September 7, 2~~~~;he ~;;:~ng W~~k, another lot ofhogs arrived at EST
19?89. and they.started thes~aug~val.~Since.this-was-the·dayof 

~'yal" no..feedmg-was-reqU1red:~d I reviewed the stomachs of
- slaughtered hogs and found that all the stomachs we checked had feed in them even

though they had been in transit for some time. On Wednesday, September 8th, the second
day of slaughter, we checked stomachs again. At 3:00 PM, we still found some stomachs
with feed in them. Since this day was a required feeding da , I supervised the feeding of
the lot of hogs. The hogs were fed corn at a rate of

000042



On the 3'd day after arrival (Sep 9, 04)__and I again observed stomachs and
all of the stomachs we checked hadob~em. I went to the holding pens were
they were kept overnight and observed the remains of yesterdays feeding. There were
kernels ofcom around the edges of the pen which had pushed out by the hogs. On the rt- \ /if)
pavement near the feeding~ there were ~emels ofcom per square foot and inl::?' Q
the distant areas there were .emels per square foot.

My conclusion is that if hogs have been fed in the past 24 hours, you will see remains of
the feed in the stomach (and usually in the holding pen) and that this is a reliable means
ofdetermining recent feeding. I recommend this method.

.....-
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us, DEPARThfENT OF AGRlCULllJRE TYPE OF NONCOMP,UANCE
FOODSAFElY ANDJNSPEC110N SERVICE

'--
I. DAlE

Inl04

NONCOMPUANCE nCORD

2. RECORD NO.

3.,2004-1664

.0 FoodSsfdy

3. ESTABUSHMENTNO.

,01628 MIl
4. TOCNa1MtllldTi&} ,

Mr.JOMAn&rson.PresidentlGM

6. RElEVANt REGULATION(S}

313.30 (a)(I), (a)(4), (b)(2), (b)(3)
7. REUlVANTSHCTIONJPAGE OF

ESTAlIL1SBMENTPROCEIJUREJPLAN fHACO"

5. ,PERSONNEL NOT1HIID ,
,Kathleen Cobmn (Plant Manager)

onmR

EledricStunning
I. lSPCODE 04e02

9. NONCOMPUANCECLASSlFICA1tON INDICATORS,
PLANT :A 0 SSOP 0 McllliImiqg 0 Co=cIivc ktion -o~ DImj:dmn 1M;""

PROCESS
: B. D BACCP 0~ 0 COITCCIiw: Action ,0RcconIbcpins o~VcrifiuIiolI

C. 0 PRODUCT" 0 &ooamic D MilItnDdizJg §Protocol
D. 0 FAcn.rrY 0 Ligh1iog 0 SIJvctul;d oQQl!idePremiars oProductBasod

E. 0 F..COU 0 0Ih«

10. DESCRJPTION OF NONCOMPllANCE:

On 7 Jaiiuary 2004 at approxit:nately 0910hrs me that the establishment was having
, problems with the electric stunner. Iaspecto said at 0903 ,asked [opetatorofthe ~er),howthe
stUnner was working' due to the fact that the planthas had difficulties with ,the'Stunner in the recent past while was

- performing an 04C02 procedure. Inspector said, replied with there is some problemswith a screw coming
, out ofthe gun. Inspector informed ,that if it was net causing 'a problem With the stunning that he may
go ahead and continue then fix the stunner before start:iD.g back up after lunch. said that I answered

17. DAlE

/-,?'- dE(
DISTRmUIION: Original &: 1 copy. Esmblishmcm

1 eopy - Inspc:etor

000033
______________----..........~--J
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NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET..

. I> '. -. tr

1. DATE.-

us, DEPAll'IMENTOFAGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFElY ANDINSPECTIONSERVICE

2 Rl!CORD NO.

s.(b)(6)

1YPEOFNONCOMPUANCE s:(b)(7)(C)

o Food Safety 0 0lbcr CQnsumet Protcction

3. I!SfABUSHMENTNO.

117/04
4. TO(N- andTiIltI)

Mr.JohnAnderson, PresidentlGM

6. RELBVAm REGULAlION(S)

313.30 (aX I), (aX4). (bX2), (bX3)
1. REJ..EVANl" SECllONJPAGE OF
ESTABUSHMENT PR.OCEDlJRFJPLA

8. ISPCOOE

04C02

3-2004-1664

IHACCP

01628 MIl
.s. PJ!RSONNEL NOTIFIED

. Kathleen Coburn (Plant Manager)

ISSOP . I 01lIER

ElectricStunning

1
9. NONCO~ nID!CATOR

. -Product Protocol

10. DI!SCRlP'JlON OFNONCOMPUANCE:

with ok and began knocking two morehogs at 0907 hrs. Inspector stunned the two bogs and
hoisted them in the ail to be bled,one ofthe hogs started kicking repetitivelyand-came Ioese from the cltainsbackle
that was.around it' rear leg. that the hog Iandedon'the killfloor, then got up and started running
around. Inspector .d called for another employee to help put it back into the
knocking box. informed to stoptheldll untilthe stunner was fixed correctly.
Inspector he then foreman) ofthe situation and then proceeded to the USDA
inspection officeto infonn me (Inspector Upon being infonned I inunediatelycheckthe
knockbox and observedthe previously stunnedhog .standing there. Ithen-proceeded·tothe processing roomto inform.
Kathleen (plant Manager) ()fthe situation andthat the kill had been stopped·untilthe saamer was fixed. At .

.approximately 1000~ Mr.JohnAnderson {PresidentlGM)irlfotmed methatthe stmmerwas fixed. Myselfand.
_ ' Inspector proceeded to the knockbox to observethe' stunning oftwo hogs. After observingthe stunning,

shackling, and bleeding oftha two hogs,-I informed the plant thatthey may resume killing. Section 313.30 (a)(l) ofthe
CodeofFederalRegulations states " The electric current shall be administered so.as to produce.at a minimum,
surgical anesthesia, i.e., a state wherethe animal feels no painful sensation.' The animalsshall be eitherstunnedor
killed before they are shackled, hoisted, thrown, cast, or cut. Theyshallbe exposedto the electric current in awaytb.at
willaccomplish the desired resuh quicklyand effectively, with a minimum of'excitementand discomfort". Section313 .

. 30 (a)(4) states"The stunned animal shall remain in a state ofsurgical anesthesia through shackling, sticking,and
bleeding". Section 313.30 (b)(2) states "All equipment used to apply and control the electrical currentshall be
maintaiaed in good repair, and all indicators, instruments. and measuring devicesshallbe a~ble for inspection by
Program inspectorsduringthe operationand at other times". Section 313.30 (b)(3) states "Each animalshall be given a
sUfficient application ofelectriccurrentto ensure surgicalanesthesia throughoutthe bleedingoperation. Suitable
timing, voltage and current controldevicesshall be used to ensurethat eachanimal receives the necessary electrical . ,
charge to produce immediate unconsciousness. The current shaIl be appliedso as to avoid the production of . ..
hemonhages or other tissue changes.which could interfere with inspection procedures". .' .
Thisdocumentserves as writtennotification ofyour failure to complywith the Code ofFederal Regulations part 313.:
30. .

exhesIccl{1198)
DlSTIUBUllON; 0rigjDaI 4 1 oopy- Esbbli:sbmcnt

1 copy - lnIpector

000034
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s.(b)(6)
4

I

3. ESTABLlSHMENINO.

o Food~

2. R.'ElCORD NO,

. : 2-2004-5656 .

LIANCE RECORD

is needed10mOllllor defuc:l!J round in thil m~peCtion ~~. It faused by FSIS to dGeBtmlne wtleClet'eslBblj9~ilfJlJ(7)(C) -,
APPROVEDOM8 NO. OS83-0089. OMB DISCLOSURESTATEMENT; Public repotllng llUrdenfor Itlill coIlecfiond ItlfonnetionIA .:

/Iduding !he time Il$ ~\Ilevo'Ir1g inWucllon8, INreI11ng eldallno d81ll 9OUl'M,~ng and maintaininglI'Ie O'n 1Wleded, ertd
stion. send eommenlll'll(lsf'cUngtnilllUl'den allmele or any other upeel at \hIli collection of il'Iform-elon.Inludlng IlJlI9IS'I-

ultura. ClUral'lCl OfIIcer,OlfW, Roam 404-W, WatlIngton, D.C. 20250: and 10ltle Moe of lnfOrm:llt!on and RegulaIOtyAlfalll,

2110/04

6. RaEVANt REGULATION(S)

313.5{b)(2)

. t DAm
".-

",0_ • .. .

The ~1.lllis inlbtmationII Voluntary.
~llnce. 9CM 301 and 8CFR S81. FO
119lil'nPld 10aveqge 7 minuilMl per raspons
compl«lng .r.d reviewingtheeolleetiO/'l or In
fot redW::lng Ittls. burden, 10Dllpar!rTlenl of

. OfIlcoor Mene(ler'l*'ll and8IJdgel

HACCP ssoP

8. [$PCOOS 04C02

PLANr
,

0:A ssor
PROCESS

: B~ 0 liACCP ,.

C. ~ PRODUCT-

D. 0 fACILITY

E- D E. COU

9. NONCOMPLlA1'ICE: CJ.ASSJFICAnON lND1CATORS

0 MoailDrinc 0 Co~A<:tion oRccoIdhqliDg

0 MouiIoriIIr 0 ~ACIioo D~

0 E.ocuomic. 0 ~9 ~ProIoc:ol

0 LiehtD&I 0 SII:uo/:IIJrAl DOutJidI: Pmoiscc .

0 Odlcl"

DJm~oPlmt VaikasioG

10. DESOJP'TION 01' NONCO'l'Q'l.J./\1'~

Atapproximately 1400 hou
At the end of one 'of the stu

dumped onto the table for sh
ay that he could not be phy

'-Still stuck in this position. Th
The lead person was info

uring swine slaughter operations, I was observing the carbon dioxide stunning operation,
ng cycles, the two hogs in the stunning chamber rose to the top ofthe chamberto be' .
kling and hoisting. However, one of the hogs had his snout stuck in a crevice in such a
ally removed from the chamber, The animal eventually regained consciousness while
constitutes a failure to meet regulatory requirements for humane slaughter.
ed of the situation and the plant owner was called to the plant. The animal was stuck-in

1.,. DATE16. VERrrlCAnot" SIGNAn.JRE 01 INS lONPROGRAM EMPLOYEE

Tills dOCllmeDtserves as writteD 'ficatiou that yoar '.lIure to comply with replatory nquiremeat(s) coald muir In additiolud
j

nculatory or adll:llBlsrrattwacd
If. SIGNATURE OF PL/oJ>/T M»lA lj PATE

··13: PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPOtiSE

~9 PSISForm~ (9:'97)."hidllllllYbeusedumil
ablalltl<d171911)

DISTRUltmOJI/: 0rigiQIJ &. I~ - FAflIbiillhmcm
1cop)'-I&~

. Best Copy Available
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__.±!!d

000046



s.(b)(6) .
s.(b)(7)(C)

s,
06208 Mil

J. ESTABL~NO.

TYPEOf NONCOMPLU\Nct:o FoodSaftty l!J c:>tb='~ l'tob!dioD

2-2004-5656

. RECORD NO.

2/10/04 .

. NONCOMPUANCE RJo1~DCONTINUATIONSHFXT

1. DATE .

6. ll.El.EVANt RI:GULA1'1mr(S)

31.l5(b)(2)

4. to(N<mrell1ld1'HhI)

.Aster Ramos, Produ.ction Marllger

. 7. REI..EVI\lolT SfCT~iPA.GE OF
ES1ABLISHMENT PROCEDUlU:/l'l..AN

8ACQ> SSOP Onn;.a

a. lSPCODE

04e02

9. NONCOMPLlANC8 JNDI CATOR

Product Protocol

this position for epproximat
After the animal was free
9CFR Part 313 Section 5

is dependent on its proper d
other equipment used must
be free from pain-producing
projections or exposed whe .

. animals may be injured .....
This document serves as.

additional regulatory or adrn

.'~. .'

30 minutes.
it was stunned using a captive bolt device and I allowed production to resume.
)(2) states: "The ability ofa.oesthetizing equipment to perform with maximum efficiency

ign andefficientmechanical operation. Pathways, compartments, gas chambers, and all
designed to accommodate properly the species ofanimals.being anesthetized. They shall

estrainingdevices. Injury ofanimals must beprevented by the eliminationof sharp
·or gears.,There shall be no unnecessary holes, spaces or openings where feet or legs of

rirten notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirements could result in
istrativeaction.

11. SIGNATIIRE OF INSPFCnON PR a DATE

hpI..... fS)S Potm S4OO--4 (9,091)" ",bdJ.lm)'~ U90d UII!iJ
o:J~(7~1 .

Best Copy Available

DISTRIBUTION: 0riBin.Il.t 1 copy. E.."lIIbIi&!IDoem
I oopy. wpccmr
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Best Copy Available

lUpl- FSlS FQ'In~ (9197), which""'Y be uoed IIftLiI
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15803388155FAIM Division
s.(b)(6)

p.2 s.(b)(7)(C)
The r!lqllesl for this ifllormalion Is VolunJ;;jry. His n-...ed 10 rnonlter d{lh)cls found in this inspocnon S)'!>tem. ~ is use;.. .•, FSIS to detel'mine whether "5lablishmenls are in
eornpllaeee. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMB NO. ()58~IlClM. Or.e DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this collection of information is
estimlltl:d ro iWelilge 7 minule5 pet' re>ponse, induding the lime for fe~i"g JI'l$!nJC\Jons. searChing ensling nata WlJJl!S, g:;MJ1ering aM m<linlalllin~ /he caia needed, and
comptClll\g ana rtlVlewmg tile collectlon of ',nftllTnMon, SeM comments rcgaI"dlng this burden estimate Dr any othet aspect ot this colledion of in!oonation. inJuding suggestions
for redllClng ttns burden, 10 Departmenl of Agrlcull1Jre, Clr'lU'ilnctl Officer, OIRM, Room 4D4-W, W"Shi"lltOl'l, D.C. 2<1250; and to !he Office of lnklrmation and Regulatory Allain;,
Office ~ Managemenl .. nd Budget.

Nov 02 06 02:55p

TYPE OF NONCOMPJ..tANCEU.S. DEPARTMENTOF AGRJCULTURE
FOODSAfETY AND INSPECTTON SI::RVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety @Otber Consumer Protection

I. DATI::

7/14/03 1
2

• RECORD~~8_2003_1129
3- ESTA1ILISHMENT NO.

13597 M /2
4. TO(NiJm~W1d ,n(i~)

Ken Wilson, Operations Manager
5. nv I U"=-'

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

CFR 9 Part 313.30(2)Directive 6900.1 Part 2 I.A.i
7. KELEVAJ-;T SECITONIPAGE OF

£STABLlSHME NT ?ROCEDUREJPLN-J
IHAeC!' 1 ssor I· OTHER

64 d and page 5

E. !SpeODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE ClASSEFlCATION INDICA TOR S -,

PLANT A- D sSOP 0 MoWtoring 0 Corrective Action oRecordb,cping "D~y~btio"
PROCESS

B. D HAa:;P D Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oRa:ordb:cpinB oPlan1 VcriflOllion

C. ~ PRODUCT 0 Econ<>mic D Misbranding oProtocol

D. 0 FAcn.ny 0 Li~ting 0 Slrucruml oOutside Premises oProduct Based

E. D E COLI 0 Other

Ill. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 8:0()PM J was on my way out to perform AIM inspection. As I passed through the bleed area I
looked through the window to the room where the "stress hogs" are brought up on a trailer prior to their being

-. 'aughtered. I noticed there were hogs on the trailer. I went into the room which is not significantly larger than the
.railer. The room has no ventilation and was very warm. There were 13 bogs on the trailer and they were panting with
the heat and very uncomfortable. The sticking crew had just gone on break and would not be back for about 30
minutes. So these hogs could not begin to be slaughtered for at least 30 minutes. There was not a supervisor available.

OM/ar is t. s5 0(9 CFR

All hogs were slaughtered. Management had a maintenance install a spray bar over the hog trailer.

13. rLANT MANIIGEMENT RESPONSE (/ur Iher plaJ"".D tlCliv,.,(.'J):

A meeting was held with all senior management, it was determined that all stressor hogs ill the stick area will be killed prior to
going to break.

I wpy - Establishmcrn
I ropy - Inspector

7/16/2 03

15. DATE

17. DATE

DISTRIBUTION: Qr;gjnnJ &.Kcplons 1'515 ram~~ [91!17), whid> nuyb<>used until
crhalL'1ed.(7/98}

Tbis dO(:~mu,uC serves as WrittCIl DoCifiation Chat YO'llr f.ilure: Co l:onlJlly wilb ~ul:itory rt'qlliremenl~s)could l"I:Sult illllddicioQlll
rq;ullltory <IT administeatlve action.

000127
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Nov 02 06 02:55p FAIM Division 15803388155

~ ...... - -.-. '~-,,"",---

s.(b)(6)
p.3 s.(b)(7)(C)

DATE.

US DEl'....RTMENT OF AGRJClJl:nJRE
FOOD SAF1ITY AND lNSPE.cTION 3ERVJC£

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEIIT

2.. RECORD NO.

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safety 0 Other CUIU>U1Jler Pretection

3. ESTADLlSHMENT No

71i4J03
4 TO (N"mo and l"fle)

Ken Wilson, Operations Manager

108-2003-] 129 13597 MJ 2
5.

6 RELEVANT REGULATION[Sl

CFR 9 Part 3133Q(2)Directive 6900.1 Part 2 lAi
7. RELEVANT SECTION/PAGE OF
ESTA BL ISHMEN'T j'JWCEDlJREII'l,AN

!HACCI' I SSQP IOTIIE!{

64 d and page 5

It JSP CODE

04C02

10. DESCRiPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE;

9. NONCOMPLIANCE INDI CATOH

Product Protocol

J saw the plant person who does the HACCP "inhumane handling". ] asked to call some one on the radio to do
something with the hogs '" ..or the were going to die. rdid not put a tag 'on the hogs OT the room because the plant
wouldn't be able to move them to a cooler environment If that's how they decided to handle the situation.
I proceeded on with the AIM inspection. When I got to the Scale House both
there and assured me the situation was being taken care of.
After finishing AIM I proceeded back to the bleeding area to check on the hogs. J hadn't seen Or heard the "stress
trailer" go by, so I assumed the plant had opted to water the hogs to cool them down.
At approximately 8:30 I looked in on the hogs to find their situation had not changed. They had not water in the
trailer or moved them to a cooler area. Now two ( 2 ) of the J3 were dead. I again had someone and

to the trailer ofhogs. The overhead dOOT was opened and water put in the trailer for the bogs to lay in.
I'he "bleed crew" carne back from dinner at 8:30 so the remaicder of the hogs were slaughter rapidly and effectively.
313.30(2) states "Delivery of calm animals to the place of application is essential to ensure rapid and effective
insensibility." CFR9 Part 3]3 .30(2)i also states Ensure that any disabled livestock are protected from adverse weather
conditions after the)' enter official establishment premises.

FSIS FORM S4OO-<l (71911) Re-ploc=s FSIS l'o:UJ 5400-4 (W97). »i;.icJ, "'''>'be =<l uvtil
exhaested,(7f9S1

15. DATE

G7/;9'/'

OfSll~JBUrJON: OrigiM] &. 1 OJp)' - Esl.llblishrnent
1~'- Inspector

000128
g7;
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Nov 02 06 02:56p FAIM Division 15803388155 pA s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

The tequesllor !his jnlonnalion is VOluntary. II is fleef.le{j 10manilor defects 100M in tills IIlS{ledion S)'Stt:m It is used . . .
?C""Pliance. gem 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 056"3-0089. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMEN10y:~~~ct~~~~~':;;~~;rf~5(a~;~=~!are JfI

Inlorma~()n IS eslima~ed to ~ge.7 m,nutell i'E'f. responsa, Inc:ludlngthe time for reviewing instructions, searching l':esting data SDWes, gathering and maif1laining Iii" aalil
neeried, and co~pleting and revlE!'W!ng the coUection of Information. Send commenl5 regardlny this nuroen estimste or any othel aspect or !his couecnon of intorrnauon
ft,luu,ng s"gge'1Jon' tor re<:!l,IOllg th,. burden. to Departmerrtol Agn""ll"re. ClearanCl> Officer. OIRM. Room 40<\.-W Wilshin!jlon 0 C 2CtZ5()' and to the Office alln'ormalion
enn RU9 utatory Aftal n;, Office OfManaeem"n1 ano BUdget • , . " ,

TYPE OF NOHmMPUANCEU.S. DEPAROMENT OF I\GR,lCULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPEC'nON SERVICE

NONCO~~LlANCERECORD o Food Safety oOiher COlJ5IllIlt.'1" Protccti

i. DATE

] 1/24/2004

2. RECORD NO.

]38-2004-7851

3. ESTABU'iHMENT NO.

13597 Mil
~. 11:) (Name "nil nrl~)

Stan Scott, President/OM

6 RELEVANT REGULfo,.TlON(S)

313.2

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

7. RELEVANT S£CTIO"NIPAGEOF
ESTAT:lllSI~MENI PROCEDURElPLAN

HACCP SSGP OTHER.

8. rsPCODE 04C02
Page I

9. NONL:UMPUANCE CLASSIFICATlON INDICATORS

FLAm A. 0 SSOP 0 MOllilDnll{; 0 Corrective Actiun o R~"u(dk~eping olml'klll"1ll:ltion
PR.OCE..<>S

B. 0 HACCr 0 Moniloring D Collective Action oRecordkeeping oPlamVerification

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Emoumic D Misbranding ~l'ro=l

D. 0 FACILlTY 0 Llghting 0 Stru<:nuaI oOuIside Premises o Prodo" Based

E. 0 E. CXlLI 0 Other

lO. DESCRJP110N OF NONCOMJ'UANCE:

At 0725, while going to give post mortem inspectors breaks, I observed a hog railed out by the GS-7 rail inspector.
The hog was retained with retain tag number 335978. The left ham of this hog had 25 prod marks from veI)' dart
brown to light colored. These marks were round and about half the size of a dime. A small piece of this skin was
saved by the plant The piece saved had 18 prod marks on it, When I ask the supervisor in the area
shown the SVMO shrugged shoulders and said "we have seen them before". The suffering of even one
animal should not be met with callous disregard even if it does occur at other times. Since I observed this one

lJ. PLA.N1' MANA.GEMENT RESPONSE (furll,., planned 1JC1"~lJ·(.'J):

This dneument serves IlS wrtttcn notifi~tion th:ol )'our failure to comply with regulatory requlremenqs) conld result in 2dditi[)nl.ll
regulatory Dr administrative action.

14. SlGNAT1JREOFPLANTMANAGEMENT 15. DATE

J6. \'ER(]"]CAnON SlON,\TURE OF INSPCCTiON rROGRN.! EMP.LOYEE 11. DATE

1'518FORM S41Kl-4 (7m1) Rtpl= FSIS Porm 5400--1 (~/ll J), whicb jO"'y be ,~",d until
....n<w:;1cd.(7!9&)
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Nov 02 06 02:56p FAIM Division 1l:Cl.03388155
-l

p.5 s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

l. DATE

us DEI'AR1MEN1 Of AGRlCULnJRE
fOOD ShfETY AND lNS1'ECTlON SERVlC£

NOI'COMPLlANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SUEET

2. RECORD NO.

TYPE OF NONCOMPLiANCE

o Food Safely 0 Other Consumer Protection

3. ESri\BLlSIll\1ENTNO.

] 112412004

4 10 (Name and TJlic)

Stan Scott, PresidentlGM

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.2

] 38-2004-7851 13597 M /1
5. PER.SONNEL NOTIFIED

7. RELEVANT SECnONIPAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT I'ROCEDUR.EfPLAN

HAecI' SSOP anTER

Page 1

8. rsr coos

04C02

9. NONCO]l.U'UANCE lNDT CATQR

Product Protocol

10. [JESCRIl'1'ION OF lolONCOMPLIANCE:

what ever had caused the injuries to the others "that the supervisor had seen had not been corrected. The plants
humane handling procedure states: Electric prods may be used in the staging area and the irons, but only sparingly.
Since no one saw this hog abused it is impossible to say exactly when it was abused. The pen card show this hog

was a Seaboard hog from a Seaboard farm. The SVMO said that the wounds were less than] 2 hours old. The
supervisor where the hogs are driven, stunned and stuck said that the hogs were driving
didn't think the prod marks were caused by the prods used in the staging area.

9 CFR 313.2(a) states: Electric prods, camas sappers, or other implements employed to drive animals shall be
used as little as possible in or to minimize excitement and injury. Any use of such implements which, in the
opinion of he inspector, is excessive, is prohibited.

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could
result in additional regulator)' or administrative action.

you are hereby advised ofyour right to appeal this decision as delineated by 306.5(a) and/or 381.35 of 9 CFR.

IJ. SIGNATIJREOF lNSPECmm /'ROO RAM EMPLOYEE IS. DATE

"SIS FORM ~1llJ..4 PJ9ll) Replaces fSIS Form S<\OO-<l {9197}, which rrreyhe used until
cKl'all!l1cJ.(JI9l>\

DISTRJDlJTlON: Orisinol &

000130
9'(

I OoOpy - E,Lnhli.hmCI
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December

FAIM Division

2004

SEAB~

1~-903388155 p.6 s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

Inspector In Charge
Establ ishment # 1j 597
Guymon, Oklahoma 73942

Re: Appeal of Non-Compliance Report # \38-2004-7851

Seaboard Farms, Inc" Establ ishment i! 13597, respectfully appeals Non-Campi iance Report # 131)
2004- 7851, to the Inspector-In-Charge of the Establishment. The reasons and support for our
appeals include, but are 110t limited to, the explanations and documentation described below.

AppealofNR#138-2004·nSl
l , Tile Establishment does not (eel a nan-compliance occurred.

2, The NR # 138-2004-785.1 was written in response to lesions or marks on the skin
surface of a carcass. These marks as described by the inspector were round and
approximately half the size of a dime. The violation as stated in the NR jn question
was that an inhumane aCT bad occurred by use of Electric prods. Skin samples
collected from the carcass in question were examined. All gross pathology indicates
that the lesions identified were not from prod use bin Tram other causes. The lesions
were of mild occurrence with no abrasion permeating through the dermal layer.
Possibly, a result of an insect bite or from 11 mild form of Tinea infection of the skin
that becomes darkened from the scalding process. Review of CFR 313,2(a) the
Establishment would conclude no violation occurred.

3. Investigations completed with handling, personnel revealed no deviations had
occurred throughout the handling process. Also, investigations conducted on the live
side program concluded that use of prods, electric or not, are not used in the normal
handling procedures and were not used 011 the group of animals that were de livered to
the Guymon Plant> .

In summary the Establishment would like to Slate that procedures were followed to maintain each
animal is h;Jnrlled in il humane mariner Clm1fJ1ial\1 with the Cf'R.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this appeal.

Food Safety Manager
Seaboard Farms. Inc.

2700 N.E. 2Bfu Street· Guymon, OK 73942 • Phone: 580-338-9600 I FAX: 580-338-9770
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USDA
iiiii

FAIM Division

U roiled States
Departrnent ot
Agriculture

Food Safety
and Inspection
Service

11;0;03388155

nOG Northeast 26 111 Street
Guymon, OK
73942

,-~- '-'" l'
s.(b)(6)

P~.(b)(7)(C) I

December 17, 2004

To:
Food Safety Manager

From:

lie, Est. 13597 M

, D.v.M,

Subject: Appeal of Noncompliance Record 138-2004-7851 on November 24, 2004.

Af1er reviewing the Non-Compliance Record 138-2004-7851, dated November 24,2004,
reasons stated in your appeal, and laboratory findings, the appeal of said Non-Compliance
is granted. Tbe reasons stated in your appeal are consistent with FSIS determinations.

1C;R"r':;;';RR1 SS
000132
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Nov 02 06 02:57p FAIM Division - s.(b)(6)
11;803388155 p,~. b 7 C

The reQUll~ lor IhAG informalion is volunlary, ll;s needed 10 monitor dofeds rClund in this (""pection Sysl ~ is used by FSIS 10 dat<>rmlnewaether ( )( )( )
nslablishmsnts are In complia"ce, 9 CPR '301 ,mel9 CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMB No. 058:Ml069, OMB DISCLOSURE ST,lI,TEMEf\IT: Public ,cp<lrting
burden IDr this eouectlcn of informa:tion is estimaloo 10average 7 minul.... per response, including Ihe lime [or r=riewing in..Iructions. seardting e~lo;ling calli
soureas , gathering and maintaining ths data needed, and c:omplating and reviev<ing the collection of inlorrOlllion, Send comments regan:!iflg this burdGn eslimata
or any olher aspec1 of lhis co 11001 ion of irlformaUan, Including 5ulIgBS1ions for roducir>;Jttli. burden. to Dopar1rnoni of Agricll!lure, Clear.lnce OlIirer. OIRM, Room
404-W, Washington, DC 20260: end 10lhe Office of Information and RegulatlJi)' At/airs. Office of Managemont "nd Eludgel.

US Department(If Agriculture TYPE OF NONCOMI-'LlANCE

fOOD SAFETY AND rNSPECTIOYSEllVleE -r Food &1[,.,., !Xl Other Cam...".,...,. Pr-otection
NONCOMr~CER£CORD I-J -'J ~

L DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3,ESH..BUSfiMENTNO.

05/04/2005
4. TO (Name and Tille)

6. RELEVAVTREGULATION(Sj

313.2 (e)

0034-2005-7851 13597 M J ]

5. ]'ERSONN£LNOT1FCED

7, SECTIONI.I',\GE OF EST. PROCEDURE l'LAN Hi\CCl' SSG? OTHER

R [Sf CODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPUANCE CLASSIRCATION INDlCATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol
10. DESCRlPT10}/ Of NONCOMPLIANCE

District Veterinary Medical Specialist, observed the lack of water available in the receiving pens when
the pens are used to hold swine until other holding pens become available. TIle swine received arc sometimes beld for an
extended time in the receiving pens. The duality of purpose of the receiving pens would require that water be made
available during the time the swine are held in those pens for an extended length of time. Regulation 3132 (e)' Anima]
shall have access to water in all holding PI;:QS and, if held longer than 24 hours, access to feed. There shall be sufficient
room in the holding pen for animals held overnight to lie down. This document serves as written notificaucn that your
failure to comply with regulatory requirements could result in additional regulatory or administrative action. You are
hereby advised of your right to appeal this decision as described in Regulation 306.5

11. SIGNATURE OF CNSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE:

J2. Ph4.;-;T M~"AGE

'.350f9CFR.

Two water hoses were immediately put in each receiving alley, constantly running,

l3. Pl..<\.,"lT MANAGEMENT R.E.SPONSE {ft11!her planned action(;;»:

Water nipples were insialtcd in the drive alleys to ensure hogs have access to water in the event these areas arc used as
holdIng pens.

JS,DATE

6.'15105

000133gn
~¥
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s.(b)(6)

r~,::~uest lor this infonnalion is Voluntary. "is neec .J monitor defects lound in this inspecuon system. ~ is used ,IS 10determine whether establisnmenAtI;J,)(7)(C)
c,",,'-·,iance. llCFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 058~0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEIIIIENT: . ~olic reporting burden lor trus collection of mtormeuon is
esttrnated \0 average 7 minutes per response, including the lime lor reviewing instructions, searcl1ing existing data soures, gathering ano mainlaining the Data needed. and
completing and ,eviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, in\ud'ing suggestions
for reducing this burden, to Department of AgriCUlture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 4Cl4.W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Information and RegUlatory Altairs,
Office 01Management and·Budget.

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S. DEPARTMENTor AGRICULTURE
rOOD SAFETYAND JNSPECTJONSERViCE

NONCOMI'UANCE RECORD o Food Safety [2] Other Consumer Protection

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLlSHMENT NO.

11/19/03 145-2003-] 043 02325 M / 1
4. TO (NwlH' and I'lIlc)

Brad Davis, President/GM
5. PERSONNU NOTlftED

Brad Davis

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.15
7. RELEVANT SECTION/PAGE 01'

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEOUREfPLAN
HACCI' SSGI' OTHER

N/A

B. lSI' CODE 04C02
y NONCOMPLIANCECLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT A. 0 SSQI' 0 Monitoring 0 CorrectiveAclion oRccordkeeping oImplementation
PROCESS

B, 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 CorrectiveAction oRccordkeemng oP1UIll Verificasion

C 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding 0 p ro\OCOl

D. 0 FACILITY 0 Lighllilg 0 Structural oOutside Premises D'Product Based

E 0 E. COLl 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 6:25 while watching a employee stun a boar hog with a mechanical captive bolt stunner. One
employee hit the hog from the floor and .it did not stun the hog, then another employee that was not trained hit it from
on top of the chute with the mechanical captive bolt stunner and it did not stun the animaL The third employee was
trained but the stunner missed fired two times and then it hit but the animal went to its front knees and was not
completely stunned then the employee got on the floor and hit the animal again. this time it stunned the animal. There
was a tag placed on the stunning booth at approximately 6:30 a.m. tag # B363 744 J5 and a verbal preventive measure

CPU

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT HESI'ONSE (fur/her pliJ/llI"" oC1iom(s))

I i : E.~ulhlir.hmcnl

I copy· lnspccror

AM EMPLOYEE

s fS1S Form 54{)(IJl (91'17), wllicl, mol' be ,,""d uolil

cxh"u.<lctl.(7/9R)

14. SIG ATURE r PLANT MANAGEMENT 15 DATE

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with rcgllllltOfJ' rcquircmcntjs) could result in <Idditionlll
regllllltuT)' or adrninistrative actinn.
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U,S, DEI'ARTMENTOF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAVETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safety 0 Other Consumer Protection

L DATE

11/] 9103

4. TO (Nom,.and Tllk)

Brad Davis, President/GM

6. RELEVANT REGULATlON(S)

313.15

2. RECORD NO.

] 45-2003-] 043

3. E!>TABLlSl-lMENT NO.

02325 M /1

5. PERSONNEL NOTlflEP

Brad Davis

7. RELEVANTSECTION/PAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURE/PLAN

HAccr SSOI' OTHER

N/A

g lSI' CODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLlANC£ INDl CATOH

Product Protocol

10. DESCIUPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

was given immediately followed with a written preventive action and tag was removed at approximately 6:45 AM.
There is no previous NR written with the same cause. This is a failure to comply with PSIS regulation 313 .15 (a)(l)
which states. The captive bolt stunner shall be applied to the livestock in accordance with this section so as to produce
immediate unconsciousness in the animals before they are shackled, hoisted, thrown, cast, or cut. The animals shall be
stunned in such a manner that they will be rendered unconscious with a minimum of excitement and discomfort.
Continued failure to meet these regulatory requirements could result in additional regulatory or administrative action.
The ineffectiveness of the preventive measures in preventing recurrence of non-compliance will be discussed with
plant management in weekly meeting held this week. J also notified establishment management that continued failure
to meet regulatory requirements could result in further enforcement actions.

15 DATE

D!STRlBlJT10N: OrigInal & I copy. Establishmcn
I wry - ItlSPCCIOi

000058



Berry Packing, Inc.
Crossett, AR

On Wednesday 11/19/03 at approximately 6:25am, we were notified of inhumane
slaughter procedures. We were notified that a large hog required 4 shots with the captive
bolt gun to properly kill it. The killing procedure was stopped by FSIS officials. For an
immediate corrective action, we stopped using the captive bolt gun and started using an
electric stunner. OUf preventative measure will be for any animal which has been
knocked twice with the captive bolt gun and is still conscious; we will then use a live fire
weapon to kill the animal. Before our next use of the captive bolt gun, we will
disassemble it to make sure all parts are functioning properly. We will also clean the gun
and check the firing of it on a plastic barrel to make sure it is working properly. We will
at least monthly inspect and clean all parts of the captive bolt gun to ensure proper
operation. This will be monitored on a SPS monitoring form. Also, Brad Davis will
retrain all kill floor employees on the proper stunning method and techniques on Friday,
11/21/03.

Jason Boyd
Est. 02325

000143
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s.(b)(6).nis information Js Voluntary. It IS needed to mannor aereCU:i IUUIIUIIi an "';::)~UU11 ~JQ'~<';""- " •.., -..--...~ s __ ._ _ _
.CFR 301 ana 9CFR 381. FORM APPF -=.0 OMB NO. 0583-0089. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT' °ublic reporting burden for tnis COllectJoa:otiJl.W"1'\lR"'iJ

o average 7 rninuies per response, inc'uol. e time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data so Battlering and maintaining the data n~~11M J\'"
",ebng and reviewing the collection of mfonnation Send comments regarding this burden estimate Of any other as, _~1 of !his colleclion of information, inluding suggestions

for rwucing ll1is burden, to Department of Agricullure. Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W. Washington. D.C. 20250; and 10the Office of Information and Regulatory Affair:;,
Office of Management and Budget.

TYPE OF NONCOMPLLANCEU.S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Foud Safety oOther Consumer Protection

l. DATE 2, RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLJSHMENT NO.

11/20/03 147-2003-] 043 02325 Mil
4. TO INumt: and Tille.)

Brad Davis, PresidentfGM
5. PERSONNEL NOTIfiED

Brad Davis

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313,30(A) (1)(4)
7. RELEVANT SECflONWAGEOF

E.STAll LISHM£NT PROCEDUREIPLAN
HAcer SSOP ornsn

N/A
8. ISPCODE

04C02
9 NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATJON INDICATORS

PLANT A. D SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 CorrectiveAction DRecordkeeping oImptemeruauon
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oRceordkeeping oPlantVerification

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic O· Misbranding 0PTQtoCOl

D. 0 FACILJTY 0 Lighting 0 Structural oOutside Premises oProduct Based

E- D E.cou 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 7:35 AM while watching a employee stunning hog with a commercial electrical stunner, I observed a
hog liftingthe front half of his body up and making grunting noises. I went and got the TIC we both
observed the next one stunned and stuck this hog also lifted the front half of his body and grunted. I tagged the
stunning booth with tag # B38327071. And when I corrective and preventive action. Then removed
tag at approximately 8:05 AM. I notified Brad Davis and the non-compliance. This is a failure to
comply with FSIS regulation 313 ,30 which states, "The electric current shall be administered so as to produce, at a

!I9CFII. .

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (jiJrlher p/at/lwd aC(J(lI~'(.')):

I'wpy - &il3blishmcry
1copy- Inspector

11)-4 (9197), which Tnay be useduntil
cxhausled.(7198)

14. SIGNA' ~E OF P

This document serves as written nutificatiun thllt yuur failure 10 comply with regulator)' rCl)lIircmcnt(s) could result in additional
reguiarory Ill' administrative actiun,

000145
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u.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND lNSPECT10N SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATlON SHEET

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

TYPE or NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safely 0 Other Consumer Protection

I. DATE

11120/03

4. TO (NurI"· and 1Wc)

Brad Davis, President/GM

6. RELEVANl REGLJLATION(S)

313.30tA) (l)(4)

2. RECORD NO.

147-2003-1043

3 ESTABLlSHMENT NO.

02325 M /1

5. PERSONNEL NOTlFIED

Brad Davis

7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT l'ROCEDURE/PLAN

HAccr SSOP OTHEIt

NfA

04C02

9 NONCOMPLIANCE [NDI CATOR

Product Protocol

10. DESCRlPT10N OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

minimum, surgical anesthesia, i.e. a state where the animals shall be either stunned or killed before they are shackled,
hoisted, thrown, cast, or cut. They shall be exposed to the electric current in a way that will accomplish the desired
result quickly and effectively, with a minimum of excitement and discomfort," and FSIS regulation 313.30(A)(4)
which states, "The stunned animal shall remain in a state of surgical anesthesia through shackling, sticking, and
bleeding. Continued failure to meet these regulatory requirements could result in additional regulatory or
administrative action. The ineffectiveness of preventive measures in preventing recurrence of noncompliance was
discussed with plant management in the weekly meeting held this week on 11/J 9/03.1 also notified establishment
management that continued failure to meet regulatory requirements could result in further enforcement actions.

Past Similar NRs - Previous Ineffective Plant Actions: Retraining employees and 'checking equipment.

NR: 145-2003 dated 11119/03

ll. SlGNATURE OF INSPECTJO

FSIS FORM 54lM~ (7I')R) .(1 unlil

15 DtITE

I / - iJ)lJ- (J3
D1STRlBLJTJON: Original /t' \ cnpy - EsUlblL,hmcnl

1 C{Jpy - 1nspcc\lI!

000146
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Berry Packing, Inc.
Crossett, AR

On Thursday 11/20/03 at approximately 7:3Sam, we were notified of inhumane slaughter
procedures. We were notified that two hogs were not stunned properly and started
regaining consciousness and were moving vigorously and making noise. The killing
procedure was stopped and Brad Davis and I were notified. Our immediate corrective
action is that we will use the captive bolt gun to kill for the rest of the day. Our
preventive measure is that we will have both electric stunners serviced by our electrician
before they are put back into use. Brad Davis or will make sure proper killing
procedure is used when using electricity to stun livestock.

Est. 02325

000147

s.(b)(6)

_t

000062



s.(b)(6)
The r~Quest tor this mtormanon is Votuntary. rt rs neeoea m monrrcr oerects rouno If! ui,~ IlJb~lIVII ;)y::rlC"". II Ii:> v~V' ~T ~ n..- v""~':""'"'''''' --.._ _"c:. -Ih\/7\1f')'
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPRr ") OMB NO. 058~00BB. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: P"otic reporting burden for this collection 0I"i'r\t~dr\~

estimated to a""",ge 7 rmnuies per response. inc(udinb jime tor relliewing instructions, searching exisling data sour lthering and maintaining the dala needed. and
cornoteting an~ revie...,img lhe collection ot inforrnation. Send comments regarding Ihis burden estimate or any otnsr BS!A-._ or trns collection of lntormation, inluding suggestions
lor reoucinq this burden, to Department 01 Agricull\Jre. Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W. Washington. D.C. 20250; and 10the Office of Infonnalion and Regulalary Affairs,
Office of Management and Bl.ldge1.

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S DEPARTMENT OF AGRJCULTURE
fOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety oOther Consumer Protection

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLl~HMENT NO.

))/21/03 149-2003- J043 02325 M /1
4. TO (Nl1Inc and THIe)

Brad Davis, President/Glvl
5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Brad Davis

6. RELEVlINTREGULATlON(S)

313. )(b) 313 .2(e)
7. RELEVANT SECfIONn'AGE OF

ESTABUSIJMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
HACCP SSOI' OTHER

N/A
S. lSI' CODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLA~~JI'JCATlON INDICATOH.S

PLANT

IA. 0 SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oRccordkeeping D lrnplernemation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action o Recordkecpurg o Plant Verification

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Econurnic 0 Misbrunding oProtocol

D. 0 FACILITY 0 Lighting 0 Structural oOutside Premises oProduct Based

E. 0 E. COLI 0 Other

ro. DESCRIPTION Of NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 6:05 AM while performing ante-mortem inspection on the outside of the pens. 1 observed five heifer
in a live holding pen. When a plant employee and myself walked by the pen one of the heifer slipped on the smooth
concrete surface and lost it's footing and fell to and fell into two other heifers and they fell to their
knees. This incident was observed by myself, Manager. Continued ante-
mortem on the other animals and 1 observed three swine that weighed approximately a piece over crowed
in a 3 foot by 8 toot pen without water, five sows in another pen without water. Informed Jason Boyd ofthe

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESI'ONSE (liff/her fll'''''Jcti llClilJn.vr"J)'

)4. SIGN UR%LANT MANAGEMENT

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory rClIuircmcnt(sJ conld result in additional
rCl;:ulalory or administrative action. .
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s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

TYl'EOF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S DEPARTMENT OF AGl{lClJLTlJRE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSI'ECTJON SERVlCE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUA TJON SHEET
o Food Safely [2] Other Consumer Protection

1. DATE

11/21/03

4 TO (Nom" "lid Title)

. Brad Davis, PresidentiGM

6 RELEVANT REGULA'l'JON(S)

313.1(b) 313.2(e)

2. HECORD NU.

149-2003-1043

3 ESTABLISHMENT NO.

02325 M /1
5. PE1U;ONNE.L NOTIFIED

Brad Davis

1. RELEVANT SECTIONff'AGE Of
ESTABLISHMENT VROCEDUREJI'LAN

HAeCI' SSOP OTHER

N/A

E. IS)' CODE

04C02

10. DESCR1PTJON or NONCOMPLIANCE:

9. NONCOMVL!ANCE IND] CATOR

Product Protocol

noncompliance of reg. 313.] (b) which states, " Floors of livestock pens, ramps and driveways shall be constructed and
maintained so as to provide good footing for livestock. Slip resistant or waffled floor surfaces, cleated ramps and the
use of sand, as appropriate, during winter months are examples of acceptable construction and maintenance. Reg. 313.
2 (e) which states, " Animals shalJ have access to water in all holding pens and if held longer than 24 hours, access to
feed. There shall be sufficient room in the holding pen for animals held overnight to lie down.

At approximately) 1:50 hours myself observed three swine over crowed in a 3 foot by 8 foot
pen without water. Immediately informed the kill floor supervisor of the noncompliance. Swine were
removed from the pen and water was supplied inthe new pen.
Continued failure to meet these regulatory requirements can lead to the enforcement actions described in 9 CFR 500.
3(b) which states, "PSIS may impose a suspension without providing the establishment prior notification because the
establishment is handling or slaughtering animals inhumanely". The ineffectiveness of the further plan actions in
preventing recurrence of noncompliance was discussed with plant management on 11 119/03 and] 1121/03.

15. DATE

Ii -1/- t5
RlBUT10N' Origmal S: 1 copy - Establishmcru

I cop" - 11l~JlCClm
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Berry Packing Inc.
Crossett, AR

November 21,2003

I understand the agency concern for cattle slipping in the pens. I have contacted two
separate concrete contractors to help us make the best informed decision on how to
handle this problem. 1 don't want to cause two problems by hastily trying to fix one
problem. 1 realize that there are some temporary measures which can be taken to better
promote animal safety. If any more cattle are scheduled to come in we will place and
adequate amount of sand in the pens to make sure the livestock are able to maintain a
secure footing. We will try out best to avoid purposely harming any livestock. Thank
you for your consideration in this matter. We will give you in writing by Wednesday,
November 26, 2003, what our permanent solution to this problem will be.

Sincerely,

Brad Davis
Owner/ Manager
Est. 02325
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s.(b)(6r---
-st lor this mtorrnauon is Voluntary. 1l is neer' vmonitor detects found in this inspection system. It IS used' "SIS to determine Whether establishmentSaUl}(7)(C)

c09CFR 301 and 9CFR 381 FORM APPR ,) OMS NO 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENl Jlic reporting burden for trus collection of information IS
es... .' average 7 minutes per response, including the lime lor reviewing Instructions, searching existing dala scores, gathenng and maintaining the data needed, and
cornpletiuq and reViewing the collection of Information. Send comments regardmg this burden estimateor any other aspect of this collection of infomnalion, inluding suggestions
for redudng \hlS burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 4D4·W, Washing1on, D,C. 20250; and to the Office of Information and Regulatory AftBirs,
Office of Management and Budget

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEU,S, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTJO},' SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety oOther Consumer Protection

I. DATE 2, RECORD NO. ESTABLlSHlvlENT NO.

11/24/03 153-2003-1043 02325 M / 1
4 TO iNuuu: (JI/I! Tirk)

Brad Davis, President/OM
5 I'ERSONNEL NOTfFJED

Brad Davis

6 RELEVANT REGULATJON(S)

313.30( a)( 4) 313.l(a) 500.3(b)
7 RELEVANT SECTIoN/PAGE Of

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURE/PLAN
HACCI' SSOP OTHER

N/A

S lSI-' CODE 04C02
~ NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT, A. D sSOP D .Monitoring D Corrective Acuon oRecordkecping D implementation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCr 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action DRecordkecping oPlant Verification

C. 0 PRODUCT D Economic D Misbrandmg 0ProlOcol

D. 0 FAClLlTY 0 Lighting D Structural oOutside Premises oProduct Based

E. D E. COLl 0 Other

10, DESCRJPTJONOf NONCOtvll'LJANCE

At approximately 9:32 AM while on the kill floor waiting for the next hog to be ready for me to inspectI observed a
employee that was stunning the animals had stunned with the electric stunner and stated hoisting the hog, it kicked out
of the chain. Then the employee used a captive bolt to stun the hog and that worked. Between the first hog that was
stunned and the last two hogs being stunned I asked the Il to verify the stunning was being done .
inhumanely. Then they.stunned two more hogs with the electric stunner and started to hoist them and they kicked out
of the chain then they used the cfWtive bolt on them also. Placed reject tag # B38 327072 on the stunning booth. I

1'011 arc herci~v ad"';.'icd () w}

13 l'LANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further f'hmnel! (Je!io/l'\"(,\")):

7, D/\T )

--:::J/ / //~);;;
DlSTRIBUTlcJN 6rig';r;'""J & I I c6!'Y~~"blishmenl

J copy - inspector

YBE

5400-4 {OJ/97), w!lich may he used until
Cxllllllsted.(7!98)

14. SIGN JRE OF PL . T MANAGEMENT

:;r

This document serves as written notifi~ation that yourfailure to ~lImpl)' with rc<,,;ulatory requirementts) could result in additional
regulator)' or administrative action.
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u.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOl) SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

.0 Fuod Safety 0 Other Consumer Protection

I. DATE

11/24/03
4. TO (Nrll1reuna Tille)

Brad Davis, PresidentJGM

6 RELEVANT REUULATION(SJ

313.3U(a)(4) 313.J(a) SOO.3(b)

2. RECORD NO.

153-2003-1043

3. EST ABLiSI1MENT NO.

02325 M / 1
5. PERSONNEL NOTlF1ED

Brad Davis

7. RELEVANT SECTION/PAGE Of
EST AtiLlSHMENT .I'ROCEDUREIJ'LAN

HACCI' SSOI' OTHER

NlA

8. lSI' CODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE !NOI CATOR

Product Protocol

10. OESCIUPTION OF NONCOMPLiANCE

notified Me Brad Davis the plant manger of the Don-compliance to comply with FSIS regulation 313 .30(a)(4) which
states( The stunned animal shall remain in state of surgical anesthesia through shackling, sticking, and bleed.

And there has been burns on the hips of the hogs. I investigated further and discovered there wasa steam pipe inside
the holding pen that was getting hot and burning the hogs. Placed reject tag # B38 327079 on the holding pen. Mr.
Brad Davis was notified of the failure to comply with FSIS regulation 313.1(a) which states ( Livestock pens,
driveways and ramps shall be maintained in good repair. They shall be free from sharp or protruding objects which
may, in the opinion of the inspector, cause injury or pain to the animals.

Similar noncompliance was documented on NR # 147-03 dated 11/20/03. The further plan action of "We will have
both electric stunners serviced by our electrician before they are put back in use. Brad Davis or ill make
sure proper killing procedure is used when using electricity to stun livestock" were not implemente or were
ineffective in preventing recurrence of the noncompliance. Continued failure to meet these regulatory requirements can
lead to the enforcement actions described in 9 CFR 500.3(b) which states, "FSIS may impose a suspension without.
providing the establishment ·prior notification because the establishment is handling or slaughtering animals inhumanely.
" The ineffectiveness of the further plan actions in preventing recurrence of noncompliance was discussed with plant
management on 11/19/03, 11121103 and 11/24/03.

After receiving immediate corrective actions and further plan actions in writing, I released the stunning booth at
approximately 10:15 AM

maybe IIscd ucllil

\5 DATE
.: -....-;

)l: ()i-l ~() -l
DISTRIBUTJON: Ori!,inal '-s:' 1 copy-Eswblishmcn

I copy, Inspector
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Berry Packing, Inc.
Crossett, AR

On Tuesday 11/24/03 at approximately 9:32am, we were notified of inhumane slaughter
procedures. We were notified that a hog was stunned and then chained. While it was
being lifted it kicked free from the chain. At this point, it was knocked with the captive
bolt gun. Then a second hog was stunned and raised. While being raised the chain
slipped and the animal was lowered and knocked with the captive bolt gun. For our
corrective action we will use the captive bolt gun for the rest of the day. To prevent this
from happening again, we will not use the electric stunner until it is verified to be
working properly by a certified electrician or replaced.

000154
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Nov 03 06 11:152 D\!hA p2

s.(b)(6) ~

s.(b)(7)(C)

us. DJ.:rhllT\fF.NT Of AGRIClJLn.mF.
J'DOJ) ~N'l;)-Y A)~n 1N~:n;C1)D~~;El1.VJCf-

TYPE or NDNC()M!'lJANCF.

NONCOMP'LIANCE RECORD

2.. RECOIW NO.

)2/30103 76-2003-1147 06544A M I J
~. TO (}J4uon ..... <1 rill.)

Mr. Jim McConnell, Pianr Manager
,. P~.I1:;(]N~":J 'N(rl1!'lTJ)

Mr. Jim McConnell

c. am.rv ilN'r 1'.E(H.JIA·I1()l'l(~)

313.15(a)(1)

Hurnunc rIunlllinl,:;

1 l'.I""liANT ~1·~:nO'JIPAI;l:.c»
ESTABU~I~(c1'o7 PI<OCC))\J!'l','T'I,iI.)\/

SSO~ ()lllt.V.

'. [:-;[' cu OJ'. 04e02

I'L'\iJ']' A 0 :l~OI' 0 jo,1.·..11.Li\.uUi.~
1'IKICl:,:;j

n. 0 'lAcel' 0 Moni'"r01C

C'. ~
fllWntiM 0 f'..:.-nJl.l'-:l1.ic

P. 0 l'i\CILITY 0 Lil!Jllina

, .. 0 .... cou 0 Ut\lo;r

I U. Ol·.~'l.. \1I.-n<,:>\'l (.r t-ll)N\D'YI1'1 .\I.N\".L

o Co:rro:lhn::: Ac1lOno r~vt "ctio"

At 0630, 30 December 2003, while; performing ante-mortem and humane handling procedures in tile receiving area of
the hog pens a sow w:J.S presented non-ambulatory caused by split-out condition. Examination showed the $OW Sitfor

.v<;l:llIr;:htcr. The captive boll used to stun the sow was ])01 in good repair OI operating condition Unconsciousness was
....-- not established with the first stun and had 10 be followed by anomer StlU1. In accordance with 313.1S{a) (1), In..:

captive bolt stunners l;halJ be applied 10 me livestock in accordance with the section 50 as to produce immediate

unconsciousucss.. .

), Cup}' .. h.lfr.,t--1J r1hme'l'l1

1 i:0fl:a-' w LI"'II'(;l:~nr

Tbis uocumcnt serves ,,~ wrtrrcn notifil:llLilln Ullll your fllilnrc 1(1 comply with ccgllhlor)' IT'Ql[ircml'nl(~)~\lJd rcsulr in lIdllillonal

rer,vllllory Dr "dmiDi.t1nlt'VI: 1IClit.n.

..........
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NO'J 03 06 11.15£1 0\11',1\ 5{11-5G9-9517
s.(b)(6)

p.3 s.(b)(7)(C)

us. nr-:rMTMJowrOr A,(IIlI(':Uf.TTjR£
rOOD SAFETY AND n,;sl'J;CTrON ~;I'J<VI(:E

I'lONCOMPUANCE RECORD CONDJ'a)ATION StlEET

1YP£OfNUNOON~UA~C~

o Feed Sufcry ~OIl"'TCnn.<umcr r"rotcC11OO

" 12/30103

7_ It£COIUJ xo,

76-Z003-1147 06544A M J I
I~ 'I n 'WrM....' d""-! T'-I~J

Mr. Jim MCCOlUlCll, Plant Manager

~. IUI..EVMI'!U".GL1.,\T:ON(5)

~ 1",I)(u)(1)

" W;u.;\',WI ::.t::tTIOwP(\GJ;:' Of
I,!;'j N.lu:>ilM£NT t'i/Xt:VUKJ::JP!..J,N

J II\CX"J'

s. J1£Jl':;O!\,]~~J. NC)'lU-JI'])

Mr, Jim McConnell

ssor 0111W

~. I~J>COOF.

04C02

II). Il]Io"CI1.1PTIOl-l or NONC01'..1Y'l .IANO'..

:I. NONCUM1'UhNCIj 1.'il)J CATOIi.

Product Protocol

,'-

Failure LO com ply with regulatory requirements as set forth in Reg, 313 ,15{n)( 1) will result in further
I~gulate ry/adrninisrrativc actions.

1\.

----------------':-:k-p-:'"I...:<-.'-"--:-I,..~JJ:::.~-;-I·-:«~rn-::_':~:lUJI (1),i'l:J1).. wmeh r.tI~ bF Lt'o.t.J ul)l.il
Ml';'ru"\u..:\~.(7.i9K)

l~. DAn;

I ,,!_ ~ I, (\ - U">

I <U\TV • l.::alnlllio!"",nl
1 L:0lly" Ll!J:i'I'(:'".OID-1'

__.. 000156
r:
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~~O'J 03 ce 11.153 501-5l3g...9517 pA s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

RESPONSE TO NR-76-2003-1147

Immediate action:

The captive bolt stunner was taken to maintenance to be
cleaned and repaired.

Further planned action:

• Preventive maintenance procedu res for the captive bolt
stunner were put into place.

• Two new captive bolt stunners were ordered.
• New firing caps for the stunner were ordered also.

--"

-----000157
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NmJ 03 06 11 16a ")\/!'A 5i"'69-9517 pS

-,
s.(b)(6) ,

s.(b)(7)(C)

I
......-

us. DErflRTMr,/\''"T 01' AGRlCULTlJIU,
r.OQD ~AFr:'IY AND INSPECTIOK' srxvrcn

NONCOMPLUNCERECORO

rvnr, Ilf' NONCOMPJ.JANCL:

J. OAI1:

1/12104
d ro (N...,iJlf! i,-luJ '{iiI.,)

II<1r. jim McConnell. Plant M;l/lugcr

4-2004-1147 06S44A M(1
s. L'JCI'~ONNF.l, NOTWHn

MI. Jim McCouncll

I.. HLllVANT R£G1JLJ\TtONr~)

313.15(a)( I)
7, lU::Ll.lVAJ·(]' :;),CT10,'l!\'ALii' IJF

c~TAm,r.:I"T\Af.~T !'IH.x:U)I,lkl:rl·'l.Al'J
I SSOP OTW'K

04C02
1/. NUNt:UMl'lli\NC\:: CUwSJHCAT'lON rNOlC1\TOkS

l'LAN"l' A 0 xsor 0 Mon"Qril>lI.
tROCE::;~

"R. 0 Ht.(:q' 0 ~{]nillJrio.c

c. 0 )'IHJJJl.lL"J 0 f.~cmlHn:':

D, 0 t: ....ClUTY 0 Lightih!\

L 0 r.cou 0 ()Il""

Ill. Ilr;lt;llll' nOll OF NON COI,1PLlA..'-l Cr.:

o
o
o
o

Dr(,-c;.c.md.L:.~~"'P,o I<tu'><.t~~inll.

o lmp~~l'il'M1lmJo.l"oytun. Vtf~tic""Itirin

o 1~III::t n~'.:Ir:d

At 0710, 12 January zona, while performing ante-mortem and humane handliny, procedures in the receiving area of the
hog pens a sow was presented non-ambulatory due to an injured nghl back leg, Examination showed tile sow fit for

"-..-" slaughter. The captive bolt used to stun the sow was DO( in good repair or operating condition, Unconsciousness W:J,s

not established with the (j rst stun and had. 10 be followed by another stun. In accordance with] 13.15 ~3){ I ), the captive
bolt stunners shall be applied to 'the hvcsrock in accordance with the section so as to produce immediate

UnCOT1::\C 1ou:>n,,;,S.s., .

11. SlGNAl'URE 01' 1N~'EC

l cop'," ~~~bt'lli...ltnJcl)l

ll".ulJ'" -lJ....:;.'IJ",; ..IU

n. usn::

/-/9-v
-. \...-~1) .......h.n:h '\TI11v-be uu-d un\l\

,,'<b"";l0\l,j11')~ 1

1(,. VEKIFtCAllON . ,

"11Ii~ dccumen! 9t.rv~~ as written notificatron that your '"ilun:- 1(J comply witb ~ulut{lf)' rcquln-"lu:nl(s) ~olJltl rc"ult In .. lldltirlJ1ul

rcr,\lllll\lf)' vr 1II.lmini~t,..,.tiv<:action,
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NO'J 03 06 11 16:0 501-56fl-.9517 p.e s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

U.S, DEPloR T),ffiNT OF I\lirJC1.rr;rukF.
1'001) ~'\l"t."IY J'J-.'D IN::ll't'.C" nO:-J :;!:J{VICl:

1'IO['lCOMPLlJ\..l'lOt RECORD CONTll'lUAnON SHEET

'J'Y}'l:: Of NON(OMI'UI\}lCE

o i'oooJ Safety 0 Other Consumer Protection

J/l2/04

2 KI::COI()) eJO.

4-2004-J 147

3. t;:;TI\1.lUSHMENT lJO.

06544A M / J
,I. "j",) (N",... ",.. r J,tI,)

MJ. Jim McConnell, Plant Manager

(L Ilhl.l~VAJ'l1 lolli':;ULATIONrS)

:i13.15(.1)r I)
7. IUJ..INM'T SF.C·tlnl'lll'!\(;F. OF
1.I\TAlJU:;J lMl:NT rROCRJ)LlltJJ'L~~J

K. mpCOOl.

04C02

~lACC:I'

I
I
I

•

5, I:'I::K$O)~N':l.. No-lUTW

Mr, Jim McConm:il

011lER

Uumunc [tllldl i118

Product Protocol

IU, DESCKli' nON 01' NONCOMPIJANr:r\: I
<

ll1j~ is a repeat ofNR. 76-2003-1147, dated 12/30/03 I
Failure to comp ly WIth regulatory requirements as set forth in Reg. 313.15 (a) {I) will result in fu rther
regulate ry/adrni nistraii vc actions.

f J v":'lch (tILly rx-ll$~ Li..'1I,i1
C"h,\IJ.tc~,Pt:lX l

I"nATI
\ - )')" -. c .....l

I)ISnunLITlON: Origmol}>: 1 wpy- L.lbhl~hll\tftl

1 ~op:; - In.opo",'"
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~~O'J 03 05 1116a 5('1i_569-9517
s.(b)(6)

p.l
s.(b)(7)(C)

.~ RESPONSE TO NR-04-2004-1147

Immediate action:

After an investigation it was determined that the firIng caps
had absorbed moisture, which reduced there firing power.

Further planned action:

• The firing caps in the pen office were thrown away_
• An airtight container was purchased to hold the firing

caps.
• Two new captive bolt stunners were received 1/13/04

and put into service.

"'-

..,./

._._----
- -- ----

---_ ..
........... "-.-~ ,...- . ...,
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I-Jov 0306 1116a
5(11-569-9517

s.(b)(6)
p.8 s.(b)(7)(C)

He ~ue.!lllor'ni" inl""rn>rllon I",VOlurr:a/)'. nIII nOO<1!ld to monU.or de1(1(1~ round in Ihl~ lnr.PGctitm~. It b usOO by F51SID C11lt.Or<nlnc wtIO'lll ... l:SllItJll&hrnent:s am In
OClIi1pIl&nDl'! OCf'll 3<)1 ilnOOCFR aB'. FOR!lol.I'PPROVED QMa NO. OClErJ-OOW. Oh4B DISCLOSURE SfATEMENT: Publ1: I'O:J»ftif'llll>urden lor 1tOr. callu<;tj"" 01In!orm8~0f\ '"
,,1ol"MIled kl -f390 7 mlnllt~ ptlt" ':llII~~~,ir>d~Il",lIl><rurne Jar M-o'IflWi"1l InslrUCtiooa. ~n:f1lno A:ri1i1lng 0II'llI aovrw, gathl'll'ing wnod muln talnlng IhtJ dt<U! 1lM'OOO, aM
CQIlIlJkIOrJ"J 3na rnljUl'Wt1'lO IIVt COIIectioo of .nfomwtIon. SI'l"d romlT\l'l<'lb reowd'ng U,1l,l bur~ olrIJMIJIl! DllIfiy othoi ll~poctdthlll ooloclJOI1 o1lnrorma~on, inludino ~UtlOUUOM

fOI radllC>ng thin blll'deo1. 10 ~rtrnlilO1 of AorittJl1J~, Ouranco> OITJcec. OIRM. Floom 40oj.·W, W~f"'lllO<J, O.C. 202:lO; Gild to ~10 OIlIC8 or Infolml,luon and Reaul"tory Nlalf1l
O1flooOr~rrl8nd Du:lQ8t. .

'-
US 0I!P...1HMl:~.N"r Of" Jl.GRrCIlLnJRF.

FOOD SAFETY AND LNSI'ECTIOH SERVICE

NONCOMPLlA.NCIi: RE,CORD

TYP~OrNONOO~~L~CE

o food SafelY

I DATI! 2. RECORD NO. J. !:s'tAl}LlSl1MJ.::NT NO.

4/22104 23-2004-1147 06544A M /1
4. TO (N_, Qt.n Till.)

Mr. Jim McConm:IJ, Plant Manager
5. 1·~QNNEI.. NOTlfJm)

Mr. Jilll McConnell

6 R.E!.PVAN"T RI!GIjLATIONC~)

313.15(n)(l)
7. lluLEVJIl,'r SC:CfIOf.JJrACC or

ESTA(1)SHMEI,,'T I'ROCEDUkFJI'1AH
r HAocr r ssor I oruex

~. lSI' COl)!.:
O4e02

9. NONCOMPLL'lNCE C\..A5$!J'lC/!..·nUN lNDICl'.TORS

pl.f>.""r IA. 0 S:<l(W 0 Mntlilnnnr; 0 Cnnr<:hv", Ac)jon o R",,~o1l<:-=pin~ oJtnpIt1'r't::nUOO:h
rROCl:S3

0 HAecr' 0 MUrUl0rLnB 0 Corro.::tr.c Aaion D 'R""')I(~tql..S o P1nJl~ v.,.;r"",tionI fl.

C. 0 I'K.OOUCT 0 E«!rlOtTlJ(; 0 Mi>bnmdl/1~ 0"""1)0")1
I). 0 l'AC!Ul'Y 0 LlllliliJll 0 $uu.C"4l.1nlJ oOutJ>d, r'jqTIj,ou oI'raduc< D... «l

P. 0 t::.COLl 0 Olhcr

lil. rlt'.>CIUl'TJON or NOt-lCOMPTJN~CP.:

At 1000,22 April 2004, while performing Ante-mortem and humane handling procedures in the receiving areaof the
hog pens a sow was presented non-ambulatory. Examination revealed the sow to be in l:l. monbund condition and unfit
for slaughter. The captive bolt used to stun the sow did not establisb unconsciousness on tho first shot. A second
captive boll was obtained and a second shot did not establish unconsciousness. The third shot did render the sow
unconscious. This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory rcquirerncntfs)

could result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

I copy' U~l4{>U<:M'I«\'

I ,,,,,,1)" In.p<:<llor

17.

Df!'oTI'.II\IJTIOH OriginnJ 8:.7). Wlllc\o !'JIll;' W u~ untJl
..,u.. ... t:'l1(1:911)

16.

This dOC\Ubl;Jl( "1:I"\It'll1l8 written -otlficati<lo Ihll! your fllilun to comply ",ilb rtll,uhtory r«Jl.llr~lI~nt(~) ('(MIld ~ull in Ilddlllon.~1

n: nato Ini&trntivc lII:{jr.....

.. ._._ ._. 000161
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No',{ 03 06 11170'

4/30/2004

501-=;69-9517 p9 s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

RESPONSE TO NR 23-2004-1147

Immediate Actions:
Tl1C SOw was finally rendered unconscious on third srun,

Further planned Action:
The electric stunner that uses a generator will be used starting 4/23/04.

4/30/2004

---_.._,_ ...... ,._.-

1fY1!O?-f
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No'J 03 06 11173

s.(b)(6)
p.10 s.(b)(7)(C)

'Il'l(j rwum;\ for Ihl" 'I"lOl1n.""I1'1Or. '"~ VoIon!sTj<. II:~ _od<.d to~ doro;:l,; rOOn6 In T:l1l3-~~jon "'fIll"'''. It is........:r by FSIS Ie;. C1ol<>rmlne """"",,..,.,. _nbliuhmel"~ ;j", III
1:, ':"I~i;.onr.., ~FR 301 "'"~ OCffi 3l!1. FORM I\Pf'ROVED CltoIC NO. 05I0-0009. OMB OISClOSUR~ STJlTEr.lEUT: Publ", '""foO'"l;"~ burd6n Iu< Illic eollec1lon or inrormalion i~
oCllm"ta~ '0 OvfHilO('o'r n"1\u1o~ P'" ........JX>O'><;••""luang !IllllillMt(Of rnvIAYoinu ImuTUC1""',. 'Mrehi"ll exhdlnll <loinI;O~, lJ"lI1t><><i"ll ",-..I m.;r>l.. ;n;ng Illo dawllt.Jtkxl. and
comllluilng 000 fOYlowinil;ho wllr>Cl_ nr intnnnal'ooll. S~r>d <AJI"rn.."t~ I"<IfInrd",~ Ihlll: tiurtlon OOlimmo ,,r "..,. ()1her,,~ofll,i" colltlCu<m or InrOllTlIlllon, inll!'lltlll 'U~~""l,on~
(ul l....s~"'ng Ihlu bunla11, to Dep.rtmDnl orA';mc\,IIl",.. , C\U;lIimOS orr""", OIRM, Room tl:J4-W, W<l,1.I\\nlllon. D.c. 202SO; ....-.d to til<> Offi~ c.! In!()rmnlion L"'~ Rogululmy Alr"I"",
01llco or Morr.l(lCfT>enl (,rid BUdget.

U.3, D£!'AATh!f..NTOF A(;k.!CtJL'l1)RE
FOOD :;AJo]~lY N,;D IN''PECT1OJ' SERVIa.

"'-" NONCOMP.uANCE RECORD

1. DAl't 2. RT>COJ(J) NU.

5111/04 28-2004-2097 06544A Mil
·1. TO (N"",. D.of TaM

Mr. Jim McConnell, Planr M,nacc{
". 1'r,Jt!;Ohl,,~ NO'nI'lJ'D

Mr. Jim McCooncll

313 .2(a)
I. "hl.I',VAN·1 s",,~l'InwnAcr:;OF

l':;·INII.IS:..{'vlY.'1T r'J.:()OillURUPI.MJ
HAccr orntn

~. ISI'Com. 04C02
9. NONCOMJ'I JANP·. CI.....~$(.HCA-nON n,1)IC,..,OR.:;

PI.ANT A. D :l:;or 0 Monil"rili<: D Co~"C\ian o it''''Jr\lkC=l'l.~g Dlmp\"",,,,,"'hqn
F'ROCJ\~~

13. D [IACCI' D /'.lociJoring D C""""'Ii,,, I\~tivn D1't<;.c..ojdl.:Cc~ Dl'l"ml V~-rill:.uiun

c. 0 J'~UL)UCT '0 P..cm>lmli" 0 M,~ 0 IToU><<>l

D. 0 l'ACD...ll'"Y 0 LigJlrma D ~L..-~;.U oOu1:<;Qe 1"""""'" Ot'11tdtlolw 1 lt J'N'IlJ

E. 0 t.COU 0 {lth,or

](I O!:XCIW'110:-JOF NONCO~·UANCr:.:

AL OS20 1 WJ.S st::tnding alongside ofthe unloading; ramp in the hug pen area La do antemortem inspection on a load of
hogs from (Driver: Assistant: . Tobserved mat Plant Employee

' ...'as 00. the og pen side of the a[ IDe of the r.ID1. e door at the bottom of the rum was closed and
',- WJ,S at the top of the ram p at the area of the door on the rear of the trailer. I observed

to if could start unloading by holding up and arm a stop or do
[lot proceed motion. A~ rncd to get lhe hoe to use rcady to recciv'C the hogs, I observed 6 to

I c~ • bl.hl"hm",,!

I c.1ry· h'!PC~IOI
Form ~4fi.4 (~!yl), ,.hich "' •., be w:~ until

c'tll.IlJlI(:(\_0i9~ )

This document ~c,,'e~ Il~ written nfltlflcalj.-.h ihll.t )lour biluro tu comply with ~llllDry n-:quir<:JIl~Ilt(~) (DuM rout: in ..clJili"nul

~l:ltory()r.ldmlni~tT1HlVCfit in.
j,3, SIGNATUI ' ))' 1'I...\}[f !\{AJo,!A(ill'

J ' .

lG. VUUl1CATIOl-l ..IG " TV 1.0\'TIr.

''-"""'

--_.-.--.. , ...__ .... ,,' .... _-.- ....__.__. 000163
000077



Nov 03 De 1117a 501-'169-9517
s.(b)(6)

p.11 s.(b)(7)(C)

us. I'lF,l'ARl)dl-~;r ,'ll' AGI(JCUI..TI..Ilfr
1'000 :;"'FI:'n .,\1 1 1~:lf'1:CJ10N SDRVleJ'.

NOI"COMPLlANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHIRT

n'J'l': OF I~ONCO;"JJ'llANO!

o hx.<l Safe ry 0 Other Cnn... mcr Pro ",,[jon

1. DATE

51! 7/04

:. 1~;.CORJ)NO.

28-2004-2097 OG544A MI l

.1. TO (,v"'''4'''''/ n,l,)
Mr. Jim McConnell, Plant Manager

f>. RI·:r.r,vA}.'1' lu.::c;ULJ\TION(S.)

313.2(11)
1. ltELt:V!\NT :;F_cnO~IJ1""GTI Of
r:~n ADWHMtNT I'IlJX-::m)lr~.EJPI...AN

II1ACC1'

). PERSONNIll xorma»
Mr. lim McConnell

IS:>OP IUIHr:n

t.ISl'CUOF

04C02 Product Protocol

, "'J"}' - PM.flhli.;,11n\C01

1 U1]1Y • h~""V~l\l'

~ hogs start down the ramp with the gate at the bottom oftbe ramp still closed and barred. When the bogs arrived at
the bottom of the romp they panicked looking for an escape and went into an excited screaming attitude and attempted
to go over rhe closed gate. One of the hogs almost made it over the closed gate while standing on top of one of the
other bogs. Several of the hogs were knocked to U1C floor in the frenzy. When the hogs fill:Jlly settled down to where

open the gate one hog was still an the floor and was trampled by the other hogs as they exited the ramp and

actually rolled her over in the process.
I immediately stopped everything until it could be com municatcd to this was a serious noncompliance
with humane handling regulations.

plant supervisor) wss. noli G(;d Lind took immediate control.
that released the hogs outside along side of the trailer and could not

'---:;';. unloading.

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulator)' rcquircmcntts) could result in
additional regulatory or adru inistraiivc action.

: ~ ",

....•_-_._----------- . 000164000078



Nov 0306 11:18a , OVlv\ 501-569-9517
p12 s.(b)(7)(C)

s.(b)(6)

RESPONSE TO NR 28-2004-1147

Immediate Actions:
The gate was open and hogs 'were released into a pen.

Further planned Action:
All drivers and assistance drivers arc required to understand and apply Humane Handling
practices from the farm until the plant.

I~~ r~
~gina rJ(usse[[ 1 f ~ ( t~

t I

000165

000079



lYPI, OF rrOl'-.'COMJ'!.I;INCt:

Nov 03 08 111 Sa

0.:>. DP..I"AH·().1ENI or ,\(;/UCULTURF.
J'00I~ l;METY /I1JOl)~SPf.cnON SJ~vlcp'

NO~COMYL~NCeR£CORD

5ri~569-9517

o FOO<.l Sol.1cly

p13 s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

oOilier C('Ol$omcr Protecti

7/2212004

12 mcoRD NO

I 47-2004-7726 06544AM/l
d 1"0 (II",,,. umj TI~"l

Mr. Jim McCOllnell. PlaIlL Ma.rL1gcr

313.l5

s. ?F.n~OI·IHI!.J. NDT'lFlED

Me Jun McConnell

1. "r-;LF,VMJT :~".cnONIPAGf 01'
E:;TNlI.I:n 1/1.IF.t-ITNl.OCI:.D1JR,F)J'Lr.N

IIAtCY

K. 1~1" lUUI'
04C02

'J. N()N(X.1Ml'UJ\.IIiL'J.!Cl.J\$S/IlCATK JN IN I w.:.-nQitS

1'1.,,\j-lT /I., D saor 0 MoroIorinJ,: 0 v..r«l.ivo I",.;c.n D·k"'~"'li.<x.",,~ olIn~\c'fTIC11ufll"'"
l'l~OCr.<;~

0 H....U:I' 0 u",ilorine 0 C,..lI'r1'1.-N)UiIC A.cDoa o ~oNl.""rmu: Ot'j..u:\i'\il:LaJl~1.&.rJli Il.

C. 0 l'IlODUcr 0 Eoonomi, 0 Mi~ /Z]hlll.......l

D. 0 !'/lell.!!"V 0 ~ 0 SU\JClliUl o~ li<:IJl.i>a O~lC'R~..,.j

c, 0 r:, COI.J 0 0rJ>.;:r

10. DE.>CJW'TIONOf NO#COAfPlJANCE: :

At 0700 while in the- hog pen area I observed <'1 hog in pen 4 being stunned with a captive bolt: ~r the init.ial
stunning a.Ttcmpt the hog was still making purposeful movement WIth head~ forelegs. and ~cbllB SO?ut Wlth

tongue. The hog also had a temporary palpebral reflex .. Paul \\''hidield was immediately ootlfi.cd and ~th the
captive bolt and caps were taggedwith 'Ret:lin Tap; l:3:'45M0:5:5 as it appeared to be a malfiutc1JOll or (,."l.thl.:J Ihl;:

captive bolt or the caps.

This documclIC serves \IS wrirrcn
rer-u1Jt'ory or :t(.hnjDj~tnltiv(3dl

N," ,~;lGr:/i TU1'.L OF J'LANT .l\.1.AlM 8

CilfiQn rhll' Y\'ur 1111lurc Co cOOJplj' with rrgullllof)' JTtjll1rcJ'Ilc:OI(~)could result in additional

'1 (Of'!'.1.,W,I"h","nl
] CtJ1"\'• In~lOr

-~---000166000080



Nov 03 06 11:183 lV[IA

s.(b)(6)
pI'1;.(b)(7)(C)

.....-"
U.!L DI~AlI.nm"f OF AGIllClIL11JR.l:

roo» l;AFP:TY ....NO [NSl'J.!.Cno1'l :lEl:VJC'F.

NOt'COMJ>LlANCE. RF..COJU) CONTINUATION SIlE:ET

l DA,"fl::

lYP1'. or: NONCOl\fPUANCr.

o fCJ<XI Safety 0 Other Cunsumcr Protecuon

7/2212004

~" 'j U (N~.,~ ""d fll',)

Mr, Jim McConnell. Plant MaJUlgcr

c. PJ',uv-\I-'T RIXJuU\nON(S)

:11:' 1~

7" JlF.r£vJI.N'L Sl;CIJOli,pA<1r; Of'
,:STAmJ.~lll\lENf 1'~lX.·WUlU;1I'r."N

04e02

47-2004-7726

II/\CCP

06544A Mil

5. l'£lt.'iON"N'f.t NOTIl1}J.)

Mr. Jim McConnell

ssor-

Product Protocol

This document SCIV<;S as written notification that your failure to comply ,..~th regulatory requiremcntts) could result
in additional regulatory or administrative action,

1<,",10=;; ~-:;IS 1-,.,,, ~.-\n(H (9f9TJ. which m>;ybe "'O~ un~l
<:<h.owtcd.f?i?!l)

DISTJllIJUnON; OriJO.n.1 &

000167

1 "'VY - E.l.uhlwlJm'ml
I ""'T~' • ~ '"JlO'klf
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000081



Nov 03 06 111 93 501-56~9517 p15

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

RESPONSE TO NR 47-2004-7726

Immediate Actions:
The hog wax rendered unconscious.

Further planned Action:
The caps for the captive bolt are now being stored in scaled container.

CJ?J?8ina (j(usse[{
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Nov 03 06 11:193 5(11 ,:'56&-9517
s.(b)(6)

p 1~.(b)(7)(C)

Thu .~,,,,~I lor Ihi", "11<11",,.1>0<, ... V.. lun(o.rv. nit: ,><>«Iu<lI()J'rIO<';«>' tlalm:tl< IwOOin Ih'", in~~ or'lllem, .;9 uwd"" FSlS to d,,'('fm~ wheoih<>f C':Il~\lIrmlllo>nt;o lo'" in
~mph"nc8, lY'...FR J01 "Ad 9CfR 381. FORM I'S'PROI/ED 0I1l8I'IO.~. 0M8 DISCLOSURE srATEMI').(f: Po:>l", ropo<Ting t>YrtI.ln 10' rhmoolloelion «
II"I[oll"ollon lb UtJ,mlJl'd'IliD """u11'll1,nilJul",,, _ ,m;pOJJIHt, i""lwl'''' II", tim.. (Ut ''''';'-''''''1l IIY..true1iotu , """rc.hioll..riGlirg lima WO"". g<tll\eo<ing and m&inmlnlng 100dnl"
nf>P.<lrlli, nnrl c:omplelino nnd ,...iRWing lhe Ddl;,dioo Q( inl,-""",Uon, S"'....C.JIIMIOIl!l; fl:og.;IrOtIl{{Ih/f. bun:l<rn QF..bmme or ~ny atImr ""pod of Ihi!; c""leaion ot inlormallOn,
'''\u<lir.y u.urlll""\""'~ ,'" "'<Iod n 9 'n,b I>U"'0I\. ID Deparlm"", of A~ric-ul1wo, Cloomnon Off""'r.OIRIA, RQOr1\ 4C4-W, W"",~il'l1)l=,D,C. 20250., .."" \<> ,II<> OIlioo d 1"(o",....I;Q"
"M ROgut"lO.-., Alfalm, orlion 01 N\'>nog.rnOn\ :;000 B"dll"L

u.S. DE!'i\KIMtNT 01' "CIUC'J\.,TIJIU'.
1'0(1) s»:FETy AND lNlWGCTION S~:IWlt:l;.

.NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food S~lcty

t. OAT\;.

712712004

2. JtEC(JR r;n':D.

48-2004-7726 OG54'lAMII
~. Tn (N~n,. a,..11;d~)

Mr, Jim McConnell, 1>1<1nl. M:ul<:!gcr

", K.U-""II:'-'T KI:(;1)LllUONm)

313 1S
". kl(I.I,VI\NT ~l!Cfl()f\IIP/.(JIi(JJ'

T,:;·rAnLI~HI"IEHTP!'.iXEDUltlilJ'L......N
H(lCO'

S, f'flJ(~ClI..NF_L NOTB'll:J)

Mr. Jim McConnell

04C02
!>. NCJNCOMPUf.;'\i\ J: ur,......:iU'lCILTlON nmlCtITOYS

f'l....\NT A 0 ~;~;Ot· 0 t"'~ 0 Corree\jv" }..-ctiun o lI:""nnI1<.cqi"l'. o 1tfJp\t.rrr::t)l~).. -n
I'IU){;I,,~:;

0 HACCP 0 M(~lilliltt 0 Com:o;w. JI.;l.j"" o 1{ ...""<1l:""J'i"S OPLlnl ·"'\.'Tilil-=~IULID.

I:, (] rROmJCf 0 ~ 0 t-G.lmnd'''ll E[P'UI<"'''l

0, 0 l'AdUll! 0 l~frl.c 0 ~..l o (.).ed~~~ t'h-:,,,n..o.. oPn><IUCI D."",1

E- O l', coo [I 00,,,,

JI>. 1)/';.0: IPTTON or NON(.DM1'LlANCl::

A1 U63R while performing antemortem inspection in the hog pen area. 1.obscrvc<l a hog on a truck being .slun~cd

using a captive bolt. 111efirst shot from tbc captive bolt appeared 10 misfire and the hog vocal~ and remained
conscious obtained a ua,;w package ofcaps for the captive bolt and a SCCO'od shot usmg the new caps

rendered the bog unconscious instantly at 0647. , .
TJI,is document serves as written notification that your failure to complywith regulatory rcquiremcnrts) could result

in additional regulatory or a 'ni rarive action.

\{"rl"'-"" Fr.\:> ,.:.::m ~M.;"'" (!!.~rr" ,·,hJcl-. m.~' h<> """" U1l~1
~U'JeG O""r)

i s,

17

I)lSnuDV t'JON; O»EirW &: I WI')' • [..t.b\j~h"w"l

] "~()'.. In.~''''l,)r

-----000169
000083



Nov 03 05 11.19a 501-569-9517 p.1? s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

RESPONSE TO NR 48-2004-7726

Immediate Actions:
The hog was rendered unconscious:

Further planned Action:
The caps for the captive bolt arc now being stored in scaled container.

1\§Bina rj(usse[{
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No. 03 06 11 :20.<l

If
,

501-569- 9517 0.20 s.(b)(6
s.(b)(7)(C)

e.s, OIlPAn.n.mrrro~o\OR1CU7.:TlJRD
flOOD SAl'tITY ..uro INSPIiCI1Oi'l SBIlVIru

l. DAT£

11/29/2004 12- J:eCOKDNO. .

82-2004-7726 06544AM/1
4, TO (11..-.-J nu.)

Mr. Jim. McConnell, Plant Mmagcr

6. ltP.l•.1!VANT R£G{}L'I.'nON(3)

313.JO(a)(4),3B.30(bX3)
1. 1U">1$\'JI.l.IT SBCJ10NIPNJ5 (J!'

IJ:lTAI'lLr..m.mN'f f'/I.OCEDUIQII?'J<N
IHACCl' l SSOl' l~

'- Q' CODf.: 04COZ
9. 1~t1CC&fr:u,\tIcr ~1lQr.l1N1llCJl,TOI'~~

PLANT I 0 :1:;0{> O~. 0 ~f\<>lic,o O~~ OlmP<-......w...
l'R~

!A.
I E. 0 ll'.ACCP O·M~ 0 0><.ft;l;"" J'\clj()n D~ Df'WII.\l~

C 0 r:1l.OtJ'lJC"f D~ 0 f.£l~ 0~
D. 0 .('AClLITY O·~ 0 :;lnGuw! o0ud1.!I P"""'- Ol'~C....,d

II_ D -g. cou DOIb<t
10. 008rnD"tl0}o1 Of' ~NO')M1UAl\O!:

At 0615;It the base of the unloading ramp in the hog pen-, J observed ernploycc) stunning a downer

bog with a pcrtable generator and~8 equipment, Afia bog wb.H;h :initiabxl1hc
bleeding process, Durine the bleeding I observed the hog blink. On closer ~niflilrion1o~cdp~1

-....- rnovement of tae bog's tongue anda palpebral reflex, botll indicator.; of CQIl.SCJQll&Oess. "Thi:; IS non~p~

wi1h 9 eFR 313.3O(a)(4) which stB1c:S. "The stunned animal .....m remain in a SOle of surgical anc:rthcsia. through
shackling, sticking, and bleeding. It isalso innon-compliance with 9 CPR 313.30(b)(3)whichstxtcs, "Esch anin'.al

OO'!\ """"h IN!)' bn..-J until
~\}jl"d~78M)

14. SlGNAlUItUOl ~

16. VERlf[CI\,1ID~1 :iltiNA11ml

Thi£ c!()(lI,men! ~rva l\~ '1\'ritten aoUfiC1l tlonthat yourfaJlun t<t comply with reCfllaloJ'j' requirem<:nt(s) could ro.fu It in lIddltkltlJlJ

['Cj!U.Il!to or II. tau-. tive "lldk>a.

..... --
.........-_...__.

<000171
000085



Nov 0306 1121a 501·569--9517
s.(b)(6)

p21
. s.(b)(7)(C)

us, OEPMTI.mrr or ....Olllcm:TlJIm
YOOO :'lAI'L'Tfl\NO~olS1!kVJCF.

NONCOMPLlANCHK&ClJIID CONIlNOATlON ~1IEJtT

TYr't OJ' !'IONOOMPUJI).lCJ!

o Food &tory 0 01bcl C<m.auoI!T I'rol,Xl[ioo

11/29/2004
~. TO (I.r_~ <mdrUM)

Mr. Jim McConnelL Plant Manager

82-2004-7726 06S44AMJ 1
5. l"mi::J.ONNI!l.. lJOllf'll!D

Mr. Jim McConnelJ
G- RLU!.VN-.'T Jtl!OULA'DO~)

313.JO(aX·1), J13.3O(b);3)
7. lU!tE\'.Allt BECTIOU<l'AGE OF
F},T.....m.JSI{MENT j'ROCllDUIC1i.i1!l..J\N

I&Wf' lou!IlJl.

04C02

10.on.so&7TONOF~

shall begiven a sufficient application ofelectrical CUtICllI to ensure surgical ancs:thc:sia throughout the bleeding
I applied U.S. Rejected tag No.B21 615553 to the stunner box and.immediately notified

plnntemployees).
document serves as written notificsriou that your failure to comply with regulatory requircmcnus) could result

in additional regulatory or administ:ntive action.

.-

."---
c::.~1 c:..::a ~C1 '"?

..--- 000172,
000086



NO'1 03 013 11213 0\/111I

s.(b)(4)
pZ2 s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

III &/2005

''C, RESPONSE TO NR 82-2004-1147

Immediate Actions:
The; hog died.

f ;lmp to insure xtunner working properly.

Further Ianned Action:
Implement a

9.?Jgina 1?J1SSe[{
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~~O\l 03 DB 1121a DVM 50'·56Q.-951 7

s.(b)(6)
p.23 s.(b)(7)(C)

. TiJ~ ,oJ., oc! ru, 1I"~ i"l", II "",;..,., "' V...lUI'"",,'O'. II;"~ It.> """",,rl.,.~ fO<lnc:l On lhdtl~ "V'5l""". u.... ll9Cd b1FSU; t., <Sd<mnln<>~I _Glbl'<;U1momt> OIQ Ih
compllun<.:<l. OCFR)Ol wrll9CfR 3ll\. FORM APPROVED 0N'8NO.~. o:.w OISClOSIJFlE s'r....YEMENr: Publlo top¢'ll"'l} t>orOnn ,....."'" t><>lLI>c1ion <:if

informalion i~ MO\.om.a.l~ to_~? mIMI'-", p.M _""""". inciU<lloa tho lim<:lor~ lll!'J"TUCllone. &<lll1d"11nlJ 01iu11rrp~ to<llOC, p;llllollnO tlfl() Il1l:IInUllnllljlltlo dOlo
nnodlXl, and c.omplollno ol'l'd ""'~'IIll ... ""I~, ullnr~. ~ to<'l'~rn, ""'l}Iltdlng rni1j hurtton OlI1.lllIl!n or M"l'()jhof OCi>m:l ~ Ihl&t::OllOCllul, ollnlrtlTl1pllon.
mludi"ll r"'llIl"'ct\O<\1". I.... T9d\>c:l"l) I~;,r. b<n l\"'l, 10 ~fttlI.<W l){ Aw.cullure, Q0arnl'1W OIflt.(l1, ClflU,. F\()()ftl~.Wi'Ml~, O,C. 21:l2!>O: &nil \0 100orr""" <>l" \nt:l>I"<"n~\"""
UJ1d R"lJuJ~10l'jl Albl!"!:. OfTJro or Mon:>pM,.,onr "nd 8009&1.

lJ.:1. VB'Al~'fMJ;N'r OF I\OJlICllLTtJRj;
[lOCD SAllliTY JlNI) n~~ruC'nON~JtVlCL

N()NCOM1'Lli\NCl1. RECORD

I. DAT'';:

l2/6/2004 j
2. !'.Y(:()I{[) NO.

90-2004·7726 06544A M /1
ol, TO (JJ<m>'ooJ To',).)

Mr. Jim McConnell, PLmt Marulgcr

3l3.30(a)(3).313.30(a)(11
KliLI.iVANTSC010WI·...CJ! ()j.

1'~:'l'''Hf.l~l(I.~N1l'9.GCr;D1)Rr:Ji'1.Al'

!lLAt.:(.l'

". t'P'I{~OI~NJ.:L Nmn,1.E.l)

Mr. lim McConnell

I '<;f{OP I (JU1tR

g. iSt' COOl: 04e02
~. >J( )N!;OMP1.lAl~ct. c.J..A:):;JI- 1<:....110 N Ll-lUICo\'10H:->

PLIIN1' /I.. D ssor 0 ],,'\<nVl"'"'t 0 C<rl"I=M: Action o l(t'::l.oI;'r(\~irlQ Dl.rs·,r't~n\CItlUf'l;IQn
1'l«.iQ::SS

0 JMCQ> 0 MI,JllihlJi,tt. 0 CorJ~::tiYc 1..1""., oRocor,'lX""I';ne: oPl,n, \I ..\(~ojonB.

c. 0 rROIJULI 0 }-~nl)"'LiJ.. 0 ~'l; 0 1
......"""".

D. 0 f!lCll.rrY 0 ~ 0 ~ ..I o Ou!l1idc~~ oProauCI JJ"""')

c: 0 LCOU 0 ~
10. Dl:",;CJl.U'110N (]t' NI)Nf."'i)MI'JJI\NCE:

Ar 0925 I was observing stunning, ...ticking, tlnd bleeding procedures in IDe V Belt area of the hog pen where the
hOWi are normally stunned, stuck. and bled. Tobserved a plant employeeapply the stunner electrodes to a hog

,--,' which instantly vocalized and began tbrowing her head from side to side and up and down ina purposeful manner,
TI1C hog showed blink reflex and purposeful tongue movement after the second stunning. Vocalization. blink
reflex. and purposeful movementof'thc head and or tongue arc :.ell signs of consciousness.

n,v.hich m~'bJ L,U.....J ~r1LiI

,..o.M".'I{"(I.(71)~)

l..m((Kfl'UTJON: ~;,'
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NO'J 03 06 11 :22a D\If',A 501-569--9517
s.(b)(6)

P':?S.(b)(7)(C)

IU. nPT'ARl"MT-NTOF ..."UK:ur:nmF:
POOl) :\N"T... ANI;>lNSl'l'.I;"L1Dl" xf:RVlCE

NONCOMPLIANCE ,R.lJ.CORD CONTINUATION SH.KET

1 fum:. 2. RECORD NO.

'r't'!'!:: Of NONCOMJ'LW~CI::

o rlXX.i S«fCly 0 Orhor CQ,-,,'wncr l'rolc<;,ion

12/612004

~, TO (N..",e....o '/JIM)

Mr. Jim McConnell, Pl~nl M:m;'tgcr

(~ RFJ-EVA."IT /!.EGUlATJON{S)

313.30(1I)(3),3lJ.JO(lIX1)

7. llli!.r;""l-tr l-If.CnONfl'AG£ Of
l,~~jAllUSH)vII:.r-rr rROCEI)\JlH'lI'f..'tN

~. I::!l'CDD£

04C02

90-2004-7726 06544A M /1
S, l'T'.R~ONNfil. NOl1FlfD

Mr. Jim McConnell

OTHER

o. Nr"lCOI'.1PJ lANCE lNlJl CALOLt

product Protocol

10. DP.3CRTrnON Of NONCOMN.lANCfC:

Tlli:; is non-compliance with 9 CFR 313 .30(a)(3) which states, "The quality and locanoo on the electrical shock
shall besuch as to produce immediate insensibility to pain in the exposed animal."

This is non-compliance with 9 CFR 313.30(a)(l) which stares, "The electric current shall be administcrcc 50 as to
produce. at a minimum, su.rgj<:al anesthesia, i.e.• a stall: where the animal feels no pain sensation." "Incy sh.1l1 be
exposed to the electric current in a Vr.1Y that will accomplish the desired result quickly and effectively, ''''1& a

minimum ofexcitement and discomfort."

TIle third stunning of thehog rendered her unconscious and in a state of surgical anesthesia at which time she was

stuck and the bleeding process becan,

r immediately stopped the stunning and notified floor supervisor), who immediately took control.

This document serves as written not ificationthat your failure to comply with J{:gul:l.tory requircmcnus) could result

in additional rcg\.llarory or administrative acrioa.

._.....

\ l. MGN/l.TUlt£ OF I!'l~I'l!cnON PROGkAM I·

, •.-., , ".... ...... '-''-'~I-

R,-"In=, V::l:l F""" ~<JOtJJ.(}J197).~,h,<" "'''Y be "'al urJ.l
<"'-"'J""",I (7t9ri

))lSTP.nWHON:~ .I<.

-.000175
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RESPONSE TO NR 90-2004-7726

Immediate Actions:
The hog was finally stun and stuck.

Further planned Action:
The electrical stunner has been placed on preventive Maintcncc Lo ensure chat itworks
properly.

CR.§gina rR....usse[[

.~
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1.0AT1';

The r.. '1u.-..l for lhit:,.InIOH'''''\;''I'I '" vulunb,y. n '" r-.dNl 10 1'f\{l~!tD< oofee1~ 1....,"" 11\ Illi<> in'TI'"ction "YUlorr,. It ,,,."""'; by FSI~ to do1orrrune .'M\~",

""lnbl~J~",nl\~"'" in.c:ocn~nnoo. ~ CFR 301 "nd DCF/< ast, FORM APPROVED 01>'103 No. 0SJJ::\-00il9. OMB OISCL.OSURE S'I'ATF.IIt.(NT P"ol;c rapcnJn~
~1In:f"" forthl& e<>lkt<;looll Qllnr~r~L"" ., Bdlm:llad 10:>vem(lo 7 m!nu101> por rooponoo.lIldUdi"l) 1M Ii II'" """""""""j'llJ i,,~LItJt'5nrn:;. ::.ont~mno ">'i~.ll"a (iol.,
'Oll~. :l0dll>nng ~".J ,,,,,,,,ItoI,nlllg lh.. UiJiulIoodOO. nn<ll:::Crop'ellng oncf rfIV1uw1na lhe c.oJIoelion d tnlormation. ::::.tlrr:l COlTlI1l(jI\\;.; 1\.li,IHldin;; Ihi" burdr.n r."llm~lc
{>f ""'f <:>til,,, ""9"ct of thb 1;o()1Il)C\101\ of \"j<>mu~Qn, ;nc1udi"ll ~.ti<:>M 1<1, maooil\g IhIJJ. bu(d.u.!I, \0 ~rlr<ltw\l0( lI>!'ioJlUn(l, CI~:J.I·.l.{lCJ) Olroc>;C OIPJIJI ROQ(t\

~W.,.WIl&hl''ll~('I!,.DC f!R.~: Iln1J.'?I~_~_~J.!!lonn.llon ~~ul~IOry A!.f'!Lrr;~Q1IL""_oI;Mo~~'!.'."'~~B,,M:JI)I. .•".u_ ._". . un.' .__

US Dur~ertm"tu <If AgicuJ uire '1')" l'l-: or NONCO\ [PU.'\:·TI~
POOl) "~/J·l,n.• AND INSPECT!.ON ~l:llVIC.G n.

NONCOJl.1PL.1ANCP. R£CORD ... l-<><Xl SnJby S 0tJ ••" c""OU"'"' l'n,",-"'~"
--.....-- --

2. RECORD NO. 3. r~'0'I\lU..JSIL\1l:NT NO.

T OTIJJ::RSSOP!lACeY

0654-IA MIl

s.PEJC;ONNP..L NOTIFlfD

Mr. TlJJl McCowldl._----- ''''--''-''.-

0096-2005-772606/2912005
........._------------------------..:.:..::..::....::.~--

4. TO (Name ""d "rHJc)

Mr. Jim McConnell, Plant M<lllahCr

6. RElJ-:V1\vr R.EGllU\.T10N(S)

3U.J5(:J)
__-,-_... c __..... _· --,- _

7. .'l1,CTJONfPAGE OF EST, I'ROCEDUJU- PLAN

8. lSI' CODI;; " NONCOMl'LlANCt: CLASMI'1C!,rrONI"DJCATORS

04C02 PRODUCT- Protocol .c,.. • ---

1/,1. IWf-l.ClUI'TIOJ-J Of N'ONCOMrLIA..'-1CE

At OYl3 while in the-hog pen area doing ante-mortem inspection T pen manager) use a
captive bolt to siun a down IlI.?~ that was Iocatcd. in Olen':lJr or u trailer, UjL: hog 10 unmediatclv
vocalize and lhr.ls.1t Iicr head and Iront pans around in purposeful rnovemeai (Si!],llS or cun-cicusucss alld senSIbiLity). She
C(l(llilllll)usly VQD1Jizcd and (/lnlslrcd her fronl pm1s around in purposeful movement aflcr Ihc Ilr:>t shoi, second shot and
third shot 11 WJS the fourth shot (more than :I minutes from the first shot to the fourth shot) that the bog became
unconscious and insensitive, I applied to U.S. Reject Tag No.B 3456&472 to the unloading ramp and immediately
notified (kill Iloor supervisor) who look Ch;LJ1!!.C >iller which I removed 1I1c U.S. Reject Tag. This i;;

regulatory non-compttance with 9 CFR ~ 13.15(;1).

~'urthcr regulatory noncompliance could lcod to more Slril)cent regul;JtclIY conrrol acrion as per RUles of Practice 500.4.

-'

_..._-_ ..._---------

-~-_..... ------
u. f'LJ\~JT jo,.L....:..;;;CiM:r.trr RESPONSE (furthor "\;I0,.,..d ~<:tinn(sl):

F~Ir; I~Opj..( ..1;.tiY.1....1 (7.'Y~)

R,pl~= l'S];' r:rnn~,400.4Cry,!>?). ",),;ch fI\iI)'lx: \:>CdunlJl c;<h~'''l.d t71'}~)

000177

I

000091



ND'. 03 06 11:24a

...-;--'"

5Q1 ~569-9517

s.(b)(6)
P:S.(b)(7)(C)

• ......:-&. RESPONSE TO NR 96-2005~7726

Immediate Actions:
We discussed with Not to stun any hogs again.

Further planned Action:
A signed copy by .t ill no longer use any
stunner. A member of management must be notified by hog pen
personnel if a hog will need to be stun. Only experience stunner
personnel will use the electric stunner. Kill supervisors will use the

captive boIt stunner.

Regina Russell
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To:
lIe, Estabtisnmcr ; 0,:'_..;,\
Odoms Tenness,. ;':'ic!..:
470] Asher A.\,,:~:.:_o

Little Rot:k, AR ~~:04

From: Jim McCunndl, plant manager
Odr:lI11'S Tennessee Pride
470 l Asher AVCl1 uc
Li ttlc Rock, AR 72204

RE: Clarification of Noncompliance Record No. OOI}u-2005-772G.

In our response to NF 0096-2005-7726 WL: Slated that 'ould not be
stunning any hogs again, What we meant to say wu;-, that ould not use the captive
bolt stunner, but could continue to use the portable electric stunner, \Vc would also like to
have the optio n to ~iyc additional unining on the captive bolt stunner and have

certi fied 10 usc it in the future. Your immediate response to this reg UI;S[ would be
'J.tl ..1pfil cciatcd.

C~
Iln

M
eeu:;;; . .

Pbl1l !v1,Jrtilger
Odorus Tennessee Pride

c000179
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...._~.

To:
II, Establishment 6544A
Odoms Tennessee Pride
4701 Asher Avenue
Little Rock, AR 72204

From: Jim McConnelL Plant Manager
Odom's Tenncsscc Pride Sausasge
4701 Asher Avenue
Lillle Rock AR 72204

RE: Clarification to Response for Noncompliance Record No. 0096-2005-7726

In our response we stated that not Stun Hogs again unless he
was trained and certified. At I would like to clarify the term certified. Our
meaning of certified is to trained by OUf Kill Floor Supervisor and Tested by at
least two members of our in-house Hurnarl~ klandling Committee. At this time we will
fill out training documentation by and the Team members. This
.d.oc~tJtion would be placed personnel file.

/ / -.
/' I ...or&; d?-, / /- \. .'f!i ..~ .,/1/ /,/1 ..' ,-,/i'" j'J/P '} / ' ,/-,,'/ "'/L.<,. ,.,. ....., ..

"'____ .• _/ 12J r;J.--v k

.~;~~ McC0o/t:ll
/' Plant Manager

Odom's Tennessee Pride Sausasge

",-,---000180
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013~-2005-772()

'---", ssorUACCl'

0<i544A Iv!: /1
' .. "." ....-. ---_.~_.._~--

). PERSON:N'EL NOnFlEl.l

IVlr. Jim McConnell----_.------- --------

!. DATE

OU1612005

<to TO U-"mo ;~I(1 Tilla)

'Mr. Jllll McConJ\cn, Plant M:UWgCT,------.- -._ ~ .
f:.. IU;;U:VANT llli{jULAnON(~)

] 13.2(c)

1. SECTlONIP:\Gt: OF E!>'T. I'KOCElJUj:.I.'. )'l..I\'N

1l.I'<;P CODE

MC02

9. NONCOlvll'L]ANCE Cl.Al;S[fICATiON It\D1CAmRS

PRODUCT - Protocol
10. DESCRII'TIOI'I OF l'IuNC:O~\4PLlI\NCr::

Prior 100545 1 \>r.JS in the hog pen area performing routine aote-moncm inspection. 1 performed ante-mortem inspection
on a group of hogs rnat by 054:5 had been placed in HP-l, HP-2, the crowd pen. nnd the moving v-bclt (none or which has
water av-... i111blc for drinking by the hogs). These areas arc lor moving the hogs to the stunning area rOT stunning which Is
to begin at 0600. At 0730 the sturuung had not yet started ...nd Tobserved these same hogs still in HP·l, HP-2. the: crowd
pen, and the rnovmg v-bcll <100 tile hogs h;ld no water available to Lhl;UL for dri nking, Since these hogs h.adno! moved
from these areas in more than 1 112 hours, it is reasonable to define the areas they were in as holding pens. '[Ilis is
rczulatnrv non-compliance witl: 9 CFR 3U.2(c.~. 1immediately nolil"icd
<kilL I1oo~ supervisor) was in the immediate area and look control by OIIL of these areas ;11\

water for them to d.ri.ru~ could be and W:l!' provided,

Further regulatory noncompliance could lead to more stringent regulatory control action as per Rules ef Praciice 500.4.

..... '_...--., ----.- ..._--'- .,..----
11. ~!CI:-ri\nfRr: OF li'l~Pr.CT10N.l'll.OGIl ,,~, EMrl..oY r::r::

. J"J.J5 of~CFR

---------~---".

j;:1r" l'OilM :--1OQ--o'.(7I9W) ! ..
Rcpl~= FSIS y.,.,." :"1lJO-41'J!QTj. "'~)c!l "'«y t.: ",,,,1 """li <:-<k,""D<J ('I~""t

- ---000181
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000095



Nov 03 06 112503 ::;n1·569-9517 p31 s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

'.~. '!R'ESPONSE TO NR 134-2005-
,..-f I-!.-. »:

I I ./ J"'t.t
I J_U

immediate Actions:
Hogs were given water

Fu rrner planned Action:
\VaLCl' is lH)\~1 accessible in HP-I and Hp-2,

Rezina Russell
.,----'

-/

-,.-----,..."-'..1 ,.-.-..-, ,....,... ... ,..,

_____000182
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'l'Il" loqu~eJf()llh~ IIifOrrl1UI,Otl i:; volun!a 1'[. II i"lo nee>ded to monuor d"r8Ct~ (oulld in th;" """peclio~ ,,·,...J1e!'J1. ~ I" u.n<.! II)' FSLS 10 d~l,,",,;ne "'hllllilar
""Jublidlmunl" aro in eomrll:lltCfl. 9~ :ID'1 """ 9 CFR 38'. FORM APPROVED QIII& No. lY'..a2--00B3. OfWl DISCLOSURE STIl.'TErole:NT: Public roJXlrtin,g
burden lor IhillQOll.odlon 01inform,,!I"n I!: ~I", ..to(\ to ..~orog.tJ- 7 ·."Imoloc. pcf I~~.o. IncklOlrog 11'10 limo lor roviowlng IrnllnJ<;:tion', ,""or'hinQ "",..I;n\1d.\'1
GOur::OG..l}lllhorlng nnd mDlnlolnln~ lha dlll" n~, "nn eomp!l:'fJna nOO l~l~nO tfll' r..oJI~""or 'nform"'lnn. :;.end GOnH1",n~ rog.r<t,ng thl& burac" ~.lilTl.te

m My OJnl'!<"'" IlOC! of thl~ coltocn on ClIln[oml1\!son. ineludtng rluQQCliJltJn!'lor IMlJ.til"lQ thO<:. nndon. 10 Do p(>(1f\'''n\ 01 Il{j{lcutlul ~. C,,"aTarc<:! OfflCP.I. OlfUJl, Room
~~..::"'~~~"hing\on, DC_1~~~.:_",~d kJJhn or'S~_£tl!:'.~!1.I!!'.~t'.'<.1151~.l3-wula\ory.A1!a_ir<., .0~~_'?( MOn<Jgomcnl :lnd ~9!}!;1,-_

U:: l)cpUImC111 of AwiC\lITuro . . . TYf'E Of ~()NCOMrLlA_";C£'
I'<.:>OD l:'/\_FETY AND lNSPECTION 1l1'.P..V1CT'.

______•. _.... ~O~CQ~I~..:'L:.:~::..=.~.:..:CE=-=m;=.:...:co=-=n;;:D,-- ...:n=_I'_·ood_SJJ","'y 31 Other C<!n"'II\C'l' rf'(J\~C"\ion
I. l}i\'J1: 2. RF.C(1ll.n uo. J. E3T.o\D.USIO.-IYNT NO.

~. TO (N•.me sod Titl,,)

Mr. Jim ~c~.'?.n..~ell, Pbol Mnn:l?....::....._... _.... ...__
6. REL~VAh,.f [U!CUL·\TION{S)

) 132

OYfIJI2005 0151-2005~7726 OG544AMJ I
...... _- ._ ....- .. _.....- .....-.---

5. l"EIl$ONl':I£L NOT1FlED

Mr. Jim McConncll

--.,--._-----------------_....

..__..._.... -.... ... .. ....-' --_......._---------_. ._.-......._-_. ---.......__ ....._--------_._---
9. NONCOMPLIANCECLASSmCATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT ..'Protocol

ODJIRSW]'HJ\CCP

04C02

R.ISJ' (;OUJ£

7. sECTlo;-.r!I·i\GI~ OF EST. PROCf.DHRF PIAN

11J. m;SCRWI'l(lN OF N0NC:OMl'LlA"lCE

At 1030 while in the hog penarea finishing uruc-roortcrn inspection and performing U1C daily 04C02 (humane handling)
procedure which for today was to make sure drinking water j~ available, 1 observed 2 hogs in the crowd pen with no water
available and 3 hogs in the restrainer (not the V-ocll) with no water available, Since the cs1<Jblishmem employees in this
area go to lunch break from 1030 to 1100 and had just left for lunch, it is reasonable to assume that.the hogs would be
without water until i lOU, which they were. nils is regulatory non-compliance wiui 9 ern 31J.2(c:). Tremained in the
area until the employees returned at liDO from lunch at which time I notified floor supervisor) of the non-
compliance. 11\e hogs were not in distress and were allowed to be slaughtered norrnallv,

ll11S NRlinks to}..'R 131\--2005. wriucn on 8/1612005 will'. 11\c f.,"lmc C:I\l~ being failure to remove the nogs from thc crowd
pen and restrainer when the plam is not going to be opc:r..l\iol: for ..n extended period or lime.

Further regulatory nnncornptiancc could lC:-HI 10 more siriugcnt regulatory control action ;J.S per Rules ofPractice 500.'1.

' ........

IOI;·:;;e·~~:.e;;.,: ~:;'~:"~:·ilr'if"\f}~" ri....;-lJ1 ~I!t dpJ"'cfll Ole dfdsiC'J4 OJ d"l."~lnn::Iia~II+"" J V'::'.;' .mtd'uf' :1.<~I.::U ('If9CPR~. _

ii 1'!.I\NT·MA.N~\GJ~:ME<~i({ESPONSE (Immodieic JJet..i",,(~'}):'-"- _.....

.. . ..__ _ ------_.-_ _----- -._~~_.
~). I'I.J'l}.:T MA'NA(',EMENl' RESPONSE. (rul1hor p1.>tnnr:-d nC\'\>T>(,;j):

,[,r:; rOIUVl ~~i.>-4 ('7:1Q
l(,:~J.c,~ 1'$/:; ,"lIm'. V"'J·~ (Vi'll). ,,·I~~b ..,~! 1>; \1Y,:d un(,1 "'0",,,,(,,,1 ('Il\l~i

'000183
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~rr:J-r;;~diate Act~cns: .
The; lugs had access to water prior being in area with out
water. '-:-iie hog were resting during this time. According to
I'JR ·':':r!~len the hogs were not distress.

b=urther planned Action:
;'Jc i~,Ggs will be in the restrainer during lunch br~~kl The
hoes ''),jiil either be killed out or back out of the restrainer
durinc lunch time. According to NR written the hogs were

Kec~na Russeil

000184
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~
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n.oroq\J~ lorthlllinfonna'llon UIVOIllntwy. !till nee<lod to mO<lj!Dloofoctll {cuno in thin Innpoc2Ioo R)'II\Hll, It ill Ul\.Ild b)' FSISto dAtt>m\l"6~rnrto~inhmon\4

ara ln compllDnce. ~ CFR;\o1 rond fl CFR 361. ~ORMAPPROVED oua No. O~3-1)06Q. OMS D1SCl..OSURESTATEMENT: Public repol"~nQ~ [(I'lhi£
o.>lluclJ"'" Qf Informullon la ceumolC(l to BVOrBj)e 7 rrn......~ fWIC m!l(>OOlIO. inoudin!l1he 1Imod 10< ~f11:l11l1lI1UCUon~. Il<JIln:hlng e>d6l1n(l 0DtD~.., ~a\~nQ .-.d
m.IlinUllnlng tne tIlll& no.udod, on<;! I;Orllf)letlng m1d rovIO'MlIl:llN> OOllOCliOtl Cd 11'11'0011111>00.~ a:mroonlii rugM:lloo t/)j~ bur6l>n e!rtlmall.J CJ"UITj oltIor nu,pect 01Ihlll.
cdIeclion Df infDlT1\lI1io1l. tnCh.1ll1ttO lOl>(lgmotionol for redUCl no~ l)t,l1'Oel •. It) Doparttnorrt of ~(0J/lI.l1'Q, Cloota.oOllonlOOf, 01RM, Room 4G4-W.Wru<hnm-on, DC
2~~~ "no lotN> Oflioo oil Ir"()m"'Iio!,.n~ I':~'~,u_~~OffICI.' oIl.Allf\USl"'!'O~LI'l.~_~.~~ _

US~tnl ofAgriculWl"( TYPE Of NONCOMPLlANCr:
I'OOD ~AJ'ETYAND lNSJ>CCrJON :>C-ltVIC\:! 0

NONCOM1'LI"N~RE.CORD f:ood .~ety rKJ Other Con~U1m:rProtoetion
----

l. DA11;; 2. RECORD NO. 3. E...'ITABLJSHMENT NO.

03/1611006 (J025-2006-91&4 0ti544A Mil---------_ _------

OTBER

5. PIZRSON~£LNOllRED

Mr. Jim McConnell

HAecI'

4. TO [NMl() will 'fiUt:)

Mr. Jim Me:c::::onncl1. Plant Mannger
----------~------- -------,---------
6. kEU:.-VANT REGULAnON(S)

313.15--------
7. SEcnONlf>A,GE OF EST.~OCEDURE PLAN

8.1Sf CODE

04C02

9. NONOJMPlW'lCE CLASSIFICATION INDICA'f"OtL'i

PRODUCT - Protocol_.,,-_ .....-,,---._------------._---------- --------_.- ..---
10. DESCRIPTION OFNON(X)MPl)ANCE

At apprcximaicly 0600 bours .while in the hog pen area performing ante-mortem inspection, floor supervisor)
adVised me thilt 8 downer hog that had been previously stunned with a captive bolt stunner ""':1Ci require II second
stunning. I observed thehog that had. been previoosly stunned sitting upright and fully conscious. A second shot with the
captive bolt stunner c:::lUSOO the hog tovocalize and failed to render the animal unconscious and insensitive. nus is regulatory
noncompliance with 9 ern 313.1.5(1I.){1) and 9 CFR] 13.15(nX3). Limmediately applied U. S. Reject Tag NumberB27834700
to the captive bolt stunner nnd Q third rime with a portable electric stunner which immediately rendered the
hog unconscious and insensitive. assured rOC that it was a misplacement of the captive boll and oot a failure
of the devise at which time I removed

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirementfs] could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.

_________________._ _c ..

---.----------_...-.-.- -
roo .... Ir<:r<hy .dvi.wd fI{}'Okr rI.':ItIIO Uf'{...a! (1,1.',;""",,_ ,,, d.l,,..-srird I,)' 30... :r... ...Ji,,. .J1i1.I~ .:~.~ (~.~:

"i2.'·pl..AN-f·W.NACiEMENT RP.SPONSI! (Imruedillle lJCtioo(~)):

mLANfM,\,"V\GEMENT RESPONSE (further plllnrl<:(J ocliun(s)):

-- ..--.__ .~..------
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RESPONSE TO NR 25-2006
9184

Immediate Actions:
Hog was stunned and rendered unconscious.

Further planned Action:
Supervisor. admitted that he misplaced the
captive boIt.

.,--,.

Regina Russell
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Other Consumer l'rOlCClion

), r-;STAGUSIIMcNT NO.l. DATI·:

Tho rC'ClUC~llor lhl~ inTOrmflllool5 ~olunl1l!)'. 1116 neeoec ~ monnor Oel~~5 rouno In lhiu mcpectlon sy~Ulm It J~ uund by FSIS \0 dotermlno V{~elMlr

ovlablishmDnlelUo In compll&nce. 9 GFR ~01 and B GFR 3~1. FORM I\PPROVED OMB No 0583-006B. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT. Public
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2. RECORD NO,

[2/27 /2005 00:: t -2005-9213 10650 M 1 \

4, HJ (Name lind Title)

DarrenGarner, Foreman---_..~.. . .-..._---------,~
J,. l{f:!l,t-;VANT REGULi\TION{S)

313.2

~. PERSONNEL NOTlJ'I":!)

Darren Garner
............__..._--

I . jif:ccp------..--r· SSOp ..··__·-·-r..OTHER ....·

J

g, I)P CODE

04C02

9. NOI..JCOMPI.IAN<:t: CLASSlrlCA1l0N INDICATOR.:i

PRODUCT - Protocol

10. osscau-nos Of NOnC(>MI'I,IANCE

At approx, 0745 hrs, while performing AM inspection I observed a pen with approx. 20 hogs IDa{ did not have any water
available, The hogs had been delivered on the previous day. An empty water tub W!lS in the pen and the pen is on 1I. nipple
water system, but it had been shut off. J notified Darren ofthe noncompliance.. 313.2(e) states in part, "animals shall have
access to water in all holding pens." The plant had received a Letter Of Warning ,9!22/05, for humane slaughter
noncornplianccswhich included animals not having access 10water,

Darren went nut and turned on me water system. but there was a leak. Hc moved the hogs 1O another pen with water in rubs,

Similar N R 15-2005, 7/25(05. Previous plant actions to be sure IX"7l:l. are supplied with water and installing water system
were either not implemented or were ineffective in preventing the noncompliance.

"J
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s.(b)(7)(C)
[2] Other Consumer Protection

T\-l'E; OF NONCOMPUANCE
I,

0 1.
';'ood S~fcty

NONCOMPL~CERECORD

us. DEPARTMEN, OF AGJUCljLTURE
FOOD SAFETI" AND INSPECTION SERVJCE

~u- .' ,
The.request for this information is Voluntary. It is needed to monitor defect:.tound in this inspection system. It is used by PSIS to determine whether establishments are in "'"
ccmpuance. 9Cf'R 301..an~ 9Cf'R 381 ..FORM APPROV.ED OM6 NO ..058.>·0089 ..OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this coliecticn .of intorrnation is'
estimated to averilg~ 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing Instrudions, searching existing data soures, gathering and maintaming the data needed and
completin9.~anOreviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspecr of this collection of information, inluding s~ggestions

for r~du~ this burden, t~ .:'e!,a~entofAgflculture, Clearance Officer, OlRM, Room 404·W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Information and Regulatory Anairs,
Off/Cle ofManagelllenti3l1uouug",.

s.(b)(6).:, r
.\"-,",,

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ES1"ABUSHl"ffiNT NO.

1123/03 2-2003-2055 20560 M. / I
4. TO (Name and Thle;

Martin Ziegler, President/Glvl
5 PEJ~SONNEL NOTl.FIED

. Martin ZIegler .

6. MLEVANT llEGLJ1,;A11dN(S) .

313.]5,3]3.30,313.1,313.2 e
7. RELEVANT SECTrONIPAGE OF

ESTAnLlSI-lMENT l'ROCEDUREIPLAN
IHACCl' SSOP i OTHER

8. rSPCODE 04(:02
9 NON.COll1PLlANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT A. D sSOP 0 Monitoring 0 CorrectiveAction oRecordkeeping
PROCESS

B. D HACCP .0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action DRecordkeeping

C. I~ PRODUCT D Economic D Misbranding I~J Protocol

D. 0 rxcn.rrv 0 Llgll1ing 0 Structural [] Outside Premises

E, 0 E,COU 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTION Of NONCOMPLL'\NCE:

oImplementation

DPlant Verification

At approximately 0730 hours, while performing 04C02 procedure, I observed the following deficiencies.
0~Yrhe animal hol?mg pens do not 11ave sufficient water supply for a,II ~le animals that ~rebroughtinto the t:Jant for
'---sfaughter.There IS a water bowl located on the south east wall that IS in working 90ndrtlOn but It IS to 111gb ror the

swine to make use of it. There is also a water bowl located on the north wall that does not work at this tim e. All the
other holding pens do not currently have a water supply for the animals, 313.2e of the regulations states that, (animals
shall have access to water in all holding pens). .

-.

12. PLAi-fL'v1AN"A(;£M1'N'friSi'ONSE (Immediau: actions[sl};

._--------~-~---

13. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPQNSE (further planned actionstsl]:

« jJtAj\'1 EMPLOYEE

"0["00'.' .r-oro Form 5400~ (9/97). which may be used until
~xb,u;lel!.(7NS)

]i DATE

D1STlUBCTlON: OrigjIlaJ & I COp\"" Esiablishmenr
1 top"· Inspector
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141 S. Main St.
POBox52

Sanborn, lvlN 56083
Redwood Counrv

s.(b)(4)
s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)r - Deulschland MealS Inc.

Phone (507) 648-3388
Fax (507)648-3381

February 13, 2003

TIC USDAIFSIS
EST. 20560
Sanborn, MN 56083

This is in reply to your NR. # 2-2002-2055 from 01.23.03.
This additional reply will address the sttIl1Ilirtgjssues better than the original reply.
After my conversation with Professor Torn Colorado State University, on 02.13.03, about these issues I am
more dear about how misunderstandinzscan
In our case we will continue using the with its loads according to instructions
on the load packages. The loads are color-coded and are to the weights of the animals.
Heavy be stunned with 11black load from now OIL The proper .storage of the loads was explained to me
by Prof as to be in a dry area (front office). also suggested the frequent cleaning and
maintenance of the stun gun to assure proper function. We will have a sheet availAble which will show the
maintewmce and cleaning performed on the gun (see attached copy). Lighter aninials may be (according to

I stunned with ~~~~ii~~ili:::i;j~j:~;~i:.:~';~l .• ••·... (>JLA stunning will
According to Prof

'Fi:Ho, .,....iii

Colorado State University, and Prof from
electric stunner used at our facilities enough to

stun the hogs. We will assure proper maintenance of the electric stunner, as wellasrestraiIling the animals between
a gate and the wall. The proper method of stunning (described in attached prints will be followed.
We tested the output ofour electric stunner and found th '" ",l",,.tric current to correspond with the numbers on the
stun box, and the amperage of'the current flow showed According to Prof (verbally) 5 seconds
of stun time should be plenty enough, but the problem we might experience results from the rime delay between
stunning and sticking. The time between stunning and sticking should not exceedzo or the most 30 seconds.
(Referenced in attached copies). i

The blinking as mentioned in the NR, is a common thing to at electric stunning (according ~to~lng !,ethO~.
Referencing to HOW TO DETERMINE INSENSffiJLITY by I cannot see how our ~1 methods

I

would not have been acceptable.
The reason the hogs were on their way back to sensibilitv was because we had to wait for to watch for a
possible blinking for an extended period. Accordingto, the hogs need to be stuck within 20 and under
no circumstances after 30 seconds from the stun. IfthafwOuldhlippen the animal needs to be stunned immediately
again, to assure humane handling.
Attached please find supportive documentation from as well as ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••;lHD

I. Fax from . DVM (5
2. Web site Downloads from in my phone on 0213.03)

(70 pages)

1
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USDA 2ndF'l 2-2003-2055cc: ue

cc: Est 205'6{)cc:
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s.(b)(7)(C)
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'DeUlSChland MealS Inc.

Phone(507) 648-3388
Fax(507)648-3381

TIC USDAIFSIS
EST. 20560
Sanborn, MN 56083

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

141 S. Main St
PO Box 52

Sanborn, :M:N'" 56083
Redwood County

February 9,2003

This is in reply to your NR # 2-2002-2055 from 01.23.03. .
There are 6 areas in the holding facility which animals can be stored. One area, which is behind the wall, used for
hogs, has a water cup on the west wall mounted and is functional. The water cup.T believe, is not too high up from
the ground and I believe that it is accessible to the animals. But accordingto your request we will lower that cup a
few inches to make it easier for the animals to drink. (this project should be completed by March 1" 2003).
The two larger holding areas are also equipped with a cup, which was recently destroyed by the hogs, The repair of
that cup is also scheduledto be completed by March I". 2003. In the mean time we will supply the animals with
water through buckets or other means of portable water containersto assure that the animals have water accordingto
the regulations. The other 3 shoot, are considered drive shoots and after the regulations do not need to be equipped
with water fountainsfor the animals. I
To prevent slippingand falling, we added cattle mat, to the unloading area and the holding areas.
To correct the stunningmishap on the cattle, we will use a stronger load in the captive bolt at large animals and we
will store the loads in a dry place to prevent t1l~ P9w9~r from getting moist through the clean up humidity.
TheElk was stunned after the first shot, but (?) wanted me to shoot the animal a second time. The animal
seemedto get back second shot. to correct the stunning problems on the hogs we will not follow the
suggested method we will not have a person hold on to the animal while a second person stuns it with
tbe electric stunner, current ofthe stunner would electrocute the person that would hold on to the animal. In this
case the personwould die and the hog would not be stunned. Electricity will always travel to the last point and from
there leave to ground. OSHA would not agree with that method. :
We will restrain the animals'and stun them behind the ears. The stunner will be checked for perfonnance every so
often.
"A blink" or heavy breathing doesnot mean that the animal is not stunned properly. Sometimes the nerves can cause
" A BLINK ", as long as the tongue hangs out ofthe mouth and the eyes are open and not moving around the animal
is considered stunned. .
Stunningdoes not mean KILLING the animal. The animal will die through blood loss. In that process the animal
'willbreath and you maybe able to hear the breathing. Sometimes it may even sound like a cough or similar noises.
This is not consideredvocalization, it is just nonna! noise caused by breathing under being stunned.
The stress level oftbe animal has a lot to do in that matter. If an animal is more stressed at.the time it gets stunned,
there will be heavierbreathing than if the animal was calm before the stunning. :
I hope these measures are acceptable to the USDA. Ifnot please let me know right away so we can take action to

,

correctthem. I

cc: 2·2003-2055 USDA
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I>ate Procedure
1lI/8/2005 04C02

00085B M.NR Summary ..
For Period: 12/10/2004 to 12110/2005

NR#
.009/-2005-547/

Appeal Open
(Yes) (Yes)

S.(b)(6)

s:(b)(7)(C)

l

, .

At 1345, while observing swine carcasses on the bleed chain that had completed the stunning and sticking process, I
observed one shackled swine exhibiting the following signs: regular respiration, sporadic blinking and occasional foreleg
movements. These signs were observed as the affected animal moved along the bleed chain immediately prior to the stair
step rails past the second establishment suspect pen. 1 further investigated the animal's signs bytouching its eyelids and
determined the animal had an intact blink reflex. 1 then determined that this animal was exhibiting signs ofconsciousness
arid needed immediate corrective actions to assure humane slaughter. Since I did not observe any establishment employees
taking corrective actions at this time 1 took the regulatory control actions of shutting off the bleed chain at 1346, pointing.
out the affected animal to an establishment employee for further stunning, and stopping the stunning process by tagging the
entrances to the butinas with USI>A Retain-tags #'s B35521474 and 75. After notifying the front line supervisor 1 held a
meeting with establishment officials who provided me with acceptable corrective and preventive measures to assure
humane slaughter. 1 returned production to establishment control at approximately 1405.· .

Page: 1 Print Time: 05/2312006 02:44:50 pm
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002441 M NR Summary
For Period: 12110/2004 to 1211012005

. s.(b)(6)·
s.. (b)(7)(C)

Date Procedure
211512005 04C02

Result
1·

NR#
.0035-2005-6264

Appeal
Shift (Yes)
1

Open
(Yes)

On 2115/05 at approximately 1220 hours while? was perfonningante-mortem inspectionthe following was
observed. A non-ambulatory animal was located in the main drive way between the tattoo station and the holding pens.. A .
group of hogs was on the scales, waiting to be driven through the tattoo station for identification and then on-to their
respective holding pen. The plant employee, that was going to apply the tattoos, took a "rattle" and prodded the down
animal which then attempted to get up and walk but was unable to move. This same employee then resumed his place at the
tattoo station ready to apply the tattoos to the animals that would be coming offthe scales. Another plant employee then
motioned fora third employee to open the gate to the scales and allow the animals to proceed down the alley way past the
"tattoo station and on to their holding pen. This would have caused the hogs to walk over the non- ambulatory pig. As
as the gate to the scales, was opened and hogs were allowed on the alley way surface, as required by 9CFR 313.50(b),

placed a U.S. REJECTED TAG NO. B21667365 on the alleywaypfthetattoostation and the plant employees were
instructed to return the animals to the scale area and the gate was closed. was notified that regulatory
action had been taken and that the alleyway had been "REJECTED". The situation was explained to and
instructed a plant employee to use the bobcat to remove the "downer" animalto a separate, appropriate holding area Once
the down animal was removed and the alleyway was found to be clear, the rejected notice was removed and the plant was
allowed to continue daily functions. ·This was a noncompliance with 9CFR 313 .2(d) (1). This is similar to NR 0019-2005
6264. Failure to comply with regulatory requirements could result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

3131/2005· 04C02 1 0048-2005-6264 1

l

At approximately 0700, I went to check the non-ambulatory hogs that had been placed in the suspect pen for Veterinary
disposition. I noticed that one of the pigs had its left hind foot cut almost off, with just the skin attaching it to the body.
Also the pig had two lacerations on the medial Side of the same leg. The near amputation of the hind extremity appeared

.to be the result of some type of shearing force like that produced by the bucket of the skid steer loader. Plant management
was notified of the inhumane handling issue and] took regulatory action per 500.2(a)(4), and refused to let them start the
slaughter operation (AM had been performed, already prior to start up of operations). . (Operations Manager)
informed me upon viewing said animal that they would humanely put the hog down and start an investigation as to the
cause of the inhumane action. . . .

---~

313112005 04C02 1 0050-2005-6264 2

2. 0096-2005-62641

At approximately 1900 hours on 3/31/2005 performing procedure 04C02. noticed a sharp cut wound
(with fresh clean blood) approximately 2 inches above the claw on the rig~~~~8~~00t, of more than one h~g.The injured
hogs were observed on the ..s~~;~!~~able just after the stunning process.............i ••••••• notified Supervisor i of
the injury to the hogs and) acknowledged the wound was there. stopped the stunning operation and
took a regulatorycontrol action by placing US Reject Tag #B345944805 on the drive alley immediately after the circle pen.

notified Supervisor and Superintendent) verbally and in writing with this NR ofthe
noncompliance forthe inhumane treatrnentpfanirnals. .... . .

On March 29th notified 1 that had observed a similar injury on a hog on the right hind foot in
the same location of the plant. On March 30th during the weekly USOAlTysonmeetingistatedthatfound the
reason the!ivimals were injured and it corrected. On March 31st(Ilc)()bser"\led the same type of injury
on a hog notified the day shiftplant management and requested they correct the problem. . .

At appr9~irnatelY7902 hours notified the problem had been found in the circle pen and was
corrected. removed the tag and the slaughter process resumed. The establishment has the responsibility to
keep all equipment including drive allies, flOOTS, gates in good repair in order to prevent injuries to the animals. .

71712005 04C02

On 07/07/2005, at approximately 1845 hours I was performing procedure 04C02. ] noticed asharp cut wound (fresh blood)
above the claw on the right of several carcasses. The injureciJwgswereobserved after they had been stunned and
shackled. I notified Supervisor Superintendent:lfone of the injured hogs and they

Page: 2 Print Time: 0512312006 02:44:50 pm
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002441 M NR Summary
For Period: 1211012004 to 12110/2005

s.(b)(6) .
s.(b)(7)(C)

Open
(Yes) Reported To .

Appeal
Shift (Yes)Date Procedure Result NR# Insp.

7/7/2005 04C02 1 0096-2005-6264 (continued)

acknowledged the wound was there. I stopped the stunning operation. All the hogs slaughtered prior to the operatiou

stoppa~:~:~~y~:~S~d~r~~;s~~hat~~:~eK~;~h~n';,'nuc~~~~:i~e:o~~~::~~:treatment-ofani':~.Superintende:~tified .

me that the problem had been identified and corrected. The stunning operation was allowed to resume, I performed another
04C02 procedure in the same area and agreed the cause for the injuries to the animals appeared to corrected at that time.

7/8/2005 04C02 1 0097-2005-6264 2.

On 07/08/05 at approximately 1753 hours, I was performing procedure 04C02 on the kill floor. I noticed a sharp cut wound
(fresh blood) at the claws on the right hind feet of several carcasses. The injured were observed after had been
stunned and shackled. I stopped the stunning operation and notified Superintendent the
injured foot of the animal and acknowledged. the wound was present. All ofthe hogs slaughtered operation
being were dressed and processed as routine daily operation. asked for more time to search for
the were occurring. He notified the maintenance crew who started to work in the area to locate the
problem. for more time to work on finding the cause was granted and the stunning operation resumed.
I notified and in writing with this NR ofthe noncompliance for the inhumane treatment .
similar NR#96-2005-6264 was written on 07/07/2005 after similar wounds were found on carcasses in this area.
has been notified that the establishment's further planned action to prevent injury to the hogs was not effective. Continued
failure to meet regulatory requirements can lead to enforcement action.

7/11/2005 04C02 1 0099-2005-6264 2

•

At approximately 2000 hours performing procedure 04C02 in the stunning area of the kill floor.
Inspector noticed a carcass that (fresh blood) on it's right hind foot. This hog was observed
immediately after being stunned. the stunning operation by placing U.S. Reject Tag
#B35945926 on the stunner all carcasses that were slaughtered prior to.the stoppage to be
processed as normal. Superintendent were notified and were given an
opportunity to examine the on Adams informed that the stunning operation was
suspended pending release approval Maintenance Supervisor proposed a plan
to try find the cause of the injuries. The plan was Inspector -eleased the stunning
operation at 2040 hours and removed previous mentioned tag. side of the drive alley was used until 2047
hours when an injured hog was observed. Then the south side was utilized from 2047 hours until an injured hog was
observed at 2103 hours. At this point the establishment stopped the stunning operation sent their employees to lunch.
While the operation was off the skid plate underneath the squeeze chute was replaced. Since the plate has been replaced
there has been no injured hogs reported. was notified verbally and in writing with this NR ofthe failure to
comply with regulatory requirements concerning the humane treatment ofanimals.. A similar NR #0097-2005-6264 was
written on 07/0812005 when a similar wound was observed on a carcass in this area ofthe plant. Preventative measures
were either not implemented or not effective to prevent a reoccurrence. Continued failure to comply with regulatory
requirements couldresult in additional regulatory or administrative action.

9/14/2005 04C02 1 0129-2005-6264 2

At approximately 1745 hours, while performing procedure code a hog vocalizing (loud screams).
observed a plant employee pulling on the ears ofa strained, conscious appeared to be disabled (not

moving legs, unwilling or unable to move) and blocking the to the machine. The production line was shut
offby the establishment. The plant employee was hog out the side door by pulling on its ears in an
unsuccessful attempt to remove it from the drive way. the employee to stop what he was doing and also
asked the lead person to humanly dispose ofthe hog. After the lead person rendered the hog insensible and he removed it
from the area production was allowed to continue, Supervisor and Superintendent were notified
verbally and in writing with this NR of the failure to comply with regulatory requirements.

Page: 3 Print Time: 0512312006 02:44:50 pm
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06785 M NR Summary
For Period: 12/1012004 to 12110/2005

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

.~

I
I

Date'
6/7/2005

Procedure.
04C02

Result
I

NR#
0003-2005-5499

Appeal
Shift (Yes)
I

Open

'(Y§l.~.
II/14/2005 04C02 I 0006-2005-6467 I

.While performing antemortem at 05:30, I observed that holding
the pens at this time. I then notified the slaughter foreman
number 142592. . . .

2, and 4 did not have water. There were hogs in
tagged the area using U.S. Rejected tag

t'

contactedmaintenance and discovered that the water had been turned off tofix a water leak.
then informed me that the water was turned back on. I then went back and verified that all the holding pens now had
sufficient water. At 0600 I removed the U.S. Reject tag and operations resumed..
A check ofplant records reveals no recent, similar NRs.

Page: 11 Print Time: 05123/2006 02:44:50 pm
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This is a repeat NR as documented by NR 8·2003~2482 dated 3/26/200 3..This document serves as written notification that
your failure to comply with regulatory reguirernent(s) could result in additional regulatory or administrative action:

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

Open
(Yes)

Appeal
Shift ('Yes)
1

- _ •• , - ••••••.•_-. I -,

. 17496 M NR Summary .'
ForPeriod: 12110/2004 to 12110/2005

NR#
. 0085-2004-5262

. Result
I

..

[}ate Procedure
12/29/2004 04C02

At approximately 15:00 hours there was a skip in the slaughter line due to the probes on the electrical stunner beingl:>foken.
.After the probes were fixed and before the carcasses were exiting the scald tank Consumer Safety Inspector .

nh<,pn~p'" the following non-compliance with the Human Slaughter regulations: The employee stunning the hogs was
banging the probe into the back of the hog's head, applying electrical current and pulling the probe away from the

reapplying the probe for the remainder ofthe current. CSI] stopped production and notifi~le:~dl]s;.II II~~l1

iii II II1\git·ttbhleerree::~ :o~~~:e sl;~~~e~onn~~~~~f~~~~~e~~s~t:~to~~O~~~~ii~~;a~Ss~~f::~e~tr n;~.... "P

Veterinary Medical Specialist, J Front Line Supervisor Elkhart Circuit ChicagoDistt H,L.

Regulation 313.3(b)(3) states. .
(3) "Electric current. Each animal shall be given a sufficient application ofelectric current.to ensure surgical anesthesia

.. throughout the bleeding operation. Suitable timing, voltage and current control devices shall be used to ensure that each
animal receives the necessary electrical charge to produce immediate unconsciousness. The current shall be applied so as to .
avoid the production of hemorrhages or other tissue changes which could interfere with inspection procedures."

Regulation 3 13.30(a)(1) states "The electric current shall be administered so as to produce, at the minimum, surgical
anesthesia, .

l Regulation313.30(a)(3) states "The quality and location ofthe electrical shock shall be such as to produce immediate
insensibility to pain in the exposed anima!."

Regulation 313.30(b)(1) states " General requirements for operator. It is necessary that the operator of electric current
application equipment be skilled attentive, and aware ofhis responsibility."

--,_•... _._--~_._ ..._...

Page: 14 Print Time: OS/23/2006 02:44:50 pm
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Date Procedure
9/27/2005 04C02

Result
j'

21332 M NR Summary
For Period: 12/10/2004 to 12110/2005

NR#
0013-2005-7030

Appeal
(Yes)

Open
(Yes)

s.(b)(6) .
s.(b)(7)(C)

Arriving at approximately 07:45 hours to perform PHV duties at the establishment I was alerted by Inspector

at about 07:30 ~~~o~I;a~~eemp~:;e~~~~~:i~t:::;s~li~~so~:;~~~I~~~r~~~~~~~~~~~:e ~~~~~~~~~~~i~n'g~Ctt~o~uth~:ers~::~g,hte:r
holding area. immediately stopped operations and verbally notified the employee that actions represent a
noncompliance with the requirement in 9CFR 313.2 (d) which states: "the dragging of disabled animals and other
animals unable to move, while conscious, is prohibited." Assistant Plant Manager, was also notified in
regards to this observation. The firm's management took action by using a bucket lift to move the
disabled hog to a segregated spot at the animal holding area and the operations were allowed to resume.

The clinical examination of the implicated animal revealed a female "downer" hog in a moribund state with pyrexia -- rectal
temperature of 106.5 F.' Based on the above findings it was tagged with US Condemned tag Z 4395500, humanely
destroyed and denatured. .

This document serves as written notification that the a faliure to comply with the regulations could lead to regulatory and/or
administrative action, including suspension without.prior notification. .
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31559. M NR Summary
ForPeriod: 12110/2004 to 12/1012005

s.(b)(6)

li.(b)(7)(C)

.~

I

Date Procedure
Jl12/2005 04C02

Result : NR#
. 1 0003-2005-6384

Appeal
Shift (Yes)
1

Open
(Yes) 11 p"nrt,prl

At approximately 1240, I was performing the above task and observing the electric prod/alternative object use for Humane
Activity Tracking. 1 noticed an employee was using excessive force at the circle pen to drive the pigs into the single file
chute. 1 stopped production and would not allow any more pigs to enter the single file chute. 1notified a supervisor of the
infraction and that production was stopped.. Downtime from this action was approximately 7 minutes. The supervisor
explained to me a plan to prevent this from recurring and I allowed production to resume.

3/9/2005 04C02 1 001l-2005-6384 1

At approximately 1125, while verifying HAT component Category V - Handling of Suspect and ofthe above cited
task, 1 observed a truck driver driving ambulatory cull hogs over disabled, conscious hogs. The cull hogs were located in
pen 3 (approximately 20 -25 hogs). Pen 1 was being used as the US Suspect pen, which is where the disabled hogs were
located (6 hogs). Pen I and pen 3 connect by.passing through pen2. The truck driver that was going to haul the cull hogs
away walked through pen I, opened the gate to pen 2 then proceeded to open the gate to pen 3. The truck driver then

. proceeded to drive the hogs out of pen 3 through pen 2 and through pen I. Two of the disabled hogs were laying
perpendicular to the travel path of the ambulatory cull hogs. There was approximately a clear path by the disabled hogs of
about a foot in width. The ambulatory hogs did not proceed to the clear path and went straight over the two disabled hogs.
No protection was given to the disabled hogs. No attempt was made to move the disabled hogs out ofthe path ofthe
ambulatory hogs. I stopped the progression of the ambulatory hogs and notified the supervisor ofthe noncompliance, This
is in violation of9 CFR Ch.1II 3l3.2(d)(l) which says, "Disabled animals and other animals unable to move shall be
separated from normal ambulatory animals and placed in the covered pen provided for.in 313.I(c)." No production was lost
but I did detain slaughter of the disabled livestock until the supervisor could give me verbal assurance of how this would be
prevented in the future.

8/17/2005 04C02 1 0028-2005-6384 1

At approximately 1304 while performing Humane Activity Tracking under the category of truck I observed a
truck driver unloading pigs into the establishment: The driver repetitively hit a pig with a maximum force
and when that did not achieve the desired results then kicked the pig repeatedly. I stop and inforined a
company employee to 1 then proceeded to the stun area and informed the assistant supervisor to stop stunning. 1

.applied a USDA reject tag no. 1793.1 to the alley leading to the stunning device. I then notified the plant manager of
the regulation violation. The plant manager then came to me and gave me a verbal description of the plan the establishment
would follow to correct the situation and prevent thisfrom occurring. I then removed the USDA reject tag and allowed
operations to begin. The establishment experienced approximately ten minutes of no production.
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002441 M NR Summary
For Period: 12/1012005 to OS/2312006

·s.(b)(4)

s.(b)(6) ..

s·.(b)(7)(C)
Appeal

Shift (Yes)
1

On 1-26-06 at approximately 1228 performing ante mortem duties saw the rear leg ofa hog
protruding beneath a trailer. the open drain of the trailer. notified the truck driver(

who drives for incident. The trailer number was and the truck was from
The license also informed and showed: (Bam

Managerj.andMr. the hog was able to free itselffroIllthedTafn and
appeared to have no apparent injuries from the incident. The was instructed to replace the drain plugs properly.: The
driver explained to : that the drain plugs had fallen out before bec~g~~th~y~re heldin~it~~~n~eecords·a?d..the

hogs ••~0:1 •••the:;~~I~~· a~~~~:~ii~~~~t~~~~%~U~i~~~~~i~~t:~;~~n~~~n~ith··reiulatoc:~~~:~e.·.h~~dii~g·.·requi::~ents.
Previous discussions with the plant about possible complications and problems with open drain plugs resulted in the plant
sending out informative letters to all haulers. Also signs were posted around the barns stating that all drain plugs on trailers
must be closed. Once a vehicle carrying livestock enters an official slaughter establishment's premises, the vehicle is
considered to be a part of that establishment's premises. Regulation 313.1(a) states in part" unnecessary openings where
the head, feet, or legs of an animal may be injured shall be repaired." Corrective actions included: the establishment called .
the trucking company and informed them of the incident. They were also informed the drain plugs should be inspected and
repaired prior to hauling·any more livestock. The driver was instructed to have the drain plugs in this trailer fixed before
hauling more hogs. Preventive measures will be outlined in the answer to this NR. Failure to comply with regulatory
reqUirements may lead to further regulatory or administrative action.

Date Procedure
1/26/2006 04C02

Page: 2 Print Time: OS/23/2006 02:37:50 pm
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. Date·
1/25/2006

Procedure
04C02

Result
I

00818 M NR Summary .
For Period: 12/10/2005 to 05123/2006

NR#
00/4-2006-6/46

Appeal
(Yes)

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

Open
(Yes) Reported To .

David Stearns, Executive VP/CO

This afternoon at approximately 14:15, while performing regular verification of the humane handling requirements at
the establishment's stunning area, I observed a market hog showing ofdowner. The animallayed prostrated in the
chute in front of the stunning belt displaying spread hindquarters. It was breathing forcefully and unable to stand and walk.
To move it the animal was been excessively prodded with an electric prod by company staff. I questioned the staff'how the
animal had reached the chute, but the answers sounded evasive and non-convincing. I discontinued the use ofexcessive
force 'IUd directed the staff to push the hog gently·ft?II'Jh~shyte ary<;lth~QsISStriS~lIy stun it. The stunned hog was then
returned to the chute. At 14:25 the Kill Foremen and were alerted in regards to the situation
in the stunning area. It wasbrought to their attention that the case is in noncompliance with 9CFR 313.2 and constitutes
inhumane treatment.

Page: 3. Print Time: 05123/2006 02:37:50 pm
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. 17564 M NR Summary
For Period: 12/1012005 to 05123/2006

s.(b)(6}

s.(b)(7)(C)

Date Procedure
-3/17/2006 04C02

NR#
. 0013-2006-8870

1

As ante mortem veterinarian, was signing for downed pigs in the large subject pen at 11:25 Friday morning .
. Directly in front of her view was the bobcat. An IPC employee had just finished loading a pig into the bucket. There were

approximately 8 pigs scattered along three sides of the bobcat. The driver, an IPC employee, was backing up to exit the
subject pen. observed him run over the front leg of a downed subject hog with theright rear tire ofthe bobcat.

The pig reacted by attempting to pull away. After the incident was over, the driY~r~hl.lt~9wthe bobcat. He immediately
admitted to the accident and took full responsibility. explained his actions to satisfaction. '

was then informed of the incident and the impending non-compliance. After talking withboth
feltassllred no further action on her behalf was needed at that time (9 CFR 313.50 (b)). .
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31559 M NR Summary

For Period: 1211012005 to 0512312006

.s.(b)(6) .. '

·s.(b)(7)(C)

•

Date Procedure
12/30/2005 04C02

Result· NR#
J . 0042-2005~638"

Appeal Open
Shift (Yes) (Yes) Reported To
1

At approximately 0720, I was performing humane activity tracking, checking animals forconsdousnessontherail. I
found a hog that was blinking and trying to right itself while it was hanging upside down from a shackle. I shut off the
bleed chain to stop forward progression and turned to look for the employee who was supposed to monitor animals for.
regaining consciousness. I could not find the employee. I saw the assistant supervisor was working at the sticking station:
I got his attention, he ran down to me, grabbed the captive bolt pistol and rendered the animal unconscious. I then went to

. the stunning equipment and applied US Reject tag #B26117847 to the stunning equipment. I informed the assistant
supervisor inthat area of what I did and why. The supervisor came to me and we discussed what had happened then
.gave me verbal reassurance of a new procedure to prevent this from occurring in the future, I removed my tag from the.
stunning equipment. Approximate time ofloss production, due to my tag, was 11 minutes and 12 seconds.

4/12/2006 04C02 J .0011-2006-6384 1

'..
At approximately ~400, while I was verifying the HAT category, handlingduring ante mortem.I observed the us Suspect
pen (pen 01) had been opened and combined with pens 02 and 03 to make one big pen. There were 4 non-ambulatory hogs
which had been identified by the establishment as non-ambulatory by paint on their backs. The 4 non-ambulatory hogs
were mixed in with 91 ambulatory hogs in this pen. 9 CFR Ch. lIB 13.2(d)(1) says; "Disabled animals and other animals
unable to move shall be separated from normal ambulatory animals and placed in the covered pen provided for in 313.1(c).
I stopped production at the stun area byapplying US Reject tag no. B36117735 to the stunner. The establishment gave me
a written reassurance that non-ambulatory and ambulatory hogs would be segregated by only housing non-ambulatory hogs
in the US Suspect pen (pen 01) .. I removed my tag and allowed operations to resume.. The approximate amount of time in
loss production was 30 minutes. . ..

Page: 12 Print Time: 0512312006 02:37:50 pm
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oOlbcr COl1SUllltt Proteeti

TYP£OFNONCOMPUANCE

o FOOd 51lfetyNONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

U.S. OEPAR7MENT OFAGRICULTIJRE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVJCE

'LJ",lI11_pn.:ll11\OoC. ';:'WI."" _ ... _ •• _ ... r ';'•• _ '-' ~ .. • ·.r __ ~ __~ • .._ _ •••• _ .. .-•• : •• _

. :;:~:Jl'"l.ol:"':-; ~ '':t::-~ ~ ?.~~ 7 ..,inuf1;:s per resDOllse.lncIuding the time for reviewinginll1nJdions, S6llrtTllllgeJQsung ~~-~~;~."Iji.i-fC;;f'ij "i.("; ('''''''''''''~''' &. ±t.=
need8d, and c:omple1lllg and reviewing1I1e alIleCtiOn at mltllTnallUn. 5enO w ..u......iio iC:9Qrou.:i~ b=!o:r.. e:£~-* !l! ~'1'j :o{,",F li~~~ ~ lhb~~~on

inludingsuggestionSfor rer:lucirlg 1tlisburden,to Department ofAgrtcutlUJe, ClearanceOIlicer.OIRM, Room-4(J4.W, WashIngton, D.C, 2m5tl; and IDDIeOlfire ofJn1onnatlon
rid RagiJlatoJy AtfailS, Office of Managementand Budget.

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISHMEI>lT NO. s.

12/4/2003· 153-2003-6173 002441 M / }5.(b)(7)(C)
4. TO(N_ cmd'rifle)

Darren Scbmidt, Plant Manager

6. RELEVANI" REGULATION(S)

9CFR313.30 (b)(l); HMSA sec. 1901
1. RELEVANTSECIlONIPAGEOF

ESTABUSHMEN'T PROCBDURFJPI..AN
IHACCP

S. PERSONNEL"NOT1F1ED

I SSQP

xx
8.. ISPCODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANceCLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT \A 0 SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 Corm:Iive Attion o.R.econDa:eping oImplemcnlaolion
PROCESS lB. 0 HACC? 0 Moniloriug 0 CoIRlCtiYc Atlion oR.ec:on!keeping oPhn! Verification

C. ~ P.R.ODUCT 0 Ec:onomil: 0 M"lSbI3ndilIg 0Protoc:01
D. 0 FACILITY

I D Lighting 0 StnIctund DOulsidePremises o ProdllttBasedI
E. 0 s.cou I 0 OIher

HI. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

rJIor38J.35 0[9 CFR.
J)va2mr-Ymt QJ'e h~ebyodviauJofyour rigl

22• .P'J.,.ANT MANAGEMENT JW

~ December4 atapproximately 1000hours,white performing a 04C02 observeda

.~s::~~:~gappro~~:~~e;::~o:Ma::~:~:u~~:~t:n~~ =~~a:~:rd~::;:h:~ ~~:=~i~~~
the pile was lyingon the hip of the condemned hog. When the condemned hog was stunned, the pile of 8 hogs
immediately began vocalizing using loud high-pitched squeals while jumping up and attempting to move offof
each other. The operator ofthe stunneriD)I1lpdiately stopped stunning, whereupon the vocalizations and

11.SIGN~~gFl1\ISP7£:TI~

13. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE (JIINkerplar>Md actiora(s));

This document serves 8$ written notification that your failure to comply witb regulatory requirement(s) could resuti in adrlitiona'
regulatory or administrative aetion.
14. SlGNATUREOF PUo.NTMANAGEMENT 15. DATE

16. VERIF1CATION SIGNATURE OFlNSPEcnON PROORAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

"IS FORM 54004 (7/98) Replaces FSlS Form S4()l)..4 (9/97), which rna)' be used unlil
CIlbJIusle<l.(7./518)

DISTRIBUTiON; Ori!lilUll & I cUP}' - Es\llbli~hml:l11
1C01JJI-lNpector

000361
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3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

U.S.DEPARlMENTOFAGRlCULTIJRE
FOODSAfETYANDINSP£CTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

2. RECORD NO.I. OATB

s (b)(6)
____________________..,-::::Jsu..:(b=.!j)(!l(-....=.C-'-) _

)

TYPeOFNONCOMPUANCe

d FoodSafety ~OtherConsumer Protection

121412003 153-2003-6173 00244IM/l
4. TO(NameandTifle)

DanelJ schmidt, Plant Manager

6. lW\..EVANT REQUl.I\f10N(S)

9CFR313.30 (b)(I); HMSA sec. 1901

7. R.El...EVANTSBCTIONIPAUE OF
ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN

.IHACCP

s,

Issor IOTHER .

XX

8. lSPCODE

04C02 1

9. NONC:OMP1.lANCE JNOJ CATOR

Product Protocol

10. DESCRlPTJON Of NONCOMPLiANCE:

movemellts0fthc;: 8b()gs also stopped. The condemned hog was rendered insensible by the cardiac stunning
method; iJlowed the hog to be shackled andhumanely slaughtered. TheUS Suspect Pen was
rejected(TagN().Bj5944924!T0"~~~gR~rvisor (who was present during the stunning) and
Procurement Manager/were immediately notified verbally ofthe noncompliance with humane
handling requirements. The plant's immediate action was to discontinue the electrical (cardiac) stunning of
suspect hogs. Instead, hogs would be stunnedvia captive bolt. The US Suspect Pen was released and the tag
removed at:the time of the response (approximately 1245 hours). .

__
9 CFR 313.30 (b)(l) states: "It is necessary that the operator of electric current application equipment be

illed, attentive, and aware ofhis or her responsibility." Humane Methods of Slaughter Act of 1978, Sec.
901 states: "...It is therefore declared to be the policy of the United States that the slaughtering oflivestoek and

the handling of livestock in connection with slaughter shall be carried out only by humane methods."
The operator stunned the condemned hog without segregating the other hogs from it, thus causing the other

hogs pain and/or discomfort as evidenced by the increased vocalizations arid movement
Failure to comply with regulatory requirements could result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

II. SIGl"A~URE~OFmSIPEcnON

.... -1
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.
DEC 03 '03 23:47 FR 00CEL - BERRDSiOWN,lL

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)
.- - _ ..... ". ~P"'"\Lr-..O'W ;)~ w ......c".o_ _ 1':" __

._~u"s,fDJ tfti1 inlormwor, ~ \lolurrtary. It ~ h\?e'"".A\:C r.: mcmr.o; lined! t:>un-:! in Itli!· in~pt"(t\on~. 11 ~ u~ t>tt SIS to Cle\eImine~l es1abf,s..'1me<lt!; are In
Iiarr:e. r,CtR 301 end Bern sc,. FORM~HROVED ollie NO.csss-eoes. OMS OISCLOS-URE f'iJ.1EMENI: ~ubli( Tt:poI1lne bv<tlB'l torzn~ C'lleC2lon 0'1
l"JJor, i; Pl>liJT~'ed to l;VEr.lp~i mir,u~ per fE&?Ot\SE., ll)cludi~ t"~ liffif- lor h:vle-",in~ in:.l:\lc:jo1U.. tt.~rc.hj'lll eJ'~nQ d<>t;; WlJI'!:S. 9!rlheri~ and lJ\9,ntalnl~ 1hEi caw
i'd. end c=:.rnpie!ing an<:: ~viewins !he, tJ;llll'ction Ollhlormtrtion. S",nd rornrnen~ tf?'ilorojn~ thil \:.uroen ~E\irr-.are 01 anyottmr :.~~ o1lt\it colled.i!m oJ inlQnnatior\•

...."dinG !'q:iElP&!ions 101 teduc.irtllhi~ bU~l\. Ie Oe-partrl1f'm of Ag"CV!l.~lTe, Cl~ar.,nCX' 0fuC8!, 01RM. Room ~Ud-W. Wa~hinglOO. D.C. 202!>O: arlCI \0 the 0ftlCe 91lnlOrl'n8tlon
lind R{!oQlJla\ot)' Affairs. OtT'1Ce 01M"n~g('men1 a~ ~udgst

tJ,S. DEPAI<TMENT Of AGJUCUJ..nJRE
rOODSAItTy A....'P lJ'lS1>£CTlO}: SEJi.V!CE

NOl"COMPLlAl"U ~'E(ORD

nn Or NONCOMPllANCE

I. DATE

] 2/312003.
4. TO (N""", OM TirJ~)

:. T\E.CORD NO.:

]95·2003·5471

3. E!=1ABLlHtMEN1 NO.'

00085B MIl
:So

LarryCorbin, Regulatory Superimendent

6, I\D....rVAl'J1 l'.E.GlJUInON(S)

3]3.2
7,RELtVANTSEcnONffAGEOf

zsrABLlSHl>n:m l'RQCI.DUJ\I,IPiAN
IHACCP 1SSOP

!. lSF CODE
O.!JC02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE Q..A5W"JCA'n01>' mDICATORS

J>l»1T A. D sSOP 0 M01l;lo,i!lg 0 CorrcctivrAe.tioll oFv:, DN\r.ecpiut O.ltnplcinrnblio!.
PROCESS

:B 0 HACCP 0 Monilorins 0 CDnutivt AcUl1Zl o"Rocord}.-«p;"l! oPbnt Vcrific;tiou
~ .

c. ill PRODUct 0 t~""",,,,ic 0 Nj~ ~Prm()CQ1eo. 0 fACILITY 0 \...if!)li~ 0 ~tnlClUr2l oOutSidePremu.:s o P1od"C\ tlascd

: E. 0 e.cou 0 (JilM:1

10. DLSCRIP1JON Of NON(,O~L~<"1::.

At approximarely 1SOD hours while performing HJJ\1P antemortem verification procedures J observed.
apprcximeiely 50-60 hogs in the nonambulatory pen in the livestock bam awaiting stunning. I walked around the
comer 10 and observed approximately 15-20 hogsin the pen. The kill for the' shift had ended.
Supervisor in the stunning aJeB>f'fltila~hd why there were a large number of
SU5pt.eIS end of the) 0 hour ~hift. nfonned me that they had bun " short handed" and
had onl)' been able 10 kill ) ]/2 pens of suspects during th_e shift. Supervisor left the area after our

II. SIGNA'ftlF:E Of INSI'ECTIO~ f tl or,RAM E.,VJ'WYEE

Yo"c,. Ar/cf.,. tnf.·l."d aLvfM fiehr ,~ "ff'"I r},,~ oui.•ian ClJ d,lint ....
12. PLANT MANAGEMDTr F.f.!iPONSE (Immc<1"'11 I>c,jr'l?s{J»:

/
\".

•
Thi~ OOC urnent serves as ..... linl'n notific aticn rhlll your biluH' to l"omply with r cgutsrory rlqllittment(5) covld result in IIdditional
I r~lJh(01)' or adminisrr stive ",·tion.

li. DATE

I""Places HIS ,,= ~40[)-o: (9197), w}~c1J 1Il9Y b< used umir
e".h~IlS1~.(iI98} "

000363
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. DEC 03 '03 23: 48. FR 00CEL - BH~RD51 OWN, "1 L s. (b)(6) TO 91 E,30E.207:;';;~

s.(b)(7)(C)

,.... --- ...........
r • 1tJ...,.. '-~~

n1'£orNONOOMJ>UANa

o Food Slif~ 0~Consume""rou:cciOll

U.S. DEPIUiThfDTJ Or AGruCULTURE
FOOD ~J\fE1)' A1'!P ~sn:cnON SE.RV)CE

NOJ'CO!llPLlAJ"CL llCORJ) (OI"Tl1'lJAT10I" ssrrr

e~--~---.---~

I. DATE ~. i\..E.CORD NO.

12.13/2003 ]95-2003·5471 00085B M 11
<l. TO (Nome tlIUijUfe) .

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Soperintendent

6. REl.E\'AJo.."J R!:Gl))J,n0»1(S)

~13.2

7. m.E"VANJ Sf.CTIONfPAGIi. OF
ESI AIlLJSHMENT PROCEDlll<.£.Il'lAl'l

1HACCP 1sSOP

2, JSP CODf

04C02
9. NONCOMPLlANCE tNDl CAlOR

Product Protocol

10. Dtl>CFJf'110N OF NONCOMI'UA-~CE:

conversation. AfleJ left. I turned and observed a nonambulatory hog a short distance from where we had
tc.lhd ill the area between the irons leading 10 the C02 chernber. ) walked up 10 the area and observed
epproximstely 6 hOES l)'in~ in the area. One hog was dead and the remainder were alive. One hog was in en
l3EonaI condition. 1t was cyanotic as evidenced by skin and mouth parts bring II bluish purple color. Itwas lying

eon its side with ;ts mouth open gasping for air as if breathed. The d~ing hog in Ibis area had been left by the first
~hift supervisors and company employees 8t tbe end of their shift. The had no available to drink. 1
;a)]ed o1)t.ht:J~dioto ask inspection persopnelto locate Supervisor came to the area, and
1 showed the dying hog end informed bf the noncompliance. to
theares and stunned the agonal, dying hog with an electrical stunning device. action
was taken by application of FSlS Forms 6502.', numbers B3552] 457 and B3S52 1458) to the entrance of the C02
chambers so thaI no more animals could be stunned. The establishment was allowed to stun and process the
rerne inder.of the suspect hogs subject to routine antemortem inspection procedures. At approximately 1735 I
informed Plant M~mllEcr Steve Pirkle thal I W;lS suspending the assignment of inspe ctors fOT slaughter at 00085B
M due to violalions of the HUITJQ!l€ Methods Of Slaughter Act. Since [he notice of suspension held in abeyance,
due to violations of the Humane Mt'1hoos Of Slaughter Act, dated August 28, 2003, your establishment has been
issued noiificetion of noncompliance with the Humane Methods Of Slaughter Act on NR :# 103·2003~5471and l\TR
# 8~·2 003-5. .
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s.(b)(4)

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

A C;J';p,IIFoOds Company

December 4,2003

This is Est. 858's response to Noncompliance Record # 195-2003-5471:

Corrective Action: (Immediate actions:)

The dying animal was humanely killed and the two dead animals were properly
disposed of through Excel's inedible dead animal handling procedures. The four
remaining animals were humanely slaughtered at the beginning of second shift.

The two first shift Excel Supervisors, who are accountable for the processes in this
area, were deemed negjigent in their duties and are being disciplined in accordance
with Excel policies.

This procedure will be effective December 4, 2003.

Preventive Action: (Further planned action (s)

The area between the irons will not be considered as a live animal holding pen. The
area between the irons will be void of unattended animals. This is inclusive of break
timer lunchtime, and between the shifts. The animals intentionally removed from the
irons and placed in this area will have their disposition initiated immediately and
completed timely. The reason that water was not available in this area is that it is
NOT a designated animal holding area, rather a drive alley area.

These procedures are effective December 4,2003.

A designated management person will be assigned to patrol duty during operation's
break time, lunchtime and between shifts time in the livestock area. The specific
area of patrol will be in areas not deslqnated as holding pens. This procedure is to
assure the comfort of all the animals that are. in the facility that are not specifically
identified in our previously submitted humane handling verification plan and to
assure all animals are being handled in accordance with the Humane Methods of
Slaughter Act. Any deviation and the
deviation will be documented on the

sheet. If no deviations are identified during the
. <: «.

or lunch time, or between shifts, the will be signed by the
designated person as no deviations identified or corrected during that period of their
tour duty. A verification function will be performed by Technical Services personnel
at a minimum

•

•
Excel Corporation 151 North Main 51. Wichita, KS 67202 316_;;000365
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The Humane-handling plan presented and implemented on August 28, 2003 has
been effective in handling animals humanely with the exception of two incidents.
One of lhe incidents is in the appeals process and the second incident has reached
a resolution and has been incorporated into the humane handling plan. The failure
to prevent inhumane handling of the animal on December 3, 2003 was not the result
of plan failure, rather it was the result of improper execution of the plan by two
employees. The individuals who failed in the execution of the plan have been
removed from any animal handling responsibilities and are subject to further
disciplinary action, pending an immediate investigation.

NR# 103-2003-5471 was noted in this Noncompliance Report has not been resolved
and is in the appeal process beyond the IIC.

NR# 88-2003-5471 was noted in this Noncompliance has been resolved and the
resolution signed off on by the /lC. No further NR's have been issued regarding the
corrective action, therefore preventative measures have been effective.

Humane handling 01 livestock is a lop priority and we are committed to meeting the
regulatory standards.

•

•

-2-

s.(b)(6)

December 4,2003

•

General Manager

000366
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• , _~ ~ __ _ _ , __ '_"_',;' - •• _ ". __ .. ••• <.0_"_ §JI.21.(?1.(9J~~.. J ·.. ,nu.U' ut::.C',~,,.,.JC ",n::u~ I;=.:ll.Ql"'H~II.UOII'-3CU'r!l Jll

":'rr:;l:;~~..!:~ ?("r~ 1~· ~..,:' 9t"l:) ..~~ J::(l~M APPROV80 OMS NO. 0583-0089. oMe DISCLOSURE STATEMEN1; I'UDliCreponing Ull,uet, jlJt if"" w; ..,-~ui,;f,
. lnfof.'rIstion Is estimatedto al/el'llge7 minutesper response, InCluding U1e ume Tor revieWing 'rn;(,uct,o'-'3, ....<ii.:l".. ~ ,,;;;~!;::,; C.'llt !o:''l.l~t!, J'!(';t1r;g;;;;;:: "..,;;~t;'l!nb.~~ i!!~

needed,and completing and ;evlewin91hecollection01 information. Sendcommentsregarding this burdenes!im<lle or anyotheraaped of this COllection or Inromi'alion.
inludingsuggestionslor reducing thls burden, to Department ofAgriculture. Clearance Officer,01RM.Room404-W.Washlngton, D.C.20250;and to the Officeor Inlllm1alion
andRegulatory Affairs, Office of Management and BudgeL

TYPEOf NONCOMPUANCEus, DEPARTMENT OFAORlCUL1lJRE
FOODSAFETY AND INSI'6CTJON SERVICE

NONCOMPUANCERECORD o FoodSafety oOther cOnsumer Protecti

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTA9USI--lMENfNO.

11124/2003
4. TO (Ntzme and Tille)

Darrell Schmidt. Plant Manager

150-2003-6173
.5.

002441 Mil
.-

6. RELEVANTREGUlAnON(S)

9 CFR 3 I 3.2(b)
7. RELEVANTSeC1l0NIPAGEOF

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREIPUIN
-I HAecI' SSOP OTIiER

xx
8.ISPCODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPUANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATOR.S

PLANT IA. 0 SSOI' 0 Monitoring D CorrectiveAcHolI oRecordlu:eping oImplementation
PR.OCESS lB. 0 HAeCI' 0 Mllnilorillg 0 Conec!iYIl Action oRc:eordltteping oPlanl Verilicalion

C. § PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding 0prO,lJCO'
D. 0 FACILITY 0 Lighting 0 SInn:twal oOutside 1'n:mi= oProductBased

E. 0 e.COU 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 16J5 hours. while performing a 04C02 procedure. Iwitnessed an animal handler
strike a hog three times using a plastic "shaker" paddle brought downrroIDJusl anove shoulder height. The hog
and animal handler were both standing on the south side of the tattoo chute within a group of approximately
fifteen hogs, thus the hog being struck was unable to move. an increase in vocalization
within the group of hogs at the time of the incident. stop the driving
of hogs through the tattoo inhumane

13. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE. (/uTfherplatmed Ot:fjorv;(s)):

This document serves as written notification that your failure to compJy witll regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory 6r administrative action.
14. SJGNATVREOF'PLANTMANAGEMENT IS. DATE

16. VERJFlCAnON SIGNATlJREOF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

FSIS FORM S4004 (1J9B) Replaces FSJS F'0IlTI $400-4(9197). ....hlch maJt_GIIIi'I
cxhausted.(7/98) .

DISTRIBUTION: Original &: 1 copy- ESlablislunent
1copy - Ins~lIr

000368000123



U.S. DEPAR1MENT OFAGRICULTIJRE
FOOD SAFETY AND lNSPEcnON SERVlCE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUAnON SHEET

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

TYPEOFNONCOMPLIANCEo FoodSafety 0 OtherCensamerProtection

1. DATE

11/24/2003
4. TO (Norm: amiTi(/~)

2. RECORD NO.

150-2003-6173

3. ESTABLISHMENTNO.

002441 M/ 1
s.

Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager

6. ~LcVANT REGULATlON(S)

9 CFR313.2(b)
1. tl.ELEVANTSECTIONIPAGS OF
ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDURElPl.AN

IHACCP ISSOP IOTHER

XX

a isr ccos

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE INDICATOR

Product Protocol

io. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPUANCE:

handling incident. When 'asked the animal handler had struck the hog, the handler replied that
"the hog was standing on [his] foot". the handler that "this was not a reason for hitting a hog
hard" and that, should such an handler was to use other methods to move the hog (e.g. manually
push the hog off) and/or call for assistance. allowed the handlers to resume moving hogs
through the tattoo chute. The total time the was unavailable for use was approximately three minutes.

9 CFR 313.2 (b) states: nElectric prods, canvas slappers, or other implements employed to drive animals shall
be used as little as possible in order to minimize excitement and injury. Any use ofsuch implements which, in the
opinion of the inspector, is excessive, is prohibited. n

was notified verbally and in writing of the failure to folJow humane handling regulations. Failure to
comply with regulatory requirements could result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

maybe used Wltil

II. SIGNATIJRE

F'SIS FORM 5400-4(7198) m,STRlBVTloN: Origilllll &, I ell!')'
I Clll'y - Inspector

·,-",",,-:t""~.L..IC

000369
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FRIM UIVlS10n
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C) - .
~

'lie request ror I/)j:; informaljDflls Voluntaly. Ills needed10moniIDr defects foUnd in this Inspection System. It is used by FSIS to detennin&whether esIalIlisIlmeII are ill
,mpIiaooe, 9CFR301and 9C1"R 381. fORM APPROVEDOMSNO. 05lBOOB9. OMS OfSCtOSURESTATEMEH'I': Public~ b\mienrorthis m1lad1c:in or
ronnation Is estimated to B"oJel1I98 7 mlnumsper respons&. incIucr1tlll the time for reviewing InStrUctions,~ eristitIg daIa soures, galtlerifIgend~~ daIa

nee<led, andcompleting BRd revk!wInQ the COlIedion of infQmlatian. Send oommerlIs regaroinglhls luden estinJaIe or anyOlherasped of IJls coIledlon of inI'DlmatiOn.
inlud"1Il!J SllQQe5tiorls (or redUcing this bLIrtfen. to DepiwtmeI1t 01AgriaJIlure. CleaIallC8 Olfic:er. OIRM. Room404-W. WasijngtDn.D.C.20250:anUmthe0lIice cft:n1infojDll,lN,I8Itil!lOlIln,

.ana RegulatClry A.1falrs. Office of Management andBudget.

U.s. OEPAR'IMENTOF AOJUCVLTIJJtE
FOOD8AJ'ETY.A>lD INSPECllON SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

TYPEOF NONCOMPLIANCE

o FoodSafi:ty

l. DATE 1. RECORD....0. 3. ESTABUSHMENTNO.

. 1111912003 07763 M II
4. TO(NQ1PetmdTiJ1e)

David A. Swanson. President/OM

6. RELEVANT REQUI.ATlONlS)

9 CFR Parts 313.l(a) and 313.2 (d)(l)
7. REl-EVANTSECJ1ONJPAGIiOF

ESTABLISHMENT flROCEDURF.JPI..AN
f HACCP SSOP I OTHER

a ,srCOOE 04C02
9. NONCOMPL.IANC'Ea.ASSlf1CATION INO!CATORS

PLANT ;A·D SSOP 0 Monilariog 0 Ccnrl:dM: Ac:tilm oRccordk=piIlg DhnPIem~llJI
PROCESS

iB·O HACCJ' 0 Monil.oriDg 0 Corn:aivl: Action D~eqring DPlam VcrifK2liOll

c, El PROI>UCT 0 c-rnic 0 Mi~llg §PioIocol
D. 0 FACIllTY 0 UgbliD8 0 SlnIdUmI o0IrtsidePicnises Ofrodud.~

E- D e cou 0 ~
to. DESCRJPTtON OF'NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 8:30 am. two non-ambutatory sows down in the
unloading alleyway. sows were unloaded directly into the alleyway with the two non-
ambulatory(disabled) sows. The ambulatory sows were allowed to walk on and over one ofthe non-ambuJatory
sows that was lying in the middle of the alleyway. was notified and be immediately drove the
normal ambulatory sows into a separate pen. Per CFR31j~2(d)(n.disabled animals shall be separated from
nonnal ambulatoryanimals. .

II. SIGNATURE OFINSPECT

12. PU>.NTMANAGEMENrRESl'ONSE{1lJ1medhtt"DCI'om(.r)): PAil, F'.I - s,·/;V, r;VC'-n~ ",...,..,....r.A" 7-.,. s·u,~~..c r- /-3'-=" ..........

ONe vve.....-r: v~ i.l'"1'cr CJ-i ...Tc.~. F::z. """.....s 1~"'t#CJ.<.4.~ .A ......~ $,,,, c-s«: ~,,~ ",0<;;-.-..-.

,tJ/fIt. or- ,. z.. ,HtL tr~ I--V<!'" C. r-Jt~ ...,r~.".t' J-" ~ 7 h l,h ~ ...."'r "'" c..l .. /.

13. PU\l'oIT MANA<iEMENf RESfONSE qiO'ther pr4rmcdIlc:a'/Msf.)): S)A.A~~r.t:r'f. r",ot.~ -.4...,.. A Jt.roO &) A f'2 d" V «c::- ........4.-"?cF1rJ3 . .:<.
.411 PIS't'J'-~ ,.4"",.,;0-,,..,(,.,$. ;..v" ... 13 .r ~C"e-/t~&-A--Ti--'O ~ "....,,.,,,<:,.:;e:»~;-c."""~y t.?/l. /(~G.x,-~Y?

/4--0 {;T/IIC~ 1St!::-~~~ «: 7 .....a.. I2trf"?A,_rOc..",.z, ~J-- T~c.-- L,t:.-A.I? (;'I"l A--y t..t:.>A(?>

'fJ-lt,.-IIc A-J~'l."Y1. tJA.c V-V-i-e-.A- tot: to

t oopy - Esillbli5hm~

I topy-lnsp::t;tar

17. DATE

/1- ;;.0- O~3
DlSTRJBUTION: Origj.... &:x,¢...:as FSIS fDl1D S400-4 (9197).wbic:b I1UlY boe used until

~(7m)

l6. , JRAMEMPLOYEE

This document serves as wrijtfJJ notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requiremeot(s) could result ill additional
regulatory or administrative attion.

000370
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Nov 20 03 Uo:tlba

u.s. DEPARTMENT OFAClRlCUlTURE
FOOD SAFETY ANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safety 0 Other ConsumerProtection

I. DATE

11119/2003

2. RECORD NO.

2-2003-6150

1. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

07763 Mil
4. TO(N_~andTitJe)

DavidA. Swanson, President/GM

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

9 CPRParts 313.1{a) and 313.2 (d)(I)
7. RELEVANT SECTIONfPAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN

IHACCP

s.

Issos raTHER

&.ISPCODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE lNDi CAT()R

Product Protocol

10. DESCRJPnON OFNONCOMPUANCE:

Additionally, a round hole with sharp jagged edges, approximately 10 inches in diameter, was observed on the
lower portion of the metal panel separating the upper and lower unloading ramps. A small hole with jagged edges,
approximately 3 inches in diameter was also observed in the lower portion of the right metal panel of the right
lower unloading ramp

II. SIGNATURE OFINSl'EC110N PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

~rs fORM S480-4 (7198) Repla= FSISFonn 5401>-4 (9197), wllicl~ may be used until
exilallStcO-{i/9S)

IS. DATE

(-/9- 0 3
DJSTRlBIITJON: Original &. I copy- Establishmem

! oopy-lnspeCIOf
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.........,.,.-u ......... --.J ",-".~~""" •••••••¥_,...- ~- ....... -..--.' -.:. .• '~"" .. ~~ ... _~ ..~ _ ........ "" _ ......--~_. 'HIoAU ..... ~l':eJ .........,_•••_, ••••tJ MI.... __,..., .~........-..... "1 ..

:;.:;,~:p'~.',;J ::'''1"(':c"'~"!; !/'I'"!:!,llrlo" of i!'\fnrmafion. Sendcomments regarding lIJis burden eslimateor anyomeraspec;l at !nil>roi,ewu" vi ,;'jf",moit".-" im"":"'li >iiF<.t:,;.-....
rer ree; I!Jlglhl$ burden, \0 Departmentof Agriculture, Clearance omcer, VlkNi, N.QDfll "'V4-w'v, "'G"i.. j,~wr., 0.:::. ::::::::. :ln~ ~ L'l~ Df:'i:E or !r1k';:-::;ilk:", ~:'\:l !'!~:..~~~/ ~"e'~
Officeof Managementand Budget. S. {b)(6)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTURE TYPEOF NONCOMPUANCE S. tDJIf Jtv J
FOODSAFETYAND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLMNCERECORD o Food Safely oOtaerConsumer Protection

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLiSHMENT NO.

10/17/03· 130-2003~2602 002441 M /1
4. TO (Na-. cmtl Title) .

Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager
5 NOTIFIED

7. RELEVANT SEcrIONIPAGEOF
ESTA1JUSHMENT I'ROCBDtJREIPLAN

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S}

9 CFR 313.l(a)

s. ISPCODE 04C02

1HACCP I" sSOP ornER

n

D. 0 FAClLTfY

1Xl. PRODUCTC. L:J

oProduct Based

DImplc:mcnllltion

D,J>lant Vcrlficalion

~Prolocol

oOutsidePremises

o Co~Actiono ~ActiDll

o.Misbranding

o SUUelu1al.

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

Other

Eronomic

oo
o
o
D

SSOP

HACCP
i A. 0
IB·D

PLANT
PROCESS

E. 0 E. COLI

\0. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 1130 hours, while performing an 04C02 procedure, watched as an animal handler
was attempting to remove a stressed hog from the North side ofthe "irons" drive chute. The handler opened the gate
and the hog took several steps forward, whereupon its right rear leg dropped into an approximately 1.5 ~ 2 ft
uncovered section of the floor gutter. This resulted in a LO- 1.5 inch cut across the top of the right foot. Immediately
after its leg fell into the gutter, the hog The animal handler's immediate response was to retrieve spare
grating and cover that the replacement of the grating; the gate was

loa

f2. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (/mlitMiaieo.· (s)):

/3. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE /ftrlher pJDnrmJ uetiom(s)):

This document serves as written Dotific:ationthat your failure to comply with regulatory requiremeut(s) could result in additiohal
regulatory or admmistrative BctiOll. . .
\4. SIGNATURE OF PLAN'l" MANAGeMENT IS. DATE

16. VE:RIFICATION SIGNATURE OFINSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

FSIS FORM S40l1-4 (7/98) Rcpl;RS FSrS Fonn S40Q.4 (9191), wllict. muybe tISI:d until
exh:rusted.(7198)

DJSTRJSUnON: Original & I ropy - Eslablishment
I CDpy. Jnspeetor

000375

Hasn
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n

1OTHERI SSOP

s.(b)(6)
.s.{b)(7)(C)

-- r ~"'"r _-r ,\:",...,,-..n'An1 rA~~

IHACCP

US DEI'ARTME.N) Ul' AlrRJ~ui..i \.iKe•

6. RELEVANT REGULAnON(Sl

9 CFR313.1 (a) .
,. RELEVANT SECTJONJPAOE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN

. . _ l! . >.'~ ...........~... ~ " .

FOOD SAFETYANDlNSPECTION SERVICE o Food Safel}' oO1her Consumer Protection
NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

10117/03 130-2003-2602 002441 M/ I
4. TO (NtI$E017d Tifle) ']1 ~ ~f~~

Darren Schmidt, Plant Manager

II. lSPCODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPlIANCE !NOlCATOR

Product Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLiANCE:

available for use at approximately 1]50 hours.
In accordance with 9 CFR 313.1(a): "Livestock pens, driveways and ramps shall be maintained in good repair.
."lmn,eCjessary openings where the head, feet, or legs ofan animal may be injuredshall be repaired."

was shown the area of gutter and confirmed the deficiency. among others, was verbally
informed of the violation of humane handling requirements. Failure to comply with regulatory requirements could
result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

Past Similar NRs - Previous Ineffective Plant Actions: Failure to keep equipment and flooring in proper working
order/repair.

NR: 101-2003 dated 8115/03

FSIS FOltM 5400-4 (7198)

000376

I...UT~n------------- ..... .....!;;!!!,S!!__....!E>~9liI~:I J_ £0 81 ~oO
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, 1

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD NUMBER 130-2003-2602

I) the cause of the deviation or deficiency.
nh.;pn,'prl a handler remove a stressed bog from the drive

chute, after the hog was removed from the drive chute it inadvertently
walked one leg into an open drain trench, causing a small cut on the top of
the right foot. The handler immedlately retrieved a spare grating and
installed it to prevent reoccurrence.

2) Establish measures to prevent reoccurrence.
The root cause oftbe deviation was a grate for the drain trench had broke,
and fallen into the drain trench, leaving an open space. The broken grate was
immediately replaced. The area supervisor or designee will monitor the area
each day prior to start of operations to insure that the grates are intact and
functional as intended. A meeting was held with area team members and
instructed not release 1I hog from the drive chutes if grates are broken and or
missing.

3) Prevent distribution of product adulterated as a result of the deficiency.
No adulterated product resulted from the deficiencies listed in this NR.

000377
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From:
Sent:
To:
SUbject:

20038:31 PM

l-lllm~ln", h~lnrllinn NR

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

Thanks for the email. The hog was humanely slaughtered using captive bolt.

--Original
From:
Sent:
To:
SUbject:

ITI~_.'I-" IT.._~lr- I received the fax copy of the NR you documented for a humane handling violation on 10/17.
was very well written. However, what ever happened to the poor injured hog?

1
000378

000130



UbUJi

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

The request for this infonnatlon is Voluntary. II Is needed to monitor defel:ls found in this in$peClion sys1em. h is u!'Oed by FSIS 10 del9rmine whether es.lablishments. are in
complial'lOe. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. D583-0089. OMS DiSCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden lor this coIleolion of
Information is esIim ..ted to average 7 minutes per re5pom;e, includinglhe lime 1Mreviewing instructions, searching ellisling dafQ seures, gathering and maintaining Ih" dBla
needed, and completing and reviewing Ih.. Collection of inlormslion. Send comments regarding this burden eslimsle Dr a'll" otMra~ af this collection DI Informalion,
inluding suggestions; for reducing this burden, 10Department of Agricullure, Clearance Officer, OlRM. Room 4D4-W. WashJnglon, D.C. 20250: and 10 !be Office oIlnrormation
and Regulalory AlTairs, Office of Managemenl end Budgel.

n'1>E OF NONCOMl"LIANCE.us. DEPARThIENT OF AGRlCULlURE
FOOD SAJ':EIT J\ND INSPECTION SE;RVlCE

NONCOMPLUNCERECORD o Food Safely oOlher' Consumer Protec:ri

I. OIlTE

9/)712003
4. TO (Na".~ "TIll Title)

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

Z. RECORD NO.

103-2003-5471

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

00085B M 11
NOTIFIED

6. REU:VANT REGULAlIoN'(S')

313.5
7. RELEVANT SECTlONIPAGE OF

ESTIIDLISitME]Iff PROCEDUREIPLAN
HACC1> SSOP OTHER

H. lSpeODE 04C02
9. NONCOMJ>UANCE ClI\SSlFlCAnON INDICATORS

PLANT A. 0 SSO? 0 Monitoring 0 Cam:c~ Action oR<:cordkCCJ7mg o In>p!m>cnI;lDM
PROCESS :B. 0 HACCP 0 Moailoring 0 CamctM: Action o Rcwnlk<:Cping o I>l""tVerifiCAlian

C. 0 1>1l0DUCT 0 E<;oncmk 0 l\.£obrmcling 0J'rOIocal

D, 0 FACn.rrY 0 Ughliqg. 0 StrutlW'oJ o Oulsidc P~i'e11 oProduct B_d

E. 0 'F...COU 0 OIhel'

10. Dl:SCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 0745 Inspector was performing inspection procedure 04C02 in the stunning
area. ol>~~rY~~~Y~lYlhogskicJcingand gasping as they exited the C02 chamber. Supervisor was
in the area. notified of the unusual movements. Inspector observed nosignsof
consciousnesssiichasihYtJunjc breathing, vocalizing, righting reflex or corneal reflex. returned to
the USDA office and informed me of the unusual movements present in the normallyrnotionless animals. At
approximately 0800 I walked to the area. I observed a ho on the bleed chain exhibiting a...
11- ,ur w'u. ~._ ••~ £.MPLO'

12. PLANT

13. PLANT MANAGEME.NT RESPONSE (jw,,'hIJ' pkznned acfionS(.I)):

This docllmcDt serves as writteJl botificatioD that your failure to comply with regutatory requiremeDt(s) could result in additional
M:l1:ullltory or administrative action.
J4. SIGNA1URE OF PLANT MANJ\<:iEMl:NT IS. DAn;

16. VEJUFICATlON SIGNAnJRE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DAn-

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (71911) R"l'l:u:e" FSIS Form 540().4 (9/97), whicn may he used umB
GX1>a...rod.(7J98)

DJSTRIBUnON:Origin;iJ &

000379

) copy - E~rwli~h"'cnl

I copy - Wp"CIDr
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s.(b)(4)

s.(b)(6"· ;:,

s.(b)(7)(C)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULIVR.E
FOOD SAFElY A."IDfNSPEC1l0N SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

TI'1'E OF NONCOMPUANCI!

o Food Safety ~ Olhcr Consumer Protection

1. DAn

9/17/2003

2. RECORD NO.

103-2003-5471

3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

0008S8 Mil
4. TO (NQmo aru/ Titf")

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RELEVANTREOULII.TION(SJ

J13.5
,. R1ll.-EVANj' SECTIONII'AGE or
ESTABUSHMDTT PROCfi.Dl1JUIPLAN

1HACCP

5.

I ssoz l°ruER

8. (SreODE

04C02

\I. NONCOMPLIANCE fNOl CATOR

Product Protocol

10. OESCRD'l10N OF NONCOMl'IlAl'lCE;

right~glet1cxand gasping. I to contact establishment perso~}1{)properly stun the hog. I
asked to stop the stunning ofhogs by tagging the entrance to the] Approximately two

minutes .later operations manager, arrived at my location questioned me concerning
the hog's state ofconsciousness, as observed the he g was only gasping at this point in time. I explained to

that at thetirne afmy first observation of the hog, it was exhibiting a righting reflex which is evidence of
consciousness. ;tated that: had observed this hog on the chain approximately 20 yards priorto
my observation point and saw only a limp unconscious animal. instructed the employee standing by
to utilize the captive bolt device to stun the hog. I walked to the C02 chamber area. I was told by Supervisor

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1hat the ,on~g7westside had not been used for a period oftime today because it v,'3S not
functioning properly. TheLon the east side was now not functioning properly. informed me
that between 0730 and 0800 libecame aware of the improperly functioning east as evidence by one hog

'on the shackle table showing s~F of consciousness( i.e. blinking ), and one bog on the shackle table thatwas
actually conscious.. .. LSL told me that be stopped the stunning process when became aware of the
improperly stunned animals. TN .. also told me that the C02 levels had been at an acceptable level, never falling
below . I asked if knew why the hogs were exhibiting signs of consciousness. told me that a hose
had come off the manifold inside the unit causing it to function improperly. informed me that it had been
repaired and the unit was now ready to be used. I was then contacted by Inspector He informed
me that he observed a hung hog with a righting reflex at 0800. I asked Plant Manager Steve Pirkle for a
preventative measure. assured me that the company was doing everything possible to correct the
problem: however; he told me that because of the nature of machine')' there would always be breakdowns. He
informed me that he would place company personnel along the shackle table and along the length of the bleed
chain to obSClVC for signs of consciousness. He also stationed employees with electrical stunning devices and
captive boJt 5 runningdevices in the area to be utilized if needed. I allowed the stunning process to resume. The
first hogs stunned showed signs of consciousness. Company employees stopped the line and promptly stunned the
animals with an electric stunner. The line was started and stopped many times due to company initiated restunning
of hogs exiting the C02 chamber. The company stopped stunning at approximately 1040 and did not resume until
approximately 1230. At 1230 I observed unconscious hogs being processed.

FSIS FOR-VI S4011_4 (71911)
J copy -InsptoClor

000380
000132



s.(b)(6)

..." ""OlJ~S! fur1.'formationIs Voluntary. nis neeoea to OIUIuu.. LlQW" ;",;_. ,,;. ... ~ ::-~ :. ~~o(~:.;:c:~- ~~~- !';~ ..~M hu I'!':lC: to de1ermine whether8it(e~£8)Ein
ompliance. 9C.ll ano l:l\-~t<,)D I. j-v"~I.nf '·P.;::.::': :~ w' ",\P".'''''''' nMl>, olsr:tOSURE STATEMENT. Public repofllflg Duroen 'UI .i"<>....,..;;~;,~" v ....:_" .~.-.
~timated \0 averaye7 minutesper response. including !he lime for relliewing illStnJetions, searchingelasung oaw SUUI eO., ~..::;",. ,r,.. ,,~:-: "i.!li!1\rl!nins \hr ~"'.a ~ee~ ::>nd
.ompJef,ng-end reviewing the collectionof information. send commentsregardingthis burdenestimateor anyother aspectof this collectionof information. inludingsuggestions
;)r reducing1hi~ burden,10Departmenlof Agriculture. Clearance Officer, OlRM,Room404·W, Washingion.D.C. 20250;andto the Officeof Information and Regulatory Affairs,
)fflce of Management and BU(1get. . •

TYPE OF NONCOMPLJANCEU.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETYAND INSPECTIONSERVICE

NONCqMPLlANCE RECORD o Food Safety oOther Con.~umer Protection

I. DATE

9/9/03

2. RECORD NO.

5-2003-2443

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

02926 M/ 1
4. TO (Nrmte<DId Tflfe)

Frank Faso, PresidentiGM

6. RELEVANT REGULATJON(S)

313.30
1. RELEVMIT ~Ecrr()N:'P"".GEOr

ESTABLiSHMEN1' PROCJillURElPLAN
HACCP

S. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Frank Faso

ssop OTHl-'.R

64d
8. lSI' CODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPLJANCECLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT A. 0 SSOP 0 Moniloring 0 CorrectiveAction oRccordkeeping o'mpl=enrntiDn
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 CorrectiveAction oRecordkeeping oPlantVerification

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbmnding 0pmtocof

D. 0 FACll.lTY 0 Lighting 0 Structural oOutside Premises oProduct Based

E. 0 E. COLI D Other

lO. DESCRlPTJOW OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

While performing 04C02 inspection duties and I observed a hog hanging from its back leg on the
chain still conscious (kicking, squeeling and looking around) after it had been through the stunner. I stopped the line
and informed Frank Faso.

1J. SIGNATUREOF INSPECI10N PROGRAMEMPLOYEE

roo", t1rT! h~I'1!"" ",(,0;.<• .1o(wmr rigM roa;;,,,,al tlrisd.cwo" ," delineated b,' 306.5 ,mdoor381.35 o(~CPR.
12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (lmmediate aCfi,m.<(.<}J:

See Attached

J3. PLANTMANAGEMENTRESPONSE(furlhupJannetftlcllons(~));

See Attached

Replaces FSIS Form54004 (9/97),whid> m;tybeusedunlit
~efl.(7198)

IS. DATE

DISTRmUTJON: Original &

000383

I CQPY - Establishml:llt
r ropy • lnspector

000133



s.(b)(4)
s.(b)(6)

Record No. 5-2003-2443

12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Immediateactions(s)):

At 10:30 AM the employee in charge of stickingthe hogs (after they have been
stunned) noticed that one ofthe sows still showed signs ofsensi},ility The employeehad
the bleed.chain stopped and he shot the sow in the head with a Assuming that the
sow was now dead he had the sow shackled on to the bleed chain and had the bleed chain
start up again. Before could stick the hog noticed that the hog was still showing
signs of sensibility so withoutstopping the bleed chain the employee once again shot the
sow in the head with the Now assuming that the sow was dead proceeded to
stick the sow. But once again the own showed signsofsensibility. Without stopping the
bleed chain (because the first priority was to render the sow dead to avoid any further
suffering) the p[gdHstion manager Frank Faso himselfshot the sow two more times in the
head with the to finally kill the sow.

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Further planned actions(s)):

Afterwards the maintenance manchecked the Amps ofthe stun gun to find out if
a lack of Amps could have been the reason that the sow was not insensible after being
stunned by· the stun gun. The stun was producing 1.5 Amps. The criteria for the stun"
gun's Amps are between Amps. So a lack of Amps was not the reason.
This particular sow was very to kill. But our employees and plant
manager acted accordingly (by our company procedure) to keep the animals suffering to
a minimum.

11
~'/-
-'-c:~----:./c

Pork King Packing, Inc.
oono C'".....h D+ 1")':) A 1l .. ~~ .........,.. ..... II con .. CI") _ fO<f.C\ cao orv''\", _ r=_ ..' In.(c:'\ c:'o':'n rt."'~A
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s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)
The request for this information is Voluntary. It is needed to monitor defects found in this inspection system. It is used by FSI:; to oeterrnme Wnemer esraonsnmerus are III

compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 361. FORM APPROVED OMB NO. 0583-0069. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: PUblic reporting burden for this collection of
information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions. searching existing data soures, gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden eslimale or any other aspect of this coUection of information.
inluding suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department ot Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office 01Information
and Regulatory Affeirs, Office of Manegement and Budget

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCUL11JRE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD D FoodSafety oOther Consumer Protecti

J. DATE

8/29/2003

2. RECORD NO.

88-2003-5471

3. ESTABLISHMENTNO.

00085B M /2
4. TO (Name and Tirle)

LarryCorbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RELEVANTREGULATION(S)

313.2,313.15
7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGEOF

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
HACCP

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

SSOP OTIiER

8. lSPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIF1CATION INDICATORS

PLANt" A. D SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oRecordkeeping D lmplementatia~
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Correcli';e Action oRecordkeeping oPlant Verification

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding oProtocol

D. 0 FACIUTY 0 Lighting 0 Structural oOutside Premises D Product Based

E. 0 E. COLI D Other

10. DESCRIPTIONOF NONCOMPLlANCE;

At approximately 1500 on 08/29/03, inspector and I were in the livestock unloading dock area
observing establishment activities. At approximately 1530 we observed establishment employees stun several non
ambulatory hogs in the unloading dock area approximately IS feet from our location. The employees stunned the
animals using a penetrating captive bolt device. At approximately 1545 I walked to the unloading dock area
where the hogs had been stunned. I observed the following in that area.l). Two establishment employees were
standing, talking casually among several hogs. Some hogs were ambulatory, some hogs were dead. One hog was

11 <:1r.IJATl fl?~ III' rNSPECT10NPR.OGRAM EMPLOYEE

IWareftereoyooVlseao{your righl to appeal/his decision as delineated by 306.j and/or 38J.3j 0(9 CFR.

12. PLANT MANAGEMENt"RESPONSE {Immediate acuonstsf]:

13. PLANTMANAGEMENTRESPONSE (further planned acnonstsj}:

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action. .

14. SIGNATtlRE OF PLANt"MANAGEMENT 15. DATE

16. VERIFICATION SlGNA11JREOF INSPECTIONPROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7/98) ReplacesFSISForm5400-4 (9f97), whichmay be used until
exhausted.(7f98)

DISTRIBUTION: Original &

000385

I copy - Establishment
I copy - Inspector

000135



-
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

U.S. DEPARTMENTOF AGRICULTIJRE
FOOD SAFETYAND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

TYPE OF: NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safety 0 Other Consumer Protection

1. DAlE

8/29/2003

z. RECORD NO.

88-2003-5471

3. ESTABLfSHMENTNO.

00085B M/2
4 TO (Name and Title)

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RELEVANTREGULAllON(S)

313.2,313.15
7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURE/PLAN

IHAeCr

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

I SSGP IOTHER

8. ISPCODE

04C02

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

9. NONCQWLIANCE INDI CATOR

Product Protocol

down and conscious, as evidenced by blinking and rhythmic breathing. The down hog had blood running from it's
nostrils head behind the right ear: As it lay in Iateral recumbency, it's body trembled. Livestock
manager in the area. I showed him the hog and asked him to have the hog restunned immediately.
There wasn't an in the large unloading dock area that had any stunning device in their possession. In
approximately 5 minutes, an employee brought a penetrating captive bolt stunning device to the area and I
observed him properly stun the conscious animal. Regulatory control action was taken by stopping the stunning

.process at the butina entrance. Operations manager gave the following preventive measures. 1) New
penetrating captive bolt stunning devices will be available for use next week. 2) Employees will be trained in
recognition of properly stunned animals. They will be instructed to stay with the stunned animals until they are
certain that they are dead. 3) Gave assurance that any employee carrying out a stunning procedure will carry a
back-up device as stated by the establishment This back-up device will be used in case of malfunction
ofthe first device. was hopeful that in the future these preventive measures would prevent both
mechanical and operator error. Productionwas allowed to resume. Kill floor down time was 18 minutes.

/

II. SIGNAllJRE OFlNSPECTION PROGRAM EWLOYEE 15, DATE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7198) Replaces FSIS Forrn 5400-4 (9/97), which may be used until
exhatl5fed.(7198)

DISTRIBUfION: Original &

000386

I copy - Establishment
1 copy - Inspector

000136



.'.
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

co: ;Pliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM~Jo'I'(UVcLl UMJ:> NU.~ \,JI\Ilo ";""""L~U"~ "', _ .~,...._.,. .._ •__~_•• __ .
informationis estimated to lIIIerage 7 minutes per response, induding !:hetime lot reviewing illStnJaion$, searching existing dala SOUleS, gathering arnl maintaining ltIe data
needed, and completing and reViewlng tile collection of infonnation. send comments regarding1tIis burden estimate or any other aspect of !his collection of infomIalion.
inluding suggestionsfor reducing this bull1en, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, O/RM, Room 4D4-W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Ollice of InfoJmalion
and RegvlatrnyAffairs. Officeof Management and Budget.

TYPEOFNONCO~L~CEU.S. DEPARTMENTOF AGRlCULTURE
FOODSAFETY ANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety oOther Consumer Protccti

1. DATE

8/26/2003

2. RECORDNO.

81-2003-5471

3. ESTABLlSHMENTNO.

00085B M /2
4. TO (Name and Tille)

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RElEVANT REGuu.nON(S}

313.2(a)
7. lW..EVANTSECTIONIPAGE OF

ESTABusHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
IHACer I SSOP I OTHER

.,

•

8. lSPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PlANT A. 0 SSOP 0 Monitorin& 0 Correenve Action oReeordlceeping oImplemC'lllllriOll
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 CorrectiveAction oReeordkeeping oPlant Verification

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding 0 Protoeol

D. 0 FACILITY 0 Lightins D S~ oOutside Premi= DPtoducI&sed
E- D E.COLl 0 D1ht:r

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPLlANCE:

At approximately 1620 on August 26, 2003 1 observed a non-ambulatory hog lying in an unloading dock. Two
hogs that had been previously unloaded re-entered the truck. The truck driver was in the truck dragging dead hogs
to the side door and pushing them out of the truck. The truck driver saw the two hogs re-enter the truck and he
drove the hogs back down the ramp. One of the hogs ran over the non-ambulatory hog as it was being driven from
the truck. The truck driver in the adjacent dock ran to stop the hog from being run over.

unable to stop the hog. I told the truck d i"

You

12. PLANT

: /0 QDpeD} this
,~~-

.~. QC/iOM(S)):

lJ. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE(junhup1an~aClloM(sj):

14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMDIT 15. DATE

This document serves lIS written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.

16. VERIflCATION SlGNAl1JRE OFINsPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

• FSIS FOR.M.S4OO-4 (7198) Replaces FSI$ Form S40G-4 (9/97), whicb maybe used until
m.:mslcd.(7198)

17. DATE

D1STIUBUT10N' Original &

000388

I copy' Esl;l!,Jishmettl
1 COpy- Inspector

000137



.-

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

I. DATE 2. RECORDNO.

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

TYPEOF NONCOMPLIANCE

D Food Safety 0 Other Consumer Protection

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

8/26/2003
4. TO (Nome and Title)

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

81-2003-5471 00085B M/ 2
5.

6. RELEVANT REGUlAnONeS)

313.2(a)

7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGEOF
ESTABUSHMENT PRQCEDURE/PLAN

IHACCP I SSOP IOTHER

8. ISPCODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLlANCE INDICATOR

Product Protocol

•

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPUANCE:

removed the non-ambulatory hog from the area ] notified of the noncompliance. I that I
would suspend stunning at this time. I walked to the stunning area and told the establishment employees to stop
driving hogs into the C02 chambers. The entrances to the C02 chambers were rejected with tagnumbers
B35521167 and B355211168 at 1630. The Chicago District Office was notified of the noncompliance. I met with
operations discuss the noncompliance.
Similar noncompliance was documented on NR 80-2003-5471 dated 8/25/2003.

II. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION

• PSIS FORM 5400-4 (7198)

..-

000389
000138



s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

...,. "~IcI'''''''. "",,.,,.w I "'OJ >;R.,,.,, .:>0',. r-U"M A!"t"KUVtU UMI:\ NU. 0583-tl089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting bun:len for this COIledion of
information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing dala soures, gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regan:ling this bun:len estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information.
inluding suggestions for reducing this bun:len, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Infonnation
and RegUlatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budgel

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE• u.s. DEPARTMENrOF AGRlCUL11JRE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPL~NCERECORD
D Food Safety ~ Other Consumer Proteeti

1. DATE

8/25/2003

2. RECORD NO.

80-2003-5471

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

00085B M /1
4. TO (Name and Tir/e)

LarryCorbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RELEVANTREGULAnONeS)

313.2(a)
7. RELEVANT SEC110NIPAGE OF

ESTABUSHMENTPROCEDUREIPLAN
IHAecp

S. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

I SSO~ I OTIIER

•

8. ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICAnON INDICATORS

PLANT A. D ssor D Monitoring D Corrective Action DRecordkeeping D Implementation
PROCESS

B. D HACCP 0 Monitoring D Corrective Action DRecordkeeping DPlant VerifieatiOJ

C. 0 PRODUCT D Economic 0 Misbrnnding oProtocol

D. D FACILITY 0 Lighting D Structural DOutside Premises DProduct Based

E. D E.COU D Other

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 0925 on August 25,2003 I observed a non-ambulatory hog lying in an unloading dock. Hogs
were being driven from the truck. Many hogs were walking and running on top of the down hog. I stopped the
truck driver from unloading the truck. I notified inspector of the and asked to
go to the stunning area and stop the stunning process. I notified company supervisor
noncompliance and of the tagging of the C02 entrances. A company employee stunned the non-ambulatory hog
using a captive bolt gun. Plant manager Steve Pirkle gave the following preventative measures: 1) Install video

12. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE (ImmediaJe acrions(s)):

13. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned acrio1U.(s)):

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirementts) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative actioo.
14. SIGNATIJREOF PLANTMANAGEMENT 15. DATE

16. VERlFlCATION SIGNA1URE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

• FSIS FORM S4~ (7/98) Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9f97), which may be used until
exhau.<led(719&)

17. DATE

DISTR[BUTION: Original &

000391

J copy - Establishment
1 copy - Inspector

000139



U.S. DEPARTMENr OF AGRICULTURE
FOODSAFETYANDINSPECTION SERVICE

• I. DATE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUAnON SHEET

2. RECORDNO.

. s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

TYPEOF NONCOMPLIANCE

D Food Safety 0 Other Consumer Protectir

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

8/25/2003
4. TO (Nam~ and Tit/~)

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

80-2003-5471 00085B M 11
5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

6. RELEVANT REGULATlON(S)

313.2(a)

7. RELEVANT SECIlONlPAGE OF
ESTABLlSHMENf PROCEDUREIPLAN

IHACCP I SSOP I0TIiER

8.ISPCODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPUANCE INDI CATOR

Product Protocol

•

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPUANCE:

cameras in the unloading docks 2) Monitor and verify truck drivers in the unloading process 3) Require a sign off
sheet for all truck drivers stating that they understand and have been trained in humane handling practices. 4)
Instruct all livestock handling employees to remove or stun any non-ambulatory hogs when they first become
aware of their presence. Kill floor down time as a result of this noncompliance was approximately 1 hour.

•
'''''ct.cr'·' .....'''' PROGRAMEMPLOYEE

Replaces FSIS Form 54004 (9197). whicb m3y be used until
cxhausted.(7i9S)

15. DATE

DlSTRlBlJfION: Original &

000392

1 copy - Establishment
1 copy. lnspector

000140



s.(b)(6)

Yhe request for this information is Voluntary. It IS neeaeo 10 menncr Utlltll,,'~ iuu"", '" .,,,'" ,;,,,..d....ti,». "'.:.~~!: .. :~:: _'::(:: ~~. r:'''''~ ~- ... ,+..........;...",.,!h<>+h",,~ ",,,t"'!,>li,,hm<>ni;: l:lrp. in
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this collection of
information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data soures, gathering and maintaining the data
needed. and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
inluding suggestions for 'reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget.

TYPE·OF NONCO:MPLIANCEU.S. DEPARTMENTOF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVlCE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety

s.(b)(7)(C)

oOther Consumer Protecti

I. DATE

8/20/2003

2. RECORD NO.

. 75-2003-5471

J. ESTABLISHMENTNO.

00085B M /1
4. TO (Nameand Title)

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RELEVANTREGULATlON(S)

313.1a 313.2
7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGe OF

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
IHACCP

5.

I ssor 1" OTHER

8. ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCECLASSIFICATIONINDlCATORS

PLANT A. 0 SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action DRecordkeeping o Implementation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oRecordkeeping oPlant Verification

C. 0 PRODUCT D Economic 0 Misbranding ~prot~col

D. 0 FACILITY 0 Lighting 0 Structural oOutside Premises oProduct Based

E. 0 E. COLI 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTIONOF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At 0615 I observed a hog with it's head stuck in an of a sorting gate in pen #18 - 22. I notified
establishment that there was no easy way to remove
the hog from the gate. to try forcefully, numerous times, to ram the hogs head back through
the gate with his foot: stop. then said vas going to get the stunner. While I was
waiting come another employee walkea up and grabbed the hog by it's back legs and
turned the hog on it's side. This action released the hog's head from the opening in the sorting gate. I notified

11. SIGNATUREOF INSPECTION PROGRAME:MPLOYEE

i6uareAl::fl::£h'(l(l~k'~JJ/your right to appealthisdecisionas delineatedby 306.5and/or 381.35 0(9 CFR.
12. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE(Immediate actiO/lS(s)):.

13. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE(further?lanned actions(s)):

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.
14. SIGNATIJREOFPLANTMANAGEMENT 15. ·DATE

16. VERIFICATIONSIGNATUREOF INSPECTIONPROGRAMEMPLOYEE 17. DATE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7198) Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9197), which may be used until
e;\hausted.(7/98)

DISTRIBUTION: Original &

000394

1 copy - Establishment
1 copy -Inspectcr

000141



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTI1RE
FOOD SAFETY ANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

TYPEOFNONCO~L~CE

D Food Safety 0 Other Consumer Protection

I. DATE

8/20/2003

2. RECORD NO.

75-2003-5471

3. ESTABLlSHMENTNO.

00085B M /1

4. TO (Nameand Tille)

LarryCorbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.10313.2
7. RELEVANTSECTlONfPAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PRQCEDURE/PLAN

IHACCP

S. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

I SSOP ) _OTHER

8. ISPCODE

04C02

10. DESCRIPTlONOF NONCOtviPLIANCE:

9. NONCOMPLIANCE INDI CATOR

Product Protocol

of the noncompliance. I returned to the government office and UULW';U

immediately contacted and met discuss a preventive measure.
I

,
1L SIGNATUREOF fNSPECTIQNPROGRAM EMPLOYEE 15. DATE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7198) Replaces FSIS Fonn 54D0--4 (9/97), whichmay be used until
exhausted.(7198)

DISTRIBUTION: Original &

000395

1 copy - Establishment
1 copy - Inspector

000142



1.9 03 12: 52p U:.iUM
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

The requestfor this information is Voluntary. It Is neededto monitordefeds found in this inspecllonsystem, nis used by FSIS to determinewhetherestablishments are in
compliance, 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burdenfor Ihia collectionof
Information is estimatedto average7 mInutesper response, induding1l'letime for reviewing Instructions. searching existingdata soures. gatheringand maintaining the data
needed. and c;ompleling and reviewingthe conectlon of information. Sendcommentsregardingthis burdenestimateor any o1her aspectof this collectiOn of information.
inlUlling suggestions for reclucing this burden. to Department of Agriculture. ClearanceOfficer.OIRM. Room404-W.Washington. D.C.20250;and to 1he OfficeOflnfonnation
and Regulatory Affairs.Officeof Managementand Budget

TYPEOF NONCOMP1.IANCEU.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGR1CUl.TURf
POoD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o FoodSafely oOtherConsumer Protecti

1. DATE

8/19/2003

2. RECORD NO.

73-2003-5471

3, ESTABLTSHMENTNO.

000858 M/ 1
4. TO(Na~ UM 7llle)

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.30
7. RELEVANT SECI10NIPAGEOF

ESTABWSHMENT PROCEOURE/PLAN
IHACCP

S. PERSONNEl. NOTIFIED

I SSOP I OTIIER

8, ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSrFlCATION INDICATORS

PLANT A 0 SSOP D Monitoring D CorrectiveAction oRccordkl:CpinG o Implemcntation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 CDrrcctivc Actioa DRecordkeeping oPlut Verification

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding @ProtDCOI

D. 0 fACILITV 0 Liglltinr; 0 StructUt1l1 oOutside Prcmises o ProductBased

E. 0 E.COLI 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPLIANCE:

At 10:15 I observed a plant employee applying an electrical stunning device to a hog. The
employee device in such a manner that the quality and location of the electrical shock did not produce
immediate insensibility to pain. The hog jumped and squealed upon each incorrect application of the electrical
shock. informed supervisor of the non-compliance. Production was stoppedby
reiecting entrance to the butinas using tags numbered B35521146 and B35521147. During a meeting with

preventative measure was discussed. The decision was made to properly restrain hogs
II. SIGNAlURE OFINSPECTION PROGRAMEMPLOYEE

YOII we hereby Qd~/std cifyaur rlghl/o oppeallha dcc/$Iorras delill~a,t:d by ~06.S rmdIar 38/.35 0[9 CFR.

12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE(lmmtdJaJe Ut:l'uns(s)):

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE(furthu pla'lIlwaet/ons(t)):

"

This documeDt Serves as written notification that your failure to romply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regUlatory or administrative action.
14. SJGNATUREOFPLANTMANAGEMENT 15. DA1'E

16. VERtFTCATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

FSIS FORM 54004 (71'J1S) Replaces r:S,S Form 5400..4 C9/97j. whi;;i;; ~j' be ;,,;.::;~ =~l

clllulUstcd.(7198)

000397

! '''W.'. Es~lisl-.:r:~llt

1 copy-InspectOr

000143



12: 5 c f USDFl s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

1. DATE

U.S.DEPARTMENT OFAGRICULTIIRE
FOODSAFETY AND INSPECTION SERViCe

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUAnON SHEET

2. RECORDNO.

TYPEOFNONCOMPUANCEo FoodSafety 0 OtherConsumer Protection

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

8119/2003

4. TO (N<1mcand Tirh:)

LarryCorbin, Regulatory Superintendent

73-2003-5471 000858 Mil

S. PERSONNEl. NOTIFIED

6. ItELEVANTREGULAnONeS}

313.30

7. RELEVANT SECTlONIPAGEOF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURE/PLAN

1HACCP I sson

8. ISPOODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE rND! CATOR

Product Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPLIANCE:

prior to application of the electrical stunning device. After reviewing the preventative measure, production was
allowed to resume. A similarNR numbered 26-2003-4036 was documented on 6/4/03. The previous preventative
action has not been effective. Failure to meet regulatory requirements could result in further enforcement actions.

11. SIGNATURE OF INSPECT[ON PROGRAM EMPLOYEE IS. DATE

!tepfu:~~: fS!SFc~ 54[l~-4 {9/97'j. which 'rrI.ay b-~ ascd .uool
cxbaustcd.(7198}

D]Smlerrr~OhT: cmgi.!!~!L J copy - Establish....!'ncm
1copy • Inspector

000398
000144



USDA
s.(b)(6)

,J C[;C s.(b)(7)(C)

Therequestfelt lI1is informalion is Volunl8ry. lI)s neededto monitordefectsfoundtn thIsinspeClion r.ystern. Ills used byFSIS to de1ermine whether establishments areIn
compliance. 9CFR 301 and9CFR381. FORMAPPROVED OMSNO. 05a3-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: PublicreportinglMden fafthis toIIec:lion of
information Is estimated to al/smge7 minutesper response, Including the ~me for revieWing ins.tnlctions, ~areh~ existingdata soures,gatheringand maintaining 1he data
needed, and completing and reIIiewing \he COIlmon Ofinformation. Sendcomments regarding Ihls buroenestlmare OJ 311)'Olhera$peC1 01 thIsc:oUedion ot;ntorma~n,
inluding suggestions for reducing this bUrden, to Departmentof AgrlcullLJre, Clearance Officer. OJRM, Room404-W,WasllJngton, D.C. 20250; and to the OffieeofIntormatiDfl
andRegUlatory Affairs. Office of Managemen1 amiBUdget

TYPE OFNONCOMPLIANCEu.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETYANDINSPECTION SER",ee
NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety oOther Consumer Proteed

I. DAn:

811812003

2. RECORD NO.

72-2003:-5471

J. ESTABUSHMENTNO.

00085B M J]
4. TD(1'lameon4iitlt:)

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RELEVANT R£GULATJON(S)

313.2e
1. REL£VANT S6CTIONn'AGBOF

ESTABLlSHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
IHACCP

S. PERSONNEL NOTlfTED

I SSOP IOTImR

ll.ISI'CODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE Cl.ASSlFlCATION INDICATORS

PLANT A 0 SSOP 0 Monitoring
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 BcoDOlllit

D. 0 FACILI1'¥ 0 Lighting

a 0 E.CDLJ 0 Other

D· Corrective Ac:tillno CorreetiveAction

o MlsbmndillS

o Struclural

oRa:ordkccpingo R~DrdkCCpillll

@ProtOCOI

oOutside Premises

o Implcmcl'1latiDIlo rllllli V~flCllrjllll

o Product l31Ued

10. DESCRIPTION Of NONCOMPUANC€:

ii iiii and I observed the suspect pen, full of suspects, without any water available 10
problem.

11. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

fOil an h~;elJi oJ;,isetiofyrJw righi/a {leel thisdccifion 0$ deJiI1eDleti by .306." and/or381.3S 0/9 C.F!l.
12. PLANt MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (lmmedia/i! Oditmt(s)J:

13. PLANT MANAGEMBIIT RESPONSE (furtherplanned acliOl1f(s));

This document serves 8S written notific.ation that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result i. additional
regulatory or administrative action.
14. SIGNATUREOFPL/WfMANAGEMENT 15. DATE

16. VER1F1CATJON SIGNATURE OFINSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

fS1S FORM 54110-417/98) ll.eplazes F'SIS Form540t>--\ (9/91). whichmay be used until
cxhauslc:4.(7198)

000400

, ¢D:!!Y - 8.s:~ishm:::nt

I cop;. -Inspector
000145



Aug 25 03 lU:~~a UbUM

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C):::. 3 -:-:::: rC3B

The requesl for lI'I15 inlDmlalion is Voluntary. Ills needed '0 monitordefects found in this Inspection system. It is uslld by FSIS '0 determine whetherestabli:ohments are In
compliance. 9CFR 301 am' OCFR 381. FORMAPPROVED OMBNO.OSaSo0089. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT; Publicreporting burden fOr this collectionofinformalionIs
estimated toaverage 11'1'\inutes per response, Including the lime for relliewtng lnstnlclions, searching exisllngdatasOl/res, gathering ;mQ mainlaining the dala needed, and
comp1ellng andrcvlewinll the eoneescn of information. Senticommen1s regarding IhIsburden estimate or anyotheraspectof this collec:liOn of Information. lnludingsuggestions
for re<lUCing thisburden, to Department of Agriculture. Clearance Officer,OIRM, Room 404-W,Wa&hington, D.C.20250;andto theOmceor Information anO' Regulalory Affalrs,
Officeof Managemenl andBudget.

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
rootJ SAFETYANDlNSPEC!10N SERV1CE-

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o FoodSafety oOther Consumer Protection

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLlS~ENT NO.

8/15/03 101-2003-2602 002441 M /1
4. TO (Name anti TiJfe)

DarrenSchmidt, PlantManager
5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

6. RELEVANT REOVLATI0N(S)

9.CFR 313, 500.2(a)(4), 500.(3)(b)
1. REU:;VAJoJT SECTIONIPAOE OF

ESTABW SHMENT PROCEDUREIPt.AN .
IHACCP I ssor OTHER

xx
8. ISFCQDE 04C02

oImplementationo ConeWveAction

9. NONCOMPLlANCECl.ASSlFlCATlON 1NDICATORS

o MOllilOringIA. 0 SSOPPLANT
PROCESS

IB·D HACCP 0 MOIliIoring 0 Corrective AetiDII oRecordkcepiog oPlsJltVeriliclltion

C. ~ PRODUCT 0 EcofWfDic: 0 Mi:sbnwling 0 PIDIO\:OI

D. 0 I'"ACIl.ITY D Lighting D Stnldunil oOutside premilles DproductBBSCd
E. 0 E.COU 0 01bee

10. DESCRlPTJON OFNONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately I ] 55 hours while in the stick DC, observed a hog move behind the company person
stunning hogs then fall andlor jump from the stun area to the cement floor, a distance ofapproximately 4

......... vertical feet. Upon falling, the hog's back feet became tangled in a nearby yellow hose. After disentangling itself, it
stood and was walked back to the drive alley. Per 9 CFR 500, stopped the stunnjag9[~r!y~~4~H2nal hogs
until provided with immediate corrective action and further plannecfpreyentive actions. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·i.
Superintendent, was notifled, among others, of the violation of humane handling requjrements:F:ii~~t~~omplywith

I,. SIGNATURE OF lNSPEC1

~J1
l.J5 0(9 CFR.

12. PLANT MIINAGEMENT RnSPON'SE (lml1lcdifl/C ad;on~#)):

lJ. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (fur/har plannadaa/ons(s)):

This document serves as writte» lJotifitJttioD that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s} could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action. .
14. SIGNATURE OF PLANTMANAGEMENT 15. DATE

J6. V'ERlFICAnON SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

llep]= FS!SForm ~4()(l..4 {919'7}, which msybe IISCd until
cx!'3U$led.(71,}Sj

DlSTRlBUTION: Oricinal &. J <;cpy • f,slllblislunctll
1 wP;" - Jtt~or

000402
000146



P:;",.....- ... t"l":l
'~I ••J' USDA

s.(b)(6)
8CGC s.(b)(7)(C) F ~

......... ,. DAn;

U.S. DEPARTMENT,OF AGRICULTURE
FOODSAFETY ANDINSPECTiON SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

2. RECORD NO.

TYPEOFNONCOMPLIANCE

o FoodSaiely oOtherConsumer Proteclion

3. ESTABl,ISHMENTNO.

8/15/03
4. TO (Ngme Glui I't/e)

Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager

101~2003-2602 002441 MIl
'~. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

6. RELEVANT REGULATION'S)

9 CPR 313, 500.2(n)(4).SOO.(3)(b)
7, RELEVANT SECTIONJPAGE OF
ESTABl.!SHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN

IHACCP ISSOP IOTHER

XX

S. JSPCODE.

04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE INDJ CATOR

Product Protocol

'-'

10. DESCRIP110NOrNONCOMPLJANCE:

regulatory requirements could result in additional regulatory or administrative action. (79~2003-2602, 07/0312003)

I J, SlGNATURE OFINSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE I" DATE

'-'
Replaces FSrS F(lJ1ll S4lXl-4 (9/97).which maybe useduntil

e~haw:tQd.(7Ng)

DlSTRlBUTION: OnGinal &: I copy- EstabusfuTlell1
1 copy - ImpcclCJT

000403
000147



Oct 31 03 OS:OOa USDA
-_ .........

• ...:. .... t,;t.;:;,,-, r ?

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD NUMBER 101-2003-2602

1. Identify and eliminate the cause of the deviation.
The root cause was identified as a hog entered the drive
alley backwards; the drivers opened a side gate to allow
the hog out of the drive alley, after which the hog
inadvertently jumped from the stunner platform to the
floor. The hog was not injured as a result and freely
walked the immediate area on its own.

2. Establish measures to prevent reoccurrence.
The gate between the drivers and the stunners was welded
shut the same day of the incident to prevent reoccurrence.

3. Prevent distribution of product adulterated"as a result of
the deviation.
No product was adulterated as a result of the deficiency listed
in this NR

000404
Confidential Proprietary Trade Secret ofTyson Foods Inc.

000148



70
.:~~.:::'!:~vo-. ". _ ..mrnonhordM~tt-::~.ji - _ _._.."~.."
Cl';lmpliance. 9CFR301 and 9CFR 381. FORMAPPROVED OM8 NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURESTAT£ME~: Publicreporllrlg burden (orlhis coI/ec1iQncf
infomJaOOri is estimated10 aveta(/e 7 minlJle$ per respOnse, induding the time for relliewing inslllJctions. searchingeJdsting data soures. gatheringand mainlllining the data
needed. andcompleting andreviewing the collecli<ln of Intonnalion. Sendcomments reganling this burden estimate or anyotheraspectof this colleclionof infomlatlon,
inludingsuggestionsfor reducingthis burden.toDepartment 01Agtiwlture. Clearance OffJCef. OIRM. Room 404·W. Washington. D.C. 20250; and to the OffICe of In/ormation
ilnd Regulatory Affairs. Oft\ce 01 Managementand Budget.

•
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)USDAA~~ 06 03 03:3~ _

TYPEOF NoNCoMPUANCEU.S.DEPARTMeNT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SE.RVICe

NONCOMPL~NCERECORD
o FoodSafety oOlberConsumer Protecti

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO. J. ESTABUSHMlWTNO.

7/31/2003 25-2003-5263 0185] M/l
4. TO (Name fmd Tille)

David Follenweider, V.P.
S. PERSONNa NOTIfIED

David Follenweider

6. RELEVANT REGlJLAnONeS)

313.l(a)
7. RElEVAm' SECTJONIPAGE OF

ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDllRE/P!.AN
IHACCP I SSOP OTHER

MPI Regs. pg 138

8.1SPCODE 04C02

PLANT
1 A. 0 SSOP

PROCESS

IB·O HACCP

c. 0 PRODUCT

D. 0 FAC1J.JTY

E. 0 E.COU

ID. DESCtUPTlON OFNONCOMPUANCE:

9. NONCOMPLIANCE ClASSIfICATIONINDICATORS

0 Monilllflng 0 ColTCCtive Action oRecordkeepinll oImplementAlion

D MDniIOrins 0 Com:ctivcAction oRccordkceping oPlan' VerificatiDn

D Economic 0 Misbranding ~protocol

0 L.ighting 0 Str1lclWlll oOutside Prcmi= oProduclBll3oC{j

0 adler

While conducting an unscheduled 04C<J2 on 07/31/03 in the livestock pens I noticed that the concrete curbing ;n
the outdoor pen is broken withjagged edges. This poses an injury hazard to the calves feet and other areas ofthe
body especially ifthey are forced to lie down on the broken concrete. A U.S. Rejected tag has been applied to the
outdoor pen to prevent it's use until it is repaired. As the above Regulation states the livestock pens have to be
constructed and maintained in-good repair to prevent injury to animals and maintain compliance with the
Humane Slaughter .

13. PUNT MANAGI::MENT RESPONSE (fliJ'"/hu planned flCllrJru(~)):

(?l-,e;-..:7 tvltt. /l-bvl~, ~~A-C e. ~ /)e-r-e.--h4-.A. .'l:-~ /V'~

Cc, r' /3 t--.5' /5 IV c: ~tIr!.cfJ

This document serves as written notification tbat your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory administrative action.
14. sro TIlR

itl.

FSISFOIL'\o1
cxhausled.(7l9g)000149



s.(b)(6) s.(b)(7)(C)
. The request for this informationis Voluntary. It is needed to monitor defects found in this inspection system. It is used by FSIS to determine whether estannenmentsare In

compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURESTATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this collection of
information is estimated to average7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data soures, gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
inluding suggestionsfor reducingthis burden. to Department of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 4Q4-W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Information
and RegulatoryAffairs, Office of Managementand Budget.

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRJCULTIJRE
FOOD SAFETYAND INSPECTIONSERVICE

NONCOMPLUlNCERECORD o Food Safety oOtherConsumerProtecti

I. DATE

7/28/2003

2. RECORD NO.

14-2003-5313

3. E'STABLISHMENTNO.

18229 M/ 1
4. TO (Name and Tit/e)

Nick Simov, President/GM

6. RELEVANTREGULAnON(S)

390.3
7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGEOF

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREJPLAN
IHACCP

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Nick Simov

I ssor I 01HER

8. ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICAnON INDlCATORS

PLANT A. 0 ssor 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action DRecordkeeping oImplementation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action DRecordkeeping oPlant Verification

c. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding 0 protOCO!

D. 0 FACILITY 0 Lighting 0 Structural oOutside Premises DProductBased

·E. 0 E. COLI 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTIONOFNONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximatly II :05a.m. while performing 04c02 I observed the following deficiency a hog that was hung and
stuck but was still breathing. I touched the hogs eye and it blinked. I stopped production notified Nick and

problem. This is similar in reference to NR# 12-2003-5313 dated 7/24/2003.

11. SIGNATUREOF INSPECTION PROGRAMEMPLOYEE

You are herebyadvised ofyour right to appealthis decision as delineated by 306.5 and/or 38J.35 0(9 CFR.

12. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Immediate actions(s)):

13. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE(furtherplanned QC1ions(s)):

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action. .
14. SIGNAlURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT 15. DATE

J6. VERIFICAnON SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPWYEE 17. DATE

FSIS FORM S40Q-4 (7198) ReplacesFSI$ Form 5400-4 (9/97), whichmay be used until
exh:lusted.{7/98)

DISTRIBUTION: Original &

000406

1 copy - Establishment
1 copy - Inspector

000150



s.(b)(6)
S.(6)(' )(e)

.' . ...•• .._,," , "UIIIlVI uerects TOunOIn mls mspecuon system. II IS ust:U uy r~I':) tu Uo::it:11111l1" ..i,,:lUI~1 ",..tQ.:..;.<.:.;.;;:;.~ ,-.; :"
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this collection of
information is estimatedto average 7 minutes per response, induding the time for reviewinginstructions,searchingexistingdata soures,gatheringand maintainingthe data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
inludingsuggestionsfor reducing this burden, to Departmentof Agriculture, ClearanceOfficer, OIRM, Room 4Q4...W, Washington, D.C. 20250;and to the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEu.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTIJRE
FOOD SAFETYANDJNSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLMNCERECORD D FoodSafety oOther ConsumerProtecti

I. DATE

7/24/2003

2. RECORD NO.

12-2003-5313

3. ESTABLlSHMENTNO.

18229 Mil
4. 'to (Name and Title)

Nick Sirnov, PresidentJGM

6. RELEVANTREGULAnONeS)

390.30
7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGE OF

ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDUREJPLAN
I HAecp

5.

I SSOP OTHER

(a)(IX4)
8. ISPCODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT A. D SSOP D Monitoring D Corrective Action oRecordkeeping D'lmplementation .
PROCESS

B. D HACCP D Monitoring D Corrective Action DRecordkeeping DPlant Verification

c. ~ PRODUCT D Economic D Misbranding 0Prolocol

D. D FACn..ITY D Lighting D S_ OOutside Premises oProductBased

E. D E.COU D 00"

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPUANCE:

At approximately II: I0 a.m. while performing procedure 04c02 I observed the following deficiency.
A hog that had been stunned, shackled and hung was still breathing. 1touched and it blinked. this
lead me to believe the hog was still conscious. I stopped production and notified
amperage
of stun wand and stunned hog again. I touched eye of hog again
and it did not blink .

11. SIGNATUREOF INSPECTIONPROGRAMEMPLOYEE

You are herebyOdvisedO(yOUir1tht (oopeeal this decision os delineated by306.5 and/or 38/.35 0(9 CFR.

12. PLANTMANAGEMENTRESPONSE(lmmediate actions(s)):

13. PLANTMANAGEMENTRESPONSE(further planned aClions(s)):

This document serves 8S written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement{s) could result in additional
. regulatory or administrative action.

14. SIGNATIJREOFPLANTMANAGEMENT 15. DATE

16. VERIFICATION SIGNATUREOF INSPECDON PROGRAMEMPLOYEE 17. DATE

FSIS FORM 54()()...4 (7/98) Replaces FSIS Fonn 5400-4 (9197), which may be used until
exhausted.(7198)

DISTRIBUTION: Original &

000408

I copy - Establishment
I copy- Inspector

000151



AU~ 06 0:'3 12:02p
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

~. 1

The re;qIlA$\ lor this info,m.l;'m io Vol~n..ty, II io needea '0 monl,nr lIerlCts fOllnll in Ihlo in.~tion "...stem. II '" uoltd by FSIS 10 determine v,I'tlth<tl ...u.bll,hrnonts Are In
co'!'phonce. SCFR 30\ Dnll 9:::FR 381 FORM A~PROVED O~S NO. 05.83·~01l.9 Ill\ll8 DISC:lOS\lR< sr....TcMENT: Public reportIng burden 10. ,hi, oolleotion of inlorm,,'lon to
e.slnnBted to BvotDS!'e '. mlnllt'CSo Pltr 1'l::~POn5e. ~nr.llH]iOG' the tlnw tor tlV1'tWI~ 1':!-&'ttuL"I.onfi. s;cutrt"hlnQ .J(t~ttt'l& dot. Cloun.-e:t, uoth""Fng eml mJllnriu!"'II1"l9 the data noodBd. and
COmDIElII'1g and rDIJ'l,IIW,,,S thljl .;Joll",cthm of.lnto~maUQrI. :5n-M Comment£: .regarding tlu:s bl.lrden trzitl~le Of IInV oU1-er JI.Ej)oct af thi:acoUectign 01 in1ofmatlon.. jncludrn; .DUeggsdorn;
for .reclu~I"U lhls burllRn. to Oop.rlmOn, of Agroculture, C.... r..'l\;e Officer. OlHM. Rc>om4Q4·W. W"""'lltDn, D.C. 20no; 8ncl10 lho.Offico of Inl-o"",o,lon onr,lRcIIlulatorv AllAIn;.
Oll,,~c of Monogemenl aOll BurJae,. wasnrngl"". O.C, 20603. Irlhe OMB ~1ear8nC8 '\1'lT11>l>' don n01 .""oor on Ihi:! lo",~ JI'" are om "blJgot"ll 10 complete it,

~----

·------!OniER

~ Other Comsumor Proteation

--=,...,..,...---
TYPE OF NONCOMPliANCEo Feod Sllfety

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

~ SOP

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUlTUAI:'
FOUD SAFETY AND IN!;PFCTlON SE~VICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD
2. AECORO NO. ----,

l!.j - 2003
"----

O~- 24
1. DATE

7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGE OF
ESTAIfLIS HMENT PRonDUREIPlAN

, "'-",

~. ISP CO~~_O "i~c.,,--O=-=2.=- _

e.D E. Call

C·D FACIUTY

c.~ PROCUCT

e, NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICA..!!QJ!.I.NO,I""C""A""T""D,..nS"-- _

o Impltlmllntauon

o P111nt Varlncatlon

'0 Product Baed

o Reetlrl:llleeplng

o liecordkeeping

------;=--------- .------
r.J OUl$Ide Ptemblal:

lIlProtoonl

o Correc1ive Acuon

o CorreclivlI ActIon

o Miebrundlng

o Structural

O' Monitoring

o Monitoring

o Economlc

o Ughllng

o Other

A·O SSOP

B·DHACCP

I
I

PLANT I

PROCESS:
I

10. DESCRIPTION OF . '--- \. \. • ,CO .......

OC\ ~\)''''' 2't~ 'lee'3 . ecnc\\1c.'~c\ e, n\lmo.n~ nQ~ '0'" "'e.r'·nc:.o;l'\on
0;.1\" o~sQ.C"~t.~ ¥nIL S;:O~'C\A;~ OJ .~""\'.,, ,t1 ~ l!~~ c.\e.nc.\ e s~ ''b1"O~ef'\ f ',I&. ne."Itt +0 ~a..-\-~ "Iff1,
b f'cv.e.n ~o.'J~c.c:\ fT\.e.-\a.\'\on,5 ~"'l fO)t,. +c ~L\.\-e.~ \ \ 1 'ore¥.e.n) lo.~~4I.c\ ,",,~!;\-Cl.\ 'oe.ne.Q,\'h ,""to

~.,..\t ,n~ o.\o~ "2. ~\f.S 00 \n~ \n$lde. 0' \'he. ~o.\-~ 1n ~~n -- ,~) 'bf'CI't"I~n)~~~~~c\ m«.~Q.\

D..\on~CIo \n<n';~GmQ\ t"un~ o.n~ 0. 'c,f"ov..e.o ~oef"\;t.. \ r'f'lt ~\- \-\,~ ""oi:,G.l" o'f ~~I\ "" la.) bro~t!.n) .
jo.~~·U m*>yo.\ c.'t:lII'IS 0.. ~i,e. "\n!:o'c\e. ~e.n * '2..\ J a. a QrC~Cl:n) ~o.:~~c\. mCl-a.\ C1\on.5 ~Q"''k si de.~ of
,Dt. SA.~!t.\-~e.lr C\5!~9.S. Q5J-tbt.~\Jnn\n~"","~~o.'~eQu\a \;)It.c'<;;:Me. '~ute.d.

\ 1. SIG~

,>oVM
;~~ ~~~~A~:~;~;J:;~~;~~;~~~;~~:~r:~~~:~~y,fL:: ,d/OT 381.;5 0/9 cnl.

lUI Ar<ei+s A 8 oue. MAD EE€.I>J Qe'PA;f"oe.J. '1C P~,{'I/e~ XN":t:'urc 't ""T"'o~ A"J.·irJt4U
OLe. 'PIP{'. ·1.,J[l\.e n('rttc...~'" ,A".,,~ P£MI'C<D ,oJ i.". S"'A,N(.~.$S :.-rE~(. A~r "'7Q Pt"Ct#.....rr:
Ru:s-r I'll../O FIIII,ii') ,.,PAN. A L~a D7"'HE'/< JQRt"fI!I5 l.V{'R.r. f<-l'PA/1i!.ff.'D 10 ....0 C'.'t'~n,~ vP·

llfUGINAl • EsuIbIIabrmmtm:lY b~ used

----- ------

, 3. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (furrher pl,mnlH111ction('SJI: .

. p'" ......., Wi -r«i J<.dI~ P a IN 0DO:-'"mo","-".IL'I I AJ:;'f¥'c.n~.........11 ~~ 1ACr.. I i>J•• r s« .... u~·,..;o. .. ~,..'" {"'"

P n '" r.. y' ,- e~ i'llc.yf'r!!. t....."'A/<i~
O"ClE~ jC3/J'Q:r;p AIoJ'}' robl'f'-- ,Is' IJ'SC4::'rlr~ ~ re,. ....... " 01"" r -,

,~ ~ 8>.0...... 'r PI AV\-r m.Qr".A,""" A ..... .;) ,.,.oJ~:rr~~',1/ ~;np,.~ :L-A..!..)~ AP. F!.,. 2"pl'l1C
This document serves- written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(st could
result in additional or administrative action.
14. RE

~.",.",........ ...
"
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s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)
Ti;e 'leqt~st for this intormaton is Voluntary. It is needed to monitor aeteets IDuna In UlISinspection system. illS usee oy ~~I:; 10oetermme wnemer eeecusnmenrs ere III
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORMAPPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURESTATEMENT: Public reportingburden tor this collectionof
information is estimatedto average7 minutesper response, including the time for reviewinginstructions,searchingexisting data scures. gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completingand reviewingthe collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
inluding suggestionstor reducing this burden,to Department of Agriculture, ClearanceOfficer, OIRM, Room 404·W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Officeof Information
and RegulatoryAffairs, Officeof Managementand BUdget.

TYPEOF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRJCULTURE
FOODSAFETY ANDINSPECTION SERVlCE

NONCOMPLlANCERECORD o Food Safety ~OtherConsumer Protecti

I. DATE

7/15/2003

2. RECORD NO.

8-2003-5313

3. ESTABLlSIlMENTNO.

18229 M/ 1
4. TO (Name and Title)

Nick Sirnov, President/GM

6. RElEVANT REGULAnON(S)

313.1
7. RELEVANT SECllONIPAGE OF

ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDURE'PLAN
IHACCP

5. PERSONNELNOTIFIED

Nick Sirnov

I sSOP OTHER

sec.(a) (e)

•• ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSlF1CAnON INDICATORS

PLANT A. D SSOP D Monitoring D Corrective Action oRecordkeeping oImpl~entation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 CorrectiveAction oRecordkeeping oPlant Verification

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding ~ProtOCOI

D. 0 FACILITY 0 Lighting 0 Struetwal DOutside Premises DProduct Based

E. 0 E.COLI 0 00"

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPLIANCE,

While performing 04C02ldiscoveredthefollowingdeficiencies.(l )Holding pens did not have ample amount of
water for hogs being held. Also to
many hogs in each pen to allow hogs
to rest. This is a repeat ofNR#OOO 16-01.(2)Stainless steal around doorway
leading from holding pens to stunning
area and lower walls near floor of stunning area have sharp

11. SIGNATIJREOFINSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

rouareherebyodvUedof}!?ltr dghJ 10apeeallhis decision /1! delineated by306.5 and/or 38/.35 0(9 CFR

12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (lmmediole OCliom(s)):

13. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned QC1ions(s)):

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.
14. SIGNATUREOFPLANTMANAGEMENT 15. DATE

16. VERIFlCAnON S1GNATIJREOFINSPEcnON PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

FSIS FORM 54llO-4 (7198) Replaces FSIS FOfDJ 5400-4 (9/97), which may be used until
exhaustcd.(7198)

DISTRIBImON: Original &

000411

1 copy - Bstabhshment
1 copy- Inspector
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s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

U.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOODSAFETY AND INSPECIlON SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

TYPEOFNONCOMPLIANCE

o FoodSafety ~Other CODS1DDer Protection

1. DATE 2. RECORDNO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

7/15/2003 . 8-2003-5313 18229 Mil
4. TO(Name.andTitle)

Nick Sirnov, President/GM
S. PERSONNEL NOTIFlFD

NickSimov

6.. RELEVANTREGULATION(S)

313.1
7. RELEVANT SECI10NIPAGEOF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURElPLAN

IRACCP ISSOP IOrnER

sec.(a) (e)

8. ISPCODE 9. NONCOMPLIANCE INDICATOR

04C02 Product Protocol

)O. DESCR1!'TION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

and projecting pieces which may cause injury or pain to animals. Repeat ofNR#4-2002-2550

11. SIGNA11JRE OFINSPECTION PROORAM EMPLOYEE

FSIS FORM S40Cl-4 (7198)

=::,::,=",,:,-=,,",",=== ~__= ~ ~ I_I_5'_D_A_TE_.__~_~__

000412
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Au~ 25 03 10:28a U~DH

s.(b)(4) s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C) --;-':"":: --- --"...,,..

.:.... .. ..; 4 ..... _ t,;~, __~{..

,-'hl ~ues' for this informaliDfi is Voluntary. It Is needed tomonitordefectsfound in this inspection system. nis usedbyFSIS10 de1ermine whetherestablishments are in
COr.;P,lll!'ce. 9Cm 301 an1l9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO.0563-00e9. OMSDISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Publicreporting burden for thiscollection of information is
er-)Imaleij to'average 7 minutes perresponse, InclUding the lime fOrreviewing instructiOnS. searching existing datasoures.gathering andmaintaining the dataneeded. and
compleling andreviewing the'collectionof information. Sendcomments regarding this burden estimateor anyotheraspectof thiscollectionof Information. inluding suggestions
lor reducing thisburden. 10 Department of Agriculture. Clearance Officer. OIRM, Room404-W. Washington. D.C. 20250; andto Ihe Officeof Information and RegulatoIY Affilirs•

. Officeof Management andBudget qLl
TYPEOF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FOODSAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety ~OtherConsumer Protection

I. DATE

7/3/03
4. TO (N(J11l~ QIJd Tlfre)

Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager

2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISf:lMENT NO.

002441 M/ 1
5.iA ..... )'"........ NOTIFIED

••••••.•••••••.•••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••.•••••••.•••••••.•••••••.•••••••.•••••••••••••••••~I!> Buyer
6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

9 CFR 313.50(a), SOO.2(a)(4), 500.3(b)
1. RELEVANTSEcrlONIPAGEOI'

ESTABLlSHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
IHACCP I SSOP OTHER

:xx
8. ISPCODE. 04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCECL.ASSIfICATlON lNDICATORS

PLANT A 0 SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 Co=c:lM: Action oRecordkcqling obnplc:meDlation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monilllrinil 0 Qlcrecli\'e Action D Rcoordlcecping oPlant Verification

C. ~ PRODUCT 0 EcollOlDic 0 Misbrandin,g ~Protocol '

D. 0 fACILITY 0 Ligb!ing 0 Stru<:tuJa1 DOutsideP~ oProduetBlI$ed .

E- D E. COLI 0 Olbcr

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 0740 hours. whileperforming antemortem inspection in the nc. heard a loud squeal then
observed a "subject" hog fall from the bucket of a positioned just past the scales, to the cement floor of the main
drivealley.lidistaoce of approximately 4·5 vertical feet The hog stood. walked several feet down the then
collapsed.) immediately rejected the bobcat with USDA RetainIReject tag #B35944565.
Buyer, was notified of the violation ofhumanehandlingrequirements. The incident was also witnessed by 2 maintenance
and at least 5 bam personnel. Per 9 CFR 500, suspended production without providing prior notification until

II. SlGNATUREOF lNSPE

-Youore herebyQtNJScijofvoiif---liifh/i6--uppeulJ:ii:{:,:-:-~~-Lb:~Si(X-:::.:B--;X:2j~:---:2;;-::---:2:(2i.:;::):::;:
12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (lmmcditlfe adions(s)j:

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (furtherpfannedad/ollS(s)):

1bl~1 _
:J.j5 0[9 CFR.

000414000155
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s.(b)(6)

s.(b)P')(£)-:-== --,.,.r""o.
UL:';~'

U.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOODSAFETY AND INSPEcrlON SERVlCE

NONCOMP~CERECORDCONTfflUATIONSHEET

TYPEOF N'ONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safety ~Other ConsumerProtection

L DArn

7/3/03

2. RECORD NO.

79-2003-2602

3. ESTABLJSHMENTNO.

002441 M /1
4. TO (Namearid 1'1/1,,)

, Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager

6. REUNANT REGULATJON(S)

9 eFR 313.50(a), 500.2(a)(4), 500J(b)
7. REl...EVANT SECTIONIPAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT P,ROCEO tJ-lWPLi\N

IHACCI'

~.PF,R$(,)NNf'LNOTlFlED

HogBuyer

ISSOP IOTHER

XX

8. ISPCODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE lNDl CATOR

Product Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

provided with immediate and corrective actionand further plannedpreventive action Superintendent, a
periodof approximately 15 minutes. was notified verbally and in writing of the failure to comply with
humane handling regulatory requirements. Failureto comply with'regulatory requirements could result inadditional
regulatory or administrative action. (65-2003-2889, 06/0312003)

11. SIGNATUREDI' INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 15. DATE

PSIS FORM S46ll-4 (7/98) Replac.el; FSISform 5401)..4 (9t97). whit1l maybe usedlUll;1
o:;;}-.w~~d.,(719S)

DlSTRIB UTION: Origmal &. I ccpy - Es1llblisJuncot
I copy- InspeclQr

.000415
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USDA

<UP. ~
l"':;:c

s.(b)(4) ;-

.... ;"

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD NUMBER 79-2003-2602

1. Identify and eliminate the cause of the deviation.
The cause ofthe deviation was investigated immediately
after notification of the incident. The cause was due to a team
member that tattooed the hog while it was in the bucket of

causing the hog to lunge out ofthe bucket. It was
determined during the investigation that the bucket was
approximately 3 foot off the ground at the time of the
incident.

2. Establish measures to prevent reoccurrence.
The barns manager instructed team members, that hogs will
not be tattooed while in the bobcat bucket to prevent
reoccurrence

3. Prevent distribution of product adulterated as a result of
the deviation.
No product was adulterated as a result of this deviation.
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s.(b)(4)
s.(b)(6)

Tile request for this information is Voluntary. It is needed to monitcr def~ found in this inspection system. It ia used by FSIS to determine whether estl:lbfs~eUlJr'Yn)
compliance. 9CFR: 301 and 9CFFl: 381. FORNI APPROVED OMS NO. 0S83..()()89. OMS DISCLOSUR:E STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this collection of information is
~stima~ to~ 7 mimbs per response, lnclu::ling tt1e time for reviewi"9 instructions, searching exi5ting data seures, gathering and maintaining the data ne«led, and
completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding thia burden eatimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, inluding suggestions
for reducing this burden. to Oepal1merrt of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM. Room 404-W. WashinglDn, D.C. 20250; and to the Office at Information and RegulatDry Alfainl,
Office of Management and 8\ldget.

TYPE OF NONCOMPUA...'JCEU.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGR.ICL'"LTIJRE
FOOD SAFETI Ao"ID INSPECTION SERVICE

NCNCOMPUA~CERECORD
D Food Safety oOther Consumer Protection

1. DATE

6/30/03---- 1

1. RECORD ~O.

13-2003-1538
!

J. ESTABI1SHME..V! NO.

20263 M / I

fcinill{------··
pg 6-ll HACCP

I sSOP~CP7. RELEVA.W SECTI0N!PAGF. OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDllRE/l'LAN

6. RELEV",,"n" REGUL"mON(S)

313.2

----------~--:------------

..\. TO (Name /ZTId Tirle)

Dr. Abdel Nouredin, General Manager

8. ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPllANCE CLASSIF1CATION no.lDICATORS

~

PLA.'''''! A. D sSOP 0 M<;onitoring 0 C=tive Action oRecordkceping olmpIcment3tion
PROCESS

rB. 0 HACCP 0 MOl'IiUl!ing 0 Corrective Acnon oR=dkccping oP1aGr Vertfication

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding 0 Prntowl

D. 0 FACIUTY 0 lighting 0 Structural DOutside Premises DProduct Based

E. 0 E.COU 0 Otbc;~

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPU..\.N·CE:

Approximately 1000 a goat died in the knocking box dew to handing. I notmed
animals are in the at a time in the knocking box
agreed to bring

-f 0<0 -I:... 11 0 ~+iJ ",~",

fl.-€' ~.cc~ 60;</r\.

J r / i'+ v e r", T, "at:' V

i;,"1:1t',( jletVI fc

(l",m.diau actiol1S(')):

si,,!tt~./ ..A ...>tt? ;/-<5 jO/~
..f~,;; """'7 (:/'1' rn'f f.5j 5;:: ,..If

This document serves as written notlflcatfon that your failure to comply with regulatory requirementts) could result in additional
regulatory or administrarive action.

YEE

;;liis;;;,j;j;§,?,~ (9/97). which may be used until
c:,.h~mt~d.f7!9~}

DISTRIBUTION; Original & I copy - Esublishmrol
I copy - Inspector
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s.(b)(6)

. s.(b)(7)(C) ,\.
;!'.l.!~L.~~1for this informalion is Voluntary. II is neededto monitoraetects rouno In U1IS mspecuon systerrl. I, IS Ulil:U uy ";:>,i:> IV"''''''' "'" '" ..i,,,"",,, "'''idij;'b',ir."...... ii, i;; ,;,

compliance. 9CFR 301 and9CFR381. FORMAPPROVED OMBNO. 0583-0089. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Publicreporting burden for this collectionof information is
estimaled10 awrage 7 minutesper response, Includingthe time for rEriliewing instructions, searchingexistingdata soures, gathering and maintaining thedata needed, and
completing and reviewing the collection of information Sendcommentsregarding this burdenestimateor anyOther aspectof this collection.of Information. inludingsuggestions
for reducing this burden, to, Department of Agriculture,ClearanceOfficer,OIRM,Room404-W, Washington.D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Infannalion and RegulatoryAffairs,
Officeof Management and Budget.

TYPEOF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S. DEPARTMENTOF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETYAND INSPECTION SERVlCE

NONCO~L~CERECORD
o Food Safety [8] OtherConsumer Protection

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLlSHMENTNO

6/24/03 3-2003-2597 21188 M 11
4. TO (Name and Title)

Eldon Steidinger, President/GM
5. PERSONNa NOTIFIED

.Eldon Steidinger

6. RELEVANTREGULATION(S)

313 313.30;,;':;~ d.

7. RELEVANTSEcnONIPAGEOF
.. ESiABUSHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN

IHACCP I SSOP I OTHER

8. ISPCODE 04C02

PLANT

D."

E.

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFlCATIONIND1CATORS

0 SSOP 0 Monitoring D CorrectiveAction oRecordkeeping DImplementation

.0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oReeordkeeping oPlant Vcrilication

ODUCT D Economic 0 Misbmnding ~Protocol ..

FACD...ITY 0 Lighting 0 Structurnl oOU1.SUle Premises DProduct Based

:E. cou 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTIONOF 'NONCOMPLIANCE:

while performing Humane Slaughter procedure checks at Forrest Meats the following was observed.

_~tricalstunnernot properlly stunning animal for 30 seconds, not properly sticking.•.•..•..a.•.•..•..•..•.•..n.•..•.•..•..•..•.•..•..i.•.•..m.•..•.•..•..•..•.•..•..•..•.•..aI.•..•.•..•..•..•.•..•..•..•.•..t.•..•.•..o.•..•.•..•..•..•.•..•..•..•.•..•..b.•.•..•..•..•.•..••..I.•..••..e.•..••..•.•..e.• d, not placing
~ctrodes on animal head properly to shock animal properly. Harvest scald manager >was called to show

this improper procedure to and he state he was new, he told him and showed him how to do this he was doing ok when
there, when left again started improperly stunning informed of this matter

an exit conference. reply is below. •,

13. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE (frlTther planned acrions(s)):

I copy - Establishment
I copy ~ Inspector

D1STRlBlJTION: Original &1M)' be used"mil

tten notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in addltional

000420
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s.(b)(4)

5.(BHS~
·Jl.\R . 05.' 03 Uti: .::ua, "-----~-------------------------5':"f&tff:~-----...;..-----

The request for this informationIs Voluntary. ItIs needed to monitor defects found in this inspection system. It Is used bY FSIS tod~~~~ establishments. are In
, compliance. 9CFR301 end 9CFR 351. FORMAPPROVED OMB NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT; Public reporting burden for this collection of Jnformation Is

estimated 10 average 7 mlnules per response, Includingthe time for reviewinginstructions, searching existing tSala sourea.gatheringand maintaining the data needed,and
completing andreviewingthe eollec\ion of information. Send comrpents regardingthis burdenestimate or any otheraspect of this COIlectlon of Information,;nludingsuggestions
for reducing this burden,10Departmentof Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room404-W, Washington, D.C. 20250;and to the Office of Informationand RegulatoryAffairs,
Office of Management and Budget.

TYPEOF NONCOMPLlANCEU.S. DEPARTMENTOF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETYANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCO~LMNCERECORD
o Food Safety oOtherConsumer Protection

L DATE 2. RECORDNO. 3. ESTABLlSHMENT NO.

6/4/03 26-2003-4036 00085B M /1
4. TO (Nameand Tit/e)

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent
S. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.30
1. RELEVANT SECI10NIPAGE OF

ESTABL1SHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
) HACCP I SSOP OTHER

a(3) b{3) pgs. 64d,e
8. ISPCODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

-

.-

PLANi A. D SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oReoordkccping oImp1ementation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oRecordkeeping oPlant Verification

0 PRODUcr
,

D 0 oProtocolC. &onomic Misbranding

D. 0 FAcn..rrY 0 Ligh1ing 0 Structuml oOutsidePremises DProductBased

E- D E. COLI 0 Othel'
I

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 1005 while performing inspection procedure 04C02 in the suspect or FS-3 conditions pen I
observed a plant employee applying an electrical stunning device to 2 hogs. The employee applied the device in such a
manner that the quality and location of the electrical shock did not produce immediate insensibility to pain. The
employee applied the device incorrectly several times to the 2 hogs. The 2 hogs jumped and sClllealed upon each
incorrect application of the electrical shock. I stopped the -v:> actions.I walked to thei and instructed the

• ". .1 ." asked .plant employees to stop any 10;S )J 1 the employee tocontact a supervisor. J
:n:n:n:n:n:>

~/~0
.~. I this ~

12. PLANTMANAGEMEN'l' RESPONSE (lmmea

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (fliltherplanned aetion.s(s)):

This doeamenr serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory reguirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.
14. SIGNATURE OF PLANTMANAGEMENT IS. DATE

16. VERIFICATION SIONATUREOFINSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 11. DATE

F'SiS.i;'-ORi\i 5400-4(7l95) Replaces F-SIS Form S·tc>c0...4 (9l?7)~ whi;:.':1 m~i beuseduntH DISTRIBUTION: Original & I copy - Estlblishmen
eUlllIStcd.(1198) I copy• inspector
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s.(b)(6)

~.(B)(7)(G)

'Ju., 05- 03 08: 21a
r

----------------------------~f.B.\~'"'~------------J:.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
FOOD SAFETYAND INSPEC110N SERVICE o Food Safety oOtherConswner Protection

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

6/4/03 26-2003--4036 00085B M/ 1
.... TO (Name and TUle) 5.

LarryCorbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RELEVANT REGULATJON(S)

313.30
7. RELEVANTSECnON~AGEOF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEOURFJPLAN

IHACCP I SSOP IOTHER

a(3) b(3) pgs, 64d,e

8. lSPCODE 9. NONCOMPLIANCE INDICATOR

04C02 Product Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPLIANCE:

notified deficiency. I asked for a corrective action The corrective action was to re-train the
empJoyee,and provide another employee to stun who was properly trained in hand stunning. I allowed the plant to
resume stunning.

1L SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION

PSIS FORM 5400-4(7/98) DiSTfUBUT10N~ Original &. 1 cop)'..Es~lish...ne;;
I copy' Inspector

000422
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s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C) '.
"'r£-e ;8ll,,\L~ to!' this information is Voluntary. It 1$needed lo monitordefectsfound in this inapection system. It is used by PSIS to determine whetherelitablish.ml!llrts are in
complia~ 301 a.nd 9CFR381. I"ORMAPPROVED OM!! NO. 05a3-0089. OMSDISCLOSURE STATeMENT; Publicreportinl1 burden for this collection of information is
e~tlma1ed toa~ 7 minute. p.r responn, Includlnlil the time for reviewing InstnJction.,sear4;;hlng exlating data liOure.,gatheringand maintaining the dataneeded, and
completing andreviev.\ng the collectionof Infoirnatlon. Sendeommem reglilrdlng this burdenestimate or anyother Illlpect of thl, collection of information,lnh.lding sU99estions
for reducing this burden, III Depart:rnantOfAgrieulture, Clearance Officer,OIRM, Room 404-W,Wallh.lnglDn, D.C. 20250; and loth. Officeof Information andRegUlatory Allain;.
Officeof Manllgllment larld 8udget. .

TYPEOF NONCOMPliANCE'-
1. DATE

U.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULl1.IRE
FOODSAFETY ANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety

3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

oOther Consumer Protection

3/26/03
4. TO (Nmnt!rnd Tit/,) ~ .. '

Ronald Buncich, PresidentlGM

6. REI.EVANTREGULATION(S)

313.30 (a)(4)
7. RELEVANT SECTlONIPAOE OF

ESTABUSHMENT PR.0CEDUlWPLAN

r I

-rHACCp

17496 Mil
s. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Ronald Buncich

I· sSOP

S. ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLlANCE CLASSIFlCATION INDICATORS

PLANT IA. D SSOP 0 Monitoring D Correctoe Ao1ion DR.ecordkeeping oImplementation
PROCESS ,

lB. 0 HACCP 0 Moni1oriog 0 Corrective Aelion oRccordkecping oP1ant Verifi~tion
I

C. IXl PRODUCT 0 !!OOIlOlllic 0 MiJbra:nding ~ProtooolL..J

D. n FACIllTY D UibJIng D Sll'lICtunl oOuuldc.Prcmi&ea .' DProducl Based.......
E. n Eo COU 0 Other.......
10. DESCRJPTION OF NONCOMPUANCE:

At 0859 hours I went to observe the human slaughter procedure. I observed the plant employeestun one hog while
",-"another hog had already been stunned and was laying on the floor. The employee then hoisted the second stunned hog

to the rail for stickingwhilethe first stunnedhog was still laying on the floor. The first stunned hog was then hoisted
to the rail for sticking. The correct procedure for stunning is to stun one hog only, shackle and lift it, to send it to the
bleeding area and then to proceed with stunning the next hog. As I watchingthe stunning procedure Ron Buncich
walked up. I relayedto him what I had observed. He notified talk to the employee to find out why
~:_~_:-:_:-:_:~:?":_l __~_-n_'r1l_l:: -0t; t)o.,fS

t your failure to comply with regulatory requirementts) could result in additional

15. DATE

-~--o
17. DATE

'~::.-/ FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7198) Replau. FSIS Form 5400-4 (9/97), whicll may be used until DISTRIBUTION; Original &

000432

I copy - Establishrncr
! ""1'l' - Inspector

000162



.
• .. s.(b)(6)

v-
~ s.(b)(7)(C)

u.s. DEP•.6.p.TME~IT OF AGRlCULTIJP.E TYPEOF NONCOMPUANCE
FOOD SAFeTYANDINSPECTION SERVICE

0 oOther Consumer ProtectionFood Safety

NONCOMPlJANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

J. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

3/26/03 6-2003-2482 - .17496 M/ 1
4. TO {NC!!"!:~ !!.":d T!!!~) S. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Ronald Buncich, Presidem/Glvl RonaldBuncich-
~ REU!VANTRroULATION(S) I'

313.30 (aX4)
7. REUlVANTSECTIONiPAOEOF IHACCP I SSQP IOTIlER
ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN .

II. ISPCOnE 9. NONCOMPllANCE nIDI CATOR

04C02 Product Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPUANCE:

he had stunned 2 hogs before hoisting to the rail for sticking.
I do Dot know what the employee told

--

,

I' DO F..\iPLOYEE. 15. DATE.. _.v.':;\c.~ ....

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7198) ReplacesFSIS Formj;400-4 (9197),whichIIUlybe usedlUltil DlSTRIBlJITON: Original & 1 copy. &tablishm'
eilioned.(7t93) 1 copy- lnspector

000433000163



s.(b)(6)

The request for this information is Voluntary. It is needed to monitor def~~'1J{Chection system. It is used by FSIS to determine whether establishments are In
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: PUblic reporting burden for this collection of information is
estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data soures, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and
completing and reviewing the coflection of information. Send comments r~arding this burden estimate or any otber aspect of this collection of information, inluding suggestions
lor reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office of mtorrnation and RegUlatory Affairs.
Office of Management and Budget·

TYPE OF NONCOMPLlANCEus. DEPARTMENTOF AGRlCUL11JRE
FOOD SAFETY AND lNSPECTION SERVJCE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safely ~Other Consumer Protection

1. DATE

3124/03

2. RECORD NO.

13-2003-2507

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

02594 M/l
4. TO (Name and Title)

Martin Ward, President/GM

6. RELEVANT REGULAnONeS)

313.2 (e)
7. RELEVANT SECllONiPAGEOF

ESTABUSHMEl-.'T PROCEDUREiPLAN
IHACCP

S. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

I SSOP I OTHER

8.ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCECLASSIFlCAnON INDICATORS

PLANT A 0 SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 CorrectiveAction DRecordkeeping olmplememation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action D Reeordkeeping o Plant Verification

C. ~ PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbmnding oProtocol

P. 0 FACILITY 0 Lighting 0 Structural o Outside Premises oProduct Based

E. 0 E. COLI 0 Other

10. DESCRlPTIONOF NONCOMPLIANCE:

While Performing 04C02 I noted the following: The hogs in pen #3 have no access to water. Regulations 313.2 (e)
States the following: Animals shall have access to water in all holding pens.

JL SIGNATURE OF lNSPECT1DN PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

rOu are herebv advised ofvour rigiu u:apeeal this decision as delineated bv 306.5 and/or 381.35 0(9 CFR.

This document serves as ~Titten notiflcan n that your failure to comply with regulatory reqnirementfs) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.
14. SIGNATUREOF PLANT MANAGEMENT

~~·~~?(,~-"~"/~~r1.:t {~:::t/-<~~:~-:

."SIS FORi'I 5400-4 (71')8)

EMPLOYEE

Replaces FSIS Form S4()()..4 (9/97), which may be used until
exhaUSled.(7198)

15. DATE

17. DAlE

DISTRlBUTION: Original &

000434

a t_~::;

J copy - Establishment
I copy - Inspector

000164



s.(b)(6) -,

.'_ . '. .... s.lbl(71(Cl .. .
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381 FQRMAPPROVED OMS N6. 05~89. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this collection of information IS
estimatedto average7 minutes per response, includingthe time for re..newing instructions. searching existing data soures, gatheringand maintaining the data needed. and
completing and.reviewing the collection of information. send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, inluding suggestions
for reducingthis burden', to Departmentof Agriculture, Clearance Officer. OIRM,Room 404-W, Washington, D.C.20250; and to the Office of Information and RegulatoryAffairs,
Officeof Management andBudget

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTURE TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPUANCE RECORD 0 Food Safety ~Other Consumer Protection

l. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABL!SIIMENTNO.

3/21/03 10-2003-2507 02594 M/ 1
4. TO (Name and Title) 5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Martin Ward, President/GM Martin Ward

I 6. RELEVANTREGULATION(S)

313.1 (a)
7. RELEVANTSECnONIPAGEOF IHACCF I SSOp I OTHER

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREiPLAN
NA

8. !SPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATIONINDICATORS

PLANT A 0 SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 CorrectM:Action oR=zrlkeepiDg D Implr:mentation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCF 0 Monitoring 0 CorrectiveAction OR=nlkcqring DPlant Ve:r:ification

c. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 MJ,bnmding 0-1

D. D FACll.ITY 0 L;gbtmg 0 s- OOutside PICIDises oProduct Based

Ii
E- O E.COLI 0 Othc"

10. DESCRIPTIONOF NONCOMPLIANCE

While doing Antemortem Procedures, I observed 1 hog with a badly slashed leg due to being cut by loose metal floor
lates on the scale used for weighing lots of hogs.

i

Scale Rejected. Reject Tag Numbers: B 29 940727 and B 34 088962.

1...1..·...·..f~G"":1.~·"l"I.·Il:).~·.0J:.·.1NSPECTlON PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

i Youare herebYadvised ofvour right to appeal this decision as delineatedby306.5 and/or381.35 of9 em
i

12. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE (lmmedime aetwns!s)}. ~

:1'/ .
/- . .'. , ~

:/'
" J • ~ ";1 (' ,/

() , ~ I: j, .r, ', _I---c_,.< ,..< " " ".;.& (; / ,"1")~.e ~
! \,,,,' .- f' v'7 ~ . -c..-.'-' -'I -,....l~

Ufoe£l,. - t-<t.5Sa:!. ~ to· u.; .:> ~ S<:~{e. 5 J f evtde.d
13. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE (furtherplanned aetions(s/J:

~
.-

(It( . (~"""J . i:c:,itJ ~~4<jJ.!,,{! /-1
.r.. _&;'·1.-1-~·

. :--,.- .-(.() ,;'-:

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additioDal
regulatory or administrative action.
14. SIG~j.;!""OF PLANT MANAGEMENT 15. DATE .,

/ v·(J/ t: 3 -" /7., I /i "
1,/ \ o.c i/z. ,''/ .-/..z,;'l../;/' (.{ / "'"" ....""

16. ~~)T'0N~(GNlo,TC'~r oF: -JN~PF.cnON PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

--- ~/-3-o3
'"";15 FORM 54004 (7/98) ~ FSIS FormS4OO-4 (9197), whidJ. maybe useduntil DISTRJBUTION: origiDaI & 1 copy - Establishment

~(7198) 1 copy - Inspector

000435000165



'. •• < . s.(b)(6)
~estforltliSinfotmalioo;s Valurnary. /tis needed IOmonjlOr defects found in this mspecnon SYS""'". ",:>,,~ ~f' - - --_...... s.fb\f7l(Cl

canplialloe. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. 0Ma DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: PUblic teporting bUrden ftir'ltIit~Jno11fltormaQlJfl':>
estimated10 avet'age 7 minures per response., including !he lime for telliewillg insll1.lClions. searching eJ6sting dala SO\Ires, gathering and maintaining the data needed. and
~ and reWewing Ihe collection or information. Send comments regardingltIi& burden estimate or any ot/ler aspect of ltlis collection of iflformalion. inh,lding suggestions
fDF red!Jl::ing this boJrden. to [)epartmMt of AI1JiCtJlllJre. Clearaoce Officer. OlRM. Room <\04-W.Washington. D.C. 20250; and to lite Offu:e of Inrotmation and RegulaloryMairs.
I"'b of Managementand Budget

TYPE OF NONCOMPLtANCEu.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTIlR£
HlOD SAFETYAND INSPECTIONSERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety . ~ Othc::r COIlSlJnl<:T Protection

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO. J. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

3/17/03
~. TO (lWmreand Tide)

Martin Ward. PresidentiGM

b. RaEVANT REGULATION{Sj

Reg. 313. J (a)
1. REl.EV/INl' SECnONfPAGE OF

ESTABUSHMENTPROC'EDUREfPU,N

9-2003-2507

IHACcP l SSOP

02594 M J I

OTIIER

NA
K. ISPCODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFJCATION'INDICATORS

l'l..ANT ;A. 0 SSOP 0 MGniloring 0 Corm:ti>...Action DR~~ oIn>pl='''llalioo
PROCESS :B. 0 HACCP 0 Mol1itorillg D Co~A.ction oRec<Jrdkceping oPlanl vcrnlcati<>D

C. ~ PRODUCT 0 Ecooomic 0 Misbm.n4ing oProtocol

D. 0 FA.cn.rry 0 Lighting 0 Sl1llchmlJ oOutsidePr:ntiscs o Product Based

E. 0 E.COU 0 Oth<:r

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMl'UANCE.:

While doing Antemortem Procedures. I observed a hog that broke its leg because ofa hole in the floor of the scale
'sed to weigh lots ofhogs. The scale was rejected - Reject Tag B 29 9407 I8. .

Reg. 3 13. I (a) states:
"Sec. 313.1 Livestock pens, driveways and ram ps.
(a) Livestock pens, driveways and ramps shall be maintained in good repair. They shall be free from sharp or

II. SIGNATURE Of INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOva

~------""-""._'--~~.-----------------~--

This document serv~:aswritteu JJOtificariOD that your failure to comply witb regulatory requir~meut(s)could res .. It io .dditioosl
~Qlatoryor IIdminiiitrative actioo.

IPLOYEE

;JS FORM~(7~''fl
~j .'
<

RepI!lC>3SFSISI'Dml5400-4 (9191). ",hich maY be used until
~ed(71981

DISTRIBUTION: OrigiruU &: I copy' Establishm'-"'l
I copy - m.p<:clor

000436
000166



U.S. DEPARTMENTOF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETYAND rNSPECTIONSERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

TYPE'OF NONCOMPLIANCE

D FoodSafety ~ OtherConsumer Protection

1. DATE

3/17/2003

2. RECORD NO.

9-2003-2507

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

02594 M /1
4. TO (Nam. and Till.)

Martin Ward, President/GM

6. R.EJ..EYANT REGULATION(S)

Reg. 313.1 (a)
7. RELEyANT SECnONIPAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREJPLAN

IHACCP ISSOP IOlliER

NA

8. ISPCODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE INDI CATOR

Product Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

protruding objects which may, in the opinion of the inspector, cause injury Orpain to the animals. Loose boards,
splintered or broken planking, and unnecessary openings where the head, feet, or legs of an animal may be injured
shall be repaired."

ll. INSPECTION PROGRAN! EMPLOYEE 15. DATE

, -/7-0)
FSIS fORM 540Q..4 (7198) Replaces FS1SForm 5400-4 (9/91), which rney be used until

cxh,usled.(7198)
DISTRIBUTION: Original &

000437

1 copy. Establishment
I copy - Inspector

000167



s.(b)(6) " s.(b)(7)(C)
The request for this Informetion l&Voluntary. It i$ needed 10 monitor defects found in this inspet'lion system. II is used by FSIS to determine whe1her establish~ are in
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMB NO. 0563-0089. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: PUblic:reporting burden for this colleclio'n of information is
eEJi'~,ated 10aVMllge 7 minute.. per response, including tho time for revie'Mng instructions, searching exi6ting data soure5, gathering end meint1'lining the data needed, end
completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send commenl5 l1l9arding this burtlen estimate or any other aspect of this cOllection of inf1mnalion. inluding sugges1ions
for reducing this burtlen. to Department of ~ricullure. Clearance Officer. OIRM. Room 404·W. Washington, D.C. 20250; and to 1h6 OffICe of Informa1ion and Regulatory Affairs.
'")fIjce orManagement and BUdget.

oOther ConsumerPrOtc...'1.iOD

'J'yp~ m· NONCOMl'LlANCE

D Food SafetyNONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

us, O&ARTMJ:::Nf OJ' ACTRlCULTUllli
FOODSAFEIT ANDINSPECTION SERVICE

..__.------------:-------------------r-------------------

1. DATI 2. RF.CORD NO. 3. F.S'TARf .ISHMENT NO.

3/12/03
4. TO (Nameand Tille) -;:. '.

6-2003-3896 17496 M/ 1
5.

Ronald Buncich, President/GM

6. RFJ .F.VAN'TRF.mILA1lON(S)

313.2, 313.30
7. :RELEVANT SECIIONIPAGE OF

EST:\BLISHMENTJ'ROCEDURElPU\N
I SSOp

x
g. lSPCOOF. 04C02

9. NONffiMPIJANCF. C1.ASSlfTCA11ON INOlCATORS

PLANT I 0 SSOP 0 MoniLariIlg 0 ~iM:Aclitm oR.:cordkllqriDg Dlmpl=<:olalioo
PROCRSS

IA.
IB. 0 HACCP 0 Moniloling 0 Corrective Action oRecordkeeping OPlanl Verification
I

C, ~ PRODUCT D :Ecanmnic D MiabnIncfiDg ~Protocol

D. 0 }'ACIU1Y 0 Lighting ,0 Structural oOulllide Premises o Product Based

K 0 KCOU 0 Other

10. DF,S('.R1'?110N OF NONr:OMPJ JANr.F.:

'At 0900 hours I went to observe the stunning/bleeding procedure. As I looked into the stunning area I observed an
~# 'employee standing, with both feet, on a downed stunned hog. The employees then shackled & hoisted it over to the

sticking area. I then observed a live conscious hog laying under the scald tank in the bleeding area. Upon seeing me,
the sticker then asked the stunning crew for the hoist chain. proceeded to shackle the awake hog by the front leg &
directed the stunning crew on dragging the hog out from under the scald tank and took several attempts in hoisting this

. awake hog over the gate back to the stunning area as the chain got caught in the gate & sterilizer. The hog was

11. SllfNA11IRF.OF TNSPF.r:11

Tau au hereby ad-i$.d oflqu right to aPP"al t},;s decisian eu deli""alRd l'?' _~06.j ,,"dlor 38/.35 0[9 CPR.

'4 •
'1='" PSIS FORM 5400-4 (7198)

Ywith regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional p.•. tOS- ...
15. Di\TE

....AM~L?;J1••••••••••••••• >f/jfUI
Replaces FSlS Form ~<lOO-4 (9197), which mar be used antil

exhal>Sled.f1ln\

000438
000168



l

s.(b)(6) "
s.(b)(7)(C)

-~r----------------------------..,.-------,-----------•
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTIJRE.

1'000 SAFt:TY ANO lNSl'l£CTlON Shl(VICt:

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

TYPE OF NONcOMPliANCE

o '~ood Safety' 0 Other Consumer Protection

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

3/12103 6-2003-3896 17496 M /1
4. TO (Name O1ldTitJe)

Ronald Buncich, PresidentJGM

6. RELEVANT REGlJT.ATION{S)

313.2,313.30
7. RElEVANT SECTIONIPAGE OF
ESTABUSHMBNT PROCEDlJREIPLo\N

lHACCP

5. PERSONNEL NOTlFlED

I SSGP IOrnER

x

8. ISPCODE 9. NONCOMPliANCE lNDI CATOR

04C02 Product Protocol

10- DESCRIPTION OF NONe'.(lMPLlANCF.:

restunned, hoisted & stuck. At this time over to the area & I explained what I observed the
hog had kicked itself off the shackle the 1st time.
These are both inhumane actions in the stunning/bleeding procedure. The conscious hog should have been stunned
prior to trying to drag it out from under the scald tank.
This is a repeat deficiency. See NR 7-2002 dated 10/29/02.

1 ropy - E.\4t>li.<hm
J -.:opy- [.T15P('<"t'l"~

4, 'oJ P/I.

rs

DL<;TRIBUDON:

000439

which may he.ll'~ \lmil

exh.u.<tod(7198)

I
(

000169



s.(b)(6)
1
j

file request for this inforrn::.tion is Voluntary. It is needed to monitor defects found in this inspection s~~~)(lJ~by FSIS In determine wtrelt>er establishments are in
;;ornpliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMB NO. 058J...00e9. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden lot this collection of inforrnation is
estimated to average' minuIBs per response, inclUding Ihe lime for f'e'tie'Mng instructions. searching e.listing data soures, gathering iUld maill!'aining the data needed. and
.:ompleting nnd reviewing Itte collection of information. Sen<!commenl$ regarding this bt.Jrdenestimate or any other aspect of this collection of information. Iflludinq sugge,.tions
for reducing this burtlen, In Department Qf AgricultUre, Clearance Offic~.OlRM. Room 404·W, W;lshingtDn. D.C. 20250: and lD the Office oftnformation and Regulatt:>ryAltai",.
Office of Management and BUdget.

TYPE OF NONC~U'LlANCGU.S. DEPAlHMl'.NT OF AGRJCUI.;nJRE
FOOD SAFF..TY AND lNSPECnON SERVICE

NONCOMPLlANCE RECORD o Food Safety oOther Consumer Protection

l. DATI:: 2 RECORD NO. 3. ESTl\BUSfch,\.(ENT NO.

3/4/03----
t. TO (Nam1 and ririe)

Tom Sullivan. President/OM

3-2003-2382 01737 MIl
5. PERSONNEL NOHFil:l)

5. RfJ..F.\'A,vr REGU1..All0N(SI

313.1 (E)
7. RELEVANT :lECTfONll'AGE OF

ESTAIlU5HMENT PllOCf.mn:.FJPLAN
HACCP SSO£' OTHER

8. ISPCODE 04C02
'1. NONCOMPUANCe CLA5SmCATION INDICATORS

PLANT I A 0 SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action D Reeordkeeping o Impl~'tT1.mralion
PRCX:ESS

I B. 0 MACep 0 Monftoring 0 COTTC:stf\."l::- Acll01l oRecordkeeping oPbnl Vcrific.lioo

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Ecn.,,,rnic 0 Miohr""ding @1'TotO<.:oI

D. 0 FACILITt' 0 Lig/1liJ1~ 0 SlruCllo.! DOutside Pn:ro~...,. DProducl [30••00

E. 0 E.COU 0 Other

lO. DESCRIP1l0N OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 06:50 while performing PBIS task 04C02 humane handling livestock. robserved two holding pens
containing fifry..eight head oflivestoc~~iwnoagr::~~~towater because the water was frozen. [then asked program
employee to get supervisor? to observe this non compliance.

I.DC ...-\e.. '\-e. r') \::..S

~CG l..en. The

·H,...Q... re.,S.

[2. I'LA~,T MANAGEMEN'T llE.SPOt-tSE (lmmediaf" <lCIJf>To4.)):

i,C)c"e ~f",:,eec..kd pnd -I-h..2. rloc+ UC~vcS L<,)c,c: ~L.>"d 1-0 be
0 e.\,-i-eS cce re. -rhqwec:{ l~tY·,(:,.d\c.tel/ rc'~fDrl'l5 LUC,{-("',- h:)

tJ. PL'\",<T 1l.Vl.bIAGEMENT RESPONSE (jurl},u ?ianr.d adj"",.(~)):

k),(~e.- +t~l"\ k) @V\ti ·9[0(""+ U(:;\vc~ (,.:.'l\l be (vn1t"1uou5/y lYJo ...... 'torc'q" ,:::,0::::1,

thrDVjl.tCL,t (:'Cl.c.fl d o ,-/ +0 ~y\j0~C c.C'''"'pIClQnc<:' u.:::>,t!-) r-c.(qU<!.,--..11~e5:.J(c;iro.\).

17. DATE

maybe """" ""til

This document serves IU written Dotificatillo that your failure to eumply with ~lIlatury requirement(s) clluld result in B'dditionlll
reguhltory or.•dministr~tivcaetioo.

000440000170



·1------------------------------------------------------.....,
> ( Tho..rcquest (or this InformationIs Voluntary. It Is needed to monitor defects found In this Inspoctloneyatem. It 1& uaed byPSISto determine1ftrf\ether establishments are In

compliance. BCFR301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMB NO. 0553-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMeNT: Public reporting burden for this collection of Information is
oatlmate:d to averaoe7 mlnute&per re&ponH, Including tho time for reviewing Instructions., searching existingdata GOUre&, gatheringand maintaining the data needed.and
completing and reviewingthe collection of Information. Send comments regarding this burdeneatlmate or any other aspect of this collection of Information. Inludlng auggeations
far reducing this burden.to Departmentof Agriculture, ClearanceOfficer, OIRM, Room 4D4-W,Washington, D.C. 20250;and to the Office of Information and RegulatoryAffairs,
Office of Management and Budget.

it
I'

TYPEOF NONCOMPUANCEU.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPUANCE RECORD D Food Safoty ~OtherConsumer Protection

l. DATE

02/20/2003

2 RECORDNO.

2-2003-2423

3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

06775 M/ 1
4. TO (Name and Tttle)

JimForbes. President/OM

6. RELEVANTREOULATION(S)

Part 313, Directive 6900.1
7. RELBVANTSECfIONfPA(]EOF

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
IHACCP

S. PERSONNEL NOTlFlED

JimForbes

I SSOP I OrnER

8. lSPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPUANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT A. D ssos 0 Monitoring D Corrective Action DRccordkccpjDg Dlmplcm....lion
PROCESS

B. D HACCP D Monitoring D ConccdvcAction DRccordkceping oPlant V crification

c. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economio D MOo_ding ~Protocol

D. D FACIll1Y D Lighling D Sttuotural oOutsido Premises oProduct Based

E. D E.COU D 00"

Best Copy Available

000441
000171



~-

• <.. On 'February 20,2003 at 10:35am Circuit Supervisor, observed a load of swine (boars and sows) being
unloaded at CalihanPork Processors. He observed several disabled animalsbeing pulled from the truck. Operations

imlmel:lial:ely stopped and Mr. Jim General Manager was notified. At this time a meeting was held with
Circuit Jim Forbes.General Manager-

Calihan Pork Processor and agreementwas met. A letter was issued to the USDA
and operations resumed. was downtime

11. SIGNATURE OFINSPECl

. . ,DV/l?

13. PLANf MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (jurth" pJann6d acti01lS(S)):

5'~ [e-rreo 2 ",d f ... x 2-IT~c~ <l

Thl. documenl serve. a. written notificallon Ihal your faUure 10comply with regulalory requlrement(.j could result In additional
regulatory or administrative action.

s.(b)(4)
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

14. ~JIIGNATURE OFPLANT,.)4ANAGITJDlNT

A""'V" /-~

Idl VEIuFICATION SIGNATURE OFINSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

IS. DATE

do. ~;;;., J .- C? 3
17. DATE

FSIS FORM 54004 (7198) ~1aco5 FSISForm'4004 (9/97),whichmaybeuseduntil
oxla.-t(7I9')

Best Copy Available

DISTRIBUTION: Original & 1 copy - Eatab1ishment
1copy • Inspector

000442
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February 20, 2003

nc Est. 6775
One South St.
Peoria, IL 61602

s.(b)(4) t-

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

1

Re. Humanhandling ofdowners on trucks

Effective immediately been instructedthat any downer hogs on a
truck on CaJihan Pork Processors have to be pre morteminspectedby the nc.
After this inspection they are to berendered unconscious, dragged fromthe truck, and
transported to our cripplechute and the slaughterprocess completed.

Thank you,

~p~
Jim Forbes
VicePresident & GeneralManager

ce.

J

'JL\1. FORBES, GENERAL MANft_GEF_
FAX: (309)674-3003

P.O. BOX 1155, PEORIA. II. 61653
ONE SOll'"THST., PEORiA. n, 6i602

000443
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s.(b)(4)

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

February 20, 2003

Re: HumanHandling ofDowners on Truck

Reiterating our conversation today with on unloading
downer hogs on our premises. The following procedures must be met.

1. Ifa hog cannotmove offthe truck by itselfduring operatinghours the IIe
(vet) must look at thehog alive. Theywill determine ifit is suitable for
slaughter. During non business hours cripples on the truck to be shot and
received asdead.

2. Iftbe disposition is favorable for slaughterthe hog can be knocked (shot),
dragged oft"truck to the bobcat, transported to the cripple chute and slaughter
process completed.

~~yo~
(J;n;1i.

Vice President & General Manager .
Caliban Pork Processors, Inc.

.~

Ce.
l}/-y ••••••••••••Code ofFederal Regulations, Title 9, Part 313 and copyofletter

Hmnan Handling dated Feb. 20, 2003

]
JIMFORBES, GENERALMANAGER
FAX: (309)674-3003

P.O. BOX 1155, PEORIA, II.. 61653
ON~ soora ST., PEORIA, IT. 61602

000444
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s.(b)(4)

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

Calihan Pork Proc
1 South Street
Peoria, IL 61802
Ph.: (309)674-9175
Fax: (309)674-3003

Fax
To:

Fax:

l

.r; r '" I7:/ -1-1 e. ( c

./ r ~c.r 1-.e5"1"Ol....').(-SO!/o-ic)/

Pages: (including cover) of....

Date: ;)...-;"0 -63

l
!

Re: .

xUrgent 0 For Review 0 Please Comment Please Reply o Please Recycle

-Comments:

To

/5 (()IV>I y~ea+-

bA-L~ k~w VJ ~f\/ vovr -r (\f/clcS hac K... uP To -t~ c." V"/'@..S' ..

"k--ey d,vJ "you r: J f' l~~ ( A-'S'o lOtv"$Iet./'ed. oo r P/V\fJ/OYrP'€)

(hV$'T CC'fV'o.fJiy WiTh ~)I r-e~ (,J),¢'77'o tV 5 0+ j-).VAA?-N'€

h eoN' d )I~ ~ 0 ..t II 'w~--r()C1( ,S.5U.e d J, V -rk-e US]) A. .r

~·l' l-e'TT'E'f' ')0 is CO(/~t'J#.9

ov1y uIVload'lfVj 0+ cr i 1J--e'ed.. a col'Y
0+ -r~ Cod--e 0+ r~cLefdl f(~Vld710I\/S COI/lR (' 'lN9 etl
'd.>p.f?rT5 oJ Hv/Vlc.....-...e 5 h~\J5 ~ -rec ~ -+ l-. (W'570c f ;((J.JJ.I<. /-p T

«« f< ;vO;'V ; f ~{ (v r -e -to Co MfJ IY £,vi rt1 .-,-t., i5 U v 10 d dc'v!?>

Pf'o{-edv r-e \,1/; II r--e>vJT (N ou r- A.....v p" (;;,v~
ef~; 1,7-./ L,;4 Sl.-v-< dOLVA.J, !/ v'
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Jt_:~ !? 03 09-:15a USDA
6+

F' ..,
~.- .-.... .
- -- •••• _ •• ~. • ..1<1:..

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

fhe request IVr Ihill illl'tlrmlilion is VolUlltary. Illti need~ to mon/tgr deflK:lB foLln4 in thi. in6pcl1;tion ..~m. It is lIfIOd by FSIS Ix) determine \o\'heIheJ eoltabti..bmllnlll .re In
compNance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 3BI. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0Sll3-OOll9. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMEIItT: Public rllpoJ1lng burdlln for !hi. clllltl~onof Irdormath:/O i&
mm~ted 10 IIVl1l';lgfl 7 minutM per reaponllCl, indudinll tho time for,eviewlnll Instru<:tlona, ~r~ing lIxi6tinll dlltlil.our", gll1herinll lind maintaining thll dala needed, ana
compfl.ling and relliewing !IIllcolleetion of Information. Sand 1:0mmllfllll revllrding thN bltrd<:Jn cmimate OJ' lilt)' oltl<:rr aepcc:t of thlll- eolleCtion of information, inludil1g IlllllllO&tion6
fQr reducing!hll burden, to Oepattment 01Agrltultvte, CI ..llrDncll OfI\cer. OlRM. Room «>4-W, WSlIhlngtun. O.C. 20250; lind to the 0lIWe gf Information lind ~evulsttlry Mail'll,
0Ifi~ of Management and Blldget.

nTE Or lI:ONCOMPUANCP.U.S. DEPARlMENT OF AORIctJLnJRE
FOOD Si\ft;n' AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPUANCE RECORD o FoodSafety oOlhcrConS\lmcr Proiection

1, DATE 1. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

2119/03 5-2003-2775 01851 M /1
,j.. TO (Nome lDul Till",

David Follenweider, V.P.
S. PERSONNEl.. NO'I'1F1El)

David Follenweider

6. RRl.F.VANT REGllT.ATION'{S)

313.2(e}
7. RELEVA.!'-"I'SECf10KIPAQ!OF

ESTABLlSlfMENT PROCEDUREJPLA.'"
IHACCP I ssoP OllIER

killop
k. ISPCOOE. 04C02

PLANT A. 0 SSOI'
PROCESS

i B. 0 HAeC'!'

C. @ PRODUCT

D. 0 FACIlItY

0
,

£. a.cou i
10. DESCRJPTION OF NONCOMPUANa;

9. NONCOMPUANCE Cl.ASSlFlCAnON INDICATORS

0 Monil~ 0 Comclivl< AetUm oR~Oldkccpiog oImplmlmtalicm

0 Mani1oriD& 0 CotRclivc A.c1Wn D~ oPlant VJ:ti5catiml

0 EcoaOJllic D MisbrllndiD8 0J'Jvt~'

0 Lighting 0 SIl\llltUl'lll oOulIIidc Prcmiaca oProductBue<l

0 OtbClr

At approx. 10S0hrs observed approx. 10 calves in the outdocr holding pen. These calves did oothave
access to wateras is required be above citedregulation.

s tir!/i".,.,/ed by J06.5 Q1IfVor 38/.35 0/9 eFR.
IZ. P1.ANT MANAOHMENT RESPONSE (lmmodiate QCtlons(s)):

tv ,4.:,. c" s": 1,A;~·1..>" f./c- ~...... ' 1",,> c: /i--C ••' ~'-'; ,- ~

13. PUINT MA.'JAGEMENT RESPONSE (fi.rlhe,. pJtvv;.daclioru{s)):

(1~.:2J:'·(..•w,j' P'7.fC,,1--l- /1-;......, /I~~'.~.- /'1--' O'.-/)"·r./,.Ic I;i//~:( ~'n-r/-.(-' A:,.; / ....~/:." a er"

cu".- .n') <.,' .• ~...... , c~,.,e ·::/:/··'1·..... c, ' .•-:i::'r..-~~,I.J .'~h" er/ d ,~. I?--! / /.. /J" /'1 It c '>:., .., ~ r::.. ':,,:, c.s .(.)0 "'''.-of'

Thb document .serves 8S wrJttcQ notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requlrementls) tould result in additional
rcgu]sto 'or administrative action.

15. lMTE

D1SlRIBUl

17;..5;."1-
_-1*-__-+ 000446

-- ..ns
--

000176



s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)
The request for this information is Voluntary. 11 is needed to monitor defects found in this inspection system. It is used by FSIS to determine Whetner estecusnmems are In
compliance. 9CFR 301 ~nd 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this collection of
information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data scures. gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
inluding suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404.W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs. Office of Management and Budget.

l

TVPEOFNONCOMPUANCEU,S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD D Food Safety oOther Consumer Protecti

1. DAlE

2/12/2003

2. RECORD NO.

1-2003-2508

3. ESTABUSHMENTNp.

05502 M /1
4. TO (Name and Title)

Ed Oedzes, President/GM

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.l{b. }
7. RELEVANTSECTiON/PAGE OF

ESTABLISHMENT PRQCEDUR£lPLAN
IHACCP

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Ed Oedzes

I SSOP I OlliER

8. ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PlANT A. 0 SSOP 0 Monitoring
PROCESS

B. 0 HAecp 0 Monitoring

c. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic

D. 0 FACll.ITY 0 Lighting

E- D E COLI 0 000<

0 Corrective Action oRecordkeeping D Implementation

0 Corrective Action o Recordkeeping D Plant Verification

0 Misbranding oProtocol

0 Structural oOutside Premises D Product Based

Circuit 5013 Supervisor, observation was made
informed of failure to meet the

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOJv1PLIANCE:

At approximately 1100, 2-6-03, during a review by
of several small calves slipping on the unloading ramp.
requirements of9CFR 313.1 {b) of the Federal Meat rvegurauons

11. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

You are hereby advised otvour right to appeal/his decision as delineated by 306.5 and/or 381.35 of9 CFR.

]2. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Immediate aaions(s)):

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned actions(s)):

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.
14, SIGNATIJREOFPLANTMANAGEMENT 15. DAlE

16. VERIFICATION SIGNATIJR.EOF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DAlE

FSIS FORM 54()()..4 (7/98) Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9/97), which may be used until
exhausled.(7198)

DISTRIBUTION: Original &

000448

I copy· Establishment
I copy- Inspector

000177



~ .,1".,;-:.- -
..... n--:J'
.; "':"·t '.e ;» USDA s.(b)(6)

The ;~!J~~t for this information Is Voluntary. It Is needed to monitor del'eetsf~~~~~l~~Ction system. It is used by FSIS to determine 'oI'J1elher establishments are in
(;~nce. ,9CfR 301 and 9CFR 3El1. FORM APPROVEO OMS NO. 0583.(1089. OMS DISCLOSURESTATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this coIlediDII of informationis
eillimateU 10average 7 minutes per response. includingthe time for l"e\lievlinginstrul:lions. searming existifl9 data SOI.lreS, gathering and maintaining 1hedata needed, and
competil'\9 and rellievlingthe c:oIlection of ir1formalion. Send cemrnents reg<lr<ling 1his b.Jrden e!:timata or any other aspect of this collection of infQnnalJon, inluding llU99eslJons
for reduci"9 this bu~, to Oepal1ment ofAgricul~, Clearance Officer. OIRM, Rctlm 404-W, Washington, C.C. 20250; and te the Office of Information and Regulalmy Affairs.
Office of Management anclBudget.

TYPEOf NONCOMPLIANCEU.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCUl.TUR'E
FOOD SAFETY AlolD INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE 'RECORD o Food Sofety oOIherConsumer Prom<:tion

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLlSHMENTNO.

4, TO (<Yam.e QJ1J1'iJle)

Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

J/24/03

6. RELeVANTREGULAnON~)

313
7. RF1-f.,V/\NTSEC'TJONII'J\(.1E OJI

liSl'IWLlSHMeN'l'l'/.:.OCF.DUJlliII'LAN

3-2003-2539

lHACCP 1 SSOI'

00085B MIl

OTHER

NfA
E. lSPCOD'E 04C02

9. NONCOI\1l'LIANCE CLASSll=lCATION INDICATORS

PL-\NI A 0 ssor 0 MemiloriDg 0 COITeCIive Action o R~ordkeqriDs o Irnplemtml;:Jl;ion
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 MonilClrill,g 0 Catre<::live Action DR<=nlkO~ D Plan, Verifie:ltiOll

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Ecanomic 0 Misbranding 0 Prolocol.

D. 0 FACILlTV 0 ~ 0 SIn1dtlrlll O'OuGide Premises oPTDdudBaseod

E. 0 E.COLl 0 0!llt6

1a. DESCRlPllON Of NONCOMPUANCE:

A conscious pig camethrough stun procedure and felloffthe shackle table and laid on the floor panting. I alerted
_the supervisor, that he had a conscious pig in this area was busy bleeding pigs. Meanwhile the pig laid on the floor

ith shackled pigs swinging down and pummeling it. The supervisor instructed and employee to stun the hog, The
employee' was unable to properly stun the animal with thebne running. J interceded and told the supervisor to shut off
the line and stun the pig.' proceeded to refuse to stop the line because said they were stunning it. I told
again to stop the line and an employee. who was shackling. stopped the line. The pig was then appropriately stunned

II. SIONATURE 01' INSPECTION PROGRAMEMPLOYEE

_ ~ _ _ ~-('-""I..R;.;...:t~·<-;.,;;'\.~··'/f':-:.. :-:....;:---:-~~~~=:.
• '.- - .. -, -_. ~._" -J /'On,. righl In nrern/ Iha aui'''m no Jr/i.J1I'nJ",lI,.. 3(}(d miff.,,. J81..H 0(9 CFR.

12. PI...Al'ITMANAO~ENT RESPONSE ilmtul'ull* acll",..ts.)):

t3. PL.ANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE (flJl't/~,.plnJUJt!d .. .-r;U1U(SJi:

This document serves as written notification tbat YOllr fnilure to comply with regujatolJ' reqllirement(s) could result ill addltiQllul
regutatory or administrative action.
14. SIGNJ\'tU}tE OF PLANT~NAG~~

(J;'lUu.l-'~.,
-----''---'
16. VERIFICAT

I

~IS FORM !'4W...j (7/98)

IPLOYEE

RC'1:>l "C'''', %1.5 ~'''= ?Ul04 (91!l1). "I"ch nl'~'be usc:<lWlLil
e1'h",",I~-d.(7/9S)

IS. OA'"1 . /

-AIIt::;;/0 3

DlSTRTBlJI10N: 0rigin.'I1 & t C(lJ>Y - E5t"'-'lhJmu:nL
! =py. !,.speclor

000453
000178



~ul 1 1 03 lO:17a USDA ----.J.;....'U''L

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

l

•. DAlE

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULi11RE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPUANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

2. RECORD NO.

TYPE 01' NONCOMPLIANCE

o food Safoty 0 Other Consumer Protection

J. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

1124/03
4. TO (Name tVld rift,,)

LarryCorbin, Regulatory Superintendent

3-2003-2539 0008SB M II
S. PERSONNEL NOTIfIED

6. REU:VANf REGULATlON(S)

313
t. RELEVAl'-oT SfCIlONIPAGE Of
ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN

IHACCP I ssoe lamER
NlA

S.lSPCODE

04C02

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPUANCE',

and operations resumed.

~...tce.l.(7fl)8)

9. NONCOMPUANCE INO! CATOR

Product Protocol

IS. DATE

J .. 7,,/.,.)?
.:-'Ii, 7 V.-J

DlSTRffiUTION: Origin,,) &. 1 copy - EsLablishm,,"1
1 copy. inspl>ClOT

000454000179



s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

The request for this information is Voluntary. It is needed to monitor defeets found in this inspection system. It is used by FSIS to determine 'lllhether establishments are in
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVEDOMB NO. 0583-0089. OMB DISCLOSURESTATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this collection of information is
estimated to 3Varage 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data SQures, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and
completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, inluding suggestions
for reducingthis burden, to Departmentof Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Information and RegulatoryAffairs,

.~OIfice of Managementand Budget.

TI'PE OF NONCOMPllANCEU.S. DEPARTMENTOF AGRICUL11JRE
FOOD SAFETYANDD\TSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMP~CERECORD
o Food Safety oOtherConsumer Protection

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

1/15/03 3-2003-2558 18229 M /1
4. TO (Name and Title)

Nick Simov, President/GM
S. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

NickSimov

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313,2(f) 313.30
7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGEOF

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
IHACCP I SSOP

a ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPliANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT IA 0 SSOP 0 MOIlitoring 0 CorRctM Action oRecordkeepiPg
PROCESS I

IB. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 CorrccliveAction oRccordkecping
I

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbrmding [JPrmoool
D. 0 FACIUTY 0 I..ightin& 0 Structural DQulsidc: Pmnises

E. 0 E.COU 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTIONOF NONCOMPliANCE:

D1mp'em~tionoPlant Verific.1lion

oI'roduct Based

,IS
exhaustcd.(7198)

Y\I

16.

While performing daily 04C02 humane slaughter inspection on October 31'st at 11:30 am problems with the stunner
. .eveloped preventing the pigs from being stunned adequately to induce surgical anesthesia before being shackled.
"Slaughter operations were stopped while the plant obtained a backup stunner and operations restarted at 2pm and

finished at 4pm. The next morning the backup stunner failed and operations were stopped again. The plant obtained a
new stunner and training was done by the technician that installed the new stunner and operations began without
further incident at 9:15am.

13. PLANTMANAGEMENTSIrSE (further pkmMdaclio1lS(S)): \\ I.
~~\-- qro t~ Q!L\I'e..J~«, 'I)J- 't'V\

~lOi€e, s ] \~ft~\ ~ f
d--. 'stv~V\~l\ \A)\.Ll ~<-. >to'

I
This document serv as written notification that your failure
regulatory or.,administl'lltive action.
14.

000458
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s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)
The request for tl1is information is Voluntary. It is needed to monttcr defects found in tl1is inspection system. It is used by FSIS to determine whether establishments are in
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMB NO. 0583-0089. 0fIII6 OISClOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for tl1is collection of information is
estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data seures. gathering and maintaining the data needed. and
completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of tl1is collection of information, inluding suggestions
for reducing this burden, to Oepartment of Agriculture, Clearance Officer. OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to tl1e Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs,
Office of Management and Budget.

TYPE OF NONCOMPUANCEU.S. DEPARThfENT OF AGRlCUL11JRE
FOOD SAfETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD D Food Safety oOtherConsumer Protection

1. DATE

1/13/03

2. RECORD NO.

1-2003-2558

3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

18229 M / I
4. TO (Name and Titls)

Nick Simov, President/GM

6. REI...EVANT REGULATION(S)

313.2 (e)
7. REL&VAN!'SECTIONIPAGEOF

ESTABUSHMENT PROCEOUR.E/PLAN
IHACCP

S. PERSONNa. NOTIFIED

NickSimov

I SSOP OlllER.

p.64 regs.
R. ISPCODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPUANCE CLASSIFICATIONINDICATORS

PLANT'
,

D ssos D Monitoring D CotTectivc Action DRccordkccping oImplementation
PROCESS

,A.
lB. D HACCP D Monitoring D Corrcctivc Action DRccordkeeping DPiard Vaificarion
1

C. [] PRODUCT D Eeonornk 0 Misbranding oProtocol

D. 0 FACIUTY D l.igb1ing 0 Structural DOutside Premis~ oProduct Based

E. 0 E.COU 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTIONOF NONCOMPLJANCE:

9:45 AM. While performing Ante-Mortem Inspection, I noticed that no fresh water was available for the livestock.
The water tanks fot the livestock were also empty. Notified and immediate corrective action was made for
fresh water availability. This was accomplished before any further livestock was received on the premises, or any
performance ofante mortem or, post mortem inspection thereafter..

Federal Regulation pertaining to the humane handling of livestock requires fresh water availability at all times.

11. SIGNA11JRE OF INSPECTION PROGRAMEMPLOYEE

fOIlare here!:tv adl'isedofwur right to appeal this decistor: as delmeatedb» 306.5 and/o« 381.35 of9 CPR.

12. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE (lmmediate actiOll$(3)):

000459
000181



Dec: 01 03 01:42p Ca!lnan ror" r r : ucc':'':'Of ~ ----_ ... _---.J_a"L.'9:-i ..... W...:;
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)
~., ?
~_0
~'/

1
I

The request for this Information is Voluntary. II is needed10 monitordefects found in this inspection system. It is used by FSIStodelennine whetherestabtishments are in
compliance.. 9CFR301 and 9CFR a81. FORMAPPROVEO OMSNO. 0583-0089. OMBDISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting bunten fwthis collectionof
information is estimated 10avemge7 minutes per response, includingthe time for reviewing instructions, searching existing dati &Cures, galhering and maintaining the dala
needed. and completing and reviewingthe collee'lion of infolT11allon. Send comments regarding this burden estimateOf anyotheraspect of this ooJteetion of information.
inludingsuggestions for reduclng this burden, toDepartment ofAgriculture. Clearance Officer. OIRM. Room404·W, Washington, D.C.20250; and to the Office of Information
and RegulatoryAffairs.Officeor Management and Budget

TYPE OFNONCOMPLIANCEU.S, DEPARTMENT OF AORlCULTURE
rOOD SAFETYAND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMP~NCERECORD
o Food Safety oOtherConsumer Protedi

1, DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABUSHMENTNO.

11118/2003 5-2003-5342 06775 M/l
4. TO (Name QM Ttl/e)

Jim Forbes, PresidentiGM
s, PERSONNEL NOTIflED

Jim Forbes

6. RELEVANTREGULAnON(S)

9 CFR part 313.1 (a)
7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGE OF

ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDUREJPLAN
IHACCP I SSOP I OTHER

8.ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLlANCE CLASSIFlCAnON INDICATORS

PlANT A. D sSOP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action o R~orditeepiDll oImplemematicm
PROCESS

IB. 0 MACCP 0 MOlliloring 0 CorrectiveAction oRecon:lk~og DPlam VerifiCllti~

C. ~ PRODUCT D Economie D Mi~randillg 0 Pro1OcO!

D. 0 FACILITY D Lighting 0 Structutal oOutside Premises D Product&sed

E. D E.COU 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPUANCE:

On visit to 06775M for Humane Slaughter Verification the following pens were found to
have loose boards, splintered, or broken planking (53,802, 805, 824,904,907920, and 921).

- _._..._- «
Youar« herr:br advised a/row ,Igfu '" "pee'" mu ,,~clSlonCMowneo,,,,, or ~VD.j and/or 381.35 of9 CFR.
12. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Immediafe Dc/lollS(S)):

Re..p~l "$ .\~ look / 5PI ....;..'-e/'eJ. ~ ........d.
Prr:>( ..."5 5 ~+- b:e iNS f-e fe-t rl' J ,

13. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE(/vrIher plannedacliom(s)):

flull -! Ii 4/JI.j!jr....Jl f ....,,"/, .:"5j!rL 1 1hi fe"'J

5 rLf1IU'i~,' 01 brv!t'l., fi~n)<;..).

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.

.

~tyI. SIGNATITRE OFl'LA~ANA't'1""'" I

..Ai... OJv-NJij L r-cf\...XI-.!:t-D
IS. DATE

11-JJ3 -03

DlSTRrBUTION: 0ri~.m1 &

17. DATE

/2--01- 03
J! Tl~N PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

_...1-D-lA-rh =-- _
• ReplacesFSIS I'O!lTl 5400..d (9197). wbichID'.!y be used 1U!t11

exbausted.(7191l)

000462
000182



s.(b)(6) .--/ _ _ "7

The reouest to( this infonnalion is VoIllnt"rv ~ i~ ,,~e<t 1('> m""ilnr t:\J>f..,... f .."nrl in "'i~ ;n~~;A" ~'":;:!G''''' .. ~:.:t~)~.!)!,?): ~.:.~C'~;c,e ",'!.e!'!,:;.~:.;;,,;~ "." ..,
.' <compnance. 9CFR 301 antl9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. OMS DisCLOSURE STATEMENT:' Public reporting burden for this collection of

.. ' .-- ioformalion is eslimated \0 average 7 minutes pel response, induding \he time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data SOUles, gathering and maintaining the data
needed. and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarning this burden estimate or any other aspectof this collection of information.
inluding suggestions tor reducing this buroen, to Department of Agriculture. Clearance Officer. OIRM. Room 404-W. Washington. D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Infonnation
and Regulatory Affairs. Office of Management and Budget.

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTIJRE
FOODSAFETY AND INSPECTIONSERViCe:

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety oOtherConsumer Prou:cti

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLlSHMENT NO.

7/24/2003 12-2003-5313 18229 M J 1
4. TO (Name and Title)

Nick Simov, PresidentiGM

6. RELEVANTREGlJLATION(S)

390.30
1. RELEVANT SECIIONIPAGEOf

ESTABLlSHMEm PROCEDUREJPLAN
IHACCP

5. PERSONNELNO~D

I sSOP OTI-lER

(a)( 1)(4)

8. ISPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCECLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT I A. 0 SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oRocordkeeping oUnplemcntlnion
PROCESS

,B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oRecordkeeping oPlant Verification

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Ecooomic 0 Misbranding oProtocol

D. 0 FACUJTY 0 Lighting D Structural oOutside Premises oProduct Based

E. 0 E.COI.1 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTIONOF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 11: I0 a.m. while performing procedure 04c02 I observed the following deficiency.
A hog that had been stunned, shackled and hung was still breathing. I touched ~.- ..,._~ -'---~d~it~ blinked. this

-........ lead me to believe the hog was still conscious. I stopped production and notified
amperage
of stun wand and stunned hog again. I touched eye of hog again
and it did not blink.

II. SIGNATURf OF INSPECTiON PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

·Yo..Cue henbv odvuw o[vour "i8N to apeeallhiJ deciJi"" as delineaJed bv3D6.5and/or 381.35 0/') CFR.

12. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE (Immediate ac/iollSM):

13. PLANTMANAGEMENTRESPONSE (further planned octionstsj):

J7. DATE

15. DATE

16. VERlFlCATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTIONPROGRAMEMPLOYEE

14. SIGN

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory 0 dministrattve action.

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7/98) ReplacesFSlS Form5400-4(9197), whichmay be used unol
exhausted.(7198)

DISTRIBUTION; Original & 1 copy- Establishment
1 copy - Inspector

000465
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000183



s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C) ~. ""7
(..-c....--- ---

T
~ t t tho . f "" V ..". . -~: .• I · 0..... r ;:,..1 t •. ;~:""'''' ~••-.-:~- ..,u..__ '1 ,.. j ....• ...~ reoues or fS rn orma'IUo fS ownrary. re ~s neeuttU' ,v rrrvr"'vf VC'c\'i..,JI IVU1'V IIr ..... ." ';i ... ;A--_...... _,'''._•• ,' .• _.. ' _..:~ ...... ; , ....... ~__'i!.:!. '. '~ n r, .~ • ,,~~. ,,- ~" "T

• ~Pllance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMEl NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this collection 01
--- inlDnTlation is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, inclUding the timefor reviewing instructions, searching existing data soures,gathering and maintaining the data

needed, and completing and reviewing the collection 01 information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect ollhis collection of information,
inluding suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department or Agriculture, Clearance Officer. OIRM, Room 404-W. Washington, D.C. 20250; and 10 the Office of Information
and RegUlatory Affairs, Office of Management and BUdget

TYPEOFNONCO~L~CEu.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety oOtherConsumer Protecti

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

7/2812003 14-2003-5313 18229 MIl
4. TO (Name and Title}

Nick Simov, President/GM
5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Nick Sirnov

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S}

390.3
7. RELEVANTSECTlONRAGE OF

ESTABLlSHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
IHACCP I SSOP I OTHER

8 ]SPCODE 04C02
9. NONCOMPLIANCECLASSlFlCATION INDICATORS

Pl..ANT A. 0 SSOP 0 MonilOring D Carrectil'e A<:tion oRecordkeeping o lmpJemeJIulIicl/l
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP D Monitoring 0 Corrective Action DRecordkeeping o Plant Verification

C, 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding oProtocol

D. D FACILITY 0 Lighting 0 Structural oOutside Premises oProduct Based

E. 0 E. COLI 0 Other

10, DESCRIPTION OFNONCO~LlANCE:

At approximatly11:05a.m. while performing 04c02 I observed the following deficiency a hog that was hung and
stuck but was still breathing. I touched the hogs eye and it blinked. I stopped production notified Nick and

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• of the problem. This is similar in reference to NR# 12-2003-5313 dated 7/24/2003.

II. SlGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

You are hereby advised 0f'"our riShl to appeal thlsdecision as delineated bv 306.5 and/or 38/.35 0[9 CFR

J2. PiAN'T MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Immedinle actio,,-,(s)):

13, PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (fwliler plaflnedacl;att.r(sJJ:

rl' .3
17.

14, SIGNA

16. VERIFlCATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTIONPROGRAM EMPLOYEE

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could resuJt in additional
regulatory or administrative action,

F'SISFORM 5400-4 (7/98) Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9197), whichmay be used until
exnausled.(7198)

DISTRlBtTTION: Original & 1 copy - Establishment
I copy - Inspector
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s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C) ..--; , - -/

, ~--Tne reouest for thisinformation is Voluntary. It is needed to monitor detects touno In trus InspeC"'.'" SY~Lt::II'. "'QU,,;,u:', i .:.:: ~w Jd,,:~:.:.'.= ",'·.!:~·,F ~;:at~',~:-·~-·· ~'n;_

,~Iiance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 38~. FORM APPROVED OMB NO. 0583-0089. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: PUblic reporting burden (or this collection ot
information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions. seardling existing data scores,gathering and maintaining the data
needed. andoompleting and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect o( this collection of information,
inluding suggestions for reducing this burden. 10 Department of Agriculture. Clearance Officer, OIR"", Room 404-W. Washington. D.C. 20250: and to the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs. Office of Management and BudgeL

TYPE OF NONCOMPUA.NCE

-"

us DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTIJRE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECfION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o FoodSafety oOtherConsumer Protecti

l. DATE

7115/2003

2. RECORD NO.

8-2003-5313

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

18229 M / J
4. TO (Name and Title}

Nick Simov, PresidentfGM

6, RELEVANTREGUl...ATION(S)

313.1
7. RELEVANT SECTlONIPAGE OF

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
IHACCP

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

NickSimov

I SSOP OTHER

sec.ra) (e)

8. [SP CODE 04C02
9.. NONCOMPLIANCE Cu\'SSlFfCAnON INDICATORS

PLANT A. 0 ssop D Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oRecordkeeping oImplementation
PROCESS

B. 0 HACCP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action oRecordkeeping DPlant Verification

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding 0 ProtD<:O!

D. 0 FACILITY D Lighting 0 Structural oOULSide Premises oProduct Based

E. 0 E. COLI 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTIONOF NONCOMPUA.NCE:

While performing 04C02Idiscoveredthefollowingdeficiencies.(l )Holding pens did not have ample amount of
water for hogs being held. Also to
many hogs in each peri to allow hogs
to rest. This is a repeat ofNR#00016-01.(2)Stainless steal around doorway
leading from holding pens to stunning
area and lower walls near floor of stunning area have sharp

J I. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PR(X;...·>· ...·· ..·""'......

12. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE (Immediate actlon.r(s)):

13. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE (fur/her planned acriol1S(s)):

This document serves as written notification that your failure (0 comply with regulatory requirementts) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.

14. SIGNATUREOF pLANT MANAGEMENT 15. DATE

16. VERIflCATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

-"
FSIS fORM 5400-4 (7/98) ReplacesFSIS Form 5400-4 (9197). whichmay be useduntil

exh.usted(7/98)
D1STRlBUTJON: Original &

000469

1 copy - Establishment
I copy· Inspector
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u.s. DEPAR Th{£NT OF AGRlCUL11JRE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

TYPEOF NONCOMPLIANCE

D FoodSafety 0 OtherConsumer Protection

L DATE

7/15/2003
4. TO(N~andTj/le)

Nick Simov, PresidentiGM

1. RECORD NO.

8-2003-5313

3. ESTABLlSHMENl NO.

18229 M / I
5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Nick Simov

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.1

7 RELEVANT SECTlONIPAGE OF
ESTABLlSHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN

IHAecp ISSOP IOrnER

sec.(a) (e)

~ ISpeODE

04C02

\0. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

9. NONCOMPLIANCE INDI CA TOR

Product Protocol

and projecting pieces which may cause injury or pain to animals. Repeat ofNR#4-2002-2550

II SIGNATIJRE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE IS. DATE

FSIS FORM S4OO-4 (7/98) ReplacesFSISFonn 5400-4(9/97), whichmay be used until
exbausled.(7f98)

DISTRIBUTION: Original &

000470

I copy- Establishment
I copy - Inspector
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r , s.(lJ)(4)
.' , NR Summary Report i ±s.(b)(6)

i s/J Shift /Description Date Procedure ~ NRNumber Appealed? ReportTo 1 s.(b)(7)(C) Qp~~n?

012,151 MIl 01/28/2003 04C02 I 0020-2003-4020 Mr. Todd Reed, Comple1 Plant Ma ager
At about 1330, I was doing antemortem in the livestock yards. I noticed that one animal had it's head stuck between the metal bars. The animal .as struggling and had
frothy mouth and it appear~9tobe tired and frustrated, These metal bars were located between the pen # 38 and 39. obselVbd the animal's head stuck.a
tried to free the head with hands, but it failed. called office in the yards by Radio and told another employee to free the head with a hydraulic jack. The
animal's head was freed. I informed 1 thatthese two pens were being rejected with the tag # B 33417916. The previous NR's wl'tten for the same
deficiency were; 70-02, 165-02 & [78-02 in the year 2002. !

C')2·151 Mil 04/03/2003 04C02 I 0044-2003-4020 I Mr. Todd Reed, Comple Plant Ma ager
At about 0500, while performing ante-mortem inspection in the yards, I noticed thatih~;~t~~ trough for the pen #'s 29 and 30 was empty. Ther ,were about 40 head of
cattle in these pens. The water faucet had very little water running through it. The drain plug had been knocked down on the trough floor. There.was about one quarter
inch deep water around the drain plug area, but the rest ofthe trough was empty. I requested the plant management to repair the water trough, So that the cattle have
access to water before slaughter. They elected to move these cattle to other pens with access to running water. They also elected not to use these pens, till the water trough
was properly repaired. .

I·Oil51 Mil 06/27/2003 04C02 I 0071-2003-4020 Mr. Todd Reed, Complex Plant Manager Yes
. !

At about 0500, I was performing ante-mortem inspection in the livestock yards. When 1 was close to the pen #s 29 and 30, I noticed that one heifer had her head stuck
between a metal bar and the top of the water trough. The heifer was exhuasted and had given up her§~l"I1ggle to get up. She was laying almost motionless and had her
eyes almost closed. It was obvious that the heifer had difficulty in breathing. I showed the heifer to and said that would contact a maintenance employee. I told
him that it was more important than that and a quicker action was needed.?bmught a hydraulic jack and bent the metal bar upward and freed the heifer. I rejected the
pens with the tag #5, B35433052 and 53. The plant management added another metal bar and therefore, I released the pens. The preventive measures proposed were
re-evaluating all of the other water troughs and make necassary modifications.

10"'88 Mil 01/28/2003 04C02 "1 0002-2003-2535 Marvin Doty, Plant Mgr. Yes
At approximately 1620 on Monday January 27 this inspector witnessed the livestockrecelving personnel pulling a conscious non-ambulatory slaughter animal from the
lower section of a livestock trailer. This action is in direct violation of the humane Slaughter and handling regulations cited. As a result of this ~ctivity slaughter
operations were not allowed to stan on Tuesday January 28 until satisfactory response was made to this Non-compliance report.

)1137 Mil 03/04/2003 04C02 1 0003-2003-2382 Tom Sullivan, President/OM .
At approximately 06:50 while performing PElS task 04C02 humane handling livestock. I observed two hQl4ingpt;:tlsl;QPJaining head of livestock with no
access to water because the water was frozen. I then asked program employee to et supervisor to observe this non comptiance.

OJ }96 MIl 04/24/2003 04C02 I 0001-2003-2555 Mark D. Wiley, PresidenVGM Yes
Protocol of captive bolt stunning was not followed. Animal (Steer) received a captive bolt, went down was regaining consciousness, sh~ckled, bled, emitted vocal sounds
through a severed trachea. The animal was re-bolted after 1 told the animal is still alive. !

O~ 926 Mil 09/09/2003 04C02 I 0005-2003·2443 Frank Faso, President/GM
While performing 04C02 inspection duties Inspector I observed a hog hanging from its back leg on the chain still conscious (kicking, squeeling and looking
around) after it had been through the stunner. I stopped the line and informed Frank Faso, I· r

H·229 Mil 01/13 12003 04C02 I 0001-2003-2558 Nick Simov, President/GM ,
9:45 AM. While performing Ante-Mortem Inspection, I noticed that no fresh water was available for the livestock. The water tanks for the livestock were also empty.

1 .
and immediate corrective action was made for fresh water availability. This was accomplished before any further li'iestock was received on the

premises, or any performance ofante mortem or, post mortem inspection thereafter.. ! I .
Federal Regulation pertaining to the humane handling of livestock requires fresh water availability at all times. .,

1~:229 Mil 0 I 115 12003 04C02 I 0003-2003-2558 Nick Simov, President/GM

Page:
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r , s.(lJ)(4)
.' , NR Summary Report i ±s.(b)(6)

i s/J Shift /Description Date Procedure ~ NRNumber Appealed? ReportTo 1 s.(b)(7)(C) Qp~~n?

012,151 MIl 01/28/2003 04C02 I 0020-2003-4020 Mr. Todd Reed, Comple1 Plant Ma ager
At about 1330, I was doing antemortem in the livestock yards. I noticed that one animal had it's head stuck between the metal bars. The animal .as struggling and had
frothy mouth and it appear~9tobe tired and frustrated, These metal bars were located between the pen # 38 and 39. obselVbd the animal's head stuck.a
tried to free the head with hands, but it failed. called office in the yards by Radio and told another employee to free the head with a hydraulic jack. The
animal's head was freed. I informed 1 thatthese two pens were being rejected with the tag # B 33417916. The previous NR's wl'tten for the same
deficiency were; 70-02, 165-02 & [78-02 in the year 2002. !

C')2·151 Mil 04/03/2003 04C02 I 0044-2003-4020 I Mr. Todd Reed, Comple Plant Ma ager
At about 0500, while performing ante-mortem inspection in the yards, I noticed thatih~;~t~~ trough for the pen #'s 29 and 30 was empty. Ther ,were about 40 head of
cattle in these pens. The water faucet had very little water running through it. The drain plug had been knocked down on the trough floor. There.was about one quarter
inch deep water around the drain plug area, but the rest ofthe trough was empty. I requested the plant management to repair the water trough, So that the cattle have
access to water before slaughter. They elected to move these cattle to other pens with access to running water. They also elected not to use these pens, till the water trough
was properly repaired. .

I·Oil51 Mil 06/27/2003 04C02 I 0071-2003-4020 Mr. Todd Reed, Complex Plant Manager Yes
. !

At about 0500, I was performing ante-mortem inspection in the livestock yards. When 1 was close to the pen #s 29 and 30, I noticed that one heifer had her head stuck
between a metal bar and the top of the water trough. The heifer was exhuasted and had given up her§~l"I1ggle to get up. She was laying almost motionless and had her
eyes almost closed. It was obvious that the heifer had difficulty in breathing. I showed the heifer to and said that would contact a maintenance employee. I told
him that it was more important than that and a quicker action was needed.?bmught a hydraulic jack and bent the metal bar upward and freed the heifer. I rejected the
pens with the tag #5, B35433052 and 53. The plant management added another metal bar and therefore, I released the pens. The preventive measures proposed were
re-evaluating all of the other water troughs and make necassary modifications.

10"'88 Mil 01/28/2003 04C02 "1 0002-2003-2535 Marvin Doty, Plant Mgr. Yes
At approximately 1620 on Monday January 27 this inspector witnessed the livestockrecelving personnel pulling a conscious non-ambulatory slaughter animal from the
lower section of a livestock trailer. This action is in direct violation of the humane Slaughter and handling regulations cited. As a result of this ~ctivity slaughter
operations were not allowed to stan on Tuesday January 28 until satisfactory response was made to this Non-compliance report.

)1137 Mil 03/04/2003 04C02 1 0003-2003-2382 Tom Sullivan, President/OM .
At approximately 06:50 while performing PElS task 04C02 humane handling livestock. I observed two hQl4ingpt;:tlsl;QPJaining head of livestock with no
access to water because the water was frozen. I then asked program employee to et supervisor to observe this non comptiance.

OJ }96 MIl 04/24/2003 04C02 I 0001-2003-2555 Mark D. Wiley, PresidenVGM Yes
Protocol of captive bolt stunning was not followed. Animal (Steer) received a captive bolt, went down was regaining consciousness, sh~ckled, bled, emitted vocal sounds
through a severed trachea. The animal was re-bolted after 1 told the animal is still alive. !

O~ 926 Mil 09/09/2003 04C02 I 0005-2003·2443 Frank Faso, President/GM
While performing 04C02 inspection duties Inspector I observed a hog hanging from its back leg on the chain still conscious (kicking, squeeling and looking
around) after it had been through the stunner. I stopped the line and informed Frank Faso, I· r

H·229 Mil 01/13 12003 04C02 I 0001-2003-2558 Nick Simov, President/GM ,
9:45 AM. While performing Ante-Mortem Inspection, I noticed that no fresh water was available for the livestock. The water tanks for the livestock were also empty.

1 .
and immediate corrective action was made for fresh water availability. This was accomplished before any further li'iestock was received on the

premises, or any performance ofante mortem or, post mortem inspection thereafter.. ! I .
Federal Regulation pertaining to the humane handling of livestock requires fresh water availability at all times. .,

1~:229 Mil 0 I 115 12003 04C02 I 0003-2003-2558 Nick Simov, President/GM
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s. 4)
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

] ~2!9 Mil 07/15/2003 04C02 I 0008-2003-5313 Nick Simov, President/GM,
While performing04C02Idiscoveredthefollowingdeficiencies.(I)Holding pens did not have ample amount of .
water for hogs being held. Also to
many hogs in each pen to allow hogs
to rest. This is a repeat of NR#00016-0 1.(2)Stainless steal around doorway
leading from holding pens to stunning
area and lower walls near floor of stunning area have sharp
and projecting pieces which may cause injury or pain to animals. Repeat ofNR#4-2002-2550

." ' NR Summary Report I ~
');g Shift /Description Date Procedure Result NR Number lIC Appealed? ReportTo, Quen?

While performing daily 04C02 humane slaughter inspection on October 31'st at 11:30 am problems with the stunner developed preven\ing the pi s from being stunned .
adequately to induce surgical anesthesia before being shackled. Slaughter operations were stopped while the plant obtained a backup stunner an41 perations restarted at
2pm and finished at 4pm. The next morning the backup stunner failed and operations were stopped again. The plant obtained a new st Inner and training was done by the
technician that installed the new stunner and operations be an without further incident at 9:15am. I

Nick Simov, President/Gtyl8;'29 Mil 07/24/2003 04C02 I. 0012-2003-5313
At approximately 11:10 a.m. while performing procedure 04c021 observed the following deficiency.
A hog that had been and hung was still breathing. I touched the hogs eye and it blinked. this lead me to believe the hog was sti.1i conscious. I stopped
production and notified amperage .
of stun wand and stunned hog eye of hog again
and it did not blink .

Yes

Yes

18::29 Mil 07/28/2003 04C02 I 0014-2003-5313/ Nick Simov, President/GM .
At approximatiyll :05a.m. while performing 04c02 I observed the following deficiency a hog that was hung and stuck but was still breathing. It' uched the hogs eye and
it blinked. I stopped production notified Nick and of the problem. This~~:~i~i1ar in reference to NR# 12-2003-5313 dated 7424/2003.

20 !63 Mil 01122/2003 04C02 I 0001-2003-3223 i Ahmed Noureldin, Presient/GM Yes
At 1310 hrs. Inspector Barnett and I noticed that the gate on the livestock unloading ramp has a broken board on it, and has some wood protruding that could cause
injury to the animals as they are being unloaded. Also at the same time wenoticed that there was ice on the floor, The animals (in this case) thebeef could not get good
footing and could have been injured. Two of the animals did slip and fall down. They were not injured. . was notified. !

21 l63 Mil 01/23 I 2003 04C02 I 0002-2003-3223 Ahmed Noureldin, Presi~ent/GM L
At 0730 while performing ante-mortem, inspector Noticed that the 5 beef that were out in the pens, did rot have ss to any

had been notified on Wednesday, January 22, 2003 about having water accessible in the pens for all animals while they are bring held or slaughter.
was informed again about Regulation 313.2 (eJ. .

21263 Mil 05/27/2003 04C02 I 0009-2003-1538 Dr. Abdel Nouredin, General Manager
At approximately 1145 while observing the livestock in pen number 4 there were no water available for the animals. I notified Mr. Knight of the :deviation.

I

211263 Mil 06/30/2003 04C02 I 0013-2003-1538 jbarnett
Approximately 1000 a goat died in the knocking box dew to handing. , notifiedDr. Nouredin and
time in the knocking box should prevent further deaths. The company

Dr. Abdel Nouredin, General ManJger Yes
to many animals are in the knocking Box, six animals at a

. .

Page: 2

!
.!
I

000476
Run Date: 10 I 03/200: 9:05:

000189



('-DO!~5B MIl 08/18/2003 04C02 I 0072-2003-5471 MI2'Sorbin, Re~lat02'Superinte4dent
At 0715, Dr. Huette and I observed the suspect pen, full of suspects, without any water available to drink. IlOtifiedC)r'lofthe problem,

I ·0(185B MIl 08 1 19/2003 04C02 I . 0073-20?3-5471 .;i ' Larry Corb~n, Regulat.Ory.~uperinte~dent .:-
At 10:1 I observed a plant employee applying an electrical stunmng device to a hog. The employee applied the device m such a manner that the quality

a..•.•..•.•..•.•.n.•..•.•..•.•..•.d..•..•..•..•..•..•..•..•..•.1..•..•..•..•.0..•...•.•...•.•..c.•...•.•...•.•...•.3...•.•...•.••.••.t...•..•...•.l•.•..••.••.0•.••..••.••..••.••..•..n••...•. of the electrical ShO:.k....•......•.....di.d n..........•.....o...•.........•t......•.......•p......•.......•r......•..o....•.......•duce.........•.•...•...l.·...•...m•...•..•..•..•..•m..•..• ediate insensibility to pain. The hog jumped and.squealed upon each incorrect ~pplicati0rt of the electrical shock.nformed supervisori;;;;""";;;;;;;;;;",,,,;;infthe non-compliance. Production was stopped by rejecting entrance to the butinas using tags numbered B35521146
and B35521 147. During a meeting with;,llld Larry Corbin a preventative measure was discussed. The decision was madeto properly restrain hogs prior to
application ofthe electrical stunning device. After reViewing the preventative measure, production was allowed to resume. A similar NR numbered 26-2003-4036 was

. documented on 6/4/03. The previous preventative action has not been effective. Fail~~~to~~et regulatory requirements could result in further enforcement actions.

)0l}85B MIl ' 08/20/2003 04C02 I 0075-2003-5471;;;;;;;;; . Larry Corbin, Regul~~~ry~~pe~nte~dent

~~~:~;:~ :h:;;:~~hn~'::;a~:~ut~\~~::~~~:i~;gO:r~~o~~:a~:~e~:i:n#;~~;~~~o:~r~::~~h::~r::;~~~::,Ji~~a~iheho~l~;:;~~~~~hr~ughthe
gate his foot. I told Mr. Wubker to stop. He then said he was going to get the stunner. While I was waiting c~me back, fnother employee
walked up and grabbed the hog by it's back legs and turned the hog on it's side. This action released the hog's head from the opening in the sorting gate. I notified Ii; iii

ofthe noncompliance. I returned to the government office and notified""" " and I immediately contacted and met with' and:t~>;'i;i%'
to discuss a preventivemeasure.; I I

Ol)085B Mil 09/11/2003 04C02 I 0096-2003-5471 Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

Page:

.. ,
"

1

- \"
I "'. ~ : ...'! • "'I~: • \ '":,;~ \. ,;,-~~ ::'(i \._. .t.~\~

< , 000477
Run Date: 10 / 03 1200: 9:04·

000190



.' NR Summary Report s.(b)(4) ::(b)( )(e)

! W'%ift /Description Date Procedure Result NR Number IIC Annealed? ReportTo Qpm1
On 9/1 ]f200l inspector performing the ante-mortem duties. At 09:45 he performed ante-mortem inspection on pens 16 ·hm 20, th y were released for
slaughter. At 12:50 went to do ante-mortem on the pens 16 thru 20 for the second group of animals, observed that the employeeswere erupting these pens and
taking them to the slaughter floor. Inspector then returned to the scale office to makesurethe pen numbers were correct on the pen car for 16 thru 20. The
scale office confirmed that the ante-mortem card for pen 16 thru 20 was correct. Inspector' had not performed ante-mortem o~ the pens 16 thru 20 on the
second went to the butinas. There was no supervisor in the area at that timeJ/instructed employees to stop the slaughter proces at 13:00 hours.

second group of hogs in pens 16 thrut~~~~:::e~~W'aS~~~ddt~:~~~;ea~::I~;~~egt~~:;~:~;~~:ra~a:o:t~;::t:;;~~~:a~:~ectio~o~t:~! ~~~et~~I:~:~~:. In the

ante-mortem inspection performed prior to slaughter. I
(';)0'15B MIl 09/17 12003 0 103-2003-54 71 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Regulatory ISuperinterdent Yes

At approximately 0745 was inspecti2I1lJrgced~re 04C02iI1the stunning area. severtlh?gskipdng and gasping as
they exited the C02 chamber. Supervisor in the area.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• notifiedofthe unusual movements. Inspect9fobserved no signs of
consciousness such as rhythmic breathing, righting reflex or corneal reflex.rr returned to the USDA office and rnformed Fe of the unusual
movements present in the normallymotionless animals. At approximately 0800 I walked to we stunnmg area. I observed a hog hanging on the bleed chain exhibiting a
righting reflex and gasping. I asked to contact establishment properly stun the hog. I asked to;stop the s~unning of hogs by
tagging the entrance to the 1 Approximately two minutes later manager, arrived at my location. r questioned me concerning
the hog's. state of consciousness,as observed the ho g was only time. I explained to] that at the dllle!J/II1)' fuistobservation of the
hog, it was exhibiting a righting retlex which is evidence ofconsciousness. that he had observed this hog on the bleed iehain approximately 20 yards
prior to my observation point and saw only a limp unconscious animat then instructed the employee standing by to utilize the captive bolt device to stun the
hog. I walked to the C02 chamber was told by Supervisor the on the west side had not been used for a: period ofltime today because it
was not functioning properly. on the eastside was now not propedY. informed me that between 0730 and 0800 became aware of
the improperly functioning as evidence by one hog.on the shackle table showing signs ofconsciousness/ i.e. blinking ), an' one hog I n theshackle table that
was actually conscious. old me that stopped the stunning pr

)O')85B Ml2 08/26/2003 04C02 I 0081-2003-5471 Regulatory'Superint dent
At approximately 1620 on August 26,20031 observed a non-ambulatory hog lyingi~a~\1Il1oading dock. Two been preJ.iously unJ~'aded re-entered the
py.ck. The truck driver was in the truck dragging dead hogs to the side door and pushing them out of the truck. The truck driver saw t~e two hog re-enter the truck and

drove the hogs back down the ramp. One ofthe hogs ran over the non-ambulatory hog as it was being driven from the truck. The trek drive Iin the adjacent dock ran
to stop the hog from being run over. : ~

stop the hog. I told the truckdriver to stop unloading truck until establishment employees removed the non-ambulatory hog!from the area. I notified
the noncompliance. I told/that I would suspend stunning at this time. I walked to the stunning area and told th¢ estabIistent employees to stop

driving hogs i~to the C02 chamber~.The. entranc:s to the ~02 chambers w..••..•.•...••..•.•...•e..•.•...••..•.r...••..•.•..e••..•.•...••..•.•...••..r.•...••..e.•...••..•.~...••..·.•..ec••..•.•...••..•.•...••..•.•..t••..•.•..e••..•.•.. d wi~h tag numbers B35~21167 and B355211I68 at 1630. he Chicago District
Office was notified of the noncompliance, I met With operations managerIi to diSCUSS the noncompliance. I
Similar noncompliance was documented on NR 80-2003-5471 dated 8/2512003. ' .

Ol1085B Ml2 08/29/2003 04C02 I 0088-2003-5471 Regulatory Superintendent
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. NR S R t 5.(6)(4)
, ummary epor l s.(ij)(6)

'}(g Shift /Description Date Procedure Result NRNumber IIC Appealed? ReportTo s.(b)(7)(C) Open?
At approximately 1500 on 08129/03, inspector and I were in the livestock unloading dock area observing establishme t actiViti~'S' At approximately
1530 we observed establishment employees stun several non-ambulatory hogs in the unloading dock area approximately 15 feet from o~r locatio . The employees
stunned the animals using a penetrating captive bolt device. At approximately 1545 I walked to the unloading dock area where the hots had bee stunned. I observed
the following in that area. I). Two establishment employees were standing, talking casually among several hogs. Some hogs were ambutatory, s me hogs were dead.
One hog was down and conscious, as evidenced by blinking and rhythmic The down hog had blood running~ggt it's nostrils and frg,it's head behind the
right ear. As it lay in lateral recumbency, it's body trembled. Livestock manager in the area. I showed > the hog aJid asked> to have the hog
restunned immediately. There wasn't an employee in the large unloading dock any stunning device in their possession. In appro~atelY 5 minutes, an
employee brought a penetrating captive bolt stunning device to the area and I observed properly stun the conscious animal. Regul~tory cant 01 action was taken by
stopping the stunning process at the butina entrance. Operations the following preventive measures. I) Nqw penetra ing captive bolt
stunning devices will beavailable for use next week. 2) Employees will recognition of properly stunned animals. Theylwill be in tructed to stay with the
stunned animals until they are certain that they are dead. 3) Gave assurance that any employee carrying out a slu~gi~Fg~gFedure will carry a b, ck-up device as
previously slated by the establishment. This back-up device will be used in case ofmalfunetion of the first device. >was hopeful that injthe future these
preventive measures would prevent bolh mechanical and operator error. Productionw . ;

16'"75 MIl 02/20/2003 04C02 I Jim Forbes, PresidentlGM
On February 20,2003 al!O:35am Circuit Supervisor, observed a load of swine (boars and sows) being unloaded al Calihan Pork Pfocessors.
several disabled animals b~i~F pulled from the truck. were immediately stopped and Mr. Jim Forbes, General Manager wab notified. IAI this lime a meeting
was held wilhCircuil Supervisor-USDA;i llC-Est.06775M-USDA; Jim Forbes,General Manager-Calilian Pork Processor and

and agreement was met. A letter was issued 10 the USDA and operalions resumed. There was downtime of2P minutes)

. ,
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s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)Ope~!2

David Follenweider, V.P.
calves did not have access to water as is required be ;above cited regulation.

. I

o 8~ 1 WI' 07 / 31/2003 04C02 I 0025-2003.5263 David Follenweider, V.P. !! ,
While conducting an unscheduled 04C02 on 07J31103 in the livestock pens I noticed that the concrete curbing in the outdoor pen is broken withja~ededges. This poses
an injury hazard to the calves feet and other areas of the body especially ifthey are forced to lie down on the broken concrete. A U.S. Rejected tag has been applied to the
outdoor pen to prevent it's use until it is repaired. As the above Regulation states the livestock pens have to be constructed and maintained in good. repair to prevent injury
to the animals and maintain compliance with the Humane Slaughter laws. .

(55')2 MIl 02/12 J2003 04C02. I 0001.2003-2508 Ed Oedzes, President/OM Yes
At approximately 1100,2-6-03, during a review by Circuit 5013 Supervisor, observation was made of several small calves slipping on the unloading ramp.
Mr. Oedzes was informed offailure to meet the requirements of 9CFR 313.1{b} of the Federal Meat Regulations

NR Summary Report I
~t1S hitt /Description Date Procedure Result NR Number IIC Appealed? ReportTo , I
)0 :6" Mil 01 J02 J2003 04C02 I 0001-2003-2568 Me Jim Sowinski, Plant Manager

On 1an.2,2003 at @ 0620 while I was performing antemortem inspection, noticed a dragging a disabled calf from the truck exit door to the pen on the
rough ramp. the calf was tied by his hind legs. I immediately stopped the dragging and informed the foreman about this non- compliance of the brntely
dragging ofdisabled animals. THe foreman left the scene, instead of taking a cou.ective action ast()l()a.<lthissaid animal on the special cart used tr such disabled
animal. On the other hand the plant employee kept dragging the animal to the suspect pen. i

This non-compliance of inhumane handling of livestock callsTor a regulatory control action based on 9CFR 500.2, a tag # b19553121 was applied to the pen/kill floor
entance and the was so ped. Similar NlRs were issued nO.s#16102-46/02-43/02-and 37/02.

0851 WI 02/19 J2003 04C02 I 0005-2003~2775

At approx, l050hrs observed approx, 10calves in the outdoor holding pen.

'..
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NR Summary Report s.(b)(6)
'nsl Shift /Description Date Procedure Result NR Number Appealed? ReportTo s.(q)(7)(C) Qn.en?
( 1915 MI~Uring the firs~~~~:~i~O:/SlaUghte~~';~tiOUS ~u 5/6103.iiiiiiiU8i8Mii~~~:o~Ug antemortem inspection~:f::~~-~~~g;:-...u~by the establishment

~~~:~~:~~~~~:~~~;~:;en;:e~:r~~~~~~~~:~::~~;:.~;::::~~~;~~~;ic:;~~:.ee~:l:te!:~~eo:~~z~:~~rn::~t~~O;:tt;;~~~di~C~C:~~~~::~;~;~~
grates present sharp surfaces, which project above the floor and in/Opinion may cause injury or pain to animals under inspection 9C· 313.1(a) states, .'
"Lives~o~kpens, ~riveways a~d ramps shall be maintained in good repair. They sh.allb~ free from sharp or pr~trudin~ objects which Tay, in th. .opinion of the inspector,
cause mjury or pam to the animals." observed that more than one arumal In more than one Iocation got Its head caught In the spacmg between the metal
bars of which the pen partitions and gates are made or in excess spacing between the ends of swinging gates and where they are temporarily attached to a fixed partition.
This condition unnecessarily allows for calves to be injured. 9CFR 313.1(a) states, "unnecessary openings where the head, feet, or le~sofan a4ma] may be injured shall
be repaired." .. ' :

informed production manager General Manager Jim Fisher of the above regulatory noncompliances, gave assurances that
the condition of the drain grates would be corrected by Saturday 51]0/03, Mr. Fisher gave assurance that the bar spacing problem would be correctedin upcoming
months by a project currently in planning stages for complete renovation ofthe antemortem area in the establishment (

000481
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NR Summary Report I s.(b)(6)
l~Shift /Description Date Procedure Result NRNumber lIC Appealed? ReponTo :, s.(b)(7)(C) Qpen?

0,IH4I Mil 06 J03 J2003 04C02 I 0065-2003-2889 Yes Darrell Schmidt, Preside'1't/GM !

At approximately 0930 hours, while conducting a humane handling audit in the bam, DVMS, and HC, identified several areas ofdisrepair in
the unloading area. At the back of pen six, there is a large jagged opening, approximately J feet long by 4 inches metal wall coveri*k At the back of pen
four, there is a broken-off metal pipe. There is a jagged tear in the metal plate on the gate in the main drive alley between pens three ahd four. In the west shipper-hog
pen, there are sharp edges present on the bottom ofthe metal plates attached to one side of the pen. informed VerbtlY and in writing of this
failure to comply with regulatory requirements. ~

(IOH41 MIl 07/03/2003 04C02 I 0079-io03-2602 Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager "
At approximately 0740 hours, while performing antemortem inspection in the barn, IIC, heard a loud squeal then observed a "subject" .hog fall from the bucket
of a bobcat, positioned just past the ~SJ.~~~.~~the cement floor of the main drive alley, adistance of approximately 4~5 verticalfeet. The hog stoop, walked several feet
down the alleyway, then collapsed immediately rejected the bobcat with USDA Retain/Reject tag #B35944565., Hog :t:3uY~!l~l:t§l1:otifiedof
the violation of humane handling requirements. The incident was also witnessed by 2 maintenance and at least 5 barn personnel. Per 9 CFR 50q, .mspended
production without providing prior notification until provided with inunediate and corrective action and further planned preventive action by [:c<.cc: .
Superintendent,' a period of approximately ,15minutes. \ was notified verbally and in writing of the failure to comply ~th hUmarte handling regulatory
requirements. ;Failure to comply with regulatory requirements could result in additil:Jn~J:"e lata or administrative action. {65-2003 2889, 06/ 3/2003)

'10:'441 MIl 08/15/2003 04C02 " I 0101-2003-2602\ Yes Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager Yes
At approximately 1155 hours while in the stick area. nc, observed a hog move behind the company person stunning hogs tI1en fall an or jump from the stun
area platform to the cement floor, a distance ofapproximately 4 vertical feet. Upon falling, the hog's back feet became tangled in a n~bY yenor hose. After
disentangling itself, it stood and was walked back to the drive allev, PeT 9 CFR 500, I stopped the stunning of any additional ~ogs until ~rovidedwith immediate
corrective action and further plannedpreventive actions. , Superintendent, was notified, among others, of the violation of humane handling
requirements. Failure to comply with regulatory requirements could result in additional regulatory or administrative action. (79-2003}2602,07/b3J2003)

': 1; • ~~ •• }.'. \.. i"· ... J
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s.(B)(4)

! W5bift /Description Date Procedure Result NR:=.:::;ReP.rine Avoealed? ReponTo I~:~~ll~!(c) Qpen?

0' '3"2 MIl 02/03 J 2003 04C02 I 0003-2003-2952i Byram ~on~s, General ¥anager ii . Yes
On antemortem, two animals were identified as suspects and tagged(M2029561,Ml029562). These animals were not Identified on the kill floor ~ suspects by the trme
the kin was finished.No action was taken as all animals that had disease conditions were condemned. notified at th~ end of ~e shift of this failure.
This is a failure of the protocol procedures of SSOP as aU animals identified as suspects on antemortem are to on the kill a's suspects NR 4-2002 on
11-29·2002 documented a similar occurrence. I :

013"2 MJI .04 J 17 J2003 04C02 I 0012-2003·2952 William D. Contris, Presidem/Ge .. al manager Yes
While performing antemortem on animals a truckdriver was observed striking a sow with a metal crowbar on.!:?e rear hind quarter.
The sow was down on the ramp and had her rear ramp and the trailer of the truck.·The truckdriver was ordered Itocease \striking of the
downed sow and the inspector was called an "asshole" and asked like to move the sow off the ramp by Antemortem was susp nded at this time and
the inspector immediately contacted the plant manager, Brian Contris, to deal with the behavior of the truckdriver. This is a violation 0t Humane Methods of Slaughter
Act and 9 CFR.313 of the regulations. .

("0372 MIl 09/23/2003 04C02 I 0026-2003-5898» Brian Contris, Plant~ger . Yes
...,' On antemortem, one animal was identified as a suspect and tagged(M20295 i 9). The SSOP procedure for identifying a suspect on the kill floor w~ not followed and the

I' animal was not identified to·the inspector. No action was taken as all animals with postmortem disease conditions were condemned. Brian Contris was notified of ttlis
: , failme. This is a failure of the protocol procedure of SSQP as all animals identified as suspects on antemortem are to be identified on the kill 111!r as suspects. NR

4-2003 documented a similar noncompliance. _ ~ ,

IOXl8 MIl' 03/18/2003 04C02 I 0060-2003-2495 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• David Stearns, Plant Manager !
Sho~y after 11:~O A.M.., I was called to the bam f?f ante .mortem. Just outside the livestock office, I o~s~rve~ an employee (wearing a lhooded sleatshirt) re~eatedly
slashmg a hog With a hatchet. The hog was COllSClOUS. His eyes were open and he was alert. He was lifting his head and neck from the ground. did not notice any
blood on the hog's face (i.e. noindication the hog had been shot in the forehead) . I
I put a withholding action without prior notification in place prior to the hog restrainer (B31981944). I then Quality Control. .
The Humane Slaughter Act requires that livestock berendered insensible to pain before being shackled, hoisted, thrown.cast, or cut. ; i
Re~lations require that the caliber of fireanns be such that when properly aimed aIlddi~~arged. the projectile produces immediate unconsciousness.

00:318 MIl 05/20/2003 04C02 I . 0094~2003-2495 ........................................................, David Stearns, Exec. V.R.lC.O.O. !
, While performing ante mortem inspection around 0545. Inspector their was no water available for the hogs in the suspect pen.!
,'9CFR 313 deals with humane slaughter of livestock and it requires that livestock have access to water in all holding pens. : I
Plant personnel failed to meet Ibis requirement ; I

01664 MJI ?8112(2003 ?4C02 I.' 0024-2?03-5440.iI. KriS~h,PreSidentlGMj Yes
On 8/12/03 while making a observatlon of the holdmg pensarea to verify compliance WIth. the humane slaughter of Iivestock, I observed that neither pen that contained
hogs and cattle had 8:ailable w?ter nor water ~ntainers. This finding represents noncompl~ancewith humane slaughter regulation 31p.2(e) whi h.states animals shall
have a~s to wa~er In all h~ldingpens and> ifheld longer that 24 hours access to feed, Kris Kah notified and corrective actions initiated. This s a repeat
noncom liance WIth regulation 313.2(e), see noncom Hance report 12-2002·2564 dated. 12/11/02. (

0'.814 MIl 03/13 / 2003 04C02 I 0003-2003·2835 . Gregg Baker, President/(;iM I

.' ,
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s.(B)(4)

! W5bift /Description Date Procedure Result NR:=.:::;ReP.rine Avoealed? ReponTo I~:~~ll~!(c) Qpen?

0' '3"2 MIl 02/03 J 2003 04C02 I 0003-2003-2952i Byram ~on~s, General ¥anager ii . Yes
On antemortem, two animals were identified as suspects and tagged(M2029561,Ml029562). These animals were not Identified on the kill floor ~ suspects by the trme
the kin was finished.No action was taken as all animals that had disease conditions were condemned. notified at th~ end of ~e shift of this failure.
This is a failure of the protocol procedures of SSOP as aU animals identified as suspects on antemortem are to on the kill a's suspects NR 4-2002 on
11-29·2002 documented a similar occurrence. I :

013"2 MJI .04 J 17 J2003 04C02 I 0012-2003·2952 William D. Contris, Presidem/Ge .. al manager Yes
While performing antemortem on animals a truckdriver was observed striking a sow with a metal crowbar on.!:?e rear hind quarter.
The sow was down on the ramp and had her rear ramp and the trailer of the truck.·The truckdriver was ordered Itocease \striking of the
downed sow and the inspector was called an "asshole" and asked like to move the sow off the ramp by Antemortem was susp nded at this time and
the inspector immediately contacted the plant manager, Brian Contris, to deal with the behavior of the truckdriver. This is a violation 0t Humane Methods of Slaughter
Act and 9 CFR.313 of the regulations. .

("0372 MIl 09/23/2003 04C02 I 0026-2003-5898» Brian Contris, Plant~ger . Yes
...,' On antemortem, one animal was identified as a suspect and tagged(M20295 i 9). The SSOP procedure for identifying a suspect on the kill floor w~ not followed and the

I' animal was not identified to·the inspector. No action was taken as all animals with postmortem disease conditions were condemned. Brian Contris was notified of ttlis
: , failme. This is a failure of the protocol procedure of SSQP as all animals identified as suspects on antemortem are to be identified on the kill 111!r as suspects. NR

4-2003 documented a similar noncompliance. _ ~ ,

IOXl8 MIl' 03/18/2003 04C02 I 0060-2003-2495 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• David Stearns, Plant Manager !
Sho~y after 11:~O A.M.., I was called to the bam f?f ante .mortem. Just outside the livestock office, I o~s~rve~ an employee (wearing a lhooded sleatshirt) re~eatedly
slashmg a hog With a hatchet. The hog was COllSClOUS. His eyes were open and he was alert. He was lifting his head and neck from the ground. did not notice any
blood on the hog's face (i.e. noindication the hog had been shot in the forehead) . I
I put a withholding action without prior notification in place prior to the hog restrainer (B31981944). I then Quality Control. .
The Humane Slaughter Act requires that livestock berendered insensible to pain before being shackled, hoisted, thrown.cast, or cut. ; i
Re~lations require that the caliber of fireanns be such that when properly aimed aIlddi~~arged. the projectile produces immediate unconsciousness.

00:318 MIl 05/20/2003 04C02 I . 0094~2003-2495 ........................................................, David Stearns, Exec. V.R.lC.O.O. !
, While performing ante mortem inspection around 0545. Inspector their was no water available for the hogs in the suspect pen.!
,'9CFR 313 deals with humane slaughter of livestock and it requires that livestock have access to water in all holding pens. : I
Plant personnel failed to meet Ibis requirement ; I

01664 MJI ?8112(2003 ?4C02 I.' 0024-2?03-5440.iI. KriS~h,PreSidentlGMj Yes
On 8/12/03 while making a observatlon of the holdmg pensarea to verify compliance WIth. the humane slaughter of Iivestock, I observed that neither pen that contained
hogs and cattle had 8:ailable w?ter nor water ~ntainers. This finding represents noncompl~ancewith humane slaughter regulation 31p.2(e) whi h.states animals shall
have a~s to wa~er In all h~ldingpens and> ifheld longer that 24 hours access to feed, Kris Kah notified and corrective actions initiated. This s a repeat
noncom liance WIth regulation 313.2(e), see noncom Hance report 12-2002·2564 dated. 12/11/02. (

0'.814 MIl 03/13 / 2003 04C02 I 0003-2003·2835 . Gregg Baker, President/(;iM I
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NR Summary Report s.(blG6)
'J g Shift /Description Date Procedure Result NR Number lIC Aooealed? ReportTo s.(bH7j(C) Qnen?

At approximately 0900 while performing procedure 04C02 to verify proper humane handling procedures as specified in 9CFRJ13, I observed thylfollowing: In the
livestock holding pen, there was a piece of sheet metal lying on the floor measuring approximately two feet by two feet. When company personnel were asked why it
was on the floor and What, it was used for, the reply was that it was used to block a hole in the gate of the holding pen. Further inspection and o~:Jervation ofthe livestock
in the pen revealed a gate that had fallen into disrepair and could, in the opinion of the inspector cause harm or injury to the animals. The gate c ntained a large hole
through which the animals could escape and the gate itself washeld on by what appeared to be bailing wire in a fashion whereas the w,lre was apped around the gate
and the post with the sharp ends of the wire protruding. In addition, in this instance, the sheet metal itself was knocked loose from the hole in th gate by the animals
causing further harm with sharp comers and slick surface. !'

These findings are in non-compliance with 9CFR313(a) which states "Livestock pens, driveways and ramps shall be maintained in good repair.' They shall be free from
sharp or protruding objects which may, in the opinion of the inspector, cause injury or pain to the animals. Loose boards, splintered or brokenpI ing, and unnecessary
openings where the head, feet, or legs of an anitn;l1 may be injured shall be repaired." ! .,__

j 5~14 MIl OS 12S I 2003 04C02 I 0010-2003-5251 GreggBaker,President/GM Yes
, On 08/28/2003 while performing procedure 04C02 which is designed to ensure proper humane handling procedures as specified by 9CfR313, I c ose to observe the
'unloading of live sows from a semi-trailer truck. The truck is normally backed up to a ramp, provided by the company, which is elevat61 in orde to accept loads from
,the back of a semi trailer. 'As!I was watching the handler drive the livestock from the.trailer to the elevated portion of the ramp, I noticbd several animals get their 'i;;gs"

caught between the floor of the wooden ramp and the bottom side rail of the ramp with at least one animal nearly breaking a leg trying Itoremove it from the oporiing. .
The animals were obviously (vocally) distressed by this. On further examination of the ramp, I noticed loose footing boards and nail heads pro ing from the floQI'of
the ramp. , , "-

With this situation, there exists a non-compliance with 9CFR313(a) which specifically addresses the maintenance and repair of pens, drivewa! s, and ramps which
represents a failure to handle livestock in a humane manner. A corrective action regarding this issue should be im lemented as soon as ossible. ' ,

[S,;91 MIl 04/0112003 04C02 I 0002-2003-2378 Keith Landes, President/PM ,--,,-,-,

While performing anti-mortem inspections, I observed that the water pans were all in the ally way. I tested the pans to see if the hogs had pushe them outside the pens.
,The pans could not be pushed under the gates. I then open the gates to a couple of the pens and put the pans inside. The hogs started:to drink i ediately. This did,
not meet the uirements for humane slaughter. Livestock must have access to water if held for twen four hours.

~1 :,.,
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NR Summary Report I I s.(b)(6)

'!!sl'Shift /Description Date Procedure Result NR Number lIe Appealed? ReportTo I J: s.(b)(7)(C) Qpen?

) 74-)6 MIl 03 /12/2003 04C02 I 0006-2003-3896 Ronald Buncich, President/Glvl ;
At 0900 hours I went to observe the stunning/bleeding procedure. As I looked into the stunning area I observed an employee standing) with bot: feet, on a downed
stunned hog. The employees then shackled & hoisted it over to the sticking area. I then observed a live conscious hog laying under th~ scald tadk in the bleeding area.
Upon seeing me, the sticker then asked the stunning crew for the hoist chain. proceeded to shackle the awake hog by the front leg & directed!the stunning crew on
dragging the hog out from under the scald tank and took several attempts in hoisting this awake'hog over the gate back to the stunning area .as ilie chain got caught in the
gate & sterilizer. The hog was restunned, hoisted & stuck. At this time 1 came over to the area & I explained what I observed. sai~ the hog had kicked
itself off the shackle the 1st time.

7.'96 w~~:s7re::;;;OO; ;;~:~:2P~::_2:_::Ci- bog should bwbren~:n:~~c:~:~~outI~ underilie ocmd

At 08:59 hours I went to observe the human slaughter procedure. I observed the plant employee stun one hog while another hog had aiready been stunnedand was
laying on the flo?f. The empl?yee th~n ~oisted the second stunned hog to th~ rai~ for sticking while the first stunned ~og.was stilll~ying on the ~oor. The first stunned
hog was then hoisted to the rail for sticking.c.The correct procedure for,stunning IS to stun one hog only, shackle and lift. It, to send 11to the bleeding area and then to

I
proceed with stunning the next hog. As I was watching the stunning procedure Ron Buncich walked up. I relayed to him what I had observed. fie notified:

to talk to the employee to find out why had stunned 2 hogs before hoisting them to the rail for sticking. I do not know what the employeti told]

'! .
., ".' - \. ;'I-~~--~~ '.~ -: .. \" .j

i
v : \- r»

~ ." .::~. \! \ ~ ', ~ J ).\...:: :..: ,.,
.\
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s.(b)(6) s.(b)(7)(C)
• _.,_. _.'. __ ..... _ ......... _ •••_ .. •••_~._. _-w ...... - ........¥~ Ioool'llIlt~""~"',,",,""""'\"'~I"""'~~'~ ru""_..........,.,W.aUU-:=II ......ii ...i:=:i.~-~ ~ ~~"J;~~~. ::~~~~)f:;'A;

estimated 10 average7 minutesper response, Includingtne tUlle- Fur i"'.lewio'1ij ";l>(;uC'!icr:~, :l~!C~:;ng £xi"u~li d&t; .('~:~r:~. ;~ff-.c";:,,; ~:l~ "'~l!"!2l"!"l::~!' !lam~ed, ami
completing and re~ewIng the collection of Information. send commentsregarding this burden esl1mate or anyO1her aspectof this COllecllon or InfOnnallon, Inluding suggestions
for reducIng thfs burden, 10 Department ofAgricultUre, Creatance omcer, O'RM,Room404-W, WashIng/Oil, D.C.20250:and10!he Olllc~ of In'Qrmal~ and RepuJalosy Affairs.
Officeof Management andBUdget.

oOtherConsumer Protection

TYPEOFNONCOMPLIANCE

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO..

o FoodSafety

2. RECORD NO.

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

U.S. DEPAR7MENT OFAGRJCUL'I1JRE
FOODSAFElY AND INSPECI10N SERVICE

,-'--------:-:'::-=:=:-::=-::==-=-::-:::::':==-=::--------.,..-~~~~---------.:.._--.,;-----

12/4/02 1 -2002-3984 17564 Mf2
4. TO (Name gnd T#1t:) f):~ -A T

Gary Jacobsonli e 'R\leEt;=i!lesi"4eAtlGM
5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

6. RElEVANT REGULATlON(S)

313.30
7. RELEVAN'rSECfIONJPAGEOf

ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN
JHACCP I' SSOP I OTHER

X
a. ISP CODE 04C02

D. D· FACB.rrr

E. 0 E.COLJ

DInqilcmenl8tian

DPlnnl Vcrif1C8lion

oProdut:l BascII

o Misbnmding 0 Prolocol

o Com:cIiwc Adiem 0 Rteordktepingo Comctive Mion 0 ~rdkc:eping

9. NONroMPLJANCECLASSIFlCATJON INDICATORS

Lighting

MonilCriog

Mo.nitoring

OlhtrD

o
o

oo
SSOP

MACCP
A.D
B·D

PLANT
PROCESS

c. I!l PRODUCT

10. OESCJUPTJON OF NONCOMPUANCE:

On l2/04/02 at appro.xirnateIY7315 at the veterinary disposition area, three bogs were railed out by FSIS inspection
r staffpersonnel. Upon inspection ofthe carcasses, I determined that all three have not been properly stuck._00 was not stuck at .IL Earlier in the shift, three other careasses were railed out with the same cause. On. of those

. ~:l::m:::s~~~~=a::~:n~~:~n:;~et~~~:~~:~~~pending~::=~:liance record. NR nu:~; 12-2002-
2585 was written for inhumanehandlingon 12102102.

II. SIGNATURE OFINF

lou are IJetc""oJo,i~eJ "A'Our rrgmsoatmtpt rn/$ ut:Cwvnas'u:l,,"tr:V..,u uy ;wv.J UTiu/or 381.35 nIP CPR
12. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE(1mmurJiote DClJons(S)):

13. Pl.ANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE (JilT/her plo,,""" oClil)"~($)):

This document serves as written DotifieatioD tbat your failure to comply with regulatory requiremeut(s) £ODld result i.n additional
regulatory or admi.nistrative action.
14. SIGNATURE OF PUINT MANAGEMENT IS. DATE

16. VERIFiCATION SIGNATURE OF" INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. pATB

r .PSISFORM 541Hl-4 (7198)

•
Repl= FSISFOflll S4Qll.41 (9J'17), wbidlll13Y beused until

exlumsl1:d.(7198}
DISTRIBUTION: Original &. I CDPY - Eslabli5hml:

1 topy - Inspeclor

000494

..... "'.1- • .L.n

000200



~Other ConsumerProtection

s.(b)(6) s.(b)(7)(C)

o Food Safely

2. RECORD NO.

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
fOOD SAFElY ANDlNSPECTION SERVICE

~,b~;';:,r:~ ~~""f ~1 ana !::f\,T'l'C-3~.'~ r"\.J'n.M 1'V'T ,.hJ"...""'....... tflW .-.-.. __...... _. • i

estimatedto <IWIr8g& 7 minllles per r=pol"""" ;n;;:;;dl::; ~le !.\'r,c ~O'" ~.~C\.,olng ;n<:t'lldinns. :oearchlng eldstingdala scures, gBlrle";og... ,:. lhc...,"",,~.. ::,~~~i'C~:.d_~
comple1ing and rel'll!'Wing lhe collectionor info,rmallon. Sen~ commenlll reg9n:1ing Ihls bUrden eslJmaUI 018", ulr.al asv..'C! c£!il~ co1~ti"" (}! !*~"mt!!~". in1llding~ons
(Qr rooucl!1glhishuman, to Departmento(Agncullure,Clearance Officer,CIRM,Room 4D4·W,Washington, O.C.20250;and to the Offrceof Inl'ollTTallon and RegulalolyAfJairs.
0IfK:eof Management and BUdget.

,..------~::::::":'::=-:::=:::::-:-::::.-:=:::-=::=-------~~~~........-.-------

12/2/02 12-2002-2585 17564 M/2
4. TO{N_ grtdTitk}

Gary Jacobson/J, D. Reed, President/GM
S. PRllSONNEI. NOTIFIED

6. RELEVANT REGt.iLATION(S)

9CFR313, Dir. 6900-1
7. RELEVANTSECTlONJPAOEOF
ESTABLIS~"fPROC£DURElPLAN

IHACCP I SSOP onIER.

N/A
8. ISPCODE. 04C02

9. NONCOMPLIA..'JCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PLANT A. D ssor 0 MmilaJing 0 eoneetM: Aelicm oRecord1lccping Dlmplc:ltlCIIllltion
PROC£SS ! B. 0 RAcer 0 Monilorins 0 Corrcl:M AdiQn DRt(:O~ oPi.uIlVcrificalion

C. 0 PRODUCT 0 ECOIlQnUe 0 Misbrandirlg ~ProuK:01

D. 0 FAcn.tIY 0 LigbtiDg 0 S1l'llctUnl oOuwde: Pmnisee oProductBased

E. 0 s.corr 0- 0Jhcr

1D. DESCRlPTJON OF NONCOMPUA.t-:CE:

At approximately 2100 hrs. whilein the hog stunning and sticking area Inspector a hog onthe bleed
~. table that bad rhythmic breathing and eyemovement- The stick table was stopped, upon further investigation Inspector

•

..............observed anothertwohogs. one on the floor and also on the stick table\\7ithth.esame sign's, The three hogs
~~;;~~ properly stunned. There was approximately 5 minutesofdowntime. was informed verballyand
in writing of impending NR.

11. SIGNATUREOf INSPECTIONPy-F

12 PLANT MANAGEMEIIT RESPONSE (Immediate aetianr(s)):

13.. Pl.ANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (furth~T plannedQCtion.r(.s»:

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requiremeDt(s) could result in additional
~ Jatory or administl"ative Ilction.
14. SlGNAnJREOFPLANTlItlANAGBMENT 15. DAn:

16. VERlFlCATION SlGNAnJlU3OFIN5PECJJONPROOR."'MEMPLOYEE. 11. DATE

FS]S FORL"I 5400-4(719ll) Repleees FSJSForm54()()4 (9/!l1). whicllm:l)'be used1Jntil
"Xhausleti(7/98)

DISTRJBUIlON: 0:iePW &; ( copy- &rabJislla
I copy-Inspcdor

000495
000201



@O1her COnsumer l'rQlecuon

TYPE OF NONCOMPUANCE

o rood SafelyNONCOMPUANCE RECORD

U.S. DF..PARTM1!NT OF AGRJCUL11,}RE
FOOl> SAJ~"'1Y AND D\lSPECTION ssnvics

Ju 1- 11 03 HL 37a USDA, FS J S. 1='0 309 - i34-~bb8 s.(b)(6) P . ~

T~~ r8quesl,or this informationIs Volunlal'{. II is needed '0 monilordefects (olJnd In this inspeclion sys1em. II is used by FS)S\0 determinew4'tbU)Js(lJ~Jen1s are in
compliance. scm 301 aru19CFR 381. FORMAPPROVED OMBNO.0583-0089. OMS DlSCLOSUfl~ STATEMENT; Public reporting bun:ten for this collectionof informationis
9"'limaled10average 7 minutesper response,includingihe time for reviewingInstrUl:lions, seaTching existingdatasoures,galheringend mainlainingthe dam needed,Bnd

lallllg and reviewing the c:onaclion llf information. Sendcomments regardingIhis burdenestimateor allYother aspectof lhis collectioncf information. infudingsuggestiona
c[ngthis bufden. to Oepaltmenl of AgriculhJre, Clearance Offices, 0lRM, Rogm 404-W, Washington, C.C. 20250', and 10the OffIce of Informa\lon and Regulalory Mai"",
Management 1Irn:1 Budget.

J. DAlE 2. RECORDNO. 3. ESTtU1USHMENTNO.

9/5/02 32-2002-2517 00717MMJ 1
4. ro (Name and ti'tJe)

Terry Orness, Plant Manager

6. RE.LEvANT REGL1.AnONeS)

Directive6900.1
7. REI.J:VANI'SECTION/PAGE OF

F.STABLTSr·NENT PROCEDl.JREIF1AN
IHACcP I SSOP oTHER

N/A
S. lSPCODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPUANCE CI..ASSJFlCATION n-IDlCATORS

PUNT ~A. 0 SSOP 0 MoMnriD& 0 Ctt~Iive~ oRceanUe.ccping oImpl=nbtian
PROCESS

1B. 0 :HACCP 0 Moniloring 0 Com:cliw ActiOtl o Rewnlk~cpin$ oPlant VCMcaUOO

c, 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Mi.brondillg @PmlOl:DI

D. 0 PtlClUlY 0 Ughting 0 StnJclur.l1 oOulsidc PMDisClJ DProduer &sed

E- D E.COU 0 OIhC'l'

DESCkIP110N OF N01'lCOMPUANCIJ.:

ringantemortem inspectionat 0745 I observed an employee stun a U.S. Suspect hog. The employee determined
at the first attempt at stunning did not render the animal unconsciousand proceeded to applythe stun wand again.

The hoist was broughtover and the animalwas shackled and hoisted. The animalpassed by three employees and was
being taken to the stick area when lintervened and showed the employees that the animalwas still conscious. The
animalhad a blink response and a regularbreathingpattern. The employee lowered the animal to the ground and
appliedthe stun wand again. This time the animal was rendered unconscious. Operationswere not stopped. I
11. SIGNAnIRE OF [NSPE.CT1ON PROGR.IlM EMPLOYEE.

'JIl6.S Q",Uar 381.35 9 CFR.

T ' ocument SCn'C5 as written b tification that your failure to comply with regulatory requlrerncnt(s) could mult wlidditional
regulatory or administrative sedOR.

IS:.A,.r\' •

'-7 '7 os:

~~
DlSTIUl'lUTION: Original & I copy - E~lablislun~'

I CDpy - Inspector

000507
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NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULTUR.E
F(lOD SAFETYA]\"D NSJ>IlCTlON 8mVICE

s.(b)(6f' 5

s.(b)(7)(C)

1. ESTABUSHMEN'l" NO.

n"PE OF NOl-:COll.n>lJANCE

o FoodSafety 0 OtherCOl1SlJmcr Protccricn

Uso~,~srs,F"O

2. RECORD NO.

!.O~37aJul Ii

•
915102 32-2002-2517 00717MM/1

.J. TO(Nomeond Title)

TerryOrness, Plant Manager
S. PERSONNEL NQ1'lF1ED

6. REL£V ANT REGVLATIO:r-..'(S)

Directive 6900.1
7. REl.EV.-\h'T SF.c710Nt1>AO£ OF
ESTN3LlSHMEl\....·PROCIIDUREJPtAl,J

J HACCI' / SSOI' IOlnr-.R

N/A

B. }SPooDE " NONCQMPUAXCE !NDI CATOR

04C02 Product Protocol

10. DUSCRIPTIO>l OF NONCOMPUANCE:

addressed the problem ofemploye~sll()tyerifyinga.nanimal is unconscious before it is hoisted and the fact that their
stun wand may be defective with showed me their new captive bolt gun that will be used as a back
up if the stun wand fails.

•

11. SIGNATlJR.E OF INSPECTtONPROGRAMEMPLOYEE 15. nATE

ReplacesFSTS FOlm5<lOO-4 (9:97), which Mlly be used until
~~';~~t~Q(7~~~)

D1smmUTIOz.;; Ozisin3l & I cop}' .F~",b1isluncnl

1 copy - Inspector
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~ Olhcr Consu= Proteclion

TYPEOF NONCOMPUANcn

o FoodSlIfelyNONCOMPLlANCE:RECORD

U.S. DEPARTMENT Of AOlUCULTURE
FOODSAFETYANDIN"SPIc-nONSEX\lJC.E

-,JUl i.1 0:::; 10; 3&... :1~Dr:l r-STC' Fn S (b)(6\
.......... ,. -'- -r , •• 309-734t-l::bb~' 1:-.-r

o
_

The tequesl fot lI\is Infalmaliotl is Volurtlary. Uis needed to monJtgrdeJectsfound in !his iftSlledionsystem. IIis useGby FS1S IQdetermine wh~~~~,knls a1& In
Clo~pUance. 9CFR 301 lind SCFR381. FORMAPPROVED OMS NO.0583-0089. OMSOJSCLOSURE STAlEMENT: Public reporting burden for this Cllflecl/on of irJfomJalio/l is
aslimaltd 10 average 7 mInutes per respon&e, Including the1ime for~ng iluillvcliom;, sean:iJiDII eJllslinG data sourers,9a1heting and mlllmaining Ihe data needed, end

lel~ an~ reviewing \he collectiooof inlorrnsllon, Send corrunen1s fegarding fhi$ burden es!imllle or anyother aspellt orIhls collection of information, Inludlng suggestions
CIIl9 ItIls bwden, 10Departl\'lel'll or AgrieultUf9, Clear.aoI:e OffIcer. OIRM. Room 4O+W, WBl;hlnglon. D.C.20250; llIld to the omce of Imormallon~ Regulaloty Main.,
FManagernern andBudget.

.-

1. DATE z, RECORD NO. 3. ESTABUSHME.NT NO.

7/22/02 6~2002-2517 00717MMJ I
4. TO (Nf)m U DJldTille)

Terry Orness, Plant manager
5. PERSONNEL NO'l1F1ED

6. RaEVANr R£G1Jl..AnON(S)

6900.1 revision 1
1 RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGIi OF

EstAllLIstlME.mPRocroUREJl'LAN
IHACCP 1ssos onmn.

8. JSPCODE
04C02

PLANT rA. 0 SSOP
PROCESS

1
B. 0 Ji,1.CCP

c. ~ PRODUCT

D. 0 FACu.nY

Eo 0 B.COU

oo
o
o
o

g. NONCOMPLIANCE cu.ssIr'JC/\noN INDICATORS

o ClI~ Ac:lion 0 Rccorilt.so Com:divl: f\l;tiOl1 0 Rccordk~~ping

o Misbr.ui.ding 0 PfOlllWl

o latpkmaltllicm

DPJ,mt Vmnt;Jl.iOll

_

DESCRlP'IlON OFNONCOMPLlANCE:

approximately 1231 I observed an animal on the tray at the south end ofthe shackling table, its front foot was stuck
_ etween two pieces ofrnetaJ at the west end ofthe tray. An employee who was in the stick area at the time pulled the

animal to the floor without first freeing its front foot. This action caused the hind area ofthe animal to Jay on the floor
and its front foot still stuck in between the two pieces ofmetal. The front leg was twisted and the head and shoulders of
the animal was offofthe floor. I could tell by the way the animal was breathing it had probably started to become
conscious again. to hoist the animal up witb its rear leg when it started to squeal and thrash,

regulatory or administrative action.
14. SIG OF PLANTMANAG

16. V£RIFICATION SIGNATURE Of lNSP£, 11.

U
nrSTRmUTION: OrigillJ! & l ~opy • Esbblishrmllll

1 cop)' -lnBpretor
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000206
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I. DATE

usnR .• ~STS,~O

us. DEPAATMENT OFAGRICUl.:nJRE
FOOD SAFETY ANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONrlNUATJON SHEET

2. RECOlU> NO.

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(1)(C)

TYPEOF NONCOMPUANCE

o FoodSnfcly 0 OtherCOIlSllIU«PrOlecnon

3. ESTAaUSHMENT NO.

7/22102

4. TO (Nautc and Tille)

6-2002-2517 00717MMf 1
s,

Teny Orness, Plantmanager

s. RELEVANt'REGULATION(S)

6900.J revision1
7. REl.EVANT SECnONIPAGE OF
ESTABLlSUMllNT PROCcDUREIJ'LAN

J$SOP f OTHER

na

a. lSPCODE.

04C02

9. NONCOMl'UI\NCE. Il'<UfCATOR

Product Protocol

ID. DUSCR.IPTlON Or NONCOMPLIANCE:

about. Its leg was removed from the metal. 1 infonned the establishments USDA ante-mortem veterinarian
about the talked to several plant employees who work in this area and found out that the
employee who initially stunned this animal did not know ifit was an effective e stun because the pig lowered its head
inthe restrainer.

-

IS FORM 54QO-& (7/98) Rc/tl;wa I'SlS Form54004 (9191), which muybe llSf'd until
~ed.(719ll)
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·U.S. OEPARlMENJ DFAGAlCUtnH:
fOOD SAfETY~ 1HSJ'E,Cl1ON SDMCE
NONCOMPll.ANCE RECORD

4. TO

6.AaEVANT RE13UUa1lONISI
CZ C f R~) 3.. 30 (CL)( t./)) (l,XJ- ) -...- _

7. R£1.EVANTSECTlONIf'AG£ OF IHA~ I SSOP

EST ABUSHIlIEN'T f'IIOaDUREIPl.A •

·-~~~--.....------=-----

o l."pk""lInt.. 'lon

o Plant Vertlk.atign

o CGnedMl Action 0 AtocordbctptRu

o Con.tive Aaiofl 0 F\flconlkttepinQ
,c

o Mb1l,..,,,0;,.,,, ~COI

o S17ueturill

9. NONCOMf'UANCE ClAS61~110N tNDICA,.ORS

DManiecrio>cl

o MonitClf~D

o lighting

o E~nomk

o 0Ih1lr

I..
E..D E.a)L1

0·0 fAClUTY

i

PLANT 1 0 S60P ~
PROCESS I B. 0 HACcP I

I I

e. ISPCODE

i

'"" ?roA'V ?,... (!.c rllJC~ QI
~.. ..,..,....;""\.. ,j L..,.. p ....""'-q,

11.

12. Pl.ANT MANAG ~~ ~~rs»:

-fi,.,.·, -r r;:o "" "" ,en b if bA"~ "CO A" 'i& -r"'-"'", .... e. d
.;.didNlJ 1b j'fil/45· p 1''' Ot.\.~i:. £ .....(.1 ~ en'o ,

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT REsPONSE (further pMrlfltD enionMJ:

•
............

This dtlcum~t S8fV8S 85 written notifiCf;tion.thet your failure to comply with regu'etory requirementCs) could
resutt in addmonaJ regulatory or edmJnistretive action. .

17. A • _.,...

,/:)1/0. I,3 .oJt;J -, I .
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s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

~:

USDA

2. RECOJI) NO.

~O1'1 () .,,, L

U.S- De'ARTUBIT Of "GfO:1A."TURI:
I'OOD SAFnY AND INSI'EC i liON SBMCI:

IiONCOaIJll..lANCE ·ftfCORP
CONllNUATION SHEET

03 01:5SF

8.ISPCODE 0 '£1(0 s;

Jul OS
I ..

I
.

•I

j

'-

V 'nA.- ~ /( To 'ie7 e 1.1 e U 'j '" "C. J~ei""~lL Cur ff!'-1/ 10 COt.. f'/.~:f~ Th Q

sr: "q,\,":' (" 7l e. ~c., J iiT -.s; p A-J Ittr:H/iC~' /I-v.Jd1 c ::cr~w,J S /~!eo(
del'e 'I'Wt f .... -(> cI f1.t 4-I·Pot." I".;liS 14 d (. ~~ GoTi &Ie::.. Co OJ It -e c.HO ~ ~ /7-, ~

probes ('d CJ S i":'" ~ C'l c.c r e Jl ~ (' o 'T i«\ c.J{ t!:J~ ~/~c:t"';d.1 Co r re,~I.#' .
~-t!)., or-ckr-tJ .,.".~ 7luc.=r "'''1,,' 6e 5I'1VI1nJ 6 'I

. I ~5 ~ fJCl)T'~ ..·) ~~"'1 I~, S lo» S S tic t.~Sj' tll/l~ eu-nyC) (J I.' / ..

• (7.;", '3< 7 ",,, C, rC" ... , 1d-C<' s /S /1 (/Ie k7r":,, ,,{:. H""'dHe· If<,.,,/It~
~. rn-d ~:j"I"'i1h':"7 7"-C:/"":6ue,

. IVR
~ d S' No 7,{'P c1 V~ r Ga / /1 ~" oi J~ 4.1 ("7 /, ~J ~ r1Zr'n, t~

a {- /h-:' t-dt')U "(Co -rc Co~p/r L.J~ reI U" li7"d (''1 Y7 tJ, rrr "rt· ",-IS

fl< /he 'S1'II'1k,.c1 Ihfl':' .. 1 Shall l'"€~d..'~ i~ ~ s7Jk (/);.
SUNi';cLf ~'~~s-ne-s-r~ /A"f'Ov1t. slu.~/'~.,) S7,c.j(/~7 J-uJ
, Itfd,":~, ,,,

•
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NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD NUMBER 00140-02

1. Identify and eliminate the cause of the deviation.
The root cause of the deviation was due to a maintenance
employee trying to make a "quick fix" on the stunning wands
and taping the plug therefore allowing water to get into the
wires and causing a short of electrical current in the stunning
process. The hogs were humanely and correctly stunned by
captive bolt. The stunning wands were removed from the
production floor and repaired properly.

2. Establish measures to prevent reoccurrence.
The maintenance man was re-educated on proper repairs to
these stunning wands to prevent further reoccurrence.
Maintenance will continue to perform preventative
maintenance. An barns personnel are trained in animal
handling.

3. Prevent distribution of product adulterated as a result of
the deviation.
No adulterated product entered commerce due to this
deviation.
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I

o Other Comsumer Protecrion

I OTHER

s.(b)(7)(C)s.(b)(6)

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCEo Fooel SafelY

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

("7 ,jCl6 -
5.

ISOPIHAeCp

2. RECORD NO.

d 00 A. 0 - 0"1.-

U.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

4. TO (Neme end Title)

f1p.. J{ OtJ t2;,.. AI ;c If

7. RELEVANT SECnON/PAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEOURE/PLAN ....

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

3(),'3cJ

. . .. {liJTtZtcT L,rf/r
The request for this Informatlon IS Voluntarv. ~t IS needed to rnorutor deteCts louno In lnilS 11l:S!Jt'I..'\lU"lI 0r lH'C1 ". .~ ' ... _.............. , • :..: • __ :.._" •• ~" ~ -;" ~. ··If IP':,,' ,Op '- -r r _.- -_ ... ~-

compliance. SCFR 301 and 9CFR 36\ FORM APPROVED OMS NO. O~B3·00B9 OMS DISCLOSURE STAUMENT: Public reporting burden lor this collection of information is
estimated to i!lVeraQB ? minutes par r.i3sponse, Including tile time tor ,eviewir.g instructions, searching existing darB sou{ces j gaznertflQ' and maintaining the dau n.eeded. and
comphnrng and rewewing the ccnecnco of information. Senl;$ comments regarding this burden estimate Or any other aspect of this collection of intcrmattcn. jl"\ch,Joir.g suggestions
101 reducing this burden, 10 Department of AgriCUlture, ClearaQce Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, WashinQlon. D.C. 20250; BO(\ to the Office of Information and ReQulalory AHa;ls,
Office of Management and Budgel, Washington, D.C. 20~03. If the OMS clearance number does not appear on this form. you are not obligaled 10 complete \1.

•
8. ISP CODE o Ve.O .2-

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION lNDICATORS

PLANT A. 0 SSO?

PROCESS: 8.0 HACCP

C·D PRODUCT

o Monitoring 0 Corrective Action o Recordkeeping 0 Implementation

o Monitoring 0 Corrective Action o Recorelkeeping o Plant Varitication

o Economic o Misbranding o Protocol

0.0 FACILITY 0 Lighting 0 Structural 0 Outside Premise·s 0 Product Based

E·D E. COLI 0 Other

•
You are herebyadvisedof your right10 appealthis decision as delineated by 306.5and/or 381.35 of 9 CFR.
12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: (ImmfJdiet8 ecttontsi):

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned ecrion(sl):

14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT 15, DATE

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could
result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

16. VERIFICATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

"'P.O!2'~~S FS!S Form 5400·4 !9/97\. which may be used
. unti I exhaustac.

;=SIS FOR~..1 5400-4 (7/SB)•
000516
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p. (?1~-"'?2-8SS6USDA
s.(b)(6)

;~JJ...J.:'.L ...-~,_ ,_ ,-~~~7:~~ ,.".,.~_..."._"' _~.
e llCFR 301 and eCfll3111 fORM APPlIOVEO OMII "l0. 0583..0088 QMB DISCLOSURE5TJlTEM9IT: Public reporting ""d"" fwthl• .,..Uecti"" a, n'lrmletiof1 ie _imatad 10

oV~.Il. 7 ml~Ules PIf ,eepo""., jnc/ud,n1Jthe lbn~ fer t~i~w"'l; mrucllms. _ding eotlsting dotll .ourC.'. ~8Iher1l\1l and moi1tlllnlrlg \hoo df,•• needed. .nm ......pll.. ing and Iwi....Ir1~
In. c()II~IQn of Inform"';on. Send.Q"'menu; rOllerdlnglhlll bo..Irden o&tlm...!! or envotner ltIlPeCI of thl, collecllon of inform.tion. incllJ.lLne .uga-Iom for ,Oducn1J mr. b\,den to
Ocportment ., A1Jficulccpe. Cle.,"""" Officer. OJRM, Room 404-W, Wuhr.lIlon, O.C. 202~O; MId to tho Off",e of 1",'ormollOl\ IOC\d Flflgl1lotory Aft.lr•• Oftie, of ManllQC:1Y\_ .~

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUI.TURf TYPE Of NONCOMPlIANCE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERViCE 0
NONCOMPUANCE RECORD ' Food Safety 2J Other Consumer PTatectlon

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

07/10/2002 00139-02 002441 M II
4. TO (NlJml: rtfld Tirfe)

Mr. Darrell Schmidt plant manager
6. RELEVANT REGULAlIONIS}
313.50 (b)

7. AELEVAtfT SECTION/PAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUJ:\EIPLA~ •

IHACC? IsSOp IOTHm
x

B. ISP CODE 04C02

JO. DESCRiPTION OF NONCOMPUANCE:

At approximately 0726 brs. while performing procedure code OlB02 Inspector observed that two hogs had been placed
in the restrainer before the stan of production and before pre-operational sanitaUoncould be performed on this randomly
selected piece of equipment. The two hogs in question were raising their beads up anc1tI)'ing to move. With live hogs filling
the "irons W behind them. tbey could not move forward or move backward. Inspector choose to bypass this area for

so the two bogs would notbe subject to further discomfort. At appmxitnately 0730 hrs. Inspector Lrequested
i iB:o ahead andstan production. asked Inspector _ appximatdy 1S minutes prior to

entering the area in question, if the "stick area" was one to pro-op and Inspector stated that

C. [t] PRODUCT

0·0 FACILITY

E.0 E. COLI

o Implementation

o Plant Verifleatlon

o Outside Premises 0 Product BIlled

o Rec:ordkeeping

o Recordklleping

o ProtCXlO'

o Stnu:turlll

o Corrective Action

o Conelltive"Action

o Misbranding

9. NONCOMPliANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

o Monitoring

o Monitoring

o lighting

o Economic

o Other

I

[] SSQP :

B. 0 J-lACCP :

PLANT r
PROCESS I

•

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (flmhe, planned ac:r;ofl(sll;

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could
result in additional regulatory or administrative action.
t4. SIGNATUR. OF ""NT ..A..G....NT ] rs. 0'"

16. VER1ACAT10N SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE J-~-7-.-V-·...-::"T--;;--------

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7f98) Aepllle8S fSIS Fc:lIm 540Q.4 (9/971. which may be used DISTRIBUTtnll.l. n':A;~al II. 1 ~-~.. - ~.GI.F;_I._Gft.

D~g~ .... FormF/ow 60""'~"', until alchllusted. 000518
000212
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ul 2(5 .02 11:54a USDA s.(b)(6) p. b

------------'~.

s.(b)(7)(C)

u.s. D£PAflTMENT OF AGAK:Ul1l1AE
FOOD SAFfTY AND INSPecnoN SERVICE

NONCOMPUANCE RECORD
CON'TINUATJON SHEET

- '1':" DATE 2. RECORD NO.
07/10/2002 00139Y02

4. TO (Name errd TtrJr:J
Mr. Darrell Schmidt plam manager

QJ ATTACHMENT

l'YJ'e OF NONCOMPUANCE

o FolMi Safety 0 OthGl'COll~umer Ptotltction

3. ESTASUSHMENT NO,

0, 002441M /1
5. PERSONNEl. NonRED

Jcill supervisor
6. RE1£VANT REGULATlONISl
313.50 (b)

7. RELEvANT SECTION/PAGE OF
ESTA8l.ISHMENT PROCEDURE/PlAN ..

IHACCP 1 50 1> IOTHEJ\
X

B. ISPCODE
04C02

9. NONCOMf'l,IANCE INDICATOR
Product

to. DESCRIPTION 01= NONCOMPlIANCE:

the restrainer and shacklet:tble had been randomly selected. Inspector , notified and in
writing with this NR and. of the failure to comply with regulatory requirements. Previous NR's for the same
inhumanehandling deficiency was NR II on-Q2 wriUenon ~11..()2. No plaut JeSPODSe has yet been~ved fur tbal NRt

however on NR 0148-Ul writtenon 08-27·.()l the establishmentS measure to prevent reoccureoce states: -Both shift kill's
will start the kills from the circledrive to eliminate anyreocurrenee.n

11. SIGNATUREOF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

fStS FORM 64OQ-4a (7/98)

I"" "":11012002
OlSTRlBlJTI000519

000213



Ju 1. 26', 02 11: 53a USDA 21S 722-8696 10·5

• 16".
11mcflllt(~. Ff#Js f,vml~

2441
USDA-FSIS
Logansport, IN

July 23,2002

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C) .

RE: Noncompliance Record 00139-02

Dear

IBP Establishment 2441, Logansport IN, respectfully requests to appeal NR 00139-02
written for Product.

The basis for this appeal is that the Establishment reviewed this NR and we feel there was
not any inhumane treatment or failure to comply with the regulatory requirements ofCFR
313.50, which is the tagging ofequipment, alleyways, pens, or compartments to prevent
inhumane slaughter or handling in connection with slaughter.

Unlike the previous NR's linked in this NR all employees were inplace and production
was starting. At all times employees trained in animal handling were monitoring the
hogs in the restrainer. There was no indication ofthe hogs being in distress since the hogs
in the restrainer were not vocalizing, or having any violent reactions. The hogs were
quietly trying to move which is a normal reaction.

In Regards to the statement in this NR referring to NR 0148-02 written on 08-27-02
states, ., the establishments measure to prevent reoccurrence states: "Both shift kill's will
start the kills fromthe circle drive to eliminate anv reoecnrrence " Th~ p.~tRhlit;:hmp.nt W'fQ

000520
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•

•

With submittal ofthis Jetter, we ask that the noncompliance report be rescinded and that
action be reflected in all government records.

Your consideration of this appeal is appreciated. Please provide the establishment with a
written response. Ifyou require additional information or wouldcare to discuss, please
give me a call at your convenience.

Rnec~llY~•. ~~~~
Darrell Schmidt
AVPEst. 2441

000521
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ul' 2S 02 11:53a

Date:

USDA

United States
Department of
Agriculture

Food Safety
and Inspection
Service

t::lS-722 OG96
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

Est. 2441
ISP Inc.
2125 S. Co. Rd. 125 W.
Logansport, IN 46947

To: Darrell Schmidt
AVP Est 2441
Logansport, IN 46947

From:

•
Subject: ..Noncompliance Record 00139-02

After reviewing the above mentioned NR, I have no choice but to sustain it as
written. It has been determined that maintaining hogs in a restrainer for any longer
than is necessary to humanely stun the animal is inhumane handling per 9CFR Part
313.50 (b). All incidences of inhumane stunning or handling must be documented
with a Noncompliance Record.

Additional repetitive NRs with the same root cause can result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.

DVM

000522
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•

NONCOl\1PLIANCE RECORD NUMBER 00139-02

1. Identify and eliminate the cause of the deviation.
The root cause of the deviation was due to lack of
communication between the hog barns personnel and the kill
floor supervisor. The bam team members were not aware of
the area had not been released from Pre-op inspection. The
hogs were removed from the restrainer.

2. Establish measures to prevent reoccurrence.
The bams team members have been instructed not to begin to
put hogs in the restrainer until they have been properly
notified by the slaughter floor supervisor that the area has
been release from Pre-op inspection.

3. Prevent distribution of product adulterated as a result of
the deviation.
No product was affected due to this deviation.
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Oct 07 02 08:54a USDA.FSl~.j-lJ s.(b)(6) 3D~ - "~4 -?86S

s.(b)(7)(C)
p.e.

Tho 'OQU,,", lor V.i. inform oti"" io Vohr,t,ry. It ione~ to mMiror de'octt te.und in this inSlloc.ian "y..om. 1\ it uae<!by FSIS tc d~termiM Whether eSlOblishmcm. are in ccmpl;""cc.
SCFR301 DnQ' &CFll$lll FORM APPROVEDOMS NO. 051l'3<1069 DMe DlStU)SUIlE ST,..TUJ\EN'T: Public repcning burder1 fot this ~U"erion 0' irlr",,,,..ic,, ~~irn.\otI \0 .
oyero,," 7 minul," I>M r"",,~ lnClu~ing ltIe tlmo lor , .....i.wing instr\lclionl, ....rthing existing aoto .o",c.,.. gotlTe<inq ""rj m......ininlllhe _. ~ed, and completing end ","ieWing
tno .oijc."ion 01 inlo,"'''IO!'L S~ cornm.",11,~ordinG lhil blJl'den os'im". 0' ony othor o"poc. 0' .h...lIlleelioJ\ of in"''''''''ion, includin; ""9903'(io"o for reclucing this burdo", '0
C..,o"menl 01 Agriculture, Clear.nce Offi~, OIAM. RilO," 404-\0\1. W"""in",on, P,C. 20250; _ to>!be Offi~ of Inrormolion ornl Regl.Jlatorv AIID...... Otti•• 01 M~'l!omOJtt end

.--"-.

-~- --- --_.._---------
8. rsp CODE 04C02

7. RELEVANT SECnON-/p-A-G-r-O;·--------"'l HACCP

ESTA8USHMENl PROCEDURE/PLAN ..
---_.. --_ •...•._-_ ..._--_•....._-_.

---_ .._-_.. --_."---" ._--

Issor ··_--····~ER---··

N/A

.._--- .._--

o Implementation

o Plant Verification

Gl] Protocol

o Out&ide Promises ::J Product s,,$!td

J::::J Corrective Action 0 Rllconllceeping

C CorTeclive Action 0 Record keeping

C Structural

o Misbrahdlng

o Monitoring

o Monitoring

Cl Other

:J Lighting

IJ Economicc.Q] PRODUCT

0·0 FACILITY

E·O E. COLI

TO. DESCR!PTrONOF NONCOMPUANCE:

During my0600 ante-mortem inspection I found pens 74. 75. 76. 91, and92 were overcrowded, There was insufficient
room for the hogs to lie down. I discussed this our meeting with plant m.anagement on April 26. 2002. I
discussed this deficiency ric and Circuit Supervisor.

__._... --r---.....----y-_. . • .. _~__~.C?~C~!iCE CL.A$~FlG~lNpjCATORS

PLANT; 0 SSOp j
PROCESS ~ B. 0 H,A,CCP ]

•
-------- ---_._--_._--

,1. SIGNATURE of INSPfCTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

•
rsrs FORM 5400-4 1712_.
lk~ t>I" Ft>mIFIo", sllf'r>.-"r-e.

....... ;.;. ;:.. :../:....:..:../:.. .• i ..hi<:h may be used
untilllXhllu:ltlld.

---_..... _---...

DISTRIBUTION: Original & 1 copy· Establishment
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""'T1o.!,!" ,.....,.JII":!IIt f.Qf fhkoin#Drm.~ is VoJont.aty. It .is needed to mOnrtQf oet'ec:Lti ,UIoU.'" t •• ,;t,;~ a:~ =~;=:":, 3"f«-cF .• '_f :lr.!!:..4!':: "".............. :'~.~"".1"tIIIl wnmner e2t1"CIDlq;nrnau,:3 er-e *1" ~.'I ... Ie .......

IlCFR 301 anc itern ":'0', t·Ot\.!'~·. ~.f'P;;: -.,;t:; ul.!-i: ~~~ ~~e:-~" OMS D\SCLO$UM. STATEMENT: Public: rep.ortirlg burderl tat tI1a Cou«:1.tQn g.1 "~.W-H••=:-~?-,·~ .:..:!:':":'"~~ :~
__ ,j <8\fef8.p 7 mlnutee- pet te5;pQnle. indLlding ane tlmD:1D1' reviewing tn5'lfUChDl15. seen.tlilng lh.'tr.~r~Q ..:oa..." uc ...~ see. ::;-e~11o ~'!":5 I'" ~ r".~~';":.~tlb"-_~~ +~ dfOfjljl """lfIIdlfld. and comdlr:t:inQ el\d revi~ing

tile eollcction 01 mfcrmotlon. Sond coonmetlts 'egotding 1Ii1s burden estbnoto DI MY Illh.. 81!l>¢t ", Ihill coRectlDn of inf<>rr1\4lio", mduc:llng "';QeSf""" <a, ''''''',,,nil ~". "'" ;;"". ",
Oep<ll'tn'l_ 01 AI'l"It:uIture, Ciao,,,,,,, .. Orll=~. OIAM. RoM! ~04-W. WaoohlnlJtDf\, C.C. 20250; III'llI to the Office of l"fCtmetllJl'l and R"lllJloto.y Afloi,.., Offie. of Mene9omel\t end

--rii~ .._- ..__....
Humane Slaughter

u.s, DEPARTMENT O~ AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND IIIlSPECilON SERVICE

NONCOMPUANCERECORD
.'-- ·-·--T2. RECORD NO. ---. '--'

TVF'E OF NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safety 0 Other Consumer Protaetion

! 3. "t'STABUSHMENTNO.·--··· ---s:(b)(6)-' ,-
......._.....-04-/11/2002 ---'.. .. ' OOOYf-(}2 ,__",__". . OO~441 M J~ s.(~>,<7)(C) __ '_

5. PERSONNEL NOTIAED
SlaughterGeneral Supervisor

1. DATE

4. TO (Name tmd TItle)

DanelI Schmidt. Plant Manager
...._----_._-_ .._-_._-_._-_. --- .._- ---- --- ----

6. RELEVANT REGULA"ONISI
9 CPR 313.30 Part (b) (2)

-----_..--_. HACCP--- '---j'sSO;;--
7. RELEVANT SECTION/PAGE OF

eSTABliSHMENT PFlQCEQUFlEIPLAN ...

•
--_.•

a. ISPCOOE 04C02
----------_._-----_._-_.--_._--_...-_.... ---_. "--

__.---,.... .. 9 ', NCNCO~~ CLASSIFlCAiJON INDICATO~_S___ " " ' __.'_

PLANT) 0 SSOP] 0 Monitoring 0 COTTecti.,e Action U R~cordkeeping 0 Implementation

P.ROCESS \ B. 0 HAeCI' ) .::::J Monitoring 0 CorsecrlVa Action, ~. RllCOrdkeeping C Plunt Verif"lClItion
: i

c.Q) PROOUCT

D.D FACILITY

o Economic

=:J Lighting

C Misbr;lnding

o Structural C Outside Premise'S :J Product BasllO

E.D E. COLI C Other

10. OESCRtPl10N OF NONCOMPUANCE:

•
At approximately 1620hours on the slaughterfloor while perfoI1l1ingAnre-mottem inspectionand passing throughthe
·stunning area" betweenend of A shift and B shift startup. (B ShiftSVMO) observed 3 live pigs in the restrainer.
The first two pigswere showing signs of discomfon by head nodding, and struggling to get their footing. The third pig was
in the rear of the restrainer and could not physically back out of the restrainer because aU the alley's leading to the stunner
were also full of pigs. With no A shift mp personnel employees tagged the restrainerwith USDA reject
tag # B35945046. asked that the A shift floor general be summoned to better explain the situation, Upon
arrival. agreed that the pigs in question were left in the restrainer by A shift personnel. (Page lof2)

------- -----" --_.._-- "--'--- ._--.,--- '--'---'---
13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (fIJnht:t' planfled flction(s}}:

This' document serves 8S written notification that your failure to comply withregulat()ry requirement-C'st co~l(r
result in additional regulatory or: administrative action.
14.SIGNATURE~NTMANAGEMEm---·----------- ------ . rs:-DATE --- -----

17. DATE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 0198)
D~Oigr>ed.'"Fo""F/o... =ftw"""

Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 19/971. \l\lhjch may be used
untft e'<hautted.

.. DISTRIBUTION: Origina' & 1 copy' Establishment
, copy • Inspector
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-- ----_.-- ._- -_.--- ---_..~_._--, ...__. --". -- -
I. DATE i2. RECORD NO. . 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

04/1112002 _.1--..__ .__OOO_72-0_2 ,. t _00244IM 12 .
4. TO (Name lind Tltlel 5. PERSONNEL NOTIRED
Darrell Scbmidt. Plan! Manager ,? SlaughterGeneral Supervisor

~_. . ---;;-~---:---------------------------------------, --_..._--" '--~ - ._-

1 • .-. __ '-'__..!'!'!:"!--"

L'li_ ,-.;;'~ ...~..l-:~~~ •

J Other CDl11nJl1\er Protection!~ Food Safstl'

1'YP£OF NONCOMPLIANCE

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAF£'TY AND INSPECnON SERVICE

NPNCOMPlIANCE RECORD
CONTINUATION SHEET

--------~~~==:-=~~=~~::------.......,!"'='"=------

I
S. FlEtEVANT REGULATION(S)

9 CPR 313.30 Part (b) (2)

"

._ - '
OTHER
Humane Slaughter

-'TSOP._- .__.._-,,-- ~Ai::CP

7. RREVANT SEC110NIPAGE OF
ESiASL.fSHMENT PROCEDURE/PlAN ..

'/9. NONCOMPL.IANCE INDICATOR
. Product Protocol

8. ISP CODE
04C02

--_.'----- --- --_. ---.-- '--

r:

•

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPUANCE;

summon kill floorsuperintendent the area. Upon arrival,
also concurred that pigs bad been left in the restrainer and that the situationwas not acceptable or to betolerated. A
discussion between assured that would takeclwge of the
situation. correctiveactions up new signs to be attached to the stunner indicating that no pigs were to
be left in the restrainerduring any breaks, hmch, or betweenshifts. to allow . to place the new
signs. The reject tag was removedby and total downtime resulted in a approximate 35 minutedelay in stanop of
B shift. later confided to questioncouldhave been left in the restrainer for up to
3545 minutes. Only after the frank discussion with the B shift was allowed to begin to stunanimals. This
discussionallowed the humanehandling situationdescribed in 9 CPR 313.30 (b) (2) to be handledat the plant level without
further interveation from higher level FSISpersonnel. is well as were informed of the humane
handling defidwcy both verbally andnow in writing of failure to meet 9 CFR Part 313.30 (b) (2). The most recent humane
handling issue was NR 148··01 (8-27-01). .

11. SIGNA1\JRE OF Ir

DVM
FSIS FORM 5400·4a I (J;lOI tlep,st:esfi:ibH:>rm 5400-4491971. whil;h may be used DISTRIBUTION: Original &1 copy - Estpblishment

um] eld1au1it~. 1 copY - InspectcJr
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.....
.~, .

21S-7~'==-&bb6 s.(b)(6) ~
s.(b)(7)(C) 1-"

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD NUMBER 00072-02

•

•

1. Identify and eliminate the cause of the deviation.
The deviation occurred due to not having trolleys to hang
hogs so the stick pit was shut offuntil trolleys could be
acquired. The stick was intended to start up again before the
end of the A shift but a sufficient number oftrolleys could
not be acquired. Therefore the area supervisor sent the
employees home, inadvertently leaving the hogs in the
restrainer. Upon notification of the deficiency by the USDA

.' inspector, the A shift kill floor General elected toremove the
.hogs from the restrainer to avoid any further distress to the
animals. As stated in the "Description ofNoncompliance",
the restrainer was tagged by with USDA reject tag
#B35945046 for approximately 35 minutes, preventing this
immediate corrective action.

2. Establish measures to prevent reoccurrence.
The area supervisor was reeducated on shutting the stick off
at the irons and not to leave hogs in the restrainer during a
prolonged breakdown. Each occurrence ofmechanical
breakdown will be individually assessed to determine the
ability to remove the hogs from the restrainer. Furthermore,
signs will be hung above the restrainer stating that no bogs
are to be left in the restrainer during any breaks, lunch or
between shifts.

3. Prevent distribution of product adulterated as a result of
the deviation.
No product was affected due to this deviation.

000546
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s.(b)(6)

rile roq~eot fo, Ihi. inform.tion i. Voluntary. It i. needed to monitor doioclO found in thi. in"llection ovslem. II i. uood by FSIS to det~LPlatl{gJ,blioI>menl..... in compliance.
9CFR 301 .nd 9CFR S81 FORM APPROVEDOMIl NO. 0583-0089 OMB DISCLOSURE &lATEM£NT; ~blic 'e9orting burden fo, this collection of inform.tieln is estirnetDd 10
.v ....lI. 7 'nin",n per ,."pon••• Including tho lime fOi ,,,,,iowlng inlft'Lltlionl, ....ching crxlotinlt dot...",c... galnaring tnd malnt.lninlt tho doto neede<!. and completin\t and ,""",wing
the collC1OlIon ot Inform.tion. Sen'" commont. req.rding lJIia burd«l mimete 0' .ny other oop«1 el Ihi. collection 01;"ferm.tion, inoJ~dine ."99"S'iOO$ ter ,educing this bu,den, to
De90rtrnem of Agricutt"'., Clo.,."". Officer, OIRM, Room 404·W. Woohinllton. D.C. 20250; and to "'. Olfic. of Informotion and R!lQUlot"", Aff.ir•• Office of ManogemOtlt and

00011-0204/04/2002

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD
1.2. RECORD !'IO.

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safety 0 Other COf1$urner Protectio"

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

17496 M /1
4. TO {Nsme (1nd TitJe)

Mr. Ron Buncich-Plant President
6. RElEVANT REGULATIONIS)

313.30(a)(4)

7. RELEVANT SECTIONfPAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREIPlAN •

IHACCP ISSOP

NUIIl'"Il:U

Ron Buncich

IOTHER
x

8. ISP CODE 04e02

C. [{] PRODUCT

D.0 FACILITY

9. NONCOMPlIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

o Outside Premis86 0 Product Based

o lmplementatten

o Plant Verification

o Recordkeeping

o Recordklleping

Ql Protocol

o Corrective Action

o Corrective Action

o Structural

o MIl\brandlng

o lighting

o Monitoring

o Monilorlng

o Economic

Io SSOP :

8·0 HACCp l

I

I

I
PLANT I

PROCESS I

I

E.D E. COLI o Other

•
10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At 1015 hours I went to observe the humane slaughter procedure. I observedemployees shackle & rise a stunned hog and
send it to be bled. The nexthog I watched had Dot been stunned sincethe preceeding hog had been raised. This 2nd hog was
partially raised 00 its sternum as the shackle was put on. As the hog was raisedup by the hoist I observed it appeared to be
concious. It was struggling andblinking its eyes. I calledout to tell the employees that the hog was not properly stunned
but was ignored. I watched as the hog went to bestuck and thrashed enoughto come off the shackle and fall into the
bleeding area. It was concious and hadeye movement as I watched the crew shackle it again, drag the
area to raise it up again. Again i tried to stop whatwas happening, but was ignored again, even

11. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION.

SVMO S 1/)1/ c/

YOIl are herebyadvisedofyour righJ 10 appealllUs decision as tklineaJed I7y 306.5 and/or 381.350[9 CFR.
12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: (Immed/dte Bct/OIl(S)}:

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further pldllned ectionisl):

14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT 15. DATE

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(sl could
result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

16. VERIFICATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

• FSiS FOR~Yl S400·4 {7i9S}
De8ignod 0" FormFlow 6DftwllRl.

R~p~ii~as FS!5 form !S4()0.4 !9!97l. \'·'!'h~h moey boe !l!O~d

unt" exhaulted.

17. DATE

DISTRIBUT!ON: Original & 1 COpy - Establishment
, copy - Inspector
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3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

17496 M / 1

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)r71
W ATTACHMENT

•
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD
CONTINUATION SHEET

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO.

04/04/2002 00011-02

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food $atcty o Other Consumer Protection

4. TO (Ncme and rifle/
Mr. Ron Buncich-Plant President
6. RELEVANT REGULAT10NIS)

313.30(a)(4)

7. RELEVANT SECTIONJPAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURE/PLAN ..

B. ISP CODE
O4C02

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

!HACCP

6. Pt:RSONNEl NOllRED

Ron Buncich

IOTHER
X

9. NONCOMPliANCE INDICATOR
Product Protocol

•

who was on a ladder overlooking the stunning area. At this time Foreman camealong and J told stop the
stunning as they were not stunning properly. I went and got Mr. Buncich and informedhim of the problem. We went back
to the stunning area where he questioned his employees. who told him the hog fell after being stuck. I informedhim again
that the bog was not unconcious when it was being stuck. At this point the stunning was started again to observe tbe
procedure & be sure the equipment was working. The next several hogs were properly stunned one at a time. I stated that I
believethat previous to this what I observed appearredto be because the employees were trying to stun more than one bog
at a time. Mr. Buncich told both foremen that the stunning procedurewas to bestun one hog only, shackle& lift it, to send
it to the bleeding area and then to proceed with stunning the next hog. Kill was resumed.
This is a repeat deficiency documented on NR 00004-02 03/06/02. Failure to comply with regulatory requirements could
result in further action.

•
11. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION

FSIS FORM 5400·4a (7/981
---

Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9197). which may be used
unta exhlOusted.

12. DATE

04/0412002

DiSTRiDVTiON: Original &1 (;Cpy . E:;~b~:thmem
, poPV • Inspector
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s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)
The '<;quest tor this intormelion is VOlu"lary. It i. Meded to monitor detlOCtS found in th"1S in;paction syotem. It i. used by FSIS 10 determ;"" wh_ aotabliohtnent. are in cernplience.
IICFR 301 end 9CFR 361 FORMAPPROVED OM6 NO. 0563000811 OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENt: l'ulllic r~ir>lIl>lJrden fer thi. oollection of informalio" is estimated to
average 7 minutes per respOl'lse. inoluding the lime for reviewing instructions, eearohing existing dala IlOUfCes,gathering ""d mainta.,ing the <latanmod,~ completing and review ing
the eOlleotion..ofjnforma\ion. Send Commems re ".rding this burden esritrl4t.o~.t>tb..._~f_rhiJv~tioD..JlU"lllttDIlllon.JllcludicllJ'U99l'''inns for ,edl!cingJhl.~I.o...-- _
Decertmestt of A.griculture, Cleerenee Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W. WeBhington, D.C. 20250; end to the Offica of Information and Regulatory A.fhlirs. Offle. of Management and

4. TO (Name end Iltie!

Mr. Ron Buncich - Plant President

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

o Ft:Jod Safety 0 Other Consumer PfQtectlon

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

17496 M 11

RonBuncich
J~U LJ"'~U5.

1

2. RECORD NO.

00004-02

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTlON SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

03/06/2002

t. DATE

..

•
6. RELEVANT REGULAT,ONiS)
313.30 (a) (4)

7. RELEVANT SECTION/PAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURE/PLAN ..

IHAec? ISSOP IOTHER
X.

8. ISP COOE 04C02

c. [ZI PRODUCT

0·0 FACILITY

E.D E. COLI

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIACATlON INDICATORS

o Implementation

o PI/tnt Verification

Q) Protocol

o AecOfdlceeping

o Recordlceeping

o Outside Premises 0 Product Basedo Structural

o Corrective ActiDl"l

o Corrective Action

o MNbranding

o Monitoring

o Monitoring

o Lighting

o Other

o Economic

1

o sSOP :

B·DHAccp l
. I

I
I

PLANT I

PROCESS r
1

•
10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

At 0710 hours while performingverification of humaneslaughter1observed five hogs being shackled, hung.and stick that
were not stunned according to regulations313.30 that states, ~ The quality and location of the electrical shock shall be such
as to produce immediate insensibility to pain in the exposedanimal. The stunned animal shall remain in a state of surgical
anesthesia through shackling, sticking. and bleeding.~ The five hogs that I observed had rapid eyemovementand excessive
blinking of the eyelids, and what appearedto be voluntary movement of the snout and mouth after being shackledand before
being stuck. After bogs were stuck there was still blinkingof the eyes during the time of bleed out and also rapid movement
(opening and closing) of the mouth. There was also a large amountof movementof the front shoulders and the one leg that

" <:1r.NATJJJ:::U: n~ J"ISPECTlO

_~_~_~a,:",O~·""":";''5~-r~K~),;;,c...;r .....;;;.;. ....~"",,,,,,"__
IOU art nereoyaawsedofyour righPto appealthis decision as delillealiit l7y 306.5 and/or 381.35 0{9 CPR.
12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: (Immediare ecrion(sJ):

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further plenned ecrion(sJ):

14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT \5. DATE

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could
result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

16. VEAJI'ICAT'ON SIGNATURE OF JNSPECTION PROGRAM EMPlOYEE

• FSfS FORM 5400-4 {7/98}
De$igned on FcrmFlow $Oftwttm,

Replace" FS,S Fctm 5400-4 j9/97). which may be used
until exhausted.

17. DATE

DiS I RiBUiiON~ Origina~ &. ., ¥o~y - Ee't~b~;~hm!:nt

1 copy - Inspector
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3. ESlA8L1SHMENT NO.

17496 M / I

~..

• 1. DATE
03/06/2002

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRtCUL TURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD
CONTINUATiON SHEET

2. RECORD NO.

00004-02

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

"TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safety

WATTACHMENT

o Other Consumer Protection

4. TO (Namo snd Title)

Mr. Ron Buncica - Plant President
6. RELEVANT REGULATION/5J

313.30 (a) (4)

7. RELEVANT seCTION/PAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDUREIPLAN ..

IHACCP Isop IOTHER
X

Buncich

8. tSPCODE
04C02

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

9. NONCOMPLIANCE INDICATOR
Product Protocol

•

was not shackled. that could becontributed to involuntary muscle movements resulting from an electric shock being
applied. During the first few minutes of observing the plant's stunning procedure. the employee applying the electric shock
held the stunning device on the bogs at the point behind the ears for one second before releasing. Two hogs were being
stunned at once, one after the other and then one would be hung and stuck while the second was being bung. There was also
six other hogs in thepen in addition to these two causing the stunning area to being full which at times made it difficult for
the employee to have enough move in which to shackle and hang the hog in a timely manner. I immediately notified
supervisors and asked the to notify Mr. Ron Buncich. At this
spoke to the employee performing the stunning and the employeestarted holding the electric shocking device on the bogs
for a longer period of time while stunning and hanging one hog before going on to the next. Approximately one bour later
while I was working the slaughter line Mr. Buncichwas in the area and I did notify him on what had occurred.
Mr. Buncicb was notified of his failure to comply with regulatory requirements. This document serves as written
notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirementscould result in additional regulatory or a.dmin.istrative
action.

• may be used

000553
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~J l:.I 1 i 1 03 10: 2 1 a USDA r -:. 3

s.(b)(6)
:!:;-s.{bJ(7)(C}: >:. ~(:\'.:> ~

•

The rOClUest for tni. info''''.t''''' i. Voluntary. It I, ne.dod t. m.nltOl' defect. f<>\jnd i'1this inOlA.eli... 1l)'1lt0lTl. II i. uoed by FSIS to del~mlno "hmor _ltl>IlohtnenlO ere'" """,,,lienee.
9CFR 301 Ind IICFFI38T FORM APPROVED OMB NO. 0583-0089 OMS DISCLOSURE SlAfEMBV7': Publ., r.pDrlinlr blJfdllfl lot Ihis colleclion of inlDrmlt,on io .!!timote" 10
"",orage 7 !l'/(llIteS pet 'OI/llOl'l". including the lim" 101' reviDwng inlO\J'u.t1ono, $<I.,ching axl$1;"g !lllta ••\IT•••• lletheri"9 ond mlinttlininQ Ih. dot. needed. Ind completing Ind ,...Iewln;
1h. tollm,on of Informal!"". Sond cOlT1m~,. ,eBardlng thl. burden ..Ilmln Of""Y .thor Ispecl et lhls coneetlon Dfinform_no IncludinQ lIUlI'J".lfon. f'" ;"duclng mill Mden, 10
Des>ertmenl,,1 Agtlalhure, C1_~. Of(lcer. arAM. R"om 404-W. W"sItington. D.C. 20250: end to tI>. OUi•• of In'cmleticm ""d RcvulelDrv Aftlin, Dillee e, Mo""gement end

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERViCE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

TYPE Of NDNCOMPUANCE

o food Sefety ~ Other COIl&Umllr Pr-otectlon

1. DATE , 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

021lS/2002
4. TO (Nome ond Title)

Mr. Larry Corbin. Regulatory Superintendent

00085B M;1
Iii. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

7. RELEVANT SECTION/PAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENTPROCEOUREIPLAN

6. RELEVANTREGULATIONIS)
6900.1 (JI)(A)(l)(h); 313.2(d)(2); 313.30(a)(J)

l HACCP Isscs IOTHER
X

a. "!SP CODE 04~

E. c: E. COLI

0·0 FACILITY

o Implementation

o Plant Vcrificetion

[Jl Protocol

C RecoTdlce8plng

n Recordkeeping

Q CotrB<:tivll Aotian

n Correctivo Action

o StlUCturlJ'

9, NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDiCATORS

C! Monitoring

n Monitoring

o ECOflotniC

:J lighting

o Other

Ossop
B. nHACepl

. I

c. Rl PRODUCT

I,
PLANT ,

PROCESs I
1

•

' O. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLiANCE:

At approximately 0740 brs OD 21 J5/02. while perfomliag lSP 04e02. I witnessed a hog receive an inadequate stun.
evidenced by the stun's inability to produce roe required surgical plane of anesthesia. Plant employees allowedfbis bog to
pass the shackletable onto the floor. A differentplat employee then shackled the conscioushog by tbe right carpus, hoisted,
and drug tbe pig about five feet. There was no plant supervisor was in the area. Consideringthe hoist.person was a newhire
and that his supervisor was not there. the stun area was not tagged nor the kill halted. The supervisor appeared after the
incident and was informed of it.
Other NRs concerning humane issues are #00011-02. written on 2/4/02, and #00004-02 written on J/9/02.

You rm Ilmby adviJtd a/your righJ 10 appeal rhls deci¥oll a.t cUI/maud by 106.5 undloi18i.f5~f9i:j::R. .
12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE; rlmmr:dkneflcfion(sJ); • a .... _.-+? G #: ;')~
.Jr~ ~~,~ i=S"-AR &toea-IS:; ..-1\.a,.,O

iA~~~~~
~.

13. PL.ANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (funhr:T planned 90rion(s)/:

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requiremen1(sl could
result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

DiSTRIBUTION: Original lit 1 eopy • Estllbliahment
1 copy • Inspector

4 /9197}. whicn may be u;.ed
until c>cheu5teO.

14. SIG ATUREOF PLANT MANAGEMENT 1 ' 6• OAy I
,.dLd~ . ' 3/te/oz..
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Ju'" 11 03 10:19a USDA 2'?O-fl5R-30BS

U.S. DEPAFlTMfNT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD
1. DAT£ "-" ·j:£.-RECORO NO.

_ ..... 9.~I.Q4/~OQf_1 00011-02
4. TO (N..me ,md Title)

Mr. Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent
-'-"~'.'''---_.'-

6. REI FVANT RFAlJl ATION'S)

313.2 (e)

PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

00085B Mil

" ._-_._------
iJl Other Con$um8f Plotee-tlon

IOTHER
X

... -.- .__._------------

'I TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

; I..:Food Safety

ESTABLISHMENT WO.

'l'HACCP
7. RELEVANT SECTION/PAGE OF

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURE/PLAN ...

6. ISPCODE
-----------_......- - ...-

O4C02

II. NONC,OMF>UANCE ClASSIF/r:A"ON INDICATORS.. '" .~----

PLANT f U SSOP I

PROCESS I 8. 0 HACCP :

'-." Monitoring

iJ Mcmht>rinl1

o Correct/ve Action ~l Aecordkeepir>g

n Corrective Action U R8cnrclkeeping

:J Implementation

[j Plant Verification
.....- _----.-----_ .

c. [iJ PROOUCT o Economio r. ;Miltbr...ndlng

I. _ Structural .1 Out$id~ Premise" n Pcoduct aa,.ed

E, 0 Eo COU 1-- Otlllol
+__ Lo.' - _ ••• _ ._. _.. • ._ _ __. _

•

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE:

On 02104/02 at about 0530 am. I discussed the need for wa(:~(l(;~~~()~pigs in the suspect and downer pens because there
av,lilable ar the rime. Initial discussion was with At about 0600 hours I also discussed tbis with

No water. nor empty water containers were available in either of the two USDA Suspect pens nor the
downer pen near the stun area at approximately 1445 hours and 1645hours.

11, SIGNATURE OF INSPECT!

/15, DAn; --
__._ ./.. ~.&I.r') ~

17. DATE

\ .:5 t> .-(J "';---

DiSTRIBUTION: Orig!nel & 1 copy' &;tebliehment

000559
HCp!.1Cl,.':,.SJ.",.O:fub4W4 f9/971, which may b!;; u~cd

u"til eXhausted.

"This document"serves as written notiiication that your failure to comply ~ith re9u\ato'~y requlrementlsl could
result in additional regulatory or administrative action.-_.... . -.. .
14. SIGrMTUAE OF PLAtrr MANAGEMENT

~M~
~Vf~!fIGAT!Q;.iQGNATl)&PfmsPEi:nDNPROGKAM £MKOYEE•
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s.(b)(6)

TYPE Of NONCOMPl..IANCE

LJ food safely 0 Othsr Conllumk f'rOfBction

·'rESTA8USHMENt-N~O~.----------··..

U.S. OEPARTMENT Of. AGRlCUlT\lRE
fOOO SAf('l"Y AND INSP(cnON S(n\lICl:

•

NONCOMPUANCERfCORD -v-__
DIiTE )2. RECORD NO. ~

0"-02-
01l09/2002! OOQ86..4& 0OO85B M /2

4. TO (Name :!Inri mre/ l 5. I't"SONNI:l NOTtr\tD

Mr. Larry Corbin. Regulacory Supc..-rintencJem 1 i- Kill Floor Manager
-,,~-----,-,~-- ..---_... ..'-'-" .._..,------_...•_-.---~~-_._-_....-._-._._.--_._-----
G. Rrt:EVANT REGVLATION(SI
FS,IS Dir 6900.1

"I. Hl:'I,INAN'1' Sf:C'rJON/J'AOI: or
[osrAOtl$HMENT ~OCI;OUACJ1'lAN ..

..., jOTHER

8. ,SPCOOE D l/C 0 ~

f] Implarnnntnd....

o PI"nt Ve'ifil:/l~iQn

[] rtQlO<iol

o Rllcord'keoplng

o HecOYoJkeeplnQ

o Ounido Pl-omis01l n ~l.Ict n"s"dn SlnletUrtl'n LIghting

. -.. ..... "

PLAN'f I [J 5!'lOP: 0 MOf\ltorml1 0 Canllet;lIb AetimJ

PROCESS: n, 0 H/loC(:P ; 0 Monitc,flnil 0 COIT"Cti" .. Action

.... ,,_... , "'.'-"--,---'" ._-_..- ,--------------------------
C. 0 PRODUCT fi r.eoN~,!,ie rr Mi"brllndino

e, 0 FACILITY.._---------1----------------------------,
€.O L COLI o OthOl'

, o. Or.SCn1M'tON or NONCOMI'LIANCI::

At or about 1650. was p~"Tf(lrming ISP task 04C02 by o~ervin8 the "stuanlng" area to verify that the
_. C$rabHsllmenl was meetillirlll;: criteria set forth in 9 CFR part 3J:; of tIle regulatioRS [0 ensure tbe humaneh:mdHng and

_
laUzhter of livestockanll pl."Tfunning the V(,.'Tific.:!tions iu PSIS Directive 6900.1 Revision 1.
e observed an esrablishmt.'1Jt L-mpl(lyee. in th~ holding pen immediately before the stunner. attemptmg Il> drive a

mn-ambulalOry disabled swine by beating it heavily with a liv(.:swck "rattler" TIle employee was uSing [he cane-like "rattler"
HS ~-club andseverely strikiJlg tile animal which was unable riseor use it's rear legs.

7, INSPl::CTIO

DVM

----'----------_ .. , , .,~

'~~·PLANT MANAGEMENT R£SPONst ffuri;;e, p';"r"'t1tlcritmlsJJ:

PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

~m ~4l)().4 19/97), ....hkh .....,. b ....e"d
\!n~~ ~><haugtgd,

'This' d~·~l;ment serves as written notification" that·your failure to comply·with reguia10fY requirement{s) could'
result in additional regulatory or admini$trstive action.
"'14.STG'NA'iii;(f or-"'~ ~ANAGEMENT .. ... .._. ,--.---

'".~~ } ,,~_ ~~-=-=:---
r' io. VI

'.~

000561
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NONCOMPUANCE RECORD
CONTINUATJQN SHEET

~
'- DA~~/0912~02 ...] 2. f:lECO~.:O. OOO~"""--t\2.----'~"·'p;;·"

(NfI_ I'nd Tirlel
f. Lan)' Corbin - Rc£ulatory Superintendent---

G. R(UVAN'T REGULJ\ nONISI
FS;S Die6900. I

--_._... ,.-

---_...._-
o Other Con8uIlIllf I'nnllction

3, ESTAlillSHMENT NO.

000859 M 12
5. PERSO-N-N-a-NQ--n-RE'o

- Kin Floor Mlilla.g,.,.

[ 1Food Safely

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)P)
TYPE Of NONCOMPLIANCEU.S. OEPl\frrMtNT OF AGRICUL"URt:

FOoo SAFETY AND 'NSI"(COON SERVICE:
.•

II. "t .

..,. ~ElEVANT SGt:llQNIPAGE OF
tSTAllllSHMENT 1'l10CEDUREfPtJ\N ..

G. ISP COO"

---_...._--_ ..
10. DESCRIPTION OJ:NONCOMPLIANce;

ordered [)le employee to stop his actions and suspended stunner operations by direct orders to the stun operaior.
No est<iblisbmenl supervisor was-available in the area so direct iDlLTolI."(ion \Va..; nt.'C'C:!&UY.
Upon returning lO the kill floor. : notified Kill Floor Manager. of the situation and tlUli.

stUlUlin,g would net resume until tbe ~t.abl ishmem bad provided satisfactory assurances that the situation hnd been
corrected, .
The stunner operatian was suspended for about 18 with the USADIFSrSfFO and
indicated tlw the'specificcmp\O)'ee iuvolvl'd bad been area ami be: disciplined. indicated that
an establishment management person would beassigned to oversee [he stunIkill are on a OOacim11.lUS basis to assurepro~r -,
compliance anda written programof corrective and prrveIlrative aedons would be ~-ubnUttc:d within 48 lIOun!. B~ upon
these a.ssuranees and subject (0 itu~ivl: monitoring foe r:be remainderof the sWft. the srU1IDeI opernsiuJJ was mt:lJled.
TIleimnledistc: non-compfiancc was ~llvtd at rheDC level and correctiveand preventative inca'>'Ures in response to U\L'i
non-compliance report win also be resolved at rhal esbbJisJunenr level.

E
wcver. it sllOuId beDOled that in accord:mct: with 9 CFR. SOO.3{b) of the regulations. FSIS may suspeed inspection

ue providing an eslablishment prior .notification because the f:SLablishment Leo handlingor slaughtering aoimals
umaneJy. Funber violMiuQS of thi<: nature may be referred 10 the District Office for COOrdination.

1 r, SIGNATt/A" QF INSPI:CTIOf\

DV!J1

RCplllClOS fsrs F<l'J'fI'I !:l4OO-4(9/9 II, wnlch inDY be used
"ora llld\austed,

112. 'OhTf

I 0110912002
DISTRIBUTION: Origln.nl &1 capo( • EstDblichrnent

1 cop\, • InspeCTor

000562
~------ !!!!!I!!!!!!!I!!!!!!!I!!I!!!!!!!I!!!!!!!I!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! ~...,-,r:=-,_u ~ DU L.LI U~ ..... - ~ I
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p. 1

ct 07 02 06:43a

...
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)
Tho '.crllHl Pot Ihla '"'",mallol> .~ V~\U1\I.".. I' I. ,,_~ to "'annal C1e!el:1. to\lrld In tnl. '..opeetlon tytt.". II tou.~ by FSIS to determine ..nMher ...t,tlIlthlnlltlll lI,e b'Ieomplt.nce.
8(;fFI30' .nCI VCFR 38' fORM APPROVED OMS NO. 058.~089 Olllle DIBCL05URl' 81AT!M5NT: ""bU. 'eportinil bUrden rOf tl>ll colloctlen of Ink,m"t"," Iw eJtmote/llo
••tolOll.7 ml!lut9 P" f_on.o, "''''udlng tho 11m. lor ,""iowlhg lntlNctlon., .....h"'l1 ....hrtll1ll dilt ...'w•••• V.tll ....., ""d ,:".1ntQInh~ Iho d..e n_ed.....d o_p1et1rlg Dnd ,...lowlng
tho ooUo<llon 0 / in"'rm~"'"" S.....C1 co"",,",,1t 'OlI"'dlnq Ihi~ Purpen I ..;m.,. or .ny olh .. 10;>""\ 01 thh ooll~l1On of irII0tm l ti. n. irtcludirlg wtIg""l.Ionl '''' ,edUolt\g tt.It burd"". to
Depllrtmen, 01 AgriNlt",e. Cleo,ene. Ollie .. , O'RM. "'oom 404·W; Wnh1ngton. D.C, 20250; II!'\d 10 lhoOIF",.. of Inlo''''oOOIl or><! "'ogUolory "'"01". om." 8f M-"laom..1 '"""

t , OATE

o Implemfll'ltlltlan

o Plant Vflrrtrclilion

Issor

Il) ProtDcuI

(HAccr

o Structural

o Correc:tlve AQtlon 0 floc:on:lkeeplng

o Correetl.... Action 0 Reconll(eep!ng

o Mllnit0rin9

o Ml>nlt ......g

o Lightinv

o other

o Economlo

I

o SSOP :

e·DHAccP:

0·0 FACILITY

e.O E. COLI

c·0 PROOUCT

t
I

PLANT I
PROCESS I

I

7. II.ELEVAN r SECTION/PAGE OF
eSTABlfSHMENT PAOCeoURE/Pl.AN •

8. 'sP COOE oscot,

8. RELEVANT ReaUlATIONfSI
313.2(<1)(1)

----..,--------r- ...;c9:..:.•...:NO=N~C::.O::.M::::.:P~'ANCE CLASS1RCAilON lNDI~:.:T.=O.:.:R:::.5 _

••. ==;;_.

10. DESCAIPTlON Of NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately 0635 thls morning, when 1 weDt to the bam to complete aeremortem inspection on tbe calves for slaugbter
.' 1000Y, I noticed that there were 12 calves in the US Suspect pen. Ofthese 12, only 3 were nonambulatory. According to

•

9CFR 313.2(d)(1). ~disabled animals and other animals unable to move shall be separated from noll1Ul1 ambulatory animals w
•

The 9 ambulatory calves were removed from tile pen. One downer was moribund and was destroyed.

-_..._-------------

13. PLANT MANAG~Mf:NTRESPONsE (further plllflflfJd flfltion(JJII:

r:RtJ<'~D -r» 111£ -rRlJC'../Ce.R ,ttfJ.lVD £~p,-;qINef::j 70
.~ .'!" .~ ~ ,

><:.....~;tf./, ·/lBo~-r f=>r,.JirlNG- HelJcrlly CFlLVI:S 1/oJ c....JITH 'OowJ..J£fZ.,s ..

>./~: ~.O}JLV DOvJN€/Lr BfLDNG-':C~ SUS p~:C I PeJJ
.<. ThIs document .erves al wr'tten notification thet 'your 'ellure 10 comply with reguiutory ,equirementCat could

. fnul1ln additional regulatory or edmintltTotive action.

--'.d.-I"] -ot
17. OA1'£

DISTRIBUTION:

1~. BrG V~C PLANT MANAOJ:MENT 18. OATt

~
16. v

•
000564
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JM

•
1110612001

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)
FRX NO.

00016--01

f HACCf' 1&$OP
I

~:
,

PWIf: 0 9SOP I

muss I aD HACCP:
) \

e.0 f'fllOO'UC'f :
i0·0 FACILnY ) 0 1.lG*I1IfIV

-.... !
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1/_.

i---C/UL.-
The request for this information is Voluntary. It is needed to monitor defects found in this inspection system. It is used by FSI:;i to determine wnemer ~::;\.i::liJlI:>lllll"'''':> 0'''' ",
compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS NO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this collection of
information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions. searching existing data soures, gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
inluding suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404·W, Washington, D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget.

rVPEOFNONCOMPUANCEs.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

1. DATE

u.s. DEPARTMENTOF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY ANDWSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

2. RECORDNO.

D Food Safety

3. ESTABUSHMENTNO.

oOther Consumer Protecti

9/18/02
4. TO (Name and Tit/e)

Robert Yoder, PlantManager

6. RELEVANT REGULATJON(S)

313.2

13-2002-2473 17281 M /1
S. PERSONNELNOTIFIED

7. RELEVANT SECTIONIPAGE OF
ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDVRE/PLAN

HACCP ssor OTHER

Sec. e pg.63a
8. ISPCODE 04C02

9. NONCOMPUANCECLASSIFlCAT10N INDICATORS

PLANT A. D SSOP 0 Monitoring D Corrective Action DRecordkeeping o Implementation
PROCESS

D HACCP D Monitoring D CorrectiveAction DRecordkeeping oPlant VerificationB.

C. [8 PRODUCT 0 Economic D Misbranding 0protocoJ

D. 0 FACILITY D Lighting D Structural oOutside Premises oProductBased

E. D E. COLI 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTIONOF NONCOMPLIANCE:

On this date at approximately 0930, the barn for humane issues. A pen containing
3 hogs was found that contained no access or for water. notified of this violation.
The regulations state that animals shall have access to water in pens if held longer than 24 hours,
access to feed. There shall also be sufficient room in the holding pens for animals held overnight to lie down.
Corrective actions were made immediately. No further action taken.

11. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPWYEE

You are hereby advised oivovr righ' to appeal this decision as delineated by 306.5 and/or 381.350[9 CFR.

12. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE (lmmedioteaclions(s)):

13. PLANTMANAGEMENTRESPONSE(further planned actions(s)):

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.
J4. SIGNATURE OF PLANTMANAGEMENT 15. DATE

16. VERIFlCATlONSIGNATUREOF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

FS}S FORM 5400·4 (7/98) Replaces PSISForm5400-4 (9/97), which maybe used until
e~h:J.u.",led.(7/98)

DJSTRJBUTJON: Original &

000567

I copy- Establishment
1 copy - Inspector

000232



The request for this information is voluntary. It is needed to monitor defects found in this inspection system. It is used by FSIS to determine whether
establishments are in compliance. 9 CFR 301 and 9 CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMS No. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public
reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response. including the time for reviewing instructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this
burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance
Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington, DC 20250: and totne Office of Information and RegulatoryAffairs, Office of Management and Budget.

US Department of Agriculture TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE 0

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD Food Safety [8J Other Consumer Protection

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLlS}lMENTNO. s.(b)(4)
02112/2004 0057-2004-5471 000858 M /1 s.(b)(6)
4. TO (Name and Title) 5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED s.(b)(7)(C)
Larry Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.5

7. SECTIONIPAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN HACCP SSOP I OTHER

8.ISP COD

~)04C02 /

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

10.DESCR QKOFNONCOMPLIANCE

At 0615 hrs., while in the VI position, I was performing inspection procedure 04C02 in the stick area and noticed a hog
gasping for breath, I immediately went to the animal and checked for eye reflexes. The hog blinked it's eye when] put my
hand in front of it. I yelled at the employee watching for signs of reflexes telling the animal was not unconscious. The
hog then tried to right itself several times. I then yelled for the line to be stopped. The animal was attempting to get lose by
this time, arching it's back, kicking it's legs, and breathing rhythmically. A company employee then came forward and used
a captive bolt stunner all the animal. had to forcefully hold the hog's head so he could stun it. then went back to get a
reload from Supervisor _,reloaded and stunned the hog a second time. Between the first and second stun,
approximately 6 or 7 seconds, the animal continued to exhibit severe kicking actions. After the second captive bolt stun, ]
again checked the animals and found no blinking action, although the hog did continue to gasp. The line was restarted
at this time and I further instruction on regulatory action. At approximately 0705, Inspector

was instructed stop the kill by placing U.S. Rejected tags, numbered B35521287 and B35521290,
oneachone of the Butinas.For a preventive measure, Production Manager, offered the following: 1) Check
the to ensure that they are functioning properly; 2) Add an employeeto monitor bleeding after stick; 3) And to add
an employee to monitor the state of consciousness between the stick and the blood pit area. After the preventive measure

I I. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

You are hereby advised ofyour right roappeal/his decision as delineated by 306.5 and/or 381.35 af9 CFR.

12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Immediate actiontsj):

I3. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned actiontsj):

This document serves as wrillen notification that your failure to compl~' with regulatory requiremenl(s} could result in additional regulatory Or administrative .dion.

14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT

16. VERIFICATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7198)
Replaces FSIS Form 5400.ll (9/97)' which may be used until exhausted (7/98)

15. DATE

17. DATE

DISTRIBUTION: Original & I Copy 10Establishment, I Copy to Inspector
Page 1 of 2

000590
000233



s.(b)(4)
s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)US Department of Agriculture
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

o Food Safety ~ Other Consumer Protection

I. DATE 2. RECORD NO.

02/12/2004 0057-2004-5471

3. ESTABLISHMENTNO.

00085B M /1

4. TO (Name and Title)

Corbin, Regulatory Superintendent

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.5

7. SECTION/PAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN HACCP SSOP OTHER

8.ISPCODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

ipr-odillction was allowed to resume and the retain tags were removed from the iii at

10. DESCRIPTIONOF NONCOMPLIANCE

was accepted
approximately 0725.

11. SIGNATUREOF INSPECTIONPROGRAM EMPLOYEE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7/98)
Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9/97). which may be used until exhausted (7/98)

DISTRIBUTION: Original & I Copy to Establishment, 1 Copy to Inspector
Page 2 of 2

000591
000234



s.(b)(6) f
.: s.(b)(7)(C) 2eo

compliance. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. PORMAPPROVED OMB NO. 0583-0089. UM~ UI:;it;LU::>UKl: ::>1"-Il:Ml:I'II. rouOl\; '''IN'UIl\l UU'VCI' "" u,,~ "'-",=-u,,, , ~,
information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sou res, gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
inluding suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington. D.C. 20250; and to the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget.

TYPE OF NONCOMPLlANCEU.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOODSAFeTY ANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food Safety oOtherConsumer Protecti

J. DATE ~_ RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

5120/2004 5-2004-5302 01737 M J 1
4, TO (Name lind Title)

Tom Sullivan, PresidentiGM
5. PERSONNE~NOT~IEO

6. RELEVANT R!:.GULATJON(S)

313.1
7. RELEVANT SECTION/PAGEOF

ESTABLISHMENT PROCEDURE/PLAN
HACCP SSOP OTHER

8 lSPCODE

A

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICA TION fNDICATORS

PLANT 1\. D SSOP 0 Monitoring 0 Corrective Action DRecordkeeping o Implementation
PROCESS

B. 0 HAeCp 0 Monitoring D Corrective Action oReeordkeeping oPlant Verification

C 0 PRODUCT 0 Economic 0 Misbranding oProtocol

D 0 FACILITY 0 Lighting 0 Structural DOutside Premises oProduct Based

E. 0 E. COLI 0 Other

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLtANCE:

While performing a 04C02 task in the hog bam I observed the following. 1) The bottom board of pen #2 on the
west side of this pen has splinters all along the top of it. It needs to be repl~ye,9 or repaired. 2) The alleyway
fencing where the hogs are drove up to the final holding pen is in need of some repair. Some boards have holes
and gaps that need repaired or replaced to prevent the smaller animals from getting caught in them or getting hurt.
3) The bottom board of the to enter the first pen on the southwest comer ofthe barn has gaps and
needs repaired. 1 notified of these noncompliance's anlhe told me they will be fixed.

DISTRIBUTION:Fonn 5400-4 (9197),which rnav be used until
exh~usled_(7/98)

\3. PLANTM~NAGEMENJRESPONSE{furtherpla"nedacJJOns{s)f I . \ J,.. -,;; 6-h i:.,G-K h ~ 7an
l-JaV'<:.. 1l)5'7r~c..:ieR ernpO C7ye il1 ~/tx/',:!.., LY . a o:

atlo€ /) C"I-r&m o--P 60&~dJ ~ -POi' cJrl9i:-Ti.' afltJ 7b (J.Ofl'e-Z{"
a J1ide -Fe..e-]; 1/IJ111 eePicr7el'¥_... _

This document serves as written notification that your failure to~mply with regulatary requirement(s) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.

000609
000235



U.S.DEPARTMENTOF AGRICULTURE
FOODSAFETYAND INSPEcnON SeRVICE

'/cc>V Il1ie 'equesf for /his inl'onnatiOn Is VOlunla,ry. II is nl!eded 10monllDr defects foond in lhis lnspeclhm system. II is used by FSIS ID delermine wheIlletestaCIIsnlnenlll j", U/

~mplia~•. 9CFR 301 and 9CFR 381. FORM APPROVED. OMB NO. 0583--a08G. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Pubfic reportirlg burden forthis collection or
mrooJla/lOfJ IS esJJma':ed b>~ge! minutesper~, 'ndudmg lhe time for l2\liewl/l{/ inslNctions, seataling ai8ting dala soures, gal/lenng 811d mainlaining the dl!lB j
needed,&t'Id co~ng and~ng !he collec\JOI1 of mfonnation. 5end CXlmmenls regarding this burden estlmale Of any other aspect of \hiscollectiOnof infoonalion, .
IIlluding~s lor reducing thIS bun:len. fa DeJ/artmenf ofAgrfadlure. Clearance Ollicer,OIRM, Room4()4..W. Washington, D.C. 20250: and10/he otrice of In(ormalio
and Reguralory Anailtl. Onloeof Managementand Budget I

S (bH6) I

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

6. REl.EVANT REGUl.ATIONlSJ

9 CFR 313.2(f); 3]3.30(a)(4); 31330(b)(3)

I. DATE

5/2712004
4. TO (/tIlJnIC urrd nt/e)

Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager

2. JlECORDNO.

47-2004-6264

3• .ESTA8l.ISl-IMENT NO.

002441 M 11

t. RElEVANT St!CTIONIPAGE OF
ESTABLlSHMEf'(I' PROCEDURFJPLAN

HACCP SSOp DnIER

P. 0 FACILITY

fl. 0 liCO[.J

c. ~ PRODUCT

8.ISPCOOE

PLANT
PROCESS

A.D
B·D

04C02

SSOP

HACCI'

9. NONCOMPLIANCECLASSIFICATION JNDICATORS

0 MonitorinG 0 COm:ICt;vo:: ActiDn oRcr;qrdkc=pinll

0 Moniloring 0 Com:ctiV\lAction oJtocordkceping

0 Boonomic 0 Misbranding o Protocol

0 Lighting 0 Strvclurul oOulsidc Premises

0 Ollu:r

o Implc:menblli~ i

O Plant Verifice\iotl .
j

o Prodtlc1B~

,0. DESCRJPTJON OFNONCOMPUANCE:

At approximately 1040 hours while performing the 04C02 procedure, witnessed the following:
A hog that had been stunned via the electrical cardiac arrest method and shackled by its hind leg was just

coming off the shackle table when the animal began to exhibit a righting reflex3as exhibited by an arching ofthe
head back and extension ofthe neck. Immediately thereafter, the hog blinked 3 times in quick succession.
ii ii ii.................. asked that the stunner and bleed be shut offam] that an employee get the captive bolt gun. In

the hog began included side-to·side head movements (i.

13. PLANT MANAGEMEN1' R.ESI'ONSE (funhe,.p!Qtlncd adlorrs(_)):

This do<:umentserves as written notification that your faihJre to comply with regulatory "equiJ'eJDent(s) could result in additioDal
regulatory or admini~trativeaction.
14. SIGNAnJREOFPIJ\NTMAN'AGEMEN1" IS. nATE

16. VERIFtCATfON SKiNATIJREOF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYBE 17. 0AiF.

RefI!nces FSfS Form 5400-4 (9197).wtndlmay be used unb1
exhnU$ted.(11981

FSIS FORM S4OB4 (7198)

I'tr'SS22L.vL.S

DISTRIBUTION: Origilllll &

000610
uo~s~l\~a WIl::I~

I cop, - E:sIabli5lum:r

,,,,,,.,
M!

j
i

000236



s.(b)(6) I.
js.(b)(7)(C)

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE TYPEOFNONCOMPIJANL1i j
FOODSAFETY ANDINSPECT10N SERVICE o FoodSafely 0 Other ConsumerPm. .

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET I
1. DA1C 2. RECORDNO. J. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

i512712004 47-2004-6264 00244IMI I
4. TO(Num~tmdTil/~) S. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

J
Darrell Schmidt, PlantManager

6. RELEVANTREGIJlA710N(S)
9 eFR 313.2(1); 313.30(a)(4); 3IJ.3Q(b)(J)

7. RELEVANTSEcnONJPAOEOF IHACCP I SSOP I OTHER
ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDUREil'LAN

xx

8. IspeOCE 9. NONOOMPLIANCn INDI CA'rOR

04e02 Product Protocol

10. OCSCRJPTJON OFNONCOMPLIANCE.:

e. looking toward each flank). As the handler was trying to place the captive boll on the hog's forehead, the
animal was actively trying to get out of the shackle using coordinated muscle movements. The hog was
effectively stunned via captive bolt. initiated a withholding action and rejected the stunner using
USDA Reject Tag 835945674.

The operator ofthe stunner was wearing a light blue hat; this hat color is used by the company to signify a
novice/new employee. The emolovee who severs the carotid arteries and jugular vein (the "sticker") said that at
the time just prior to stopping the stunner, he noticed a hog hanging on the rail which he
characterized as questionable (that is, thought it may have exhibited signs ofconsciousness). However,
explained that he "lost it among the crowd" of other animals on the rail; he was going to look for it when it
closer to him at the stick station. When Program personnel discussed the situation
Kill Floor Supervisor, explained that employees at all three positions (i.e...u ....~.,'

sticker) were supposed to check for consciousness in each animal and stop the chain immediately ifany animal

ishowed signs ofconsciousness; said animal would be immediately re-stunned via captive bolt. The sticker was
designated as the individual charged with final verification of unconsciousness in hogs hung on the rail. As an
immediate corrective action, the establishment removed the novice stun operator and replaced him with a more
experienced stunner. They also planned to reassess there humane handling procedures in the stick and stun area.
The withholding action lasted approximately 10 minutes.

An animal must be sufficiently stunned so as to provide a state ofsurgical anesthesia. This state of
anesthesia must be maintained throughout shackling, sticking, and bleeding. This incident, therefore, constitutes
inhumane handling under the cited regulations and the Humane Methods ofSlaughter Act of 1978. The
establishment was notified ofthe noncompliance both verbally and in the writing of this NR. .

I
I
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~mp,~~. 9C~R 301and 9CFR381.. FORM APPROVED. OMSNO. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Pub6c repot1lng burden lor thiscollection of C-eLJ L/
~nfo rmallonlsestima~ toaver~ge?minutes per. re5p~nse, Inr;~udlng the timefor reviewing jnstructlons, searching existing datascures, gathering andmaintaining the data /

• >leaded, andcompleting andleVIewJng IhecolleCtiOn ormformation. Sendcommams regarding thisburden estlrnate oranyotheraspectoIlhls coltec1i(ln of inftJrmation
lnJuding suggeslions for redlJcirJg this buroen, toDepartmenl ofAgricunure.Clearance Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W. Washington, D.C.20250; and10 the Officeof Info~on
andRegulatoly Affairs, Officeof Management andBudget

TYPBOF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S. DEPARTMENTOF AGRfCULnJRE
FOODSAFETYAND [NSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o FoodSafety

S.\DHO)

sJQ)f7)(C)
~ (jtb&' Consumer P'rotcdi

t. DATE

6/2/2004

2. RECORD NO.

48-2004-6173

3. PSTABLISHMENTNo.

002441 Mil
"I. TO (Name O1Jt/Tilf~)

Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager
5. PERSONNEL.NOrlF1ED

Darrell Schmidt

A.DSSOp 10
B. 0 HACCP i D

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

Mon;tnrinll D Corrective Action oR!lcordkcepinll oImplementation

Moniloring 0 Cortee:tivc Action oRecordkeepinll oPlantVerification

Economic 0 Misbranding ~PmtOCOI

Lighting 0 StructlJl'lll oOlJtsiclc: Premises oI'roducr Based

6. RELE.VANT REGULATION(S)

9 CFR313
1. RELEVANrSECTIONIPAGEOF

ESTABLlSHMENT PROCEDURE/PLAN

~. ISPCODE

PLANT
PROCESS

c. ~ PRODUCT

D. D FACILITY

E. 0 E.COU

! 0
o
o

IHAeC!' I SSOP onJER

xx

10. DESCRIPTION Of NONCOMPLIANCE:

At approximately II :20 hours while performing an 04C02 procedure, the following
noncompliance. As one hog wasin the restrainer and in the process ofbeing stunned via cardiac arrest electrical
stunning, a second hog came from behind and over the top of the first hog already in the restrainer. Using the
back of the stunned hog, the second hog attempted to climb out of the restrainer. The stunner tried to stun the
second hog, but was successful only at causing the animal to jump and vocalize when the electric current was
applied. This hog then twisted around to its right, climbed up onto the north side of the restrainer. went through

II. SIGNATURE 01' (NSP

]2. PLANT:MANAGEMEm RESPONSE(lmmediore QetionJ(lijj:

. 13. PLANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE(fur/herpla;,ned aClionJ(s)):

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regUlatory requirement(s} could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.
14. SIGNAnJRE OF PlANT MANAGEMENT IS. DATE

16. VERWiCATION SIGNAllJRE OF INSPECTION PRQORAMEMPLOYEE 17. DATE:

f1S1S FORM 5400-4(7198) Replaces FSJSFarm 54004 (9197). which maybe used until
eldtausled.(7198}

DISTRlBtT110N; Original Ii: I c:opy' EstabJisbment
1 eepy- Inspector
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uo~spqa WHf
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U.S. OEPARThfENT OFAORICULTIJRE
FOODSAFETY ANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

s.(b)(6)

TYPE OFNONCOMP~tE} \ f } \ V}

o Food Safety mOther Consumer Protection

1. DATE

612/2004

2. RECORD NO.

48-2004-6173

3. ESTABUSHMENT NO.

00244IM/I
4. TO {Nilf/fc andTilfe)

Darrell Schmidt, PlantManager

6. RELeVANT REGULAT10N(S)

9CFR313
? RELEVANT SECTJONlPAOE OF
ESTABUSHMENT PROCEDUREJPLAN

IHACCP

S. PERSONNEL NOTlFlEO

Darrell Schmidt

I SSOP 1OTHER

XX

1I.ISPOODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE INDICATOR

Product Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OFNONCOMPLIANCE:

an opening in the side rails and fell to the floor, a distance of approximately 7 vertical feet. The hog had bleeding
skin lacerations but wst<:,pl,.,tnstand on 3 legs; however, whentrying to walk, it collapsed to the floor after every
second or third step.ook a withholding action, per 9 CFR 500.3(b), and halted the stunning of hogs.
The restrainer was tagged with USDAReject Tag No. B35945590. Amongothers, Plant Manager
and Operations Manager were notified verbally and in writing ofthe violation of the Humane
Slaughter Act of ]978 and the Federal Meat Inspection Act (FMIA) 21 U.S.C. 603 (b). Additional violations of
the cited Acts may result in suspension without notification.

11, srONATURE OFINSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE IS. DATE

ReplacesI1SIS Form 5400-4(919?). whichmay be Ulled Wlbl
eNbsusled.(7/9Jl)

D1STRlBlITION: OrigilUlI & I copy- Establishment
1 copy-Inspecter

1 ""t;B22Lvl.S
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000239



\' ,.

The request for this information is voluntary. It is needed to monitor defects found in this inspection system. It is used by FSIS to determine whether
establishments ate in compliance. 9 CFR 301 and 9 CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMB No. 0563-0089. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public
reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed. and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this
burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance
Officer, OIRM. Room 404·W, Washington, DC 20250: and tothe Office of Information and RegUlatory Affairs. Office of Management and BUdget.

US Department of Agriculture TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE ~ fh\l.d.\

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD 0 Food Safety 0 Other Consumer"Pth!'l!it'iOlv'

i. DATE 2. RECORD NO, 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO. s.(b)(6)
07/15/2004 0061-2004-6264 00244] M /2 s.(b)(7)(C)
4. TO (Name and Title)

Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager

6, RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

9CFR 313.30(a)2

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Superintendent

7. SECTION/PAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN HAecp SSOP OTHER

xx

8.ISPCOD~

~

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

lO. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE

At 1900 hours, 1 observed the following noncompliance. Two hogs were present in the The
lead hog was actively trying to extricate himself from the restrainer as exhibited by the quick movements and the
fact that it was extending its neck back and forth trying to get out. The hog vocalized once and then rested before trying to
get out again. The employees of the stick/stun area were on an 15 minute break during this time and there
were no employees inthe area at the time the noncompliance was observed. a regulatory control
action as per ~CFR 500.2(a)(4) by rejecting the using tag Night Yard
Supervisor Superintendent and Kill General handling. The
immediate to back the second hog out of the restrainer and into the irons whereupon the gate separating
the irons and restrainer was pushed into its closed position. The company opted to humanely stun the hog in the lead
position via cardiac arrest electrical stunning and remove him from the this hog was company condemned. On
examination of the first hog, pressure marks could be seen over each shoulder; when these marks were viewed from the
front of the hog they werejntherough shape of a "V". The root cause was determined to be that the employee responsible
for shutting down the (i.e. the employee stunning the hogs) had not followed the proper procedure of ensuring
that all hogs were out of the restrainer and then closing the irons gate. The employee was counseled on proper

II. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

You are hereby advised ofyour right to appeal this decision as delineated by 306,5 and/or 381.35 of9 CFR.

12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Immediate action/sj):

13, PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned actiomsj):

This documenl serves as written notification thai your failure to compi)' with regulatory requircment(s) could result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

14.SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT

16. VERIFICATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7/98)
Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9/97), which may be used until exhausted (7/98)

15. DATE

17. DATE

DISTRIBUTION: Original & I Copy to Establishment, I Copy to Inspector
Page I of 2
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US Department of Agriculture
fOOD SAfETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUAnON SHEET

s.(b)(4)

TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE s.(b)(6)

o Food Safety ~ Othe~dPs~~)~~~ction
I. DATE 2. RECORD NO.

07JlS/2004 0061-2004-6264

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

002441 M /2

4. TO (Name and Title)

Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

9CFR 313.30(a)2

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Superintendent

7. SECTIONIPAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN HACCP I SSOP OTHER

xx

8.ISPCODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE

stick-and-stun shutdown procedures.
As a further planned action, explained that the person responsible for initiating the shutdown of the stick-and-
stun area Supervisor, Superintendent, Trainer, or designee) would now also make sure that all hogs were cleared out of
the that the gate between the and irons was in its shut (down) position prior to actually
shuttillgoffthearea for any/all breaks including, but not limited to, company break, lunch, and shift changes.
The' was released at 1908 hours.
PastSimilarNRs - Previous Ineffective Plant Actions: Employee failed to follow humane handling procedures of stick-and
stun area. NR: 47-2004 dated 5127/2004
Failure to comply with the humane handling requirements could result in additional regulatory/administrative action
including, but not limited to, suspension of operations without prior notification.

II. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7198)
Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9197), which may be used until exhausted (7198)

DISTRIBUTION: Original & 1 Copyto Establishment, 1 Copyto Inspector
Page 2 of 2

000617
000241



Zcb y
The request for this information is voluntary. It is needed 10monitor defects found in this inspection system. It is used by FS1$ to determine whether
establishments are in compliance. 9 CFR 301 and 9 CFR 361. FORM APPROVED OMB No. 0583·0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public
reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this
burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance
Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington, DC 20250; and tome Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget.

s.(b)(7)(C)

Other Consume'S:rl5Y<~

02926 Mil

J. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

o Food Safety

2. RECORD NO.

0005-2004-6340

US Department ofAgriculture TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD

I. DATE

02/05/2004

4. TO (Name and Title)

Frank Faso, President/GM

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Frank Faso

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.2(d)2

7. SECTIONIPAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN HACCP SSOP OTHER

8, ISP CODE...... ------."--..

-: <,l- 04C02 --

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

10. DESCRIPIIDN OF NONCOMPLIANCE

On February 4, 2004, while performing a truck driver repeatedly kicking the
hog that was disabled and coming off the truck. in the pens of the occurrence but did not
see the driver mishandle the pig. Mr. Faso was informed of the occurrence and he took immediate action with the truck
driver and his company.

I I. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

You are hereby advised ofyour right 10 appeal this decision as delineated by 306.5 and/or 381.35 of9 CFR.

12. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Immediate actiorusj):

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned acticntsj):

This document serves as written notification tbat your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT 15. DATE

16. VERIFICATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE 17. DATE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7/98)
Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9/97), which may be used until exhausted (7/98)

DISTRIBUTION: Original & 1 Copy to Establishment, I Copy to Inspector
Page 1 of t
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s.(b)(6) s.(b)(7)(C)

The request for this information is voluntary. It is needed to monitor defects found in this inspection system. It is used by FSfS to determine whether
establishments are in compliance. 9 CFR 301 and 9 CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OMB No. 0583-0089. OMB DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public
reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this
burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including swggestions for reducing (his burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance
Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, Washington, DC 20250: and tothe Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget

US Department of Agriculture TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD D Food Safety 0 Other Consumer Protection

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLl$HMENTNO.

02/05/2004

4. TO (Name and Title)

Frank Faso, PresidentiGM

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.2(d)3

0006-2004-6340 02926 Mil

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Frank Faso

7. SECTIONIPAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN HACCP SSOP OTHER

8. ISP COD,...--- .. - --~

04C02

9. NONCOMPLiANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

10.DESCRlPTIONOFNONCOMPLIANCE

Today while performing antemortem in the pens, I observed several pigsgoing to the water system and there was no water
coming out. I spoke with in the pens about the water and 1 informed me that the water was frozen for about
an hour. I then spoke with Mr. the water problem and informed him that all pigs should have access to water
throughout the entire day. He spoke with the pens and had the water fixed immediately.

II. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

aavtsea 0/ ''lOur righ! to appeal this decision as delineoted by 306.$ and/or 38/.350[9 CFR.

12.PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Immediate actiorusj):

13.PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned actiomsj):

This dotument serves as written notification thai your failure to comply with regulatory requirement!s) could re-sult in additional ngulatory or administrative action.

14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT

16. VERIFICATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7/98)
Replaces FSISForm 5400-4 (9/97), which maybe used until exhausted (7/98)

15. DATE

17. DATE

DISTRIBUTION: Original & I Copy to Establishment, I Copyto Inspector
Page I of I .
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The requestfor Ihis information is voluntary. 11 is needed to monitor defects found in this inspection system. It is used by FSIS to determine whether
establishments are in compliance. 9 CFR 301 and 9 CFR 381. FORM APPROVED OM8 No. 0583-0089. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public
reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 7 minutes per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this
burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of AgriCUlture, Clearance
Officer, OIRM, Room 404-W, WaShington, DC 20250: and tome Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget.

usDepartment of Agriculture TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD 0 Food Safety ~ Other Consumer Protection

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

07120/2004 0066-2004-6264 002441 M 12 s.(b)(4)
4. TO (Name and Title)

Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

9 CFR 313.15(a), 313.15(b)(1)(iv), 313.50(b)

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED s.(b)(6)
Superintendent s.(b)(7)(C)

7. SECTIONIPAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN HACCP SSOP OTHER

xx
9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

10. DESeR] n'iONCOMPLlANCE

Atn9Prrrximately 2100 hours, while performing the truck unloading portion of the 04C02 procedure (HAT category
witnessed the following noncompliance. In the west side of the 6th unloading there were three downer

hogs. Two were obviously dead, however, the third hog was rhythmically breathing. closer to
examine this hog, she saw that the hog had a captive bolt penetration mark on the center of its forehead. The hog had a
palpebral was rhythmically breathing. When an animal handler working in the same unloading pen

i~::~~iifi~~d'-']'~I]_]]II1~~~seith~~e1l~o~~ne who stunned this not see anywhere in the unloading
area. got Superintendent to a member of the stick-and-stun area for the
purpose of re-stunning the hog. When this individual to the animal's head for the correct captive bolt
stunning trajectory, the hog vocalized briefly then was quickly stunned. that the animal was dead
using the signs of consciousness, including a complete absence of the hog was taken to rendering.

Given the egregious nature of the inhumane handling and per 9 CFR 500.3(b), isuspended
operations at 2108 hours without prior notification; the main drive alley w~~T~jected using USDA tag B34620759.

verbally informed , Night Yard Supervisor and Kill General of the
violation of the humane handling'requirements.

II. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

appeal this decision as delineated by 306.5 and/or 381.35 0/9 CFR.

12,PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (Immediate action(s)):

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned action(s)):

This document serves as written notification Ihat your failure 10 comply with regulatory requirement(s) could result in additional regulatory or administrative action.

14. SIGNATURE OF PLANT MANAGEMENT

16. VERIFICATION SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

FSIS FORM 5400-4 (7/98)
Replaces FSIS Form 5400-4 (9/97), which may be used until exhausted (7/98)

15. DATE

17. DATE

DISTRIBUTION: Original & 1 Copy to Establishment, I Copy to Inspector
Page I of 2 .
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usDepartment of Agriculture
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CONTINUATION SHEET

s.(b)(4)

s.(b)(6)
TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE s.(b)(7)(C)
o Food Safety ~ Other Consumer Protection

DATE 2. RECORD NO.

07/20/2004 0066-2004-6264

3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

002441 M /2

4. TO (Name and Title)

Darrell Schmidt, Plant Manager

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Superintendent

6. RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

9 CFR 313.15(a), 313.15(b)(l)(iv), 313.50(b)

7. SECTIONIPAGE OF EST. PROCEDURE PLAN I HACCP I SSOP OTHER

xx

8.ISP CODE

04C02

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIANCE

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

During the suspension action, plantmanagement met to discuss measures to bring
the establishment back into compliance. The members of the establishment management present at the meeting were Plant

Superintendents . and others. The actions
proposed were to:
I) suspend the responsible employee
2) require that only the day and night shift yard supervisors or the yard managers be allowed to captive bolt hogs until
training measures could be reassessed, modified as needed, and re-training completed
3) reassess current training materials; to be completed by the end of the week (7/23/2004)
4) retrain learn members using the updated training materials and

In addition to tbese actions, the captive bolt gun (ID#21764) was pulled out will be sent to maintenance
for

terminated the suspension action at approximately 2300 hours and allowed slaughter
operations to resume.

A simiiarNR (#47-2004-6264) was written on 5/27/2004; the root cause was ineffective stunning. The measures
put in place were insufficient in their scope as to prevent recurrence.

II. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

FSIS FORM 54004 (7/98)
Replaces FSIS Fonn 54-00-4(9/97), which may be used until exhausted (7/98)

DISTRIBUTION: Original & I Copy to Establishment, I Copy to Inspector
Page 2 of 2
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Fax
Con1D¥ USDA, FSIS, FO

Attn:

.~!
I~_,.

From:

Office location: EST2441, Logansport, IN

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

Office: DO, lombard, IL Date: 9/16/04

Fmc 630-620-7599 Phone Number: 574-722

o U".ent ltf For Review 0 Please Comment 0 Please Reply 0 Please Recycle

• Total pages, inclUding cover. Plant responsed to N R 66-2004
\} -s-

Enclosed is the plant response to NR 66-2004. The plant made an appeal to me on
or about 9-1-04 to have the linkage removed; I denied that appeal. You will notice
that the plantstifl has language in the response disputing the root causellinking of the
NR. I have asked management if they are. in fact, still appealing the link. They are
not, but they do not wish to remove the "dispute" from the NR. That, of course, is
their choice. I have been able to verify all parts of the corrective and preventive
measures outlined both in the NR and the written plant response. Therefore, I have
closed this NR. I just wanted you to be aware of the circumstances surrounding the
NR response. Otherwise, the response. as written, might cause someconfusion.

Thanks,

led IvS8ZZl.vl.S
000622

uo~spqa WIl:J.:

000246



•
NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD NUMBER 66~2004-6264

1) Identify and eliminate the cause of the deviation or deficiency.
The available HACCP team member's reassessment of the current training
materials for captive bolt procedures concluded that the root cause was an
execution failure on partofthe responsible team member in that, the team
member responsible did not verity that the animalwas insensible prior to leaving
the area. Upon notification ofplant personnel the animal was rendered insensible
utilizing a different captive bolt gun and the animal was rendered inedible. The
captive bolt gun initially used was-taken out ofservice for the maintenance
department to verify that it is properly operating. The captive bolt gun was
verified by maintenance and was found to be properly working.

2) Establish measures to prevent reoccurrence.
The team member responsible was suspended from employment, re-trained and

to using the captive bolt. The establislunent decided that until the
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ? was completed that only the management personnel will be
allowed to captive bolt an animal. The establishment completed a reassessment
of the captive bolt procedures and determined that the procedure needed amended,
therefore was re-written and presented to the USDA office for approval by 7-23~

04 as in Non record. The updated training procedures will
include assure understanding in order to ensure
that the training was performed The re-training of team members was
initiated on 7-26-04 and will be a continued until all affected team members are
trained. Periodic training will continue to assure understanding and to emphasize
importance.

3) Prevent distribution of product adulterated as a result of tbe deficiency.
No product was affected due to this deficiency.

The inspector whom initiated this NR states "A similar NR (#47~2004~6264) was
written on 5/2712004; the root cause was ineffective stunning. The measures put
in place were insufficient in their scope as to prevent recurrence.n The linking of
NR 66-2004-6264 to NR 47-2004-6264 dated 5-27-2004 is not accurate in that the
preventative measures in NR 47-2004-6264 were effective for the NR deficiency
listed in 1\1R 47-2004~6264. The preventative measures stated in NR 47~2004~

6264 states, "The new team member responsible was verbally counseled on
proper procedures and continued to receive training for the position off line, prior
to returning to the on line position to prevent reoccurrence. The team membersin
all three positions (i.e. stunner, shackler, and sticker) were verbally counseled on
proper procedures, and instructed that if a hog is conscious the carcass will be re
stunned via captive bolt. The responsible team members received re-training on
humane handling procedures." The establislunent contends that the team member
responsible for the improper stunning in NR 47-2004~2-6264were not in any way
involved in the execution failure of failing to verify that an animal was insensible
prior to leaving the area as stated above for NR 66-2004-6264 therefore the
preventative measures were effective as stated in NR 47-2004-6264.

s.(b)(4)
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Jul 23 04 01:04p FAIM Division
s.(b)(6)

?65-564-8254

The request for thIs Informallon Is Voluntary. Ills nlKlded10monitor derec16 found'n\.~9l'lJb<;(~em. Ills used by FSlS 10delllrmine whalher IIs1ailllshrnents are in
aompllance. 9CFR 301 andSlCFR 381. FORMAPPROVED OMB NO.0583-0D89. OMS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT: Public reportinO burdenfor Ihis collection of
informel1on Is esllrnatad10 averege 7 mInutesper re5fXlnse,Including the lime for reviewing Instrucllons, saerohingexisting data SOIUSS, galharing and malnlalnlng the dati
needed. and completingand reviewlngth9 collection or Information. Send commenm regarding this burden estimate or any oSher aspec:lorlhis coUedion of Informallon,
Inludlng suggestions for reducing thisburden.10Deportment of Agricu"ure, ClearanceOfficer. OIRM. Room404·W. Washington.D.C.20250;and 10Ihe Officeof Information
and Rflgulalory Affairs. OffICe of Managemenlllnd Budget.

TYPEOF NONCOMPLIANCEU.S. D13PARn.mNTOF AGRlCVLnJRP.
FOODSAFETY ANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD o Food safety oOlherConsumer Proteefi

1. DATE 2. RECORD NO. 3. ES1'ABUSHMENTNO.

7/22/2004 24-2004-5290 17564 M/ I
.... TO (Nome and rJtl.)

GaryJacobson, PresideotiGM
S. PERSONNEL NOTIFlEO

Kill Superintendent,

OniER

N/A

I SSOP

6. RE.LEVANI' REGULAnONeS)

9 CFR 313.30 (a), 500.2 (3) (4), Directive 6900.2
7. RELBVANT SECTION/PAOBOF j-HA-c-CP-------.,r--------.......,r----------

ESTABLlSHMIiNTPROC~~

g. NONCOMPLIANCE. CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

0 Monitoring 0 Cmre~ Action oR~ordlcccping oImplementation

0 MonilOliDg 0 CmreclM Ac:lioD DRecorclkceping 0&11 Verificatilm

0 EcllJICII11ic 0 MisbrandiDg 0 ProloQ<ll

0 I.ighIina 0 SUUClUI'aI oOulRidc Prenrlscs oProductBl.!Icd

D OltIcrEo 0 E.COU

D. 0 FACIilTY

C. ~ PRODUCT

PLANT ,1 A. 0 SSOP
PROCESS 1B. 0 HACCP

8. lSP CODE ( 04C02) )

10. DESClUPTION OFNONCOMPUANCB:

At approximately 0844hrs, wbilein the slal.l.&hter, stun, and stick area performing task code O4C02 (Humane
handling and Slaughter). CSI observed onthe Hog bleedchaina hogkicking, arching its back,
and tryingto lift its head. Also CSI observed the next hog on the bleedchainkicking its legs, eyes
blinking, and stillhaving rhythmic breathing.CSI immediately stoppedstunning operations and had Est.
persOl1l1eI re-stun bothhogs and CSI applied KejectJRetaintag #B34787686 to the electrical stunner. CSI

informed Supervisortllat stunning operations wouldnot resume until corrective changes

12. Pl..ANTMANAGEMENT RESPONSE (lmm.diDlB Q(;/ions(8)):

13. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSB (further plQrJrrt1d action.J(3)):

This documcbt serves 8S written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requirement(s) couJd result in additional
re ulatory or administntive action.
14. SlGNA1URE OF PLANT MANAOEMENr IS. DAlE

16. VERIFICATION SIONAnJRE OFINSPECTION PROGRAMEMPLOYEE 11. DATE

FSlS FORM 5400-4 ('1198) Rep~e~ FSIS Form S4(JD-4 (9t97). which may be'll£cd until
ClXbaUSlcd,(719l1)

DlsrnmUTION; 0righuJ &: 1 WJIY.Esta~
1 (,opy • Inspcclor

000624
000248



..

I. DATE

The request for this ii\1om1atiOnIs lIOluntary. It is needed to mooitor defects fOund In \his inspection system. It is used bY FSIS to detellTline wMelher establishments
S~ (b )(6) are In compliance. 9 CFR Jr:l1 and 9 CFR 381, FORM APPROVEO OMB No. 0563-0089. OMS OISCLOSURE STATEMEN1": PUblic rE!4X>rting burden foc this

. CQlIed:\onof inlormalion is estimated to ayeraae 7 minUtes per response. Including the time for reviewing inslrudlons. searching el<is~ng data sources. 9altlering and
s. (b) (7) (C)nc!intainil'l9 the datil needed. and completing and reviewing !he collection of inronnation. send comments reg;;lrdil'lg this burden estim<de Drany other aspea. or this

collection of inforrnalion, incliJdlng SUggestiOns fa- reducing this burden, to Department of Agriculture, Clearance Officer, OIRM. ROom 404-W, Washington, DC
£Q250: 8M lol~ Office Of l.nformat'9" and R~ulatory Affairs, Office of Management am:! BUdget ..-__"_. . _

US Department ofAgriculture TYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
FOOD SI\FETY AND lNSPECTlON SERVlCE O· d Saferv rv~

.. .. NONCOMPLIAN~ERECORD ' " FDa cl)i ..~~~COllsumerProtcClion _

2. RECORD NO. 3. ESTABLISHMENT NO.

---_..__.~-_._--~- ------0211612006 0014-2006~9114 321 11M I I---_...-_._-- --------_.._--
4. 1"0 (Name and TiUe)

Gary Ruse, Plant Manager . .

6 RELEVANt REGU1.ATION(S)

313.2

5. PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

_.--------

9. NONCOMPLlM'CE CLASSIFICATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protocol

------...._--..__._-_..._--_.
04C02

8.ISPCODE

7. SEcnON/PAGE or EST. PROC-E-D-URE--P-J..AN--~-CC-P------(-S-S-O-P----..----·TOlliE~R·--·--·

... Hwnane.liandl.ing SOP

---_....__.-_.._--_._------ _..._------..--- -----
10, DESCRIPTION Of NONCOMPLlANCE

At approximately 0600 on 0211612006 ] observed a Category III humane handling noncompliance. While performing
antemortem inspection duties I examined the water tanks to verify that water was available to livestock at all times. Pens # Cl

. and C2, which share an automated water tank, did not contain any water. There were approximately 75 lambs per pen. 1took a
reguJatory control action by tagging pens C I and C2 with US Reject Tag # B3 78192] 9 and B37819220. The lambs were
immediately moved to a different pen and water was provided to them in portable water tanks. The establishment failed to meet
the regulatory requirements of 9 CFR 313.2(e) which states that animals shall have access to water in all holding pens.

This document serves as written notification that your failure to comply with regulatory requiremenas) could result in additional
regulatory or administrative action.

11. S[GNATIJRE OF [NS"PECnON PROORAl\.{ EMPLOYEE
--------_._._--- -----_._-

illl__i__L_._._..__.._. .__
J2. PLANr MAl\"AGEMENT RESPONSE (lmmedim action(s)}:

--._------
D. PLANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (further planned acnonlsl):

---_._-_._-_._----_._-

_._._----._---- .__._----
17. DATE .

36~d""~----. _. ---..!a---
DlS1lUBVTION: Origin31 &. 1 Copy 19 Bra lishm;;ol. Copy 10Inspector
Page I of J
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Att. A to Mead Decl. in Support Mot. to Intervene 
Page 3
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Att. B to Mead Decl. in Support Mot. to Intervene 
Page 2
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Att. B to Mead Decl. in Support Mot. to Intervene 
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c
£ep 0 7 OS 10 : 2 2 _ s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C) p .3

o f oodS"'..,. I!D
J. ESTABUS.lMI.NT NO.I . DitT 3

-;1'19 raql,li!Slll.'tlhis lllronnatio ll 'is voluntal'!'. u ; ~ T1 oo(j'1ild to monil,:),QEllecls fOlilld in U1ls inspeetlcn J»'l>(liIm. It 1>usod by FSrS 10 ......mTlI1l6 vA !,) /; !'"

IIslabli sM 1CmIS l'lfQIn ccmpUOlI1<;:e. 9C~ 301 I\nd 9 cFR ::).81. FOI'lMAPPROVED OMS No. Q58.3-{I089, oM3 OlSClOSURE STA1EMENT: ~,; '~ " '

\"' '' o{oo ier Ihi3 c.oIlecUon of Inform s:!io n I::> BSl i m f\l~ l u avcra.g\J7 minl.ll08 per rM<.poru;6. iru:: rudi~G Ins tl'rniJ for ,svJowI"Dj"slfUdlolllr. lU1Wdlina Cl:: .
----;~, g<)(;"orWg IlIld lllQir.b""h{, the r:ata needed, allli comSl~sllng lind IllvieYo'lng 11111 c.r:ll'luction'Of InloHFlQllal. Se nd commenn rog aJtllnJ)thlr. :: '

or ~n'l olllOr :lS pect of Ihl$ cDllccnc n ollnform:1tion, including~Cl$l loIl'S lor reducing t~'"~.ID o.pllclHlml of AgriC\lltvre , Clo .lIl'~flClB OfTic
olQ.l\ .W Y!L~.hinnlcn DC 2025l!~QmJ~D_Q1ric.o Q( ' flfarm Qliorl c;xl Rogul:. IOry .Mairs. OffiCII 01Man8-0Smanl and DlJdgel.

us OqJ.lr(JU~ QfAgri~u~~ ITPE OF NO -JCOMPUANC£
FOOD SAFETY A..~D ~'Sf'ECnON SERVlCr:

_ _ _ ___ _ ~N~·O~~CO:\,fPUANC~E"RE""CO""'R"D"_ _

:!. RECORD NO.

07/2512006 0071-2006-4256

4. TO (N';:..::::..: anti Tit!e)

LoeciMoreno, Q.A . Manager- North side
6 . llLf,V.\NT R.EGUl..ATION(S)

31:3. :

7. SECTICNIPAGE OFEST. PROCW URE. PLAN HACCP ssop OTI<ER

HumancFt.

S. lS? CODE

04C02

? NONCOM'PUANCE ClASSm CATION l'NDICATORS

FRODUCT- Protocol
10. DtsCRlm ON OF NONCOMPU.A-NCE

HAT Category-
i! Truck Unloading

As f '..\'as performi ng a l14C02 procedure, (H.t\ T category II Truck unloading) a';approx, 0630 hrs, the f {'l:;' ::
Humane Handling non-compliance was observed. While at the off loading chute I observed a truck driver unit 
bottom level of a two layer truck. After this drive; finished unloadingthe bottom Ie-leI of Lhis truck, be proccc; .
the unlcading shut to t:1e second ~e"d. Once this drive had thechute in position he wanted. he raised the ron .:..
the \'\'a)' to the top. After QP~~!ng the door the driver saw that the truck was to far forward. This driver was 51; .
top of the chute so he asked an another driver frorn the same trucking company to tack his truck up. As tile d .':· .
truck stood at the: (OP of the chute to keep the neg from coming out of the door the recond driver started the tr- .': ,------......
truck was started one o;:the bogs came out DC the truck and wedged between the truck and the chute. The chu. , . <
tru ck were in contact with the 11.og OI t approx. the rib area with the back halfofthe hog hanging below the chu; . , -'
Iruck. The driver in the ~mcl{ started to back up SQUCCZiDg the hog between these tvlQ areas. The hog started C
sqeeli ng in distress. Al th is Lim: ~e d river in tile truck pulled forward releasing th~ : hog. When the ba g was r

----DDmII J. SiGNA Tlffi:E I

~ • _ • 7.".;. d BJJJ O/ 9 CH<.

12. PL"1'IT MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (lnum,:~i6 111;: nClion{s)}:

~
t! :"

-,-_ _ ___ _ _ _____ :'.:& , 7 ~'

D . N .i\NT M.'\NAGEME.NT RESPONSE (furth .:: r plitJ1Qcd ~ clion($}}: . •'Y..C

J6 VF.RJflCATION SIGNATURE. OF lNSPEC11 0 N PROGRAM EMPLOYEE

FSJ:; FOR.' { S4a)-\ (1m )
~~p\.cu [-SIS F~ 5-WtI-I (9197). ,.i>.iC.1 "'.....be o.=J Wltil~~1Cd ern!)

DlSllCDUn l l-J:. Or\giMJ.i. I CopyloE~lilhmc" : .

Fn.,--e I of •
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US Department of Ag riculture
FOO O SAFETY AND rNSPFC TIO N SERVI C E

NO:"l COJ\l PLL\ I\ CE RECORD CON'I'INUAT ION SHEET

DATE 2. RECORD NO.

4 . TO (Name and.T ille )

Kevin Mead, Director of Qua lity Assurance

6 RELEVANT REGULATION(S)

313.1

7, SECTION/PAGE OF EST. PROCEOURL PLAN

IYPE OF NONCOMPLIANCE

] ESTABLISHMENT NO.

00360 Mi l

OTHER

HA T 11 (Humane Handl

X Other Consumer Protect ionFood Safety

(b) (6)

SSOP

5 PERSONNEL NOTIFIED

Hog pe n Supervisor) Kevin Mead (Dir

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

IlACCP

00 88-2006-42 560910712006

S. ISP CODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSlrlCATION INDICATORS

PRODUCT - Protoco l

10 DESCRIPT ION or NONCOM PLIANCE

fallou t of the trailer (a rox. 4 10 4-]/2 fcct ) onto its back on the ground below . At th is time reg ulatory con tro l was taken
on lag# B822553 l and' H OD Pen Superviso r) was ca lled. When rrived I «(nsp.rI!JIm1
explained the situation and advised •• hat a non -com pliance under ISP code 04C02 (Hum ane Handliii'gj'WOuld
be issued.

Driv ing an ima ls off semi-trailers ov er a drop off wi thou t providing adeq uate unload ing facilities has been ident ified as an
egreg ious act.

A s imi lar non-co mpl iance with the same cau se was issued on 7/25/2006 on NR# 7 1-2006; an acceptable long term
correct ive action has not been received by agency personnel as of th is date .

This matter was referred to the Alameda District Office at which time per (CFR50 0.3(b ) a withh old ing action was
in itiated.

Th is doc umen t serves as written notifi cation that fail ure to comply with regulatory requ irem ents includin g Humane
Methods of Slaughter Act of 1978 , co uld resu lt in add itio nal regulatory or ad ministr ative act ion inc luding suspension.

11 SIGNATURE OF INSPECTION PROCi RM\tf EMPLOYEE

rS ls FORM 5400·4 (7/98)
R~ I' I ,1 c c ~ FS IS Form 5,100··\ (9/97). which Illay h.· I1 .,r d until exhauste d (7/98)

D1STRlll UT10 N Ori~lIJ o1l & I Copy 10 Estabhsluncur, 1 Co py to luspectot
Pngc 2 o!' 2
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Sep 07 OG 10;2c ~

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C) 1'. 4

US D.:p:utm.eTl1 of Agr-1cuIMt:
FOOo-SAFETY A"'JDINSPECnON SERVICE

NONCOMPLIANCE RECORD CO h.'T!NUATlON' SHEET

L DATE 2. R,J;:.cORD NO.

4. TO (Name:znd Title)

Loect Moreno,O.A. Manager- North side
6_RELEVANT RIGULA.1l0N(S)

313.1

0712512006 007 I ·2006-4256

TYPE OF NC·NCOMPl.lANCE

o '''''''S,,,, [JS O!hcrCanrumG C, ·

3. EsTABUS-HMENT NO.

00360 M:l
------,'".-P:cERS=O::NN-::: '='L:..N=OT='::F::IE=O'"-- - --

Loeci Mor-mo (OAMamger)~

7. SEC'rlONJPAGt OF EST. lJRocEDURE PLAN HAccr ssor oTHER

Humane B·'
s. lSP CODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPLIANCE CLASSmCATrON INDICATORS

FRODUCT • Protocol

f

~
f
I

10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPUANCE

between tlle chute and the truck this hogfell approx. 10 to 12feet octo the concrete below. At the timo thisnor
compliance was observed regulatory control wastaken on tagIIB822510S aoGNMuc, Loeci Moreno (Q,.
and WIld Kill Floor Manager) were called.

Immediate corrective action was as follows;
HIMP's auditors win audit (he hog trucks twice per day for 5 days to insure that truck doors are dosed whi le

moving.
Thisdocument servesas written notification that failure to complywith regulator)' requirements including H\~.~· .

Methods of Slaughter Act of 1918, coul d result in additlonal regulatory or administrattve action. , including su::.·- ,

11. SIGNAT'JREOf INsPECTION PROGRAM U 1.PLOY!E

<"---

rsrs fQR.\,o{ ~400-4 (7t9S)
R.-p\,,=, 1'51S Forre S400-4 (9191)• •>:bj<'tlm~ be usedUl\ll[<"Xhl 111lM(7~1l'
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s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

Decision Memorandum

8 September 2006

To:

Through:

From:

Subject:

N. Westgerdes, DVM
District Manager

(b) (6)
Recommendation for Suspension at Clougherty Packing Co., Est. 00360 M

Recommendation
An egregious violation of the humane handling requirements occurred on Friday, 8 September
2006 while Establishment 00360 M was in Abeyance for an egregious humane handling violation
that occurred yesterday, 7 September 2006. Therefore, an immediate reinstatement of the
suspension of the assignment of inspectors to the slaughter operation is warranted.

Discussion

On Friday, 8 September 2006, Lead CS1.observed a livestock trailer driver attach a metal
cable snare ("deadstiek") around a conscious and ambulato~et hog's foreleg and forcibly
drag from it the livestock trailer to the off-loading ramp. CST~as observing truck unloading
activities to verify that establishment personnel were <;ffectiveltl· im lementing the actions initiated
to address a suspension in the assignment of inspectors. CSI' • initiated a regulatory control
action in aceordance with Title 9 Code of Federal RegulatIOns CFR) Part 313.50(b). The
situation was referred the Alameda District Office.

Est00360 M CloughertyPeCkingCo. Decision Memo 2nd HH Suspension.doc Page 1 of 1
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United St ates
De pa rtment of
Agricul ture

Food Safety
and Inspection
Service

Alameda District 115
620 Cen t ral Avenue. Bldg. 2C
Alameda. CA 94501

September 8, 2006

Mr. Joseph Clougherty, President/General Manager
Clou gherty Packing Co. Es t. 003 60 M
3049 East Vernon Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90058

CERTIFIED RETURN
RECEIPT REQUESTED
Facsimile: (323) 584-1672

NOTICE OF REINSTATEMENT OF SUSPENSION

Dear Mr. Clougherty,

This letter confirms the verbal notification given to you on Sep tember 8, 2007, by the Food
Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS), Alameda District, of the reinstatement of the
suspen sion of the assignment of inspectors for the slaughter process at your establishment, in <
accordance with FSIS Rules of Practice Title 9 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part ....-----
500.3(b). This FSIS suspension action is initiated as a result of your firm ' s repetitive failure
to maintain and implement required controls to prevent inhumane handling of lives tock at
your establishment, in violation of the Federal Meat Inspection Act (FMlA), 2 1 V .S.c.
603(b) , the Humane Slaughter Act of 1978 (HMSA 1978) 21 V.S.c. Title 7 Chapter 48,
Sec tions 1901·1906 and the regu lations promulgated thereunder in Title 9 CFR Part 313.

Specifically, on September 8, 2006 , the FSIS Lead Consumer Safety Inspector (CSl)
assigned to your establishment , while conducting humane handling verific ation activities in
the truck unloading area, observed a conscious market hog being dragged out of a livestock
trailer. The incident occurred in the presence of the Company employee assigned to observe
hog unloading activities. This observation was documented on Noncompliance Record (NR)
numbered 0089-2006, dated September 8, 2006 which was provided to establ ishment
management on that date . FSIS personnel initiated regulatory control action by placing a
U.S. Retain/Reject Tag on the alleyway leading to the stunning area. The NR documents
your firm 's repetitive fai lure 10 adhere to the statutory and regulatory requirements of the
humane handling of livestock . In addition, it documents a failure to adhere to the actions
taken to prevent recurrence of inhumane handling during livestock traile r unloading which
you committed to implement in your agreement with FSIS on September 7, 2006 , and wh ich
were required as a result of previous humane handling violations and the subsequent
suspension of inspection .

On September 7, 2006, FSIS suspended the assignment of inspectors at your establishment
based on a similar inc iden t of inhumane handling. The FSIS CSI, assigned to your
establishment, while con ducting inspection activities in the livestock trailer unloading area of

Page I of 4

000257



the facility, observed a marke t hog fall to the ground from an open side door On the second
deck of a three-deck livestock trailer. The occurrence was documented on NR 88-2006,
dated September 7, 2006 . FSIS personnel initiated a regulatory control action by
withholding the marks of inspection. The NR documents your finn 's failure to adhere to the
statutory and regulatory requirements of the humane handling oflivestock.

You submitted to PSIS the followin g actions, among others, designed to prevent the
recurrence of inhumane handling during animal unloading: Clougherty PaekingfFanner John
cmployee(s), who have been trained in humane handling, will condu ct lOO% observation of
hog unloading activit ies; a checklist of proper unloading procedures will be provided to each
livestock trailer driver prior to beginning of unloading activities ; the Clougherty
Packing/Farmer John employee observing livestock trailer unloading will complete a form
documenting that, for each livestock trailer unloaded at the facility, the specified unloading
procedures detailed in the above checklist were followed; the resul ting documentation will be
available for review by FSIS Program employees.

After reviewing your proposal, FSIS placed the Suspensio n in Abeyance on September 7,
2006, pending verification by FSIS of your finn's effective implem entation of the
commitments and assurances contained in your proposed correct ive action plan, including
your verbal assurances made to Alameda District Office staff.

Previous similar incidents of inhumane handling, which resu1ted in regulatory control
actions, were observed and documcoted on NR 0039-2006, dated May 19, 2006 and NR
0071-2006, dated July 25, 2006. These NRs were for serious noncompliances, including
knocking down a disabled animal with a moving front-end loader in the U.S. Suspect pen,
allowing a stunned non-ambulatory animal and allowing it to regain consciousness in the
U.S. Suspect pen, and allowing an animal to get trapped in a gap between a livestock trailer
and the offloading ramp then letting the animal to drop 8-10 feet to the ground. On May 30,
2006 and August 2, 2006, NRs 0045-2006 and 0078-2006 were documented for
Establishment employees ' failure to consistently and effectively implement with the
procedure designed to ensure that the above inhumane handling violations did not recur. In
addition, the noncompliance documented for stunning an animal then allowing it to regain <
consciousness was at no point addressed by Establishment managers. ''____-I

The ability to respond adequately to humane handling noncompliances and to ensure that the
procedures implemented to address the noncompliances arc consistently and effectively
implemented by Establishment employees is critical to the continued execution of humane
handling oflivestock in a federally inspected slaughter facility . As established by the above
NRs, as well as the egregious violation that occurred this morning and resulted in the
reinstatement of the suspension, it is appareot Ihat Clougherty Packing Company has not
wholly demonstrated a capacity to ensure that livestock are humane handled by all
establis hment employees as well as those individuals who are handling animals on behalf of
the Company.

Pagelof4
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The Federal Meal Inspection Act, 21 U. S. C. Sec 603(b) states, "The Secretary may suspend
the slaughtering operations of an establishment if the Secretary finds that any cattle have
been slaughtered or handled in connection with slaughter at such establishment by any
method not in accordance with sections 1901 to 1906 of Title 7 until the establishment
f urnishes assurances satisfactory to the Secretary that all slaughtering and handling in
connection with slaughter of livestock shall be in accordance with such a method."
Clougherty Meat Packing Company failed to meet the provisions of this section of the
Federal Meat Inspection Act.

Based on the above repetitive findings and your failure to meet regulatory requirements for
humane handling and slaught er of livestock, and in accordance with Title 9 CFR 500.3(b),
FSIS is reinstating the suspension of the assignment of inspectors for the slaughteroperations
at your establishment. .

Thc suspension of the assignment of inspectors will remain in effect until such time as you
provide FSIS, Alameda District Office, adequate written assurances including corrective and
preventive measures to assure that livestock at your establishment are handled humanely, in
accordance with the FMIA and the regulations promulgated thereunder.

In addition, failure to respond to this notice of suspension adequately, and failure to assure
that animals at your establishment are handled humanely in accordance with the statutory and
regulatory requirements may result in further administrative enforcement actions including
the recommendation to withdraw the grant of inspection from your establishment.

In accordance with Title 9 CFR 500.5(a) (5), you may appeal this action by contacting:

Executive Associate for Regulatory Operations
USDNFS1S/FO
Room 3157, South Building
1400 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington DC 20250
Phone: 202-720-3697
Fax: 202-690-3287

In accordance with'Title 9 Cf'R 500.5(d), you may request a hearing concerning this action
by contacting:

Director
Evaluation and Enforcement Division
Office ofProgram Evaluation Enforcement & Review
Food Safety and Inspection Service
United States Department of Agriculture
Congressional Quarterly Building, Room 300
Washington DC 20250
Phone: 202-4 18 8872

Page 3 of4

~ l

000259



s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

Fax : 202-4 18-8896

If you have any questions, please call the Alameda District Office at (510) 337-5000, Ext.
241

cc:
A. Malak, DDM/FO
Y. Sharma, DDMIFO
A. Amin, DDMIFO

• VMSIFO
SIFO
FLS/FO
CSfFO
NFO

USDA, IIC, Est. 00360 M
FO/QER

Page 4 of 4
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FSI SFORM6000·31 (08/1 2/2005)

REPORT OF HUMANEHANDLING VERIFICATION VISIT

TO:
5/15/2007

o EQUINE
DOTHER

DISTRICT:
05 (Alameda)

SPECIES SLAUGHTERED:o BOVINE 0 OVINE
[g] PORCINE 0 CAPRINE

NAMEOF DVMS:

NAME AN DADDRESS OF ESTABLISHMENT
Clougherty Packing Co.
3049 E. Vernon Ave ., Vernon, CA 90058

EST. NO.
00360 M FROM

5/15/2007

VOLUME
Approx
daily/HI

U S, DEPARTMENT OF AGR ICUL TURE
FOOD SA FETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

OFFICE OF FIELD OPERATIONS

PLANTSIZE:
Large

DISTRIBUTIONINSTRUCTIONS:
Submit this report to your Deputy District Manager and the Front-Line
f ield Supervisor via email.

CORRELATED
WITH'

(b) (6) '"PHV acting IIC STUNNING METHOD Cardiac
arrest electrical

REASON FOR VISIT (Check all that apply):

~ A. District Office Direct ion

~ B. Routine Assessmento C Repetitive Non-Co mpliance

o D. Egregious Violation

o E.

o F.o G.

[g] H

Data Driven Visit

Suspicion of Violat ions

Religious Exemp tion

Special Correlat ion/Other Assess humane handling by
establishment employees at the end of the
Suspension Held in Abeyance period .

<

SUMMARY OF DATA ASSESSMENT PRIORTOVISIT:
HAT data: a review of five weeks of HAT data indicated that sufficient time was spen t verifying humane
handling activities.
Nonc ompliance Records (NR): Since the last DVMS visit in August 2006, five humane hand ling NRs
have been documented: 0078-2006 (8/2/2006) for not following measures (monitoring truck unloading) to
prevent recur rence of inhumane handling during truck unloading documented in NR 007 1-2006
(7/25/2006); 0087-2006 (9/5/2006) for an opening at the end of the offloading ramp where animals could
catch/injure feet and legs; 0088-2006 (9/7/2006) for a hog fallin g to the grou nd from the second deck of a
triple-deck livestock tra iler; 0089 -2006 (9/8/2006) for dragging a conscious animal f rom a livestock trailer;
0113-2006 (11/15/2006) fo r sharp edges on a metal panel in a holding pen that could cause injury to
animals in the pen .
DVMS visits: the most recent DVrvl S visit occurred on August 2-3, 2006. The following humane handling
concerns were documented: ab ility to ensure humane handling during truck unload ing; use of electric and
other prod use in the single fi le chute/restra iner area ; ability to consistently stun anima ls effectively on the
first application of the stunning device.
Enfo rce ment Ac t ion s : Suspension without Not ification on 9/7/2006 for an egregious violation (driving a
hog out of a livestock trail er withou t providing adequate unloading facilities . Reinstatement of Suspension
on 9/8/2006 for a second egreg ious violation (dragging a conscious hog off a livest ock tra iler). Currentl y
operating under a Suspension Held In Abeyance for humane handling violations . r------

Systemat ic
Approach

Does the establishment use iJ proactive systematic approa ch to humane handling, perform audits, and record their findings?

Yes

Comments The establishment has a comprehensive written humane handling progra m, including
anim al handling policies in both Spanish and English address ing insensibility, livestock
handler duties, appropriate stunning techn ique s and requirements, and ongoing training in
humane hand ling. There is also a umane handl i n g~rformed by
the OC department, and a third-party humane handling aud it performed~AII humane
hand ling records are available for review by in-plant Agency personnel.

OO J()O M Clougherty Packing 5,07 .doc Page 1 of 11
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FSIS FORM 6000-31 (0811212005)

RE COMMENDATIO NS (Check only one):
~ A. No action

D 8. NR by IIC

D C NOIE

o D. SuspensionlWithdrawal

o E. Other

5.(b)(4)

s.(b)(6)
s.(b)(7)(C)

Summaryof reason(s) for recommendation:

No regulatory noncompliances were identified during the verification visit.

FINDI NGS I Narrative Report
<

Clougherty Packing Company is a large establishment that exclusively slaughters and processes market
swine. Slaughter typically occurs five or six days per week. Animals are brought in from Utah, Arizona,
California, Colorado and Nebraska. This establishment recently became part of the Hormel Corporation
and completed the transition to the HACCP-Based Inspection Models Project (HIMP) inspection in
February, 2006.

On 7 September 2006, Clougherty Packing Company was Suspended without Notification as a result of
driving a market hog off a semi-trailer over a drop off without providing adequate unloading facilities, which
is identified as an egregious humane handling violation. The Suspension was placed in Abeyance on the
same day, 7 September 2006. On 8 September 2006, the Suspension without Notification was reinstated
as a result of a second egregious humane handling violation- dragging a conscious hog off a livestock
trailer. The Suspension was again placed in Abeyance on the same day, 8 September 2006. Since that
time, Clougherty Packing Company has been operating under a Suspension Held in Abeyance for the
humane handling and slaughter of livestock.

This humane handling verification visit was conducted for two reasons. First, to assess the company's
ability to comply with the legal requirement to humanely handle and slaughter livestock. This assessment
will form part of the decision process determining the next step in the enforcement process, that is, to
either lift or continue the Suspension in Abeyance. Second, as a routine yearly humane handling
verification visit.

On the day of the verification VISit approxlmatelymG»narket hogs were sche~hter The
v s t e proximately 0530 hours. Presen"""everiflcatlon visit were~D.MS' • •

•• PHV acting IIC, •• FLS, •• perations Manager. . •
•• Director Livestock Procurement, • • rves ock Supervisor, and

• irector Technical Services, were presen or pa 0 e veri ication visit.

Truck Unloading:
Animals are generally brought in on double deck livestock trailers, although there is an occasional single
level trailer hitched to a pick-up truck. Truck unloading occurs 24 hours per day, sto in onion Friday
evening and Saturday morning. Per establishment managers, it takes approximately " 0
unload one double deck truck. There are two offloading ramps; however, only one truc IS un oa e a a
time.

The planned changes to the scale housing which would allow two trucks to be unloaded simultaneously
are nearing completion. The chances to the scale housino include reconfiqurinq the flow of animals
throu h the holdin ens . I

months.

11113 611 M Clougherty Packing 5.07.doc Page 2 of 11
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FSIS FORM 6000·3 1 (08112/2005)r . ~'" ,;:, (b) (4)
~ .~ (b) (4)
of the verification visit was cool and cloudy, so this activity was not observed occurring,

Per establishment managers, and confirmed by IPP, the majority of the livestock trailers that arrive during
normal slaughter operations at the facility arrive during the morning. Since the previous verification visit,
signs about moving hogs calmly and handling non-ambulatory hogs have been posted on one the side of
one of the offloading ramps.

The following measures to prevent recurrence of inhumane handling during truck unloading were initiated
by establishment managers in response to the Suspension:

• Clougherty Packing/Farmer John employees will conduct 100% observation of hog unloading
activities.

• Establishment employees assigned to observe hog unloading activities are trained in humane
handling.

• No truck drivers are allowed to unload animals.
• A form will be comp leted by the company observer documenting each truck and that proper

procedures were followed . The documentation will be available for review.
• All Farmer John employees are to be trained in proper handling procedures to be used when

unloading and moving animals.

Appro )dmate l y~nima ls were observed being unloaded during observation of truck unloading on the
day of the verification visit. Typically, there was a livestock trailer at each of the two unloading docks and
three or four trailers waiting to unload. Establishment employees performed all the unloading and moving
animals into the drive alleys. Ratne paddles, hog panels, voice and hands to move the animals from the
trucks onto the offloading ramp. Hoqs were moved in small groups, quietly and at a walk. Establishment
employees were observed monitorinq humane handling during unloading of livestock trailers.

()():l() () M Clougherty Packing 5.07 .doc Page 3 of 11
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FSIS FORM 6000-31 (06/1212005)

Agency in-plant personnel did not express concerns with handling during truck unloading_ No humane
handling regulatory noncompliances were observed during truck unloading.

di bl dbit•
(b) (4)

(b) (4)

Procedures for handling non-ambul atory / disabled:
Per establishment m th tw th d f h dli

There is a written protoco l for hand l i~bulatory and disabled animals in the holding pens. There
are several small front-end loaders u:l.ISIIl having a bucket and partia l cover, used to move non
ambulatory and disabled animals to ma ru.». Sus ect" en. Animals condemned on antemortem
ins ection are ~:j;-""'-----;

o s

Approximately 22 non-ambulatory/disabled hogs were observed in the "U.S. Suspect;:.'-,' pi;e...n....-.-__---:
After antemortem ins ection all the ho s in the en were

•
s aousnmen emp oyees pe orrrnnq e sunning opera Ion were

o serve 0 c ec or signs 0 consciousness prior to loading the anima ls into the front-end loader.
Approximately five hogs becam e non-ambulatory or disab led in the single file chutes leading to the
restrainer in the stunning area. Establishment employees opened the appropriate panel on the side of the
single file chute. Hogs that could ambulate walked out of the single file chute, were stunned with a
portable penetrating captive bolt stunning dev ice then shackled, hoisted and moved to the shackle table .
Hogs that were non-ambulatory were stunned in situ, shackled, hoisted and moved to the shackle table.
The company employee stunning the non-ambulatory/disabled hogs was obse rved to check some hogs
for signs of consciousness prior to shackling.

Approximately 35 non-ambulatory/disabled hogs were observed during the verification visit. Of the 30
hogs, approximately eight hogs were observ ed to become non-ambulatory while moving throu h drive
aile s. The amb ulato ho s were moved around the non-ambulato ho s which were then •

Agency in-plant personnel did not express concerns with handling of Suspect or disabled animals. No
humane hand ling regulatory noncompliances were observ ed during handling non-ambulatory/disabled
animals.

Suspect I Handli ng facil ities :
An "U S Suspect" pen is present and meets regulatory requirements. Per IPP, a second pen near the
offloading ramps is being designated as a "U.S. Suspect" pen in order to minimize the amount of handl ing
required for non-ambu lato ry/disabled hogs unloaded from livestock trailers . This pen also meets the
regulatory requirements for an "U.S. Suspect" pen. Per establishment managers, it hasn 't yet been
decided if both pens will continue to be designated as "U.S. Suspect" pens.

Facil iti es Cond it ions:
Holdin ens are made with either cement walls or heav

hoto below . Per establishment mana ers the have recentl y begun chan ging to the
• The two curving drive alleys leading from the new

scale housing near the offloading ramps have high solid walls made of cement block . The holding pens
have overhead water misters for cooling durinq hot days. Drive alley floors and the serpentine alley
leading to the single file chutes ("irons") are impressed cement with solid cement walls. The holding pens
and drive alleys are covered with a solid, flat , corrugated metal roof. The sides are open, but on two sides
of the holding pen area, there are tall walls in close proximity to the holding pen building . There are two

ousco M Clougherty Packing 5.07.doc Page 4 of 11
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side-by-side single file chutes made of metal -.,with heavy-duty plastic sides.
managers, the pens and alleyways are cleaned..,.

s.(b)(4)

Per establishment

Agency in-plant personnel did not express concern about facilities-based issues.
regulatory noncompliances were observed during the verification visit.

No facilities-based

Pen Stocking:
Stocking density met regulatory requirements. All animals observed in the holding pens during the
verification visit were able to easily move around the pens and reach water. The regulatory requirements
addressing stocking density were discussed with establishment managers during the verification visit.

. (b) (4) Water was observed to be
the verification visit. In-plant Agency personnel did not express(F""'---:

During the verification visit, two hogs were observed being held in one of the unused curved drive alleys
leading from the new scale housing near the offloading ramps. The second hog was only visible after
entering the drive alley and walking around the curved section of wall. Per establishment managers, the
hogs became weak and unable to walk normally while being moved to the stunning area. They were put
in the nearby alleyway to rest and recover before being moved into the serpentine alley. Because this was
a designated alleyway, there was no access to water in the area. Establishment managers were unable to
quantify the amount of time that the hogs had been held in the alleyway, but asserted that it could not
have been very long.

Feed I Water Availabili ty :
Water is supplied to all pens via
available to all holding pens during
concern over access to water.

The regulatory requirement for access to water in holding pens was discussed with establishment
managers and Agency in-plant personnel at the time of the observation and again during the exit meeting.
During the initial discussion, establishment managers were finmly of the opinion that because the hogs
were in an alleyway, not a designated holding pen, there was no requirement to ensure access to water.
Agency policy is that alleyways are for animals transiting from one area to another; animals do not stay in
alleyways longer than needed to move from one place to another. However, if designated alleyways are
used to hold animals in one place, as was the case with the two hogs observed above, that area is
functioning as a holding pen and must meet the regulatory requirements for holding pens. Establishment
managers stated that they understood the Agency's position on access to water for animals being held,
regardless of the designated name of any particular area in the facility.

00360 M Clougherty Packing 5.07.doc
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Page 5 of II

000265



s.(b)(4)
FSIS FORM6000-31 (08/1212005)

personnel. Feed was observed to be present at the facility and on the floors of some holding pens during
the verification visit. In-plant Agency personnel did not express concern over feed availability.

Floo ring non-slip:
Floors are made of cement with a •
depth of scoring and design of the floors appeare to provi
being slaughtered.

into the cement to improve footing. The
e sufficient footing for the species of animal

~number of the holding pens have recently been re-surfa ced, incorporating~
~to facilitate good footing. Pens in the process of being re-grooved are n~
IPP did not express concern with slips and falls.

Per establishment managers , they are working on meeting or exceeding the humane handling
recommendations made in the American Meat Institute's Animal Welfare Guidelines, revised 2007. The
revised version includes evaluation of slips and falls in the livestock trailers during transport and
unloading.

Evaluat ion of slips l falls :
• in crowd pen, truck unlo ading , and barn area:
Approximately 200 animals were observed being moved into and out of the holding pens, through the
drive alleys and through the serpentine chute to the stunning area . One animal was observed to slip
while moving out of a livestock trailer. No animals were observed to fall in these areas.
• at sing le f ile chute and stunning bo x:
Approximately 200 animals were observed being moved into and out of the holding pens, through the
drive alleys and through the serpentine chute to the stunning area. No animals were observed to slip
or fall in these areas.

Evaluatio n of prod I alternative implement use:
Rattle paddles, voice, hands and hog panels are used to move animals off the livestock trailers, through
the drive alleys and into and out of the holding pens. Per establishment managers, use of electrif ied prods
is prohibited in the holding pens and drive alleys.

Rattle paddles and~lectrified prods wired into house current are used to move hogs through the
single file chutes and into the moving restrainer.

Since the August 2006 humane handlmq verification visit , the approach to the restrainer has reconfigured.
Per establishment managers, the reconfiguration had been discussed prior to the verif ication visit but
implementation of the change was accelerated as a result of the concern with roddin documented
durin the revious verification visit. The new a roach

1111 3611 M Clougherty Packing S.II7.doc Page 6 of 11
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Additionally, signs in both English and Spanish have been posted on the wall opposite the single file
chutes have been posted. The signs address prod use, non-ambu latory animals, handling techniques and
the Clougherty Packing Company humane handling mission statement. (see photos below).
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• in stu nn ing area:
Rattle paddles were observed being used to move animals through the crowd pen and into the single .
file chutes. There were alsc{em>lectrified prods available to be used in the single file chute and the
area just prior to the restra i~They were wired into the house electrical system. When
tested, the voltage measuredawm.IPP did not express concems about the amount of prodding
observed in this area.

Approximately 300 animals were observed moving through the crowd pen and single files chutes. Of
the 300 animals, three were observed to be prodded with the electrified prod. Rattle paddles were
primarily used to move the hogs through the single file chutes. Typically , the rattle paddle was tapped
on the side of the chute, although a number of hogs were also tapped on the back. The electrified
prod was only used when an animal completely balked at entering the restraining chute.

Approximately four hogs were observed to refuse to move forward through the single file chutes.
Establishment employees opened the side panels on the single file chute to release the hogs. They
were then moved back into the serpentine alleyway. One of the four hogs walked out of the single file
chute then walked direct ly into a nearby unused portion of the original irons. When it reached a dead
end, a company employee stunned it with a portable penetrating captive bolt stunning device, shackled
and hoisted it before moving it to the shackle table.

• in other areas:
Rattle paddles were observed being used to move the animals into and out of the holding pens and
through the main drive alleys. There were also hog panels available to be used if needed. Animals
were moved in small groups at a walking pace. For the most part, the paddles were tapped on the
floor or fences behind the animals. Rarely, the paddle was observed being used to touch the back or

. er establ ishment managers, company policy •
Hand held electrified prods were available for
served being used.

Approximately 500 animals were observed moving through the holding pens and drive alleys. No
regulatory noncompliances were identified.

It was readily noticeable that there was a significant decrease in the amount of prodding and vocalization
in the single file chutes and entrance to the restrainer compared to the previous verification visit. The
hogs moved readily from the serpentine alley into the single file chutes and restrainer. The number of
hogs balking in the single file chutes and at the entrance to the restrainer was minimal. There was also a
noticeable decrease in the number of hogs struggling and vocalizing while in the restrainer. This can be
attributed, at least in part, to the delivery of calm animals to the restrainer . Delivery of calm animals to the
stunning device operator has the additional effect of making it easier deliver an effective application of
current, thus enhancing stunning effectiveness.

Evaluat ion of voc alizing :
Vocalization was heard at a normal level for the species and number of animals present in the facility.

Verif icati on of stunning efficacy:
Animals are moved into the stunning restrainer

003CJO M Clougherty Packing 5.07.doc Page 8 oft l
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•
Maintenance records are kept

(b) (4)

One hundred animals were observed during the stunning procedure and to determine stunning efficacy.
All animals were effectively stunned by the first application of the electrical stunning device while in the
conveyor restrainer. The stunning device operator would wait until excited animals calmed down
sufficiently to allow appropriate placement of the

Verificat ion of un consciousness :
Once stunned

e shackle table, there are
available to re-ston any

There is still an establishment employee stationed at the shackle table whose responsibility it is to re-stun,
using the portable penetrating captive bolt device. any animal that has been ineffectively stunned or is
showing signs of a retum to consciousness. This was done in response to NR 0001-4303 (01/03/2006) ,
when an animal was observed to begin to regain consciousness but no action was taken by establishment
em 10 ees. Since the revious humane handlin verification visit, the shackle table has been changed so

Per establishment managers, this was done to

Approximately 30-40 feet from the shackle table, the bleed rail curves around and another establishment
employee stands at the curve rnorutorin sl ns of consciousness in animals hanging on the bleed rail.
There is another , ' or use at this point. This

Olll (,(l M Clougherty Packing 5.07.doc Page Yof II
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One hundred animals were observed for signs of consciousness on the rail after stunning. Observation
occurred in three different places: immediately after stunning at the bleeding station on the shackle table,
approximately 15 feet from the shackle table, and shortly before entering the scald tank. No animals were
observed to be conscious or beginning to regain consciousness while hanging on the bleed rail. However,
nine animals were observed to be re-stunned with the portable penetrating captive bolt device while lying
on the shackle table and many more detonations of the captive bolt device were heard coming from the
shackle table area while observation was occurring in other sections of the stunning area.

It appeared that all of the nine animals observed to be re-stunned on the shackle table were re-stunned in
an excess of caution-no signs of a retum to consciousness were observed. It appeared that if the hog
had an exaggerated tonic-clonic response to the electrical stunning on reaching the captive bolt operator,
it was re-stunned. The establishment employees at the shackle table were observed to be checking the
hogs for signs of consciousness.

There is a concem that ineffect ive or inadequate stunning may result in conscious animals on the bleed
rail, although no conscious animals were observed during the verification visit. This concern results from
the number of animals identified as needing to be re-stunned. Although there is an establishment
employee stationed at the shackle table to ensure that no conscious animals are hung on the bleed rail,
the Humane Methods of Slaughter Act of 1978 requires that animals are rendered unconscious by a single
blow or application of the stunning method. Per Agency policy, it is not acceptable humane handling to
rely on a second application of stunning to ensure an animal remains insensible to pain throughout the
entire process of becoming a carcass.

This concern was discussed with establishment managers durinq the verification visit and again during the
exit conference. The possible consequences of having a conscious animal on the bleed rail or having
repeated and regular ineffective stunning were clearly articulated. Establishment managers confirmed that
they knew and understood the policy, requirements and possible consequences of repeated or egregious
humane handling violations.

Ritu al Slaug hte r:
No ritual slaughter occurs at this tacuity.

Other:
The way in which establishment managers adapts it facilities and handling practices during inclement
weather to ensure the humane handling of animals was discussed.

O()3 (JO :\;1Clougherty Packing 5.07 .doc Page to of I I
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Humane handling is monitored by establishment mangers and records are kept, including maintenance on
stunning devices, stunning effectiveness (discussed in the Verification of Stunning Efficacy section above),. . . . , . .

There was considerable discussion about and correlation on the Agency's humane handling policies,
requirements and expectations. Of particular note was the improvement in the use of electrified prods and
vocalization in the single file chutes and stunning area. The meeting concluded at approximately 1410
hours.
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'1"'""
DATE ISSUED:1!17f06

NR NUMBER: 88-06

".... .

COMPANY RESPONSE
NON-COMPLIANCE RECORD
I .

-

j

RELEVANT REGULATIONfS): 313.1

DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPLIAJCE: Please refer to the NR

IMMEDIATE ACTION: j
1) The affected chute was tagge . The affected hog was inspected and released. The truck driver did not

follow the Trucking Unloading Pol icy. Carrier was contacted and a disciplinary action was requested
to be taken for this truck driver for not following the animal welfare policies.

2) Kill floor operations were withheld for approximately 4 hours until corrective action was written, sent
to the district manager and approved.

FURTHER PLANNED ACTION: ]

-" , A Clougherty Packing/Farme Jo hn employee was assigned to conduct 100% observation of hog
un loading activities. This person has been trained in humane handling.

2) A checklist of proper unloadirig procedures will be given to each truck driver prior to the unloading
activi ties beginning. This docufuentation will be available for USDA review.

3) A form will be completed be tHe company observer documenting each truck and that proper procedures
were followed. This documenuition wi ll be available for USDA review.

4) Clougherty packing Company]will work wi th all carriers to ensure that eaeh truck driver has been
certified according to the Tru6ker Quality Assuran ce (TQA) guidelines. In addition, we will require
them to present their TQA card or num ber prior to unloading. This step will require one month for full
imp lementation. I

5) No one will be allowed to unload a truck that has not been certified according to the TQA guidelines.

HGNATURE:

DATE:

!j
·- - - - - - - - - - - 44
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us lJepartmcnlofAsri<"ltllre
FOODSAFETY ANDINSPECTION SERVICE

NONCOMPl.lANCE RECOIWCONTINUATION SHE1!T

!. DATE Z. J\ECORDNO.

09/07/2006 0088-2006-4256

TYPEOF NONCOMPUANCE

o FoOd Snfety ~ Other Consu",,, Protc<I;on

3. ESTAIlUSHMENTNO.

00360 Mil
4. TO eN- andTd lc) I
Kevin Mead,Director of Qualltyj Assurance
6. RELEVANT REOUlATION(S)

313.1

s.(b)(6)

s (b)(7)(C)

OTIl£R

HAT 11 (Humane Hamil

SSOPHAccP

9.NONCOMI'LIANCE CI..ASSlFICATlON INDICATORS

PRODUCT· Protocol04C02
s.rsr cons

7. SECTIONIPAOE OF EST. PROCIID<1RE FLA."!

I
I

10. DESCRll'TION OF NONCOMPLIANCE

10 fall out of the trailer (approx. ~ to 4-112 feet onto its back on the ground belOW':IIIIt . . 'ory controlwas
~n tag# B8225531 an • • 0 Pen Supervisor) was called. WI •• arrived 1 (Insp.
I.VlI\:lJoxplained the situation aop advJ •• t a non-compliance under ISP code04 2 (Humane

~=~~;=-tmilb-saver a drop otI without providingadequate unloadingfacilities bas been identifiedas
an egregious act. I .

A similar non-compliance with the same cause was issued on 7/25/2006 on NR# 71.2006; an acceptable long Icon
corrective action bas not been received byagency personnelas of this date.

This matter was referred to the Alameda District Officeat whieh lime per (CFRSOO.3(b)a withholding action was

ini=~ent servesas writtJn notification that failure to complymth regulatory requirementsincluding Humane
Methodsof Slaughter Act of 197 , could resul t in additional regulatory or administrative action including suspension.

...--.

D1STRIBlITION: OrisJ.nal & 1 Copy to EstoblLdtmenl, I Crl?Y 10 lre;pector
Page 2 of 2

11. SIQNATURE01' INSPECTION PRj RAMEMPLOYEE

FSIS FORM 5-4Ot).4PI9S)
JUoptM:~FSIS Fonn 54004 (919?). wtUch I'I'JlYbtl uced until o:dIlI1utcd (7f9!)

.,..,.--::-:-:c=:o-:-==~+-=~~-==:---------------_.._--
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(H(b) (6)QA Supervisor),

- - . \ .

The rnquQlit forIhlsinformation is voiuma;y. h Is needed10monitor defectal'oul'ld In lhislABp8Ction aylilem. 11 is usedbJ FSIS todot&m'line whelhet
_B5UJbIJBl1ment8 ereIncompl!aloe. eCF~ 301and 9CFR381 . FORMAPPROVED 0M6 No. 0583-0019. QIAB OfSCLOSURe STATEMENT: Public rupor1lfll
inJrden forthiscollection of informfrt.!on Is~mated toDYel'4tfO 7 m!l'luUl$ perI'"POnso.Including thetimeforre'o'lfJWIng tnstnJclIOl\1j. e.earcl1ing esistlng dato
lSOOrOI!S ,~ endma!n'hrlntng thedffie1IIl!leded. andoomple1tng andr~ tile ooDectboof mtonnsflan. Sendoomrn&nts regarding Dl!s bu1den tmlm8la
oranyotheraspoct fA IbisooUectloll of Worme.l1on. lnetudlng suggCll&llona fortodlJdf'lO thl. bunhm, 10DcplllrtmOl'll of~oounuro. CktPronoo OffioorI CXRM,Room
4Q,.&.W, W AlOhlngfon, DC 20250: 000 tofhG otfoa of Infom'19llon andReguJ3tory Affairs 0IfIceofManoaemenf andBudge! _

US !>cpmm<nI ¥Asricuilu<o TIPE OF NONOOMPUANCE

FOODSAFETY AND~PECTION SERVICE 0 FoodSafety fXl Other ConsumcT Prot<Cljoo
NONCOMPLIAl'/CE RECQRD c:J _

~:;:006 ~t:.~::;m ~~":~HlMENTNO.I S (b)(6)

IlACCP SSOP OTHER

HumaneHandling
8. ISP CODE

04C02

9. NONCOMPUANCE CLASSlf1CAll0N INDICATORS

PRODUCT· Protocol
10. DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPUANCE

Whi~o."niDg off-hours venhcation ifhumane handling during truckunloading at approx. 0300 hoursof 9/812006.
CS~ the followingegregious non-compliance with regulatoryrequirements. Verification in this area
occurred to specifically observeCompany action initiated to preventrecurrenceof inhnmane handling during truck
unloading, in response 10 a Noticeof Suspension, dater September 7, 2006. Hogswereobserved being unloaded from one
ofrwo trucks parked at tbe offi03ding dock. As oIDoading of animals was nearing completion. a secondtruck driver.(same
trucki~mpany) proceeded to 'enler the back of the truck to drive lbe las! bogs onto theunloading ramp. At this lime.
CSl\VlAIillwas standingat the oortom of the unloading~Stu)l(lDoted that a hog began persistentlysquealing
inside of the truck being nnloadc\1 w~mpted CSlilllil/to go into the unloading rampto determinewhy the animal
in the truek wasvocalizing. lns?feto ' • bservedthat the seconddriver bad attached a "dead stick" to a fronl leg of the
vocalizing hog. A 'dead.stick" is a metal handle with a loop of wire cable attached at the end. The driver wasobserved to
have the wire cableloop'secure~ fastened around a front leg of the vocalizing hog and was exerting a determined pulling
action on the metal pole portion of the "dead stick" as a wayoffarcing the animal to moveforward. Initiallythe hogwas
on its feet but as the driver contiDued 10 force the animal to move,the hog resisted and fell nnto its side. The driver
responded by continuing to drng \he hog until the hog was approximately halfway 0111 the truck unloadingdoor. Then the

J01j:~or J81J'of9CFR.-------- ---- - - ---- --

13. PLANT MANAGEMENTRESPONSE (filt1her rlanned actian(I»):
:::-::::-:=::-:-:::-:-=::-=:==±~-:---:--::-:-::---------------_.-

16. VERIFICATIONSIGl\A EMPLOYEE

IS. DATE
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us Departmcul ofAg/;cu!ture
FOOD SAfl:TYAND lNS!'tCTION SERVICE

NONCOMPLtANCE RECOR.D co'NTINuAn ONSHIlIlT

TYPE OFNONCOMl'!JANCE

o FoodSlIfcl)' ~ Oth¢1' Consuma- f'n)ttttion

3. EsTABUSHMENTNO.

00360 Mil

0TII£ll

Humane Handling

SSOP

(b) (6) •
3. PERSO"",-aNanFlED

A Supervisor)

I RACCP

s.(b)(6)

s.(b)(7)(C)

7. StcJ10NIPAOE OF EsT. PROCEIlURE'PLAN

I

6. REU!VANTRf.OULATION(S) I
313.2

L DATE 2. REcORD NO.
I

09/0812006 0089-70064256
4. TO (Name andTitle) 1

KevIn Mead, Director orQuality .Jsurance

B. ISP CODE 9. NONCOMPU ANCE CLASsmCATION INDICATORS

04C0 2 PRODUCT · Protocol

(b) (6Y

10. DESCRIPTIONOF NONCOMPUA."'cE

driver released the cable and the bbgstood up and ran downtheunloading ramp. Inspector_nilialed a regulatory
control action at appmximately 04jJ0 hrs and US~ affixed to the alley wayI~
stunningarea, in accordance m th 9 CPR 313.50(bJ.~QA SupctVisor) was lWIiIied,~"",,s

advised that a uon-compliancerecord under ISP code04C02 would be issued and the matter would be referred to the
AlamedaDistrict iJtW;&,for possibj.cfurther n accordance with the Rules ofPraclic:e 9 CFR 500.3(b).
Additionally.C~:rolified a!ting FLS

.---'

11. SIONATURE Of INSPECl10N l'llOORAM EMPLOYEE

mmD !,
FSUi FORNI:~ (1198 ) I
Rcpkca FSISFon-aS4(X\.4 (9J<J7), whichmtti beused utlli]e:dwuttd (7193)
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COMPANY RESPONSE
NON-COMPLIANCE RECORD

<l"'''''
DAIE ISSUED: \V8/06

NRNUMBER: 89-06

RELEVANT REGULATIONfS): 313.1

DESCRIPTION OF NONCOMPIJIANCE: Please refer to the NR

I. ,

IMMEDIATE ACTION :
1) The alley way leading to the stunning area was tagged by the FSIS inspector.
2) Kill floor operations were rthheld until corrective action was written and approved by USDA.

FURTHER PLANNED ACTION: I
J) Clougherty Packing/Farmer John will assume all responsibilities for all activities associates with the,

unloading of hogs from the trucks. This is effective immediately. This will include hourly and
supervisory positions. I .

2) Truck drivers will be prohibited from any unloading activity.
3) The carrier has been advise~ that the offending party is not allowed 10 bring loads to fanner John . We

have also informed the carr;ier that the truck drivers must take directions from the company Personnel
when they are on our property.

4) All Farmer John employee§ arc trained in proper handling procedures to be used when unloadin g and
moving the hogs.

SIGNATURE:

DATE:

~
_ Cf--'-.l to( l6G-

~. \ ".,. .. 'L. I ~ ...\. . _ ~_~ \ T .. G .~ _ \ _r . _ • • ...JI\ .. r" _ .• .. _' ., ........r \ .... TT'""t. n n I">r ~ ... .

4s

_ _ _ _ ___ -..1.._ . __
000276



 
ATTACHMENT 3 

  



 

 
 
September 29, 2008 
 
Docket Clerk 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Food Safety and Inspection Service 
Room 2534 
South Agriculture Building 
1400 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20250 
 
Submitted electronically at www.regulations.gov 
 
Re: Requirements for the Disposition of Cattle That Become Non-Ambulatory Disabled 
Following Ante-Mortem Inspection; Proposed Rule 
 
Docket Number: FSIS–2008–0022 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS), the nation’s largest animal protection 
organization, supported by 10.5 million constituents, welcomes the opportunity to submit 
comments to USDA’s Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) on its proposed rule 
regarding Requirements for the Disposition of Cattle That Become Non-Ambulatory 
Disabled Following Ante-Mortem Inspection, 73 Fed. Reg. 50889 (August 29, 2008) 
(“Proposed Rule”). 
 
In the following comments, HSUS addresses a number of positive aspects of the Proposed 
Rule, as well as identifies immediate actions that are warranted both to improve the welfare 
of animals and to reduce risks to human health. 
 
I. Summary of Comments 
 
The Proposed Rule is long overdue and, in the interests of animal welfare and food safety, 
should be finalized immediately: 
 

• The Proposed Rule is necessary under the Federal Meat Inspection Act (FMIA) 
because of the food safety risks of allowing any downed cattle to be slaughtered 
(including bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE), E. coli, and Salmonella). 

• The Proposed Rule is also necessary under the Humane Methods of Slaughter 
Act (HMSA), which requires that all livestock be treated humanely in 
connection with slaughter. 

• The Proposed Rule, including a requirement that the establishment notify FSIS 
inspectors when cattle become non-ambulatory after antemortem inspection, is 
urgently needed so that establishments are no longer incentivized to use any 
means necessary to get sick and injured cattle to slaughter. 



 

Additional actions the agency should take immediately in conjunction with finalizing the Proposed Rule 
include: 
 

• Issuing an emergency rule, effective immediately, to apply the ban on non-ambulatory cattle to 
auctions, markets, stockyards, and transport vehicles, and require immediate humane euthanasia 
of all non-ambulatory cattle when they arrive at a facility (including a slaughter facility) in that 
condition or when they become non-ambulatory at the facility, or, in the alternative, issuing a 
proposed rule that would apply the downer ban to non-ambulatory cattle at these facilities and 
require their immediate humane euthanasia, and soliciting comments on these reforms. 

• Issuing proposed rules addressing other welfare problems for sick and injured animals, 
including: 

o Prohibiting egregious practices inflicted upon any animal not standing or with a broken 
limb, such as forcefully striking the animal with an object, dragging the animal, 
ramming or otherwise attempting to get the animal to stand using heavy machinery, or 
using electric shock, water pressure, or other extreme methods. 

o Requiring that all non-ambulatory animals—not just cattle—be condemned and 
humanely euthanized. 

• Substantially reworking the agency’s oversight and inspection systems to ensure humane 
treatment of live animals at slaughter facilities. 

 
II. Background 
 
The Prohibition on the Use of Specified Risk Materials for Human Food and Requirements for the 
Disposition of Non-Ambulatory Disabled Cattle, 69 Fed. Reg. 1,862, 1,870 (Jan. 12, 2004) (“2004 Interim 
Rule”) instructed USDA veterinary inspectors to condemn any cattle at slaughter plants deemed 
“nonambulatory disabled,” defined as any cattle who “cannot rise from a recumbent position or…cannot 
walk, including, but not limited to, those with broken appendages, severed tendons or ligaments, nerve 
paralysis, fractured vertebral column, or metabolic conditions.”1 Since BSE can result in an animal going 
down either directly, because of brain damage, or indirectly, by predisposing an animal to injury, these 
downed cattle were to be condemned rather than slaughtered for human consumption. 
 
The same day that the regulations were published, however, USDA issued Notice 5-04, instructing inspecting 
veterinarians how to carry out the regulations. FSIS Notice 5-04, Interim guidance for non-ambulatory 
disabled cattle and age determination (January 12, 2004). In contrast to both the public claims by USDA and 
the Interim Rule itself, the agency instructed inspectors to allow downed cattle to be slaughtered for human 
consumption if they initially appeared otherwise healthy but went down within the slaughter plant itself due 
to an acute injury (e.g., if the animal falls and breaks a leg). Id. This was quite imprudent since underlying 
disease in general, and BSE in particular, may make an animal disoriented, weak, or uncoordinated and 
thereby predispose an animal to an injury sustained in a fall. 
 
Linda Detwiler, former senior staff veterinarian in charge of USDA’s BSE surveillance program, strongly 
opposed any attempt to weaken the definition of “downer” to exclude those downed presumably solely from 
injury in written comments submitted to USDA. “I urge the USDA to not alter this definition,” she wrote, 
“and to continue to prohibit for human food any bovine which cannot walk to the ‘knock box’ [slaughter 
area] regardless of reason.”2 
 
Because illness may predispose an animal to injury, Dr. Detwiler argued that the underlying cause of the 
non-ambulatory condition may be impossible to ascertain. In other words, a broken leg might just be a 
symptom of a more serious problem, such as BSE. At least three of the documented cases of BSE in North 
America were identified as downers due to injury, not illness,3,4,5 underscoring how difficult it is for 
inspectors to reliably determine which non-ambulatory animals may be “safe.” 



 

 
The first case of BSE discovered in Canada was thought to be “suffering from a broken leg.”6 The first case 
of BSE discovered in the United States similarly did not seem to display any BSE symptoms—the cow was 
reported down due to a birthing injury that reportedly interfered with her ability to walk.7 She was seemingly 
picked at random as one of perhaps less than 1% of the downed cows tested for mad cow disease in the 
United States at that time.8 Similarly, a third North American case was suspected of injury rather than 
disease. The farmer reportedly “didn’t suspect anything was seriously wrong when one of his cows slipped 
on the ice and hurt itself….”9 
 
Furthermore, it is difficult to examine cattle in recumbency.10 A 2003 review asserts that clinical 
examinations “should always be thorough” and that “a precise ‘cow-side’ diagnosis can, on occasions, be 
very difficult.” The review concludes: “It should always be considered that two or more conditions may 
present simultaneously in a downer cow….”11 Bovine veterinarian Jim Reynolds of the University of 
California’s School of Veterinary Medicine reportedly agrees: “It is very, very difficult for a veterinarian to 
differentiate the many reasons a cow may be non-ambulatory.”12 
 
In 2006, the USDA Office of the Inspector General (OIG) criticized the agency for its inconsistent 
application of policies and regulations related to downed animals after observing non-ambulatory cattle 
processed at two slaughter plants. In a review of 12 slaughter plants observed over the period June 17, 2004, 
to April 12, 2005, the OIG found that 29 downed cattle were slaughtered for human food. They “observed 
use of a forklift and a rail above the pens to transport non-ambulatory cattle to the slaughter area.” The audit 
noted the lack of documentation on the animals’ fitness for human consumption.13 
 
In July 2007, USDA finally made permanent its so-called “ban” on slaughtering downer cattle. But instead of 
closing the loophole identified by the OIG, the agency codified it, acknowledging that some downer cattle 
have been, and will continue to be, processed for human food. USDA’s 2007 Final Rule specifies that “FSIS 
inspection personnel will determine the disposition of cattle that become non-ambulatory after they have 
passed ante-mortem inspection on a case-by-case basis.” Prohibition of the Use of Specified Risk Materials 
for Human Food and Requirements for the Disposition of Non-Ambulatory Disabled Cattle; Prohibition of 
the Use of Certain Stunning Devices Used To Immobilize Cattle During Slaughter, 72 Fed. Reg. 38700 (July 
13, 2007) (“2007 Final Rule”). In other words, cattle who are able to stand or walk when initially inspected 
by USDA but then keel over and cannot stand up again can nevertheless be slaughtered, and the meat can be 
sold, although it is unlikely cattle would keel over this way absent mishandling unless there is underlying 
illness.  
 
III.  The Proposed Rule 
 

A. The Proposed Rule should be finalized immediately. 
 
As USDA had previously had a total ban on the slaughter of downed cattle in place publicly from 2004 to 
2007—which was issued within three weeks after the first diagnosis of bovine spongiform encephalopathy 
(BSE, or mad cow disease) in the United States, and took effect immediately—the agency has all the 
research and comments necessary to act immediately to restore the complete prohibition on slaughtering 
cattle too sick or injured to stand and walk. 2004 Interim Rule at 1870. Of approximately 22,000 public 
comments that USDA received on the Interim Rule’s policy (including those from industry), more than 99% 
urged USDA to maintain and strengthen the downer ban, expanding it to cover other species and making the 
prohibition permanent.14 Circumstances have not changed in any way that could possibly undermine the 
eminent wisdom of immediately reinstating the more complete ban of 2004 to 2007. On the contrary, as 
discussed fully below, recent events and well established science all counsel for reinstating that ban without 
any delay. 
  



 

USDA has the authority to make a complete ban on the slaughter of downed cattle effective immediately 
under the Administrative Procedure Act. 5 U.S.C. § 553. Not only was such authority exercised in the 2004 
Interim Rule on downed cattle, it was also exercised in 2006 when the agency issued an interim final rule to 
continue operations at horse slaughter plants after Congress defunded inspections at such plants in the FY 
2006 Agricultural Appropriations Act. Ante-Mortem Inspection of Horses, 71 Fed. Reg. 6337 (February 8, 
2006). In that case, USDA claimed that potential economic damage to horse slaughter plants justified the 
decision to dispense with the notice and comment period and issue regulations immediately. Id. at 6340. If 
the purely financial threat to just two horse slaughter operations merits dispensing with notice and comment, 
there can be no rational explanation for not having the Proposed Rule to close the downer loophole take 
effect immediately as well. As the Hallmark/Chino slaughter plant investigation and subsequent massive beef 
recall and resultant damage to consumer confidence as well as international trade relations makes abundantly 
clear, the economic harm alone of the current downer loophole clearly justifies having the regulations take 
effect immediately. 
 
The threat to the domestic and international beef trade is rooted in the far more serious threat to public health 
posed by allowing downed cattle into the foodsupply. In 2004, when USDA first adopted the ban on the 
slaughter of downed cattle, it explained that downed cattle are far more likely to be infected with BSE than 
cattle who are able to stand and walk. 2004 Interim Rule at 1870. Given studies suggesting that non-
ambulatory cattle may have a prevalence of BSE more than 100 times that of ambulatory animals,15 tissues 
from all so-called “fallen stock” in Europe cannot even be used in animal feed.16 
 
Such prominent industry organizations as the American Meat Institute, National Meat Association, and 
National Milk Producers Federation all called months ago (in April 2008) for a total ban on processing any 
downer cattle and petitioned USDA to close this downer loophole. In 1995, Temple Grandin, Ph.D., advisor 
to the American Meat Institute and others in the meat industry, cautioned that “[o]ne emaciated, downed, 
suffering cow shown on television can cause more losses to the industry” than all other costs associated with 
carcass condemnation.17 

 
B. The Proposed Rule is necessary under the Federal Meat Inspection Act (FMIA) because of the 

food safety risks (including BSE, E. coli, and Salmonella) of allowing any downed cattle to be 
slaughtered. 

 
Every year in the United States, estimates range from 195,00018 to more than 1 million19 cattle who collapse 
for a variety of metabolic, infectious, toxic, and/or musculoskeletal reasons and are too sick or injured to 
rise.20 Extrapolating from the proportion of non-ambulatory cattle found in European21 and U.S.22 surveys, 
the number of non-ambulatory cattle in the United States may be on the order of 500,000 a year. A 
governmental survey of dairy producers across 21 states reportedly found that 78.2% of dairy operations had 
non-ambulatory cows during 2004.23 Though these animals may not have been fit enough to stand, a limited 
investigation of USDA slaughter plant records between January 1999 and June 2001 showed that most were 
still ruled fit for human consumption.24 
 
Aside from the serious welfare implications of mistreatment of downed animals, the practice of slaughtering 
them for the human food supply raises significant food safety concerns. Studies have shown that non-
ambulatory cattle suffer from higher rates of foodborne pathogens such as E. coli,  Salmonella, and BSE.25 
 
BSE is a transmissible spongiform encephalopathy (TSE) of cattle that may manifest with behavioral 
symptoms, earning the disease its colloquial name “mad cow disease.” The rendering of sheep infected with 
an ovine spongiform encephalopathy (known as scrapie) into cattle feed may have led to the emergence of 
BSE.26 In animal agriculture, protein concentrates, or “meat and bone meal”—terms that encompass 
“trimmings that originate on the killing floor, inedible parts and organs, cleaned entrails, fetuses”27—are fed 
to naturally herbivorous dairy cows, for example, to improve milk production.28 According to the World 



 

Health Organization, nearly 10 million metric tons of slaughter plant waste is fed to farm animals every 
year.29 
 
Based on clear findings in Europe30 as well as the speculative evidence of a rare form of mad cow disease 
striking downed cows for decades in the United States,31 non-ambulatory cattle should be considered to be a 
particularly high-risk population. According to the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA): “Experience 
has shown that non-ambulatory disabled cattle…are the population at greatest risk for harboring BSE.”32 The 
FDA cites Swiss data showing a 49-58 times higher chance of finding BSE in downed cattle than in cattle 
reported to veterinary authorities as BSE-suspect under passive surveillance.33 Indeed, at least 14 of the 18 
BSE-infected cattle discovered in North America by August 15, 2008, have reportedly been non-
ambulatory.34,35,36,37,38,39,40,41,42,43,44,45,46,47 
 
Though the riskiest tissues—the brains, eyes, and spinal cords—of most cattle are required to be excluded 
from most food items in the United States,48 there may be contamination of muscle meat via aerosolization of 
the spinal cord during carcass splitting.49 Significant amounts of central nervous system debris found 
accumulating in the splitting saws used to halve the carcasses may have the potential to then transfer 
contagion from one carcass to the next.50 Although technically, processors are instructed to knife-trim 
“material grossly identifiable as brain material, spinal cord, or fluid from punctured eyes,”51 researchers have 
reported finding nervous tissue contaminating muscle in commercial slaughter plants.52 Contamination of 
meat derived from cattle cheeks with brain tissue can also occur if the cheek meat is not removed before the 
skull is fragmented or split.53 
 
Captive bolt stunning, the predominant method used to render cattle insensible before exsanguination,54 may 
blow a shower of embolic brain tissue into the animals’ bloodstream. In one experiment, a biological marker 
applied onto a stunner bolt was later detected within the muscle meat of the stunned animal. The researchers 
concluded: 
 

This study demonstrates that material present in...the CNS [central nervous system] of cattle during 
commercial captive bolt stunning may become widely dispersed across the many animate and 
inanimate elements of the slaughter-dressing environment and within derived carcasses including 
meat entering the human food chain.55 

 
Captive bolt stunning may also lead to ejection of brain tissue into the abattoir from the hole made by the 
captive bolt onto slaughter plant equipment, as well as the hands and aprons of workers removing the 
animals’ heads.56 A study published in 2004 in the Journal of Food Protection determined that “this method 
of slaughter of an animal infected with bovine spongiform encephalopathy would be likely to contaminate 
edible parts of the carcass with infective material.”57 Texas A&M University researchers found brain 
fragments in the bloodstream of cattle stunned for slaughter as large as 14 cm (5.5 in). The researchers 
concluded that it was likely that BSE pathogens could potentially be “found throughout the bodies of animals 
stunned for slaughter.”58 
 
Despite the potential for CNS contamination and the fact that peripheral nerves59 and blood60 found in all 
muscles may carry infection, USDA61 and the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association62 have attempted to 
assure consumers that beef is safe to eat, arguing that the infectious agent is not found in muscle meat. 
However, Stanley Prusiner, the director of the Institute for Neurodegenerative Diseases at the University of 
California, San Francisco, and winner of the Nobel Prize in Medicine for his discovery of prions, the cause of 
BSE and other TSEs, showed that muscle cells themselves were capable of producing the potentially 
infectious agent.63 “I found prions in the hind limb muscles of mice,” Dr. Prusiner stated, “at a level 
approximately 100,000-fold higher than that found in blood.”64 Dr. Prusiner reportedly described the studies 
relied upon by the Cattlemen’s Association as “extraordinarily inadequate,”65 and follow-up studies in 



 

Germany confirmed his findings, showing that animals who are orally infected may indeed end up with prion 
contamination throughout the muscles of their bodies.66 
 
Although few cattle have tested positive for BSE in the United States thus far, the neurodegenerative disease 
that contaminated beef can cause in consumers is likely invariably fatal. Because cooking temperatures do 
not adequately destroy prions, the onus of responsibility must rest with the beef industry or, if unable or 
unwilling to police itself, the federal government, to ensure infected cattle are not slaughtered for human 
consumption. There is evidence that the infectious proteins that cause BSE can survive incineration67 at 
temperatures hot enough to melt lead.68 In response to a question from Cornell University’s Food Science 
Department asking what food preparation methods could eliminate the risk of contracting BSE, then National 
Institutes of Health Laboratory of Central Nervous System Studies chief Joseph Gibbs remarked tongue-in-
cheek that one of the only ways to ensure a BSE-free burger would be to marinate it in a concentrated alkali 
such as Drain-O™.69 
 
Even USDA itself, in its 2004 Interim Rule, alluded to this concern as an additional reason to end the use for 
human food of any downed cattle, not just some of their body parts, noting that “[u]nder the current testing 
methods, which are conducted on sections of the brain or spinal cord, certain tissues of cattle infected with 
BSE…may contain BSE infectivity even though the diagnostic test does not show that the animal has the 
disease.” 2004 Interim Rule at 1870. 
 
BSE is not the only food safety risk posed by slaughtering downed cattle for human consumption. Texas 
A&M University researchers were among the first to alert the medical community of the potential for non-
ambulatory cattle to present a vehicle to contaminate the human food supply with bacterial pathogens. They 
studied 30 downed cattle who had no outward signs of illness, except for inability to rise, and had all passed 
antemortem inspection. Even though these non-ambulatory animals appeared otherwise healthy, when the 
researchers took bacterial cultures, they found cows infected with Salmonella and E. coli. The researchers 
concluded: “Results of this study of 30 cattle indicate that pathogens may be circulating in the blood of some 
recumbent cattle at the time of slaughter.”70 Commenting on areas of concern, the scientists noted: 
 

It should be remembered that much of the meat from recumbent cattle goes into the production of 
ground beef, which, because of the grinding process and extra time it spends at a temperature higher 
than the whole carcasses, usually attains a high bacterial cell count per gram by the time processing 
is finished. Contaminated meat used to make ground beef would also contaminate subsequent clean 
meat exposed to common machinery (eg, grinders) and, thus, would increase the danger of 
contamination.71 

 
The majority of non-ambulatory cattle are dairy cows.72 Virtually all dairy cows are ultimately slaughtered 
for human consumption in the United States.73 Annually, 6 million culled dairy cows enter the food chain as 
ground beef,74 accounting for at least 17% of the ground beef produced in the United States.75  
 
According to a 2003 review, downed dairy cows “may harbor greater numbers of pathogens, and their 
slaughter may increase spread of pathogens at the slaughter establishment.”76 In industry trade magazine 
Meat & Poultry, research is cited to explain why non-ambulatory cattle tend to have higher levels of bacteria 
on their carcasses: “Lame animals spend more time lying down, which increases the likelihood they will be 
contaminated with fecal matter.”77 In addition to the potential for contamination of the meat with fecal 
pathogens, when dairy cows are slaughtered, “[k]nives, carcasses and the hands of personnel may be 
contaminated by contents of the mammary gland when this is removed from the cow during processing.”78 
Intramammary infections (mastitis) affect up to nearly two-thirds of cows in the U.S. dairy herd79 and are one 
of the most common reasons dairy cows are sent to slaughter.80 Inappropriate excision of the udder during 
the slaughter process can contaminate the rest of the carcass with milk that could contain Listeria and other 
milk-borne pathogens. A 1997 review of the microbiological hazards of eating meat from culled dairy cows 



 

concluded: “In the USA, dairy cattle are raised and managed with increasing intensification, and this 
intensification may promote the maintenance of a variety of micro-organisms which could be pathogenic to 
humans through food.”81 
 
In 2003, a USDA-funded study was published that investigated the “potential impact to human health that 
may occur following consumption of meat derived from downer dairy cattle,” by measuring infection rates of 
one of the most virulent foodborne pathogens, E. coli O157:H7. The investigators found that downed cows 
were 3.3 times more likely to harbor the potentially deadly E. coli strain than walking culled dairy cows. The 
researchers concluded that “downer dairy cattle harboring E. coli O157:H7 at slaughter may be an important 
source of contamination and may contribute to the health risk associated with ground beef.”82 The results of 
this study led USDA Microbial Food Safety Research Unit Research Leader John B. Luchansky to question 
whether, based on E. coli alone, non-ambulatory cattle should be excluded from the U.S. meat supply.83 
 
E. coli O157:H7 infects tens of thousands of Americans every year, causes dozens of deaths,84 and may be 
the leading cause of acute kidney failure in previously healthy U.S. children.85 Speculatively blamed in part 
on the increasing intensification of the dairy industry,86 prevalence rates in U.S. dairy herds have ranged up 
to 100%.87 Quoting USDA researcher Caitriona Byrne and colleagues: “Due to the ubiquity of E. coli 
O157:H7 among cattle, as well as its low infective dose and the severity of the resistant illness in humans, 
effective control of the pathogen may be possible only by eliminating this microorganism at its source rather 
than by relying on proper food handling and cooking thereafter.”88 
 
A 2005 review in the Journal of Dairy Science likewise concentrated on the risk of contracting virulent 
strains of E. coli from eating ground beef from slaughtered dairy cows that may be tainted with fecal 
material. These toxin-producing strains can cause hemorrhagic colitis and progress to kidney failure, coma, 
and death, particularly in young children.89 Dairy cattle “enter the food chain as ground beef,” the review 
reports, and “[a]s a result, downer dairy cows harboring STEC [Shiga toxin-producing E. coli] at slaughter 
can be a health risk to humans.”90 
 
According to Robert Tauxe, Chief of the Foodborne and Diarrheal Diseases Branch of the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), one hamburger may reportedly be made from the flesh of hundreds 
or even thousands of different cows.91 One mathematical model suggests that a single downed cow infected 
with a pathogen such as E. coli O157:H7 could theoretically contaminate more than 100,000 hamburgers 
with an infectious dose.92 
 
Salmonella infection hospitalizes thousands of Americans every year, kills hundreds, and can lead to chronic 
conditions such as arthritis, bone infections, cardiac inflammation, and neurological disorders.93 According to 
the CDC, Salmonella strains in the United States are growing resistant to nine different antibiotics.94 One 
strain, known as Salmonella Newport MDR-AmpC, is even growing resistant to ceftriaxone, a powerful 
antibiotic vital for combating serious infections in children.95 
 
Multiple outbreaks of this new multidrug-resistant Salmonella strain have been tied to dairy farms,96 ground 
beef made from slaughtered dairy cows,97 and dairy products.98 Investigating one deadly outbreak of 
antibiotic-resistant Salmonella involving hundreds of people, California public health officials traced the 
cases back to meat from infected dairy cows slaughtered for hamburger. In their report published in the New 
England Journal of Medicine, the researchers correlated risk of contamination with the slaughter plants that 
received the most moribund and dead cattle. The researchers noted: “Stressed animals are more likely to shed 
Salmonella in large numbers.”99 
 
In addition to the immunosuppressive effect of stress, non-ambulatory animals may also be more likely to 
shed pathogenic bacteria “[s]ince animals going to slaughter are generally in a temporary state of starvation, 
and it is known that starvation causes E. coli and Salmonella to proliferate” due to changes that occur in the 



 

animal’s rumen. By the time most cattle are slaughtered, they have been starved for variable periods of time, 
in part because empty rumen are easier to eviscerate.100 This may be particularly relevant to downed cattle 
populations who may be left to starve for extended periods before they are finally slaughtered. 
 
Carolyn Stull of the University of California-Davis School of Veterinary Medicine has studied Salmonella 
infection in downed cows and reported results at a 2004 American Meat Institute conference. Fifty downed 
cows were sampled and seven were found to be infected with Salmonella. Despite infection, however, five of 
the seven infected cows, including at least one cow who was septicemic, were known to have passed USDA 
antemortem inspection for human consumption.101 Dr. Stull and her colleagues reportedly identified 6 out of 
20 non-ambulatory cattle sent to a slaughter facility to be fecal shedders of Salmonella.102 
 
Anthrax is a farm animal disease that can infect, though very rarely, the human meat supply.103 In 2000, 32 
farms were quarantined for anthrax in the United States.104 That summer, at least five people were exposed to 
meat “highly contaminated” with anthrax when a family ate meat from its own downed steer. These cases 
were reported by the CDC as “Human Ingestion of Bacillus Anthracis-Contaminated Meat.”105 Had a ban on 
the slaughter of downed cattle been in effect, these people may have been spared. Based on these cases, the 
CDC recommended veterinarians consider anthrax as a possible diagnosis in cattle unable to rise. 
Subsequently, a family stricken with gastrointestinal, oropharyngeal, and meningeal anthrax tied to the 
consumption of a sick sheep was reported,106 one example of how the health risks associated with non-
ambulatory animals are not limited to cattle. 
 

C. The Proposed Rule is also necessary under the Humane Methods of Slaughter Act (HMSA), 
which requires that sick and injured animals be treated humanely. The HSUS investigation at 
the Hallmark/Westland Meat Packing Company demonstrates that establishments will treat 
downed animals inhumanely in order to exploit any loophole in the downer ban. 

 
As discussed above, investigations by HSUS107 and others108,109,110 have documented that “downed” cattle are 
routinely beaten, dragged with chains, shocked with electric prods, pushed by forklifts, and forced to endure 
other abuses in efforts to move them at slaughter facilities, compounding the pain these animals already 
suffer as a result of the injury or illness causing their immobility. 
 
Citing “egregious violations of humane handling regulations” documented during HSUS’ investigation, FSIS 
suspended inspection of the Hallmark/Westland Meat Packing Company, and the Agricultural Marketing 
Service (AMS) temporarily suspended the slaughter plant’s vendor status, making it ineligible to sell beef to 
the federal government.111 Prior to this action, Westland had been the second-largest supplier of beef to AMS 
and the National School Lunch Program, supplying beef to schools in 47 states and D.C., and it had been 
honored by USDA as “Supplier of the Year” during the 2004-2005 academic year.  
 
As a result of the illegal handling and slaughter of non-ambulatory cattle, and the introduction of these 
animals into the food chain, USDA called upon the now defunct company to conduct the largest meat recall 
in U.S. history.112 The investigative findings of downed cattle mistreatment and allegations of non-
ambulatory animals being slaughtered for human consumption also prompted congressional reaction,113 led 
school districts to pull beef from their menus,114 and cast widespread doubt on the reliability of the USDA 
inspection process.115 
 
The Humane Methods of Slaughter Act, 7 U.S.C. §§ 1901 et seq., provides that “the slaughtering of livestock 
and the handling of livestock in connection with slaughter shall be carried out only by humane methods.”  



 

7 U.S.C. § 1901. As long as any loopholes remain in the ban that allow downed cattle to be slaughtered, even 
if only under limited circumstances, there will remain the risk of inhumane treatment.* 
 
Responsible producers already work to prevent animals from getting sick or injured, and euthanize those who 
become non-ambulatory while they’re still on the farm. A study by a veterinarian with the California 
Department of Food and Agriculture determined the net value of a downed animal sent to slaughter was just 
$28.70.116 According to USDA, before the ban announced in December 2003, downers comprised just 0.4-
0.8% of all cattle slaughtered annually in this country.117  
 
A bright-line, comprehensive ban will help incentivize producers and transporters to engage in responsible 
husbandry and handling practices, reducing the number of non-ambulatory cattle to levels approaching zero. 
Dr. Grandin has noted that as many as 90% of all downer cases are preventable.118 Since “[h]andling a 
downer dairy cow in a humane manner is almost impossible,”119 she writes, “[t]he best way to improve the 
welfare of non-ambulatory (downer) cattle is to prevent them.”120 
 
The Proposed Rule rightly acknowledges that a loophole in the disposition of downed cattle may cause 
establishments to present sick or injured cattle for slaughter in the hope that such cattle will be ambulatory 
just long enough to be slaughtered. Therefore, it correctly requires that all non-ambulatory disabled cattle be 
considered unfit for human consumption, and thus adulterated. Only such a bright line rule will be truly 
enforceable and will not rely on an inherently subjective process prone to mistakes and abuse. 
 
According to the Proposed Rule, about 1,300 downed cattle were slaughtered for human food in 2007 
following re-inspection under the loophole, and that does not even count an untold number of downers who 
were illegally moved to slaughter without benefit of an inspector’s reevaluation (as was documented in the 
Hallmark/Westland footage). The current flawed rule depends on plant workers summoning a USDA 
inspector back to reevaluate an animal who becomes non-ambulatory after initial inspection, in order for the 
inspector to decide if the animal can be slaughtered, a system that seems bound to fail given the enormous 
pressure plant workers are under by their company superiors to move the maximum number of animals 
quickly to slaughter. This system also depends on inspectors making snap judgments about the perceived 
health and safety of each downed animal, when we know how difficult, if not impossible, it is for inspectors 
to determine the full reason(s) behind a particular animal’s inability to stand and walk and when injury and 
illness are often interrelated. And the current system disregards the humane concerns for those cattle who 
become non-ambulatory after antemortem inspection: even if “only” a broken leg is involved, dragging an 
animal with a fracture is just as cruel, if not more so. Anyone who has ever suffered a broken limb can 
imagine the pain of being pulled by chains or rammed with a forklift in that condition. 
 

D. The Proposed Rule, including a requirement that the establishment notify FSIS inspectors 
when cattle become non-ambulatory after antemortem inspection, is urgently needed so that 
establishments are not provided an incentive to use any means necessary to get sick and 
injured cattle to slaughter. 

 
The HSUS investigation at the Hallmark/Westland Meat Packing Company demonstrates the food safety risk 
and burden that is placed on the nation’s food supply when the regulatory scheme contains loopholes 
allowing establishments to circumvent the ban. Rather than simply expose one company’s abusive practices, 

                                                 
* For this reason, HSUS objects that the Proposed Rule does not remove the loophole concerning veal calves, 
adopted in the 2007 Final Rule, which allows non-ambulatory veal calves who cannot stand or walk to be 
held indefinitely. 9 C.F.R. § 309.13(b). This language is vague, it does not provide any standard for the time 
and conditions under which such calves may be held, and it does nothing to protect the downed calves from 
being subjected to the same types of cruelty documented in the Hallmark/Westland investigation. 



 

however, this investigation led to the inescapable conclusion that there are severe shortcomings in USDA’s 
policy on handling downer cattle and the agency’s oversight of live animals at slaughter plants. 
 
In the background section of the Proposed Rule, USDA makes explicit reference to the findings at the 
Hallmark/Westland Meat Packing Company, noting that this “recent significant event highlighted a 
vulnerability in the inspection system that needs to be addressed.” Proposed Rule at 50890. USDA goes on to 
predicate the requirement that the establishment notify FSIS inspectors when cattle become non-ambulatory 
after antemortem inspection on the notion that “[t]his regulatory requirement should preclude establishments 
from attempting to force such animals to rise.” Id. at 50891. 
 
HSUS concurs with this requirement as it is a significant improvement over the existing loophole, which 
allows FSIS personnel to make a case-by-case determination regarding the disposition of these animals and 
contributed to the egregious acts of cruelty documented during the investigation of the Hallmark/Westland 
Meat Packing Company. The affirmative obligation to notify inspection personnel when cattle become non-
ambulatory after antemortem inspection must not be tied to the possibility that these cattle will subsequently 
be approved for slaughter. 
 
IV.  Additional Actions the Agency Should Take Immediately 
  

A. USDA should take this opportunity to issue a rule extending the downer cattle ban to auctions, 
markets, stockyards, and transport vehicles, and requiring immediate humane euthanasia of 
all non-ambulatory cattle when they arrive at a facility (including a slaughter facility) in that 
condition or when they become non-ambulatory at the facility. 

 
In June 2008, five months after releasing the findings of the Hallmark/Westland Meat Packing Company 
investigation, HSUS released the results of subsequent investigations at five livestock auctions that revealed 
the continued abuse of downed cattle. At the Portales Livestock Auction in New Mexico, for example, the 
HSUS investigator observed the sale of three downed cows who had been tormented to get them into the 
auction area. Details of the mistreatment of downed cattle that was observed include: downed cows 
repeatedly shocked in an attempt to get them to rise; a downed cow being dragged by a chain around one leg, 
pulled by a Bobcat tractor, with the animal’s leg severely hyper-extended; and a downed cow forced to crawl 
on her front knees by workers who repeatedly shocked her.121 
 
The fact that abuses were observed at these facilities even after so much national and international media 
attention had shone a spotlight on the mistreatment of downed cattle in the United States suggests that the 
abuses documented at the Hallmark/Westland Meat Packing Company were not an aberration or isolated 
case. Indeed, HSUS’s subsequent auction investigations found abuses to non-ambulatory cattle at each of the 
five sites visited. As such, it is critical that the ban on downed cattle be extended to the more than 1,200 
markets and auctions that operate around the nation, as well as stockyards and transport trucks. 
 
Immediate and humane euthanasia of all non-ambulatory cattle at auctions, markets, stockyards, slaughter 
facilities, and on transport vehicles regardless of the reason(s) an animal is non-ambulatory should be 
required. This should include confirmation of clinical death prior to carcass disposal. 
 
Non-ambulatory cattle should be considered veterinary medical emergencies, as stated by Stull et al.,122 and 
should be humanely euthanized immediately. Methods deemed acceptable—when performed properly by 
veterinarian or trained personnel—include captive bolt, gunshot, or, if not proscribed by the rendering 
facility, barbiturate-containing euthanasia solution.123 
 
In addition, death should be verified prior to disposal of the animal’s body. Confirmation of death should 
include all three of the following indicators, each absent for more than five consecutive minutes: 1) lack of 



 

heartbeat (determined with stethoscope, not pulse); 2) lack of respiration; and 3) lack of corneal reflex. 
Visible rigor mortis can also serve to confirm death, when observed over a longer period, but only after the 
three indicators above have already been observed. 
 
USDA should issue an emergency rule, effective immediately, applying the Proposed Rule’s comprehensive 
ban to these additional facilities and requiring immediate humane euthanasia while comments are solicited 
for a final rule. Congress has expressly charged USDA with promulgating regulations to provide for the 
humane treatment of non-ambulatory livestock “by stockyards, market agencies, and dealers.” 7 U.S.C. § 
1907. As explained above, in the past USDA has exercised its authority to issue interim final rules pursuant 
to the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 553, and should not hesitate to do so in this instance in light 
of the serious humane treatment and food safety risks at stake.  
 
In the alternative, USDA should immediately issue a proposed rule extending the downed cattle ban to 
auctions, markets, stockyards, and transport vehicles, and requiring immediate humane euthanasia of downed 
cattle, and move quickly to solicit comments and issue a final rule to adopt these urgent reforms.  
 

B. USDA should take this opportunity to issue proposed rules addressing other welfare problems 
for sick and injured animals, including: 

 
1. Egregious practices on any animal not standing or with a broken limb, such as forcefully striking 

the animal with an object, dragging the animal, ramming or otherwise attempting to get the 
animal to stand using heavy machinery, or using electric shock, water pressure, or other extreme 
methods should be prohibited. 

 
At the Hallmark/Westland Meat Packing Company, the HSUS investigator witnessed blatant and 
commonplace cruelties inflicted on animals daily in which employees purposefully ignored regulations 
meant to prevent the torment and abuse of downed animals simply so they could get them into the kill box. 
The investigator filmed workers ramming cows unable to stand with the blades of a forklift; jabbing them in 
the eyes; applying painful electrical shocks, often in sensitive areas; dragging them with chains attached to 
apparently broken limbs, pulled by heavy machinery; and torturing them with a high-pressure water hose to 
simulate drowning, in attempts to force crippled animals to walk to slaughter. In one case, he videotaped a 
cow who collapsed on her way into the stunning box. After she was electrically shocked and still could not 
stand, she was shot in the head with a captive bolt gun to stun her and then dragged on her knees into 
slaughter. It is important to note that these were not isolated incidences of mistreatment of downed cattle, but 
deliberate acts that happened routinely at the plant.  
 
This year’s HSUS investigations are not alone in uncovering such scandalous and abusive treatment of 
downed cattle, they are just the most recent. Others124,125,126 have also documented cruelties inflicted upon 
crippled cattle in efforts to move them at slaughter facilities. 
 
Although such abuse may be currently condemned in FSIS directives to its inspectors—this is wholly 
inadequate because these directives (1) do not have the force of law; (2) may be easily amended or 
completely obviated without observance of the Administrative Procedure Act public participation 
requirments; and (3) are not directed to the industry, but rather just to inspectors. An ever-shifting patchwork 
of non-binding directives distributed to inspectors is simply not a substitute for clear lawfully promulgated 
regulations. 
 

2. The humane euthanasia of all non-ambulatory livestock—not just cattle—should be required. 
 
Like downed cattle, non-ambulatory pigs, sheep, and other mammals suffer when they are dragged by chains, 
shoved by forklift, and subjected to electric shock or other cruel means to try to get them on their feet for 



 

slaughter. They also may be at heightened risk of transmitting disease to consumers. For example, 
experimental127 and epidemiologic128 evidence suggests that pigs may harbor a porcine spongiform 
encephalopathy. Although studies have not been conducted to investigate potential pathogen concerns for 
downed livestock of other species, they may also be more likely to harbor foodborne bacteria such as E. coli 
and Salmonella, as these non-ambulatory animals also often wallow in bacteria-laden waste and may have 
higher levels of intestinal pathogens due to stress.  
 

C.  USDA should immediately institute reforms to improve oversight of live animals at slaughter 
plants 

 

Many of the problems revealed by our undercover investigation at Westland/Hallmark stemmed from 
inadequate oversight of live animals and their handling, despite a full cadre of five inspectors present at the 
facility while egregious abuses were routinely occurring. USDA can and should institute many needed 
reforms to its inspection regime without rulemaking. For those reforms requiring rulemaking, we urge the 
agency to begin the rulemaking process expeditiously.  

USDA must ensure that inspectors are observing live animals when they first arrive at slaughter plants and as 
they are offloaded and handled in pens and chutes, and that they are acting to avert violations of the Humane 
Methods of Slaughter Act and regulations pursuant to that law, as well as regulations regarding 
nonambulatory animals. To meet these goals, the following combination of reforms should be implemented: 

1. More inspectors are observing live animals; 
 
2. All inspectors are trained and directed to monitor the treatment of live animals to ensure that 

they are handled humanely. Inspectors must understand that their oversight responsibilities begin 
at the moment animals arrive at slaughter premises, including when the animals are on trucks at 
slaughter facilities;  

 
3. An inspector is meeting each truck when it arrives on the premises and ordering the immediate 

humane euthanasia and condemnation of any livestock who are non-ambulatory;  
 
4. Inspections are unannounced and not on a predictable schedule;  
 
5. In-person inspections are supplemented with video surveillance as needed to allow for viewing 

of all animal handling, from the time each animal arrives at the slaughter premises through the 
time of death. Video footage should be preserved for forensic purposes so that it is possible to go 
back and look at particular scenes to determine if violations occurred;  

 
6 Inspectors are rotated to ensure that they do not become too close with plant personnel; and  
 
7. USDA personnel – under the Office of Inspector General or otherwise – are conducting 

undercover investigations at slaughter plants, to provide a significant deterrent against violations 
and expand on the capacity of private nonprofit organizations to carry out such investigations. 

 
V. Conclusion 
 
The Proposed Rule is long overdue and, in the interests of animal welfare and food safety, should be 
finalized immediately: 
 



 

• The Proposed Rule is necessary under the Federal Meat Inspection Act (FMIA) because of the 
food safety risks of allowing any downed cattle to be slaughtered (including BSE, E. coli, and 
Salmonella). 

• The Proposed Rule is also necessary under the Humane Methods of Slaughter Act (HMSA), 
which requires that all livestock be treated humanely in connection with slaughter. 

• The Proposed Rule, including a requirement that the establishment notify FSIS inspectors when 
cattle become non-ambulatory after antemortem inspection, is urgently needed so that 
establishments are no longer incentivized to use any means necessary to get sick and injured 
cattle to slaughter. 

 
Additional actions the agency should take immediately in conjunction with finalizing the Proposed Rule 
include: 
 

• Issuing an emergency rule, effective immediately, to apply the ban on non-ambulatory cattle to 
auctions, markets, stockyards, and transport vehicles, and require immediate humane euthanasia 
of all non-ambulatory cattle when they arrive at a facility (including a slaughter facility) in that 
condition or when they become non-ambulatory at the facility, or, in the alternative, issuing a 
proposed rule that would apply the downer ban to non-ambulatory cattle at these facilities and 
require their immediate humane euthanasia and soliciting comments on these reforms. 

• Issuing proposed rules addressing other welfare problems for sick and injured animals, 
including: 

o Prohibiting egregious practices inflicted upon any animal not standing or with a broken 
limb, such as forcefully striking the animal with an object, dragging the animal, 
ramming or otherwise attempting to get the animal to stand using heavy machinery, or 
using electric shock, water pressure, or other extreme methods. 

o Requiring that all non-ambulatory animals—not just cattle—be condemned and 
humanely euthanized. 

• Substantially reworking the agency’s oversight and inspection systems to ensure humane 
treatment of live animals at slaughter facilities.  
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Abstract

Loss of pigs during or after transport is a welfare concern, but also an economic concern for producers. Transport losses include

animals that are dead on arrival (DOA) at the plant, pigs that are injured, and pigs which are not obviously injured but unwilling or

unable to walk (non-ambulatory, non-injured or NANI). The objective of this research was to assess the health of non-ambulatory,

non-injured (NANI) pigs relative to control pigs at the processing plant by looking at a range of measures, including complete

blood chemistry, anatomy, and pathology to determine potential factors associated with pigs going down. Data were collected from

NANI and control pigs at five plants in the midwest USA. Feet and legs and internal organs were inspected and the severity of the

pathology scored. Alveolar macrophages were collected and counted. Blood was collected for analysis of hematology, blood

chemistry and cortisol concentrations. Titers to common porcine respiratory viruses were measured in pigs from one plant. Hoof

and pad problems did not differ overall between control and NANI pigs, however the percentage of severe foot problems was

greater (Pb0.05) in NANI compared with control pigs at plants A and E. The percentage of total ulcers, rhinitis, and empty

stomachs differed (Pb0.05) between control and NANI pigs at individual plants, but not overall. Blood hematology and chemistry

differed (Pb0.05) between NANI and control pigs. Cortisol concentrations did not differ between NANI and control pigs. Titers to

swine influenza virus (SIV) H1N1 and H3N2 and porcine circovirus (PCV) were lower (Pb0.01) among NANI compared with

control pigs. However, more (Pb0.01) NANI pigs were positive for SIV H1N1 and H3N2 compared with control pigs. Blood

hematology, chemistry, and pathology indicate a large difference between NANI and controls pigs. No single health problem was

higher among NANI pigs compared to plant-matched control pigs. Rather, several problems appear to contribute to pigs becoming

NANI which may differ from one plant too another.

© 2007 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

Keywords: Pigs; Transport; Health; Down; NANI

1. Introduction

Losses of pigs during or after transport are both

welfare and economic concerns. Transport losses include

animals that are dead on arrival at the packing plant,

pigs that have difficulty in walking during unloading,
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commonly referred to as ‘downers’, ‘fatigued’, ‘subjects’,

‘suspects’, ‘slows’, or ‘NANI (non-ambulatory, non-

injured)’ pigs (Ellis et al., 2003).

Currently, it is not known why some pigs die or go

down during transport (Ellis et al., 2003). Speculation into

the factors that affect the percentage of dead and NANI

pigs during transport include genetics (Ellis et al., 2003),

handling of pigs prior to and after transport (Peeters et al.,

2004), the stress caused by mixing with conspecifics,

exposure to a novel environment and health problems

(Clark, 1979). Non-ambulatory, non-injured pigs can

exhibit symptoms that are characteristic of an acute stress

response, including open-mouth breathing, skin discolor-

ation, and muscle tremors (Ellis et al., 2003).

Severe and diffuse pulmonary congestion and edema

were found in 70% of necropsiedmarket weight pigs dead

on arrival after transport (Clark, 1979). However, health

related causes of NANI pigs are largely unknown. He-

matological and blood chemistry profiles in slaughter

weight pigs have been correlated to pathological–

anatomical lesions, inflammatory processes and abscesses

(Odink et al., 1990; Smeets et al., 1990; Elbers et al.,

Table 1

Feet and hoof problem scores, % of the group, and gender of non-ambulatory, non-injured (NANI) and control pigs from four different processing

plants in the United States

Measure Plant A Plant B Plant D Plant E Plant averages

NANI Control NANI Control NANI Control NANI Control NANI Control

N 39 39 36 36 60 60 62 57 197 192

Hoof damage/injury

No. score 1 24.0 33.0 21.0 10.0 21.0 25.0 24.0 21.0 22.5 22.3

No. score 2 3.0 0.0 2.0 11.0 a 10.0 10.0 9.0 3.0 6.0 6.0

Total score 27.0 33.0 23.0 21.0 31.0 35.0 33.0 24.0 28.5 28.3

% hoof problems 69.2 84.6 a 63.9 58.3 51.7 58.3 53.2 42.1 59.5 60.8

Pad damage/injury

No. score 1 11.0 4.0 20.0 13.0 9.0 14.0 17.0 19.0 14.3 12.5

No. score 2 3.0 0.0 8.0 17.0 25.0 20.0 28.0 14.0 16.0 12.8

Total score 14.0 4.0 28.0 30.0 34.0 34.0 45.0 33.0 30.3 25.3

% Pad problems 35.9 10.3 a 77.8 83.3 56.7 56.7 72.6 57.9 60.7 52.0

Total feet and leg injuries, % 105.1 94.9 141.7 141.7 108.3 115.0 125.8 100.0 a 108.5 105.0

Severe foot problems, % 15.4 0.0 a 27.8 77.8 a 58.3 50.0 59.7 29.8 a 37.5 38.5

Barrows, % 47.2 33.3 65.0 41.7 a 37.1 47.4 49.8 40.8

Gilts, % 52.8 66.7 30.0 51.7 a 62.9 50.9 48.6 56.4

a Measures for NANI pigs for each plant and overall differ significantly from controls at Pb0.05.

Table 2

Internal measure scores of non-ambulatory, non-injured (NANI) and control pigs from four different processing plants in the United States

Measure Plant B Plant C Plant D Plant E Plant averages

NANI Control NANI Control NANI Control NANI Control NANI Control

Internal measures

N 29 29 15 15 32 31 48 50 124 125

% Stomachs empty 58.6 48.3 20.0 6.7 a 15.6 6.5 a 4.2 24.0 a 24.6 21.3

Ulcers, score 1 6.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 9.0 1.0 a 1.0 6.0 4.3 2.8

Ulcers, score 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0

Ulcers, total score 6.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 10.0 1.0 a 1.0 6.0 4.5 2.8

Total ulcers, % 20.7 10.3 a 6.7 6.7 31.3 3.2 a 2.1 12.0 a 15.2 8.1

Rhinitis, score 1 4.0 5.0 4.0 8.0 4.0 6.5

Rhinitis, score 2 4.0 1.0 5.0 6.0 4.5 3.5

Rhinitis, score 3 2.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 3.5

Rhinitis, score 4 0.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.5

Rhinitis, total score 10.0 10.0 13.0 20.0 11.5 15.0

Average rhinitis score 66.7 66.7 40.6 64.5 a 53.6 65.6

Total rhinitis, % 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.1 1.4 1.2

Liver, total score 9.0 0.0 a 1.0 0.0 8.0 7.0 8.0 5.0 6.5 3.0

Total liver, % 31.0 0.0 a 6.7 0.0 a 25.0 22.6 16.7 10.0 19.8 8.1

% Lung consolidation 8.4 2.4 1.6 3.9 5.9 8.3 3.7 2.2 4.9 4.2

a Measures for NANI pigs for each plant and overall differ significantly from controls at Pb0.05.
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1991). Therefore, the objective of this study was to assess

the health of NANI and control pigs by looking at a range

of measures, including complete blood chemistry,

anatomy, and pathology.

2. Materials and methods

Data were collected from NANI and control pigs at each of

five plants (A, B, C, D and E) in the USA. The five different

plants were located at different geographical locations in the

lower to upper midwestern USA. Daily animal capacity at the

plants ranged from about 10,000 to 20,000 pigs per day.

Approximately 15–20% of all pigs in the USA are processed at

the five plants used in the present study.

NANI pigs were tattooed in the stressor pen (the pen where

NANI pigs are held prior to processing) for identification once

they were on the processing line. Control pigs were selected on

the processing line; once a NANI pig was observed on the

processing line the next pig that came along was allocated as a

control pig. All control pigs were ambulatory sound during

unloading at the plant. At plants A, B, C, and D control and

NANI pigs were not necessarily from the same truck load or

farm, due to the processing regime at the plants. However, all

pigs from plant E did originate from only one farm.

2.1. Blood analysis

Blood was collected from NANI (n=110) and control

(n=98) pigs for analysis of hematology and blood chemistry at

four plants (B, C, D and E) and analysis was performed by the

Department of Veterinary Pathology, Iowa State University,

Ames, IA. Blood was not collected at plant A due to limited

resources at the time. Ten milliliters of whole blood were col-

lected over EDTA and 10 mL were collected without antico-

agulant for serum. Whole blood was analyzed using the

ADVIA®120 hematology system (The Jackson Laboratory,

Bar Harbor, ME) for total white blood cell (WBC) counts, red

blood cell (RBC) counts, platelet, neutrophil, neutrophil band,

lymphocyte, eosinophil, basophil, and monocytes counts, he-

moglobin, hematocrit, mean corpuscular volume (MCV), mean

corpuscular hemoglobin (MCH), mean corpuscular hemoglobin

concentrations (MCHC), red blood cell distribution width

(RDW), nucleated RBC, plasma protein, and fibrinogen con-

centrations. Serum samples were analyzed using the Roche/

Hitachi 912 (Roche Diagnostics, Basel, Switzerland) for blood

urea nitrogen (BUN), creatinine, glucose, total protein, albumin,

aspartate aminotransferase (AST), creatine kinase (CK), alkaline

phosphatase (Alk Phos), gamma-glutamyl transpeptidase

(GGT), total bilirubin, and haemolytic index. At plant E

(only), serumwas also collected fromNANI (n=52) and control

(n=46) pigs to determine the viremic status of these pigs.

Isolation and titers for porcine reproductive and respiratory

syndrome (PRRS), swine influenza virus (SIV) sub-types H1N1

and H3N2, PCV II and Mycoplasma hyopneumoniae were

measured using ELISA (Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratory, Iowa

State University, Ames, IA).

At plants D and E, serum samples were assayed for cortisol

using enzyme immunoassay kit (Assay designs,AnnArbor,MI).

Intra- and inter-assay CV were 4.1% and 2.7%, respectively.

2.2. Pathology

Internal organs of NANI (n=124) and control (n=125) pigs

were inspected for pathology at four plants (B, C, D and E).

Pathology of internal organs was not recorded at plant A due to

limited resources at the time. The same veterinarian observed

and scored the internal organs of pigs used in this study at each

of the four plants. Stomachs were scored as empty, full, and

presence of ulcers. Ulcers were scored as 0 (no signs of

ulceration), 1 (minor) or 2 (severe). Livers were assessed for

liver damage. Livers were scored as 0 (no signs of damage), 1

(minor) and 2 (severe). A zero to two scale was used to assess

the severity of ulcers and liver damage as this was determined

adequate to cover the range of pathologies observed in these

animals and tomake a distinction between healthy and diseased

animals. Rhinitis was recorded in pigs processed at two of the

plants (C andD). The presence of rhinitis was scored from 0 to 4;

with 0 indicative of no rhinitis and 4 indicative of severe signs

of rhinitis. Lungs were examined and the percent of total lung

volume affected with consolidation was visually estimated.

2.3. Alveolar macrophage isolation

Pulmonary alveolar macrophages were collected by means

of bonchoalveolar lavage (BAL) at four plants (B, C, D and E).

Pulmonary alveolar macrophages were not collected at plant A

due to limited resources at the time. Fifty milliliters of sterile

Table 3

Macrophage sub-population in bronchoalveolar fluid of non-ambulatory, non-injured (NANI) and control pigs from four different processing plants

in the United States

Measure Plant B SE Plant C SE Plant D SE Plant E SE P-value

NANI Control NANI Control NANI Control NANI Control Trt⁎Plant

N 36 36 8 7 8 9 58 46

Subpop.1, % 71.3 72.4 2.40 28.8 24.1 4.01 30.9 37.8 3.68 50.8 59.3 6.70 0.440

Subpop.2, % 22.3 22.6 2.03 38.5 29.9 3.40 35.1 27.7 3.11 27.5 27.3 5.67 0.297

Subpop.5, % 6.4 5.0 1.50 32.7 46.0 a 2.51 34.0 34.6 2.30 22.0 13.0 4.19 0.002

SE=Pooled SE.
a Measures for NANI pigs for each plant and overall differ significantly from controls at Pb0.05.
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phosphate buffered saline (PBS) was added to lungs and

massaged, and then PBS-lavage fluid was removed. Lavage

fluid was centrifuged at 460 × g for 15 min. Supernatant was

removed and frozen for later analysis. The cell pellet was

washed in media and cytospins were made, fixed, stained with

Hema-3 staining system (Fisher Scientific, Houston, TX), and

100 cells per slide were visually counted under a light micro-

scope. The different pulmonary alveolar macrophage sub-

populations were characterized based on their morphology and

staining pattern as previously described (Shellito and Kal-

treider, 1984). Sub-populations 1 and 2, as well as 3 and 4,

were combined as it was too difficult to differentiate between

these sub-populations using light microscopy.

2.4. Feet analysis

Feet and legs of NANI (n=197) and control (n=192) pigs

were examined for cracked hooves, swollen joints, or abscesses

at all plants studied as an assessment of foot and leg health. The

same person observed and scored the feet of all pigs used in this

study. The hooves, pads and joints were inspected for lesions

and the severity of the pathology was scored as 0 (no signs of

damage), 1 (minor) and 2 (severe). A zero to two scale was used

to assess foot and leg health as this was determined adequate to

describe the range of feet and leg problems, furthermore the

observer had limited time to make amore in depth inspection of

the pigs feet and leg as the pigs passed on the line. Score 0: the

pads were pink/white or normal, the hooves showed no cracks

or chips, and the leg joints were normal with no swelling,

puffiness or abrasions. Score 1: the pads showed a discolored

“spot” less than 13 mm in diameter but no callused areas, or the

hooves showed hairline cracks that extended from the bottom

of the hoof but not to the hairline, and the joints were puffy but

not abscessed or swollen. Score 2: the pads had large discolored

spots (greater than 13 mm in diameter) or callused or swollen

areas that extending over the pad, the hooves had large no-

ticeable cracks wider and deeper than hairline that extend from

the bottom of the hoof close to or to the hairline, hooves were

broken or chipped, and/or the leg joints were abscessed or

swollen and may have shown abrasions or skin breaks. All four

feet were observed for feet and leg problems and the resulting

score was the worst condition recorded for that particular pig.

Gender was also recorded for NANI and control pigs.

2.5. Statistical analyses

A linear mixed-effects model using theMIXED procedure of

SAS version 9.1.3 (SAS Inst., Inc., Cary, NC) was used to

analyze blood hematology and chemistry, cortisol concentra-

tions, macrophage sub-populations and virus titers. The main

fixed effects were plant (five levels) and treatment (two levels).

The interaction between plant and treatment were included. Chi-

square analyses were used to analyze feet and internal organ

pathology scores. Values were considered significant atPb0.05.

3. Results

Hoof and pad problems did not differ between con-

trol and NANI pigs, however there were differences

between NANI and control pigs among the different

plants (Table 1). NANI pigs had greater (Pb0.01)

Table 4

Blood chemistry of non-ambulatory, non-injured (NANI) and control

pigs averaged over four processing plants in the United States

Measure NANI Control SE P-value

Trt Plant Trt⁎Plant

N 110 98

WBC, 103/μL 22.1 18.3 0.82 0.001 0.001 0.470

RBC, 106/μL 8.4 8.6 0.17 0.346 0.000 0.011

Hemoglobin ,

gm/dl

14.9 15.7 0.27 0.049 0.000 0.025

Hematocrit, % 50.1 52.3 1.03 0.126 0.000 0.002

MCV, fl 60.0 71.6 10.12 0.419 0.447 0.566

MCH, pg 17.9 18.3 0.20 0.227 0.864 0.931

MCHC, gm/dl 29.9 30.0 0.19 0.687 0.000 0.007

Platelets,

103/μL

176.6 201.2 15.32 0.263 0.000 0.169

Neutrophil,

103/μL

14.7 7.3 0.88 0.000 0.000 0.931

Band

Neutrophil,

103/μL

0.3 0.1 0.06 0.029 0.000 0.032

Lymphocyte,

103/μL

6.6 10.0 0.53 0.000 0.527 0.156

N:L 3.0 0.8 0.28 0.000 0.033 0.168

Monocyte,

103/μL

0.5 0.4 0.07 0.418 0.031 0.178

Eosinophil,

103/μL

0.0 0.4 0.07 0.002 0.003 0.024

Basophils,

103/μL

0.0 0.0 0.01 0.044 0.879 0.972

RDW, % 18.0 17.7 0.19 0.152 0.000 0.027

Nucleated RBC 2.1 0.4 0.37 0.001 0.147 0.643

Plasma Protein,

gm/dl

9.0 8.9 0.13 0.841 0.000 0.008

Fibrinogen,

mg/dl

326.7 288.3 26.12 0.204 0.013 0.858

BUN, mg/dl 22.4 14.6 0.84 0.000 0.005 0.001

Creatinine,

mg/dl

3.2 2.4 0.14 0.000 0.006 0.001

Glucose, mg/dl 117.8 131.1 6.52 0.152 0.000 0.015

Total protein,

gm/dl

8.0 8.1 0.08 0.395 0.000 0.001

Albumin, gm/dl 4.5 4.8 0.07 0.006 0.000 0.317

AST, IU/L 689.0 201.9 60.23 0.000 0.000 0.656

CK, IU/L 4286.0 4075.6 558.35 0.791 0.000 0.207

ALK PHOS,

IU/L

199.2 140.0 8.91 0.000 0.023 0.198

GGT, IU/L 40.8 35.2 1.76 0.025 0.003 0.013

Total Bilirubin,

mg/dl

0.2 0.1 0.02 0.076 0.000 0.327

Hemolytic

Indice

50.7 59.4 8.59 0.477 0.000 0.001

SE=Pooled SE.
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percent of pad problems compared with control pigs at

plant A. The percentage of total feet and leg injuries was

greater (Pb0.05) in NANI compared with control pigs

at plant E. Conversely, the percentage of hoof problems

was less (Pb0.01) among NANI than control pigs at

plant A and the number of hoof problems with a score of

2 was lower (Pb0.01) in NANI compared with control

pigs at plant B. The percentage of severe hoof and pad

problems were greater (Pb0.01) in NANI compared

with control pigs at plant A and E. Conversely, severe

foot and pad problems were less (Pb0.01) among NANI

than control pigs at plant B.

Gender had an impact on the percent of NANI pigs at

one plant (Table 1). At plant D, a higher (Pb0.05)

percentage of barrows were NANI than were gilts.

Internal organswere inspected for gross signs of disease.

Overall, signs of disease did not differ between NANI and

control pigs, however there were differences in pathology

scores for different organs between NANI and control pigs

within the plants (Table 2). The incidence of ulcers was

greater (Pb0.05) in NANI pigs compared with controls at

plants B and D; however, at plant E, control pigs displayed

a greater (Pb0.01) percentage of ulcers than NANI pigs.

Rhinitis scores were measured in two of the five plants; at

plant D, the average rhinitis score was greater (Pb0.01)

among control than NANI pigs, but no differences were

observed at plant C. At plants B and C the total percentage

of liver problems was greater (Pb0.05) among NANI than

control pigs. The percentage of empty stomachs was

greater (Pb0.05) amongNANI comparedwith control pigs

at plants C and D. Conversely, at plant E the percentage of

empty stomachs was greater (Pb0.01) among control than

NANI pigs. Lung consolidation was not different between

NANI and control pigs at any of the plants.

Table 5

Blood chemistry of non-ambulatory, non-injured (NANI) and control pigs from four different processing plants in the United States

Plant B Plant C Plant D Plant E P-value

Measure NANI Control SE NANI Control SE NANI Control SE NANI Control SE Trt⁎Plant

N 36 36 8 7 8 9 58 46

WBC, 103/μL 26.1 20.4 1.28 22.3 17.1 1.96 17.3 15.3 1.99 22.6 20.3 1.12 0.470

RBC, 106/μL 9.1 8.6 0.27 7.6 8.1 0.41 9.0 9.4 0.42 7.7 8.4 0.24 0.107

Hemoglobin, gm/dl 16.4 15.8 0.43 13.6 14.3 0.64 16.1 17.3 0.65 13.5 15.3 a 0.73 0.025

Hematocrit, % 57.0 52.2 a 1.64 43.5 46.3 2.45 53.8 57.5 2.49 46.1 53.3 a 1.40 0.002

MCV, fl 62.4 103.9 16.11 57.3 57.7 24.11 59.8 61.1 24.55 60.4 63.7 13.82 0.566

MCH, pg 18.0 18.5 0.32 17.9 17.9 0.47 18.0 18.4 0.48 17.8 18.4 0.27 0.931

MCHC, gm/dl 28.9 30.2 a 0.31 31.2 31.1 0.46 30.0 30.0 0.47 29.6 28.8 a 0.26 0.007

Platelets, 103/μL 237.9 310.9 19.46 158.7 179.6 29.12 133.4 113.1 30.57 . . . 0.169

Neutrophil, 103/μL 18.4 11.6 1.40 13.7 4.8 2.09 10.5 4.0 2.13 16.1 8.8 1.20 0.931

Band Neutrophil,

103/μL

0.1 0.1 0.07 0.2 0.0 a 0.11 0.7 0.3 0.11 . . . 0.032

Lymphocyte, 103/μL 7.0 8.2 0.84 7.5 10.5 1.25 5.8 10.6 1.28 6.2 10.8 0.72 0.156

N:L 3.2 1.6 0.45 2.3 0.5 0.68 2.3 0.4 0.69 4.3 0.9 0.39 0.168

Monocyte, 103/μL 0.7 0.3 a 0.11 0.8 0.7 0.16 0.4 0.2 0.16 0.3 0.5 a 0.09 0.178

Eosinophil, 103/μL 0.0 0.2 0.11 0.1 1.0 0.17 0.0 0.2 a 0.17 0.0 0.1 0.10 0.024

Basophils, 103/μL 0.0 0.0 0.02 0.0 0.1 0.03 0.0 0.0 0.03 0.0 0.0 0.02 0.972

RDW, % 19.2 18.1 a 0.30 16.7 16.9 0.45 18.3 17.2 0.46 18.1 18.5 0.26 0.027

Nucleated RBC 0.9 0.1 0.53 2.5 0.3 0.80 3.6 1.0 1.04 1.5 0.1 0.46 0.643

Plasma Protein,

gm/dl

9.7 9.0 a 0.21 7.6 8.6 0.31 9.5 9.0 a 0.34 9.0 9.1 0.18 0.008

Fibrinogen, mg/dl 286.7 342.9 40.52 233.3 157.1 60.63 312.5 500.0 65.82 286.7 340.7 34.75 0.858

BUN, mg/dl 20.8 13.3 a 1.02 17.9 14.0 a 2.24 29.9 13.6 2.10 21.0 17.7 a 0.87 0.001

Creatinine, mg/dl 3.6 2.2 a 0.17 2.8 2.1 0.37 3.7 3.1 0.35 2.6 2.5 0.14 0.001

Glucose, mg/dl 96.4 100.9 7.92 133.1 94.9 a 17.38 153.1 214.1 16.32 88.5 114.4 a 6.90 0.015

Total protein, gm/dl 8.1 7.9 0.10 7.5 8.4 0.22 8.7 8.2 a 0.21 7.5 7.8 a 0.09 0.001

Albumin, gm/dl 4.8 4.9 0.08 4.0 4.4 0.18 4.7 4.9 0.17 4.5 4.8 0.07 0.317

AST, IU/L 555.7 82.6 73.30 359.8 70.6 160.87 1206.3 570.1 151.05 634.4 84.4 62.63 0.656

CK, IU/L 4061.0 4790.0 853.35 4426.0 2800.4 1095.02 780.5 2495.0 1619.41 7876.5 6217.0 270.17 0.207

ALK PHOS, IU/L 215.7 152.2 10.84 160.0 96.3 23.79 228.5 146.7 22.33 192.7 164.7 9.26 0.198

GGT, IU/L 39.8 41.4 2.14 36.3 28.0 4.70 a 44.8 26.6 4.41 42.4 44.8 1.83 0.013

Total Bilirubin, mg/dl 0.2 0.1 0.02 0.1 0.1 0.05 0.2 0.2 0.05 0.1 0.0 0.02 0.327

Hemolytic Indice 21.1 4.8 10.46 59.5 6.1 22.95 93.5 200.4 21.55 28.6 26.0 8.93 0.001

SE=Pooled SE.
a Measures for NANI pigs for each plant and overall differ significantly from controls at Pb0.05.
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Overall, alveolar macrophage sub-populations did not

differ between NANI and control pigs (Table 3). However

at plant C, alveolar macrophage sub-population 5 was

greater (Pb0.001) among control than NANI pigs.

Blood chemistry differed between NANI and control

pigs (Table 4).White blood cells counts, the percentage of

neutrophils and basophils, the neutrophil to lymphocyte

ratio, nucleated red blood cells, and AST and Alk Phos

concentrations were greater (Pb0.05) among NANI than

control pigs (Table 4). Conversely, the percentage of

lymphocytes and the concentration of albumin were less

(Pb0.05) among NANI pigs than controls (Table 4).

Gamma-Glutamyl Transpeptidase, creatinine, BUN,

RDW, and neutrophil bands were greater (Pb0.05)

among NANI compared to control pigs at one or more

of the processing plants (Table 5). Conversely, total pro-

tein, Hg, glucose, eosinophils, and the hemolytic index

were lower (Pb0.05) among NANI pigs compared with

their controls, in one or more of the processing plants

(Table 5). Cortisol concentrations did not differ between

NANI (80.0±1.83) and control (80.5±1.87) pigs.

Virus titers were measured in the serum of NANI and

control pigs at plant E only (Table 6). Titers to SIV sub-

types H1N1 and H3N2 and PCV II were less (Pb0.01)

among NANI compared with control pigs. However,

more NANI pigs were positive for SIV sub-types H1N1

and H3N2 compared with control pigs (Pb0.01).

4. Discussion

Hoof and pad problems did not differ between

control and NANI pigs, however there were differences

between NANI and control pigs' feet among the dif-

ferent plants. Despite the fact that there was no overall

difference in feet and hoof problems between NANI and

control pigs, over 50% of the pigs had hoof problems or

pad problems of some kind and over 30% of these

problems were severe. Therefore, it is apparent that hoof

and pad problems in slaughter weight pigs are a problem

and a welfare concern that needs to be addressed even

though it does not seem to directly impact the oc-

currence of NANI pigs, except in certain situations (ex.,

Plant A and E).

A higher percentage of barrows were identified as

NANI compared with gilts, in one of the plants studied.

The gender of pigs being transported in trailers to the

processing plant has been shown to significantly affect

the percentage of NANI pigs during transport (unpub-

lished data from this lab). The literature regarding the

effect of gender on transport loss is limited. One possi-

bility is that barrows may fight more than gilts during

transport. Transporting of pigs usually involves the

mixing of unfamiliar pigs, which often results in fighting

to establish new dominance orders (McGlone, 1985). A

British survey on transport of finishing pigs found that

two thirds of pigs dead on arrival had been involved in

fights (Sains, 1980). Fighting in pigs can cause stress,

possibly resulting in fatigue (Warriss, 1995). Therefore,

fighting of pigs during transport could possibly result in

a higher incidence of NANI pigs. However, the fre-

quency of aggressive behavior after mixing of young

pigs did not differ between young gilts and castrated-

males (McGlone, 1985). Fighting during transport could

result in pigs becoming fatigued and consequently going

down, but it is unlikely that this explains the gender

effect on the incidence of NANI pigs. Therefore, more

research is needed in this area to answer this question.

Low energy levels among pigs have been suggested

as a possible cause of pigs becoming NANI during or

after transport. However, in the present study less than

30% of NANI pigs had empty stomachs (or 70% had

feed in their stomachs) and this was similar among

control pigs. Blood glucose goes down with food dep-

rivation (Bertol et al., 2005), but in the present study

glucose concentrations were within the normal range for

both NANI and control pigs (Carr, 1998; Mersmann and

Pond, 2001). The presence of food in the stomach of

most NANI pigs in combination with average blood

glucose concentrations measured in NANI pigs make it

unlikely that NANI pigs went down due to fatigue

caused by low energy stores, however measurement of

muscle glycogen levels in future studies may give a

better indication of an animals energy reserves.

Pathology of internal organs was recorded to deter-

mine if disease was a potential cause for pigs becoming

Table 6

Virus isolation and titers in serum of non-ambulatory, non-injured

(NANI) and control pigs from one processing plant

Measures NANI Control P-value

N 52 46

Titers

Porcine reproductive and respiratory

syndrome

1.355 1.368

Mycoplasma hyopneumoniae 0.415 0.402

Swine influenza sub-types H1N1 0.410 0.650 0.01

Swine influenza sub-types H3N2 0.388 0.604 0.01

Porcine circovirus II 6.203 10.819 0.001

% Positive viremia

Porcine reproductive and respiratory

syndrome

88.5 93.5

Mycoplasma hyopneumoniae 40.4 47.8

Swine influenza sub-types H1N1 53.8 34.8 0.01

Swine influenza sub-types H3N2 51.9 26.1 0.01

Porcine circovirus II 100.0 100.0
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NANI. Overall, there were no differences in the pa-

thology of the liver, stomach, or lungs between NANI

and control pigs, but there were differences between

NANI and control pigs at particular plants. Therefore,

pigs do not appear to go down due to a single disease.

Rather, at one plant, pigs becoming NANI may be

associated with ascarid infection, another may have an

active (but not a resolved) respiratory disease, and an-

other may have feet and leg problems (or other health

problems).

Cortisol concentrations were measured in NANI and

control pigs at two of the five plants. Cortisol concen-

trations did not differ between NANI and control pigs,

however cortisol concentrations were elevated in all

pigs compared with baseline cortisol concentrations of

age matched non-stressed pigs (unpublished data from

this lab), suggesting that all pigs were experiencing

stress prior to harvesting. Measuring cortisol at one time

point as an indicator of stress is not optimal. It would

have been preferable to compare the cortisol response to

transport in control vs. NANI pigs, however this was

beyond the scope of this study. Hematology measures

differed significantly between NANI and control pigs.

The neutrophil to lymphocyte ratio was significantly

higher in NANI pigs than controls. Acute 4 h transport

stress has been shown to increase the neutrophil to

lymphocyte ratio in pigs McGlone et al., 1993), hence

the high cortisol concentrations in control and NANI

pigs suggest that all pigs are stressed at harvesting but

the increase in the neutrophil to lymphocyte ratio mea-

sured in NANI pigs may be an indication that these pigs

are experiencing even more stress than controls.

The percentage of lymphocytes were reduced inNANI

compared with control pigs. Transient leukopenia and

lymphopenia are often induced in pigs that have been

infected with the PRRS virus, but lymphocyte numbers

return to normal within eight to 14 days post-inoculation

(Nielsen and Bøtner, 1997; Toepfer-Berg et al., 2004;

Sutherland et al., 2007). Non-ambulatory, non-injured

pigs did not have a greater percentage of pigs positive for

PRRS compared with control pigs at plant E. However,

reduced lymphocytes in NANI pigs in the present study

may suggest that these animals are experiencing an active

infection. For example, NANI pigs may have been in-

fected with the PRRS virus less than eight days prior to

being shipped to the processing plant. At plant E, serum

titers to common pig respiratory viruses were measured.

Titers to one ormore respiratory viruses were measured in

100% of the pigs, in both NANI and control pigs. How-

ever, it was not determined if these titers were formed in

response to an active infection or from a past infection.

NANI pigs had significantly lower titers to SIV sub-types

H1N1 and H3N2 and PCV II compared with control pigs,

but a higher percentage of NANI pigs were positive for

SIV sub-types H1N1 and H3N2 compared with control

pigs. It is unclear why NANI pigs would have lower viral

titers compared with controls, but one possibility is that

NANI pigs may be immunosuppressed for whatever rea-

son. The combination of leucopenia, positive titers to

various respiratory viruses and lower viral titers compared

with control pigs are indications that the health of these

pigs is compromised.

Inflammatory processes are characterized by increased

leukocyte counts, fibrinogen and total protein concentra-

tions, and reduced hematocrit, Hg, and albumin (Odink

et al., 1990). In the present study, leukocytes were in-

creased and Hg and albumin concentrations were reduced

among NANI pigs, suggesting that these pigs may have

been experiencing some form of inflammatory response.

Albumin concentrations have also been shown to be

reduced in pigs with abscesses (Smeets et al., 1990; Elber

et al., 1992). Changes in leukocyte percentages and albu-

min concentrations in NANI pigs suggest that these pigs

were experiencing some sort of active infection whether

due to viral infection or inflammation which may be a

contributing factor for them going down during transport.

Blood chemistry measures were significantly differ-

ent between NANI and control pigs in the present study.

Creatine kinase is released from muscle fibers in res-

ponse to intense muscle exertion or tissue damage.

Values of CK measured in this study were in the upper

limit of the normal range for CK (Carr, 1998) for both

NANI and control pigs. Creatine kinase concentrations

were reported to increase in market weight pigs during

transport to the packing plant (Elbers et al., 1991) and in

pigs kept at stocking densities lower than 0.5 m2/100 kg

during transport (Barton-Gade and Christensen, 1998;

Warriss, 1998). Therefore, elevated CK concentrations

measured in NANI and control pigs was probably due to

tissue damage caused by muscle exertion as a result of

transport to the processing plant rather than a causative

factor in NANI pigs going down during transport.

Creatinine is a waste product produced when muscle

cells are broken down. Blood urea nitrogen is a waste

product in the blood caused from the breakdown of

protein. Creatinine and BUN can also be indicators of

kidney dysfunction. In the present study, creatinine

concentrations in pigs were above the normal range

(Carr, 1998; Mersmann and Pond, 2001) and higher

among NANI than control pigs. The high creatinine and

BUN concentrations among NANI pigs may reflect

possible kidney dysfunction in these animals, which

could possibly lead to these pigs becoming NANI

during transport. Alternatively, the higher creatinine and
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BUN may indicate that NANI pigs have more muscle

and protein break down than control pigs.

Aspartate aminotransferase is a hepatic enzyme re-

leased in the blood when certain organs or tissues,

particularly the heart or liver, are injured. Alkaline

phosphatase is an enzyme present within the liver, bone,

kidneys, and intestines and leaks into the blood when

cells from these organs are destroyed. Increased AST

and Alk Phos concentrations are an indicator of liver

damage, or an indicator of bone damage. Aspartate

aminotransferase and Alk Phos were higher among

NANI than control pigs in the present study. Further-

more, the presence of liver problems were greater

among NANI pigs than control pigs at two of the pro-

cessing plants. Increased concentrations of these two

enzymes in NANI pigs in combination with liver dam-

age possibly associated with ascarid infection indicate

that these animals may have liver damage. Increased

AST and Alk Phos concentrations in NANI pigs, may

also be explained by NANI pigs having slight bone

injuries or fractions. Fractures were recorded in 26% of

market weight pigs which died during transport in

Canada (Clark, 1979). The elevated AST and Alk Phos

are consistent with NANI pigs having a hairline fracture,

or a bruised bone (but not a compound fracture, which

would be obvious and classified as a non-ambulatory

injured pig). Increased AST and Alk Phos concentra-

tions in NANI pigs suggest that these pigs have liver

problems, slight bone injuries or both which could result

in these pigs going down during transport.

Total protein and albumin concentrations are markers

for protein homeostasis, which increase with dehydra-

tion. Albumin concentrations usually parallel the total

protein concentrations. Total protein was high, but still

within the normal range for growing pigs, but albumin

was slightly above the normal range (Carr, 1998;

Mersmann and Pond, 2001). Furthermore, total protein

was higher in control pigs at two plants and albumin was

higher in control pigs overall, suggesting that dehydra-

tion was not a causative factor of NANI pigs in the

present study.

Blood chemistry analyses and pathology indicate

large differences between NANI and controls pigs. Se-

vere energy loss as measured by blood glucose and

stomach content was not a cause of pigs becoming

NANI. The present study did not find one determining

factor for the cause of NANI pigs. Pigs probably be-

come NANI due to one or a combination of factors.

Non-ambulatory, non-injured pigs generally had one or

more of the following conditions: feet and leg problems,

an active infection, ulcers, liver damage, subtle bone

injury, and were in a catabolic state.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank Wayne Johnson,

Craig Lewis, Nadege Krebs, and Kate Zeir for their

technical help and support and Elanco and PIC for their

financial support.

References

Barton-Gade, P., Christensen, L., 1998. Effect of different stocking

densities during transport on welfare and meat quality in Danish

slaughter pigs. Meat Sci. 48, 237–247.

Bertol, T.M., Ellis, M., Ritter, M.J., McKeith, F.K., 2005. Effect of

feed withdrawal and handling intensity on longissimus muscle

glycolytic potential and blood measurements in slaughter weight

pigs. J. Anim. Sci. 83, 1536–1542.

Carr, J., 1998. Garth pig stockmanship standards. 5M Enterprises

Limited.

Clark, E.G., 1979. Necropsy survey of transport stress deaths in

Saskatchewan market weight hogs. Am. Assoc. Vet. Lab. Diagn.

22, 53–90.

Elbers, A.R.W., Visser, I.J.R., Odink, J., Smeets, J.F., 1991. Changes in

haematolgical and clincochemical profiles in blood of apparently

healthy slaughter pigs, collected at the farm and at slaughter, in

relation to the severity of pathological–anatomical lesions. Vet. Q.

13, 1–9.

Elber, A.R.W., Counotte, G.H.M., Tielen, M.J.M., 1992. Haematolo-

gical and clinicochemical blood profiles in slaughter pigs. Vet. Q.

14, 57–62.

Ellis, M., McKeith, F., Hamilton, D., Bertol, T., Ritter, M., 2003.

Analysis of the current situation: what do downers cost the industry

and what can we do about it? Proceedings of the 4th American

meat science association pork quality symposium, pp. 1–3.

McGlone, J.J., 1985. A quantitative ethogram of aggressive and

submissive behaviors in recently regrouped pigs. J. Anim. Sci. 61,

559–565.

McGlone, J.J., Salak-Johnson, J.L., Lumpkin, E.A., Nicholson, R.I.,

Gibson, M., Norman, R.L., 1993. Shipping stress and social status

effects on pig performance, plasma cortisol, natural killer cell

activity, and leukocyte numbers. J. Anim. Sci. 71, 888–896.

Mersmann, H.J., Pond, W.G., 2001. Hematology and Blood Serum

Constituents in Biology of the Pig. Cornell University press, United

States of America.

Nielsen, J., Bøtner, A., 1997. Hematological and immunological

parameters of 41/2 month old pigs infected with PRRS virus. Vet.

Microbiol. 55, 289–294.

Odink, J., Smeets, I.J.R., Visser, H., Sandman, H., Snijders, J.M., 1990.

Hematological and clinicochemical profiles of healthy swine and

swine with inflammatory processes. J. Anim. Sci. 68, 163–170.

Peeters, E., Driessen, B., Steegmans, R., Henot, D., Geers, R., 2004.

Effect of supplemental tryptophan, vitamin E, and a herbal product

on responses by pigs to vibration. J. Anim. Sci. 82, 2410–2420.

Sains, A.G., 1980. Deaths in transit: What British surveys show. Pig

Farming 28, 40–41.

Shellito, J., Kaltreider, H.B., 1984. Heterogeneity of immunologic

function among subfractions in normal rat alveolar macrophages.

Am. Rev. Respir. Dis. 129, 747–753.

Smeets, J.F.M., Odink, J., Visser, I.J.R., Schoen, E.E., Snijders, J.M.,

1990. Haematology and blood-chemistry for predicting abscesses

and other abnormalities in slaughtered pigs. Vet. Q. 12, 146–150.

244 M.A. Sutherland et al. / Livestock Science 116 (2008) 237–245



Sutherland, M.A., Niekamp, S.R., Johnson, R.W., Van Alstine, W.G.,

Salak-Johnson, J.L., 2007. Heat and social rank impact behavior

and physiology of PRRS-virus-infected pigs. Physiol. Behav. 90,

93–100.

Toepfer-Berg, T.L., Escobar, J., Van Alstine, W.G., Baker, D.H., Salak-

Johnson, J.L., Johnson, R.W., 2004. Vitamin E supplementation does

not mitigate the acute morbidity effects of porcine reproductive and

respiratory syndrome virus in nursery pigs. J. Anim. Sci. 82,

1942–1951.

Warriss, P.D., 1995. Pig handling — guidelines for the handling of

pigs antemortem. Meat Focus Int. 4, 491–494.

Warriss, P.D., 1998. The welfare of slaughter pigs during transport.

Anim. Welf. 7, 365–381.

245M.A. Sutherland et al. / Livestock Science 116 (2008) 237–245



 
ATTACHMENT 5 

  



}

.~

I.

Attachment 20



Summary

,Bruise Injury has been a major prob
,~ for the livestock and meat industry

many years. Carcass bruises, par
larly In cattle, represent one of the
or 'loss areas in the Industry. This

18 has been estimated as being subs tail
tty higher than that from crippling and

h In transit. On the basis o! resulls
,ained In the tests made as a parto!

study, the national loss on cattle
m carcass bruise damage is probably
'und $12 million a year.

iIt Is dl!!lcult to say precisely who
~T5 this loss because of thecomplexl
,o! lIvestoclt' marketing and processed
I,at merchandising. Each segment oUhe
"ustry-producer, transporter, market
ncy, packer" and even the consumer
rs the loss in whole or In part at one
e or another,

'A major obstacle to elfectlve loss
,irol and reductlon has been this Ina
ty to fix the responsibility lor bruise
',ry. Cattle.pase through many- hands
'lng marketing and processing and
cass damage is generally not dls
'ntble until alter slaughter. Thus,
ie, place, and cause of damage have
'n suI!lciently indefinite as to permit
ost any handler of the cattle to deny,

.at Ieast question, any part of his r e
nslbillty for the loss.

)ecause farmers and their livestock
rketlng agenc tes are so Vitally con
'ned with this loss area, Farmer Co
'ratlve Service began a study of the
Ise loss problem In 1954. Arrange'

nts were made with the Ohio State

University and the Ohio Agricultural Ex
,(perlment Statlon to develop a means o!

helping !Ix the responsibility for bruise
r damage.

, Although this study did ,not de!inltely
.)fIx , responsibility 'for bruise loss, Iabo
,: ratory research produced much valuable
Information useful in considering the

;problem of catUe bruises: For Instance,
animals may be bruised at any time up un
til the blood pressure approaches zero
even alter stunning. Carcass location,
degree of Impact, and the emotional
state o! the animal have an Influence on
bruise Injury. Animals, somewhat like
human beings, have varying degrees of
"susceptibility" to bruf stng. This may
somellmes be explained or Influenced

'by previous bruising or by Introducing
compounds into the system to retard
,bruises.. '

To more posttlvely establish the cause
,o! these bruises, Farmer Cooperative

',SerVice initiated research under condl
.ttons generally prevarltng in the market
Ing and processing o! catue. ,We assumed
~hat certain practices and conditions
Involved In hancl1lng the cattle could be
related to carcass damage from bruising.

This assumption, In turn, was based
c1n the premise that some bumps cause
bruiaes. During the handling and proc
essing, bumps!requenUy happened. Pre
vious Investigations by Farmer Cooper
atlve S e r.v I ee, In coope r atlon with
Livestock Conservation, Inc., Indicated
that bumps were likely to cause bruises.
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loss would be a transpo rtunon toss but
the re ar blame belongs to the pr oduc cr.

To consider these problems of live
stock losses tntransn, Farmer Coopera
tive Service began a r esea..rch project In
1954. This survey indicated Ihal the tot;/I
economic loss due to death and crippllng
was approxll:"''1tely $8 million a year at
averageannu.u prices lor l!.):i5 and 1956. r
In general, dead and cripple losses:'
among animals hauled by motortruck
exceeded those among aiurnul s moved by
r alt ro ad, often 'by subst ant i al margtns."

During 1956, FCS conducted a spe cral .
truck survey at 8 major public marke ts
of some '6,400 loads of live unl mal s ob 
served during unloadinll. This survey:
revealed definite. "loss associated' con
ditions" which occurred In vehicles con
taining dead and crippled animals, 01'

both.. These loss associated conditions
Included such things as obvtous over-

. crowding, Improper bedding, Inadequate
, or improper ventllatlon, excessive use

of persuaders and failure to use parti
tions where needed. ~

Many .of lh~ losses, if not all of
10, may be in whole or part closely
ocialed with transportation: This is
tlcularly true iJ we think .of trans
tation as Including' all handling'f rom
tlme the. animals are first sortod for

.prnent., through all the various stages
murkeung, until the animal Is actu

slaughtered at the p roce s stng plant.

-"klfflb'H:lu,r, JflStrph 11:. I ......"t·s (.r I.lvlfSI.uck In ·r,..n•.I~ III 1lt1r1_".\Hr/l 1\1111 Wtt1fotnr'1I :i\.tl\Il~.
• "0. :.!47. F'ur,...,,. COIlJ,lU,."" lVIf ~hl'rv lew, U. S. l>fpt.. or ~it. Ju''''' 1":""1.
klll'nbac;k.r, JUIi~l'h E. COI&»II. o r 1,(,'UVtt '" Truc:l<Jb& LI .... ""o\:k. Mal'. R9 III, HoI' I.. H,,; ::rJI,
rUlvlI sv-v r ee , U. S. LInIi\. , 1.It' AII.r. JUl'. Jrl~H. i'

'j'The livestock "industry loses millions
'dollars each year from loss lUId dam-
'e to meat animals during marketing ;
~ processing. Some of these losses .

i obvious, such as· dead or- crippled
mals arriving at a public m:u'ket or
processing plant. Others' might be
re properly termed concealed losses

uise Injury, shrink and disease, and
. rather tntanglble onc~enerally re
red to in the trade as "loss of market
om,"

However, the loss may also be caused
··a condition which occurred before the

sportatlon phase. For example, an
mal In a weak or emaciated condition
.y die during the trip. In a sense this

We·beHevelwo approaches are. Ii
to }lield. worthwhile results in ci('
with the bruise problem. Adopting.
simple foacllitles would enable h
to make full use of the most ap
handling techniques. Promoting
handling programs would alert hl
to the Close rulatlonshlp of their atl
and actions to bruise loss.

Allhough somewhat re mote
moment, some relief may develo
products which can be adrntniste
cattle economically and easily t
the' native bruise resistance of t
mal. Some steps have been taken
nate r~search programs' to bd
about.

These tests pointed clearly to c'
causes. of carcass Injury that <;0
did occur In all handling phases,
were (1) animal characteristics; (2)
itle$lnvolved in transporting and h
animals; (3) handling techniquea; .
uons and attitudes of personnel ali
moving Or handling the cattle; and (S
miscellaneous factors as weather:
dWons, Iength-of-haul, and the ltke..
tain of these were of greater Impor
during one handling phase than otHe,

No single segment of the Industi'
be saddled with full responslblilt
bruise loss. Rather, bruise loss'\
Industrywide problem. There was·;
tlve proof that Ilveatock could be 11
sll!ely and without liljury, since 30'
·cent of the test animals went th:;'
unscathed.

Injury was greater during
. loading', and the like.

II

The bruise loss on steers was ap
proximately three times that suffered
on heifers. Ltkewlse, higher grade cat
tle suffored less·carcassbruise damage
than did' plainer grades.

Largest losses were in the htp or loin
area, both on the basis of trim weIght
and flnanclal loss. Shoulders accounted
for tliesecond highest 108s area,'

The largest" number of bruises oc
cur red at.ter theaiiTiil'als' were In the
packers' hlUlds; that Is', during tile move
ment from packer holding pens through
slaughter. Although about three times
as many bruises Were ldentltled with
this slaughter phase, the financial toss
was almost twice as large as that at
tributed to other handling phases. This
result Indicated that severtty of bruise

Thirteen tests were conducted In the
Midwest and Rocky M6.imtainareas dur
ing 1958, Involving a' total of 720 head of
catUe of various weight, sex, and grade.
The animals were slaughtered at five
different packinghouses. The total bruise
loss on the cattle used in the tests
amounted to $60.40 per 100 head. About
one-third represented loss due to tissue
'trIm Itsel! and the balance was attributed
to 'd'evalulltlon ol the side because ol ex
cessive trim..

. In this' stuqy researchers t!lbulated
bumps on test lots of catUe"trom loading
through slaughter on the basis of Indl
vid\lal catUe by carcass location and
handling ~hase-. These data .wer\! then
checked agalnst a record of actual car
cass bruise damage 'obtalnedll!ter the
test animals were slaughtered.
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of losing test shipments by havlng-thcm.
.sold-Ior disposition of{ the market or-tc
non-cooperattng packers.

I" Since climate ccnstderauons are not,
..' as Important In tho' case of cattte as III

other species of liveslock, llwas not
; necessary to spread the tests over the'
i, various seasons of the year, The nurn
'::'ber of test lots, howeve r , provlded a
. sample that cover-ed the various clusse s
~.:and grades of cattle, The tests wer-e

-.:

All' althe.Be !indln\:s wei'e t rernen
dously Important from a sc ientul c stand
point alone, but more Importantly, lhey

,;' pointed to ways of reducin~ uruise loss,
~:

The laboratory work and the !indlll!!:s
set the stage for 'the work undertaken In
this report Involvlng ordinary rnat-ke t ing
a.nd processing of cattle."

Emotional state of the animal also
exerted a very strong Influence on sus
ceptlbillty to bruise damage, Animals

" highly excited and nervous bruised more
" easily than those who were In a more calm
: or normal "Iramc of mind." ..,

;.j:

3

.;J second and then a third, the third orulse
was ll.kely to be less severe ami to heal
more rapidly than the second. The loca
tion on the carcass and the relative force
of Impact grcratly Influenced bOlh the
extent' and severtty of brurse damage.

10 the ordinary marketmg and proc
~sln!!:of livestock, cattiepass through
any hands, This was a complicating
tor in designing a test for use under
se conditions, The pr.oblem was met
limiting the test animals to cattle

ready owned by. the packing. concern
are movement to slaughter, or "di-

ets" as they are c.alled. The use of
icn directs not only reduced the nurn
I' of hands through which test cattle

sed but also eliminated the possibility

,. rUlJorlll Of! CIJr\.t.11I .l4pVCUI or til" rV~ltbrdl lJV(~"", ";,111 ~1.lIllf l"llvl·r~II.)·1 ,",,'l'lIl' III till' f' .... II"wll~'i
.. to1..:10••1Il.! 11I1I1J Jl.'el tUlIA: I

IIQ1'llIYI Ol"llhtrr°llt" , /iI/lIINhl'IVWtU"" lIrulll"'!'llhllltl. L Illllt:I"rml\)hl (.·htlllXI1W IhlllllllJu,,;j"'III'11I1II1/11, llljtll')':
,Qt. ul' l,h", acc • of 1:.:.I1'1\.. tllul. Of)\J_Wwd. 1l!)1~:-'!"I~:':~J1, '";'\7.

1I11"..a~·, KIlII" I"" Itll"II~I,,"\I')Il'."'nlr.~It. !trlll''''" Tlillrolln:. IJ. Uo l"r"l\ "IJI. 1UII ul' tilt' "J.~~' "I'll 111'''1:11'' 11'1"1'.
r 1\11Jilin I ~':' v cl , IIi, NUI~' Way luft'.

Mlc""IlIJtll:ktrr, Ju ..wpll ":. Illodlll'IIIlcl\1 Prl'blcnlt~ I"'h....vrmlnlll.,. ti'" .t\~ ... U"I"'lll~'nl ",,1"'111 TI~!'I'w. ~"n,
;Vl. '·1:':. 1"1I1'1t1OI' (,;ouI'iIl'rl,ll IYII St'rY leu, U, ~. o"l't. 1.1' ."'·..r , I!':,!'. ~

i" ",x!'lJlld .. ,j 11~1'1l:"."lllu', Ilr ..II., ""'llot~lId"IiO 111111 IJhllv!I'.ph,v \11' pd,. L.. "'t l:f 1'")1'""'('11 "I" till' I'''/,'.''hll". ,0\
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'Bruise Test for Cattle Under Ordinary Market Conditions'

Animals of the same type and grade
varying degrees of susceptibility to

uise. This susceptibility was Influ
ced by dtiferent factors. For exam

Ie, an animal that had suffered a pre-

~~~~:r~~:~s;~sa~~t, a~ B~:C;~~~I:e~O :

sue In rather broad categories, such
less than GO hours Old, 60 to 72 hours

'!I, 3' to 4 days, 4 to 8 days old, and
~er 8 days old. These categcrtes have
'inlted use In fixing. responsibility for
ulse loss because most catue are

.Dved to market one day, sold the next
d 1l1au\:htered on the third day.

Findings disclosed animals may suf
I' bruise Injury at any time up until the
,Dod pressure falls to approxlmateiy
~ro, This means that the carcass CM
- bruised urter stunning at a slaughter
use.

would have been caused by som;'
that happened In the motor vehiCle
trucker would then be respcns]
the, loss; .

FCS ll.pproached this problem of,"
loss on two fronts: (1) through e
mental research under laborator{i'
trolled c ond I t i on Sj and (2) sli
research u nd e I' ordinary condlf
prevailing during the. marketlng'·,:~.
processing of cattle.

Research' to determlne the
bruised tissue was begun in 1954 Il
Ohio ,State University and the Ohio
cultural Experiment Station, under.
tract with Farmer cocperattve Sei"

Researchers found that they:
entering a Virtually uncharted Helct::"
only had. there been no work done onIi
stock bruises but very little was Ioij
about human bruises. . .' (

. "'I~jtF'1
These researchers conducted eXlielli\!;'

ments under strict laboratory contro "
condttlons and used selected IoUI'
anfmals.

Their .-research developed
ni!lcant !indlngs.

They learned a great deal a:
structure of a bruise. Now one
tlmate In a general way the appr
age of bruised tissue by closely e..··
Ing the color of the tlssue .ltsel! "
as the appearance externally on i:-'
iI.!l,lmal. .

U~ortunately, the researchers:
unable to develop a simple lest I
could pl:eclsely determine the a~1
given bruised tissue. But two tests
developed', one based on color c
In the bruised tissue, and another
on the .conductivity of the tissue, t •

tests are able to establish age of brU

2

For example, II the age of the bruise
could be .set at 24 hours, and the animal
had been on a truck en route to market
24 hours before slaughter, the bruise

We decided the only practical means
e! determ,lnlrig b I' U I s e responslbfUty
would be through a- st\ldy of the bruise
Itsel!. After consulting with various re
search agencies, we concluded that de
termining the "age of a bruise" could
lead. to the person '01' agency responslbie
for It.

The problem of bruise loss has been
of even greater slgnlJ:lcance Ulan dead
and crjpple losses' and extremelY vexa-
tious to the Industry. .

Because bruise damage is usually not
discernible until after the animal is
slaughtered and, the hide removed, it
has always been extremely dlHlcult to

!fix responsibility for the bruise. This
sttuatlon prevented se~1ng up programs
to curtail these Ioaaes.

There has also been a great deal of
controversy, over the question of who
pays for the cost of the bruise. Com
plexities of livestock marketing have
made It Impossible to give a spscutc
answer. At one time or another, each
segment of the IndustrY-the farmer,
the transpor.tatlon agency, the market
agency, the packer ; :I,Ild even the con
sumer-has stood the 10SIl, In whole or
In part. Certainly each recogn,tzed that
the losses did occur and that somebody
paid for .them.

To reduce bruise losses, FCS felt the
most eUecllve way would be to develop
some method of positively determining
the responsibility for the damage. Then
educ aUonal programs could be instl tuted
which might result in improving -condt-

-- t1onsto the point that such losses could
be minimized.
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Atter slaughter; the observe

corded all bruise Injuries by In'
animal on the basis' of carcass' I
Atter e a c h trim-out of tlssu
weighed, the observers noted: v~
body marks likely to have been iSi
!:ly Impact. They rechecked the c.ate.;

. ';'.

',:

n ••• ~dclu 01 I,•• t llhuUIH. _bit
...hell' ,","tl" I'"t',in ."vera bUDp' dlol,.J"
dJintc. Nu, nnly i. 'h .. 'tim"'" Jo.f i

..hoh .,~. IlIUll' he r e du c e d j n ",ric," liil
CIIA b. 11\11"".. -

there' until the
shipment.

Observerarecorded the potenf'.'
Juries. These observers stationed
selves at points best sUlt~d {or k
the .cattle under close scrutiny'
each handling phase. They used p
tape recorders since this allow
Instantaneous recording of observ
The tapes were subsequently trans
on Individual cards (or each animo
ure I),

4

We designed the test to relate poten
tial Injury causing tactors-bumps be
tween- two' animals or Into objects:-to
carcass bruise damage, Hence, the
popular name tor the test-a "bump
bruise" test,

We further Insured. Identl!lcation by
recol'dlng the potential brulu Injuries
by carcass locallon-rlght or left side
and by general body area-hlp, rib, shoul
der, and the like. .Each animal In the
test lot was Individually IdentlIled bya
number applled to the hlp area before
loading, Atter slaughter, the carcass
carried the same number on a metaJ. tag
placed In the brtsket, This tag'remalned

Observation of test animals covered
the. Ume trom the beginning 01 loading
Into the truck tor transport on through
slaughter. Although this arrangement
did not take Into account any conditions
which may have existed before loading
time, It was the only practical period tor
observation, The use of .stanchlon-ted
animals would have. met this shortcom
Ing but here we would have beenfaJ,llng
back on laboratory-like conditions. In
stead, we selected test lot!! that had been
onteed tor a minimum of 6Q days betore
shipment, which entailed mlnlmum pre
shipment handling and brulsl!!g,

To !acil1tate the aaacctatton of poten
tial bruise Injury With specute handllng
Incidents, we b r 0 k e 'the observation
period Into specltlc handling phases~

These phases, largely selt-explanatory,
were: 10l)dlng,lntransIHover-the-road
haul), unloading, yardillg, 'and slaughter,
Slaughter Is better considered as a two
part phase, 01lE! part ·Involvlng ~ovem.ent
to the knock1J)g box and thereafter up to
stlckln.g.

conducted at a sufficient number of plants
and loading points to allow tor variations
In tacil1t1es. .

(~') .':.'::



Bruise Losses
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';,1 The rib area suatained only about 12 "
percent of the trim brulses and 7-1/2 '
~tlrcent of the fire bruises,
"

",' Weight or tissue removed from the
trtm bruises was likewise largely 'con
.centrated In the hip and shoulder ure as-e
about 72 percent. But while the shoulder
area suHeredtb81aJ'gest number of trim
bruises, the heaviest actual t.;m on a
weight basis was In lhc hip ure a. Look
Ing at the results from an economic stund
point, the significance o! hip Injurles
becomes quite apparum, Bruise injury
sustained in this area accounted for 52
percent oC the llnancial value o! all t rlrn
Joss and 56 percent of the total de vulua
tion loss. This Is not surprising, how
ever, since the loin or hip area embraces
the highest priced cuts of drc sscd beer.

r.

FOI' example, durtug the time that
these teatsware being conducted, choice
loins (from hips) were sC!lIinl; for 60 to
68 cents a pound, whereas shoulder cuts
were movrng at about 38 to 40 cents a
pound. '

The high devaluation loss su!ferlld due
~o damaged hips or loin can be explained
'on much the same basis, The dcvalua

:t,lon was assessed agalns t the s ide of
'!!J.eef ii' most Instances because the most,
'desi".able section of the side had been

7

TalJ)o l. ..-Brujse 10:111 per l~O heMJ by eer«••• Joclltjon

N~.,r Nu''''~r r'o\l,,,b Fln.neb.

I l\t,VIIllInt iOH"trim" .. firft" trim. ttim
10111brui ••• hrui.l!" Il~~.,t' lou

~5 ,~6 16:~ III,~ n1..3~

10 7 4,11' ~, 37 1, J3
)'

1Y 39 IJ,~ 5,17 4, ~9
",

I
16 21 .710 3-l~ 10,10

so OJ 41: IJ 22,36 .:JA.""

loent ion

Without regard to actual carcass Joe a
in, over-all bruise loss amounted to
:O~40 per 100 head. This figure repre
its $2Z.36 trim l~ss and $38.04 deval
,Ion loss. The trim loss was due to
i9 pounds of trim tissue taken from 80
,rcass bruises. There were 93 rt're
~~L .

(,('.40
~-__.--,----__.. -J-- _

l1ncluiSes sides ceve ruee btfcaustl ur mu'lt'Plu mlnoi. bl'U13C~ aYel' tl'\v ClH'C;8S0, "(lery" ijppril,'alH,:t.
~and &ener&l carcass e ene it 10n ..JUt to bruh'lo~. t-

It

,.Although $60,40 per huildred head
yseern a small figure, it nonetheless
ire sents a si\,"I1iflcant loss to whatever

grnent of the industry has to bear it,
~e assumedtnat was an·ave,rage loss

,j,d projected it for total annual staughte r
,the United States, the loss due to Cal'.

'lis bruise injury in 1957 would btl in
neighborhood of $12 mlllion~arather
stantlal figure,

Without giving any consideration to
"anclal loss,' the hip and shoulder areas
he cattle appeared the most frequently
rsed or injured por tlons. Between
m, they accounted, for about 68 per
t of the total number of trim bruises,

the shoulder receiving a slilthtly
ger number of such bruises than did
, hip, Likewise, these two carcass
'atlons accounted for the majority of

bruises-about 70 percent. WWl
type bruise, however, the ratlo of

~ulder fire bruises to hip fire bruises'
:8,3 to 2,

, , ' ':;~:

several dlUerent bases. These liic
(1) carcasa location;' (2) Whether'
or heifer; (3) by Individual teilt,
grade-choice, good or standari;l,
and heifers' tabulated separatelY1'
all combined into an "all catUe" <;:
cation); and (5) by handl.lng phli
basis of carcass location, FOr"
at uniformity, all well as easy i
son, all resuits were tabulll\~
basis of theoretical 100-head l<~t'

Table 1provides a summary
head-lot basis of general bru\sf:
tlon obtained In all 13 of thit>
shows the number of trim bioi
number of fire brlilses (Inflam'
dened' spots on the fatty surfl\,
carcass which are not trll'i
pounds of trim tissue and the V
trim, thtl devaluatton loss, and t

, nanclal loss on the basis of th
locations used In the reportlJ
These Iocations wero the hlp, rl:
der, and the general category ."

damage). The devaluation loss" :
ally stated In fractions of a
pound, ranging from one-half "
3-1/2 cents. All lnfol"n1aUo
during the 'twopost-slaughter cb
on the Individual animal's recoli

The record at potential br,ulseJ
Incidents obtatned during the oll~

. periods Included all that happen,
animal which might have resulteq
cass injury., The post-slaughteri
gave a complete p,leture of bruI!!
and loss. By correlating the t1
ords, we determined the relatll),
potential bruise-causing Incldentli':
tual carcass and, monetary loss. ,"

6

The data obtalned during the vll,rious
tests were tabulated and analyzed on

In 11I1 Instances, a Cor-hire trucker
moved the animals, except for two tests
where the feed lot operator drove the
trucks. In each test, the animals were
transported from ranch or feedlot to the
packer on one day, slaughtered the next,
and the cooler che9k made the third day,

The Farmer Cooperative Service sur
vey consisted of' a, series of 13 tests

, covering 720 cattle-, The test ~licrlbed
in the appendix, page 78, was one. The
test animals were slaughtered at five.
di1rerentpacklng plants operated 0)' four
dLtferent companies. In!lve of, the tests,
the animals were delivered, directly to
the packer at his own plant, while In the
remaining tests the animalS wel'e un
loaded at a public stockyard and subse
quently .deliver!!d to the packer; (This
is not to Impl~ that thetesTanlmals-re-,
celved at the publlc stockyards went
through the same "yarding" as animals
normally offered for sale at a public
market would go through).

'atter 24 hours I n. the pack1n'ghouse
cooler. At this tim'e, they obtained car- ,
caes wel~ht and the packer grade ,whIch
Is more detailed than the standard USDA
te rm41010gy.

In addition, the plicker esttmatedcar
cass devaluation, If any, for record1i1g
at this time. This devaluation was ap
plled to those sides suffiCiently damaged,
by bruising as to .make It necessary for
the entire side of beef to be reduced In
price In order to market it. Thus, such
sides represented a "double loss"-trlm
ioss (the value of bruised tissue trlmmed
olit) and devaluation loss (a reduction In
value of the whole side due to bruise

(



Table 2.--Bruise·loss. per 100. heed by type of cattle and carcass

11oclU.loJeS alde~ cJevalutl~ becaustl or multlple "t,,'ulsea
carC8as condl.qun due to bru1alng.
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. ,. The general reaction of the two types'
';,of animals to handlinll had some beur ing ,
i,:On the higher 'steer brulse loss. H!!i!ers
Vwer e aomewhat more s.kltlish, pAl·tic-!
~:Ularly In the first handllng phase o! sort
;'.ingand loading. Steers reached highe r ..
. emotional excitement, evidenced 'by Lear'
or at least by actions which indicated
Lear. Fl'equently they reacted violently

,to parttcurar handling situations .uld.
threw themselves Into obstacles. Of

':i::ourse, this meant' that impact was
"harder,

(: . As stated before, the Inbcrato ry re
"search Indicated that a hi\(h emotional .'
;state tended to lower bruise reststance..
:-':It may be that the pronounced diH.ertince
'In the bruise loss on Ihe two types. of
-anlrnala, as Indicated by this survey,
was somewhat greater than it actually

iilPpeared. One of the test lots, consist
': ing wholly of steers, turned out to be'
what Is termed In the trade as a badly
bruised lot. This purttcular lot showed
an overall bruise. less of about $2.77 a
heaci-just a little less than 3-1/2 times
the average for all test lots of steers.

However, this badly bruised lot rep
resented only 17 percent of the total
number o! steers included in the survey.
This should mitigate the. in!lutlncCl of
this lot on bruise .055. While this lot
was not typlc;u, neither was It unusual,
for such lots occur Iar too often. Pack
inghouse ropr-esenrattves indicated that
,while we ended up with one such lot out
'p! 13, the ave rage range of such lots In
packtnghouses was (rom lin 10 t.o 1 in 50. '

i~' In analyzing data on this test lot, we
round the vast majority of the br.ulse
jnjury occurred in the later handling
{l.tiases. There!ore, handllnga.nd !acHi
~ies during marketing and processing
were largely responsible for the bruise
lnjury. The conciit!o/rthat caused the loss
.\vas one whi'eh might well occur some
~'hat frequently at the parucular plant.

9

Ii did not diller too greaUy-87 trim
Ises on steel's and 68 on heUers, or
ut 25 percent more for steers. But

Intensity of bruise on steers was
ch greater, Cor the trim weight Cor
ers was about 87 percent greater than

helIers. This, of course, accounted
the higher value of trim loss,

Each type suICered approximately the
ne number of fire bruises. U the two

. es oC cattle wer-e compared from the
ndpolnt of bruises on each carcass

:cation, the same general pattern was
served.

One principal exception should be
ted-considerably more sides of the
, cass of steers were devalued than

heUers. This shows up tn table 2
(IeI' the devaluation loss column for
~ carcass. category "Other." . The de
juation loss on steers was about seven
nes as great as that on heUers. Thts
terence was accounted for primarily
the sides that were devalued Cor the
ltlple bruise Injury and general car«

·fls appearance. This usually means
at the entire carcass was more or
'1iJ8 "flrey." .

i Why was the loss on steers greater
"'an on helIers? At least a partial
swer maybe obtained tromcuserva
ns made of cattle handling during the

/vey.

• In the Iirst place, steers generally
re la.q;er-they not only weighed more
t they were bigger framed. When the
eel' moved through narrow facilities,
:edlstances between Its sides and the
des of the facUlty (alleyway and so

th) were much less than for the smaller
ers. Therefore, the likelihood· of
act and subsequent bruise injury was
ater. This added welght and size
o mad.e steers somewhat more awk
d and clumsy during the various
cUing procedures.

to be the case. __."
packers. indicated that hlp
loin bruises probably rept'.
thirds to three-fourths' at ';
loss.' Figures obtalned dU
tests indicated that such In
counted for somewhat less
cent of total loss.

Type of Coltle

Data obtained duting the vart'
were tabulated 'by steer or he·l.(·
U there was any signUicant dllti
bruise loss as between animal t·
2). From a finanCial standpolnti

. bruise 1088 on steers was apPfl
three times as great as that 01
The trim loss on steers wai
double that of heUers.. From .tJ
.point of devaluation loss, In so.n)
over four Urnes as muchfinanclaH
curred on the steers as did on thlil

Insofu· as actual number
bruises was concerned, the tw#,

PouJ"u.!I 'Inench.J I Oev"lu.,ion
trim trl", 10••

tlllu. Ion

21.0 114.31 $29.13
.10.1 6.1>4 10.01

6.6 3.22 3.73
j,~ .97 0

15.1 5.93 6.87
10.0' 4.18 0

~.I 3.6~ 14.74:
5.3 ~.47 2.40

- ...
50.9 n.09 I 53.47.
27.2 14. $6 12.41

~S

29

42
34

In discussing these figures with the
cooperating packers in the survey, we
discovered two things: .(1) tlie trim Ioss
was somewhat hlgl)er than had been
'suspected-actually very few packers
indicated that any effort was made' to
keep track of such loss;. and (2~ the per
cent of .total loss' Crom hip or Iotn Injury
was somewhat lower than had been thought

21
21

N~Cl'
"Ur.

brul ...

95
92

damaged. The trade would not accept
the side at a price which would repre
sent carcass weight times carcass price.

Only a relatively. small number of
sides were devalued Cor allY reason other
than a hlp or loin Injury.

In some Instances. trlmmlJlg multiple
bruises gave the side an overall ragged
appearance, rendering It alitUe less
desirable. A small' discount had to be
made to move it. Of the total number of
devalued sides,. about 17 percent were
discounted because of multiple bruising,
and the like.
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T8111. a.-Bru; •• 10" per 100 .head by 1."1 Jot.

. Numb", tnm..r Pcn.,tt, 'lnlfnei .. 1
J)1I·vuluu' inn

T•• t n~o' I "tri"," "I ~ r." trim trim
"',,,ia'" bruilul Unuw lOll

IDU

T,.,u I 28 13 2\.4 115.04 I ~O, Y6
T.."t 2 36 71 22.0 14.06 Y.OO
Tr.' 3 40 133 17.3 "10.13 20.88
T~.t 4 44 116 28 ..4 15.\13 14. \10
l'ca' I 40 87 ~8, 7 2~,80 II. 73
Test 6 46 100 28.4 15.14 a
Te'l'l' 7 13 168 17.9 10.71 . 11,81
T•• t 8 14 96 14.4 6,:U ' a
Tin, 9 81 103 35.6 16.18 0
Teat 10 176 lIS 58.5 30.44 77. 02
T.tt 11 144 8Y 38.7 18.44 11.80
Ttll' 12 100 60 37.1· 18.04 23.38
T•• t 13 177 64 157,5 82.31 1~.56

10

Individual Tasi LoIs

Discussions of bruise loss up to this
point have dealt with a consolidation of
results .obtatned in all 13 tests.' There
III much to be galned, however, In con
sidering the results obtained In the Indi
vi~ual tests, for they covered a wide
range in economic loss. In the test used
for illustrative purposes in the appendix,
page 32, the bruise loss on that lot of
animals was only $6.21 per hundred head.
In the sectlon of the report .Immedlately
preceding this one, we' called attenUon
to a test lot where the total loss was
$276.87 per. hund'red head. A look at the
results of the individual tests .and a dis
cussion of some of the factors Involved
In these tests will explain some' of this
wide range in loss. At the same time,
they will indicate the Importance of vari
ous factors' In relaUon to these losses.

The results of the Indlvldua..l tests
appear In table 3. Again, the hgures
have been converted to. the 100-head
basis.. The tolal loss column 0(' this
table confirms the dram.atlc diIference
between the loss on the least damaged
lot and that suffered by. the one uadly
bruised lot. Three lots were also above
the average of $60 per hundred head; .
while 10 lots fell below that average.

Nearly' hall the lots suffered,
the $25 to $50 range.

'-1

One Important factor In th~'

of the total lOllS !Igure beconllifi.
with a look at the trim loss !1
badly bruised lot had a total.
prOXimately. 46 Umes as gre
least damaged lot. Yet I! we
this badly damaged lot from'
loss, the highest loss due to
would be only about five tlme
the lowest. Even I! we included t
damaged lot in the trim loss, tli~

ence would be about 13 to 1 raU
46 to 1. Thus the devaluation I
re!lectlng the prevalence of s·'
damaged sides in a test, accou]
the great variance In the total los~

. '.;:

A total of flve d1!ferent packing:
were Involved in these tests, ril
Insta.nc~seve~al tests were coif~
at a &Ingle plant, The results ob~

whue more than one test at a pla.h,
conducted were fairly compatible. ,,~

loss figures appli<!able to lhe va
.·tests at that plant were either high,
or somewhere In the middle range::'
badly bruised lot was Ihe onj'Y'
slaughtered at lhls particular·.
whereas, the low lot-the lot on .
the total loss was only $6.21-w...

;:~

I.
f
j,i.
i,

.1'
I',..

..two lots slaughtered at another given
ant, The loss on the second lot was
.so quite low.

All of this Indicates that packinghouse
lllUes and handling at the packinghouse

"ad a significant Influence on bruise loss.
'~e record of potential bruise-causing
ctdents occurring In the various tests
d the correlatlon of those Incidents to
e bruise record substantiate.s this,

"ost of the IdentUled bruises occurred
"Iring the prevstaugnter' and post
aughte r phases at the packing plant.

Pl ant s with the highest lotal loss had
e most awkward and complex facilitles.
d handling, in general, was rough.
lkewlse, the pla.nt where the lowest
ases occurred-referred to In the ap-
ndlx, page 32. was the. plant with the

:Implest, most practical and smoothest
,. eratlng facll~tles, and the handling was

Uormly good.

'. During the other handling phascs such
loading, unloading and yarding, some

st lots received higher pe rcentage s' of
blse loss than did others; but the dl!-
~rence was not too great. .
r

While it seems fair to give conslder
le weight to lhe infillence of packing-
'use facilitles and halldling to total

Ise loss, other Iuctcrs beyond the
ntrolof the 'slaughterer may very well

ave been responstute. Here we are
,Inking in the terms of variations III
~ade, vartauons in reststance to bruise
:jury, and other such (actors.

The principal reason for' discussing
'e Individual tests Is to stress the many
.~tors Involved In bruise loss. An aver
~e fIgure 15 only a general Indication of
'jeh loss and may have little or no ap
Icatton: to the situation prevailing at a

'Iven facllity, This problem will be dis
~ssed In greater det a ll in a later sec lion

11

of this report dealing with gene r ai 'im
plicatlons of the survey.

Carcass Grade

People In the livestock Industry have·
generally held that bruise tnjury and the
consequent financial loss were closely'
related to the grade of the animal, They

· felt that cattle In the prime or top choice (
,. grades usually had considerably less
r carcass bruise damage and subsequent
.: 'Ioss than those grading 10wel'-s(;Ulclal'd,
\: commercial or utility.'

· They reasoned that the higher graded
'.'antrnal had the advantage of a protective

layer of fat which served as a cushlon
'when Impact occurred. This, In turn,

! ,meant that light Impact would probably; .
do little mere than ruptu rublood vessels .

· in the fatty tissue and .result tn a fire I

bruise, In the lower graded animals with'
no fat cover-ing impact would result in a .
damage to the muscle tissue'. This ·waS
the case In the lauul'atOl'y I'cseal'ch're
lel'red to earner.

For this reason, we Included test lots
of animals representing the various
grades, We expcrtencedsome dlWcully
in setting up a sample on thls basis since
packer.s usually purchased the lower
grade unirnals on the open murket ruine r
than direct and, as. previously noted, It
was necessary that di rcc t s be used In.
this survey; Although the majo r ity of
animals ill these 'various tests lell in
the chotcs or top good gr ade , a suff ic ient'
number of other cattle were included so
that the tests actually cover-ed annuals
grading (rom low prime 10 commercial.

Although actual packer ~radlo's were
'obtalned on all carcasses o! test auirual s
(that is, the various USDA grade s were
broken Into top, rnedium and low), con
stderatton of bruise loss as reiated \0
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Tabel •• -Bruise los» 'per JOO 'j,elJ<t.' by cnrclfu jntl.

N"""'u Nloll>.r Pound. rl nonC'i a I Total·
.Ct.de I ""i",'" ·'h.- t,l", trim o.vah,.'·ion fLnnne-hl

btul,'''' bruh•• th.u., '0" Iq.. lon

o.olc. I 56 85 36.6 $14.57 114.14 I2H.71

o..o<i \16 103 58. ~ 31.00\ 55.SU ~b, 54

ShocJltrtl 141 110 54,1 3H.6U 73,4b 101.06
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This .may be considered as some evl·
dence o! the potenttal vbrutse- causing
effect o! the dtvlde r. No conclusive evi
dence was obtalned, howeve r, tnuus lest
to Indicate that the hazard Iuctor of this'

!partlcular faclllty was such as 10 slngl e
'It out {or particlilar 'crtuctam or 10 re
gard It as a major {actor ill bruise uljUl'y
and loss. Even U the divider resulted
In some bruise Injury, its USIl could well
prevent more serious injury I ro m hap
pening. If the dlvtde r were not ther-e,
animals "light crowd Into one end or the
vehicle whIch could well resull in one,
or more o! the' animals ~oln~ down."
This,o{ course, might produce extensive
damage, '

"j;

: However, a better' measure oC the
llnfluence o{ this particular type oC haz;u'd
.can be gained by a -ctcser inspection of:
the u,nidentifled bruise record. The per-'

:centage of unidentil'led trim brutaes was'
about the same {or each o{ the two groups,
but In the case o! 'fire bruises, animals'

.rnovtng In the front section or the truck
" sustalnedaPPI'oximately 10 per-cent more'
,wlldentifled fire brulaes than those rnov
,higin the rear.

movable and could be swung closed after
the animals were herded into the forw ard

,end o! the truck. In this latter case, the In
jury llkely to be sustained' was lessened

,because only those animals apt to be
, ,struck by the divider when It was closed

'-,: would be affected. With the permanent:
: type diVider, each animal entering Intoi
,. Ole forward portion o! the vehic le was

:1:' eicposed to llkely bruise damage., '

',":
,: The ove,rall bruise loss was some
V, what higher on those animals transported
',iln the rear of the truck rather than those'
-. In the front. This would indicate that
jlhls extra exposure to potential bruise
,Injury insofar as the divider Is concerned
'was not a factor.

13',r

location in Truck

, Most o{ the test lots were moved in
ucks with center dividers o! various
pes. Some were perrnanent wtth a nu

ow gate at one side. ,Others were

senied as when the figures In' the total
's column and the various brutaecnl
ns were considered. Here conslder
iy larger number of chorce grade than
~ner grade cattle came through bruise
:~e. More than twice as maily choice
, standard cattle and a llttle more than
'third more choice than good came
eugh bruise free. All In all, there

ems ample evidence that bruise Incl ..
ince and' bruise loss have a positive
latlonshlp wilh the grade of the cattle.

Perhaps the best lesson that can be
arned from astudy of the Information

table 4 Is this. Even though plainer
ades ,of cattle cost less and sold {or

,'ss, the Increase In bruise damage was
~ch that the financial loss was constd

ably out O!' proportion to the invest-
ent Involved when compared with fan

I' grades. Those In a position to be
ected by' this loss should 'give con

derably m'ore attention to safe, sane
dllng of lower or plainer grades of

Imals.

During the loading o! animal's Into the
otortruck we made a record of which
d o! the truck the animals finally were
ansported in-whether they rode In
:ont' o{ the divider or behind It. We
anted this Information because animals

t mov-ed past the divider and 'rode In
e forward end o{ lhe truck had to nego
'ate a narrow entrance way. Thus they
lere more llkely to suC{er some 'bl'uise
;i1mage {rom impact of some part of the
cody with the sides of this narrow opening.

number or fire bruises,
weight. If this is done,' vil
same picture is obtained;'
number o! bruises requirln
progressively higher as
grade fell. Choice cattle hb'
two-fifths as many trim bri
standard cattle. While the v:
so!ar as !ire bruises was cort~
not so great, the same patleril"_ ,

',/:'..i
This Is' also true if weight.:

cqnsldered except that there ,Ill
difference' In, the trim weIg)'lt$ ,
good and standard grade carcas
almost twice as much trim all
good and choice. One reason
much higher trim weight In the
plainer grades o! cattle has ;LIr
mentioned. These,plalner cattle
protective fat covering and, bene
injury was more apt to be iii tile:"
tissue which requires trtrn.: :,In'~
cattle, choice or prime, the Impac,lo.'
caased the trim bruise In the p:
grades might easily have ,produc'"
a !ire brulse'in, these higher gl'

Still another way o! compi/or,
llabillty o! bruise Injury 011 ~,i;;

grade baslll has been Introduced lfi~
by a column headed "Number',:¢
bruise free;" This column sh"
In a given lot o! ioo head oicalt
taln number could be reasonabliiili
to show up In the packtnghouse,
Without trim or !ire brlilses.,

When we look at ,the figures;;
column, virtually the same p!'ci{,i

Perhaps a better way to consider the
llkellhood o! carc'us bruise injury is to
ignore the !lnanclalfactor altogether and
look at the various grades on the basis
o! total number o! trim bruises, total

carcasa grade,wa,g confined to the broad
USDA tarmtnologyInthe following anal
ysis. Actually only three o! these broader
grade's' were used: choice, good and
standard. Since most or the animals
fell 'in' these three grades, we decided
they were suCIlcient to provide a repre
sentative sample.

The survey data for bruise loss on
the basis o! carcass grade Is presented
In table 4. A quiCk glance at the total
loss column confirms the b,elle! of' the '
llvestock Industry that there Is a special
relaUonshipbetween carcass grade and
bruise loss, for the Ilnancial loss is
progressively higher as grade decreases.

If the fotal trim weight was the same
In all gradea, tho resu,lting !lnanclal loss
would be higher for choice cattle than
for standard cattle, because chotec cat
tle might be bringing 40 to 45 cents a
pound, whereas, slandard catlle..mlght bi!
commanding only 34 or 35 cents. aut
table 4 shows that at even conslCjlerably
lower prices for the lower grade, the

'overall loss ligures are much 'higher
,than for the best grade-chOice. This,
of course, indicates that the I:!rulse dam
age Itself-trim lolis and devaluation
loss-was much' higher for the, plainer
and-lo\\fer gralles.

"i:
"
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Essentially, where any question of
j'cllablllty of the r eco rd o! potenll;ll
bruise-causing Incidents existed, these'
tests were thrown out of the tabulation
contained In table 5 in order to Insu~e

fairness to the cooperating part ies and
to matntaln the highest degree of I'ell
ability possible. Actually, only two tests

handling ph as e s was Incor. Jot·
·blul'red.o Therefore, these particular
tests were omitted In compiling. the data
In table 5.

:hw prlucll"il e eu •• rur JnuufIIVJiI1t.,· y'r ltJurrwl1 r'tl·~":ll..., '.tIHul'.r .u. VUWII"lllJ h"U\l......·1H1"IHM; 1IlI'ld,"f1LH
'r. cUflcwrnoti, ... ,. fllW '" tho r"lluru' or 1'",,-,,\,1.' '-eal'" ,_curtJ.,. "0 rUII!'!\-I'm .,,,upurl)' "utllllS ':'~'\'IJIl

r u~ lI.i"s 1111'" "'h...... . .

N,rnlI.. I N,,,hvr Ir~u"lI' "0"'.' r r,...,"trim" "ri r .. * • OvV",I\lltll'"
',rim

~:~; II)M~
(111"'1('1.,1

11,,,1 ...,,, t"I.i,".' 1 ~:'''l~ I "'l~
J.....-

LoodillC

I
~

I
~

I
J .1 12.10 11.2~ 14. J4

\kllo.dinK·
CI) '1 1. S 1.71. S.\Hl 7 75

Yordir'K I .1 . II ,J1 u
SJauehter II 12 7.1 '.71 8,1" 11 .• ,

I
Lo6ldi n it I cp.) , .1

I
.11

I
II

I
.11

Unlondi"" I (ll) , .1 .11 II .11
YardinK 0 0 ... 0 0 " II

Sl ..uvhter I 3 \ ,6 .3(1 1.19 1.65

. Shoul.h"
Lo"I.II"fIt 2 2 i.1

I
...

I
1.112

I
I. 46

UnloNdi'nit I I [·.S -.13 " ,;0

YordinlZ" (2) <'~)
~::~

,06 n .06
Shu"", .. , II 8 1.15 2.IJH 4.JJ

"Other,"
, ;1Londinl (:<) c:,) ,01 \I .O'J

VnloJ\dinrz C:") 0 :.1 .06 0 .06
V'Hcline, (") 1 .. S .1.

.~ '";; J~Iuu"htttr 7 10 J.7 1.66

(""rl.·O".
LonrlilllJ 7 7 4.5 1. ~. J.16 5, ...
UlllOlldina .5 1 J:J 1,17. S.·Jti H IS
YIHl.lin v. I 1 ,h ... ~ . .31 77
SllIur.t" at JU JJ 17,0 V. UoI

-~-~..:.~~.-

;,Tabie 5 shows results obtained on the
'~IS o! relationship. o! bruise damage
.~varlous handling phases. Again, this
',on the .basls of theoretical 100 head
s, Totals in 'table5 for each of the
lous carcass locations, as well as the

,tal for the enUre animal cUUer, some
at from similar !lgures appearing In

.,le 1. Circumstances during some of
'!l tests were such that although accu
te records of actual carcass injury

'~auld be obtained, the record of potential
·uise.causin~ incidents in the various ~

actual carcass damage' rec
three-fourths 01' the time. f

cases, there was no record.
lnJury-causlng Incident and fie'
carcass damage; or else ther
cass damage whlch could be k
potential brutse-caustng Incld

,';

The record 01 all tests al6~
. that about 50 percent of' all btU
quiring .trim were positively id',
These idenU!led bruises accoli
56 percent of the trim weight and..
cent 01 'the trim value. In ad
percent of the devalued sides";' ".
Ufled,. and these represented 73
of the total devaluation loss. .
approximately two-thirds of tot
clal loss due to carcass Injury
was ident1!led. The highest 4
ldenWicaUon was In the case 0$.,
juries (loin brulses) and the lo\\(
pl1ed to rib lnjurles•.

lli arriving at the degree dJ.,
patibUlty, we dectded any questli
Instllllces on a conservatlve bas,
resolved them In the favor .01
compatibility. In addttlcn, In
Ins.lances during the survey co
arose that resulted In .lmibll1ty to
potenUal" ,bruise-causing tnclden
were observed. This, o! course,
some de!lclency In this segmen
record, and probably resulte.d in:
de'grell of ldentUlcaUon and comp
than would' have been the case
record had been complete. .,

It was never anUcipatedthat J9
cent accuracy could be obtained il
tests ·.. ince the. conditions undl;! .
they were conducted were fal' t

.laboratory controlled . cOilditlonl
saertCice 01accuracy rsbellevedj
'In vlew of' the. slgnificant . contI'
made by conducting the tests und'
dlUons ord·lnarlly prevailing In t
dling0111vestocK. .

In thls survey we obtained a degree
of compatib1l1ty of.about 70 percent. Th1s
mfJant that the potential bruls.e-causlng
Incident record was In accord wltb the

14
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Relating bruise Injury to the various
h9,lldllng phas~s was the most important'
single part of the survey. This Is true
because the "how and 'why" of· bruise
injury could best be estabUshed by this
technique. U there Is tobe any substan"
tial reduction in bruise loss, this how
and why must be established in order to
devise ways and means to correct 10sB"
causing 1l.It1Jations.

As prevtoualy.potnted out, the entire
time that the cattle were In the market
lng and processing steps wasdlvlded lnto
fOl.!rmajor handling phases-loading, un
loading, yarding a n d slaughter.' The
exactpotnt at whlchone phase.began and ..
ended ls Ulus.tr.ated ln the detalled test
descrlbed In the appendix, page 45.

We kept the record 01potential brulse
causing Incld,ents occurring to each in"
dtvldual animal by handling phase and
carcass location. The record o! actual
bruise damage, of course, was by 'car
cass location"alone. The relaUonsh1p'
betweerithe two was established. by. com-'
paring the actual carcass damage record,'
With the potential Injury record. Uthe
carcass Injury was ·at the same 'polnt on
the anlmal where a potenl1al brulse"
causing lncldentoct:urred dlirlng a glven
hlUiciTIngphastl, we assumed liiat .fhe In
cident bore a relationship to the damage.

Likewise, ln those Instances' :Nhere
there was no carcass damage and no rec
ord of potential brulse-causlng incident,
what m1ght be termed. "compatibility"
between hlllldllng cond1Uons and' prac
tlces iuld carcass condition was also
estabUshed.

(
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Of course, such things as cattle gl'acIe
had a bearing on the dl!£erent results
obtained In the vartous tests insofar as'
bruise loss was concerned, but these
other factors'had lttue 01' no rulut lonshfp
to the Incidence or ross in various han
dl1ng phases. However, these variation's
pointed strongly to the trutuence '0£ jlaJ<
ttcular' £acllilles and to h.U1dling whlt;h '
occur-red during the val'ious phases In
the dU£erent tests. '

III evaluatlug the results, 'in t..ble 5, II
becomes important,therefore, to rook
upon the Ugures as !,tl'OSS Indlcutor s 01

, conditions existing on an ovcr al! basis
In the survey and not as precrse meas
urements ,0£ what del('rl:!e' oru-espon
sibillty could reasonably be assigned to
any given hanl!ling phase on a general
basts. However" the survey uwotvcd .a
sufficient number o£ tests and a suf
Uclent number 01 differtmt £acllities ill
all phases to justl!y the results as gl'OSS
indicators.

For example, in one test 52 percent o£
the identified loss occurred during the
loading phase, whereas 'in another test
81 percent of Ule Identified brurse loss
occurred during the slaughter phase. In,
all of the various tests, however, losses'

, attributed to the yarding phase were low .

I·

l'i.

At least some part of the unidentified
rulse loss occurred during the time the
Jllmals 'were in the vehicle being trans
'orted from ranch orfeed lot to daattna- In other words, rough handling uriq
Ion. Naturally, animals did not stand • complicated or poorly englneered £acUI ..
l'lock j;t111 all of the time. During the ," ties often caused more bruise Injury and
ourneysome of them struck one another bruise loss. This was-berne out In thll
r the 'sides of the vehicle with suIHclfmt ;,' various tests conducted as a part of th~s

illrce to result In some sort of carcass ;, survey. Where facililles were complox,
am age, : :IS In slaughter 'piants, a high de.gree o£

'I i relationship between brutae Ioss und ,thtt
,:handling phase was established. Llke-,
't wise where ruu\:h halldllll~ occurred

dUril~g loading 01' unloading, the bruise
los II went up. '

. Relationship o£ 'carcass damage to

.I'arlous handling phases was not the same
h each one of the tests, While a larger
. umber of actual bruises requiring trim

ad tire bruises were always associated
Ith the slaughter phase In each test,

he severity ,of these brutses, as r epre-
ented by trim weight, trim value, and
evaluation loss, dl!fcred rather widely.

Observations made during tile survey
ndlcated about one-Iourth to cne-uuru
>f the unldentl!led brutse loss should iJe
'\ttrlbuted to sorung before Ioudtng or
o conditions and happenings tnu-anett.
rhls would make these two phases re

",ponsible for from 12 to 16 percent of
,atal loss, ,

z While the figures contained in table 5
\ notlnclude unldentif led bruise Injury,
'.~ 'identl!ied bruise pa.ttern may well
!Ply to a rather substanllal portion of
:pse bruises not Ideiltlfled. Some of
ls unldentUled bruise loss may also
.ve occurred tmmedlately before the
ne the animals came under observa
pn. This would be particularly true If
'great deal of sorting took place during
e time the animals were being assem

~ed for shipment. Frequently this sort-
Oil' was done by the "gate method," which ;',
'Ll\ easily result In carcass injury when '
e sorting is hurried and the gale care

:essly used..

While the slaughter phase
for approximately twice as
Identifled brul se loss oil a tot
did Ute other handling pllafJ
from' hill Injuries, wer·e "abo
divided between the slaughteri-(
all other phases. ',,!

On'the other hand, lOsses "
cass category "Other" were'~

300 Umes as great for the "
phase as for other handling phi
probable reason tor the almo
division of losses In the hlp los'~,

was that during all of the va:t,~6
dUng phases hlps,were particlil--'
nerable to bruise-causing lIicldl ,
It was only during the slaugh"t.!t
that the backs of catUe were put
susceptible to bruise Injury..".J1
jorlty of trim bruises, and cOil'$el
trim weight and, trim loss cantil
the "Othe'r", category; were In th$'
of back bruises. '

Durirlg the slaiiihter period tb,
mals were much. more closely co'
As they moved along in thesli
process, handling procedures Of
sulted In brulsi:sig their backs.,
ample, normaily catwalks trave
entire distance from holding psi
cent to 'the kJll area to the knock
and the driver was"Uierefore, st
above the', animals, In using Peotll'
he naturaily, struck the animal:.:
the back. ' ;.',

, In addition, the majority of ¢~ ..
partitions along this route wetil,
descending type and, trequenU)',::
the anlmai across the, back wh,e':
closed. ,Still other back brulseA
might be related. to' this slau~hte:

.were caused by animals rldlll~
thll back of one another as they pJ.
slngie 'file 'through the narrow p:
ways characteristic of ,this Il~,

phase.
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were deleted,' but one of these test lots
happened to have a relatively high bruise'
10s8, '1'hls loils' Is reflected In the higher
loss !lgures shown In tabl'e 1, as"eom
pared to the !lgures In table 5.

Gross total ligures In table 5 show
that most of the Identlfle.d brulsel were
related tothe slaughter phase, IiI other
words, this phase accoWlfed for the larg
,estnull1ber of trim bruises, the largest
number-or lire bruises; the most pounde
'of trim tissue, the highest trim loss, the
lar'gest devaluation loss, and the greatest
total loss, 'However, we ' should empha
size these arll gross ligures and not
precise measures, ,

Loading appsared the second most
costly 'phase of all of these categories,
except tor devaluation loss and total
l,on, where the unloading phase ranked
second,

It "was somewhat surprlsl~ to find
that the bruise loss aslloclated with han
dling during yarding was extremely low,
However, subsequent checks referred to

'earlier In the repprt indicated that this
tigure was not very much out of line.

1! we look at these overall ligures
troin 'another vlewpohit, 'th'll maJorlty,'of
IdenWled brutae ioss occurr.ed atter the
cattle were In the 'hands of the final buyer,

, The loss at this point was approximately
,double the 10S/l during the time the ani
mals were iii the hands of transporters
and marketers.

But it Is well to examine thll data In
table 5 by carcass location oC bruise In
j\lry because the proportionate "share of
responsib1l1ty for damage" Is somewhat
different thanfor total figure's., Further,
the reason for the high' Ioases in the
slaughter phase CM be better plnpointed
at least so tar as carcass locatlOJl, Is
conce rlW!'d,' ,



~ouses or erurse LOSS I' lhe four sides involved,three., co 'be
:,: subsequenUy devalued because of carcas s

injury;
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While some of the anlmal churucter
Istlcs mentioned above lay beyond We
control of human iJelngs, some o{ thellt'
l:haracterlsllcs could be controtled, ;lIt
Ie ast to some extent, by nandlers. ThIs
wall parttcularty true tnsctar as the
emotional state ol the animal was COI)
earned. The handler was in position to
conduct his work in a m'UUlCI' which l:oWd
elthel' raise or lower the emotlolHll pilCh,
l! he reall,zed thai nuw anl1 SOIIIl!W\I:lt
s\!'llIlge sU1'l'oundinl!:s cUrUuslld and diS~

tUI'bed the aJllmal ,Utl1, al thll le'lst, crt!
uted a lIellSe u! ull<lasillesll, lie wo,\lld
kJ'IOW that his uwn lechlliques, l:Qull1 ':du
lllud,l tu allay these feal"S :lml,provide
rOI' saLe hand\lllg,

O£course, anyone who Iound It neces- '
sary to ship a crippled animal 01' one nut
physically strong had it within his power
to Isolate this animal [rom the rest o[
the lot, both all a protection Ior the dia
tressed animul itsel! and Ior the rest of
the animals Inthe load, (;c'l·tai!lly, most
packers recognized uus, LOI' cI'lpplllll or
weaJc animals were usually slaul:hterlld
separately and not subjected to the usual
condilions preval\lllg QII the nOl'llloU
s'aughter llne.

In addition, a ntgne r degree of urulsc
Ioss on other animals' in the lot occurred
thllll normally would be expected. Some
or OIls could well be attributed to the Iact
that when the weak animal went down in
the vehicle, the other animals in the load
became confused, Conllil1el'aule pitching
and tossing caused impacts o£ such:,a,
degree that bruise InjuI'y was likeiy. Tilt.'
presence o! a weak UI" cr lppted ilI1imai

'In any lot Increased the likellhood ,or
bruise injury to the entire lot, as well
'as tothe animal ttsetr.

I
:,i Likewise, the high incidence o! bruise

age associated with the slaughter
ase could well be relaled to the emo

onal state o£ the animal since at this
:olnt operating conditions (requenUy re
'ulted in exciting the cattle. '

Perhaps one o! 'the most positive
leces of ev idence obtained on the rela
onship of emotional state to bruise in

IJry occurred In one test. The llIlilUalS :';
'ere le!t alone dUI'ing the slaughter ':,
hase and more or less moved themselves ..

,hrough the narrow passageways and into '
he knocktug box. No one Was the rc to ,',
rive them, no persuaders were used. ;'
n (act, the' animals' natural curiosity:

lind "!ollow the leader" instinct brought'
jibout this quiet movement during the

laughter.
I "

When tile bruise results of the tests
,were accumulated, we found that this
particular gruup of the test lot suHe'red
ittle or, no injury which could be con

,nected In any way with tile slaughter
..nhase.,

-The general health o! the animal may
also have, some bear lng on the likelihood,
lJf its suHering bruise Injury. Weak ani-,
';,mais, crIPpled animals or those with
lowered resistance are highly vulnerablll'
to such injury. These ,ilI!lmals frequently'
went down during l1'llIlslt and even durlllll,~"
i~the slaughter opel'allon, They were, o!]::
"course, then trampled on and requi1'ed l
some rathel' villorous action on the purt '
of handlers to get them up anl1move them.;
along, 'I,:

At least two animals In the tests coull1'
'be chu.racterized as not ueing III !lood;',

health. Botll o£ these animals !ell dur- ;',:
lng the v:u'ious movcments 'uf the han- :.'

,dllng ~U'ld uolh animals sUlitallled a h11;h '

of ,typlMlJ1d gratie o( cal1Je on aob'
'bruise loss. AnImals whose Cal

graded out lower were more susi
to bruise Injury. Likewise, ste'
peared more susceptible than
Therefore, class and grade must,
slder,ed as a(fectlng bruise lOll
within a given class llIld grade/
animal characteristics or animal c
tlons had positive bearing on the lri
sustained. ' "

',dO,

We have already refer red to the:',
lallon In bruise resistance that eXI~'

caiue. This bruise reststance wa
nuenced by previous bruise' Injury
by Introducing certain chemical. ~

pounds Into the system, Certainly'
Inherent brulae resistance of a',
anlmal,r,egardless of tne reasonf9t

,resistance. musl be' .constdered. ..
factor a(fectlng bruise loss In these
ticular catUe. '''';'14»'''

, Research showed that the emotl9~',<
state o! the aillmal was also closely ~f~',

'soclatecl,wlth,bl'ulse su!!cepUbllity. ,,1J:i,~9.:;:..
posslb1llty .er bruise lOS,sis greatlY-"Wi,,,~;;;'
creased with 'highly exc1tedanlmal:It.J~~?,"
they,llte not easUy controlled. Tliey"" ,,",
come sonlewhat (l·llIltli.:, which uil(

, re,sll1ts In a considerably 'higher nil!
ol Impacts. " ':

,.\

Couple this With the establlsh'eli:
that this emotional, state also 101

bruise resistance and It Is easy t;
why In' such situations' these an'
suller higher bruise InJury.' Thl
borne out In certain 'w these test
two occasions, animals becii.me I

ally excltel1 and' £ractlous durin
loading opcnllon. Iri each case/,:,
was an IncI'ease both In the, num!
potential bruise-causing InCidents I
particular handling phase ami llJ;~
number o£ trim l4\d !Ire bruises or)'.
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The preceding section oil this 1'8Jlort
presented data on the extent of bruise
loss and damage which occurred during
the various tests of the overall survey.
These data were correlate'd on the basis
of carcass location, type o! animal, In
dlvldual tests, carcass grade, location
In truck and ha.ndllng phase. Although
some reference has been made to causes
or {actors wh'lch might affect the Indl~
cuted bruise loss, no real discussion of
these matters was presented. Actually,
the references previously made were
given primarily to clarlly or further
E'X}'llain the bruise loss data.

It became apparent during various
tests that certaln. handUng conditions
and practices did, In {nct, have 1lIl ex
tremely close relationship with carcass
Injury, The major purpose o{ this re
search, project was to relate these to
carcass Injury. So throughout tl\e entire
survey every effort wali made to accu
mulate Information whlcl:l wouid estab-
Ush this relallonshlp. • '

Be{ore turning to a detaUeddlscus
slon of the causes o{ bruise losses, one
important point should be made. ,All the
causes of 'carcass Injury and subsequent
brulseIoss could, and did, occur during
all..phases othlllldllng. Some were of.1l
greater Imporl~ceduring one particular
hlllldllng phase lhllJldurlng another. Nev
ert,heless, the following broad categories
of causes of bruise Ioss at all' phases
were found: (1) 'llIllmal cbaructertsncs:
(2)facllltlesj (3) hlllldllng techniques; (4)
hlllldier's actions llIld at,tltudosj llIld (5)
mlscelllUleous factors (weather condi
tions, lellgtll o( haul. and lime In stress
condillons).

Animal Characteristics

Bruise loss data In the previous se,c
lion of this ruport Indlcaled lhe~n:rlul:!nce
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holding areas did not have to meet this
requirement. In fact, they seemed bet 
ter If they were wide enough for several
.anlmals to move abre.ast: The pr lncipal
consideration in a case of this type alley
(stockyard alleys and so Io rth) was Ihal'
they be Cree 01 obstacles, whether on
their surface or along Ihe sides. .

Protruding posts, putia1ly opened
gates, and gate ttxtures set out Into IhQ
alley were responsible for many of tne

f': potential bruise-causing Incidents during
;:. yarding. Although the alleyway may'.
: have been straight and wide, such obsta-
.'. eles 'were almost always responsible for
(some brulso injury •. rugurdress or how:
,::, car!!fully the animals wer e handled. In.
". other stockyards, where these condluons '

21

or course, alleyways moving' through
stockyards or through large' outside

pact on several animals and, of course,
creased bruise damage.

What has been said about the width of 'i:
oadlng chutes 1.5 equally applicable to .1',

other situations where animals can best ..
be handled single file. In particular, It '...:.
would. apply to packinghouse slaughter~J
areas. Where long, .narrow alleyways ' ...
led to slaughter facil1t1es, there was
considerably less confusion, and less

"bodily Impact. Also less bruise loss
sh\)wllCl up on Ule carcasses.

Where It was necessary for animals
go up an Incline to. enter a vehicle,

Is IncllIle was usually II part of the
adlng chute. Stair steps had some ad
Ult~e over rampways or Cleated In

,hnes. or course, good footing must be
;rt Integral part a! the chute. If the ant
pal falls, It Is almost Impossible for
hrn to avoid contact with one or both
ides o! the chute, and the Impact may
,:e su!!IclimUy severe to .re sult In brule
. g. If the chute Is used for both un
adlng and loading, the necessity of

,avlng a small area OIl the top of the
'.hute which Is level and 'stralght Is quite

parent.

In addition U one came to an ab
halt, plIe -ups and confusion resw.
There wasllkellhood of wldespr.ead bQ,

Much has already been said a! 10;
chutes without attempting to give ,i
feet" or "Ideal" specifications. A
loading chute had at least two esse
characteristics: (1)' 11 was only'
enough to allow a single animal to
through It comfortably; and (2) It WI
constructed that the animal could ric
diverted by happenings taking pla~',
either side of the chute during the.')
that he was. moving through It. ft. .....
loading chute was tee Wide, two o~ mil,:~. Animals unloaded from vehicles onto
anlml!ls could enter or attempt to ~ . ..:.I.~~. oadlng chutes which began with stulr
at the same. time, resilltlng In a. we'~ .,,~';.:' teps or rampways not only ha.d great·
Th~ greater width could also ena-Q~,'~;t .lfficulty In/maintaining footing, but' flill
animal to attempt to turn around hj.·'~~'·'.·· requently. In addltlQn, animals exhibited
chute, whlchcould also result In a wedI'}.". certain wariness when confronted by
Both of the.SII situations resulted Inb9~l' ';': uch situations and,. fre.quentl~, It was
contact with the sides of the chute .', . '."'.' ecessary to provide excessive encour-
U the wedge was tight enough, br4ii'IA ::~::-: agement. Higher. bruise loss, there- .'
could well, result. Evidence 01 thls"w~ '("' ore, resulted both from the spills and !
obtained 11\ some of the tests tn W' .;:. falls and from the use of persuaders
survey. . :·i:l:,·· directly. Persuaders also caused ant-

"1:1':'." mals to become fractious and strike ;
Construction to prevent . the aI11.~':;'i::.': themselves against the doorways of the .

from cbaervlng happenings gOlng!K.$f£;;" vehlcle.
alongside the chute W;l8 deslrable~ I
rolatlvely Insignificant hapPlInlngs':'
tracted the animal and caused It to'
Its fo.rward movement. This scmetl
resulted In. a trafflc [am, requlr&fi
the .very least the use of a persuader
start the ~Imal. This, of course, InV.~
the posslbUlty of additional car.c~
Injury. .

.
following discussion treats each
facilities In a rather general Vi
paid particular note to tile more c
characteristics each o! the dl
types of facilities possessed. I'
Instances, we' noted the more
type of a !acllity U It appeared to
ctcser relatlonshlp to bruise' loss,'

. or bad.
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Certain facilities appeared In one
form or another In more than one han
dUng phase. For example, .there were
holding pens at feedlots, In stockyards,
and at packing plants. Likewise, there'
were loalilng o.r unloading. chutes at all
three of these points. On the other hand,
some of the facilities werll peClllllU' toa
single handling phase. For el$ample,
knocking-boxes and spray pens were pa
cullar to. packinghouse slaughter layouts.. .,

Almost any of the above mentioned
types en facilities was dUferent. That
Is, the -lack of unUormlty In construe
tlon, slz:e andoperaucn wasbewUderlng.
In fact,.',a detailed description Is almost
essential. to 'malte It absolutely clear just
what a ~l",en facility was like.

For.,elC;ample, the term "loadIng chute"
Is almoet Inadequate. True enough, most
loadlng;,c;hutes had simUIU' appearance,
but the',:slmlla.rlty ended there. To aptly
descrlb~ such a facility, we would have
to glvC1wldth, length, height of sides,
degree ..OJ: Incline, type a! Incline and so
forth.

Th\s lack ~ unUorm.lty makes a dis
cussion of the Influenclr 'of facilities on
bruise loss qulte' .dWlcult. Thus the

Facilities

In discussing the Influence a! various
facilities on brutse Injury, we are refer
ring to the permanent or semi-permanent
structures and layouts In' the various
handling phases.

.More specUlcally, we are talking about
such things as corrals, holding pens,
loading chutes', receiving docks, scales,
stqckyard alleYo/,ilYs. and pens, and the
layout and equipment used by packing
houses In the .,slaughtl!r process. , We
also Included vehicles .used ,10. transport
animals. . ..\.'

/ "\
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This was particularly true In the case.
., of overcrOWding, When this condition;

eorne .lew trUCKS Jlal1 narrow l tes
framed by rounded or cushioned punets.
In these cases, while thCl'C were almost
as many "bumps" sustained; the numbee
of lire· or trim bruises asscctated wltfi
these bumps was negligible. This would
Indicate that sharp corne rs on any Iacility·
are particularly ha2.1U'dous·· and closely
rctated to severe bruise damage,

. ImpruplH'loadlnb:, all typifIed uy over'-
'. crowding· 01' luadlJlg so Iousely as to

allow luI' shifting, was closely relaled
10 bruise loss.. In both uC thesu situa
tions, the possibility uf impact wu~
greatly tncreased.

N.,."". &ltil~ •.LCI." 0" "ruck•• rl!" ,"r.it;", ..·1 (1It',,,,r, ill Lruililt ~ ••"II'" Th" "h"r~ l:hlllill" I r r ou '1(111 ;.

., oyorl"loIpi"S .luL. e." iliClict. •• ".rv.dlWl'.'....lutll lUi IUll •• 1 b" • .,. If""" .• ' ".• 11I. OI,,,i,,,,,.lr. ·I,,~,rr· 'r.
i» nllt (J f ~III\:. h.r,. .

. ~ v W VYC::IUUE.", IU " IUWUIt:l" l.U .r~UU(:.~

lie possibility of Impact,

Perhaps the most Important Ieature
. motortrucks, Insofar as bruise loss
.as concerned, iay at Ultl1r back door,
he ordinary vehicle used to transport

li/vestock had a very narrow end gate or
It. Unfortunately, It was IrequenUY
arned with sharp .open angle Irons or

hannelways. The majority of potentlal
r.ulse-causlng Incidents which occurred
urlng luadlng and unloading happened
hen animals were actually passing
rough this doorway. At this point Irn

act frequently occurred, parttcularlyu
e animals were moving too rapidly or

rled 'to crowd through more than one at
~ lime. .

_-I ..~ 'C1ol] U4"UI'~, 1:; especian
dering, confusing and excttemsn
Ing from the :I1ilmal's ·standpolnt

When we speak of simplicity;
out, we refer to alleys and pallss;
which had a more or less natu
quence. Once an animal entered,..
ceeded· volWltarlly In the proper .'

Sharp turns, followed by exit
short straightaways and succeeding.
turns were confusing. Some of t!:le
rlnths bordered on the Iantastlc,',
mlils were started In one direCtion,:
a virtual U-turn, proceeded 50 feet".;
another U-turn, and then aIter ll!l:
25 or 30 feet were called upon to
another U-turn. Put such alayout.
In a situation taut with tenslun lll'.
cllement and II Is obvious that ;W.
wlll become frightened. Impacts;
occur which can resutt in Incr~,

bruise loss, . '.'1
, , ·~4

From the tlme an animal Is tak~li
of his familiar pasture or fcedlot.JJ
dispatched . at the slaughter hO\l··
'races strange· surrpWldlngs and.
nons. U these situations are k
simple as possible, there Is thQ
likelihood Jor conrusion or bllwllderr.
Carcass Injury is boundto lie les

wolar as racutues to tl':lJlSpot.
mals are concerned, this report calf
brletly only on the motortruck slnc
was the· only tYPll tr-anspor-tattcn inv
during this survey. ·Use vI interl
viders at partltions ill separatlnl::
trallers Into two compartments po
llkcUhood . of additional brulsc-c
Incldonts·. Data obtained indlcatecl
addiUonal. injury did result from
contact with these dividers.
showed that where partitions ar!!
extra precaution should be taken I~

Ing and unloading to miolmlze excl]
Md 10 allow animals to pass throll
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t yards vIrtually "bump free,"

Gates and partitions were, of. course,
a very essential part of all of thefacUI
ties Hsted above, Whether or not they
exerted any Influence on bruise. loss was
primarily determined by the manner
used, l! left partially open, forming an
obstruction, they Increased bruise 1oas,
·U swung too carelessly, so they struck '
an animal, they Influenced bruise loss..
But 1! used carefully and judiciously,
they could actually reduce lIkellhood·of
injury,

. Partitions, or gates serving as partl
tions,.frequently prevented overcrowding
at vaeIous points during the handling
phases. During the slaughter phase,
this partition prevented anlmlils from
turning back or backing out of passage
ways, actlons that couldresul! In tripping
and fulling or. cause othe-r situations
sometimes resulting· In. greater bruise
Injury. Of ccurse, sharp corners, pro
truding nallil, splintered 'boards and the
like should not be tolerated since' each,
of these could .result In carcass damage..

The use of given facilities was just
as Important as the consrructton of the
facility Itsel!, .No matter how sound 'and
walf.a gate was constructed or how per
fectly·1t was stationed lilong allllllcyway,
thrOWing It Into'a hlp of a passing animal
still resulted In serious loss,

Perhaps one of the most Important
constderations withfaclllties Is that they.
be kept as simple and w,compllclLted as .

. possible, We have lilrolldy referred to
Ihe factthatpacklnghouiles with relatively
simple kill floor layouts had tile lowest
IdentlIled bruise. loss attributable te .
handling e1urlng the slaughter phase.
Simple layouts are particul1U'ly Important
at the packinghouse, The situation here
Is one: of limited time for handling and



eX~lited, animals frequenUy fell during
transit, with resultant trampling.' In
addition, when 'the time came to 'unload,

, jamming increased at the rear exit. This,
of course , re'sulted ll\ heavy impact 'of
sholl'iders and hips with the sides of the
narrow I!nd gate.

Good footing is of particularlmpor
tance In trucks. Animals not only have
to acclimate' themselves'.to con!1ned
areas and new surroundings, ,but they
must become accustomed to the sense of
motion. Many commercial livestock
haulers started out the journey at rela
tively low rates of speed. Thts practice
helped reduce the likelihood of carcass
injury, for animals gradually became
used to lhe motion of'the vehicle and '
thus remained calm. They had an oppor
tunity' to catch on to the technique of
maintaining fllllting In a moving vehtcie.

. \;
Handling Techniques "

This section on handllng techniques
and their relationship to brutse Injury
emphasizes methods and procedures
USed In moving liv'estllck through the
various handling phases. Handler's at
lltudesandactl.ons wtll be discussed In
the' next section.

The ,technlques-the'methods and pro
cedures-are usually closely related to
the val' lou's handling phases-tor exam
ple, certain loading techniques, ianloading
ones, and those applying to various steps
in yarding a:nq the ilke. In general, all
of the techniques have as their objective

.the orderly and expedlllous movement a!
livestock safely through a given handling
phase. Some or the techniques accom
plished this objective with considerably
less' risk a! carcass injury than did
others. ' '
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The 'observations which fottol
rrom experience gained duriilg\~
vey, buttressed by an analysjit
potentlal bruise-causing l/io;iden
of the actuai damage, found' Oil th
casses or the test animala..

One example or a haildlln,c te'(\:'
which Involved a certain amount ot,
h~ard was the "gate method" or 1111
Actually, if this technique was pre
executed; the potentiai brulse-c~111
happenings could be few. Neverth~

the nature of the procedure ltSEl~i.

qui red that It be recognized asa jltlt
tial cause or bruise loss; "f'

~..:
The loading operatlon, as usu

practiced, Involved starting the ail' "
up the loaalng chute and then '
behind the cattle and providing w
amount atencouragement that wli.l!
sary to keep them moving, A<;"
this technique orten failed becl1.li-s'c
encouragement'was often applied Iq j

,animals not responsible for the hEll

A better technique was' to appl
encouragement ata poInt neu"
entrance to 'the vehicle HseU, i
where the slow down occurred;.
quenUy an animal already In the'
chute dectded to stop. U there

, or 15 animals' In the lot and the':
was standing behind all, or ,the~
the rear 'animals across the r~
,did not have very much eHect o~~
inal- standing virtually at the dOOI
truCk, maybe 10 or 15teot away fr~

,Qn the other hand, a light ,I

the ,persuader on the anfmal W,
stopped could cause it to move ~
and into the vehicle,thus remQV,
blockade ',and restoring an ordell
of movement. The usual teclln
applylng'encouragement at the tai
the line often resulted In milling aJ
ruslon 'arid subsequent carcass d.un'

. of

Wllen anlmals were unloaded from
cks, some dr ive r s practiced an eUee

:Ve technique to reduce the possibility
t bruise loss, 'The driver stood at the
'de of the rear door, U more than one'
lmal attempted to come through the,
It, he merely placed his hand In rront
one or them. This usually caUsed that
Imal to step back and the l1kel1hood
two animal s becoming wedged In the

oorway was averted.

Perhaps one of the most Important
andling' techniques was that of provlding
umals with a measure or friendly han
Ing before shipment to market or

'laughterhouse. Frequently animals had
een alone on ranches or In feedlots with
ttle or no contact with human beings
til the day arrived for their shipment.

s a result, the appearance' of a man
"as disturbing. '

; But U several days befor'e shipment
;/Ie producer I had, gone out and walked
~ound among the animals and let them
~ecome accustomed to him, they were
nuch easier to, handle, less l1kely to
iecome excited, and more wUl1ng to
nter strange and, unnatural situations,
1 was not necessary to move anlmall:i
,bout during U\ilI periud although moving
'1em from one lot to another In easy,
aretul stages could be ben,e!lcllll.

Test tcts : which received friendly
andilng when they were tagged went on
) load much easier than other animals
rem the same group of cattle that had
ot received this handling since they,
(ere not Included in the test lots. Rec
rds of bruise loss obtained tram coup
rating packers on these animals not in
/Ie test lots' indlc ated that their bruise
:Oss was uniformly higher.

• Another handl1ng, technIque that re
#uced the posslb111ty or carcass Injury
~as particularly useful during yarding

....',''?\\,

l ):
'··s,.~.·'

ioperations. ThIs technique Involved what '
',."J. C, Rosse or Livestock Conservation"
/Inc, , has aptly termed "al lowtng cuute .
tto obey tnetr 'foUow the leader' instinct."i
.~' Observatton or several thousand noud.
'of cattle moving through public siock-'

.. yards, In variousruedlots, and on several"
"'ranches', would appear to prove uiut cattle;
:, i10 have a, "tollow lhe Ioade r insllnct"-'
)that there may even be some sort or ':i
.socral orue r among them, Where. yard-.
..ing was unhurried, one animal assumed'
,,'leadership a.nd the others in the lot then:
~ollowed It along the way, This technique:
:greatly 'reduced the use of persuaders i

..'and the necessity of any vocal cnccurage ->

',,:.ment. III turn, the movement of the can le
': was much, more orderly and considerably
,: less likelihood of carcass injur'y ar ose.

This technique could also be used to
a l1mlted extent du.t:lng the sluughter up

:erattons at II packing plant. Earlier In
,: this repol·t .we lllustiated a sttuauon dur
; Ing one of, the tests when anlmals Vil'
'lually fullowed the leader Intu the pas-
sageways le.adlng to the knocklng' 'box
and Into the knccklng box itself,

, But kill operattons are USUally, on a
schedule :u\(J It Is somewhat mOI'c,diHi
cull to Cully employ this loss-saving
technlque, However, many packing plants' '

'could muke better usc of the te cluuque
, ,by making relatively minor changes In

facilities adjacent to the k1l1 area,
! '

Handlin!: teehnique durlnj{ the staugh
.terprocess which had a sl~nU1cant bear
'jnl{ on increased bruise Injury Involved
the 'use CJf' knocking boxes larl{t! enough

..to hold mOrc'than a single animal at a
':glven lillie. When two and somcurncs
}three animals were pluc ed in lhls small
::area. it was virtually impossible for the
'ifll'St animal stunned not 10 be tl'ampled
;b)l the ren1ainlng animals, Those facHi·
}ieswhlchpel'mllted only a single animal!
I'

25 ':,

\:'

....::·.·'1'

~1"

~:I .

1Ii
'Ii
I!

Ii
Ii
I:
j:
I:

I;

e

!'

·1"

:'
!
I:

~,'

.,11
ii
I'

:1
~ !



27

'1"1' ... 0 'ora...... \:"'-" "MI,h,.. I.c \.I'e ~ .. .,or, .. "(''' a' <:.,.fvl hltlUIl lnIC·
UIS I,•• !.lewlI h,.~ \..",,1,11111 lrrui ... iujury. or

!

i'

j:

.:

l
':\
,1,
1
",

j:

_ I:
I,

i:
!,

"n
/!
'i

,'e

II",.

rcan bring about trainlng programs und
:: educational drives aimed at imp,l'Elsslng
, 'ha.Jldlers with tlw imporlan\;t! of Ihe,ir

Job, Ii It is wlthin the 'ownt!r' s' province,
he can take corrccuve steps to ~uaranlce

such safe, handlin\:, After all, the man"
who owns the cutt le Is In lhe bc s t post-".
lion 10 deal with this pr-oblem.

HUl'!'leu htlJldling W<lS lhe laq:csi sill-
gle cause of bruises. A preceding sec-: ,

. lion of this \'t!POI't de sc rtbed the h:.ll1dllng'
,:, tccNlique or utilizing the "follow the,
,.le'ader" insllncl, The livestock industry
;' generally considers this tecNlique errec-
,tlve In minimizing bruise loss; But the"

s as the weather and the animals
~iselves, Handlers and their t!mploy
'can llljnlmize,the lnf1.l,lence ot.,unfa
ble tempt!raments and attitudes.
t these people must be impressed

the eHect their, actions can have
'n cattle In their charge,

n appeal can be made on the basis
ijlconomics, p;u'tlcularly on how car
!sdamage may affect income and profit

subsequently job security, Nothing'
be lost by an appe al Ior humane tr-eat
t, The owner of livestock, whether

,:be producer or packer, can also in
on proper handling, By doing so htl

Of ccurse , many things, call,;<:
temper-ament and altliude of a ~1~1I
handIer-working conditions, out~l~~,
tOl'S or a personul nature, eveit'

plant had the most favorable set
lies, Yet, it would have been
possible for lhe personnel re
for moving the cattle through the_
ties to have handled the animal~'
a manner as to, raise thetr er
pitch to' tho fronzy level.,..res~

milling and pilching-:Uld till
brought .on severe Impacts. Ttl
have used ,persuaders in such a
'as to run up the Incidence of bru
particularlY' on the backs of th
In such a case, the,' excellence
facilllles would have been co
nulU!ied by the actions of the

In some Instunces, the facilltrl'
ccnsldeeably less than excellent'
careful and constderate handlin
drfvs r kept the animals calm,'.
mum amount of potential brulse~
Incidents resulted. .Hence a I'll
low 'bruIse loss was attrlbutapl!l:
ha.ndling phase, ",j

Human c~nduct also aHected;
loss for good or bad In every' h
phase of each test lot includcoi

survllY,

1n gener al, handling accord~t\::
101 of cattle reflected to a co '
extenrtemperameni and attit
handler at the lime the move
taking place, Ample evidence q
survey supported this stale me'
some reason the handler wasln
or Q/lgry mood', his ll'el1tme~i
cattte was Invariably rough or :s:,
or, both, Likewise, handlers '
peured won led, preoccupied, 9
tcrested were careless. U thl,,:
go too well, tempers frequently.,
alla roul,"h handling ensued, ',':,:~.,. .,'.'

"
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For example, in the test descrtbed In
detail In appendix, page 39, the packlni\'

Handier's, AcHons alid Altitudes

The hundler's acuons and attitudes
may well be the one cause thai holdll the
key to reducing or eJlmlnalillgbrullie
InJUry, Regardless of Ihtl exceltence of
facHllles, the soundneas of handling tech
niques, and the most favorable sel of ani
ma! characterlsllcs, disastrous bruise
loss could OCCUl' U' the men lu\ndlillg lin:
livestock did not adopl the proper atti
tudes and actions,

, Recently, a great deal of attention
has been focused on the use of tranquil
Izers to facilitate the movement and
handling of livestock, Using these drugs
is said to allay fear and excitement arid
to permlt more orderly and sarer han
dling, None of the test animaJ,s In this
survey were treated with' these drugs so
It Is impossible to make any comment
or observations on their effect. But usc
of the drugs may be, developing as a new
handling technlque"Using tranquilizers
in livestock handling also Indicates the
slgnU'lcance 0.(' the emotional Slate of lhe
animal as an effect on \;IU',CUIlS lnjul'y, ,

'10 be ioaded Into the box at a time elimi
nated this hazard,'

Unfortunately" many who handle live
stock regard the use 0.( persuaders as
their principal handling techniques: Ac,-,
tually" Ulls Is not 'a technique, but It may
constitute an Integral part of a technique
such as in' the loading phase described
above, Judicious use of persuaders at
the proper time may facilitate movement
wHhout causing Injury, However, It Is
rarely possible to place .a persuader in
'the hands of ahuman being with the cer
tainty that he will use It Judiciously or
that he will select the "right tlme."

"';,
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Som e Impli cation~ of the Survey
,

technique cannot be used II hurry be
comes par~mo.unt In handling.' Not only
did hurrying result In an Increase In
potential bruise-causing Incidents but In
many cases It retarded rather than Iacnt
tated handling. In eHect It was sel!
dereatmg.

For example, when animals were un
loaded from a vehicle, eUorts to hurry
them out or the truck' by the excessive
use of persuaders accompanied by loud
voices usually resulted In confusing and
exciting the catUe. Not only was tne re a
marked increase Inthe number of bumps
sustained but a considerably longer time
was r equtred to!lnally g\!t all the animals
out of the vehicle. Actually, It .the drlvttr
was In a hurry, he would have better
accompl lahed his purpose by tllklng his
time.

There Is· no justltlcallon tor hurrying
on any basis. FacUlty In movement Is
desirable but this· can be best attained
by proper handling techniques. \. Even In
the slaughter phase at packinghouses,
where kill schedules are a matre r of

. concern, sate handling techniques can
better meet thelleschedules than can
the Intemperate handling which usually
accompanies hurry,

Carcass Injury from hurrying was
llkely to result In two ways. First, It
the animals were moved too fast, they.
were likely to bpcome unduly alarmed..
More. Impacts ot tile animal's body with
that ot another animal or with a sta
tionary part o! a given facility could'
occur, Second, the ordinary method.
of hurrying animals with persuaders-

. frequenUy In an excessive 'and abusive
mannar s-could cause bruise damage.

Mis,elloneous Foclors

Although weather did no( appear as
important with cattle as It was wltholhcr

spectes a! livestock, It I!~
Intluence on carcass br~
For Instance, preclpltatlQni
surfaces over which anima)
to' become sllppery or sUi

· was dlt!1cult for them to malii
·Even under' the. most caref
c.ondltlons, slips and t alls '
occur and some carcass Inju
'the' only remedy was to spre

· faces wtth materrals.that afCor..
Cootlng and to move the animalij,
and cautiously as possible, .

-t
But the weather also exert.!

influence onbruise Injury In le$.$·
ways. Experienced Ilvestock. ci
long contended that :)J'llmals ar
tlve to changes In the weal' .
such change's are Imminent
ress, animals may become'..
tractious and dltflcult to IIi
found this to be the case In t
tests In this survey,

Even though nvestock m~Yi,
nlze tho unsettllng eUect of cn:
weather condtttona, many of lhlt
just -tnts partlculartlme to mai
He. While the re maybe tllti
this Is jUlltltled, many mlght:d

.enUy Ii lIiey became more tii~
.of the relationship. ot bruise'
the emotional upset a! antma,
th~se changeable weather periq:

Prevtcus studies of Farmer
tlve Service Indicated that J
haul has a bearing on dl!ad an~.
losses. Increased lenl;ths-of-Il.
duced hlghel' Incldeuce oC d,e.
crippling, The same would j
hold true in ul'uise injury, Of.
a major conslderatlon would tii!~;
during the trMslt period, .::~

· \ .!~

UnIol'tunottlily, notlist lots:
survey moved over dlst<U1Cl!S
Hcient lenl'lh 10 provide (01' an

1'1
Ii,
4~"".;, .',I
~,.,."

farylng lengths-a! -haul, However, co
rating packing plants indicated some
tease in brutse Injury on those lots

"cattle movees over '4liCtreme'l>y long
~tances, The frequency. did not In
llase on anything' like the scale ror
er species of livestock, This result

'.rees wllh the dead and cripple loss
:a.tlstlcscomPlled in the previous FCS
'\ldles, .

One other Iactor a! Importance was
Iated to the so-called "stress Iactor"
ummals. It has already been observed
at animals react to strange sur round
gs. Animal psychologists tell us that
1s results In a stress condition. This
,ay be reflected In anxiety 01' uneastness.
ese latter conditions have been round

cseiy related to carcass Injury and
ss trom bruising.

Other researchers have indicated that
th length or lime animals ur e subjected
stress condltlons and what might be .

·rmed "the degree or change" Involved
fect the stress level. Thus If a shipment

. Bruise loss Is a' major problem or
)e .livestock Industry, as data In this
.pport show, Substantial savings coutd
'j! eC!ecled lf it .were po'ssible to reduce
ills loss, If we assumed that total loss
'ere the same as the lowest bruise loss

this survey, bruise loss on a national
'asts would sWI be in excess o! $1 mll
on a year. If we use what appeal's a

nor-e near-ly r-epr esentatl VI! f.il;ure Cor
~ate of loss, this national bruise loss
hl!'U1'e would be between $8 and $12 mil
on a year, While the loss cannot be
ntlrely eliminated, It can be substantl
Iy reduced, provtded corrective meas
r~s are taken,

" The survey showed that the Industry
as grossly underestlmatlng at least

of cattle were subjected to un!amlliar
Conditions and L! these conditions PIII'
slsted over a greater period o£ time, like- .
IIhoQU of brljlso tnjury wou!d rnc re ase.

This problem CWl be mel in uu-ee
ways:

1. Friendly handling during the time
animals are In unfamiliar surroundtngs
ivould hel!> calm them and allay their

:'anxiety and rear.l .'
i' 2, Facilities should be constructed
fpr adjusted to minimize comple.x move
~.ments In order to move the animals as
';~aturally as possible. For example,
:;¥oadlng chutes wore orten SIJl'eadwllh
'!,,hay and reruse when new, This cut down'
'.1imeaslness on the part or catUo using
lht! chute tor the first time.

l:
~: 3, Handllng during these perlods of,
~:iltress should be as swL!1 as safety al
"lows In order to reduce the time that
;.the animal Is su.bjected to the stress
fonditlon,

j;6ne portion or the loss, We r ere r to
(trim loss. The majority oC packing con
'.cerns, In calculating their OWII bruise
Joss figures, included only cui-cuss de 
''Valuatlon toss, ac tual ly only about two
,Ihil'ds or the total loss, Tests conducted
.as a part or this survey suggest that
. tr Im loss should be re-evaluated and
;properly constdercd as a loss Iactor.
While some tllsls had 110. d'uva1ualiun

jloss, trim loss occur red in all tests,

~! No single segment oC the livestock
'Industry can be saddled with full re spon
.;sibllily ror b rurse loss, Lcascsoccur rcd
idur·lng each handllng phase in dlrecl re
'\lallo/1 to the Crequuncy and seVHlty oC
;potential bl'ulsll-causlng injuries which
[tOOk place., The tests showed lll:lt In
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siJpplements, and the appanent SUe

lhey' are going to enjoy with tranqulliz~,'s
may well prompt them to expand thell'
interests to the parttcuiar problem or
raising animal resistance to bl·uisin~.
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; An added stimulus to this activity may
~U come from the pharmaceutical and

,emical Induslries which have recently
come acUve In the livestock field. The
rcceas these Industries have had with
.~&temlc grubtctdes, anllbiollcs, feed

.No doubt a great deal of researc'
be necessary before such corn]
can 'be perfected to the point wher
can' be administered safely and'
and on an ~conomlcal basis. Bul c
erlngthe slrides made in t cent y~
animal husbwldryand verertnary
cine, we can assume that research t
CectOle compounds will be tcrthco

One other posslblllty 'Is worth'
mentlon. Whlie it may seem som'
remote at 'the moment, il should
'dlsmlssed too lightly, This has
with the ll~eUhood of raising the b
reststance of cattle. Earlier In t
porI womenttoned wurkdone at Ohi
Unlverslty that indicated bruise r'

. ance could be increased by lulrO
certain chemical compounds In
syslem of cattle,

ceriarn nanaung pnases, In eacn;
substanuai number of cattle were
wlthcut suffering any damage,
fore, th~ desirabl~ goal of uru'
livestock is within reach.

The survey also implies poaslb
U not ways and mean!!, of reachl
goal, 'Baslcally, the. goal can·~

attained by control of brutse-c
f!lctors, but.at least three posslb
ought to be given special emphasl~'
are rather obvious, and, In m
stances, would not requ ire the e.
ture of large sums of money. or .
sitate extensive research.. Adoptl
simple, "natural" facll1t1es would
handlers to take advantage of the
handling techniques and prccedurea,

. could be a very effective means of i'4
lng the goal. Likewise, promollng'
handling ~rograms designed to:
handlers. to lhe relation of lhelr attn
and attttudes to carcass Injury co~
much to Increase the number of brill~. _.
Iree caruasses hanging In lhe COqlW.lf·

~:'

30

'rhe same conclusion that cattle can
be handled safely can be juslUled on lhe
b.aslsol results obtained In any given
handling' phase as well as on the basis
of all pbaaes collectively, Although this
record was much mere Iavor able in

This survey cleal'ly indicated that
livestock can be handled safely lIu-oul(h'
the vartous handling phases and end 'up
as damage-tree sides of bellf In Ihe pack
inghouse cooler, Combined results or
all -tests In the survey, without regard
to type and grade of cattle, showed that
about 30 percent of all test'animals es
caped'btlifse injUry during handling from
ranch through processing. Of course,
this percentage varied from test to test.
Significantly those tests where facili
ties 'were the best and whel'e hanlUlng
was uniformly good were the tests with
the hlghellt .percentages of brulse-frll4:1
carcasses..

The industry needs to recognize that
this is really anindustrywlde problem.
Each segment must accept some measure
of responsibility fo.r it,.

...

The Important point is that various
factors could Influence the bruise loss.
in any handling phase, Therefore, if
conscientious efforts are made to con
trol the bruise-causingf.actors, any seg
ment of the' industry can favorably alter
its bruise loss pattern.

_& .........-.. ••_& jo' ..~'l;l'QI, ""au,,",u Ul "'''' ...·u

represented vartous segments of the
industrY, the likelihoodot bruise Injury
was greater than in other handling phases.
At the same time, some tests showed
that these more hazardous phases need
not be responsible for the largest bruise
losa, provi!1!ild that judicious and careful
handling coupled wfth efficient faclUties
prevailed.

';,
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Summary

.Loss and .darnage .to .hogs a.sso
ciated with handling and transporta
tion in marketing and processing are
estimated, at $22.6 niillio~ a year~

based on average prices preriiling
over the years 1957-59.

This n a t Lo n a I figure Incdudes
losses due to death in' transit. con
demnations .0£ carcasses and primal
cuts. and.carcass bruise damage. On
a per-head basis. this total loss re
fleets bruise' damage arraountfng to
11.39 cents and death and condemna
tion losses of 8.02 cents and 6.16
cents. respectively.

~,seri,~s of four handling and
transportation. tests Were conducted
by Farmer Coo pe rat i v e service
beginning in' April 1959. or h e s e
determined the extent of such losses
and explored the relationship they
might· have to handling con~tions

and practices ordiriarily prevailing
in the movement ·of hogs from con-

, centration points to sb:ughter.

A total of 211 test shipments of
hogs· moving by rail and truck from
midwestern origins to slaughter.
plants located in the Rocky Mountain
and Pacific Coast' States· Were in
cluded in the study. These shipments
involved some 29.000 head, of sWine
observed during assembly. loading.

ii

at stops en route. unloadin\
ya r din g. Post-slaughter ex
tions of the carcasses gave .
injuries or other conditions"
ing in loss.



~i()ad haul. A number of
;~:~t shipments--rnoving an
${:ll5. miles. and conducted
-bsidiary of the major re
"'pport,ed this conclusion.

'ertain other factors were
-:ijjse 'lo~s 'on' these ship-
l:dghest of all.

'tt1 .variations in weather
o~were associated with

the level of losses. The
ns of weather. extremes
':and winter) showed the
·sses.· 'Death loss rose
y during these times of
,Although pneumonia was
of condemnation in all

'f was three times 'more
:in winter. F~om another
'- adve r s e weather was
. ated to bruise damage.
etermined by the identifi

... tcass 'damage with han
haps from icy or rain
.surface s of facilities. and
~,;driving conditions in the
ck shipments.

weight of hogs in the
~ents was ZZ3 pounds.
- ink averaged 5.89 per-
"was 0.6 percent greater

-ents than on. those rnov
,~k: Hot y i e 1 d •(before
's put in. cooler) on test
.1Zpercent--:only a 0.08
'cr. yield being realized
ments. Shrink. increased
;'decreased as shipping
.:ew longer and time in
'sed.

. $ exceeded ra:illosses
'! hundred bead. Death
'. >: 'shipments was the
bl the oveFall higher
. carrier loads. T~s
.-three. times' higher
... pments. This offset
,gher b~uis~ and con-
~ on rail s¥pments.

•
Since .. the 'volume of truck ship

ments was concentrated in move
ments averaging about 900 mites in
length-of:...baul. we compared.tbe two
types of transport in the 900 mile
distance group for 'more valid re
sults. This comparison indicated a
h i g h e r truck loss "of ·'$5.'79i>er
hundred head with death loss still
the dominant factor as i~ was slightly
under four times as great as rail
death Ioss,

Detailed records of observations
of handling conditions and practices
rnade during as sembly, loading. un
loading. yarding. and the like. re ...

. vealed that the most frequent forms'
of mis-handling were abusive use of
persuaders. r us h i n g and hurrying
animals during loading causing pile
ups and overcrowding in chutes.
slips accompanied by severe body·
impact with facilities. and careless
handling re suIting in hogs falling
from elevated ramps .

About 18 percent of the shipments
were subjected to hazardoqs condi
tions in transportation equipment and
about 14 percent to unsafe c ondifforrs
at loading facilities at origin points.
Comparing losses on those loads
where these abuses or hazardous
conditions were .observed with losses'
on loads not subjected to mi~handling

or unsafe conditions showed a posi
tive relationship between handling
conditions and practices and: losses.

. Losses on the shipments mishandled
were Z1.5 percent higher, than on
properly handled loads .

If the loss 'rates found to prevail
in .these shipments associated with
mishandling or hazardous equipment,
or both. were applied to total annual
s 1aug h t e r of hogs in the United
States. an increase in loss of rnore
than $6 million a year would be re
flected. Obviously. control and re
ductionof losses and the conditions.

iii



related to them are of parounount
· im.portance to the livestock aDd meat
induStry.

This study' shows that control is
not an insurmountable. problem but

· it applies industrywide be c a 11s e
everysegrnent of the industry is
affected by the loss and daJDage~

Most of. the loss-associated contti-
· tiOllS can be corrected or controlled
without the expenditure of large

•• ", c..... '... • • • - :..'<-;-";.: _....... _~._ '.'

l

iv

smns of m.cmey; aIthough s
will be required to effect si
improvement in some cases.

Con vinc ing those who
handle hogs that their role'
porlant in loss re4uction s11,'
of first .consideration. Edu ....
safe handling can accomplis
but creating. a desire to acco
stock friendly. careful haD
well be the best,answer.

...._.. -~. -"", .



eittitudes of personnel actually mov
ing or handling the cattle, and mis
cellaneous factors such as weather,
length of haul, and the like, were
found to have a positive relationship
to bruise injury. '

"Whil~;"~1h;"Y~r g~ s t numbe r of
bruises occurred after the animals
were In the, hands of packing Con
cerns,the tests clearlyindic~ted
that car cas s injury occur red in
every handling phase beginning with
sorting and loading at the feedlot,
in transit, through receiving fa<:ili
ties, and' until actual slaughter. I

Handling and transportation losses,
are particularly important in the
case of hogs. The principal re,ason
for this is that "deficit" and "sur
plus" production areas of hogs are
scattered throughout the country. At
the same time, major slaughter
areas are also widely scattered and,
in many instances, far r ernoved.f'rom
surplus production areas. Slaughter
facilities are' u sua II y located in
areas of greatest population, and
consequently of larger c orrsumpt i on.
while production has been centered
in those areas where feed, especially
grain. is abundant. -

Millions of hogs are movec;l each
year' from these surplus 'production
areas to slaughter facilities located
elsewhere. This movement often in-

,lComplele reports on ttie'research done.by Farmer
Cooperative Service and referred to above iare avail
able in the following publications: Rickenba~er. Joseph
E•• Losses of Livestock in Transit in MidWestern and
\\Iestern States. Mar~Res.Rpt. 247. Farmer Coopera
tive Service. U.S. Dept. of Agr•• June 1958.

Rickenbacker, Joseph E., Causes of Losses in Truck
ing Livestock, Mar; Res. Rpt. 251. Farmer Cooperative
Service.,U.S. Dept. of Agr•• June 1958.

Rickenbacker, Joseph E.. Handling Conditions and
Practices' Causing, Bruises in Cattle, Mar. Res. Rpt,
346" Fanner Cooperative Service. U.S. Dept. of Agr••
August 1959.

z

volvesdistances up
Such movements, of c our s e,'.
the animals' to considerabl
handling--hence, the'likeli
losses associated with han
transportation is greatly incf

whlle it" is fiui" fhat' thi
of production and 5lau~'

changed somewhat rec~'

basic pattern still remain'
is reason to believe it will
to prevail for some time
The Nation's principal gr
duction area is not likel
shifted. Latest, populatfoh
indicate the rate of growt,'
consumption areas:is far,
sections' of the country w
are in short supply. Mat"
provements in refrigeratio :
panied by expedited move"
favorable freight rate diffet"
fresh meat over Hve s tock,'
essential to any major or P
change in the basic patte
production and slaughter.

For these reasons, Far
erative Service initiated"
dealing with loss and dama
during handling and traii~

The study utilized
. which provided inform~ti

eral facets of the problem
a picture' of general c~(j

,prevailing in the, pr ob'
Specifically, there we r e .
jeetives:

1. To accumulate da
mine the e stimatede'a,'
occasioned by different
jury, damage. or di s e a s
sought on loss and;.'
death and crippling ~n::

demJiation due to injui"
and carcass damage' "';
ing. ' ,
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A proposed program of procedure
was de vel 0 p e d during these con
ferences and then discussed in de
tail with each of the cooperators in
the study. Final refinements were
then made. The procedures even";'
tually used represented a consensus

-:·of·,.tb~ besl·ili!()rmedopim-ou -avail':'
able as to the, most practical way

. to procure the information desired.
These final techniques and proce
dures reflectecl modifications tJiat
limited the data obtained and r,e
sulted in less definitive results than
might have been desired.

Cooperators were individually jn
structed as to pI' oc e du re s they
should use. These procedures were
pre-tested before the work began.

Scope of Study

We placed. major e mpha sis on
those shipments of hogs moVing
relatively long distances. to
slaughter. Eight packing plants.' op
erated by four different concerns.
were selected as test slaughter; fa-.
cilities. These plants were located
in the Rocky Mountain <arad Pacific
Coast States.

A number of origin points in. the
Midwest were selected to provide
cove rage of a widespread se~ent
of the major production area; and

. to include public stockyards. auction
markets. and country buying' sta
tions. Origins and de stinatiions
chosen were lOCated to allow full
consideration. of diverse rout¢s of
movement and varying. lengtJ:is-of
haul. It was also possible to obtain
data on differences 'in terrain trav
ersed and climate encountered.. .

Arrangements were made, for test
shipments to be moved by ~oth of

the . principal means of transpo'
tion -- motortruck and railroad/

Although the stUdy empha
long distance movements"
arranged to conduct a limited
her of special or control te
shipments originating at ·d.s
up to 150 miles from slaught
cilities in the Midwest. Thi

. necessary in order to establis
troIs and to serve a's a ba

. comparing short haul ve r su
haul shipments. Also. over
estimates would'. be more
since s hor t haul shipments •
tuted the majority of ship:.
hogs to slaughter within th
slaughter areas." C'onse quen
Midwestern plant from each
of the cooperating packing c .
participated in a series 0

short haul tests.

Because of the generally ~.:

idea that the losses under con.
tion are directly related to .
climate, it was necessary tQ·.:
the study over a period 10 '<
for a variety of'weather to p:f

.,
We decided that selecteer:,

in each of the four seasQlj'
year would prove adequate.,
periods were de term i n e,
basis of the cooperators"i:\
to volume and source of eLl!
purchases and after a gene~~'

of normal weather in the ~~

and western areas of the
over a period ofyear s , .~

The first. or
place during April and
weeks of. May 19~9.Th

series was over a 5-wee
July and August of the
The fall series began h.t!f
ber and ran thr ough th
November. The winter.
~as conducted during~'
February 1960.



•
'est periods, were quite ade

that practically' every type
-her prevailed at some time
'the ,tests. There was rain.'

d fog. high and low humidity.
'inperature extremes ranging
J) below zero to 96 degrees

to have two test loads
ered at each of the coop
.' plants during each week of
u dy. Unfortunately. circum
, did 'not 'alro~ this"s'C'bedUle
gidly follqwed.

i;ew of the number of people
;e distances involved in the
/'it was fortunate that only
'cent of the test' shipments
',t carried completely through
.' procedures. In addition cer- '
perational difficulties pre
th«; scheduling of tests at

'): the cooperating plants dur
-ta.in periods of the fall and
series. Cooperators in the

ve agreed that a sufficient
"of tests were conducted on a

',tory basis and under suffi
varied conditions to provide

'equate b<?th in quantity and

Test Techniques
o

I pany representative selected
:: the test loads. He did this
'!actually observing the ani
ut by simply designating a
hogs purchased at a given
,\Iring a particular day. Com
ers were not infonnedwhich

would be' used until after'
s was made and the animals
,'r shipment. This procedure
dthe possibility of selecting

on a biased or prejudiced

• 5

After the test load was designated.
the FCS representative at the origin
point witnessed all handling accorded
the test animals from that' moment
until their departure. He recorded
on a form the gene ral condition of
facilities and transportation equip
rnent and noted handling conditions
and practices exercised during the
rnovernent and loading of the animals
into the truck or rail car.

Hazardous conditions in facilities
and equipment included 'such things
as broken rails or floor boards,
protruding nails and bolts. improper
bedding. and any other defects which
might have a bearing on the safe
handling of the hogs. The observer

'noted whethe r or not persuaders
were used'; if so. what type. to what'

I '
extent and to what degree. All slip-
ping. falling. jumping of arrirrrals
from upper decks or ramps, hurry
ing. rushing, crowding and piling
were noted. He recorded the loading
time for each deck, the live weight
df .tbe animals. and the temperature.
relative hum i d i t Y. and g e n era I
weather conditions.

. He, completed the form by insert
ing information about routing to be
followed. time of departure. and an
e s t'irnate of what should be the total
time in transit.

Another FCS representative ob-,
served certain of the test loads at
intermediate stops where the shii>
rnent was unloaded for feed, water,
and rest. In these cases, he wit
nessed the, unloading of the animals
and their reloading for the journey
to destination. He supplied informa-

, tion similar, to that obtained at the
origin 'point. In the event theanirnals
"changed' cars. II he chec ked equip
rnent on the outbound car, in addi
tion to reporting' the condition, of
the car which arrived from origtn,



General !Appraisal of Losses

A final form de a I t with ob
servations made during and after
slaughter. The carcass Loc ation of
any trim made as a result of bruise

While it would have been desirable
to have all shipments unloaded en
route kept under observation, diver
sity of routes and number of feed,
wate.r, and rest stops involved pre
cluded such an arrangement. How-

. ever, a sufficient number of loads
were observed under the se c ondi -..-: .,' ,.. ~:-,.~. ".. :" ~,.::;; '~.' ;. ..~ .' , - .'. :'.. . .

lions to p'rovide adequate considera-
tionof the effects such transit stops
might have on losses.

damage was recorded and the
of the trim tissue obtained. In:
tion, a tabulation was made o'
marks appearing on the carc'
any carcasses or parts wer'
de rrme d, this information was'
A post-slaughter exarrrinatf on"
c a.s se s., supplied-,d.¥a "pe,rtai'
devaluation of cuts because o(
sive bruise injury. The hot '
weight (before the carcass
in the cooler) was also
in order that yield figures
derived. '.

Description of the te c hnjq'
procedures shows that a r athe'
plete record was maintame
movement and .. handling of.
loads from the time they wer:
nated as tests until after s '
We made every effort to in~
formity of reporting. hi
manuals accompanied each f
in additio~,communicat
maintained with the var i
servers in order toc I a.r.
problems which might have,,:
in di sto r t i on of data. Fori!"
part the same personnel ".,
throughout .the entire s'tud
changes occurred, the new'
received firsthand instructi. ...r ..

de.stination already dead'
which died Immediately.,
loading at the packing'p ."
time' of movement to sIal}
included Were one or tw
"in which carcasses w~

from the shipment at the
and rest point because.
had already died befor, '

'would have been' more ,
it had been possible t ::.
autopsy on each of the:~~
in . order to determine.
death, This was not fea.s

6

By dead loss, we mean the value
of those animals whrch arrived at

Categories of Los'S

In utilizing the material ob,tained
during these tests, we considered
three classes of losses --:death,
condemnation, and b r u is e injury.
Perhaps it would be well at this point
to clearly define each of the c'las ses
of losses under consideration. '

When the test animals arrived at
their destination, an observer wit
nessed their unloading and their
movement into packer holding pens.
He recorded condition of e quiprnent
on arrival; off car weight; presence
of dead or crippled animals, or both,
in the test Load; observations as to
handling accorded; pre va i ~ i n g
weather; a value judgment as to the
physical appearance of the. 'ani;mals
after the journey; and any observa
tions which ·would· contribute to an
overall evaluation of handling during
unloading.

: ~:.::: _ .
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Significance of loss and damage
can best be indicated 'bythe use of
dollar and cents figures. We have.'
:therefore. put price tags on the loss
estimates e:stablished by this study.
The dollar and e ents figures used

. were derived as follows:

.,» - ...... \

!
i...... "
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'ssjons with plant personnel
.. 'Veterinarians justified the
on that. in most c as e s; death
eat t rib u te d to the same

,whic.h resulted in subsequent
.patlon of animals arriving
·ut found unfit after slaughter.

conclusion is correct. the
i 'cause s. of death in transit
pneumonia. icterus (jaundice).
·me form of blood poisoning.
'y cases where deads and con
tionsoccurred . in the same
:~mt.-cause:..WceDger.n.nat.~9Jl:was,

.f these three conditions.

,ire car cas s e s , . or parts
f. are condemned when the.
is judged "unfit for human
ption.HAlI fresh meat prod

. oving in interstate commerce
'~pected by the Federal Meat
t ion Service. Its inspectors

.,' n the unfit carcass or parts.

enefal. they condemn the meat
'e of disease or conditions re-

from injury. but some other
ons may also result in con-
· ion. For example. parasites
ns such as.,tbe .live·x may re
their being condemned. Where
orne portion is affected. it is
.e s sary to condemn the entire
sbut rather only to remove
e c ted pa.rt~ -Thus•. all 'bruised
is trimmed from the carcass
defined. . .

; jor area: of condemnation. loss
s is the ham since many are

.d by arthritis. This disease
1rsthis most valuable portion
.or human consumption.

'. demnatdon los's in this report
s all condemnations of entire
ses and condemnations of

1 cuts. We have not included
hich may -have accrued due to

. JIm'ation . of organs. such as
S~ sets, and .hear t s ; condemned

. 7

•
heads; or art h r it is. While these
latter losses are meaningful. the
general feeling within the industry is
that these condemnations a r.e not too
closely related to han d 1in g and
transportation incident to marketing.

As with other species of livestock.
two fa c tor s determine loss from
bruise injury: (1) loss from trim
ming away injured tissue, and (2) a
so-called' ~'devaluation loss' which'
results when the trhnouthas been of
5ufficienf:s"i~verity-tOTowe'fth~'va.lue-.::'
of the primal cut in excess of the
loss occasioned by the value of the
t riirn itself.

'For e x a IIi pI e. a belly may have
a considerable amount of tissue .
trimmed away as a result of bruis
ing and still be fit for use as a No. 1
side of bacon. In this case. the loss
would involve only the weight of the
trimmed tissue. In other cases. the
location of the damage on the belly
rrright be such that thi s particular
cut could not be used for No.1 bacon
but might have to be processed into
the company's B or Cgrade bacon.
J,n such cases. there is not. only the
loss of tissue but. the entire belly
drops' in value. TIlls drop of the
overall cut is the devaluation loss.'

Calculating Economic Loss

1. Dead loss - A simple average
of' prices paid for. hogs by packers
over a 3-year period (1957 through



.: ';~1
loading hogs into the upper ~s;.kR

trailer calls for good facilities
~oreful" handling. This loodi~i.l
constructed, but note the diyjd•.
the chute and the heavy steel h
strike against a hondyhom Or s "
londing in a situation Iike thi,f

. overcrowding and pileups re~,
. and loss. ."

Using a ve rag e
year period,·· 1957

8

3. Bruise loss - Trim _loss due
to bruise injury WaS de:t~rniinedby

multiplying the weight of trimmed
tissue times the average pride of
the primal cut from which the ~ssue
was trimmed. Thus, if 3 pounds of
tissue was trimmed from a ha,*, the
trim loss was $1.29. This loss was
computed for each cut on the! c·ar-·
c a s s where bxuise trimout was ob
served, and the· total of the losses
on the affected cuts became ih~ total
trim loss on the carcass.

The other factor in bruise loss
was obtained from the post-sla~ghter

Z.Condemnation loss - When an
entire carcass was condemned, the
same method of computing the dollar
and cents loss was used as that for
deads. Where only parts of the car
cass were condemned, the loss "lIlias
c omputed on the basis of the actuaf
weight of the condemned pa.rf ti~es

the average pric~ of the cut based
on a simple average of whole~ale_·,,;:t

prices at Chicago during the same _ :v.
3-year period (1957 through .}9~9),.,:1

derived from reports of the National
Provisioner. The prices derfved
for this purpose were as fol
lows: Hams - 43 cents a pound;
shoulders- 25 . cents apoimd;
bellies - ·32 cents a pound; loins-

.46 cents; fat-backs - '~centS .a
pound.

1959) was derived from U. S. De- inspection of. the carcass and :
partment of Agriculture market news added to the ,trim loss to 0

service reports •. The average live overall bruise loss on a giv~~'
value was determined to. be $18.38 mal. In general, this devaluatio
per hundred· pounds during this was computed on a cents~per,.,

period. The dead loss was estab- basis so that the figure wo .
lished . by multiplying the average main constant regardless of c

·······"·;pri~'e-7·'per,.·.luuul~edweight by·the·:::·:.in -prices.· ~f the cu~.••,¥or_~x
average weight of the hogs in. the . in the case of a severely da'
shipment, of which the dead animal ham,. it might be necessary .t_
was a part. Thus, if the dead ani-. value the ham 3 cents a po.
mal was in a shipmentwjth an aver- . the ham weighed 14 pounds,.··
age weight of ZZO pounds, the loss valuation 105s would then';
was calculated to be $40.44. cents, whether hams' were

for 45 cents a pound or 35
pound.
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Cucass I I
PeICeIIIof

JocaIiDa Loss 1DWbruise Joss

'Ibm $1.38 64..8
SbouIder I.1S 10.1
Belly 2.03 1'l..8
loin .'13 6.4
Fat back' .10 .9

' '

Toul ll~ 100.0

TABLE L-Briaise Joss per 100 be3d by carcass
. b:mou

pounds of tiSSJIC was trimmed frODl

the carcasses because of bruise in_
jury. ~,appraiimately6.000 priInal
cuts were devalued.

.Just under two-thirds of the toW
brmse loss was accowited for by in
jUry to the ham. Of course. the ham
is one of the highest priced of the
primal cuts which would tend to
make the loss run somewhat hi~er.
lJut it was fOund that 60 percent of
~e' total tissue triUlmed froDl car-
casses was also related to the hauls

,,_.,~~that,60, percent of all triDl
bruises were on hams. This con
trasted with the loss on loins. also
a higher priced primal cut. which
accounted 'foJ: only a' little over 6
Percent of total bruise loss. But in
the case of loins. the toW triDl

.' .. ,.,.)".:. .

loss figures ol teSt' ship
this study, showed tha.t the

'total loss per head On the
the three specified cate

, , loss' was 25.56 cents based
::yeara~rage prices indi":'
~. The 211 test shiplneDls

:were ~ up of just
..()()O head of hogs. The aver

of the test amwnals was
, • There were 58 hogs dead
• Z4 arrived at destination
and' 40 eDlire carcasses

"ttde'lDned for 1,0 different
... "'In additi.... a DUDlber of
,~(:Uts were condeumed for
), 'X:easOns. A total of 3.800

.',son Test Shipments

; loss figures derived 011 this
,.. d correlating them to the
'~~btained in this study. we
d 'What the 1'5' loss would
~n if applied to a total U. s.
'r of about 88.5 lDillioD head
~. By tins JDethod. ..eesti
-that the, bruise loss would
'';'(1 slightly oYer $10 million.
l~ to condemnations about
'_ ~on. and the dead loss ap
'ely $1 JDillicm. or a total
om these three causes of

tely $ZZ.6 JDillic:in.

;"O!Ihle the industry to better
~ loss figures contained
!;tudy. This 3~yearperiod

,';;t ,year in .hich prices were
.1' 'bly higher than usua.l. a

',which prices were at virb:ial A matter of particular interest to
' 'ttODl. a.nd a third year in

the livestock industry concerns the
rices were _hat might be c~rcass location of bruise daJnage
~verage. A review of prices and the relative amount of ecOnomic
" SUlC-e : 1'50 '~rts the "g ,--rr-. loss it occasions. Table I lists the
t that the average prIces carcass location on the basis of the
'the s,tudy ,were represeilta- five prilDOll, cuts and gives the dollar

, ~as JDecuUng.fal as;my figure~ and ce~s loss per h~~,!,ed~,~~" ,~-.__ .' .'
- dbeuse4.,:"""""" ' ''''-to "trimOut ' 'arid devaluation caused' '/

by bruising., Prevalence of bruise
injury to the various cuts is further
in,cIicated by showing for each cut the
~rceot of total bruise loss asso
ciated with the particular cut.

.. .:-.......



FadorsAffecting Losses

io

where the greatest emphasis on i
proved handling should be direc"
Later on•. we will discuss some

.the apparent reasons for the rela
rates of bruise damage assign~.·

the various primal cuts. . . ,.

In the current study. the maj .
of shipments moved at consider
longer distances. almost half of t .
covering between 1.800 and .
miles. mostly by rail. However
sults from a number of short
control· tests· conducted in' the
we stern area broadened the
for c ornpaz-Ison;

Because' of the number of o·
and de.stinations inv.olvedin th
test· shipDlents . in-~thi~'·~tUcif

decided to group the tests ~.

Iimit e d number of c ornbdn
which would reflect the .a
length-of~haul of all those sirl
included in the particular
This was done by weighti.
length-of-haul of a partict4ar'
ment by the .number of anim ~

eluded and' then c ombdnlng .
shipments. in the most feasib
logical groups •.

The total loss' column ~'.. '
shows that the expected pa.
vailed. Losses tended to .
length-of-haul increased:

Shipments fell aIm <> s t au
lcally into' the three average
of""haul groupings shown in ta.:
925 miles•. 1.425 miles. an'

·:miles. 'A fourth group could'
. eluded if the control s hip"
slaughtered. in the Midwe'
added.

weight represented only about 1 per
cent of the aggregate bruise trim.

Certainly. the figures given in
table I point clearly to the critical
areas of the carcass and suggest

. Principal factors affecting losses
were length-of-haul. weather•. tyipe
of carrier. and sh:dnk and yie~d.

. This section of the report discusses
in de.tail their effect on losses.

: i

. That study showed th~se 'lo~s~s
increased for all species of aniula.ls.
However. the general pattern varied
with umid-distance" hauls (betWeen
150 and 1.150 miles). Losses eIther
slightly declined or' remained~n.a
plateau before spurting to new ~ghs

at dis tance s beyond 1.150 rnnes.
While somecomparisonscail be
drawn from this earUer study, for
the most part. the shipments: re
ceived at these public mar~ets

traveled short distances inoying
·under ISO miles by motortruck.

Length...of...Haul

The livestock industry has gen
erally assumed that handling and

". :traD:sportation. losses increase as
length-of-haul inc rea se s , This is
based on the belief that the .longer
the haul .. the greater the likeliho~

of injury due to the acc::ompaniing
increase in the amount ..of handling
accorded the animal. andtbe greater
time the animal is under shiess
c9nditions. The FCS survey of dead

.and ; crippled animals \m1Oaded at
public markets gave validity to :th:is
assuDlption.

...... '.'
.,".t ......: •.• '1,..



TABLE ~--Loss per 100 bead and average Ieogth-of-baul by mapr rniJeaee groupings

Bruise Coodemoa-
Death Total

loss tioo loss loss
loss

$11.45 $2.11 $6.11 $19.61

13.55 5.61 5.23 24.39

10.42 8.40 10.11 28.99

11~9 6.16 (1.02 ·25.51 ..'-...,:"'" . ... ~ . .~. . .

A 12-inth gqt~ the bottom of thi s gate
omfthe Roor is,on imitation to .Jisost~where
smoIl onimols w-e conc~speciolly when
th~ is a ~teep. inclined rompwuyon one side
as there is iust Leyond this gate; In the excite
ment of hondli'ng, the smoll~onimols often
manage to get cougfit or wedged inthe opening.
Two hogs in one test slipped on the incline
andwer~ trapped underthe gate. BOthcercesses
showed up in the cool~ with severely bruised

horns.

.11

6

4

32

Percent

62

96

Rail Truck

MetlDd of transport

6.656

15,280

Number
of

bead

29.490 .... _ 88. ".. _.1.2
.. .:....!::: :.:~.~~ ;':~.":?~-"""": ':'~":';.' ;..,~. '.'?7-•.;rt: ..., •.~~~;. .

...~ ..~-~..'.. =.'.

:.e basis of the bruise loss
\ shown in table 2. it would .

control rnovernent's (those
ng ,125 miles). bruise Ioss
>9.04 per hundred head. higher
'y of the figures shown ,ID
.~ This could 'probably he ex

,by the fact that the local
ts often contained amrnals
ss desira1?le, type and. fre

o of considerably greater
't-·This . was understandable
, eir inclusion in long distance
ts would be. more or less
Qr trouble."

same po sit i ve relationship
.n i;n c rea sed losses and
r lengths-of-haul was illus
'clearly in condemnation loss

.0 a somewhat lesser degree•

. th losses. Bruise loss. how
did not vary much among the
~ileage groups'. Actuilly. the
ose slightly between the first .
QUps and then declined for the
.·movements~

;425 mile group were about
;l"cent higher· than in the 925
. and the long distance' group
about 19 percent higher losses
the middle group.

. ~...:.

".... .-'".

.~ "">,,
•



1.,555

.iles

~
929
968

1.l91
1.sn
1.745
1.92S·
.1~

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H

haul applying ~othose.shi!'
Here again ~ loss rate was,
what lower for the shorter ."'
than for the lOnger. With $

viatiOllS u origins G and H •. ' ",

The saDie patt.ern prevaile
for plant ··B·· when le~
and loss rates at slaug~'

were cmalyzed. as in table
exception to the. palteXJ1"
parti.3lly explained in thatl
received Blost Ofits shipUl
shipping points :where',
noted a higher instanceo!
cI1ing than preYailedat m.I

-. origins. . ' '0-

This Sauae was true of
which also brob: the patt.c;.
whaL While. the average'

o

haul for shipmeuts to p
not the greatest" this plaDt.
the hi~stloss rate pe~ °

head. . ,i

This . aDalysis of· the r'
of length-of-haul. to lps$
limitaticm.s siDc-: it did
other factors which JDig

.e~! sigaifi~. ~~.
DlJDJlD l 2'!e these lhnita,t;i
ducing the length-of-_·.
caPSi~ring other los~,-..25.5T

$1Q.86
22A9
2LBl
2'1.88
3O.2l
26.61
2'Lll

.2LTl
28.Dl
2t..12
31.6l

.i.les
982

1.102
1.191
1,,2«1
1.482
1,.515
1.646
1."198
1.881
1,.886
1$6

'1,555

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
J(

L
M

AlIoriPJs

Significant differences occUrred in
the loss per hundred .head OIl~

.shipnents originat:i.Di. at ~. van:ous
shipping pointS.·The ~e s~on
was true when the shipments ;Were
considered on the· basis. of poUlt of
slaughter. .

Each .of the slaughter plants re
ceived test ~hiprnents froDl only'cer
lain of theorigiil points. No plant
received shipments cfuring any one
of; the test periods from more than
six: different origins. UkeWise. nOlle
of the shipp~_points..·supplied. hogs
to moreo

- th-ao·'·'·rOUi'··of the· -~r
pbnt!s durmgany one test period. .0

Table 3 shoWs the total loss per
hundred head on all shipDlents c>rigi
nating at the various'shipping points
and indicates u.e ~verage lengU..-of-

IZ·

TABLE 3.-Loss per 100 hr:aI _ ~
1cogIb-of-baal 011 test lois by origia (Xli\.

appear' that Dlostbruise inJUrY TA8LE4..-~per 180 be3lI and aeraae
occurred during the early stages of Igd of~ lois ftlOCiftd :II sJausbreriog

haDdllng and was not· infl.uenced to
any great extent by. the over-the-

. road· movement; For. if it were. we
should have had conside~ablyhigher
bruiseda.Jnage . on those shipments
which f~~ ~~~ the ~ .C)Z5 Dille group. .

•.••• :-"':.:. _:.... '.-.... ..; ... _ •• " •• :.- -.:.:....: _:: • "'"" _;• .:.., H _ _ .' • ..:...':..::.~' ... "...... _ ~~. ": •••



Class
of Joss

ToW 22.39 34.08 18.23 29.90 25..51

TABLE 5.-c-Losses per 100 bead by seasoos

The somewhat tenuous relationship
between bruise loss and seasonal
factors was not surprising since

. th~se losses would be expected to
have a closer relationship with han
~g and fa c il it i e s , Of c:ourse.
weather could influence handling and
facilities in such a way that bruise
loss could be affected~ .For exaDlple•
loading chutes and ramps could 00
come hazardous because of ice or
Snow or· even become slick from
'rain. Basically. these are handling
problems and can be success~y.
met by exercising care and usmg

_~_-,B-'EEE
: an.iSe· $10:10 $13.84 $IUS $10.01 $1l.39
, Coodemnatioo 8.32 6.01 1.81 1M .6.16
, Death 3.3'l 14.11 5.2l. 12.05 8.02

13

Weather

•...

.. -the various .tests run as a .
JLis study wer:c hci.ndl.ed on a

basis~ we considered the
relationship of climate to

..: ' . categories of loss which
- -test shipnents.

:~5 shows the· loss per hun
, of each of the loss cate
"a seasonal basis. The loss
. in transit was Dluch
in the two extreme

':;In~y years~ ccunpaigns have
'onducted during the spring by
:';igaDizations as Livestock
ntiOll. Inc.~ designed to alert
.$ and shippers io the suscep
of hogs to the effects of heat
:idity:."'·'l{~:dear of re-

'has 'also been dcme on ways
to prevent higher losses

. the SllDnner season. Not
so much effo:rt .has been di
oward the r~duction of losses

.~r ~r exb'elDe condi-
'cold•. '

relati~ship .between weather
oss~s to livestock has long

'ecognized. Perhaps 1D0re con- Sum mer and winter stood ~t
_~s~c~gj;~ to .the...~s~.. ·cl~'ilrty .' a:~::;:tlie' more' critical loss ~

dverse·. eHects of unfavorable seasons; with total loss in swnmer' er on hogs .than on other about 87 percent higher.than the low
. of livestock. This has been Season (fall) loss. ,Winter losses
. d by the fact that in many ~ere 64 percent higher than those
es large numbers of bogs ih the fall. Losses in the spring
..ed in transit during periods were about 23 percent higher than
"Dle heat. A nmnber of siJDi- fill loss. This latter was largely
saster shipncnts have oc- because conderrmataon loss was at
'?during periocis of bi~r cold. its highest point during spring..

'~ ai~ in~";~~;~:'-":;;t'~it":seasons--sunnner and winter--thaD
valid to c:cmclude that~ linn- for Pie interDlediate seascms--spring
. notwithstandin~ leDgth-of- and fall. In the case of condemnation

oz-e a positive relationship to loss. there was not too much varia-
'..d dalDage. tion between the seasons except for

.the fall of the year during which the
loss rate. fell rather drcunatically.
B'ruise loss was hi'gher dUring the
aumrne r- montha, but the level of
loss frOID b~sing remained rather
constant over the ye.ar.•

i

......
. \

•
<, J

.... : .



14

Table 6 shows a numbe r of ,car
cass condemnations for va r i oU.S

~ ..' ...... ~ .......

materials to alleviate the haaa.r-dous " causes on a seasonal basis.
condition. monia was a cause in 'each o·

seasons, but it was' much more
The s omewhat higher bruise rate alent during the winter than d

occ~rring during the summer months .. other seasons of the year"; let.'
could be more closely associated . which was the second most imp~
with seasonal factors. Effec.t of ex- rea son. for' 'condemnation, w

.,..~,~ '~"'"cessiV:""'~~.<;·9~: .h~idi_ty. _~-:!,!::-b«h" .: ::-g~r:~aterimp.Q.rt.iUlJ:;,e.-,cl~ring .:tl?,e..s,
resulted in an. unfavorable physical but also. occurred in .sumrne:
reaction in animals, m~king. them winter.
more difficult to handle •.

These two conditions are gen.
regarded as being the more c.Obse rvafions of test ~ h.i p rn e it t 5

indicated that the closest relation- connected with transportatioJi
.ship between seasonal £actorsand handling. In the case of pneur

. bruise loss came about because of its relation to adverse weathei
the effect of unfavorable or urr- ticularly extreme cold, ,M

generally accepted. The dat,
pleasant weather on the personnel cated ..that. p.neumoJ1ia must
handling the anirnafs , Tempers be- sidered a definite hazard, re

,came short, c are and caution ~ere of length':'of-haul, but that pa.~
often forgotten,· and impatience
rea r'e d its costly head whoen the care must be taken during'

o 0 ., months where long hauls '.
han die r was loading hogs In the 1 d Whil th ha ' '.
b · °li . th' d 0 0 , ,0 • , vo ve • e ere ve n,rOl ng sun or In e riving rain or .' 'd O ~.'l:.' , "..'"".., ..,.~_. ,any major, stu lea posatave y r
snow. ' icterus to weather, the res

one important study' in thi
rather closely parallel· the
pattern indicated in. table,6.

. .

TABLE 6.--<:auses ~fcond~atiODS by seasons and ~verage ~.:of-baul
". .' .

Average
~b- Spring Summer .Fall Winter
of-haul .

Ni.les
900 1 PneuJmnia 2 PneuIOOnia

1.400 1 Aspbyxia 1 Pyemia 1 Pneumonia 1 Icterus
2 Icterus
1 PneUmonia
1 Pyemia

. 1.900 4 Icterus . 2 ContaminatiOO 1 Nephritis 1 Icterus
. 1 Nephritis 2 ktert.s 1 Ppewnooia 9 PneUrmDia

1 Pericarditis 1 .PneWtionia
1 Pneumonia 1 Pyerlua
2 Sex Odor 1 Septicemia
1 Uremia



hi gh w a yversus those moving. by
railroad. Truck s hrpme'nt s normally
move considerably shorter distances
thari do rail shipments of livestock.
Comparison is even more difficult
in the case at hand since such a pre
ponderant majorIty-c-about three
fourths":'-of the test shipments moved
by rail. However, sufficient lots
moved by truck to permit some gen
eral observations on the relation
ship of loss and damage to m ode of

.t_~,a,~sp~~.~.... .,._

We can make' the best comparison
in the case of those shipments which
had average lengths-of-haul of
around 9lS miles; or our block I
mileage group (table 7). In this case.
rai!l accounted for about 60 percent
and truck. about 40. Truck shipments
accounted for only a very small per
centage of the total volume in blocks
II and III. On the other hand 100 per
cent of the local control sb.iprnents
slaughtered in the Midwest moved
bytruck , In this latter case, no com
parison with rail could be made.

On a seasonal basis, truck losses
were considerably higher than rail
Losses in the two extreme seasons' of
summer and Winter. Rail losses ex
ceeded truck losses in the more
t¢mperateseasonsof spring and fall.
Tbe seasonal comparison was -, im
paired somewhat, however, sin c e
.duzIng the fall and winter months no
truck shipments moved over the
Ionger distances. A closer exarrrina-.
tion of records of the test shipments

is

.... ,.", -;:>,~;_:-.. •• -. _::.-.:.~=.;:

Type of Carrier

:ressed the fhidings in the
_.icterus: Elapsed time in
t - or distance traveled, or
.y be more closely related
s due to condemnation for
- climate is.

e r or not weath~r Iact.ors ,
I-haul. or-rthe two com
~T.e positively related to the
pf condernnation or death in
's' other than icterus or pneu-

. ot be determined from "the
,~ in this study. C e r t a i n 1 y
lVeather and the long periods'
'stress conditions Cannot be
J as possible factors in both
ation and death loss.

had been possible to obtain
s on those animals which
~-dead, the death loss figures
, more meaningful. However,
asonable to assur.rie that t~e

of the deaths in t ran sit'
attributed to'lH~"same::~'Oh:-~,

hich resulted in condemna
animals slaughtered. That is,
jority of animals dying in
.during the winter m 0 nth s

died of pneumonia, and .the
arriving as deads in the'

hipment may well have died
ult of an icterus condition.

.se assumptions are correct.
o ti09ship between death loss
sonal factors can be ex

"in much the same way as
demnation. The major dif
is that, in many condemna-

e s; tlie animal will not expire _
of icterus in thetime'~lUeJi""""""-Table 7' 'g'ives the. total loss per

.' between -the farm a.nd the hundred head of shipments moving by
r plant. raU and by truck on a .seasonal basis

for each of the three mileage group-
ings. On ail ailnualb'a sis, truck
Los ses were greater than rail losses,
regardless of distance, but consider
a*y greater for the longer lengths
of'-haul.

'; always difficult to compare
oates for shipments m ovdng by

.~. ~ ..
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tbsbqlmmis

lUI

$12.85 $ 8.92
._ 7~,:~ -rr:';, ,.. ,~I.
lL90 . 3S.Ai6

18.69
1.89

18.23

I
On a seasonal, basis. b

for block I 'was higher on '1"
ments in all sea sons·
winter. and it was 30 to."
higher in each instanc.
winter. however. truck loss
category exceeded rail los
percent. Detailed recor'
"high loss·· shipments·
winter showed that ins~
drivers reported extr
driving conditions--icy r:'
snowfall. and buffeting
shiptnents lDay have bee
tounusuallia.zards dur-. ~
over-the-road transit.

Tru~k los s.e s _fQr conde
were 28 percent. higher
losses and 277 percent hi
rail losses from death in t

F~

In 'block I no deaths wf! :
. in shipments moved by':
the fall or winter.' and ...
ments moved by t·
summer and fall. De

Summer

$26.81
:;., ~I~~

23.:n

L 925 miles
Rail $17.9'l

": "Ti'lldt; '0:-. ".-,·;:::c..: :'..... :,:: .....",-.-.l~13·.:,.·

AD~ 15.96·

Spring

D. 1.425 miles
Rail 2'1.40 ~1.16 .
Truck }b sbipments 94.26-
All lOads 2'1.40 33.25

m. 1.925 miles
Rail 24.29' :n.81
Truck 61.10 54.84
ADbads 25.42 38.70

All gJOUPS

Rail 23.14 31.31
Truck 17.64 47.44
All loads • 22.39 34.08

Inbloek I where the volume of
shipment by each of the m~es of
transport was more nearly· eqUal. a.
closer examination of the various
categories of loss indicate/d. that
bruise loss was somewhat over 25
percent higher on rail ship~ents.

16

TABLE 1.--Loss per 100 bead of bogs by rail aDd truck by mapr miJe.3ac~

disclosed the most important factor
in the higher truck loss rate was'
that. regard1ess of 'distance. d,eath
loss. in truc~ shipments was higher
than rail loss--not just higher. but
Dluch higher. ,

Rail losses from condem~tions
were higher on' all shipments ~xcept
those in the .. number I (925 mile)
block.

. Bruise loss. was greater on rail
,shipments. except for ~e really: long
haul movements but on an all-ship
Dlent 'or distaDce basis,; total b:hJise
losses for e--.cb type of tran~port
were only about IS percent apart
(rail higher thaD. truck.) . .
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The IIlost critical factors in
,rolving each'of the two ~s
c>f' transport should be the subject
of close investigation by the re
s~ctive IIlanagelDents'.'the r e is
every .-cason to believe that changes
and improvements in procedures
c an result in the eliIllination ,or sub
stantial lessening of these critical
areas.

Overall. there was not' too much
difference, between the two znode s
of transpo;t~ y";i the data indicate
tliat length-of-hauland seasonality

"sh ould be considered in deciding
whether to ship hogs" by rail or
truck since particular hazards be
came more important in the one
case than the other. These hciZards
may, be of such' significance as to
clearly indic,ate the ~ of trans-
p,ortation best suited. ' ,

4. In the case of truck ahipments
Inoving short distances-~suchas the
100al control loads slaughtered in
the Midwest--careful at ten ti on
sh~uld be directed toward the as
se!Inbly and handling of hogs to re-

,duce high incidence of carcass
darriage from the bruising apparent
in: these shipments.

,e

'$ibility' of death in traJ!lsit
'greater by truck than by

,,was ~pre-.. 're'gardIest>', of
ldpped~ but wa's es~cial.ly

shipments moved really
es. Death loss was a

~ 'significant factor during
~ seasons of aummer and

'e condeIDnation loss OD rail
s Were higher than on truck

oiUa' condemnations were
,h for long distance rail

eluring the winter. protec,:"
:. t ,extreme cold during rail

should bea rnatte r- of con
'railway livestock depart-

. se loss was' a rather, sig
':problem in the case of both

, transport. but should be of
greater concern to rail- '

to trucks. except that'
inter months, where road

s are extremely baea.rdous
a 1 bruise damage should

concern to motor trails-

'11 low during the spring. but shipments.' such losses wo~d appeaz
-c.cses were ne3,rly double rail to be a more significant problem for
SumlDer death loss .was 'rail shipments. Many of the condi-

ely high and confined en- tions which resulted in condemna
'. rail shipments. while winter tions apparently required the extra
were quite high and confined time involved in transporting ani
~'shipments. mals long distances. Again. protec

tion against extreme cold to reduce
. 'was a moderate condeJ'JUla- condemnation loss from pneumonia

5 on rail shipments in the was the paramount problem in
;$eriesof tests in block I. and winter shipments by rail. Some
'~substantia1 condemnation method forcouibating the inci
"truck shipments rnovrng in dence of icterus during spring and

mer. Other than these tWo
';'~'rlo" c'6~creiWnaiions' "WE!lte" "-:r:~~~'~ i~:t::·;~e:~~:e:lo::i~'~~'·

shipments are to be curtailed signif
icantly.!:l on' the data obtained during

~. the following conclusions.
',fo rail and truck shipments.
~tified:

''',''
!
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Shrink and Yield

Loss of weight sustained by live
stock during the time involved in
movement from farm to final desti
nation is apr 0 b 1 e-m of some
economic significance. It. is perhaps

,~,,--,,-~.-,niaF:e .....,...sigrtificant-.in'tb'Os'e"·instances
. where the livestock -' is slaughtered

upon arrival at final destination
since there is no opportunity fO,r the
animal to regain lost weight.' The
loss of weight involves two Iacfor s ;
(1) A loss from the natural excre..;
tions of the animals, and (2) loss in
body weight usually r-efe r r ed to as
"tissue shrink. It Since the Ios s in

_weight is associated with handling
and transportation, the term "transit
shrink" is generally used.

In this study we obtained fi:gures
relating. to shrink by listing the total
live weight of the shipmet:lt at brigin
point- 'and, the~;;wejght- of the a~imals

upon un loa din g at destination.
Actually, the weight at origin consti
tuted the purchase weight rather than
the weight at the moment the animals
were loaded. However, the arnbunt of
handling animals received from the
time of purchase until loading opera
tions began was not. excessive. It
only involVed _ moving the a;nimals
from the scales to holding pens ad
jacent toloadingfacilities.

Iri' all cases -animals. were put
across company sca~esat 4estlna
tion plants immediately following
unloading from the vehicle s , This
weight represented the true weight
of the test lots upon completion of
the transportation pe rLod, Thch shrink
represented a difference in the two
weights and was stated as a per
centage of loss in weight from the
weight at time of purchase.

After - hogs are s laughtered and
dressed, the carcasses are weighed

18

before going into the coole r ,
percent this weight. represen
the live weight at origin' or ti_
purchase. constitutes the hot i
After carcasses are coole
chilled, there is usually a
additional shrink and c or-re spr
reduction in weight of the ca~

The '-. d iff ere n cebet:wee.IJ"~:~h

weight and the weight after' c .
would represent ··cooler sh
The percent the weight of the "
carcass represents of the o~

weight at origin or time of pu ;
would be the ultimate yield. B(t
of conditions prevailing durin"
tests, we have not dealt with
shrink or ultimate yield.

Average shrink 'for all tes
-in this study was 5.89 perC
the hot yield was 70. n p

"Putting them across the s~ol~

critical handling operotion. Vihii.'
ore in excellent repair ond fK.Iv - .
hogs must be turned on the sc
through the some gateway th¢y;
ing hogs do "on about-face" is:;".
and handlers must be alert t~'

from the animals as well--q!i'-;
dispositions. ~
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Animals shipped by rail are sub
ject to the so-called ""Twenty-Eight

...:..:...... . .,- .... . ". ~ '-." .' ..~"_._~.. ..... :.,~.,-- :'-

TABLE 8.--Shrink and hot yield on rai~ and truck
shipments of test I-vgs by major mileage grouPIDg

Mileage group
Average weightand mode of Shrink fbt yield

transport per head

1.925 miles Pounds Percent Percent
Rail 227 5.50 71.19
Truck 229 5.00 71.52.

II. 1.425 miles
Rail Z23 5.65 70.69

.,T~~,. .209.._,· 4~61'-' ~-:'68:-69-:'

III 1,925 miles
Rail 222 6.24. 70.59
Truck 216 1.92 68.55

All distances
Rail 2'23 5.96 70.71
Truck 225 5.36 70.79
All loads 223 5.89 70.72

fai'rly constant for all seasons of the
year. with a very slight rise in
summer and fall and a moderate de
cline in the winter (the overall range
being confined to 0.78 percent). On
the 'other hand, .climate appeared to
have influenced shrink in truck s hip >
ments for shrink was 7,05 PerceiiYln""~'''''''-c,,-~_.
the summer months,S. 77 percent
in the winter, and only 4.22 per
cent in the spring, with the fall
rate 0.3 percent greater than the
spring rate.

Likewise, hot weight obtained on
rail shipments differed little regard
less of season, ranging from 70.51
percent in the faU' to ·70.97 pe r cent
in the spring. As for trucks, where
shrink rates were low, yields. were
~gh and where shtink was high,'

.yields fell correspondingly. Thus,
in the summer the yield dropped -to
68.74 percent, while the low shrink
rate in the spring was accompanied
by a high yield of 72.22 percent.

•.,"'.'":"1:...:.,..., ....

ew of shrink and y'ieldfig
a. seasonal basis, without
length-of-haul, showed that

.Qri rail shipments, remained

. instances,' except for truck
tsmoving an average of
iles, the lowest shrink was 0

nt . with higher hot yield. In
eption noted, the average

~ r t~e hogs in the truck sh~p
was' a low 209 pounds, WhICh
"y explained the somewhat
ield.

lance weredisr~garded and
:-"enfS""w'e'reexarnined only on
e of transport, truck ship
ould show .0.6 percent less

han rail' shipments do, but
percent gr.eater hot yield.

of data obtained on the
hipments slaughtered in the

. :r;-evealed that the percent of
rtbe se shipments, all ~oved
j:,was 1.95 percent, and a -hot
11.44 percent was obtained.
shipments had an average
:;haul of approximately 125
S9 the lower shrink and

:~e Id fit into the general
tiggested in table 8.

;.e live weight. of the test ani
'was 2Z3 pounds a head. hi
8, the percent of shrink and
'ld and the average live weight
. are shown on the basis of
bd truck shipments related to
'gth-of-haul.

might have been expected, t otaf
shrink gradually increased

~gth-of-haul increased. T his
companied by a somewhat less
cant decline in hot yield. Rail
, t'S~show.e°d, higherc·'l'ate-sof'.'

in the first two mileage
0' but shrink was much higher
',k shipments in the case of the
.length-of-haul.

. J
,.J
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Hour Law," which requires that they
be unloaded at a point enroute after
28 hours in transit, unfess the con-

'signor signs a release. Then the
ammals JDayremain on the cars a
total of 36 hours. In abnostall
instances, the release is obtained,
so for all' practic::al,~urposes~,36

,- 'i'a1h'e"r"tfuili-::28"tio~;'is.,th:e- ::'ti~tiaI-

rnaxrmum time in transit without
, unloading.

All of the rail shipments invol~ed

in this study that rnoved distances
greater than 1,000 lniles were Un
loaded at least 'once and sometimes
twice. During such stopovers. 'the
animals were given feed and water.
In addition, feed was usually spnead
over the floors of the rail cars. both
at point of origin and at the stop en
route.

Only one tr~ck shipment moving a
long distance was uDlo'a(le'Cf'l'orrest
enroute. In only a limited nwnber of
cases was feed placed in the tnlck
before loading. Truck shipments are
not ' subject to the 'legislation rhen_·
tioned above, and stops ezrroute for
feed, water and rest are discretion~

ary. In general. the average ha;ul is
within the 36 hour ~mit usUally
applied on rail shipments and ~here
longer, the -shipper often req~ests'

they. be omitted, in the belief that
the consequent lessening oi· total

, tilne in transit compensates' for any
adverse factors.

Whether or not feed, watez;, and
, rest enroute belp to control ~hrink

and contribute to higher yield' carr
not be positively proved. The reSults
obtained in this study would se'ern to
indicate 'that at least s ome s~utary
effect' was had because r¥1 ~hrink

losses and hot yields obtained were
considerably JDorefavorable' than

, those obtained on truck shipments
not stopped enroute.

In a few ~ncidents rail shiprn"
. were unloaded at a podnt some'

10 hours travel time fronl fi
de'stfnatfon and held at that '
froUl 2 to 4 days before' co
to the s la u g h t e r plant. Tbes~
mals were on feed and .
during this period. In the

"of-·the5e·':shipm,e.nts~::shrink.
was about 1 percent less and --,
about 0.5 percent higher "
shipments moving to the',
destination from the same
which did not enjoy the long
over at the last unloading point
to destination.

These few shipments did n ,
vide justification for conclu ~'

animals can quickly convert
effective body gains. Other'
tions may, have prevailed whi .
not be isolated by the pr
used in this study. Noneth~

.regarded this as at least an •
ing development. .

Whether or not shrink con
an actual loss from the i,"
revealed in the study, or'
it is a real loss under
lions in hog marketing
depends on, seve r al fa.
transportation .charges
on the purchase or loa
a real transportation lo~

volved, , for freight is M
meat that isn't there at:,'
the journey. Generally,.
these cha r ge s are bas.~

livered weight.

Then,- of course, the ~
amount of money paid' l~"
at the time of purchase f'
weight versus the value '.
'mal at destination, if de
the same way Clive w·
price a pound). This r.~

significant economic los~

chaser: provided the prj'



;The xnethods, used in establishing
the relationship of mishandling to
briuise injury were the sazne in this
sti.Jdy as in the work done on cattle. '
The results obtained in the case of

,just how bad the packer needs the
hogs. Suffice it to say, shrink repre
sents a disappearance in val u e
[rneat] and, as such, should be con-

, trolled insofar as possible.

~Rickenbackei-.JQSeIlb E.. Biochemical Problems in
~ the Age of Bruised AnimalT~ Serrice

. RqIort 42. Farmer Cclopentive Serriee. U. s. Dep(. of
Agr•• Feb. 1959,

While a major objective of the
stu<;ty was to establish relationships
as Hted above. no attempt could be
Ula~e to assess blame or fix respon
sib~ity for losses on any particular
segrnent of the industry, since it was
im~ossible ~o include every handling

, opexatdcn and phase within the scope
of ,:the study. In addition. the on!y
tecJurlques practical un de r ""field
cortditions" were such that any such

- po~itive' assessment of responsibil
ity would be open to chanenge. Inso
far. as brUise injury was concerned.,
however. severe application of per
suaders. kicking. falling and so forth
were proved to bea cause of car
c.ass brUise injury in laboratoryre- '
search conducted by the Ohio State
Un;iversity. under contract with Fes.
th~ resultS of which have been pre
viously published. I

II
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Handling Conditions and Pradices

.. ,..,.;;;... _.

degree of accuracy' obtained
-- previous study of cat tie by
ould not be realized in this
ar study since· it was npt

e to identify individual-."ani-' ,
.Identification had to be on the
"of test lots. The liInilation

e of the conclusions reached
relationship existing ~tween

8 and -losses aomewhat less
.Qven fact. but it by no rrrearrs

theIn to conjecture. The
records lIlaintained were in

_nd the identification of the
,'mals was pre.served. Where
s were mixed or otherwise

these s'hipIDents were
froJn the test data and' frOID

_ys'is.

,. r strength was ,given to the
~~ns reached in, - this study

to these loss relation-
oughclose 'and thoro'ilgh

, tion of the control shipments
~.tered in the Midwest. and ex-

en "adjusted'" ,to allow' for
t'shrinlt. Whether or not such an
tinent is rnade probably depends

rket conditions prevailing at
e , or rrroee specifically" on

;major objective of this studytensiveobservation of operations at
to observe h.andl.iIJ.g" con,~~9~":;", ,, country' buYing stations and a s sembdv
;ac'tic~sciHectfng:-:~iesf'ship-2'p6hii~;:"bti~'s--;~d~~~{h;~'~~'~~'"

" during as Jnany of the various by loss data on aniJnals handled
g phase 5 as IDight be practi~ t h r 0 ugh the facilitie s during the

,_ y Ulaintaining a record of such period of observation.
,tions and compar-ing the III

-- st-slaughter observations of
·mal carcasses, the possible

onship between various han
conditions and practices and

.anddaInage Inight well be
"·shed.

I

"

"
~.:_/



S o m e idea of the,'
bet wee n handling

Using these standards inc
ing .the test' shipments on
of the two categories indic.
found that approximately 50
of all test loads fell into c'"
that is. roughly half of the t'
ments were deemed' to h~

subjected to handling condili
practices likely to res~t'

or subjected to hazardous
and equipment. A comparis
'and truck shipments show.e·
percent of the forme.r and
of the latter Were classifl
"potential loss" categ·ory.:·

We decided which handling
tions and practices

'. garded as likely '.
potential injury, and what fae:'
or equipment should be t er
"hazardous" by applying stan'
developed in a previous stu .
rec<OgDizing the significance
laboratory findings resulting
the Ohio State res e ar c h.
carefully considering i ~ f o :
opinions of industry lellde;i:'
using standards thus establish
decisions reached become
~ore than mere value jUdgni~:::. :..

Classifying Shipments

Two-thirds of the total !ina'ncial
loss due to bruising was posit'ively
identified with a "potential inJury"
observation. Laboratory r e sea r ch
revealed that the va r i ous sp¢cies
of livestock are about equally sus
ceptible to bruise injury from
various traumas, 'Those associated
with mishandling were positively re
1ated to carcass damage in the 'work
on c attfe ; Thus we assumed that
these same traumas would produce
bruises on hogs.

One c Ias s comprised all shipments
observers had noted as .being han
dled without any untoward inqidents
and which moved in e quipment free
from observable hazardouscondi
tions and thr ough facilities likewise

cattle strongly supported the Ohio dee m e d adequate and "safe. t.:
laboratory research for the record other words. this
of mishandling was compatible with those shipments which. on the b
the record of carcass condition in . of observation. should have s
70 percent of the cases. Severe im- little or no loss or'dam'age as a,
pact whether from the abusive use of sult of handling conditions
persuaders or as a result of other practices during the tests.
1.:~~p;ls.·.-·Clf~_.m,isJl,a.ndl~ n..g, ..~lmo$.~'~"J~~'.·'"'::..· '. .',..",~",: '," .
invariably resulted in brui sing to The other. class oitest shipm

.some degree. comprised those which. in
opinion of the observers. had
ceived handling potentially abl
produce loss and damage. or ha'
through or in defective .facilitie .
equipment that c ould result in p
tial injury.' .

lZ

We maintained a detailed r~cord

of handling and the con d i t ion of
equipment and facilities on each of

.the test shipments. In _ail easels. the .
record included the results of ob
servations during assembly, and
loading at origin and Unloading and
yarding at destination. In ~ orne
cases. this was supplement,ed l?y ob
servations made during un loa, din g
and. reloading, at feed. water~ and
rest stops enroute. On. the baisis of
this record. the test shipment~.were
analyzed and divided into two g~neral

classes.

':'t:.r:-.;.....··.(.•••" .•. ·'·l

...~ ._.: ...;L:

.... :~._ .
~,;. -; .



'23

23

23

29

21

77

31

52

92

69

Percent increase in
IOtal loss above

properly handled loads 1

e.

9

18

14

30

24

39

57

100

Handling Abuse

Incidence

conditions from facilities and equip-
mEmt. ---

Inadequate. improper. or absent

Type of abuse ofrnishandlmg

r

IJprried handling resulting in slips. ~tching legs iIi
• or severe impact of bodY with part of facility
~ .

-'~~tionary facilities at loading. rest stops, or
iQn

"jpiing from decks. ramps. or chutes due to rough or
.-handling

·es and loss and damage can
j.ped by comparing the dollar
.ts loss on the potential loss

',(classification 2) with the total
..bn loads deemed to have been
~~safely .. Using this technique,
. dthat the total loss per hlln-
'head on the class 2 shipments Table 9 lists the frequency of
.$28.610 as against $22.43 on various handling abuses as well as

1 loads. This higher loss rate the frequency of hazardous facilities
. percent) may not at firsthand and transportation e quipment in the

~r overly significant. but pro-211 test shipments .. In a good many
a on a total annual s laughte r c~s.es more .. !hari oneabuse,~~~".~.
:it;~ould· represeIit,anincre'il-se"'-"~:"'4Ii"~()mEb"in-sfailc'~s;7Ih~'Z;;;w~:s··,-,,···

s in excess of $6 million a handling abuse-vplus hazardous
While some may regard such equipment or facilities, or both. In

jection as an over-dramatiza- othe r instances. only one condition
at least it serves to empha- of a potential loss-related nature
he importance of safe handling was . observed. but in these cases
he elimination of hazardous tlus one con d i t ion was j u d g e d

.I::9.-~Frequency and economic significance of handli,llg abuses. hazardous facilities. and. transportation
. equipment defects in 211 test loads

loss per 100 bead on loadS "properly bandied" (no abusive .handling practices or conditions observed)
. the base br computfni the percentage increastf where the indicated typeS of mishandling were noted.
ation resulted since loads reCeiv~lllJX)rethanIone type of mishandling were included ~ the calculations

~ . '" .::.' .
,.•."""".~ ...:.,:._ .....:.



Act u a 11 y. there would be ~
siderably less reason for usin :
suaders during unloading sine
mals will genera'lly leave the v!
voluntarily after a j~y. pr'
the door is open. the way is
and the un loa din gfacilitif!'
complicated in that raDlps and ...
are str"a~ght and the animal'.
required to jUDlp. For descent
upper decks of trucks or rail)
stair-stepped chutes seeID p
able to cleated ralDpways. ;-

Electric prods (hot shots)
sorting poles. canvas sa' "
whips were all observed d _
study. but the electric pro~t
slappers-. were used Blost h
By abusive use. we lDean ii'
ofthe persuader to the ..
exts-erne force or in such.
to cause the animal. as a·
sustain strong impact a ,.. ~.
part of the facility f;)r
particularly. rough c o.r~
jams. or partially opened'

There rnay possiblY~"$om·e··

fication for using persuaders
loading operations because ho
wary about entering the co
a vehicle. particularly if"the.
do so by devious routes'
Dlounting steep inclines.B·
hours spent in observiDg ij.
m ovemenrs lead us to ass'"
loa din g can be accolDplis.
Blany instances. Without use.i
suaders and. in the reBl .
instances. by their occasi

. cious use ;

flagrant enough. to classify the slrip
ment as subject to potenfialloss and
damage.

r •

Table ·9 shows that the iabusive
use of persuaders ·~s . the most
COIDDlon and frequen,t. form lot mis
handling. This abuse occurJ):'ed' pri-

Under the circumstances. rela
tionship between the incide:hce of
mishandling and hazardous j equip- .
mentand facilities to loss and
damage should probably be re
garded as Dlore positive and; signif
ic~ than indicated by this! study.
Loss figures perta,.ini:ng t~ those
loads in class 2 JDigll~ well be con
sidered conservative•.

marily du~ing the· loading of
into ve hie Ie s for transpor
either at origin point or whe~
loaded after a stop enroute.

In the first series of t;ests.·a good persuaders were frequently us
many shipDlents were haDdled before unloading at. destinatiOii. 0IllY'
personnel at the various points knew cases of their use in an a'
'exactlY·"wlaat,·was··happemng,-and·a:·- . ma'rinerwe're:'rep~";":-:~"
greater frequency of handling abuse
was noted. But once ~e word got
around. it becaeae almo$timpos:sible
to say that ~ test shipment diCi not
receive at least sotnetneasu:r;e of
preferential haDdliJig.· This resUlted
in some bias which ought to ~:con
sidered in evaluating the firi~ngs

presented here.

On the' basis of observations made
from overheadw~ays and ~amps
at public s t oc ky a I' d s and auction
markets . and observations made at
country buying stations and concen
tration . points. the .bias acdruing

';.w fr·om . preferential hand1ing s h; 0 ul d
probably be regarded as moderately
.significant. Perhaps an additioDal 15
to' 20 percent of the test ship'ments
would have been class~ed as poten
tial loss shipments if· ideal condi
tions for observations could have
prevailed~ .Ifthis wer:e true. :dollar

. and cents loss per hundred head on
class 2 shipments w.ould ha.e in
creased about 10 percent.

24



as those administered hours or even
days before the animal is processed
into meat. .

Hogs forced to jump from upper
decks or. elevated ramps or chutes•
or . those falling from such heights
due. to rough or careless handling..
are especially vulnerable to severe
injury.. H they happen"'·'toland1D-a:
certain way.. they Dlay "sp~ead"

which results in a most severe form
of carcass damage. H this occurs at
the beginning of a jouriley~ they IDay
well die enr-oute, or may have to be
destroyed at the outset. H they.
escape this fate. the imPact sus
tained from· the fall can resUlt in
severe bruising•

Forcing aDbnals to jump was often
associated with the' use of stub":decks
in livestock trailers where portable
unloading •facilities . were not sUP:
plied. or the partitiOn placed at the
end of the deck could not be used as
a descending ramp. ThereIDcdy for
this is obvious.

In some situations height of per
manent facilities used in loading or

'25

'. essive and abusive use of
rs witnessed during t his .

. the extent to which such
occurred .eIDphasiZe the

.e of· leaders in the live-
stry instituting training
to properly instruct han

the significance of this par
robleID. Much of the other

.. . was in some way re
··'the iJnproper. and abusive
. persuaders_ Unfortun,ately.

. ers of livestock believe
".e reapplications of per

. to aniInals result oDly in
tbaDd d~ little or no ma
.. gee While this is true in
sea, it is not ~versally so.
~,and costly dounage can re
·ause att~ndaDt exciteDlent·

lowermg of UJe aJrlrnars
esistance to bruisiDg and.

.' e tiIDe" can result in other
J:n~shaps.

.; -, s· to curtail. losses frOID
, USe of persuaders should
be directed towar.d those

AAlJDals on- &rIDS" at buy
~~. ~ conceDtrati-. points!
"PIDe~ but alse) to those
. the animals fro.:n holcfuig

'slaughter_ Sev~Ji."e blows
" evensec~ before
~:o can result in carcas 5

liury with the SaIne effect

.~;~ appliCation of·i:he per
...... "'... less severe" bUt.as of

~:y continuouS nature" so
beccune overly excited". use

·t'suaderwas also considered
This latter use of per- Since one does not nonnally thiDk

:', was classified a~ abusive of the human foot as a persuader"
kicking animals by haDdlers was

;~is of the Ohio State re- listed separately. In JUne test loads
,which clearly indicated that
·:··cited animals were not Qn1y observers· noted handlers engaged in

this practice. The same standards in
cePtible to carcass daulage . • .
." but al .'--t b '. determunng abusivenes s were used

slDg" . so UWl rUlses . the f b lid
were likel to be of eater. as 1D case 0 ana e. ~r-
~ . . " ~"=: ,',v.> .. ----;~ .• _ r- ,_, ~ +._s~de~~~,., ~,""~~~~,:r.""._--C!~.se-s~ --JdC;kjng ..

. was accompanied liy other intem-
perate actions on the part of the
handler. Kicking can have the same
~maging effect as the injudicious
lise of a sorting pole or cane. It can
be especially daIDaging if the handler'
is wearing safety shoes which' have
.steel toes. These Were not un
common" particularly in packing
houses.

t

...... -
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Hazardous FaCilities
,Equipment

Certainly much of the loss :r'
to the conditions just describ
be eliminated by exercising pa
U the handling is careful. 0,

and, unhurried, slips and [al
unlikely and pileups and over,
ing can be avoided.

Impor-tance of facilities and
ment cannot be ov~restilDa_'
have already discussed cer:,'
ardous conditions which can ,':
ute to loss and dalDage--s~

poorly constructed ralDp~. ' "
ities which failed to me~t'

quirements for which' ~
intended.

Occasionally weathe~:.

mally satisfactory fac~.:

In general. most of the s
facilities at the. origins ob$
this .study were properly c '
and in good repair. Ho
tilDes shipments were load
p~rticu1ar area at an asse
where the faCilities had be
to depredate. or frOID ~
normally use d In the . '
hogs. In these cases. an a ..
made to "make the fac~

some procedure was .j.ni
overcome' the obvious .
Unf,ortunately. boll)
appz-oaches us~y fail~d~

. '.::'

Rushing and hurrying the hogs were
also major causes of oyercrowding
and piling up in ~huteB and passage
ways. ,While it may be ~t the ani
mals did not slliffer' severe injury..

,unloading was such. tha,t the animal there can be little doubt, that "
had to jump rather tha.n step from were injured by the abusive tel
the vehicle onto the facility. This often employed by han die r:
'situation was more prevalent when attempting to break the bottl
motortrucks were used because of or unscramble the pile.' On oCC"
the lack of uniformity and position- such as these the foot was apt'
irig of the decks on the trucks. The come, a persuader and bona fid
~e~e~y: _~e_r~~.~.~,:~_.u~e,.~~ ~ p~rta1?l~ ,:,-,,~p'-c!de,J;;s,.were ~p~, to..;- be ._~sed

'cllute-- of the pr-cfpet-"heIght. to mstall Internpe r ate manner. -.
adjustable chutes. or perhaps use

, s p e cia11 y' constructed extensions
which can be attached to permanent
fixtures when necessary.

When animals .fell from elevated
ramps. the chutes or upper decks.

',there were usually two causes:,
{I} The sides of the loading ,facility
were ,not properly protected. or
there was" a gap oropell space
between the facility and the ,vehicle;

'and (l) handling accorded ~he' ani
mals ,was rough. c a:rei e s s; and
usually hurried as well. iA little
simple cal;"~n.~!.Y!.~_I?~~~~ce. _and
common sense can- alleviate this loss
associated condition.
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Rushing or hurrying animals dur
,ing loading or unloading (frequently
accolDpanied by the abusiVe use .of
persuaders) oftenresulte4 in ani
mals slipping and falling'ilnd in
severe ,impacts of the bo~y with a
part, bfthe facility or the 'Vehicle. In
the case, of hogs. there appeared a.
tendency for the ham to sustain
severe bruise darnage , T~ hind legs

, always, s e em e d to, cat~h in the
, smallest opening. thus causing the'

animal 'to lose its ~anc~ and fall.
Extricating lJle l~gusually entailed'
a good deu of threshing about. and
could result in suHicient $train being

.placed on the leg as, t9 bring on
internalhelDorrhage.

". -".~ '"



In all but two instances rail cars
were supplied with bedding of some
sort--generally sand. A few cars
had inadequate bedding_ H the hogs

'._: ..:.. ,4,;,.= .... _ .....'-.' ....._-

Modifying facilities to conform'
wi~h prevailing equipment specific'a-
tiens (particularly ramps and chutes
used in loading and unloading) and
u#ng protective materials during
inclement weather should minimize
or eliminate the" majority of haz
ardous conditions in stationary facil
ities at most hog concentratioa Cen
ters.

~he physiology of swine is such
that bedding may have considerable
influence on body temperature or
other physical factors which, in turn,
could be rei ate d to losses. Thus,
during the summer, using damp sand
may have a cooling effect, which

,would be beneficial. 'D.u r in g the
winter, a bedding' of straw on top of
dry, sand w~uld' promote, warmth.
The se were the only. two. materials
used as, bedding in vehicles trans~

porting the test shipments. Observa
tionsmade at stockyards' and cOuntry
buying stations d~ring the study,
however, showed that sawdust, wood.
shavings, and a mixtur,econtaining
a .considerable am 0 u n t of ground
corncobs were alSo frequently used
in bedding motcrtrucks ,

Selecting and applying proper bed- l4'
.•,,~~.,J!1k~:~r.-~~~-;r;Ji~,,~,~,dY,;.cj~R~~,~~W~,·;:~::~.~:-:-' ~',

the' safe ··movemeIlf of nogs. In all" i'Jt
species of livestock, proper bedding ~~

is somewhat a safety factor because f
it can be used to provide good foot- ~
!ing~ This is important not only dur- ~~
ling loading and unloading but during !f
(the over-the-road trip as well since t:t
!swaying and lurching of the vehicle j~;j:

i can result in ~mals slipping and.
falling. They can sustain impacts of
sufficient strength to cause b r u i s e
injury.

'Z7

dous , This was pa:riticularl¥
Jig th,e wint~r whelll ice an.id
~'present, and during othe'r '

:when rain s 1 i c ken e d tHe
Obviously, applying mat~-

, ed to provide bette r foo~

x-erdsing additional care in
could overcome much of the
::~nger.

tXffocilitiescanexocto toll in losses
:~ the cost of replacing them or,l>ring
'90 goodstate of repc1ir. This loading
,',,', ' ...---~-""'-'" ---'tlits Iwolcen' OiI(J~n cleOl';; splTt

'" ed sides, protruding'noilsond 1>0 It s,
,sagging dock. demands tJiat the

"e core almost "beyond the call, of
, ve hogs sof«:,fY, tfwough. The hazards
!i)qteriolly lessened with 0 hammer;
;j; nails, and 0 little lumber I>ut 0

~' ~I or complete replacement will'
~to effect really lasting 'and satis

factory improvement.

... :..--'-._'"

...-......."'.



(Conclusion

Major defec;ts. insofar ~.
were concerned. were rickf::.
decks. iInproperly fitted. .'
slipped. between the boar .,;
flooring ..or between . the
the side Of the vehicle and
framed by open chaDnel ir

~ in the case of lac·
rn.ajority 9f hazardous c
transportation equipnent .'
that JDjnjrmun cost and eli
eUJDjnale BlOSt of them.
can 'ccml:rol this situation
his selectiOll of the carri
insisting that oulyequiprne,
condition be offered for '.
ment of bis anjD)a1s•.

This is. not just a jo1»
or for lraDsportation. ~
marketing a.gencles. o~.

It is a job for the e'..
because loss' and ._
dustrywide probl e Iil"j'
eHective. soiuIion tc».:
will beiJefit every s~·

~try~

not only educating thein~
in them a. g«mujnedeShe'!
their livestock c h a. r g.e .~.
careful handliDg_ "
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The vehicle' itself can also have. ..... " -,., ..,,-~... -"-'" .... ...... "

SOJDe 'relationship to loss and
damage if conditions present c~d
cause injury in ·and of themsel~es.

or if the condition could help cr.eate
a hazard. The· most frequent scifety
defects eucou:ntered during the tests.
on rail shipments. were broken' side

.All of the loss figures developed
in this study indicated that. los!s and
daUlage assoclatedwith tr.ans~rta
tion and handling was bigher than
it had generally been assumed by
most of the inda.stry. Conlr!oUing
these losses is not an insurmount
able prOblem. Not one of the ~buses
.or hazards listed req1dres the ex
penditure of large sums ofm~y to
correct. although many will take
tUne. The most difficW.t~job. i~ con
vincing livestock hancll1ers' of their
i.rn.PortaDce in ~oss. cOntrol and in

"'changed cars" at a rest stop. the slatswi~ sharp points left
neW car was. in every instance. inside the car; floors that '
freshly bedded; Where the same car buckled aDd WOrDe or in whicll'
was used to destination. additional Were ~B;, badly leaking"
bedding was added where ~eeded. in wblch would. allow raiD to COlli
most instances. . the car in such quantities as ~.

. . .: slo.ppy bedeling; and roo"

;~.i,~,.~;.,·-•.·"~ :WJiile~-iiiPSrtiU~~~Shipment~:wey,~c... :;~l'~!~o'~~U::'r~.,.
; also properly bedded. 0Ii1 seve~al ·ted b oode t ':
I • thet d k '1 ftba' suppor y w n posst TheoccaSUJns '. f oPthi~C .was thae t ••thr e• in the car where animals c .

excuse or s was . e thr' • t &1.._ d •
--'-~ ift thr h' , th r own aganu; LUCm urDlg.siUau s s oug. anyway so ere t . .'

isnat any use to put it up there~" Be- ,men.
cause s way i n g and lurching olre
SOJDewba.t· worse in the top deck ~d
because this portion of the .vehicle is
more difficult· to load. livestOCk
haulers should feel it incum.bent to

. JDake whatever, changes 'are nec~s
sary to bed upper deck,s properrly
ande1jJDjnate the loss of the bedding
during the over-the-road trip.
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Ldves t ock t ranspor t at i.cn ":Jy a.i~ ~..:. .:. r acez t ~2\'::':'::'~ij;-:~:-~:' <!....;..,; co
rnpidly 3rcwing expo+~ Ia~kc~ fo~ ~.s. ~~~cd~ng s~ock. ~~~ :~~~5~~~~

w~ile e~er~iv~ does deliver t~~ ~,~r~:$ suickly ~nc i~ gc~d ~~~~~t~~~

to d i.s t ant; markecs ~g ..&lI···s·oes· tle'fl':-

~/ ::~r£iiJ:'lit::.. u:.: .a :"':-..y~:.c:.:.::" ....:::~...i:::.... ~c·L....::..;C.A ~Y;;i:...:,,~ .. _.~.)~,:,: v __v..:: __.,:;;.::~.

r:"~~;..:uv~~~rJ.ts in ·the Cc.t~le Ci::"i.C. :'':"E;~.~;'' ~~:;f. In:'::~"::--:/, ..0\..'..:"-.52-36 II "·~:'''~~·;":'..:'..:i-
l.:i(lCi r~~en::J"'~"; ", ..":"",.~~"l.'>" •..o-t-:..· .. ,...~ h~, ~ ''''."'' :"'-:-'.,I'"r--. ..;.,\" ....,....c": ..... _-_.-_ -. .:,....-_ .............. ,. co,. J""---W _-: ..... 0 ......... " .... _ .... _ .... J "'ll. .. __ -""--Jo..".-7 Co... l _v...:;J:d. ..' .. :.: ... ~. _"' ....

t~e Abricul~~~al Re3eaTC~ Service, ~S~A.

:·Shipp·in.Z f'ever" ~~G.3 b eez ~ th rcz.~ z: t:-A~ ~:-:. ..;~ :.'=)~ ::5:4 r;..:L:'-.~.' y ....:.:.:...;;;
but h::..i,'.· asS\::':2~ greate r aiii:enS:i:on ~.:; a ,:-~.:..~l~ c..-: .. ..2; ~·_.:',,~::.:.~::;,:::r:t· c : .:
C6'I:C~i.1·i:Lat~~ f~~\ilot approach ;:0 ~::":l"..~.;~~~~~?~~. i':....~._..:.......~:.;.:..:.... .:.:;. ':': ~',:..::'~;.:~:'~ _.__ ....

the ",.:;.:1. ~;..:.r vi 19 :'2-1:., ~d ;n~""1~· :i~:-:~ tJ(:~" .... ·~:'·;jv~' cC~·.. v~·:t,.::r.:;; \:..: ~.::.~~. ;.:.:;.:,-.S~:.,

~ Lives t ock I:Td::S?brc.ed by crucx 0:':'::,::::.. h~co!:"..es l..:...!.. C~ c.i.:t: Wo 56·.::(:' ~"!:':':1c.:'~:

are 'injureC:' in ~ransit but rr~·&·lY ?=-chle:i.=.· c.:'::.. ~~~ ..;,::::.:':: r:; ::-;.: .... ~i:-..::to~Ay·
.ente rf c ·ciiscrces. Di2sel fu!.'k:~. are C.:':·i~7l ~i-.::.;c. 2$.Co ?CS$::'~;2.~ c:::~.:.~ :,:~

t roub Le , . Losses on sr.ip~-:.ts by ai.~~~a:t e re ~c~~ r:..:-.:.=q,t:.<':::l:1.y ~::'.:::.::.'.: ·_..:,,;::2
to asphyxiat~on or e~c~~s~ve ~~it in ~c~fiheG ~u~rt2~5.

Lfves t.ock r ranspor ratLon has c~a:<;;:.~ sig:::,ific..:iiltly :',:::'-c, c:,e l:"':.'~",

of the century when livestoc~ were ~~uled by "ei~ro&d f~~= we5t2~~ ?~CC~~

a ng areas to the ~..icrJes.t and East· Coas t ~itics fer s Lai.gh t e r , S12u~~::-;:·::,·...-
p l ant s have moved closer to the pToduci::g areas : hOWeVQT, ;:he liv<::';::j.::~:

business, has s·egmente:d into ·5peciz.li$t~ y.."ho pr ;::!:.1l:(! ['·':-22~~·...- c;:j:t~l·~. .:_'..:
calf operarozs , intermediate ::e2cers $!.;.:.~~ es on ~~~ec:·:t :~.ss·.:·~~e ~ fe(:.i.~..:~·::
·operaters 'a~~ o thers . Cattle bei.i.-<~ ii:::~~: ~.G ~rc: yu:.:~1:~(,~:: .::_~-::: -;-:":"'1 .:.:::....r..,:.
several times .~rom Sourhe as t or ~<ici~'i~':~··~ t::O'.·~-c.2lf OI;~r..:i:i0·~-~:> t;c ~··_~c:=:.:..T.~;
pastu~e$' anc feedlots. Al~~s=.all t~~~S?C~~~t~cn is u~~.:y ty~~k~

Kearney , in an ...~~ cont:-e;Cr:' stuciy)· s~i~ i.~.. 1969. t~:..;~~~i$L: ':::::c.. CL~ :'~:~

aeoun t and. ty~c c f tr..:-~~s·l)OrtC:.t:i..on. ct- c::.;:::..; 2.::.':: ~!:;l'v'::$ ':~'':::: b::::-'~:-~ _:...
s Laugh ta: - «i:e nor prese~'::y. £v.=.ilahl.: s :~0':~2V2::: i~~~:,:;~-~·"::'·'::': :~':::'·~~·.'::.i.·':::c. . ; .
Lndi.cates the.t such isovement; ~s· p::o'":Jably r..:OTt:: cx·~:r;.~i\,,".c '"i:~2.":.~ ne ceasazy _..~/.

'Estiozted livestock ~ransport~tiou relatec Icss2s 1973 ~c~e ~~~c~

11}jjRllion- from dead and crippled ;mbals.· $45.1 ll1:':'11ion ::~:c,.~ cc:.:-.::.as~ \..<: .....:..;.<:.

t·· .(¢xcl\1ding g rubs ) and "shipping fever" death 19ss~s ani a.edicat:"u-:l ·:..c:::-ts
7"("f' ''''1 ') I: S"02' ~'l' '1" -~~.,-;~" ~,. ... ,: "-- (· ... :0·_··;'"--~l: ,or cat~ e ODJ.y O~ . ..1. tn:l.l 1on. ....n ~c...;,\-_L ... V ... ~ D~4t ..,~ '-~ • c, .... _ ........-~~_ .......

~.,'.;losses f rora cercass condemnation -c:re t::e~$?o~"l: ~~lcte.;:: ...:~.1 '':.... e. c:a~0_' ;::'-X'.>.

fphrtatlon related less however is f rcm ,,,orb-:'di'Cy (sic:": s: .. ::"TI:c.::"s no t t: .:::51=',-.,·.··
.sive to feed after t.r ansport}, T:,ese Loss es are :-.a::d ;:,;, evalcacc ",,,.:; i:: '~.,

difficult 'to deterOlne act~l c~us~ a,,~ ~ffe~t ~~lzt~o~3~i?3, ~~::iffi~t==_.

morbidity losses range f ron five. ti.n~£s :"'::~.:ls~rQbl~··:'')S5~-o "C.:):'::.5 ·...1~.:.:-;. ~3 ... _

billion per year. Also, not included L" these 10:55 eS·i:i":.~-,,-;:'::s arc (.",-:2. ~._

'air t ranspor t and On laboratory 04 other animals ~

.....")
!
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•
live arrlma l s be:i-l1.g: exportcd ~y ai:.':crc:':·~ ~~~2.:\:.~ c: ~~~::-i.c.~.:; p:4:,;ji. t::' ·_-': ~_:.~~.

·7S·~ ···Frob!.c-~s fir the sh Ipment; of pecs ar.d 0.~r_2~ ::':.1~~1 ::.:·~::'s~ls 'v;! 2.":'~.

s.:;the key issue in the Congres s'IonaI l·:0~·::-it:gs associ~te~·;,;~th t'r'.c
',j~y Rill ~ HR 15843 superseded by HR 16733.

The clinical prob l cm of respiratory diseases uSt:~liY·Lesult5 fLor:.
~i1nfection by more than; one Lnfac tLous agent , i. e . , infcc ti.:T.lS -v;)vir:.e
~¥hinotracheitis, parainfluenza ana pasteurella h~vc ~ee~ i~~r~~i~at~~

~14s causal .agents. Stress factors related to transportation s?pe~= ~o

J;.enhance .the development of the c Lfrdcs.I disease.
tit\: .

:i<tc 7i1e. clinical s Igns vresu l t Ing from the s t recs a-z:c .frde:::t::'o:l~ art..
usually respiratory or enteric in nacu~e. acd cli~ic~15~;~~O~s in:::l~~~

elevated temperature, depression, and loss of co~dit:'o~. ~~vezt0~~,

;:~a~sembledfrom sma Ll cow-calf oparator s in t1:e AppaIach Len c:.:,d Sot.:t":1··
.:eastern Region are usually thought to .be more sus cepcfb Ie t~1a·.1 a:-,i~.:;::;

_:.taken in fu 11 truckload lots f rom single: farres , Animals t aken too
,.young or. i.mproperly precond Lt Lcned apparent ly are a Iso espec i.a l ly
: susceptible: Affected animals often die several cays afte~ delive~

9r r emaIn ill and. th er efore arc poor feGdcT$ ~~it:-i slo'.~ weight gab.

LOSSGS in/shipment by aircrdft ~re ~5~a~ly att~~~utcd to ~~?~0?~T

handling procedures by the airc-:-ait operacor . 1.05$2$ rc:L,~tir.:!; tv
trucking op~rations may be affected su~sca~c~al~Y by ~~ucling of th~

anima Is prior to and during assersb.Iy,.'

One of the primary research ·~~2~S ~~ tc ~stcbli5~ g00C lc~s c2~a

.on this phase of animal prod~~~ion iil c:tClcr \:0 prc.;c~:'b:2 2.::.:.~ encoc.cage
necessary changes.

LEGISh~TIVE EIST0RY
--_.

Ln 1973) a. ssn ··spo...1sorcd ~y' Senat.cz :S.=l~~·.::;·::l c f CJ~:·3.h~':!3. DE:Ca:"~

Section S09 of the 1973 Farm Zill. ·Thi[;~~.:::·<:ion s~-.=..:ific,::, that rc.s·c3.·~c~
.sh 0"1 4 be conducted on 10ss-'5 -'" ··1.·v"'-·~C-·" '" -,,.:.. ,..,.--".,..v,- v- :-'.• ,. and ~~-,,~ ..- .•;.,'". l ...... ~ U \,,;..~ ... "C v_ .... : \.::i:)1... .... _'- _ .... _ .. _..:;; ... _c__O->;_J __ .... u c..~~ l.•• .:: .. \;.

U•S. Dapar traenz of Agriculture Sf-uj·u:ci ~~.~.~:.=-: re~)Oi:.t3 ·1:0 ~o:::sTas3 "::.:iCCi y-c!.:S:
with 3 fir~l report in not uGre th~il 4 y~crs. F~~~s ~ere ~atho~iz~~ ~~~

i~tt;.~?i~~:~:·t~:r:~~nt~~st~~r~s~~:~·\~~.;·i~.~~~t=iP~~~~~:.~~.~L:.: ~~~::~.;~~.;~:C
·in the conference-coaaatr tee wi:.:i1 ::'i.:'struCti.v~3 ::0-:":••. ·;;.5. o':;,;;:>ar~..,c-:.·: ·:.i
Ag"icufture ·'0 conduct; ':'r,e· r esearca ...,.;..;, .,.--i "-;~'.'. .;...-..::: :,..' rha t .,..;_..> t .... ".. &. .~. • .... IL._" .....~'O;;_ ..... lIV_L._ ... __........... .Jol-_ .....) •.. :l. __ • _: ... _... .. ... _ __.__ 10.._
Ag;ricul.c\.l'ra.l: Rc~ez~:~'n Servfce had ai·re~i::...~i\.7~1~l .~7:....il~ ··:?j.... .:·.3~.:~.r.i to s ci:...:.~:.

cntcrLc and respiratvry d Lseases of.' ca-:: l2. 3S :.......:~1:i·:2~ co 't:..-.::.r~spo:;;t~:::... .......~
Ios scs • ':'-R: il~~!;~ ~ .._~.i cne sm.5..11 E.:-~S.:: ...-.~..l~::":'·.~ :~::-()j(,..c..: 2.t ~J~:"~$\."il.le; ~\"~::"-..l:a~~G.,

inv~lving rle~i.~-:.-: ·.uf C~':'-:ES ::04' $1-.ip:::..:.r.~ of ·?·~·i:l ~·_".~~'2;':;'lS 'i;:f air.
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FY 1974, $150,000 was appropriated for animal respiratory and
.ic disease research at Ames, and in FY 1975, an additional $242,000

:5~ppropriated for the ·same purpose. No increased support for t~ans

'\~l.tion research was provided either year.

-:::'. In the FY 1976 budget,. $150,000 was provided for .livestock trans
J,);ation research at College Station, Texas, and Beltsville, Haryland.
~o $133,000 was appropriated at El Reno, Oklahoma, for research on
limal health and management of young cattle going to winter wheat
lstura and $133,000 at Bushland, Texas, for animal··health and manage
~nt of young cattle going into feedlots in the Southern plains.

In FY 1977. an additional $78,000 vas appropriated for the Livestock
carisportation Engineering Research at College Station,' Texas. Meam"hi Le ,
1 response to the encouragement of the' Congress, b e tween FY 19·73 andFY
}77, ARS transferred to livestock tran~portation.researchapproximately
174,000 taken from other important research programs. In addition,
?proxirnate1y $95,000 has been transferred to livestock management as it
al.aces to shipping fever and transportation and $333,500 has been trans
~rred into enteric and respiratory cisease research. The currently funded
rogram includes.lSl,345,500 in disease research, $360,600 for livestock man
gemen t and $401;900 for transportation research that in some way deals t.ith
ivestock transportation or "shipping fever" problems for'a total of
2,108,000.

Of this sum, $494,000 was appropriated under the authorization of
ection 809. Other research conducted ~der this package involves a wide
ange of problems including disease identification and preventio~, live
tock management and'handling, disease eradication and livestock transpor
ation both domestic and overseas, and by surface 'and air modes. Hhile
af.s program extends Qeyomt--tfie' scope'"of Section 80~ of the 197J·Far:n
ill and many of .the research projects deal with other problem areas,
ome of the research findings are expected to contribute to solving the
~oblems identifi~d in Section 809.

rnis re~earch package should be adequate to conduct'the needed
esearch spelled out in Section 809 with one notable exception. From
esear-ch 'conduc t ed to date and from discussions with the livestock and
ivestock transportation industry, it has been deternined that the orob
ems of livestock sr;ress,' especially thos e related to confinement d~ring
ransport, are significant in transport-related live-stock losses. The
~$ting research to determine livestock physioloRic~1 requirements in
onfined spaces is inadequate' to answe r unany of today's questions.

The transportation-industry dealin~ with air transport of live
nimals has pointed out that the USDA standards ve re developed for long
erm confinement and are unrealistic for economical livestock transport.

-.
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Agricultural Research Service
Research on U.vestock Transportation,

and Enteric and Respfrat~ryDiseases

SY's Dollars

'~}:'r.
:6'

.;

FY 75 FY 76 FY77 ~""Y 75 FY 76 FY 77

Beltsville TPRt - Exports .4 ..8 .5 19,589 36,900 43,800

Deltsville APHL - Facilities 0 .8 .8 0 42,000 l,4,400

Deltsville ~IORL - 'I'ransport .3 .5 .2 14,993 28,900 . 14,300

Deltsville Ag. Eg. L. Trans. Dis. 1.0 1.0 l.0 56,932 69~100 71,000

Col. Sta.Tex. - Trans. Feed Cattl.· ~8 L8 2.0 62,988 164,200 228,400

Columbia', Mo. - EnvLronment
;

70,300.2 1.1 I 1.1 . 7,948 61,400 .

e
,

I Ames-NADC-SCOURS 4.1 4.6 4.4 572,884 580,300 624,700

Ames-NADC-Respiratory 2.2 3.8 5.1 275,000 593,700 nO,800

E1 Reno - Disease Control 2.0 i .o 133,000 156,800
......

Bushland-Disease Control 1.1 133,000 133,500
I
I Knoxville-Livestock-Mngmt., --g:o 16.4 17'.2 1,010,334 1,842,500 1,108,000

It~l~~j;,:;.;;~_; .. '
, ...
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ori~in.

-: :0:' of tr~:<.t.::::ePt:"; SHell :i~ early t"~;'lniil~s . grai.n fe"·d5:~r., e t c ..~
.,: .

. orne resc.;i.:·"·~:.1.:; \olith 'feclter ~attle shLpp ed from one geographi.c:l:
! (.'~·i:~( Ion ;:0 .~n:-l~·~·,:,: r ei t.h e r. for' ~razin~ on wheat pas t-urr- or f o r .; Ii-mediate
f~~·:;ljot 'lll~i!':h·;'::-:.

The current e f f o i.. ': 1ar!~ly '.:·':::;~;~·crati2s inti-TO majer areas: livestock
t r.anspcr t G.~ truck :"nd air ::L.a ... ;:~e-l·t .-f livestock.

CURREi~T !.Gn::O}2.-,rnA1- RESE!\RCll .~_::r~~· ·:":!.LC;::!~~ IN LIVESTOCK !!NmLE~r,

. A"n ',"RANS·:'··)RTt.TI0N RESF:l\~'::H j·,::i i<'::'.l:~::;: LIVESTOCK DISEASES

The rcs c arci. j r~'~ i·..:.J..:·:~:
'._~_:_---'P .. ":'., ..__._. _

The rcscarch ::$ desi~~"ed to de t e rmi ne the environmental c ond i td ons
of the a n LmaLs if' th"~ ;,<:tt!ill. ':-';::',·c6hly, transport, and post-transport
phases, to clet~":.-I~,in,.~ ;..L~ ,,;ul~;a::ll!s rcsp ons e to these conditions and to
de veLop imp·Tove:l·;;,ciLtics.· nq ulpmerrt , 'and hand l.in g procedures' in
trans! t an d before ;md after ':':fe.nsit.

'This r ese a r c' : e c-..r.duc t.ed \Ji ~h f unds first· ap prcp r i a r.r d by Congress
in'FY 1976. The :r,·:'· research e'f fo r t; is s r renachencd by inte?ra~ionof

"the.netv .effort t,·:"· "1~1'I-~oin,; progra~ re Iated to respiratory d Ls cases •

.,....

.~. ,OJ

The Lndue t ry h.1S r~quested the ,\RS t o conduct research to determine.
~~viron'rnent al ·L~<iui-rcments for various spc cLes , si z e anu ty"p.~~ o f Iivc«

tock in th e "ai r craf t environment." 5.Lw.ilar studies are needed for
ur fa ce t ranspo r r a cLon. Such s t res s e re Lat ed res e arch vou Id require

./·resources not presently avaf Lab Le in ARS or the SAES.

All the ;H:·uj"?c'::~; are i\:t:errel~ted and research findings' from one
help s up por r others. Tnc;!~t";::: coope r atLon is 'an essential part of t h i s

i .. :,' research since ·:-.'~?Y_"'H:..-t+~ :."c:tt:s"-are conducte d d n actual!:larketlng s ys t ems ,

~~.•.~.
:,.~. ~

r:".
.-:_ ."r ."

Pr i o r to IT 1976, ARS has held a number of mee t i ngs and con f e r en cc-s
dealing witl: prob lea Lden t LfLc a t Lon in'live5tod~ t r arisnor t at t c.;.. ·,·~ .•,~·.~r,

~'since FY 1976 W;:lS tne . first ye o r f unds we r e ape-rop r I a t ed ,,;;,;:·r:;·\·.:: author>
f· iz~tion of this Ac~, ARS ~s providin~ this report as-th A t.r~t ~~~'~1

;.. r e po r t of res earcb results ..mde r the Congressional d i r e c t Lve .. t':llS first
f.r.i..;;' .. ye.ar l s f,rogr;:;.m was largely organl cat.Lona L. In f:'\(.I:, th .... ~.:.' full-scale
- res e arch ;;~1ipm2nts of f~el!cr cat t Le . under tlri" nroj .... c:t 'teok place in
~" Oct ob e r 19,76, a fze r the transitional quarter. ;;;',,: o'~:icially in F. 1977.
~~ ... '
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Studying all observations and treatments prior to delivery at
destination as regards to their effects on or relations to per
fo rman ce at destination. HaJor criteria used for evaluations at
destination include in~idence of sickness and death losses, and
rate and economy of ~ain durin?, the feeding period •

Observations at feedlot or pasture destination.

-Ob s e r-vat.Lons .on both cattle and the. environment to which subjected
during transport •.

:-:-:...

The research program is organized as a team effort under the leader-
ship of Dr. Will But t.s, Knoxville, Tennessee. The res earch involves .
'i';:~"Perative efforts of USDA's research units and. personnel at Ames, Iowa;
t:J.Reno, Oklahoma; Bushland, Texas; Callep,e St ar i on , Texas; YJ\oxville,
l'erJnessee; Beltsville, ~[arylan~.i _C.Ql~mbia, Hissouri; the Tennessee •.
Oklalfoina, Texas, l-lissouri'-and"-Oregon A~ricultural Experiment Stations;
~n4 Agricultural'Extension Service in Tennessee, Oklahoma and Texas.
:~...
r> ·Most of the necessary preliminary-information gathering is complete.
and the bulk of the research equipment has been purch as ed and pretested.
~niinal p rocuremen t arrangements have beeri ccmp Le t e djand f ul Le-s ca Le
r.~search studies are ·underway.

'To_date, 425 cattle have been transported and observed under the
»rogram plus some 15 -Loads of 'industry ca'tt Ie and the plans are complete
tor transporting and observin~. 700 more c~ttle plus about 30 loads of
indus t.ry cattle during the next year.

'The' effort has. e H c I t ed much favorable response in indus t ry ci. r c l es
ss the. attached e{~ht-paRe report on the project carried in the January
L97Z issue of 'llEEF indicates. (appendf x)

'One additional project, at the request of APHIS, involves hauling live
.t'o ck in closed transport vehicles ,·/i·th qltcred air circulation to prevent
.pread of potential disease. TIlis development would permit transfer of

(luservations at local. sales yards and i r-pos i t i.on of t r c at.mcn t s such
e ..·.as long or short peri~dsin the yards, feeding variables, ant i b i o t Lc
. : . treatments , e t c , , while in the yards.

I
';··'. ' .. ~

....... ,

rL·,·· In ·the foregoing listing the word "obse rvat Lons " covers clinical
tvafuations of state of health, microbiological andhiochemical cxanina
t;f'1bn of appropriate body fluids, .indica~ors of stress such as heart. and
~~spiratory rates, environmental ternper~tures~ sampling of air for pollu
~~:ants, and. body/weights .. Not all obs e rva t Lons are made on all cattle.
~). '.. ~:

~, Activation of research on this geographically dispersed basis requires
~~e ~ooperation of feeder cattle producers, sale yard operations and feeders
in addition to publicly supported institutions.'



"', ;';\'(;lop b a-Lc information on the l;.:I1(~ling procedures, cq u.i pmcu.t ,
.m.l .';1; ,,:~ntal cond Lt Lons- required to ass ure safe 'delivery of 'live-
~t0rk~. ~~r t., overseas mcrk~ts. "To develDp, cv~lu3te, and demon~traEe

iw,ll:(}·"~:r.,,.... " in eq\:,ipll!ent and handLing facilities and techniques neces-
sary to i.; -,< • e.~.(->,••'mdvLmp r ove efficiency ,of the operation.

i ..~.:::__ ,,··..iJ.l~.~.gri':.~li.:cxal ;~esearch Center ~ Transportation and Packaging
!te;;'~arch :.,,:;(;';''::1::. "-\', (:'ransport Livestock Overseas)

}tJ)IVIDU1~ES·iOC!:'._!,~\"DLINCMiD TR~:SPORTATIn" r..ESL\RCII UNIT PR0r:Rf.SS
Ri-:::'ORTS BY LOCATIO;,:

The research.' is'. ~:'nduct:et: at Beltsville. Hary Land , and Co LumbLa ,
Hissouri, and is coordf n at ed \-lith the ground t r ans po.r t a t Lon r es earch wher£'

: neces~ary _ 'i1!e· prO'gr ar.;-·~·;:" "~;liJJct('_cl i~ coope r a t Lon I.'i th the Fore i gn
Agriculture 'Service and t.;!C' Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
which als~ provides fjr:m1cial assistance.

"

. ::..

ARS research on air shipment of live -nnIma Ls began in the mid 1960's
, en thi~ method of t r ans por r began to dave Lop, Early research ~ ..~:-~:-'~~
around pens and crates th at were carried on af r c ar go pallets. ':hc: pens
had to be light yet strong enough to conr s i n and protect t1~.; ~. '.rnaIs .

,ARS developed or t e s t cd mate r La Is and containers that L~:'i:lerS cot! I.U obtain
.i~clocally•.Wooden turkcy crates 'for instance w~rk wel: for ni~~. ~ecent
<~::.;~•.research includes t r a v e ling· with overseas sh t prcen tr, of Li ves t o ck to obtain

.. information on stress p ro ducLng factors. TEr.;l'.l::"'.,:r ..'. re La t Lve humidity.
~~. 'air pressure. air quality and amount of air ~!cc~~~~ion within the pens '
, are measured during flight. The animals Lie. ·y;p.::ved for their phys Lo-
.~ Iogd ca.l i re ac t I on to handling, ove rcrovd i o g , ':~:)::i;;g and they are obs e r ved
i,,:'" for several days after the flight ic : lat"nt .,",>-;ns of injury and stress,

discascd an Ima Ls from a quarantine zonc to s l augh t e r plants
ler APHIS cont:-01 as .a means of s a Lvag In g ani.ma L products dur I ng a

population e~~rp,ency.

Physical f ac i H t t es one: '<:1t·i~;i"",.l~ for handling the animals in the
aircraft Clud,on the ground 'il:',: ';Lu::i';~,i and improved .. ,\RS eng i nee r s
have developed criteria for ?rollnc h and I i.ng facilities at export a i r
ports and, are conduc t Lng a 5£'C~:'S or tests' to determine. shrinkage and
waste prouuction of. vari0us livestock under air shipment conditions and
minimum .space and envf ronmer.t s I 'requirements' for an i maLs during the
flight period .. Future res e arch wf H concentrate on ways to reduce
h and Ldng stress, raore complete space requirements for different size

/... animals within each species and r educ ing shrinkage rates.
·f,:,:,-.

'!\f'"
..¢t.

·.-- ........
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Ashby. B. II•• W. A. Bailey. ARS arrd vl , J. Sushko
',' Seaboard l-iorld Airlines

Design Cdteria for Aircarj~o Systems for Sheep, 1')](,

'} Ashby. B. Hunt and John R. Langr f dge
" " Transporting Livestock Overseas by Air
','IRS::"52-38. Augus t 1970,

Plans are beLng d~veloped for a facility at Beltsville for s t udy i ng
:' improving .anfmal transportation equipment .and sys t ems , Th is b u i LdI np,
,1 be adjacent to and complementary to the neu 'packaging Lahora tory ,

Studies were conducted to ~eterm1ne rabhit sizes. fiRhtin~ ch<lracter
,~'~ics. clawing and chevt ng h ab I ts and to develop con tainer specifications
;f~l;: shipment. One shipper is successfully us i ng these containers to send
J~bbits from the Nidwest to Japan.:. " '

. -..-_.- ._.'-' ,.. ..

" r ess ;

Ashby, B. If. and T. F. I-Iehh
':": Needs for Improvinr. I.lvestock T'r ans por t ar i on and lland t.Lnj; Facilities
." Journal .of American Society ,of AR,ri.cultural !':nJ?ineers. 1975

, An air shipment of, 550 swine from ~·Iin!le.::lpolis-St. Paul to Kaoh s i ung ,
'T~wan. was ,mon~tored to'determine capin air velocities, te~perature.

r.elative humidity and -gas content. The swine ve re ohs e rved: from the
biirns in ninneapolis and lHsconsin to pens in Ta iwan , T!le total mortal
ity was two animals on the t rucks f rom the farm 'to the airport and two
«ft.er one week in quarantine (.7'Z tot<ll).

" '

'ii', Res e ar che r-s accompanied one mixed plane load of 35 A~~uS Heifers
';.~d 321 hogs to Korea. ob t atnt na data on the temperatures. relative
J,~Wnidity and air circulation ma.in t a Lned in the aircraft cab i n dur i nr;
'lfansit. Information on other h and Li na factors contrihuting to transit
:,~:tress also was ob t a i ned , Another air shipment of 82 HoLs t ef rrHe i f c r s
'~;~companied to :ehran. Iran. In add itLon to the en vi ronmentalfactors
.dt9rementioned. data on concentrations of a~onia and carbon-dioxide,
t~~es \/ere obtained.
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£~aluate ~a=a~ter~ ~s~6ci~~~d wit~ ~~~nspc~t ~~C h2nclling of
Cr-ite-ria -3T."~? j:~.:~ri~i.'! t o ~~!5#dl? ~~~~:~i"!eer!= :'~(~ 0th~.'r~ ;::.~50c::.~t(\d
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To ceveloji ir-_.~r.:,,:Aati0i"i 0... the ::~6pc·:1se of c::~lv~s c...3sc:::,:JIE.:c :04"

.~po~t to O~::C:~;·i:·£::;.i. ~"hE.at· il~st.U'i:'~ v:: T~xas fecG.l;)"cs.. T:-;c v~j.~~~.:t

"11";1. be 1rlultidisci;·:i.ine in na t irre a:".ct ~ill ~~vo:, ..r2 :~£::.de.:-~1-$':2t~

.c·c·o·pere~ivn.
. .

Th"i": ?!"Cj.:;:ct j...'; :"·i.:::·~G:::'C: frOtl Cc.. liEge S~~"~::'J~"", 3:..::3::l"..:..:'.J 2.~-.~ ..:,'-~ ~.~~-:'G ..

ir~cl~~~:1 evct':J..ll '':~dr:! :"c;.-:-.~.::~:-;:;~i~; ~~1~ ~oo~er~~t~v!l t;!dr~ ""'i·~:-. -'=~..~
St.:.:.tio:l in '~;~~~;:;ly cf c.:'::"";-~';.
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the effects of' acce Ler-e t Lon , de cc Ier at i.on , and vertical
of th~ r12;>';:". of t:-:e ::::1iIe:r, as t,-ell as, the side-to-s::de

of the an~.m:'!~.::;•

.the environ~e~~ctl condition~ 2nd t~e im~eci~t~ effect on
:~·~.ratt!re~·pulsc: r<?s~i:-at:·.on of 't~(: .:;.;.,irr:21s~ as :,"'?ll as , a

f:.:::·:~;:.t on t~e c:1:i..~.(l.]_s: ~~~.!.t?'! .:.;!~ r>er~Q::-nan~~ in

·r~},r:g. ·~o.-::·:::t¥::- C?-. ,~:,.~}~.:." :.?lS~~tl.~~~~.~ ',::--:6 ~-":"2'::~:':·~:' :;.r:'. .'~::~~~.:: ~our.~

n?J~::~~~ .~:.:p·~~:.;:-e':':.~:.~,:. :=::~.:~.?~:?~!l-::::.. :'!6 .-:,::~it5o':1.:!.: tQS~S ".·;:e:-~ mode
',;'::':1 ~0 ; .....:.. :.."" -::.~ :~n. t:l~.S · ..~a:::: ;.;-.~~, no t d~':'Iv'2r~~ ~~1':':... }.

:e S:.1~t::'!.:-:'~ ~'?3.t r.i:;.c:. ~.~.!'"!.(." f:':"oM !...~:V::"_""'.t?::.o::"..'t
··'(~·.1~?~~f _.:\>::5.:" l.r:·7!:... .:"~J~ -.f.':~~ -::~) ;::.et.:~~~~~i.~.e ..:r:.-:::;:),l.. ~c~'J~v::,c!"

.. c: :_(~r.3:·L:.. :::,; :,._~. !:::::~=:=_t .~x:(~ 1..·.~J7C~cl:.":'"'~~.
-.-t'"".r: •••• -.""\-.,,-:- -':"~:- -c: _.: .. ~.: ).5..v';,,:s::r).:.:.: ~tai_:.ers ~e'."\-:'~c):::~7~~~

e.~:,~_=;)n;-:~::""l t::;.:·. ~~:. ~ ~ ::.:"".-i F"'rO:' :''.:':~::..::: ~:~·3 t ':.·;0'..~.1::.: ').2 enccun t e rec ~....h~n
. ~·~c·~~lc:·~~ !?:;;:-·~r-5.:·~.~·· -:::.'. ::<-:~.7"!"!".'::!1~:: ... Al.? '::~... ~'('!':'C'=r:':'t_~;>l~~ t~;:C r-:~,ec.tric.:!l

~~:..:,-:-:' . ~rc;:; ~'~~~. r-....~'7.-r::-~~;;.-:: o r ~:~ci~:> :,;h.'::I·":': ~:'i~ cattle

~~~tl~ T~~~~~crt ~c~e~rc~.

L';~\:i~~tcC:: /-i~_~ :-::;=?..~~.~('t"~ S~:"'::rt,-:,.r~ B,:J.t,:,;v:t~~I~. ?~I!';.;ryl~nd, Oc tobe r :975

·At:',~",!cl ?"!c·~tj.r.~ o~ ;",~.vc~t·ock Conse~\";.l',t~.~nt Inc.• at St. Paul ,
~4i!.n~s~ta, ~1ay 17-20, 1?76.·

·c.i.;:t;:-·:~:_..,~;~.·.:~~. 0~ :="-.:"'.:-:~--: :.P. :t:'c,-~c·:C:~.:'et' 7_~75~ ~") ~t:::!."i.c!.!lturc!.

':::~'.~ r;...:': ·~~:..~c~:-C'!.·.::.:-·'" t,··t.:>~5,·::·:~:::. '".o;!;.~~'~ ~!';.r2d. r~uiF!nQ~t i.~ en
e.~~_!.:.~ ,.').:-t C::C::!:T.~j:1';_("·~-; :.:l.00ra":,:,ry ·,:,,~~d n r es carch i.'.!1:~. deve.Iopmeri t ..

,r~~:~~~~'~~~~.~:~~:~;:i:~~·:r:~~;~~::t.~~~~i.~:~~~~~:~~~:~~~;:.~~~~: 2~;"
.n t~~ r;~:;~:~·~:;.~~~;:~;~~~~t~;~r~~~~:;i~~;' ~;~:~;;~~~C;e~~~;

7~~:?:~$; ::'J~"?:~T:'-" Ok!...(\~t;ma: ~.71d K:1oxvil2..c!. -::'-~nnesse~)
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Rese~rch

e~\~ronme~:~: c~~ciitions ~,d thei4 effect en fec~e~ c&~vc~

to fe~dlot ~,d ceter-~ne o?eTati~g ~~~ctices 2~6 c~~ts i~

States in·asse~ly o~ calves f~om s~al1 cow/calf r-rc~ucers

to So~t~wcstern f~edlvts.

~$ic info~at!a~ TGla~ive to t~is ~~s~~~ch ?~ojcc~ is ~ci~g ob~~~~~~

operatIve arranger:~:1t:: -:0 cViUple!te: this prcj~ct are "Seir.g fina.lized.
iitic ~qUip~~nt and a ~~bi12 labo~~~o~ ar~ b~~ng ~~e~~ed alo~g

. 'diverse te.~ of speciulists f rcrs to:.£! etiti~e }:atio&l.

Q:(l[~,o;:fi"" - Sc~tr.:/e~tE:;'-:'"l~ L:::'\;.:::'s~vc·~:. ~.:-:.~ ~0r.:i.f:e Rc~3~.l:'·C.:-:· S~ ..~.~-:..cr:
;)\:.:; to 5t'":'~:~5 ~-.:d ·::~,:~~r.irai:O::'~'

;Develop "stress L1de:{" en d eva.luace r.::.::..uaze:cent te chnz.ques pzopcsec
st~ess du~ing t~a~po~t of calves.

vaS ii·:-st: .fundec i~ IT :~7c. :'-;~ch vf ~he f i rst Y;2.Gr
p~nt pl~~~~ng. ~~seaL~ znd c~ordinat~~g·actiyi~iesto insure m~~~

mpac:t of i'lterregiotlal studies' of czLf :J;ove!:1ent fzozi ·:.he. ~:'out:-.-

rn U. S. to the wheat" pas tuzcs sad feeclio"ts of th~ Sc _,::':'. -:_:.~~: G.:-eitt:
s , ...~ s t aff vacancy to :}u;>port th·i~ ~'7{U has b\22.:. {~:'~cd:.. ~.:~d ci:1c.,.~ ...·
icatio'l5 to 6<::: phys LcaI plant h ave been ce::.-r;_·~," .:'':::. ::'iVE: Loads

id~ntifi2J ~t o~i~in ~1d ~:ud~~d ~~~o~~~v~~ tne :ra,spDr
during the 1976-77 w~eaL-grazi~6 se~5vu.

T~~as Be~fr~o~fer~nce at ·~~c~iliJ, ~~~~) Ap~i~ 7-3~ 1~77

Annual }te9:.1!'1~ of L~vcst:ock ·Ccn.5e'f:"v~::ion· Inscitu=':G at; Cc.lucbus ,
Ohio. ~·fay J()-12. B77.

--.-- -------_.- .... ---~-~...-_._-
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Res~8rcrl prczrcm ~o ic~~tify f~~~c~~ ~~lct~G t~ ~2SP~~~~u~' i~G~~~
..- lC3S'eS Ln the ·tr~,spo~tati·:;~ cf ::'a:d~L c~l.vi2:s.

In: Beef,Cattle Re3earCt, Okla. A3•• EX? St~. Res. ~l2pt. P-742,
Oct. 1976•

.WettCt23:iln, R. r., F. P. ~or:"1t T. t? 3eck ar...6
EvaIuazLcn of a stress i;tdex i az: ;:he 3tti..:ly c'::

stocker cat t Ie,
Okla. Agr. E~~. Sta. ~~~C. Pub.,'r-?ri: 1~17.

?0 dev~:c~ ~~thcc~ to haul pot~uL~~lly ~~i~~t~d ~~~~z th~o~~~

31~u~A;~.::.r f..:;.ci.:i tl..::s i·.:.1 $::'~';.Icrt vi .:\.:l::IS :~4-C. :~i:.·~

·~n~s r~~or~ d~sc~~tes ihe ?4C~rC$~ ~~~ in ~~e first ycir cf·~e~~a~C~.

rcse~~~ is to. dett~ue m~sn~ of zc3iiy~ng zn enclcsed t~ail~~

elt:~:.:tJ.~_e .4r~":i~.~l.ltf.1~al !it.;~ ..-:~t--::i~h C~·..1::~:·: - ~~.~:ri.~~:.1·l.~':81 Sq:l~~

&.")o_·~.:2~l·~o-::i i-i·=,.~.io~:. o·~ ::::!..c:·;:r..: "C~.~ ~C:·.1't;:i:1 ~::'iic~-..s2.~ '~f

i·:.1f~~~·;':e(; ..::rIi~·.~.:..J.~)

... T:~ devcl'I7J? il":.~Crr:-_.=.t:i,Cti c::: ~.h~ -=€:spo:;..Si: of. calves i::i Scut::'~~~ P':

··eedlot.s af t e r vard cus ·i:r"i..."1s?c~ta~::vt~ t:=eZ:.~~er;ts·. A ::~lt:Li::"sc:!..p:i::.c:

·-ijP~c~c:-J ~:;i11 oe. tAE;C;\! ..ncorj: ~r~:il""Z ~~::::.~l .:llj: vate~i::iary sCitu~e3 ~i.:~

ill invo~v~ F~eLal-5taie~ov?Grativ~.

~-----------'---,---~---------"._-"--,.-..--

7~;2; i)rcject is still i+:. ·::.h~ :,;;l£.:.-~n:4.~"1g s.ta.Z~ ",i::.:t data cc~l~ctiun

~~~dultd tu begin in vctohe~_ ?~Cg~~S3 ~~ ~~~~ t~s u2~u li~t~ci ~~

:.'.ei'·~=,_,'U.,i·~,~.~r.,~gc·~...~_',,-~~,~~t~~_.~._~.-.~~,~_lo>~.Pol~~~_·r~;,=.:_-c~._..;o~~;..~e_,,-_~,"~~~....::~_~~_~:_.",_s.ce~~~g ~~~as~:7 coo?~~a-
Ii. oVa _ .:.1 _ _ . _,..'~ &4 _ _ __ ~~l.i; ?:i..Zt~-;..irL;~ n..:::..s -be.~-:~ i-;.....:.
cooperat t on ~7ith ).1"1.S units ..::i: £1 :\..;:~o:; C:·~i_!·.C.7:i':;' CG1.l~~,;: S·.:.:.tiGl1) ....:'...::;~~;

Iaxa;' c;.:;.-..cl L~e $ti:t~ "\E~i"~;.:;.l\:t:r~i E:~pe~:"::'1e~~' S':':at1o:l~ of Te-:aI:.~,;z..=e:>
·Okl,:~hoea. . .._.....-.,'-"
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"ailfmals could be hauled in them, an encLos ed trailer was leased and
ved'to Beltsville Agricultural Research Center. Literature was,
Arched 1:0 de t e rnd ne how much air would he nccess arvTor the animals

:ring transit. A ventilating system to provide this .amount, of air
.5 designed and. constructed. One of the rear doors of the trailer
as removed and the ventilating.system Lns t a Ll.ed in a plywood panel

···overillp. the door ope n Lng , ',,'method of s co H nz the vnn to contain
;V!'imal wastes WRB desir-ned and Lna t a Ll.cd, ArtlculatNLplywool1 pflIwls
. ere placed a round the .walls to protect the s e a L, A duct uas f ns t o I Icd
':eadin~ the entering air overhead t o . the front cit thetral1et. An ex
'~ustair-f1ltration systcm was designed to contain particles the size

:rif disease pa chogeris in the trailer. Th Ls was installed ahead of the
:'.outgoinR air. The trailer was loaded ,,,1th cattle three times. An
)nCi:easing numbe r .of cattle place,d in .each tice until the trailer.was
:completely loaded. The cattle we're held there for two hours while the
"interior temperatures of the trai;le.r were measured. Between each loading,
·.changes were' made in the system.' The at r f Ioe was redirected down between
'the cows. In addition, the-p Iyvcod pens 'Jere removed as they were too

," hard to clean. /\n electric motor was added to operate as a standhy unit
. whenrefuelin~ the gasoline motor. It can also be used as a s t andby unit
'while repairs are being made on the gasoline 'engine or belt. The airflow

and' distribution were measured.

Publications:

.Iamcs , !'aul E.
~lo(H fyillp' Encloscd Trollers to Transport nls.~nse-Exposejl "ntt Le
ARS-NE-80, April 1977

~ A~s. ~own. ;.Iation31 Animal Dtse.ase Center - Hethod!l for the Control of
·:·.:Resplratort DisE:ase"of"Cattle .(The pathogenesis and immuriohiology of
;>respiratorx diseases of cattle)

R~search ~ctivlty efforts are directed to~ard the determination
the causal relationships of microbial, physiological and environmental

: influences on the bovine respir~~ory disease compl~x. TIle isolation,
··char-acterization,. and the determination of pathogerric i ty .of viral,

".bacterial. JPycoplas1ll,Ol1 and other microbial agents as primary concert
·:.·pathogens· are integral parts of sueh activities •. The mechanisms of
,. 'res Ls t ance to disease and their subsequent modi f Lcat Lons due to stress,
.;:outrl t Lon alld other f acto'rs- arc- beinp. eva l uacc-d, This URU df rnc ts 1 ts

res cu r ch effort .t owa r d dctcrminll1p' tlt'e r01~ of nn t Ib odv (humor a I and
,'secretory)", cell mediated imniunity and other'reslstanc~ factors of cattle

:;.~ tn response to bovine he rpoav t rsues , pnrn t nf Iucnza-B 'vfnL'l nn d bov Ine .
.' cnt c rovfj-us Lnfcc t I on•. TI,c chnn~p. in t.hr-s e 'ilflmunc' mN:hnnls~s .IIIC to

chemtcaHy, induced stress' is given maj or cons t derutt'on , The e xpc r I>
mental findinr,s and· ·methodoloRy.are widely dfs s emi nated. and adapted
by other investigators. under this RA in other Locat Ions-,
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Animal Disease Center

'1) bei:erm1~e the role -of ce 11 mecHat ed il"'C;':r.'i ty (a-II) in acut e and
chronic IBR infecd.ons by (1~.'lmfninr. the :.L1stC'genic rt'sronsp.~

.of lymphocyte cultures from '~;~PO$c<! cac c.te . r:.:td:l(lRc::.tve tr;ti.
"ted thymidine uptake in !X<,\ \~! 11 h~ l!l(,.~'il!r('rl f o Ll ow I.n .. CX::0::nrl'

to phy t omf t ogens IltJd specific !nR trnmnnost!!'lt\l.,t!o:'1 rh:r:ln~ acute,
~hro!lic find chemt e a l Iv :!nrlncerl. '['cr:rur!escr.ncl' of fl.f~.~t.!on::. ("n:1'
ch.:lnr.e t n C~!l s o IubI» ~(~r!1;lrcr~ \vil],"'llsc~ ;,e ''''V.'}U !C,i(: u!~l~~~' t.;;e

s au-e techniques).

2) Inves t i ga t c the pces ence o f bovine and interferon in t:.ssue<; and
body. s e cre t Lons cueing acute end chronic viral f··lf(!ctions.

3) Compare several bovine herpesvirus Ls o Lar es Hl.th ·other. t.h.m IRR
by s e ro IcgLcaL, morphoIog t ca l , and b Lophys Lc.a I t c chn i q ue s to deter
mine identification and classl~icati~n criteria.

4) 'Evalua{e c Lf n t caI and immune response of c a t t I« bv eli f fe ren t r out.eu
of exposure to PI-J v i rus (fiel,} s t r afns and l!lOfi.F;t.:d live v i r us
vacct nes ) .

Orep;on Stat.e ;,rni-.,ersity

L) To determine :he Lnc I dun ce of ~~h~'H·.vir:il i!\fi.'~c·ti.');'"l Ln c at t l.e ··:!!ic;~

a r e sllo"","ing s~.!ln.s of resp i r ar o ry diJ~";C')~~.

2) Tv de t e rnd ne the I'l\tho)~enests o f t uf'cc r i:m 'J[tl, :if'lt'ct"J hrPJihl'
o dcnova rus cs , ~_-_.-.-~. -- ,....- ... -.

'1) Scro Log Lc a Lly classify adenov I rus cs isolated' from rcs p t ra tory
disease' outbreaks.

'\Utlurn ~lItversity

L) lle teridne the incidence of bovine respi ratory syncv tial vi r ux
(!;"SV) induced acut.e r espd r ato ry disease. in cattle •.

2). Improve -Jr.ethods for diagnosis of BRSV infection i.n cattle.

i) To c1.1s51 fy b ovfne rhLnov.i r us e.t Lso Lated f r om fielucases of acute
b ovLne i r capI r at ory df s eas e ,

. ......
..:.
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I

i:~-~ -:'.1 :;-s2.1 ·;..ni,-·_~. ,~C~ ...c: :';:.:.' .::.:':'i::-::~·\..c:·:' 0~1 ~cX<.:.::~ __ ~..:.1;:.sC:1.c .t4i:~tm.~·r.~ i:...... a.:l~~.::.l:;

i";~"~:',:<~02:(~ ~ }?1::' (;,y '.:':'..~ :.):~:"-.::':~;::. ::.:": : '::'2~: ·:·]~·;\.;::c~3 erjlGSorC C)' i:'lt:r-.:it:.:u.:;c~~ar

:_~·:.~C~~~~',./_~~-~.::~~:;.~~2:~,~~:~t. /-~~:~:~~·;~~~~;:1~~~~~a0;'~~~ ~;:~;;CC~n~:~~~~::;
. ,_.. _ :'-~::.: ..~..~ i:6 <?_(::..(~~"oJ: i.:;-••.:.:" _C:·'~.·f'- :i-',.:'::. ::::::" .,,::~u.::;.. °t:.-:£: ~.._;l~ ;)~ .~ '~ovine

-, ':.:"~""" ..::.'~_;.. :":::"i-:'.:_~.~~~ ."'.:.:.':~:_'::. ~.":-:;;,,~-:._ pr:c:u::'1(ji.1i·~ l~7:.6 of a <lead cilf
.;";::... .:...::.....;~ ;,;_'_:·;,:;_.c:::..·:· ..~ -, :' ... :::.::.. ..:~.:, ..: ',,::",.1"'..: cu..:.:c::;::t~ c~lf l)l1:::::.:vnia. :;2:~
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:'to_fC':ct:~c f~rrets C~'lc::·lo~cd, !3R ~nti

~~~~~te~ c~~t~.~.. C:,=onic in~ections

. ~p~_ ~~c:"i~J:~_ :::~S:c'''''~E:·$ ..

s si_~~:.~.r ~.~ :~O!;'J :':7·rr ·· .

. !.y~phccyt£s f.~on .::'.Ct'=.te ';:._":'t~ c:~~:-c:li~.'?lJ.y :!.nfcct·~d bovine
b~lfhei'~"::-s C::·::·~) :.~~~·?~::t:':-:' -:..:?~::].'? ~::".::::~ ~'!,".~l'..:..1.t~:l :~D. t'ne!.;: response

~ci ~~Y~0~i~00~~S. Cor~~c~~te~oiG t~e~tDp.nt C2USe~

'ir~ ':-- ce ;.1 :-~S~·~2.~=:· c~.:.~i~.::; recru-'es cen ~,:. ~:f elini cal,
~'::."",?;~ ~·~:'t~:_::~ :~_7).r}.:~_c:..?·:;.. t~-:.::.~ :--:::2J.l lyr::.2~ccyt;e ~u~.

£~ t~~~~ r01~ ~? ~~~~:~~~C2 ~Q~h~~~5~~ ~~?~rtant ~~

V~s~~~~ ~~C ~~~~c $~~~i~~ ~~~~C~ 5i~i~~~ c~ini~al

0.d:!~.t :.'?r:::-e~3 'H~t? :~.fcc!:e:!. ;.~:'t~ ~3R \"'i'::'J5 by the respt r atcrv
rtt.t'~~2·:-~_~~~;:':?"~.]' r·");.~:es. ~c~::-:·.:':~to"::'y C:.st·~sc !::::ni:e:.:;t~d h~{ diff"i.c'J!.t
~·i;r·· ::'~.;.l~ ':c ~.:-:. ·:1C~~<~ ::,~·:'.~dt.:~:: vc :::-I'";:':~i~::'.~ ;::.:1C r~~:rynri.,~5.s '-'.-:·:5 :)ro-
~~ ·f~r~~~s. :SR ~~~~~ ~~s ~~CC~C~2G ~~?~ ~~~r!~~~~L S~00S m:cl

'.'~ ~~~~~. ~.';'':'~'''1~_~.~-:,!{} ::_-::'"::~7 -:::~,~'.....":~:: .~y -:~~"".:~~~: ..~ ~~"::-t':'~~ 1"':'.~'7 c;J.!..:st:!c ~::'~~.:~.l.~r

-:.•~~.( :.'1, ~.:::.~ ••:".:-.-::t;"'.~::'.. -:.:-::': ;... ('::"=:" ::-('~:-:_"':~'~:- =.:""... '.-:: ~;-. <::";:-;:-':~.':'.:'=:. :erc:~.~

Ccl'.:~·~rt:.s--~·'??:-i~ .."'~':~ -",:-?.::_..;~s ~~~~~ed tc 6 month3 \1:e~!"e exposed to parajri

'. ·z:?-~: ".:-..::.:-~:.$ ~';2c~5.!::.'? .-::::1d ·f:tr..!_d st~.:tins) ~y ~~tr~n~saJ. i~CCU:.2t~O~.

c I c:l.:;.l1.e,~~'? s:-:?cr-;:;r0 by _.es::..c~lisheC:·-tec.hniquesH?S u:::;~d to evaLue t e
~ ~2c~~tcry (~S~) ~~d ~~~~31 (Ha) 2ntib0dy response relatec to rcsist-
. .to c~o?,ll~~.:~· <.. t'h ~zncr-nl ?~~hC'~~~tc s t rnt.ns , Res ul.ts i!lt~icate that
¢ 5<~ 7'=.~ i:..?..."':1':.~(: (::.~~Q.r::,n~e :.~ tr:e 2.0ility of t~e ?I-J virus s t r ains
ft-cT, .~? ~:.5;(;~..:~ :';.52,,\ ;~.-: ~::-:: ::-es:.st,7..!1C~ to disE'sse.

~....:...,----'-'---~~---~-------'-~-----'---'---..,.....---'-----~-----------.

,·ol:~ I)f ;~~~'::1t~_r.":'";:....-~.~~~c~_ic71s in re$?~_'t::"s.?~f 'clisc::t3C of ca't t Le ,
r·--'-,;.ii.-'I'2:'-)"}/-.\ ... ~,>:r,?~.-::,"". ~:-::G~~ :~:.:i.":crsitv '

, Se'\":;-~ (!.i~f~,,;e~-;: ::cr·.~~.~~ ·1-~~~~sv:::r'}s:e~ ~i:,:~c: '.~i~h ;:j2.j~~..·.::ti'";,t ~·!erc :i.:"lj~ct~d

. go~{t.g. ;;.1Jarz:::.re~= ~n..~j))~:-~J7::t c.a:.tb,!_o t5:tff::.~:::::~cn !~ ~~l ;:?n.c p l aquc ~t~du~-

:.,y:..r: ......r:. .~.C'-:__•.f:.;-~lii.3ti:c".:1. ·t'?,:'~ -:,...: -:·!er~ dcVelt:)!':-!:':~ co i:.SSc~Y and compare th'2
~ ~OU;J o'f '!'.":~.:':"t:!les •

1":1 "rr.:.':. c.if~Z-::!"~~: st:-:::~~.3 c:: ~ov~:1e~~::?:"!'a~o:ry syr=:yti~l v i rus es \;.-:~r.-~.

~::ec. ::.::-~ci· r-.~~:-.:.~.1.~_ C'2'::.~:.!:~~..~~ (~r:;?r~..·:cd ,~i.lv~s•. ?~H~ cJ.inicel anc sero
',c r~s,:)ot:,~C,~ ~..:c::·:) c'.:'r.~:.l~,"~~.·

-'. S-:':"o:!.:>gice.l s turlir, I·:ere condected to de t e rtaine the t es t sys t em 0;;
""'C s:.... - ;-''''':::l:-~;t'"~ r eseono e tc ade..... ovd rat .(nfect""on l.n ca t t Le , T!-ic in-
.~ ~':-:"l;~~~H:',~~":'''~ _;:~'.;- .:-- = ,- _..~~~.A. ~ '~·uo i~".c_ .. ,_f".:._,,_g.--.--.-••.,.t1C.. '-~, t a_pre •.rs .,-0 be ,-._,~ •.os'- Se!lS~t1.~ _ •.d1cctor
;'.f~c·'::_I)!l.. ~'":-::~.,-ry ::-ovi.~e t\~sticu!~t c~lls ?T.'ovcci to· be 't~1C cell

cho'i.c~ r-or ~~C'.ro$cr\.:m ",irus: n~tl':-:-;.:.~iz:tticn ~er.;ts.
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:}l)V:"~:t.: :~i£..~·..·.:,,·..::;'::..··~.5 "ty~)~ .,., ~..![....s i.: .:>l~l:2~ :rCt'.l tvc hares
.:rila d-~i.Jca;:,c.· ;:.:.~G. ~±r::~~s of p~~~pir~to':Y z rac t i~i.fectio::.
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in·bovine rcsoiratory di~e~sc, 3090-!1522-003-A.

Efforts to p'0t!.uce-mcnospedfic ~uit'.~~ pi~ an t Ls eza azaf.ns t; bovfnc
~ino,~rus have be~n u~~uccessful. ~hi~tcc~ hovine L~:noviral isolates

purific~'~y } tei~in~l a~c '?ci~t dilutic~s preparatory for
into ~oto:>iotic c:tly~.~ ir;t an ef f'or t to p r oduce ~onor-:pcci:ic

-::i.e c;q_:J:ity of C:i.ff~;:-ert b ovi ne. t~ssues '.:op.oQuce i':lterferon W2.S

aw~~ed. 0: 3ever~1 tiss~~s exa~~ried·only.~ri~2=Y Bor&layer cultures
bovine Leukocy t es w~re' ·fot.'nG to p~o\":·..iC~ hi~t, Ie~"els of interferon.

d.ro~cr~::~.son~ r~Gt::.ec! Lrrt e r f e r ou procuctLon in t:1.ese cul.tures ,

f!?:~tio'J.s bovine ~h:.:~f')tr:-!,:hciti.s (! ZR) vacctne .:!.!!d the' ?regnant c~'" ~

~U~~l&2l-0G~~~~~~~;;;-S~~t~~C~i~e~sitt

T~n cows with c~lYe~. ~:~·kri~~ to be f~e~ of det~ctable !e~els of
an tib'Jdi~s> ~~r;:~~ ouzchas cd .·~\ld ~he da\i~~ ~v~re -bred to known

S:.'.tive b u.l Ls , Trie ~::.:i.mt~:~!: ~,.~:':'c t1i.-.riCcd into a ccn trol group (3 C~vS

·th. ~aive0) ~ndlexperi~e~t~l ~r6up (7 Cry~~ with calves) ~nd held in
ola~ion. ~fuen caw~ ~n the exrcti~cntcl grour·h2ci b~en ~regnant for

~alves ~cYe' v3cci~2ted i~cramusculrirly ~ith

o....-C'-c~:n ... ' ..• -v....;l....b'p "..T.Jt:ci":":::,"?"·. !'{O ab or t Lor.s or t'oirths have been
':':'~C"~;d~~~~~~Jc;:~~~ ,~ ~.~

.T'j identify t~c ,~~;;::l..()~f'C-·cr~crrts·---ofenteric ciseases .of cattle. e!!i
~~e~~~~~ their ~orp~oio~ic) serol$gic, ~pathogen~c ani· iw~unologic ~12r-
- . I'c ·:et~·~iri~ ?2t710CS 0: t:--?.~sui15siO:1) prevention ana con t ro I
.'~~ to d-::v:eL0p ci.i3f,':lCStic <,I:C i::-omunclogic procedures f.or bovfne viral
. ·~.r:r~-;~:."tt· ··:::zc~..:t~al c~:_[ enteri~ t:' '3 and weaX. calf syndrome , ~e Nat:!.on6!
._~;":t1.a:i r:;~se.~.? C~~t.~~.> has r:C'o~e;:-at~'\'e.rrojects ~.,it~1 Unive-rsity of Tdah o
..d :':,:':;\::anCl :;t:ate '-·ni~'('c::;j.ty C~· the "weak calf syndrome"; ,with Ohio. State
·,iYe.r~i::y en neo~at.::.: caLf ecte:-iti-s. All ·of these projects aze ' contd':-
:;'ns to th~ rese crch <lctivity objective o!2 'reductng lossee;. from enteric.

--of cat.tLe 2...!"td cal.vgs II •

, TQ furth,:::r·stut:y <:he· epi~ooti.o!.ogy of bovfne vl.,:tl dfarrhea t-dth
··art'.c~J,,".r e~~!,ha-':'is t':,on s e roIoz i cn.Ll.y ;WD-ner-ative· cattle that are

..~<:t'_~:ll}.y ,,!lecGin,,; EVD virus in their b ody excre t Lons, l,cdi t LonaLly ,
~t.~c, ~oten ,::'801 t:"o:c of ? ~V:--in:':!cted !}\:lI to shed virus in s encn and
~ . .
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e t cows "t time of insemination will be investiated •. To r.ai'l a
ter unders tanding of bovine viral diarrhea by comparing the immuno
Lc reJationships of selectedBVp isolates.

To deteqnine the etiologic agents and other factors involved in the
~ak calf syndrome" and attempt to reduce losses by preventive •. inmuno
~tc or chemotherapeutic measures. An experinental k i Lled virus vaccine
epared from·2 ·viruses isolated from cattle with the syndrome will be
aluated in first calf heifers to determine its efficacy in preventing
~ syndrome. Studies will. continue to determine 'the role of several
;r~l a~ents. includinr. ,BVD. adeno-type 5. corona. IBR. PI-l. reo-like
ius. e t c ••. in the et iolop'y of the syndrome,

State UniverRity

To determine the incidence of specific infectious agents associated
'calf 'scours in Ohio and evaluate diaRnostic method~ currently avail

'Ie to differentiate the etiology 'of individual cases. To investigate
"'e biochemical changes in intestines of calves with enteric disease:
ter.mine the r91e of adeny Late cy c Las e and cyclic adenosine 1!10nophos

~ate in E. coli enterotoxin mediated diarrhea and inirit~stines of
ormalneonatal calves.

State tniversit

To determine the etiologic aRents and other factors :;involved ill the
~~ calf syndrome, and attempt to reduce losses by preventive. inmunologic

chemotherapeutic measures.

Intramural Research

, Several' c a t t.Le which were pc r s I s t ent Iy infected '0/1 th nvn have been
Oiuld. TIlese ani~~ls produce no antibody and. the vi r us can he r e t s o La t cd
tp'pj huffy'coat at 'any t.~~c. ~llese anim?ls will be studied to determine
~ long they shed t h e virus and if their progeny become infected. Al
ough the' persistently infected an-imals appear in good health the virus

s olated from one of chem is pathogenic for normal susceptib.le calves.

-. '. The 3 characteristics' of coLfb ac f l Ios Ls are being s t ud I ed to develop
Lagnos tic met.hods , Ente'iotoxin production can' be assayed in the infant

,. ceo The ability of entercparhd c i E, coli to adhere to the surface of
he intestine 1'5 bef.ng s t udfed to 'define the mechanism of adhesion and
e ve Lop rapid. I nexpens Lve methods of ·tcs.tin~ E. coli for this capacity •

. lochemical Olanges in the diseased intestine ~re bein~ studied to
i!e~ermine if these. changes can bc·exploit.:·<! diagnostically.
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An inactivated bovine viral diarrhea (BVD) vaccine vas developed
~ tested in both prep,nant cattle aod young opcn heifers. The vaccine
oved effective. p roduc Ing antibodies in' the prcgnanr COIoIS whi cb pro
cted the fetu~ from BVD when the dam was exPosed to live RVD virus.
~:vaccinated heifers were inadequately immunized a~ainst BVD and had

~~ithy calves the followin~ s p r f.ng , ·The vaccine isbein~ used in two
rds that had problems with neonatal disease.

In the pas t 2 years several cat t Le have been found whi ch a re pl'r-
Is t ent Iy . infected with /lVI>. ThNIC nnf maLs hnvI' no nrnlhollv nnll t hr- virus

"erH11'lti Lo the blood, nns n'l !JecT£.tloIlH nnll lnrrlr.lII\ HI'rn'llnn". ~;"VI'I'II\

,:«io.lostrurn-deprived calves from farm herds e u r r-oundf ng i\T1ll'S haVI" I.. -r-n
found which are 'also persistently Ln f c c t erf I~j th IlVI> "'rt are' f r r-r- of

:'antibody a~ainst nvn. !\ i-ycar-"-o}.;\ hull pc r s Ls trmt Iv l n Ir-c t c.I .. ith
::J\'D has been 'bred to UVD-lmmune cows , 11lC calves will. be studied to
.~:determine· if they are born carry Lng the virus or are free of the vi r us ,
:"The bull's lymphocytes and macrophages are immunosuppressed. lnvesti
.:&ations loIi11 be. underaken to see how he will respond to injeCtions of
~lnactivated BVD vaccine. then to several different respiratory disease
:: agents. The ·"'ersistently-infected. co l os t rum-dep r Ivc d calves. will he
. obs e'rved to see how 10nR they. continue to shed the vi r us and ...,hether

IH)t carrying the virus has an adverse effect on their Renera1 h e a Lt l r ,

will also be possible to de r e rmine whether they infect other animals
contact •

.• ,' Approximately 100 tissues from calves with veak .calf syndrome in
,Salmon. Idaho. have been examined for virus. Bovine viral diarrhea virus
'; was isolated most frequently (15%). One isolate of b ov i ne. ade nov I r us

hnshccn made , One Isolate of nVIl :md 'one Ls o Lat o of a hovlne clltcrn
, vi rut. lUI:! been ""tde f!:W:Il.-u,·,h~r·,l ···I'".-.Ne"ril~kj). <11 nv..;n,..~" os IIllv i II): IIt'i,k

. c'nIf syridro·me ..· ,\n"'outbreak ()fw~i1k cn Lf sylldromt' at the I!.S. ~!e.·lt

~. t\nin'al Re$c.arch Center 3t Cloy Center. NE', is under Thus f ••r no isolates
of UVl> or bovine adenovirus h avevb e cn made. An agcn t that appears t o .

·.n:scnb.le respiratory syncytial vf rus , when examined by electron lIiicros-
copy~has been found in cell culture inoculated with tissues of a few

. calves' s uf fe r Lng from veak 'calf syndrome. both from SaLinon, In, and
•. ~1ARC in Nebraska. '

'. :';ew reference sa~ples of the 8 bovine adenoviruses were obtained
from ATCC and pass aged in cell cultures. Antisera to 4 se rotvnes have
been' prepared and arc present ly beinr. evaluated for titer and' sped fici ty.

EscherLchia coli isolated f'rom ca Lvcs hi tlinrwsoto and ~lolltan;l w.~n·

tested for entertoxigenic1ty v La b t oass ay of cell-free broth culture fluid
and for K99 ant Lgen via a serum a~r.lutlnation t es t , 'Infant mice loIen' used
.to assay for heat s t ab Le enterotoxin CST) and adrena l cells in culture
loIere used to assay for heat -Lab LLe enterotoxin (LT). Forty-six' of )45 .
t so Iuccs produced ST e n t c r o t ox t n ; 'none produced \.T en t e r orox l n, Tid rty-
I Lvc of the' 4(. ~~llt('ro.toxl~~l·lllc I:H)lut(·~; hml 1:'1') /lIit1 r.l~n, nnd II of (,I.

;--'--:-_--------:---'---,------'--'-------, ' .. - .
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1s01At,',. lr.rd t!\f~ nn r t r-r-n , F. ",,11 '"":It 'H'n' I'",,'tivt'

:t::;~. "infant IIIOUS'" as s ay also causcd pos Lt Ive li~:atecl Jejunal Looj- rc
~'es in calves and In ')-oay-old (but not in 5-\o/eek-old) pigs. I twas

cIuded that the infant mouse and adrenal cell tests for ST and LT
lned with the' agglutination test for K99. vou ld he useful in the

~gnosls of enteric enterotoxlc colibacl110'of calves.

McClurkin. A. \-1.. Eo C. Pirtle. U. F. Coria. and IT:- L. Smith
.Comparison of Low- and lIi~h-Passage. Sovine .Turb Lna t e Cells for Assay

of Bovine Viral Diarrhea 'tirus.
Arch. ges. Virusforsch. 45:285-289. 197~.

I·\oon e . II. W.
Patho/i:cns 'of En t e r i c Diseases .Causetl hy Encherfchia coli
[/I: Advances iri Veterinary·S:clence and Comparative ~w.dtclnc.·

C. A.' Drandly and C. E. Cornelius (edltor~) 18:1)9-212. 1974

Noon; II. U,and D. ,D. Joel
Epithelial Cell Nir,ration in the Small Intestine of Sheep and Calves
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Effect of Age on Ep~thelial.:Cell Migration in the Small Intestine
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HcClurkln. A. W.·and~1. L Coria
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Calf with Weak~alf Syndrome
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LesIons and Pathogenesis of Disease in Young Ca Ivcs Experimentally
Induced by.·o Bov I ne Adenovd r us Type 5 Isolated frolQ' a Ca Lf with Weak
Sync\rome
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Ill-! C W('t',h ilfU/ C. Nicol

Introduction

s( !loa} of \'e/erifl'lf} 56('/1((', Unh('r.~it}01 Bristol, L~1flg{ord,

Bn\to{ B540 SOU, Uk

Thl'rl' Is ml ilHTl'il'lll~pllblic 1111 ...1'... \1 In lind wnrl'rn for 1h... welfare orlh'cstock
dllrll1~ Ir<lll\I)orl. TIll' lllOljnrlly (If ]l('npll' now lin' inlUwns and dlies and arc
no Inng,\'r in dilr-IO-da\, nmlilrl wl1h f;lrm animal'>, Th('\ arc r"lilth'e1y
unfamiliar willI IIll' <lllillWb .. nd (he Int'ltHld\ of hu\h.lmlry under which (hey
iln' kl'pl and. 111 a l.. r~l'l·\I"·II\, hml' an l(k'alilA,-d piclure offurrning and animal
production, lIow('\('r. lh,,'(l' b lllll' poinl III lllO\t animal production \ySlcms

\'\hich i\ l'olllmmlh op('n (tl puhlk \' il'1\' II IWlllht.' illlimnis are transported,
But. "hhough rll'l·l·\\an. lrall\porl i\ gl'lll'raJl\ all l'x"'I'pIiOlHllI.r slrt"~"ful

l'pislldl' ill Ihe 1ifl' ollhl· ;lllillhil and olle \\hil'h IS \Ollll'!il11L'S far removed
rrnm (Ill idl·illil.l't.1 pil'IUfl' til ilnimal \\'I'lfill"l'. So, itKrl';I\ing publk eom'em for
i1l11l1lal\ during 1l'iIl1\porl h,l\ \purrl't.l r'-"'t'arch 11\111 thl'ir welfare, rc~arch

\\hi('h ha\ alll'lllpll'd III qUOlnlih' JIll' w\'l'rit\ of 1111" \Ire"\ impllst'<! by the
\'arlo" ...... Iap,..•... ill\·oln't.l iOl(;1I1\1101'1 ,tlullo idellJH\ a(,l'l'pwhk' nmdltions and

Illel htlds (0 Inil1illlize 1hl' lIlh l'l"\l' em..'l·l \ (If 1(;111\r)(ln
\10'1 \\ ork h;1\ OJtln'l1l r;lll'd t111 tIll ;lll1if\"illg .lIltl umcHnral inl; the- c!Teets of

m,ld lj';ltl'porl, j(\ Ihis i ... till" l1lainr Illode of 1I1l1111Ullrilll'l){lfl. alld il Is road
tran'I)IIt"l which i\ 11ll' 111<1111 11WIlll' ollhh chirpIer. IItl\'\l'\'cr, Ihere have also
hcell r~'\l'ilrch progr;lIlllll\'\ l;lrg,l'll'd ill nllll'r IPrtll\ ot'lrall\porl. The export of
cuI! ,hel'p I'rom i\ 1I\1 mila 10 1hI' \liddll' I:,,\( by ship (';HI re"ltlt in exccplionall~

hl~h morIaH, y rilll'S till ring llll' ... eil jOlt fill" ' Tllh hil\ prom pled I he . \llstralian
~O\l'nlll1l'nl 10 lUIHI n'w;lrl'l1 11110 Ih~' prohk'l11, .\11 !nlrodudion (0 the
lltcralurl' l'O\l'rltl~ thls r\·.....·arch nlll IX' fOUlld in Ridlilnb I'f 1/1, 119911, A

Iimill'd nUll1l11'r 1l11i\e\lIIt:k, lI\lIi.ltl\' Illll\' lho...c tit high \'aillc. are lransported
by' air. lh'roI1ll1l1'Ildillion\ lor (r;IIl\ptlr1illg lin' ilnllllHIs by ;lir arc detailed
III lh(' Inll'n\illlolllll\ir I"ratl'I)(lrt \\\ol'i;lllllll ll.\l,\' IlJ{JX) /./t·r ,11li11l(11

Sp<lrrn. I \1, dlut I\l'llll'\\l'IL 1',1, t JI)I)-I f Sh;rd,IIt1~ ufpUlrhn Is It a wdrarc problelll:
II,It/,!- I'"ult'!I SlIm,,' J,'um,,1 ill. If,T 1Til.

SIIMrt.l·, 11'ISi I \\ ;II" to. re,lun·lltlwll~rildln~. Hl'rld Poulin/ Sd~llft' -II 16-1;,
SII, l; .. Sllrl'n'I'H, I' ulld 1\,·'1111. S<.' (11J'I'J1 \kill rl·l-dll1~ b llmr.. efkl;lin'lhan carl~

I'l'ed r.... lrtrli,1l1 lit n'ttllrll1l! 111l' pr.·I'IIl'nn· 01' ll'~ \\.:al..111"', in broller d1i.:kcll.
""11/0.'1 \, IfII,". ;s, 'III! ,,;;.

\ ...·rl..all1p, CII I"/Shl nw mOm'H,'l' III l'iI-tllll! 'Illd trim,por1 flll yil'ld:- nf broiler..
/"'lllIr.l/\'I,.",,';7,hl·1 h.!~

\\ ;,rri'" I'll 'Illd IIrn\\ 11. S, \, I JlI'/hl nnll" 'rx·l1l h~ IIIrl..en ill tHill-il 10 pnll;l....:-trlR
111;UII' \ 'l'Umllln/ H",,'n/I ~IJ. ;2 :- t

\\ Mrl", I'.ll. I\l"lltl, S.<.' .• llnl\\l1. S,\, ,lilt! 1\..'\1'. 1'..\. / !')SSllklll"titlll of I!h'·(J!!ell
rl·"I.·n l" i 11 lU'IIl1~ hWlll'r rh 1.-I..1'l1', Ii rllhit /','1I1t ry -" il'lrll' 21J. 1-1 '1- \ ;-1

\\,lrrl", 1',ll., Ikli'. 1, .. \, ;lrulllrmlll. S,\, ! 1,,<)(11 Time ~pl'nl or hroiler "hkkc1!\ in
Irilll'll III pr'Il·I'''lllj.( pl,II1I', I ,·/..,i/lllr,lf Rt" ,'nll.!7, 61 ; -(II IJ.

\\ Mri", 1'1)" lkll,. I \ _llnl\IIl, S.\ <lnd 1,,1\1 ;Ink I.E. 119'12;,1 Longer Inurl1ey, 10
prlll't"'ill;: plallt- ,In' n"IIl'llIled ,I ilh hl;:l1l'r 1I1Orl,Il11} in broik·r l·hirh'n~. Uri/hi!
1"'lIlrr!l.\,lmt( II . .!(I) .!(Ifl

\\'urrl". I'll, "l'~lill, S.C alld hhl;lrth. 1,1 IJlJIJlhll{e~plm'l'~ of Ill'III}' hnlrlll'u
chid,' to 1I11111llhili. \ ,'rall/"n/ Rn'lfd llO. -19 ;~.

\\ilrrr", 1'.ll.. "(·,tln, S,t· .. Hrm\tl, SI\., "Illl\\h, T,(;, \\iJkim, LI.. r,dl\";lnh, I.r
.\II'lln, S,D. lIml \!l'ul. <.'J.119') 11 I'Iwdl'pll'liun lJr~lv...o~en Slures and inlllcc'llf
lid Intral Ion lit Ir;II1Sfll1rll~d brolkr,. Brl/hlt \ '('I rrilllll".lI 10111'1111/ \.J- IJ,19 Ii.,101.

\\arrl'" I'll. "llIll\ 1l'~,J ,(,.llrll\1 II. S,\;, Edll arlls, I·F .. I\eltlc\\dl. 1',) .. \lilrlldi. \1..\,
ilnd I~il\ll'r, C.. \ ( I '),}'l I I:n\'tt- uf I;linlg., lltlll· lin hod}' lemIX'TiUUrl' Hlld gh'l"\l!,wn
r,'SCT\'I·' 01 hrulll'r chl("I..l·n~ hdl! III Ir;ll1,>purl rlludllle" \ l'll·rimlr.ll RI"l(!n/ 1--1 i,
.!11oI 11.!.

\\ all I'uull T\ Slall,II(';I! \ 1·;lrhollk 111)')1'1 I \\ alt, I'\'ll·rslkld, I 1\
\\ \·0,11'r. .\.Ii', luulknham, .\, S;l\itll', C.\, aile! ScolI, I:. \. f jlJlJ.!l Tht'rnwl \ICe" nn

rhil'I..I'II' lnlrom\il, IIrilhlr I'''rrllr!l.'\!it"ll(', ~-I,lo;-l;;.

\\1'\'1.\, C.\. lind I..",fill, S(" Illil);1 IIIl" l'ITCl'1 of 1l'R Ileilkne" on Ihl' helul\'lour nf
hrnlll'r, In "IIl'n,', 1', ;11111 Illul..hlli'. 11.1. le..b1 !'r",("('dill!!' "f rh.' 'i/I, l:lln~~'<l1l

.'\llm/~',llurl1l"II"ll1JIr!l \I df,I!'t" \\ ,IJ,wnlngtll, Tlu' \l'tlll'rI;Jtl(b, pp. II;, Ill'!.
\\ \·l·k,. t' \,. \\ \'O'Il'r. ,\1.1' 11l1t! \\ ~'Id, 11\\ 11<)<);) \, ..IIk-1t- Ik·,ign ;tntl tlll'rmal

\'I!lnlurt lit puulln' ill lriln'u Iin/hil 1','uJlrll \dm, .. ~1oI. --Ifr-l-----l;-I.
\\wr'. \1. eh...rd. y, IIlull'lol"i'lrl. (;, i 1'1911 Litle dinkill ('xprl·~'llin ur t'llnelll·S'

rdall't] In 1I'~O,'lilll'd l1\II'jlll1\'ditb and Uhial d\' ....;hondroptasid in ll1all· hrC'eding
ttll'l..I'\" II'I,mJ1i""IIr\ ~;.--IW; -11-1
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/{I'!llIll1l/lJn~, \\hleh Ilrc ulxlalcd annually 10 take account of the latest rCSCilrcb
Omllllgs, TlwS(' regllilltions arc enforced by the European Union (EUI, the llSA
illid lIll.lIly ollH.'r cnunt ries for the air tran~portofall live aolm'lls,

The a\ses..ml'nt of the welfare of .minmls during transpon In any sort or
nhjertl\'e ilnd Scil'llllOl' \\<lV r("Quires the meaSurCl11l'/lI of something, in a
qUllnliOabll' and rl'!>l'alilble lII:lnnl'r, Broolll 119S6) defmt'd an animal's
wclmre as 'the sl,lle of all individual \\'Ith regard to its aHempts to cope \\ith its
l'II\'lrollllll'nt', \ \'ilhinthi-. dt'liniliun, an 'lIIimal auempts to maintain homoco
\tit\is through phvslological and heha\'loural changes, and it follows that the
grealer Ill(' lx'hil\'loural Ilr plw ..lologkal changes that are required. the more
an anlllwils h,l\'lng lO dolo COIX' with the situation or em'ironment and the
puorl'r its wdfare is Iikl'l.l' tn bl', This approach pro\'ides a working ba~is by
whirll welfarc can he judged and is very much in line with the clinical
hinrhelllll',tl uppro,lch 10 the dIagnosis of di~c,lse in both bumall and
\'l'h'rll1ary medldllc, In dinical hl{)chcllli~lry,oue or it llumber of measured
blodll'lllkal or hm'I1HIllllogk'al variables in ,til indl\"idmtl arc compared with
popuilitlon norms 1/1 ordl'r to Idelllify :;pedOc disordl'rs lsce. for example,
Fun'er, I 9LJ 7), 'I'hl~ sou nds rlllrlY:>1 r,lighLfurwHrd: however, welfare ilselfis not
1111 Oh)l'l'UVC, 1ll1'<Isurithlt, Ihill},!. bUI Is l.1ll entirely human conccpt <lnd, ,IS such.
cannol eS('iIIX' a high degree of sllhjecllve inlcrpretation. Even when we can
l'Olllmunit'llte wllh the anilllaithat is being assesscd, tllill is, within our own
spcdes, there nrlsc dlll'crcnccs In the assesslllenl of the welfare of individuals,
olVlng I(l din'l'rences between 'ns'iCssCt's' and In the opinions and backgrounds
of the llssessors, and thesc arc nol the only source of\'iJriabilily. As a whole.
sudety's ldeu or whot is llcccj)tuble human welfarc has changed O\'er lime,
111m Illurh more dlfficull it b, lhen, 10 try III 'second guess' the welfare of an
illlimal wllh whleh we l'at1ll01 communicate ,Illd which is unlikely 10 view or
Interprcl its \itlldlion in 11l1\"lhilll-\ approaching our own, human terms and,
furthcnllorc. for it rangl' of people then 10 COllll' 10 an O\'eralJ agreement on Ihe
It'wl ofih welfare,

Thus, Ihe Idea of measuring the maj!.nltlldl' of Ihe beha\'ioural amI lor
Ilh)':;inloglcal adjust men I~ that an animul ha~ 10 make to cope with its envlron~
mt'nt provides it lISi.,rU1 ~l ructllrl' underpinning the assessment or an animal's
",e1rare. 1{O\\'('u'r well SCkl1tiOCilJly founded Iht' llIl'asurements, Iheir inter
pret,lthlll callnul eSl'alX' II hll-:Il degree of :;Ubjlx't i\'e intcrpretation. \\'t' might
;I~k '\Vhulls illlllllill'{'l'plilhle level oflllorlality?'. when, huwe\'er well unlmals
,Il'e InmspOf1l'd, thcre will always be SOll1l' deal hs. \Vl' can llleasure increaslll~

'hunger' ltnd dehydrallon In ml animal hy dmnges In blolXI hilX'hemicals, but
how hungry or lhlr\ty can lhal animal be i1llo\\'cd 10 become bdorc lhe
~ltuatlun Is llllillTl'pt:lble, "hell lhe hiochemical clwl1ges lhat are obscr\'t'd
!llnca..!;, Ii lIe<lrl,\ OVl'r tilllef I)u ring malin!:, play or hunting prey. l11,JIly of the
hlodll'lIIkal v<lrlilbles thut i1rl' l'onullllnly u~ed as 1lH',ISlIres of llnim.tl "'dfaft'
rl',ll'll l'Xlrel1ll' \"allle~, hUI must I>l'opk' would llOt l'onsider the welfare of all
illlilmd In these ~iltmli()lIs to hl'lml>"ired,

Physiological Variables

Table 19, I. R('{ ('1I11\, puhllshl'(l rl'\lt'\\\ lrom Illl' Sll('ntitir Illpr,llure (overing lhe
ro,ld tr.ln\pOfI 01 li\l(,..llll, k.

3875/(('\5 Pllys,O{ORY t)uring Trallsport

Pig\
W,lTri\~, I',D, (111117, lWIll,dll
],Hr,HlI. flY n'lII'l)

Lmll'
T,ur,1I1t, I'V, I I ()(lUI

W<lfriss, P,D. tllllim
Knnwl('s, T,e;. n(ll'lll

(,11\-('\

TlunldH'ld, ilK ,1Ild Broom. D.M Illl'IOl
Know({'... 1,(;. f1 l)lli)

~hl,('P

Knov.-II's, 1.(" 1!'Jllfil

CHI!t'. ~hl't'P ,uld !:fl,lt ..
Wylht,~, IK ,1ll<! Mom.., DC, Ilt)(I,\)

<;'hl't'I> ,1ll(1 pigs
11.\11, '-.,1,(" ,mel Br,I(I~h,I\\, R It. (l1j"/I)

Some colllll1cll11.v used phvsiologkal Indkatt>rs of stress durtng trunsport arc
showll in Table IY,l, For II heltlll1\', resled animal ofa given spt'Cles.thcrc Is a
rung.e or V/.lllles rnr l'lIrh hlorhemka[ ,lilt! haemalOloglcal \:arlable within
whll'h t Itl' le\'l'l of l'al'll l11l'tl\url' ror ,lilY Illlfl\'ldual wou ld normally be expected
to rull. Thc dbtrilml ion 01 \'alues fOUlld In a ht'l.Ill hy, rested IXlpulatlon usually
forms lhe fllllliliar, bl'll·sllllpcti. Cillissilill dlstribII1l011, except for the vulues of
en~Yllles, for whil'h the distribution h posllh'l'Iy skewed, having a greater
number or higher villues, Puhlls111'd Vl'tcrin;try rderencc ranges for vnriablcs
,Ire quntt'd liS the range ofvalucs \\'llhhl whkh 95'~;, of the populalion would
be e:-.pcrted 10 fall. lhesl' limits arc the 2.:; and 9i,5 percentiles of any

Till' remitlnder of this chuptef glu's an Introduetlon to the mil In physio
logical variables thai tHure been ust'd 10 <tS,-'i('SS the stress Imposed all animals by
trlln.!>porl. I\S rilr as IXlSSlh1c, lhcse apl){'ar In functloi\lll groups: thai Is, tbey
ha\'e been groul>cd liS Indicators uf IIU' varluus l'[ecls that arc of Interest - fOCMi
deprlvilllol1, ddlydrallon. mU'j(:ular effort. ell', Fallowing this, we summarize
the oc'St prarlkl' rclntlng 10 rl'seilrl'h \() dale. Some further details of
spedes-SI)l'Cilk rescarch Oil transport run he roulld in other chapters, but
add1l1onally I here arc a llumbt'r or re\'ic\\ s ill I he scicntilic literature, which
arc listed In Tailic 19.1

T,C, Kllow{('~ and P,D. W,lrrr~S186
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Brain
hypoThalamus

an Infcrlor qtmilly, \\hleh looks dark. lends w haYL' a less acceptable eating
quality l.Ind Is llllJrC prOlle to mlernhlal Sl)(ll!agc. pilrtly because It has a higher
I'll (h less addle). \leill, wilh this tlllalllY problem b commonly referred 10 as
'dnrk, finn .tnt.! dry' (1)1-1») and is mosl pn'valclll amongst ('uule and pigs. being
less ('ommon with shecp.

Adrenal cor1e_

AdrenocortlColroptllc
hormone (ACTH)

/\ )

Wc Iw\"(' heen ahle to dlscll~~ olll~' bricl1y the main biochemical <lnd haematcr
IOgit'ill indkalOrs tiwi h'I\'e IX'CIl USl'dt(1 t.'\' aillole i111imul welfare during trans
porI. For lllorc in-depth InrOnllilllOlI. IIll' readl'r should refer 10 one of the many
tcxl!)(Joks whkh dl',ll 1\11 h t'link"l Vl'll'rlnarr hl(lt'hcmlsl rl. 1\1 the time ofwrit+
illg. !\,1I1ekorl III. (11J1Jil pnl\"ldc a rdali\dy up-Io-dult.' and comprehensive

rcfercl1t'l',

Vasopressin as an indicator of travel sickness

Urea

Thc lIlajor roll' Ol'll1l' hormone vasoprcssln Is to regulate body wnter homoeo-
~1;ISis, ill rcgilrd to the rd<ltlvc osmolality or the ECF lIlld tCF. by controlling
n:;thsOrplioll. Its rclcusc Is lllillnl" triggered by illcreilsed plasma osmolality
illull! arts by cuuslng wulcr reh~nllol\, Ilowl'ycr. lis relcilse Is relillivcly insensl+
tlve to t'lWllgl's In plasma \'olume: Ihus 11 normally pl<lYs lillIe role In mainlain
Ing (I\'('rall Willer b.. lall('(' fLt:, hoI\' lllllch wuler is in lbe whole animal).
Im'reilsl'(j levels of vasopressin haw hl'Cll shol\' n lU lx' of usc as un indicator of
nallSC,1 und \'ornllln~,Two I}'pt's of \'asopl'cs~ln()('Cllr: most mammals produce
arglnlm' \-i1soprCsshl. bUllhe pi~ prmlul'cs only Iysillc vasopressin.

.\11~· proL'CS\ \\ hkh hu:rl'a\e\ proll'in calabolism will lend 10 rcsull in increased
le\'l'1s of pla\m'l un'i!, lIll1s. k'H'I\ of ureil imTe:tse in re~pollsc 10 Slress, when
lcwls ofl'Ilrlhollnrn..'ase. umll bcy \\'ill also ri~ as a rt':,llil of food deprivation.

•
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Fig. 19.2. Illl' Ill.lin p.III1\\,'Y~ (onlroJling :11(' f('I('<I<,(' 01 ('orti-.ol.

CH~l' t h('l'l' may I'll.' ;J graduul hulltl up of 11Icl<lle. Lipid~ can be metabolized only
lIl'rohlndly, In thl' 1111llal fl'\\ ~l'Corld~ of l'\crdsc. metabolism is mainly
;ll1llerobk. [I 1Ill' l"\l'rrl~c Is nul lOll \1 renllOllS, aerobic metabolism of ~llll'OSl'

iIlHt lipids I ill..l'~ o\'cr >Illd I;KI all' production detTl'<lSl''', The Iwnter the l'xcrcisc
b. till' hiJ.dll·f i., till' IWr('l'1I11lgl' usc nf carl}()hydrall' m'('f lipid: thus JiH.:lale
pnxllKI ion b do\l'I\' cnrrdall'd with Ihe Intellslty of exercise illld may be seen
il~ inl'reaSl'd k'I'('I~ of lilrlOlll' hi lIl11sdL' and III plmnw. The degree to which till'
rl'Sl'r\'CS uf lllusdl' glYL'Ogl'l1 ilrl' dl'plelC(1 al thc timl' (If sl'lllglltcr has an clTccl
on thc ptlsl-lI1orll'tI1 dlallges I\hit'h takc place ill tbc musclc. If ~lycogen

rt's('r\'('s han' hL'Cll d('pleled III any gre,Jl e\ll'nl, the must'll' produces meat of

The Physiological Responses of Cattle, Sheep and Pigs to
Transport

Callie

i\-Inrwlit}' rail'S iHIlllngs1 Cllllic 1r:ll1sptlrtcd by road me gent.'rlll1y much lo\\'er
Ihun lhoS(' ofother forms oflln'sIIK·k. To ularge extt.'llt.lhi~is becausc lhe care
I\'il h \\Ilich llllllllUls ;Ifl' Ir:lllsportct! ami IItl' altl'llllon paid ltllhcir welfare are
in propOrllol1 to Ihl' \',dllc 011 he Individual 'l1Ilrnal "lall~. 19 is). Over Ihe !irst
IX 14 h \If lransport. lo~s or hodr-\H'll,:ll1 l',lrl rill1gl' from 1 10 II %. This Is
1l10~tlv dill' In lu~s 01' gut nll_ IAI~'" lit l':ll'l''''>'> \\dght incrcases approximi-ltely
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Iim'iI r1\' whit Inltl'porl tlllW HIllI hm \ilri()u~I~' been rcportl'd 10 range from k...s
Ihilll I "" to ~"" 0\ l'r ,II'! h, \l'("l'"'' III \\ all'r Cilll redul'e bOlh loss of body-weigh I
;trll! hI.... Ill' nln·a.... \\d~ll1 (\ \ ;lrri-... , IlJ901..HIl'r 14 h uf transport, 'here is .111
illl'rl'a"l' in pi a\lllil k'\ l'l .. IIf fl-( 1I IB. I, I ,\, n>.nwlillil \', lOla Iprotein and albll mi n,
Indil",lllw of 11111hillz,tlilltl ol]l}lxl rl'"l'n'l''' and i11nl'a.,in~dehydration rrarnlllt
,'I til,. ]\}91: \\,IlTh., 1'1 ,,1,. 19lJ'5: "nOldl'" 1"1"1.. 1l)l)9al. .\ftl'r ~4 J1 h of
Iran"p\Ir!, Il'n'''' 01 plil ..mill'orthlll, glllCIN' ,tl1d C" ,trc clt'\'ilted. In slll't'p, the-.e
\,triabll'" gl'lll'rall~ rl'tllm III rrl'-lr'In>.l'lllrl k'\·d .. "fler appro\ull<lldy 9 II of
Iran"l'lorl. hUl ill ,'allll' llll'.\ Il'ud In r\'tllilin dl'\aled or {u incre,tSl' ~tl'ildil~·.

,\dtli Iillll,III~', in r ill til' tlllTl' i, it gradu ,II dl'pll'l illll of lllll>.dl' gl.l'cogell t !\ llmdl's
rl til .. 19lNaJ 'tlltl an ,I"lll'iilll'd il1lTl'a't' In Ihl' pi I ur the meat tTarrant rial.,
I99.! I, lh\· ..t' r hiltl~l''i Olri'l' hl'l',w'l-' c,lIIle prdl'r 10 ~tand during Ir,mslXJrl, a ..
I11l'.\' iWl' n,lalh dr hl'a\'y "lIill1<tl, 'Illd Iring l',m produce t'oll'iderabk' prt'''SlIrl'
Oil Ihl' parts or Ihl' hod\' III t'Olllal'l \\ Hh llll' !loor nlthl' I'l'hide. e"pl'cialh
during ;1 rough jouflle\, TIll' ucl uf hing down and rising b dilncult Ull iI

Illu\'lng lorn' ill Ihe ..llldJllg {kllsllil'.. ll"l'd for Irilmporl alit.! Ihere i:- a rhk 01
heing 1l',lIl1pll'd or t'OIlJl'n 011. lite dwngl's SC{'1l illlhl',l' \mi'lblc.. indil:.tll'lh.1I
Ilwrl' I", SUIIIl' ]lhy .. Il"i11 df(lfl hi\'oh'ed III l'l'll1aining ",tanding alld having 10
1l111llllaln bHlulln' ,tg,llll,tllll' molion orthl' \l'hide, Ikspill' the dangt'rs and
dhrolllforl lll\ol\'l'{t In lying, lowards IIll' end of tIlt' lir:-I 24 h 01'1 ransport SOllll'
t';lllll' do Iil' dowil i'r,lrl',ull ,'I a/.. IlJl.J2: l\/lo\\les ,'( al.. IlJl)lJa), Thi", (ould
Ill' hl'rlHt"l' III tIll' pll~ ,kall'Il'orl innll\"ed with S'landing, <lhhollgh lhe physio
logkal dlilllgl'" sel'IIliol101 illdkilll' {'\l'l'ssin' physil"ill demand. I\:nO\\ II'S I" al.
tllJl)()ill h\Tlllllll-'si1.etllhiit Ihe animals l'OlIld I>msibly be in Ill't'£! or sleep. <I ..

thnse ,tllilllilb lhill did lil' dO\\'11 dhplil.\"l'd higlll'r len+, 01' pla"llla cortisol.
I{ai'l'd k'\'d, IIf ptU"lllil l'orlisnl arl' ,,'s'Kimed wilh sleep deprhalion ill
Illimans tl.l.'Ilfl1ull,·1 ,II., ILJlJ71.

I\l1lm II" ,'I III. I I Yl.JlJaJ ollcrl-'t1 wall'r to caltlt, IIll board 10rriN for I h
lillltl\\itlg 14 h of Ifilmp,-Irl I\ilhinillt' ( 1\. Thl'\' fOlll1c1lhat fewer Ihan 60";, of
illlilllitis dr'll1k, 11.'1\ drank full\' ;llld al·ti\'il\' k\l.~b ro'l' \\'hilsl Ihe H'hick' was
tlhlllflllll"'" k',ldillg Ihl'lll 10 nllldmll' Ihill Ihe "lOp lllerely prulongL'd tramport
'lllli lurllll'l" l'\hilltsll·d 111l' 'Hlll11'II... ralher tllitl1 prmidilll!, all\ rt'l.:(J\'er.\,
\\ arri" 1'1 1//. j )lJlJ;lloumllh;t1 it look call1l':; d'tv.. lll f('CtI\'l'r the Ji\'l'-\\l'ighl
to~t durlllg I:; h ol'll';IIl"lltlfl. "nO\\Il's "/ Ill. t 1l)99i1) fuund lillie diITL'rl'llCe in
Ihl' pillll'rn uf n'\'OI'l'!".\' J{IIIO\\ Inj.t elllll'r 14, 2 I, 2h or 31 bot' Imnsporl. Len'ls
01' pl,l\Jllil [3·01IB, IT, \. 1I rl',l iIlHt ~llInN' had rl'l'OIl'rl'd to pr("-I ransporl lel'ds
;lhl'r l,t h In I,linl!-:l' \\ith I'ou<! and \\illl'l" frel'l.\" iJ\'ailable, a .. had 1l'\'l'1s of
p];I"lll'l corll"ol. IA'I'd, 01 indklilot, of ll\'drHlioll look lip 10 72 h 10 rl'IUfll
III jlt'l'-lran'lltwl bl'i ... whilsl r(lll pn'-ll'<lll\Porl Iin'-\\dghl hm! nul be('11
l'l'l'()\'l'n,d l'\ l'll illier 71 II oJ l<lir,lgl'.

Il,IM'd Oil llll' ph\ .. iolngil·,11 indi(',llor" of I'dlil:\ul' and dehydratiol1 <lnd Oil
Ihl' hdl'l\'illUl" or Ihl' 'llllrnOlI" b011t l,lrl'anl 1'/ al. I 19911 and I\l1o\\'ll''' 1'/ III,
lllJlJlJlIl "ll~gl'..1 il lllil,IUHlIll l'onlillUOUS lrill1'opllrt liml' of no longer Ihan
24 h Illr \',ll(ll', 1\110\\ It" /'r ai, t 19lJ1Jil) rl'COlllllll'lld ,I mid-transport laifilge
llL'rind 01. i<!l'alh' 24 II wilh fUtlil ,tIld \\ all'r il\·OIililblc. 10 ,11]0\\ recnn'ry from

lhl' physll:ill tJellutluls oftriltlSl)tlfl. The\' l'tllis!llered Ihat short mid-irilllsport
stop" were lllllikely to pro\'lde reil'Ullilbk' Ilpportunll y for re<,1 or recon~ry.

Ilo\\CH'r, Induding II lalragl' slop (lr ;llly length pfO\'ide~ un opportunity
for t'ilule from dllli.'rl'nl >.uurCl'S IOl'xdlilngt' pilthogl'ns. Lxpcrlence in the l'SA
Ii", <'lumn thaI !OU JO{l kg l:,lllle will suITer fe\\w poSI-transport health
prohll'm.. If thcI art' trilll"lxlrtl'd for il nllllpll'le J!-h journcy, without anl
Illir,tgl' .,Itlp". \\'lwIlll'r Ihe hKre,l'l-d Iwalth problell\s ilre dllc to exposurc to
non'l pathogen, ur 10 the irladL'illlill"V of the lairagl' conditions, essentially
eXlendlng Ihe 'I rl''''' tIl' tran'>p(lrl, is nol knowll t<.;randin, 1997 I.

larrant 1'1 .11. II1J921 sltHIIl'1! llll' l,n'el.'l'> of Ihrl-'C stocking densities on
ilOCl k~ caule llim \\l'rl' Irilll"I)tlrll'd for 24 h. Following transport, they found
Ihal Il'\l'1s Ilr pla ..mu CI\, l'ortisol 'Illd glllcn>.e had increased wilh increasing
,1(l("klnit demlt.\'. iI" had Ihc 1lI1l1l11111 of hruislng on the carca~s, indJeal\vc of
inCrl'll'l'd plw ..kal lHld p>.rdlOlo~ll:<I1 ~lrl'~S and poorer welfare. They coo
dudl'U Ih1l1 slll('kln~ dl'mitit'" ab(ll'l' S:;O k!!, 11l .l wcre unacceptable for this
,ize 01 anitlllll'lrl 1001g journeys. ·rhc~l' rt'~llils rUIl counler 10 lhe popularly held
hl'lId withinlhl' lndu\trv Ilml p,lt"klng llllimais In tightly helps support them
Hild prl'vl'llls Ihel11 from being joltl'd and bruised, Too high a slocking density
WHS round In prl'\'L'nl llil' allillwl, lrom holding H prOIx:r footing. by overly
reslrkl Illg Ihl'1r 1ll0\'l'llWlll. The 11lghe"l slO{'king densilv. and the one thal wa~
round 10 I'll.' llltlllTl'pl<lbll', 1\<1' lhill \\'hkh would nornwl1y Ix: considered to
rl'pn,..elll i1lull iliad tIll' llHlXlllltllll 1IlIIlllwr of i1nllllal~which could be held in
it pl'llllmllhe l!,illl.' slilll,.."lIy dml'd,

'thllfl~ (,11\ ('~ (,I/tl(' I('~" (h,m I molllil 01 ,II-Wi

\l'on"ta] allilll.lls nrc ~I'tl\'rall\' It'~'i II dl adapll'{!1o cope with transport and
1If(' more \uhll'r,lhll' Ihall Ihl' adult ..nltnitl. TI'll' lunp..dbl'lllce If<lnsport of
\'en r01ll1!!, nlll It' Is nlllllllUli and u,uall\ lake>. pillel' within days or wccks of
birth, \\hihl Ihe ItllillWl1s ,1111 unl\\,,1l1l'd ilnd Is fullv (kpl"lldellt on milk. CaU
l1lorl,tlil~' during Irallsport ll'lllls to hl' I(m; hUl\"I.'I'l'r, mortilllly rates follOWing
Il"iltl"port l'illl h(' hil!,h, u ..ulIlly as il f('sull of di..ease (I\no\\'lt's, 199'5J, In a
Iill"!!,e-'i<'itll' "urn'.' of ntlf lIIOftillll.\' and huslmndr.\' \\ itllin Ihe ( 1\, Leech ('I al.
I1\) (, ~ le~l imaled Ihe ll\llrtal it\ of Ir; 1I1',Xlrll'd COl h 'cs \() Ix: 1flO",. tha t of ealves
Illal rl'lllallll'd on lhdr farm of hirlh. \tonality nl' cain'., transporlL'£! below
1 monlh of a~l' rl'mahl\'d m<lrkl'dl\ ..hon' Ihal of home-hred calves unlil
2 mOlllh, ,tl'tl'r pllrl'lwsl', Il1l'all'e\ lImkr I monlh old, \'arious t1ulhors have
rl'porlt'(! It ~Irotl~ m'l!,lllhl'corrdlltlllll he!\n'l't1 mortallty/morbidit)' :md age
\\11Cll Onl trillhl>Ot"ll'(t j "tllll\ Il", I \JLJ ~ I, Illllddilion to lhc :Jge al \\blch calves
me lfililsporwd, III\' length of Iltlll' lhal nWl'kcting lilke'> Is also important.
\Inrllll'de ('/ ul. t IlJH21 fnund Il'.,s pnsl-lr,t11SIXlrl dhC<.lse amollgslcill\,es whose
t11arkCIIII~ lO(lk ullly 13 h ralher thlill ~7 h.

Thl.' n:acli\'ily ollhe mlrl'llal glillHh 10 adrcl\(x'or!icolrophk hormone
t,\(""II) illlTC,I'CS \\Ith ill-!e ;llid b not f(lll\ de\e1oped in the young calf
Olilfllllallll,'1 "I.. I\Ji' 31. Sl'\'\'r,11 alllllllr.. rl'port Ihill Ihe increase in plasma
l'(lflhol ll ..uall\' wen in rl'''I)tlll,e lolrilll'l)tlr! h nol presenl III \'oung cal\'es
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Fig, I9,J, Ihe r('(,1110n ..hl[) Ill'IWl.....'n ,\\t'r,l~t' monthl) ,llllllll'1l1 tt'1ll1wr.ltUll' ,mel
Ill{' 1ll1ll1,llity 01 piAs1r,lll~llortl'(t to s\,Hl~llll'r,

Pigs

Thc lllOrllllil\' ralc allllingst pigs lmnsportcd to sl<lllghll'l' wilhin Ihl' t }\ ha..
ch;\n~ed Hille over 10 \'cars and is c...tirllilll'1.l to hl.· 1),00l I", witb il further
(J.n 11 '~" of pigs dving irllllt' lalnlgc pens bd'orc "lallgl lter l\\ ilrri ...... illHll\nl\\ 11,
Il)Y -\ I. I hJ\\ l'\'er. Iherl' arl' lllarked diIll- rl'Ill'l.'S in l1l0rw!i1 Y rates het WCl.'n
dlrrerenlcollntrics. llll' riltc... MC parlklilarly higher inl.'\llIlHrll'''' wherl..·llll'
,laughter, pig populillion con(ains u Illr~c proportion ol ~('nes frolll slrl'S~
SllSl.epllble hrl'l..'tb, sUdl ;" the l'lelraln and lklgiall I':llldral'c, hUmate'"
rllng

c
frolll U, , 10 O. ';"" in Iklgilllll imd CertnilllY 1\\ ,1m....... 1l.Jl)Hal. The uther

major lill'lor Inl1uendnv, (Ill' mortality of pigs during lransit Is ambicnt
lClllpcraturc, Pigs arl.' sl'nsilhe to high \(·Illrx.'nltun,'s hl.'l'iluse they <lrc poorly
adap(l'd III lose heat lmll'~s allo\\l'll til II:rllow, iI bcha\'10llr !lol possible
during 1r<1llSporl. Thc rdatlonship bcl\\l'cn mortality aud ambient Icmpera
lure is nmilincar. 'lhh IS illustratl'd In Fig, 19,1 with data for the eli:
from \\arriss ;Lnd Brmnl 1199-\-1. which show IhUi there was II marked
inl.Tcase ill lHortaHt" ,\ ht'l1 a\'eragc l1lol1thly tcmperulUrcs rose llbovc 1:;cc.
Whcr faclors or Impurtilllre arc (he linK' of last fel.'ll before loadIng. vehicle
dl.,(.. h, ~tod.lllg dl..'n~il\' alill Illll>l>ibly inurne", lime, l'i~s fcd too ::;DOn 1< 4 h)
beforl' Ir;lIlsporl are ilion' Ilht'ly 10 dlt', liS arc lho!>l' farrlt'd un the bottom deck.
al hi~lll'r dellsiliel> and lor llln~er, Ilowcwr. the evidcncc rur the hitter is

nll1tradklur\'

It-cd, but no waler. .-\ minimum rnid-trilmport lilirilge tlllI(' of S h hil!; b('clI
rl'wmlllcmll'd (}\Ilowlcs. 19<..1H).

\lcaSllrCnll'llts of heilrt roItl'. plasillil l·orli.~ol. glul'tl\c and CI\ hun.'
shown thill It I~ thc initial ~la~ws of lran~port Ihat arl' l110st stressful ltl
~Ill'cp (1\ 110\\ k~ l'r al., IlJl) '; I, Ikarl raIl' pl'ak~ at loading ;lIId Iherl' is il rt!k.'
in nlrlhol, glucu...c ami CK lcwl... at loading, hut after <..I Ii of tr,lllsport lhl.'!ll'
\ariables haH' .,wrll'rillly rl'tllrlll'd to ilppro\1tnate basal Il'n~l~ and Ihe onlv
Jm'ilsumbk' dlilll j!es ...eell i.l n' Ihell dlll' lot] ll' d1i.'l'h of IL't'd illld \\ ,ller deprl \'(;.
linn: \\ hich rem IX' l·\.itl!l:!l'ralcd bv Ihe condillon.. of trilll ...puri. Ilo\\"e\l'r, the
l"t1l1llilillnS of tnrrhport :lrc ill1pOflilll1. SIll'ep th,rl im.' ]ouded ;Jl too hl~h a
..Iod,lnp. dellsit~· to Ill' able lolk' down easll~ ...how de\'aled It'vds (If plasma CK.
imlirali\'{' of phn!l";11 fmlglll' l';ms,,'d by hadllit 10 n'main ... Iamtlng (}\l111wlcs
j'f III" I')YX).

b lonp, ilS thcy arc 01. lOildl'd al an ,Ippropriale slucklng demity, the
ilrnhielltiempemllire Is nnll'strellll' illll! Illl' load is properl~' \l'lltilaled, shl.'t:p
appl'ar 10 C()IX.' rl'asunahl\, Ilell durin~ trallSlXlrl, 1I00\en'r. !lorton l'r Ill.
(llJ9hl reporlt·t! t!till. after pa......ing through a h\'(' aurtlnn market. turnbs
Ir;lI1sported for i 2 h witholll fooll or WOller, \\'hils( 110t dillt'ring in terms of
pt:rformal1ce or bllKxl rnciahullll'''' from ,ll1lrlla]s ~imply deprh lxt of food ilnd
\\',ller for i 1 h. ~un'cred ill lerms of l'ull1promlsl'd general Ill'altb. Thh WilS
probahly a n'sull of conOnerm'lll on the lorry und exposur(' to unfamiliar
illlllllills and pal h0itells, comhlncd \\i1h the dlt'(:ts ofdeprivilliun ;rnd transflorl
/Wf .\1', Afler IrallSporl. IIle rel'On'rv of ph vslo]ogi(:rl \'i1riilbks 10 pre-(r,lll~port

len'ls appear>, 10 lake place hI thrce stages n"IIO\lles 1'1 III .. 199 l). After 14 h
of 1.. lrage, with food imd \\',t1er, v,lriahlcs uSllirlly asS(x'i,lted II Ilh shorl-lerrn
slress ,Illd (Ill' \;rriablcs iISS(x'luleu with dehydnrlioll bad relurned to IlOrnlil]
Incl.... After tJ(l h. tlll.'re had IK't'1l a wdl-deOlll·tl recmw\ in II\e-llci~hl and
Ind.. of most of Ihe melabollh's rne<lMm:d hud returned lu rwrnlilllel't.~Js. At
1-1-1 h uf lalragl', a fuller rCl'on'rr hud tilken place, I('\'cls nr Ch. hild fallell ,lIld
allulriilbles had slilhil17.ed,

\\here ;Ippropri:lte. it Is i11\\H\'s prefl'rablt', und ~wn('rall\ makes hl'lll'r
l'l'llllOmk SellS4..·, to lransporll',m'assc~rather than lin: ,rnlmals, Translxlrl h
~lrcssflll ;111([ tr;rllsport limes should he kl'pt In ;1 1IllnlnllUll, After') h 01
lrans!Xlrt. IIIl' dwnites in ph~ sllliogical \iIrl.. bk·s \Iith time tt'nd to hi.' lilll'iIr
,lIld arc of lilllt· hdp in d('ler1l1111111~ a Illll:(lllIum accepwhle tr,lI1s!)orl linlt',
Ildmdoural studies of mO([\';rtlllll 10 f('('d hUl'e shO\\'ll thai Shl'l'P \\'illlx'gin \(l

\\ork for food ilher 111-1 2 Ii of dl'prh'alion, ,\t pre"l.'nt, a!lllw eddl'm'c lilkl'l1
logl'l her polnl~ In <111 <IlTeplilhle mOl XilllllJl1 lourncy lime In Ihe region of 2 ,I h
\\ hell (ran~porl Is nll1tinuOll~ atld \\hcn food und \\;\tl'r ;rn.' Illli UI'ail;lbl(', If a
lalragl' slop is included in a jllume)', il should Iw for a minimum of S h \Iith
Imlh food and I\.rrcr conthHlously i1\'ilill1hle, 1!001'eH'r a I"iragl' stop d(ll'~

II1l'rl'ilS{~ Ibe dlilncl' of cross-Infl'l'l ion ocl \\t'l'n animals fnun dilTt'renl SOllrn'S
ill1d anim;rls slre>;sed by IIll.' process of tran...port \\ ill 1(,lld 10 illremly he
imlllllnologkutlv nl111pnUllist'd ;Illd vulnerable.
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I>jgs find simulall'd transport llvcrsi\'c (Ingrum 1'1 //1 .. 1983), particularly
lhe \'ibnlliOl1 ussoci;JU'd wilh il ISll'plwm 1'/ //1.. 19S'il and if they Imve
recently eaten a large meal. 1k'Ci.lUSl' pigs Ill")' \"omH during transport
IBnl<lshaw and Hilll. IlJ9h: Riches I'll/I., 19961 and sI10\\ increasoo circulating
levels uf \'asoprc,\osin. a hormolle as~()('lalcd with feclings of motion sickll~

In humans. pilfl of their <l\'crslon mit~' bt.' flllrlhUIUhle to similar fecllngs of
sickness.

That pigs find at least sOllie llSr)('CI~of InUlslxlrl psydwlogicalJr stressful is
c\'idcnced by increases In p];ISlllil adn·llillllli.' lnalin 1'1 1I1.. 1993), indicating
Slim uta IiOll of Ihe sympulhnadrcll<ll sysll't1l, ilnd In roftlsoll sec. for Cx'llllple.
UilI111,cr. 19821. with nlrn,'si>mldill~ dcplcllull of adrenal ascorbic acid
l\.\arriss 1'/ /II" IlJS J l. imlkill ing ,thllulal]oll of I he hn>ophyscal-adrenai axis,
The)' IUil)" also lind it phy~il:ullr 'lre~sflll, bil,*'11 nn ck'\'alion~ of circululing
i1cti\"ilies of thl' enzyme (K liionkil\'ilitfil, 19,~Y f.

The physical slress lhl'~' c:qx,'rlcllt'l' wlll Ix' dl'lcntlincd by Ihe rom fort
and length of Ihe journc). II Is likely 10 be grCilt('r If vibration le\'els ilrc
hi~ber. Modern vehicles. with ilir suspellSillll and drln:n on smOOlh roads,
will provide more comforl IIHill oltkr n'hit'les. with lradilion,1I spring
suspension systems drivell on IJ(lOrcr-surflll'ed roads. Physical Siress Hnd
Ihe associaled fitligue arc likely to IX' higher If pig, sland, ralher lhan lie
down. durin~ lhe journey. There is sOllle deb'lle aboul wbelher pigs prefer
to stand or lie dowll. Thl' a\·uililbll.' evidelln' hus been reviewed by \\ilrriss
(19lJSbJ. who suggested that illJ(linled to lhe rlcl\ lhat pi~s preferred 10 sl.tIld
on shan journeys In 1\llidl the condillons rnmle II um'omrortablc to lie dowil.
Thesc condiliOl1s could be l'xccssi\'c vibration or unl'Urnfortabl" flooring.
perhaps because of Illlldl'41Wll' beddln~. 11111. under comfortable conditions.
many. if not all. pigs \\'ould lie duwn ir giVl'1l sufficienl Spill'''. ('speci.tlly 011

longer journeys.
\VIWI is suffidellt spurl' was also discussed by Warriss (19YHb). II is

equh',ilcllt to a stocking dellsity urnot higher ItHiIl aboul 2 J5-2 '50 kg rn-2 for
normal slaughtl'r pigs wc1ghlll~ bl'lween l)ll and 100 kg. For !>Illaller pigs tbe
sp<"lce rl'quiremelll would be eXlx'('led til be stlghtl\' (.:rt'Htcr and for larger pigs
<;lighlly less. Europc.'an t'olllmunitr IIX, l)lrecliH' 9 '5/ 29, EC requires Ihal lhe
loading dcnsity for pigs of around J(}{) kg should Illll cxceed 2 J 'i kg nr!. :\Iso.
the Oin...'(·li,,(' rt.'cognizes I/wt Ihis density mil\' be Ion high under ("crlaln
conditiollS. Brl'ell of pig. ~itA,' and physkill conditlon of Ill(' animals or weal her
and iourney lime lllily lllean Ih"l Ihe SI><trC ullowcd has 10 be incr('(lsec! by up to
2()'~i,. Pigs c.lrrled al \'{'r~' high stocking dcmllies Shlll\ increased circliiallng
Ic\'els of CK (\\'arrhs 1'1 III .. 1Y9~). The provisIon of approprliHe amounts of
space is espcdally importanl wil h longt'r journeys.

The physiological slalc of illl ullhll,11 al slilugllll'r often itlTccts SubSl"'qllcnl
Ican-meitl quality. Thus. llIuscle glycogen depletion C,IO lead to c1c\·atcd
ultImate must'll' pll in lhe lllCHt, l,jlll~('r Iransl>urt somel iml'S results ill musde
glymgcn deplelion and mure me,11 \Iilh hii,:h ultimate pll t\lillmfors, 19S2.:
\\'arriss. 19S'I. This is S{.'('!l as a hi~hl'r prC\ilk'lll·l' of lJl·']} pork.

During lransport. pigs arc dcprl\'ed of food. They arc oftCIi also deprived
of water although current El legislation lEe I)lret,'tl\·c 9'5/19/r:.CI
prcsl:rlhcs lhat pigs transported for more than !'I h must have l'ontlnuous
IICCl'SS ((l drlnking-water. There is c\'idcllCl'. howe\"er. that pigs drink only
\'Cr)' small amounlS of water (l..<uubooy. I YI'Il: Lilmoooy rl Ill .. 198;\.
Some studies (\\'urriss /'1 Ill.. 198 II ha\·e indlcuted thill pigs l"im bccome
dchydntlCd ufler only short journeys. but dala frol1l olbl'r work (Ik.>cker rf "I..
IlJHYI han: nol sllpporl,ed Ihis. food deprinUloll ICilds hllusses In IIve- und
carcass weight l\\'arriss, 19H'i1. liver \\cight ,Ind Ii\'er glyc0l::en (\Vorrlss
and Ik\·i.s. 19o5,1 and mllsde ~IYC(lgl'll t\Varris\ I'f Ill.. IYK91. These arc
undc,lruhle. Ilowe\'er. some period of food withdrawal hcrore transport Is
tkslrahk' ttllllinlmir.l' mortalil)" and. in thl'l'.lsc of slaughter pigs, to facllit,lIe
hrgit'nir nlrl'ilSS dressing. Four hours ha.. b<''l'n fl>t.'olllillellded tWnniss,
19941. bUI this may be 100 short H linl(', based on obscrvUllolls of vomiting
dLlrin!l. ImllsJltlfl, <tlthough the IdeilllX'riod ofwlthdrawulls not denr (Warriss,

199Hal,
i\l;tll~ sll.lllghlcr pigs .tre mLxed with llnrarnllillr animals when lhey ore

llssl'mbled for sendinl!, 10 siulighler. This usually lealb til flghtlng. purtlculrlrly
bel weell domlnanl imli\'iduals. The consequcnces <trc ek'\'al ions In drculullllg
l'orlisol. ('1\ and lactate and depletion or muscle glYl'ol-tcl1 (\<\'urrhs. 19961.
i\lh:in!l. pigs is undesirable from the IJ(Iinls of \'it'\\ or both wclfure and me"t
lI11 ttlll )'. \l'\·cnheless. in Ihe n:: aboul 40":, of pigs ~ho\\ somc e\'ldence or
lii,:htllli,: Wid bel \\een '5 and 1{)''';, ('\'idence or severe li~hllng,
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ABSTRACT: The objective of this study was to 
identify environmental and management factors that 
are associated with the frequency of fatigued, injured, 
and dead pigs on arrival and in resting pens during 
lairage at a commercial Midwest abattoir. The terms 
transport losses or total losses refer to pigs that die or 
become nonambulatory at any stage of the marketing 
process. In this study, fatigued, injured, and dead pigs 
were summed into a variable termed total losses. Rela-
tive humidity (%), temperature (°C), wind speed (m/s), 
and dew point (°C) data were collected on 12,333 trailer 
loads of pigs. Week, sort from barn (first or third pig 
removal from barn), farm, normal vs. split load type 
(from 1 or multiple barns), load crew, driver, trailer, 
and wind direction were used as fixed effects in the 
model for the analysis of losses per load using gener-
alized mixed models for Poisson distributions. Seven 
temperature-humidity indices (THI) were calculated 
and compared as model covariates. Load time per pig, 
trailer density (pigs per trailer × average BW/trailer 

space; kg/m2), wait time before unloading at the abat-
toir, and wind speed were used as model covariates. 
The log of the number of hogs per trailer was used to 
standardize the response variable. The linear covariate 
density accounted for the greatest portion of variance 
(based on F-value) followed by the fixed effect sort from 
barn, the fixed effect load type (pigs from 1 or multiple 
barns within a farm), load time per pig linear covariate, 
and THI. Pigs transported to the abattoir from June 
through July experienced fewer losses (P < 0.001) when 
compared with pigs that were transported from Novem-
ber through December. Keeping other factors constant, 
the log of total losses (%) per load increased by 0.0102x 
+ 0.000541x2 per unit of THI and 0.0191 kg/m2 of den-
sity. Similarly, of 9 farms, the poorest-performing farm 
in regards to total loss percentage experienced 0.93% 
more losses per load when compared with the farm 
with the least loss percentage. This study demonstrates 
that multiple environment and management factors in-
fluence the incidence of market hog transport losses.

Key words:  fatigued pig, nonambulatory, trailer density, transport, weather
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INTRODUCTION

The term transport losses refers to pigs that die or 
become nonambulatory at any stage of the marketing 
process. Pigs that die during transport are referred to 
as dead on arrival, whereas pigs that die after hav-
ing been unloaded are termed dead in yard or dead 
in pen (M. J. Ritter, Elanco Animal Health, Green-
field, IN; M. Ellis, University of Illinois, Urbana; S. 
E. Curtis, University of Illinois, Urbana; N. L. Berry, 
Cargill Meat Solutions, Wichita, KS; S. R. Niekamp, 
Natl. Pork Board, Des Moines, IA; A. K. Johnson, Iowa 
State University, Ames; unpublished data). Transport 

losses represent multiple challenges for the entire US 
food chain. First, transport losses are a welfare priority 
(NPB, 2008). Second, government-imposed rules and 
regulations may occur if the pork industry does not ad-
dress these issues, and third, transport losses represent 
direct financial losses to pig producers and pork pro-
cessors (or slaughter houses). Dead and nonambulatory 
pigs have been estimated to cost the US pork industry 
$50 to $100 million annually (Ellis et al., 2003; M. J. 
Ritter, Elanco Animal Health, Greenfield, IN; M. Ellis, 
University of Illinois, Urbana; S. E. Curtis, University 
of Illinois, Urbana; N. L. Berry, Cargill Meat Solu-
tions, Wichita, KS; S. R. Niekamp, Natl. Pork Board, 
Des Moines, IA; A. K. Johnson, Iowa State University, 
Ames; unpublished data).

Transportation losses are a multifactorial problem 
and include the human-animal interaction, the envi-
ronment, and the individual pig. Pork producers have 
implemented numerous techniques or standard operat-
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ing procedures to reduce the incidence of fatigued, in-
jured, and dead market pigs. For example, producers 
have been certified through the National Pork Board’s 
Transport Quality Assurance Program. This program 
was designed to teach producers the best methods for 
loading and transporting pigs to minimize associated 
pig injury, fatigue, and death (NPB, 2008). However, 
many questions still remain in regard to the factors 
associated with transport losses. The objective of this 
study was to identify environmental and managerial 
factors associated with the incidence of the fatigued, 
injured, and dead market weight pigs during transport 
to and lairage at a commercial abattoir.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Animal care and use approval was not obtained for 
this study because the data were provided to the re-
searchers from an existing database.

Pig Transportation

Data were collected by a large integrated Midwestern 
pork producer from May 2005 to August 2006. A total 
of 2,053,945 market pigs (n = 12,333 trailer loads of 
a mix of barrows and gilts) from 9 farms were trans-
ported to a single abattoir. Categorical and continuous 
variables recorded for each trailer load of pigs trans-
ported to the abattoir are listed in Table 1.

Multiple 1,000- to 1,150-pig, grow-finish barns were 
located on each of the 9 farms represented in this study. 
Each finisher barn contained pens on both sides of a 
center walkway that was utilized by loading crews to 
move pigs to the trailer on the day of marketing. The 
standard operating procedure for loading trailers re-
quired the 4-person crew to cooperatively move pigs 
from the pens to the rear of the trailer in groups of 5 or 
less. Crew members were allowed minimal use of elec-
tric prods. The loading crews moved to multiple barns 
on the same farm until the desired number of pigs for 
that load was reached. When pigs were loaded onto 
trailers from multiple barns located on a single farm 
(load type), the loads were designated as split loads. 
The amount of time required for the trailer to move 
between barns during a split-load type was included in 
total load time estimates.

Pigs were removed from the barns in 3 sorts. Loads 
consisting of pigs removed from the barn on the second 
sort (n = 245) were removed due to the relatively small 
number and clustering of observations during the be-
ginning of the study. Criteria were imposed for farms 
and drivers to be included in the analysis. Each farm 
must have had produced >50 loads of pigs from both 
the first and third pulls. This reduced the number of 
farms from 37 to 9. Trailer drivers must have delivered 
pigs from at least 5 of the 9 farms, transported >50 
loads of pigs, transported pigs from at least 2 farms 
within a week for at least 5 wk of the year, and trans-

Table 1. Description of variables recorded per trailer load1 of pigs during a 1.5-yr study of factors that increase 
fatigued, injured, and dead pigs during transport and lairage at a commercial abattoir 

Variable Description Units Number of levels

Categorical
 Week Week of year marketed Week 52
 Farm Farm of pig origin Farm 9
 Loadtype Pigs transported from single (normal) or multiple (split) barns Barns 2
 Driver Driver of the trailer load Drivers 29
 Trailer Manufacturer of trailer Manufacturers 2
 Sort Order of pig selection and removal from barn; first or second Sort 2
 RecCrew Unloading crew at the abattoir; day and night crew Crew 2
 LoadCrew Load crew at farm Crew 11
 Distance Distance transported from a farm to the abattoir km 3
Continuous
 LWT Average BW of pigs measured at abattoir kg —
 HOGS Number of pigs per trailer load pigs —
 REST Lairage time at the abattoir h —
 LTPP Load time per pig of each trailer load at the farm min/pig —
 WaitTime Time between arrival and unloading of each trailer load of pigs at the abattoir min —
 Density Total kilograms of BW divided by available trailer space kg/m2 —
Weather2

 Temp Temperature °C —
 RH Relative humidity decimal —
 DewPt Dew point °C —
 Bpressure Barometric pressure mmHg —
 WindD Wind direction — 8
 WindS Wind speed m/s —
 WindG Wind gusts m/s —
 THI Temperature-humidity index — —

1Each variable was recorded for each trailer load of pigs from May 2005 to August 2006 (n = 12,333 trailer loads of pigs (n = 2,053,945 pigs). 
Trailer loads with incomplete data were removed from analyses.

2Weather data were collected at the abattoir every 15 min. Trailer loads were assigned the closest logged weather data.
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ported pigs for at least 2 wk from at least 5 farms. The 
removal of second sort, farms, and drivers decreased 
the number of observations in the formulation data set 
from 11,451 to 9,651. The total number of loads of pigs 
equaled 12,333.

Pigs were transported to the abattoir in straight 
deck, side-unloading trailers manufactured by 2 differ-
ent companies [total floor space equaled 73.52 m2 for 
trailer 1 (Barrett Trailers, Purcell, OK) and 72.84 m2 
for trailer 2 (Wilson Trailers, Sioux City, IA)]. Each 
trailer had 2 decks with diamond-plated flooring and 
an internal ramp located at the rear of the trailer for 
pig movement between decks during loading. Unloading 
of the trailer was accomplished using 3 doors located 
on the side of the trailer (1 on the top deck and 2 on 
the bottom deck). Pigs from each deck were unloaded 
at different locations at the abattoir. These locations at 
the facility were specific to the heights of the upper and 
lower decks of the trailer, thus allowing pigs to be un-
loaded without using ramps. Electrical prods were not 
used during unloading of the market pigs. Both trailers 
utilized natural ventilation and followed the procedures 
of the farm for weather changes. Environmental condi-
tions in the lairage pens were controlled by internal 
fans, heaters, and misters.

Pig Description

Fatigued, injured, and dead pigs on arrival and in lai-
rage were counted by abattoir personnel that undergo 
the animal handling training of the company. These 
workers are specifically trained to identify and prevent 
stressors during the unloading and movement of pigs 
throughout the facility. All data were collected at 1 

abattoir where all identification and recording were 
standardized.

Fatigued pigs for this study were defined as nonambu-
latory, noninjured, and often displayed open-mouthed 
breathing, blotchy red skin, and muscle tremors (Ben-
jamin, 2005). Pigs were recorded as injured if the pig 
displayed an obvious injury that prevented normal 
movement. Pigs that were fatigued or injured on arrival 
at the abattoir but later died in the pen were recorded 
as dead. Fatigued, injured, and dead pigs were counted 
both during unloading of the trailer at the abattoir and 
in the lairage pen before processing. Pig losses were 
collected and recorded until the pigs were moved from 
the lairage pen to the stunning area. Pig losses during 
loading at the farm and unloading and resting at the 
abattoir were summed to form a new variable termed 
total losses.

Weather Data Measurement

Weather data were measured and recorded using a re-
mote HOBO weather station (Onset Computer Corp., 
Bourne, MA) located at the abattoir. The weather sta-
tion was fitted with sensors that measured barometric 
pressure (mmHg), temperature (°C), relative humidity 
(RH, %), wind speed (m/s), and wind direction (m/s). 
Both the temperature and RH sensors were protected 
from solar radiation by a shield. The weather station 
was set to record weather observations every 15 min. 
Each trailer load of pigs was assigned to the closest 
weather data time logged, which corresponded to the 
time the load of pigs arrived at the abattoir. Weather 
data for the entire study are summarized in Table 2. 
Weather observations with greater than 100% RH val-

Table 2. Means of weather variables1 recorded for trailer loads of pigs during a 1.5-yr study of factors that increase 
fatigued, injured, and dead pigs during transport and lairage at a commercial abattoir 

Variable
Model 
parameter n Mean SD Minimum Maximum PRESS2 AIC3

Temperature, °C — 12,333 12.69 10.88 −21.78 36.13 — —
RH,4 decimal — 12,333 81.81 17.57 25.25 100.00 — —
Dew point, °C — 12,333 9.51 11.01 −24.39 29.78 — —
Barometric pressure, mmHg — 11,992 737.64 5.14 716.20 757.82 — —
Wind speed, m/s — 12,333 1.62 1.46 0.00 10.37 — —
Wind gust, m/s — 12,333 3.31 2.64 0.00 20.79 — —
THI5 1959 Linear 12,333 54.98 17.58 −3.31 87.06 7,280.26 31,937.62
THI 1971a Linear 12,333 54.99 17.60 −3.34 87.11 7,280.27 31,937.56
THI 1971b Quadratic 12,333 65.49 14.54 19.62 93.79 7,292.84 31,933.77
THI 1971c Linear 12,333 78.39 17.81 22.18 113.37 7,291.39 31,975.82
THI 1976 Quadratic 12,333 12.78 9.78 −19.63 30.62 7,281.09 31,923.02
THI 1985 Quadratic 12,333 57.31 14.65 11.10 85.85 7,281.43 31,933.68
Humidity index—1990 Linear 12,333 104.86 58.00 55.64 511.54 7,290.03 31,992.62

1Weather data were measured and recorded using a remote HOBO weather station (Onset Computer Corp., Bourne, MA) located at the abat-
toir. HOBO weather stations were set to record weather observations every 15 min.

2Predicted error sums of squares = sum of squared residuals (residuals = the observed value minus the predicted values from the model). Error 
sums of squares was calculated for each THI in the validation data set (n = 2,682).

3AIC = Akaike’s information criterion.
4RH = relative humidity.
5THI = temperature-humidity index.
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ues were set to equal 100%. Relative humidity values 
greater than 100% may have occurred as a result of 
super saturation of the air or as a result of the accuracy 
of the instrumentation (±3%; 103% RH is within the 
accuracy of the instrument).

Temperature and RH and interactions between the 2 
variables were fit into the reduced final model as linear 
and quadratic covariates. Additionally, 7 temperature 
humidity indices were calculated and were included in 
the reduced final model in place of temperature and 
RH. The index or covariates that yielded the least pre-
dicted residual sums of squares (PRESS) in the valida-
tion data as well as minimized the Akaike’s information 
criteria (AIC) value was used as the THI of choice 
for the present study. Temperature (T) and dew point 
(Tdp) are expressed in degrees Celsius and RH as a deci-
mal (RHdec = RH/100).

THI1959 = (0.8 × T) + [RHdec × (T – 14.4)] + 46.4

(Gaughan et al., 2008; adapted from Thom, 1959).

THI1971a = [1.8 × T + 32] – [0.55 – (0.0055 × RH)] 

 × [1.8 × T – 26]

(Bohmanova et al., 2008; from NRC, 1971).

THI1971b = (0.55 × T + 0.2 × Tdp)  

× 1.8 + 32 + 17.5

(Bohmanova et al., 2007; from NRC, 1971).

THI1971c = 0.81 × T + 0.143 × (RHdec × 100)  

+ 0.0099 × (RH × 100) × T + 46.3

(Bohmanova et al., 2007; from NRC, 1971).

THI1976 = T – {[0.55 – (0.0055 × RH)] × (T – 14.5)}

(NOAA, 1976).

THI1985 = T + 0.36 × Tdp + 41.2

(Yousef, 1985).

HI1990 = −42.379 + [2.04901523 × (T × 1.8 + 32)]  

+ (10.14333127 × RH) – [0.22475541 × (T × 1.8  

+ 32) × RH] – {0.00683783 × [(T × 1.8 + 32)2]}  

– [0.05481717 × (RH2)] + {0.00122874 × [(T × 1.8  

+ 32)2] × RH} + [0.00085282 × (T × 1.8 + 32)  

× (RH2)] – {0.00000199 × [(T × 1.8 + 32)2](RH2)}

(Rothfusz, 1990).

Statistical Analysis

Two data sets were created from the original data 
that were used for formulation and validation of a mod-
el to predict percent total losses per trailer. The formu-
lation data set included observations from 1 yr begin-
ning in May 2005 and ending in the following April 
2006 (n = 9,651), whereas the validation data included 
observations from April 2006 to mid-August 2006 (n = 
2,682).

Simple means were calculated for fatigued, injured, 
and dead pigs (MEANS procedure; SAS Inst. Inc., 
Cary, NC). Simple means were calculated using data 
from the entire 1.5-yr study period.

A trailer load of pigs served as the experimental unit 
in this study. Analysis of the total transport losses per 
trailer was performed using a generalized mixed model 
(GLIMMIX procedure, SAS Inst. Inc.). The GLIMMIX 
procedure uses a log-transformation to transform the 
data that approximated a Poisson distribution before 
performing statistical analysis. An offset variable, the 
log of the total number of hogs per trailer, was used to 
standardize the number of transport losses to the num-
ber of pigs on each trailer load. Thus, results in the 
present study are presented on a percentage basis [num-
ber of transport losses/total number of pigs on trailer 
× 100]. The ILINK option (SAS Inst. Inc.) was used to 
back-transform least squares means into their original 
unit of measure for ease of interpretation. Trait means 
correspond to the geometric mean of the population 

(
n

n
a a a
1 2

,  where  a equals the percentage total loss-

es per trailer n). Additionally, a backward stepwise pro-
cedure was established to remove variables that did not 
account for significant variation. The single variable ac-
counting for least amount of variation for each model 
was removed, and the model was reanalyzed until all 
variables were significant at P = 0.10 level. The signifi-
cance level for variables to remain in the model was set 
at the 0.10 level to prevent premature removal of vari-
ables that may have biological impact on pig losses pre-
viously evaluated in the literature.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Simple means for total losses per trailer load and 
associated transport variables are listed in Table 3. 
A total of 17,393 fatigued (n = 11,192), injured (n = 
1,045), and dead (n = 5,156) pigs were observed for the 
time period of the analysis, averaging 0.85% pig losses 
(median = 0.60%) per trailer load of pigs transported 
to the abattoir. Fatigued, injured, and dead pigs av-
eraged 0.55, 0.05, and 0.25% per trailer load of pigs, 
respectively. In a review of transport losses across 22 
commercial field trials containing a total of 4,607,567 
pigs, Ritter (2008) reported averages of 0.37, 0.25, and 
0.62% for nonambulatory, dead, and total transport 
losses, respectively. Whereas average losses per trailer 
in this study were greater than those reported by Rit-
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ter (2008), they are within the range of transport losses 
observed in that study (0.14 to 2.39%). Dead pig aver-
ages were equal between this study and those reported 
by Ritter (2008). Fatigued and injured pig averages in 
this study were larger by 0.31 and 0.01% from those 
trials reported by Ritter (2008) that separated nonam-
bulatory pigs into fatigued and injured categories. The 
difference may be attributable to varying definitions of 
a fatigued pig between the personnel recording fatigued 
pig data in the 2 studies.

Model Selection for Total Losses

Rest time at the abattoir was initially included as a 
linear covariate in the model predicting total losses per 
trailer load of pigs. In an analysis of transport losses 
on arrival at the plant (not reported), rest time was 
observed (P < 0.0001) to be associated with transport 
losses. This result may erroneously contribute to the as-
sociation of rest time with total losses per trailer. Rest 
time was removed from the prediction model before 
any backward selection was performed. In that same 
analysis of losses on arrival, receiving crew was not as-
sociated with transport losses. This lends evidence to 
the true association of receiving crew at the abattoir 
with total losses per trailer. Furthermore, all remaining 
effects in the final model could logically be associated 
with total losses.

Of the remaining 9 fixed and 8 regression effects (the 
final model listed below plus 4 insignificant effects), 
the linear covariate wind gust (P = 0.72), the linear 
covariate distance transported (P = 0.46), trailer (P 
= 0.43), and wind direction (P = 0.13) were removed 
sequentially from the final model as a result of back-
ward selection. There was no evidence in this study 
that these 4 variables were associated with percentage 
of losses per trailer. Confounding or collinearity (Dohoo 
et al., 1996) among effects simultaneously included in 
the model may have played a role in these variables 
not contributing significant variation. For example, the 
Pearson correlation coefficient for wind gust and wind 
speed was 0.96. After removing variation attributable 
to wind speed, wind gusts accounted for little variation. 
For each trailer load of pigs transported, wind gusts 

averaged 1.68 m/s (0.011 m/s SEM) faster than the 
observed wind speed.

A similar result was observed when including farm 
and distance traveled as a fixed effect and covariate in 
the model, respectively. Each farm only had 1 distance 
to the abattoir, and few distances had more than 1 
farm. Thus, the linear covariate distance was removed 
from the model.

Two trailer manufacturers were represented in this 
study. After total pig transport weight was adjusted for 
trailer space [trailer density (kg/m2)] and included as a 
linear covariate in a model to evaluate pig losses, there 
was no evidence that trailer type was associated with 
total losses.

The final 13-variable prediction model for percent to-
tal losses was the following:

yijklmnop/log(n of hogs per trailer) = weeki + farmj  

+ trailer driverk + sortl + loadcrewm + loadtypen  

+ reccrewo + trailer density + load time per pig  

+ THI1976linear + THI976quadratic + wind speed  

+ wait time + eijklmnop,

where yijklmnop is the total number of fatigued, injured, 
and dead pigs per trailer load for week (i = 18 of 2005 
to 17 of 2006), farm (j = 1,…, 9), trailer driver (k = 
1,…, 29), sort from barn (l = 1, 2), trailer load crew at 
the farm (loadcrew; m = 1 to 11), 1 or multiple barns 
per farm (loadtype; n = single or multiple), and receiv-
ing crew at the abattoir (o = day or night).

The ANOVA for the model above is listed in Table 
4. Trailer density accounted for the largest portion of 
variation in percentage defect. A trend (P = 0.052) was 
observed in this study for the effect of wait time before 
unloading at the abattoir on total losses per trailer.

Farm and Distance from the Abattoir

Farm was included in the final model and was found 
to account for variation (P < 0.001) in percentage total 
losses. This observation was expected because farms 
were managed by individual operators and may have 

Table 3. Simple means of variables recorded for trailer loads of pigs1 transported to a 
commercial abattoir 

Variable Mean SD Minimum Maximum Median

Pigs per trailer 166.54 2.60 156.00 178.00 168.00
Average BW, kg 117.78 6.74 92.70 148.20 117.60
Distance transported, km 72.26 47.23 33.80 159.33 49.89
Losses per trailer, pigs 1.41 1.85 0.00 19.00 1.00
Losses per trailer,2 % 0.85 1.11 0.00 11.45 0.60
Fatigued pigs per trailer, % 0.55 0.84 0.00 7.78 0.00
Injured pigs per trailer, % 0.05 0.19 0.00 2.41 0.00
Dead pigs per trailer, % 0.25 0.47 0.00 5.36 0.00

1Data represent 12,333 trailer loads of pigs (n = 2,053,945 pigs).
2Total losses, % = (fatigued + injured + dead)/pigs per trailer.
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contributed different management effects for the pigs. 
Least squares means for percentage total losses by farm 
(Figure 1) appear to mimic a tiered pattern. Of the 
9 farms, 2 farms averaged greater than 1.0% losses, 
whereas the next tier of farms begins at 0.71% and 
proceeds to 0.59%, with the last tier of farms averaging 
below 0.5% total losses. All farms were located between 
34 and 160 km from the abattoir. As an alternative to 
adding the linear covariate distance, a categorical vari-
able was created with 3 levels of distance [0 to 40 km (n 
= 5,548 loads, 4 farms), 40 to 80 km (n = 3,879 loads, 
3 farms), and >80 km (n = 2,906 loads, 2 farms)]. The 
2 farms (farm 1 and 2) averaging greater than 1.0% 
total losses per load were the 2 farms located greater 
than 80 km (average distance = 153 km) from the ab-
attoir. Conversely, 2 of the 3 farms (farms 8 and 9) 
located between 40 and 80 km (average distance = 65 
km) of the abattoir averaged less than 0.5% total losses 
per load. Contrasts between farms of different distances 
were performed. Farms at distances between 40 and 80 
km (farms 5, 8, and 9) averaged the least (P < 0.01) 

total losses of all distances. Farms located within 40 km 
of the abattoir (farms 3, 4, 6, and 7; average distance = 
35) numerically averaged fewer (P = 0.14) total losses 
than farms at distances greater than 80 km.

Although farm was included in the model to remove 
variation due to farm level effects, it is important to 
identify those farms and their practices that yield large 
numbers of total losses so they may modify procedures 
to reduce total losses.

Sort from Barn

Pigs were removed from a growing-finishing barn in 2 
or 3 phases (sorts). Pigs removed from the barn during 
the first sort averaged fewer (P < 0.001) losses than the 
third sort (0.51 and 0.78%, respectively). The observed 
difference in sort from barn may be attributed to slower 
growing (i.e., pigs that take approximately 10 to 20 d 
longer to market weight) or unhealthy pigs. Addition-
ally, the inclusion of Paylean (Eli Lilly and Co., India-
napolis, IN) in the ration for third sort pigs may have 
contributed to an increase in percentage total losses.

Trailer Density

Log-linear predictions (Ramsey and Schafer, 2002) for 
trailer losses at different trailer densities are shown in 
Figure 2. Trailer density accounted for the largest por-
tion of variation (P < 0.001) in total losses per trailer 
load. In this study, increasing trailer density by 50 and 
100 kg/m2 was associated with a 0.53 and 0.74% in-
crease in total losses per trailer, respectively. Moreover, 
increasing trailer density from the minimum (212.38 
kg/m2) to the maximum (338.64 kg/m2) density was 
associated with a 7.55-fold increase in total losses. Fig-
ure 3 estimates the associated risk of changing pigs per 
square meter at different average BW, or alternatively, 
the favorable change in percentage losses by decreasing 

Table 4. Analysis of variance table produced from a model predicting total losses1 per 
trailer2 during transport and lairage at a commercial abattoir 

Variable3 Numerator degrees of freedom F-value Probability

Week 51 6.77 <0.0001
Driver 28 2.25 0.0002
Farm 8 14.77 <0.0001
Load crew 10 11.70 <0.0001
Sort of barn 1 229.29 <0.0001
Load type 1 16.98 <0.0001
Receiving crew 1 9.18 0.002
Trailer density 1 546.78 <0.0001
THIlinear

4 1 7.30 0.007
THIquadratic 1 10.58 0.001
Wind speed 1 4.13 0.04
Load time per pig 1 14.18 <0.001
Wait time 1 3.76 0.05

1Total losses, % = (fatigued + injured + dead)/pigs per trailer.
2Data represent 9,651 trailer loads of pigs from May 2005 to April 2006. Denominator df = 9,544.
3Variable descriptions are listed in Table 1.
4THI = temperature-humidity index.

Figure 1. Least squares means of percentage of fatigued, injured, 
and dead pigs (termed total losses) per trailer load of pigs originating 
from 9 farms of a Midwest US pig company.
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pigs per square meter at different BW. For example, a 
producer averaging 1.0% losses per trailer load could 
decrease transport losses by decreasing pigs per square 
meter, decreasing average BW, or both. Once available 
transport space and acceptable risk has been deter-
mined, a pork producer can easily calculate the optimal 
number of pigs per load by multiplying the available 
space by pigs per square meter.

The results in the present study are similar to those 
reported by Ritter et al. (2006) where they transport-
ed finishing pigs to the abattoir under 2 trailer densi-
ties (0.39 or 0.48 m2/pig; BW = 129.0 kg). In that 
study, Ritter et al. (2006) found that total injured pigs, 
fatigued pigs, and total losses were reduced by 0.35, 
0.37, and 0.52%, respectively, when pigs were allowed 
more transport space during transport to the abattoir. 
A similar study by Ritter et al. (2007) reported that 
0.462 m2/pig (BW = 131.2 kg) trailer space of the 6 
compared allotments (0.396, 0.415, 0.437, 0.462, 0.489, 
and 0.520 m2/pig) minimized transport losses. Trans-
port space was expressed in the present study as kilo-
grams per square meter, which facilitates prediction of 
transport losses using estimated BW. Each trailer load 
of pigs (averaging 73.09 m2 and 19,614.90 kg of total 
BW) averaged 0.485 m2 of trailer space (averaged 130 
kg/pig).

Season

Pigs were marketed between May 2005 and April 2006 
in the formulation data set. Least squares means for 
week of the year marketed are shown in Figure 4. Week 
of the year was found to affect (P < 0.001) the percent-
age of losses per trailer load. A fourth-order polynomial 
trend line was fit through the least squares means to 
more clearly observe the cyclical pattern of total losses 
throughout the year. The 2 wk that incurred the great-
est percentage of losses per trailer were wk 50 and 52 
(the second and last week of December). Conversely, the 
2 wk with the least percentage losses per trailer were 
wk 26 and 28 (the last week in June and second week in 
July). Similarly, pigs transported to the abattoir in the 
months of June and July experienced fewer losses (P < 
0.001) when compared with pigs that were transported 
during the months of November and December.

Pig market weights tend to increase during the winter 
months and as well as the total number of pigs market-
ed (Meyer, 2008), and the same trend in average BW 
was observed in this study. More pigs transported to 
market would inherently increase the risk during those 
times of the year (M. Ritter, Elanco Animal Health, 
Greenfield, IN, personal communication). In this study, 
the average total losses per week follows the observed 

Figure 2. Linear regression of percentage of fatigued, injured, and dead pigs per trailer load of pigs transported to a commercial abattoir at 
different trailer densities, based on 9,651 trailer loads. Standard error of the β coefficient = 0.00082 on the log-linear scale.
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trend in average pig BW per trailer per week (Figure 
4). Pig market BW was an average 7.62 kg less (P < 
0.0001) for wk 23 through 34 as compared with wk 
48 through 7. The cyclical pattern in total losses per 
trailer throughout the year has been observed by other 
researchers (Rademacher and Davies, 2005).

When plotting fatigued, injured, and dead pig simple 
means per week in this study, fatigued pigs represented 
the greatest portion of total losses during the winter 
months, whereas dead pigs were greatest during sum-
mer months. This may be the result of pigs becoming 
subclinically fatigued during transport and later dying 
in the pen at the abattoir, thus being recorded as a 
dead pig. Whereas during the winter months, fatigued 
pigs may recover given sufficient time (M. Ritter, Elan-
co Animal Health, Greenfield, IN, personal communi-
cation). The percentage of injured pigs was relatively 
consistent throughout the year when compared with 
the percentage of fatigued or dead pigs with the least 
frequency occurring during the spring months.

Temperature, RH, and Their Index

The temperature quadratic covariate and the RH 
linear covariate were sources of variation (P < 0.01, 
P = 0.04, respectively) in the model predicting per-
centage total losses. The interaction between the linear 
temperature and RH covariates did not (P = 0.89) af-

fect trailer losses. Several temperature-humidity indices 
have been calculated to predict future stress as a re-
sult of interactions between temperature and humidity 
(Thom, 1959; NOAA, 1976; Yousef, 1985). Each of the 
7 THI equations was individually fit into the model as 
first linear and then quadratic covariates (if the linear 
was P < 0.05). Both the linear and quadratic covari-
ates of THI1971b, THI1976, and THI1985 were sources 
of variation. Only linear covariates were fitted into the 
model for the remaining THI. Total losses were pre-
dicted for trailer loads of pigs in the validation data, 
and PRESS and AIC values for each THI are listed in 
Table 2. Similar results were found between all THI 
with an observed difference in PRESS of 29.17 between 
the least and best predictive THI in the validation data 
set. The THI1976 yielded the lowest PRESS and AIC 
values of all calculated THI equations.

Evidence was found in this study for the THI1976 
quadratic covariate accounting for variation in per-
centage losses per trailer. Two observations are ap-
parent from Figure 5. First, relative to trailer density, 
THI1976 was associated with a smaller magnitude of 
percent total losses, as shown on the y-axis. The differ-
ence between the largest and smallest value is 0.0018%, 
which represents a 2.13-fold increase. This may be a 
result of week being fit simultaneously in the model; 
that is, once seasonal variation in percent total losses 
is removed because of week, then THI contributes to 

Figure 3. Predicted total losses (%, total losses = fatigued + injured + dead pigs) at different average pig BW and trailer densities (kg/m2) 
derived from a study of factors that increase total losses during transport and lairage at a commercial abattoir. Predictions were calculated by 
dividing the trailer density at different predicted losses by different average pig market weights.
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variation but at a decreased magnitude compared with 
season. Second, THI values of −19 (the minimum THI 
value in this data set) and 1 were associated with equal 
percent total losses. After the THI value of 1, increas-
ing THI to the maximum calculated value of 30 was as-
sociated with a 2.19 increase (0.0025%) in total losses. 
Yet, this observation does not take away from the im-
portance of proper management during both hot and 
cold weather extremes.

Other abattoirs and producers might have different 
results than those found in this study and should con-
sider developing similar equations to fit their condi-
tions. St-Pierre et al. (2003) reported that heat stress is 
the probable cause of 0.2 to 5.9 pig deaths per thousand 
pigs produced annually and reduces efficiency by 0.4 to 
7.2 kg/(pig·yr) depending upon the production region. 
Trailer drivers need to be cognitive of weather changes 
from both warm to cold and cold to warm weather and 
add or remove air inlet covers, respectively, throughout 
the day (NPB, 2008).

There was a trend (P = 0.05) for the interaction be-
tween the linear covariates density and THI1976 with 
total losses and no evidence (P = 0.30) when the qua-
dratic THI covariate interaction was included. Further, 
an increase in AIC was observed when including the 
interaction term. Therefore, the interaction between 

density and THI1976 was removed to predict each vari-
able independently.

Wind Variables

The presence of wind can be beneficial during hot 
weather and dangerous to animal welfare during cold 
weather if proper precautions are not taken (NPB, 
2008). In the present study, wind speed was associated 
(P = 0.04) with the total percentage of losses per trail-
er load, and an observed trend in plotted data confirms 
this association (data not shown). An increase in wind 
speed from 0 to 7 m/sec was associated with a decrease 
in total losses by 0.00025%.

A study conducted by Mader et al. (2006) reported 
that an increase in wind speed by 1 m/s decreased THI 
by 3.14 units. Interactions of wind speed with quadratic 
THI1976 (P = 0.33) and wait time at the abattoir be-
fore unloading (P = 0.93) were originally included in 
the model but were removed as a result of backward 
stepwise elimination.

McFarlane (1989) reported a relationship between 
multiple stressors on chick growth. This study found 
one stressor such as disease, high temperature, or am-
monia decreased chick gain by 9%. The simultaneous 
addition of 6 stressors decreased performance by 62%. 

Figure 4. Least squares means of pig losses per trailer [fatigued, injured, and dead pigs (%); ♦], a fourth-order polynomial trend line (- - -; R2 
of the trendline = 0.89) of percentage losses per trailer, and mean BW (}) for trailer loads of pigs per week transported to a commercial abattoir 
from May 2005 to April 2006.
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If one were to assume the same additive effects of stres-
sors in pigs, removing or reducing 1 stressor, even of 
small magnitude, should result in a favorable improve-
ment in transport losses. In conclusion, transport losses 
are a multi-factorial problem, and trailer density, sort 
from barn, season, and weather variables were identi-
fied in this study as large sources of variation in total 
losses per trailer.
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Effect of floor space during transport of market-weight pigs on the incidence
of transport losses at the packing plant and the relationships

between transport conditions and losses1
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ABSTRACT: Data on 74 trailer loads of finishing pigs
(mean BW = 129.0, SEM = 0.63 kg) from wean-to-finish
buildings on 2 farms within 1 production system were
collected to investigate the effect of amount of floor
space on the trailer (0.39 or 0.48 m2/pig) during trans-
port on the incidence of losses (dead and nonambulatory
pigs) at the packing plant and to study the relationships
between transport conditions and losses. Pigs were
loaded using standard commercial procedures for pig
handling and transportation. Two designs of flat-deck
trailers with 2 decks were used. Floor space treatments
were compared in 2 similarly sized compartments on
each deck of each trailer type. Differences in floor space
were created by varying the number of pigs in each
compartment. The incidence of nonambulatory pigs at
the farm during loading and at the plant after un-
loading, average load weight, load number within each
day, event times, and temperature and relative humid-
ity in the trailer from loading to unloading were re-
corded. Of the 12,511 pigs transported, 0.26% were non-
ambulatory at the farm, 0.23% were dead on arrival,
and 0.85% were nonambulatory at the plant. Increasing

Key words: floor space, nonambulatory, pig, transport, welfare
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INTRODUCTION

Losses of pigs (dead and nonambulatory) during
transport are of great concern from animal welfare and
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transport floor space from 0.39 to 0.48 m2/pig reduced
the percentage of total nonambulatory pigs (0.62 vs.
0.27 ± 0.13%, respectively; P < 0.05), nonambulatory,
noninjured pigs (0.52 vs. 0.15 ± 0.11%, respectively; P
< 0.01), and total losses (dead and nonambulatory pigs)
at the plant (0.88 vs. 0.36 ± 0.16%, respectively; P <
0.05) and tended to reduce dead pigs (0.27 vs. 0.08 ±
0.08%, respectively; P = 0.06). However, transport floor
space did not affect the percentage of nonambulatory,
injured pigs at the plant. Nonambulatory pigs at the
farm were positively correlated with relative humidity
during loading and load number within the day (r =
0.46 and 0.25, respectively; P < 0.05). The percentage
of total losses at the plant was positively correlated to
waiting time at the plant, unloading time, and total
time from loading to unloading (r = 0.24, 0.51, and 0.36,
respectively; P < 0.05). Average temperature during
loading, waiting at the farm, transport, waiting at the
plant, unloading, and average pig weight on the trailer
were not correlated to losses. These results suggest that
floor space per pig on the trailer and transport condi-
tions can affect transport losses.

economic perspectives. Based on several field studies,
the incidence of transport losses in market-weight pigs
is approximately 1% (Ellis et al., 2003, 2004). Transport
losses may be influenced by numerous factors including
genetics, carcass muscling, health status, structural
soundness, BW, nutrition, handling, facility design, and
conditions during transport to the plant. Few, if any,
of these factors have been examined under typical com-
mercial conditions in the United States.

Floor space (stocking density) during transport af-
fects pig behavior, welfare, and meat quality (reviewed
by Warriss, 1998). Floor space during transport also
affects body temperature, heart rate, and respiration
rate of market-weight pigs (von Mickwitz, 1982). Sur-
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vey evidence suggests that overcrowding pigs during
transport is associated with greater mortality rates
(Robertson, 1987; Guardia et al., 1996; Riches et al.,
1996). In practice, floor space available for the pig dur-
ing transport is determined by the number of animals
placed on each load. Currently, the National Institute
for Animal Agriculture (2004) recommends floor space
allowances of 0.40 to 0.45 m2/pig for pigs weighing be-
tween 114 to 136 kg (equivalent to approximately 0.35
and 0.33 m2/100 kg of BW, respectively). The objective
of this study was to investigate effects of 2 floor spaces
(0.39 and 0.48 m2/pig) during transport, which repre-
sent the range currently being used in commercial prac-
tice in the United States, on the incidence of dead and
nonambulatory pigs and to evaluate relationships be-
tween transport conditions and losses. Differences in
floor space were achieved by varying the number of pigs
loaded onto the trailer, which confounds effects of floor
space and number of pigs per compartment. However,
this is the approach that will be used to change floor
space during transport under practical conditions,
which was the objective of this study.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Experimental Design and Treatments

Two floor space treatments (0.39 and 0.48 m2/pig)
were compared in a split-plot design that utilized 74
trailer loads of finishing pigs. The main plot was the
deck of trailer; the subplot was transport floor space;
and the trailer load of pigs was the block. Therefore,
floor space treatments were compared within each of 2
decks of each trailer load of pigs. The protocol for this
project was approved by the University of Illinois Insti-
tutional Animal Care and Use Committee.

Animals, Farms, and Pig Handling

The pigs used in this study were market-weight
(mean BW 129.0 ± 0.63 kg) barrows and gilts that were
the progeny of PIC 337 sires mated to C22 dams (PIC
USA, Franklin, KY).

Two farms within the same production system were
used. One of the farms had 4 and the other had 2 wean-
to-finish buildings. Pigs were raised in mixed-sex pens
of 25 to 30 pigs and were fed the same diets during the
grow-finish period. Loads from the first farm were taken
when the 4 buildings were emptied in April (number
of loads = 18) and in late October through early Novem-
ber (n = 24). Loads from the second farm were taken
when the 2 buildings were emptied in July (n = 14) and
January (n = 18).

The approach to emptying the buildings that was
used by this production system was to send the heaviest
pigs (approximately 25% of the pigs) from each pen of
25 to 30 pigs to the packing plant at wk 20 postweaning.
The remaining pigs were then marketed 3 to 4 wk later.
The loads used in this study were taken after the heavi-
est 25% of the pigs had been removed.

A total of 12,511 pigs were transported. Pigs were
loaded by personnel from the University of Illinois, with
assistance from farm employees and with the same uni-
versity personnel being involved for all loads. In sum-
mary, groups of 4 to 6 pigs were removed from the pen
and were moved down the center aisle of the building
and onto the trailer using sorting boards and, if neces-
sary, electric goads. The width of the center aisle in the
buildings at the first farm was 56 cm for 2 barns and
81 cm for the other 2 barns, whereas the width of the
center aisles for the 2 buildings at the other farm was
81 cm. The angle of the covered ramps used to load pigs
onto the trucks at both farms was 10° or less. Groups
from 3 or 4 pens were mixed in each compartment on
the trailer. The incidence of pigs that became nonambu-
latory at the farm during loading was recorded. How-
ever, only the pigs that became nonambulatory at the
farm after loading were transported.

During the July replicate only, all pigs showing physi-
cal signs of stress (i.e., open-mouth breathing, skin dis-
coloration, or both) during the loading process were
identified by the investigator and marked with a unique
color corresponding to the deck of the trailer onto which
they were loaded. These animals were monitored on
arrival at the plant.

Trailer Design, Floor Space Treatments,
and Transportation

Two designs of a standard commercial swine trailer
were used. The trailers had 2 decks and were con-
structed of aluminum with holes in all of the trailer
sides for ventilation. The designs were similar except
that the dimensions of the compartments (Table 1) and
the angle of the internal loading ramp (trailer design
1 = 21° and trailer design 2 = 24°) differed. To account
for this difference in compartment sizes, floor space
treatments were compared within 2 approximately sim-
ilarly sized compartments located in the same general
area of the trailer on the top and bottom decks (i.e., for
trailer design 1, the second and third compartments
from the front of the trailer were used; for trailer design
2, the first and third compartments were used). There-
fore, the effects of floor space on transport losses at the
plant were evaluated on 296 test compartments with
5,409 pigs. The number of trailer loads of pigs trans-
ported in trailer designs 1 and 2 were 35 and 39, respec-
tively. Loads were transported on 4 d in replicates 1
(April) and 2 (July) and on 6 and 5 d in replicates 3
(October/November) and 4 (January), respectively. The
average number of loads per day was 2.9, with a range
of 1 to 7 loads (Table 2).

Differences in floor space (0.39 and 0.48 m2/pig) were
created by varying the number of pigs loaded into each
of the 4 test compartments (Table 1). The remaining
trailer compartments were stocked at a floor space of
approximately 0.45 m2/pig, which was the standard
used by this system.
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Table 1. Trailer compartment dimensions1

Compartment dimension 0.39 m2/pig 0.48 m2/pig

Length, Width, Area, No. of Floor space, No. of Floor space,
Item m m m2 pigs m2/pig pigs m2/pig

Trailer design 1
Top deck — — — —

First compartment 2.98 2.50 7.43 — — — —
Second compartment2 3.31 2.50 8.26 21 0.39 17 0.49
Third compartment3 3.71 2.50 9.25 24 0.39 19 0.49

Bottom deck
First compartment 2.98 2.50 7.43 — — — —
Second compartment2 3.31 2.50 8.26 21 0.39 17 0.49
Third compartment3 3.71 2.50 9.25 24 0.39 19 0.49

Trailer design 2
Top deck

First compartment2 3.02 2.50 7.56 19 0.40 16 0.47
Second compartment 4.50 2.50 11.25 — — — —
Third compartment3 2.63 2.50 6.58 17 0.39 14 0.47

Bottom deck
First compartment2 3.02 2.50 7.56 19 0.40 16 0.47
Second compartment 4.50 2.50 11.25 — — — —
Third compartment3 2.63 2.50 6.58 17 0.39 14 0.47

1Compartments were numbered consecutively from the front to the rear of the trailer.
2Test compartment 1.
3Test compartment 2.

After the completion of loading, pigs were transported
approximately 3 h (∼240 km) to a commercial packing
plant. For the loads transported in July, pigs were
sprayed with a water mist via a water sprinkling system
installed within the trailer for approximately 5 min
immediately on arrival at the plant. For the loads trans-

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for transport conditions

No. of
Event loads Mean SD Minimum Maximum

Event time
Loading, min 74 45.0 7.78 31.0 73.0
Waiting at farm,1 min 74 4.88 3.85 1.00 21.0
Transport, min 74 192.6 34.9 155.0 426.0
Waiting at plant, min 74 46.9 49.6 1.00 176.0
Unloading, min 74 20.7 8.98 8.00 59.0
Total time,2 min 74 309.9 63.3 230.0 546.0

Temperature in the trailer by event
Loading, °C 63 12.2 9.17 −7.91 25.9
Waiting at farm,1 °C 63 15.5 8.07 −4.71 27.0
Transport, °C 63 12.5 8.06 −4.12 26.3
Waiting at plant, °C 63 13.7 8.64 −4.58 32.3
Unloading, °C 63 15.1 8.59 0.75 32.6
Avg load temperature,2 °C 63 13.1 8.07 −3.32 28.4

Relative humidity in the trailer by event
Loading, % 63 69.2 13.3 43.3 98.4
Waiting at farm,1 % 63 81.3 11.9 44.5 100.0
Transport, % 63 74.7 12.7 40.3 99.7
Waiting at plant, % 63 76.2 14.2 36.0 100.0
Unloading, % 63 75.6 16.3 33.9 100.0
Avg load relative humidity,2 % 63 74.2 11.4 43.7 99.3

No. of loads per day — 2.9 1.63 1 7

1The time interval between end of loading and beginning of transport.
2The time interval from the beginning of loading to the end of unloading.

ported in January only, some of the air vents were
covered (approximately 75%) and sawdust bedding was
provided at a depth of approximately 2.54 cm to mini-
mize cold stress.

The timing of all events (loading, waiting period at
the farm before transport, transport, waiting period at
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the plant before unloading, unloading, and total time
from loading to unloading) was recorded. A temperature
and relative humidity sensor (HOBO H8 Loggers, On-
set Computer Corporation, Bourne, MA) was placed
between the 2 test compartments on each deck of each
trailer to continuously log (1-min intervals) information
in the trailers from the beginning of loading to the end
of unloading. This information was used to calculate
the average temperature and relative humidity for each
event during transportation (i.e., loading, waiting at
the farm, journey, waiting at the plant, and unloading).
Additionally, average BW of pigs on each load (based
on the total weight of the load recorded at the plant)
and the number of the loads transported within each
day of the study were recorded.

Identification of Dead and Nonambulatory Pigs

Drivers unloaded trailers according to the standard
procedures for this production system (using a sorting
board and, if necessary, an electric goad). Upon comple-
tion of unloading, the number of dead pigs was recorded
by compartment. Packing plant employees identified
nonambulatory pigs in the holding pens and as pigs
were moved from the holding pen to the weigh scale.
Nonambulatory pigs were defined as pigs that were
unable to stand, walk, or keep up with the rest of the
group due to injury or fatigue (Anderson et al., 2002;
Ellis et al., 2003). Total losses were defined as the sum
of dead and nonambulatory pigs at the plant. Nonambu-
latory pigs at the plant were classified as nonambula-
tory, injured; or nonambulatory, noninjured (for 65 of
the loads only).

Statistical Analysis

Data for transport losses (dead; total nonambulatory;
nonambulatory, injured; nonambulatory, noninjured;
and total losses) were not normally distributed and,
thus, did not meet the assumptions for ANOVA. There-
fore, these data were subjected to a χ2 rank-based trans-
formation using the RANK procedure of SAS (SAS Inst.
Inc., Cary, NC). Transformed data were analyzed as a
split-plot design with hierarchical nesting using the
MIXED procedure of SAS; the main plot was trailer
deck, the subplot was transport floor space, and the
trailer load of pigs was the block. The model included
fixed effects of trailer design, trailer deck, transport
floor space, farm, replicate nested within farm, and all
possible interactions. The model also included the ran-
dom effects of loading day nested within replicate and
farm, load nested within trailer design, replicate, and
farm, and the load × trailer deck interaction. The experi-
mental unit for the transport floor space treatments
was the trailer compartment. The load × trailer deck
interaction was used as the error term to test the effects
of trailer deck, and the residual error was used to test
the effect of transport floor space.

Relationships between transport conditions and
losses were evaluated using Pearson correlations with
the CORR procedure of SAS.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Transport Times and Conditions

On average, times for loading, waiting at the farm,
and total journey time were 45, 5, and 193 min, respec-
tively (Table 2). Waiting times at the plant before un-
loading averaged 47 min but varied greatly by replicate
(41.9, 9.2, 89.6, and 53.9 ± 5.8 min for the January,
April, July, and October/November replicates, respec-
tively). Throughout this study, pigs were loaded be-
tween 1900 and 0800, with majority of pigs being loaded
between the hours of 0100 and 0800. It is likely that
longer waiting times at the plant in July were due to
more loads from other producers arriving at the plant
during the same time as loads from this study. This
would result in longer waiting periods before unloading.
Unloading times averaged 21 min, including time to
remove dead animals from the trailer. The average total
time from the beginning of loading to the end of un-
loading was 310 min with a range from 230 to 546 min
(Table 2).

As expected, average temperatures inside the trailer
varied considerably across replicates (mean tempera-
tures: 2.6, 10.9, 24.0, and 14.5 ± 1.02°C for the January,
April, July, and October/November replicates, respec-
tively). In general, temperatures inside the trailer in-
creased when the trailer was not moving (i.e., during
waiting at the farm, waiting at the plant, and un-
loading). Temperatures increased during loading and
continued to increase and peaked during the wait at the
farm (Table 2). Once the journey began, temperatures
dropped by approximately 3°C. Upon arrival at plant,
temperatures increased until the trailer was unloaded.
Previous studies have also reported temperature inside
the trailer increased during loading (Christensen and
Barton-Gade, 1996; Chevillon, 2000; Hamilton et al.,
2003) and when the trailer was not moving (Guise,
1991; Christensen and Barton-Gade, 1996; Hamilton
et al., 2003) but decreased during transport (Chevil-
lon, 2000).

Overall, average relative humidity in the trailer was
74.2% (Table 2). Relative humidity was lowest during
loading (69.2%) and greatest after loading during the
wait at the farm (81.3%). Relative humidity dropped to
an average of 74.7% during the journey and remained
relatively constant until pigs were unloaded.

Relationships Between Pig Responses
at the Farm and the Plant

In the first replicate of this study, which was carried
out in April, the incidence of nonambulatory pigs identi-
fied at the farm was very similar to the incidence of
nonambulatory pigs identified at the plant (farm =
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics for pig BW and transport losses1

Trait Mean SD Minimum Maximum

Avg pig BW of the load, kg 129.0 5.41 113.0 140.8
Nonambulatory at farm, % 0.26 0.57 0.00 3.03
Nonambulatory at plant, % 0.85 0.74 0.00 2.96
NAI,2,3 % 0.24 0.36 0.00 1.18
NANI,3,4 % 0.55 0.59 0.00 1.88

Transport deaths at plant, % 0.23 0.47 0.00 2.50
Total losses at plant,5 % 1.08 0.94 0.00 4.38

1Data are for 12,511 pigs transported in 74 trailer loads.
2Nonambulatory, injured pig.
3Measured on 65 loads.
4Nonambulatory, noninjured pig.
5Total losses = nonambulatory pigs + transport deaths.

0.60% vs. plant = 0.73%). This suggested a possible
relationship between the incidence of nonambulatory
pigs at the farm and the incidence of nonambulatory
pigs at the plant. Therefore, in the second replicate,
which was carried out in July, pigs showing signs of
stress during loading at the farm were marked and
closely monitored on arrival at the plant. A total of
155 (6.61%) of the 2,346 pigs loaded were classified
as exhibiting physical signs of stress (i.e., open-mouth
breathing, skin discoloration, or both) after loading, and
these were monitored at the plant. Three of these pigs
were classified on the truck at the farm as nonambula-
tory, noninjured; 1 of these died on the truck, and 1
was nonambulatory, and the other was normal at the
plant. Of the 152 pigs that showed physical signs of
stress (i.e., open-mouth breathing, skin discoloration,
or both) at the farm but remained ambulatory, only
1 was classified as nonambulatory, noninjured at the
plant, and the remainder were considered normal.
Overall 152 (98%) of the 155 pigs exhibiting signs of
stress at the farm were considered normal at the plant.

Over the entire study, there were 32 (0.26%) nonam-
bulatory pigs identified on the truck at the farm (Table
3), and 25 of these were followed from the farm to the
plant, and 18 (72%) were normal at the plant, 3 (12%)
were dead on arrival, and 4 (16%) were nonambulatory,
noninjured at the plant.

It has been established that nonambulatory, nonin-
jured pigs exhibit metabolic acidosis characterized by
low blood pH, high blood lactate, and low blood bicar-
bonate (Ivers et al., 2002). However, recent research
has demonstrated that blood acid-base measures of ag-
gressively handled pigs return to prehandling baseline
levels by 2 h posthandling (Bertol et al., 2002), and
this suggests that these pigs can recover from handling
stress if allowed to rest. Current National Pork Board
recommendations suggest that pigs that become non-
ambulatory at the farm should be allowed to recover
at the farm (NPB, 2004).

Collectively, our data from monitoring pigs exhibiting
signs of stress and nonambulatory pigs at the farm
through the plant suggest the majority of pigs recovered
during the journey of approximately 3 h to the plant;
however, a significant percentage of nonambulatory

pigs (28%) did not. This has important implications for
handling and recovery of nonambulatory, noninjured
pigs. Additional research is necessary to more precisely
establish the time necessary for nonambulatory, nonin-
jured pigs to fully recover.

Average BW and Overall Transport Losses

The average live pig weight was recorded for each
load and was 129 kg; however, this ranged from 113.0
to 140.8 kg for individual loads (Table 3).

The overall percentage of nonambulatory pigs at the
plant was 0.85% (Table 3) for the 12,511 pigs trans-
ported. During the first 9 loads of the study, investiga-
tors observed that pigs became nonambulatory due to
fatigue (nonambulatory, noninjured) or injury (nonam-
bulatory, injured). Therefore, for the remaining 65
trailer loads of the study, nonambulatory pigs (0.79%)
were classified as nonambulatory, injured (0.24%) or
nonambulatory, noninjured (0.55%). The ratio of nonin-
jured pigs to injured pigs was approximately 2:1 (Table
3). The number of transport deaths was 0.23%, which
is similar to the national average for the United States
(Ellis et al., 2003). The total losses in this study were
1.08%, and this is similar to results from a number of
field studies (Ellis et al., 2003; 2004).

In this study, total number of animals lost during
transport (dead and nonambulatory) was 135 on 74
loads. Interestingly, pattern of losses across loads was
very sporadic as illustrated in Figure 1, where informa-
tion on total losses by day of the study is presented.
Furthermore, 60% of transport losses occurred on just
28% of loads (i.e., loads with 3 or more losses), whereas
51% of loads had 1 loss or less and accounted for only
17.8% of total losses (Table 4). Ellis et al. (2003) also
reported a sporadic incidence of transport losses with
60% of transport losses being on just 20% of the loads. It
is unclear why this variation in transport losses occurs;
however, factors potentially associated with the inci-
dence of losses on different loads of pigs on different
days are environmental conditions, loading distances at
the farm, people involved (handling crews and drivers),
and waiting times at the plant.
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Figure 1. Transport losses by date of transport, based on 74 trailer loads and 12,511 pigs. 1Nonambulatory = pigs
were unable to stand, walk, or keep up with their contemporaries due to injury or fatigue.

Floor Space During Transport

In the current study, we examined effects of stocking
pigs at 0.39 and 0.48 m2/pig during transport on trans-
port losses at the plant. Based on the average pig
weights recorded for each load, these floor space treat-
ments correspond to 0.30 and 0.37 m2/100 kg, respec-
tively. The current recommendations of the National
Institute for Animal Agriculture (2004) approximate to
0.33 to 0.35 m2/100 kg of BW. Weights were only avail-
able for the total load of pigs and not for individual
compartments of animals. This latter data could only
have been collected by weighing the pigs before loading,
and this was not done to avoid any effect of previous

Table 4. Number of transport losses on each trailer load by replicate1

No. of Replicate 1, Replicate 2, Replicate 3, Replicate 4,
losses per April, July, October/November, January,
trailer load2 No.3 No. of loads No. of loads No. of loads No. of loads

0 14 6 1 6 1
1 24 7 5 9 3
2 15 2 4 3 6
3 11 0 4 3 4
4 6 2 0 1 3
5 1 1 0 0 0
6 2 0 0 1 1
7 1 0 0 1 0
Total 74 18 14 24 18

1Based on 74 trailer loads and 12,511 pigs.
2Sum of transport deaths and nonambulatory pigs at the plant per load.
3No. of trailer loads.

handling of the pigs for weighing before loading on the
animal response to the transportation process.

Increasing floor space during transport from 0.39 to
0.48 m2/pig did not affect the incidence of nonambula-
tory, injured pigs at the plant but reduced the percent-
age of total losses at the plant (0.88 vs. 0.36 ± 0.16%,
respectively; P < 0.05) with reductions in total nonam-
bulatory pigs (0.62 vs. 0.27 ± 0.13%, respectively; P <
0.05) and nonambulatory, noninjured pigs (0.52 vs. 0.15
± 0.11%, respectively; P < 0.01). Also, there was a ten-
dency for pigs transported at 0.39 m2/pig to have a
greater percentage of dead pigs (0.27 vs. 0.08 ± 0.08%,
respectively; P = 0.06; Table 5) than pigs transported
at 0.48 m2/pig. These findings agree with commercial
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Table 5. Effects of trailer deck and floor space allowance during transport on transport
losses at the plant1

Trailer deck Floor space

Plant losses Bottom Top SEM P value 0.39 m2/pig2 0.48 m2/pig3 SEM P value

No. of observations 74 74 — — 148 148 — —
Nonambulatory, % 0.50 0.40 0.13 0.72 0.62 0.27 0.13 0.04
NAI,4 % 0.06 0.15 0.06 0.32 0.09 0.12 0.06 0.98
NANI,5 % 0.43 0.25 0.11 0.39 0.52 0.15 0.11 0.01

Transport deaths, % 0.25 0.10 0.08 0.20 0.27 0.08 0.08 0.06
Total losses,6 % 0.75 0.49 0.16 0.36 0.88 0.36 0.16 0.02

1Least squares means.
2Based on 2,979 pigs.
3Based on 2,430 pigs.
4Nonambulatory, injured pig.
5Nonambulatory, noninjured pig.
6Total losses = nonambulatory pigs + transport deaths.

surveys that have suggested overcrowding pigs during
transport is associated with increased mortality rates
during transport (Robertson, 1987; Guardia et al., 1996;
Riches et al., 1996).

Based on the results of the current study, providing
pigs with 0.48 m2/pig during transport was an effective
means to reduce transport losses, and this has im-
portant implications for animal welfare. However, in-
creasing floor space during transport also has economic
implications. If the floor space treatments used in the
current study were applied to an entire load, this would
result in load sizes of 192 and 154 pigs at 0.39 and 0.48
m2/pig, respectively. Additional research involving a
greater number of floor space levels is required to deter-
mine the optimum space for pigs during transport for
economic and welfare considerations.

Trailer Deck

The deck of the trailer onto which the pigs were
loaded and transported had no effect on transport losses
(Table 5). Climbing loading ramps has been shown to
be a significant stressor to pigs (van Putten and Elshof,
1978), and therefore, greater losses for pigs transported
on the top deck that have to climb an internal ramp on
the truck might be expected. It would appear that in the
current study, any extra stress associated with climbing
the internal ramp did not result in an increase in trans-
port losses for pigs on the top deck.

Relationships Between Transport
Conditions and Transport Losses

As expected, causes of losses were correlated (Table
6). Nonambulatory pigs at the farm were positively cor-
related to total nonambulatory pigs (r = 0.35; P < 0.01)
and total losses (r = 0.35; P < 0.01) at the plant. This
is not unexpected given that, based on the monitoring
of pigs from the farm to the plant in this study, a propor-
tion (28%) of nonambulatory pigs at the farm did not
recover during the journey. Percentages of dead and
nonambulatory, noninjured pigs on arrival were posi-

tively correlated (r = 0.28; P < 0.05), suggesting there
may be some common predisposing factors in these 2
conditions. The percentage of nonambulatory, injured
pigs was not correlated to any of the other losses (Ta-
ble 6).

A number of event times were unfavorably associated
with plant losses (Table 7). Waiting time at farm, un-
loading time at the plant, and total time were positively
correlated with plant nonambulatory, noninjured pigs
(r = 0.24, 0.41, and 0.27, respectively; P < 0.05); total
transport time (including stops), unloading time, and
total time from loading to unloading were positively
correlated with transport deaths (r = 0.29, 0.52, and
0.40; respectively; P ≤ 0.01); and waiting time at the
plant, unloading time, and total time were positively
correlated with total plant losses (r = 0.24, 0.51, and
0.36; P < 0.05). Only unloading time at plant was corre-
lated with total nonambulatory pigs at the plant (r =
0.32; P = 0.01), whereas event times were not correlated
to nonambulatory pigs at the farm or nonambulatory,
injured pigs at the plant. As mentioned above, un-
loading time was positively correlated to percentage of
total nonambulatory pigs, nonambulatory, noninjured
pigs, transport deaths, and total losses. However, these
may not be direct relationships; unloading time in-
cluded the time to unload dead and nonambulatory pigs
from the trailer.

Temperature inside the trailer was not correlated to
losses (Table 7). However, several authors have re-
ported transport deaths are greatest in summer months
and lowest in winter months (Allen et al., 1974; Smith
and Allen, 1976). The relationship between ambient
temperature and transport deaths has been described
as hyperbolic or curvilinear (Smith and Allen, 1976;
Warriss and Brown, 1994), where losses are very low
when temperature is below 10°C but increase dramati-
cally when temperature is above 15 to 18°C. In the
current study, losses were greatest for the replicate
in January (1.47%) compared with 1.06%, 1.01%, and
0.80% for the replicates carried out in July, October/
November, and April, respectively. Hamilton (unpub-
lished data) analyzed data relating to 2,199 loads from 1
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Table 6. Correlations between transport losses1

Farm Plant Plant Plant Plant Plant
Loss NA2 NAI3 NANI4 Total NA5 DOA6 total losses7

Farm NA2 —
Plant NAI3 0.13 —
Plant NANI4 0.06 0.07 —
Plant total NA5 0.35** 0.56*** 0.86*** —
Plant DOA6 0.16 −0.10 0.28* 0.16 —
Plant total losses7 0.35** 0.37** 0.81*** 0.87*** 0.62*** —

1Pearson correlation coefficients, significant correlations are designated as *P < 0.05, **P ≤ 0.01, and ***P
≤ 0.001 (based on 74 trailer loads; 12,511 pigs).

2Nonambulatory pigs at the farm.
3Nonambulatory, injured pigs at the plant.
4Nonambulatory, noninjured pigs at the plant.
5Total nonambulatory pigs at the plant.
6Transport deaths at the plant.
7Total losses at the plant = nonambulatory pigs + transport deaths.

yr within the same production system and also reported
that total losses were greatest in winter. Additional
research is necessary to establish seasonal variation in
transport losses and relationships between conditions
during transport and transport losses.

The only relationship observed between relative hu-
midity in the trailer and losses was between levels dur-

Table 7. Correlations between transport conditions and losses1

Farm Plant Plant Plant Plant Plant
Transport condition NA2 NAI3 NANI4 total NA5 DOA6 total Loss7

Event time
Loading 0.12 −0.04 0.17 0.15 0.09 0.16
Waiting at farm8 −0.10 −0.16 0.24* 0.08 0.15 0.14
Transport −0.07 −0.15 0.04 −0.03 0.29** 0.12
Waiting at plant −0.14 0.19 0.20 0.18 0.19 0.24*
Unloading 0.05 0.11 0.41*** 0.32** 0.52*** 0.51***
Total time9 −0.13 0.07 0.27* 0.20 0.40*** 0.36**

Temperature in the trailer by event
Loading 0.08 0.07 −0.23 −0.13 0.04 −0.08
Waiting at farm8 0.06 0.05 −0.16 −0.08 0.10 −0.01
Transport 0.08 0.05 −0.12 −0.04 0.09 0.01
Waiting at plant 0.05 0.19 −0.07 0.05 0.01 0.05
Unloading 0.06 0.20 −0.15 0.01 0.03 0.02
Average load temperature9 0.06 0.10 −0.13 −0.03 0.07 0.01

Relative humidity in the trailer by event
Loading 0.46*** 0.11 −0.16 0.08 −0.15 −0.01
Waiting at farm8 0.34** 0.21 −0.08 0.14 −0.14 0.03
Transport 0.41*** 0.22 −0.20 0.10 −0.09 0.04
Waiting at plant 0.25* 0.12 −0.05 0.10 −0.05 0.06
Unloading 0.18 0.08 −0.08 0.06 0.03 0.07
Average load relative humidity9 0.44*** 0.22 −0.13 0.15 −0.08 0.08

No. of loads within a day 0.25* −0.04 −0.04 0.11 −0.07 0.05
Avg live wt of the load −0.02 0.07 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.05

1Pearson correlation coefficients, significant correlations are designated as *P ≤ 0.05, **P ≤ 0.01, and ***P
≤ 0.001 (based on 74 trailer loads; 12,511 pigs).

2Nonambulatory pigs at the farm.
3Nonambulatory, injured pigs at the plant.
4Nonambulatory, noninjured pigs at the plant.
5Total nonambulatory pigs at the plant.
6Transport deaths at the plant.
7Total losses at the plant = nonambulatory pigs + transport deaths.
8From the end of loading to the beginning of transport.
9From the beginning of loading to the end of unloading.

ing loading and percentage of nonambulatory pigs at
the farm (Table 7; r = 0.46; P < 0.001). However, this
may not be a direct relationship because high relative
humidity during loading was generally associated with
rain, which led to slippery conditions on the loading
ramps. Previous studies have reported no relationship
between relative humidity and deaths during transport
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(Allen et al., 1974; Smith and Allen, 1976; Robertson,
1987).

Nonambulatory pigs at the farm were positively cor-
related with load number within the day (r = 0.25; P <
0.05; Table 7). This could be associated with increased
fatigue of loading crew members at the farm, potentially
resulting in aggressive handling of pigs.

Additionally, average BW of the load was not corre-
lated to losses at the plant (Table 7). Trailers were
loaded on the basis of floor area per pig and not per
unit of BW. Consequently, as BW increased, pigs had
less floor space when expressed on a weight per floor
area basis. It should be noted that we recorded the
average BW of the load and not of the weight of each
compartment.

In summary, results of this study show that approxi-
mately 1% of all pigs transported were dead or nonam-
bulatory at the plant and that the incidence was very
sporadic among loads. Floor space on the trailer had a
substantial effect on transport losses, and providing a
greater level of floor space (0.48 compared with 0.39
m2/pig) reduced transport losses and consequently im-
proved welfare of pigs during transportation. In addi-
tion, transport times and conditions on the trailer may
affect losses at the plant. Additional research is neces-
sary to establish the minimum floor space on the trailer
that results in the minimum transport losses.
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The welfare of transported pigs can be compromised both by physical and psychological

stresses. The animals' responses can be assessed using records of mortality and trauma,

physiological and behavioural observations and, to some degree, by measurements of meat

quality since this can reflect the animals' physiological state at death. These assessments may,

therefore, be used as measures of animal welfare. During transport pigs show weight loss,

increased circulating concentrations of catecholamines, cortisol and creatine phosphokinase

(CPK), and an increase in heart rate and packed cell volume; sometimes there is evidence of

dehydration. Increased levels of dark, firm, dry (DFD )meat after long transport reflect muscle

glycogen depletion and possibly indicate some element of fatigue. There is experimental

evidence that transport is aversive to pigs, which may be partially due to the fact that they

become travel sick. Mortality in transport has ranged from < 0.1 to > 1.0 per cent in different

European countries. Mortality is higher in more stress-susceptible breeds and at higher ambient

temperatures. It is increased inpigs fed within 4h of transport, at higher stocking densities and

after longer journeys at ambient temperatures greater than 10°C Pigs may be fasted long

enough before slaughter toprejudice their welfare through hunger. Longfasts may also reduce

muscle glycogen levels and cause fatigue. Fighting between unfamiliar animals which have been

mixed during the marketing procedure is also stressful, however, longer transport may actually

reduce this problem by allowing animals to get used to one another under conditions in which

it is difficult tofight ..

Keywords: animal welfare, pigs, transport

Introduction

A large amount of research has been carried out on the effects of transport on pigs. Much early

work was reviewed by Hails (1978). Our knowledge of the influence of transport on meat

quality was subsequently sUllll11arizedby Warriss (1987) and Tarrant (1989), and aspects of both

welfare and quality by Lambooy and van Purten (1993). Recollll11endations and guidelines for

handling pigs ante-mortem, including transport, have been given in Warriss (1994;1995a).

Recently, interest has focused on the welfare of transported animals in general, partly because

of the possibility of much longer journeys (especially in exported stock) with about 7 million

pigs being exported every year within the European Union (Christensen et aI1994). Also, there

is greater apparent awareness and concern by consumers about the ethical quality of the meat

they eat (Warriss 1995b;1996a).

This review is an attempt to sUllll11arizethe considerable body of information relating to the

transport of slaughter pigs in the context of its implications for animal welfare. According to

© 1998Universities Federation for Animal Welfare
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Broom (1991), the welfare of an animal is 'its state as regards its attempts to cope with its

environment'. Good welfare implies a state of well-being in regard to health and a lack of

distress because the animal is coping easily.

The stresses of transport

The transport of pigs is an inherently stressful procedure. We can identify obvious physical

stresses such as temperature extremes, vibration and changes in acceleration, noise, confinement

and crowding. There are also psychological stresses like the breakdown of social groupings and

mixing with unfamiliar animals, unfamiliar or noxious smells, novel environments, hunger and

thirst, and fatigue. Welfare will be influenced by the combined magnitude of all these stresses

and by the length of the journey. A short journey under poor conditions may compromise

welfare as much as, or even more than, a long journey under good conditions.

Improving welfare centres on eliminating or ameliorating these stresses as far as possible.

Often this has economic costs and therefore improvement may be restricted to the minimum

commensurate with 'acceptable' welfare. The definition of 'acceptable' is problematic. An

example is stocking density in transit: the more animals that are carried on a vehicle, the lower

the unit cost. However, higher densities are associated with evidence of greater physical stress

(Warriss et al in press) and higher mortality (Lendfers 1971) indicative of poor welfare. A

compromise might therefore be suggested - that a particular mortality rate must be tolerated for

the sake of economics. However, different parties will find higher or lower rates acceptable or

not depending on their vested interests and their personal viewpoints.

Physiological responses of pigs to transport

The specific types of stresses associated with transport produce different kinds of response.

Psychological stress promotes release of corticosteroids from the adrenal cortex. Many studies

have documented increases in circulating cortisol in transported pigs (Dantzer 1982; Spencer

et a11984; Becker et a11985; Nyberg et a11988; McGlone et a11993; Bradshaw et a11996a)

or corresponding decreases in adrenal ascorbic acid levels (Warriss et aI1983). Although pigs

can become travel sick, there is debate as to the prevalence of travel sickness. Assessments by

Riches et al (1996b) suggested a very low prevalence (1%) but may have been based on

inadequate experimental methodology (Bradshaw and Hall 1996). Limited direct observations

of pigs carried on rough journeys (Bradshaw & Hall 1996) indicated prevalences of around 20

per cent or more. It is unclear whether pigs fmd travel sickness as unpleasant as humans but they

appear to respond similarly, showing elevated levels of the hormone vasopressin in their blood

(Bradshaw et aI1996b).

McGlone et al (1993) found that in pigs transported for 4h, individualliveweight loss was

negatively correlated with blood cortisol concentration. In other words, pigs which had a greater

adrenal response to transport also lost more weight. Liveweight loss caused by transport per se

is often hard to differentiate from the effects of food and water deprivation during the journey.

However, Warriss et al (1983) found that pigs in a non-fasting state lost 0.6 per cent of their

liveweight after 1h of transport and 2.3 per cent after 6h. Losses in 1iveweight may, at least in

part, reflect loss of urine and faeces rather than of body tissue. Carcase yield (the weight of the

saleable body parts, mainly consisting of muscle, fat and bone but excluding viscera) is a better

indicator oflosses of the substance of an animal's body. Carcase yield was significantly reduced

by 2.1 per cent in the 6h group compared with yields from untransported control pigs. Some of
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this reduction may have been caused by dehydration, as the transported animals subsequently

drank more water in lairage and had higher plasma total protein concentrations in their blood at

slaughter.

Lambooy et al (1985) found that transport for 44h led to a reduction in the water content of

the subcutaneous fat on the back and suggested that the pigs were metabolizing the water to

compensate for the reduced intake during transport. Transport also led to an increase in packed

cell volume (PCV), and elevated concentrations of glycerol and ketone bodies in the blood. The

specific gravity of the urine increased and blood glucose levels were reduced. The changes in

backfat composition, PCV and urine composition support the view that the animals were

becoming dehydrated during the journey. The changes in concentration of glycerol, ketone

bodies and glucose indicate that the pigs were having to mobilize fats to supply metabolic needs.

A summary of some of the physiological effects of transport in pigs is given in Table 1.

Table 1

Effect

A summary of some physiological effects of transport on pigs.

Reference

Live and carcase weight reduced

Blood cortisol levels increased

Adrenal ascorbic acid depleted

Plasma adrenaline increased

Plasma CPK
J
increased

Changes in heart rate

Increased plasma total protein

Increased PCV and specific gravity of urine

Decreased water in fat

Increased number of circulating polymorphonuclear

neutrophils and lymphocytes

Puberty induced in gilts with delayed puberty

I Creatine phosphokinase

Warriss et al1983

Dantzer 1982

Spencer et al1984

Becker et al1985

Nyberg et al1988

Dalin et al1993

Warriss et al1983

Dalin et al1993

Honkavaara 1989; 1995

SchUtteet al1996

Christensen and Barton Gade

1996

Warriss et al1983

Lambooy et al1985

Lambooy et al 1985

Dalin et al1993

Dalin et al1998

In North America, pigs are often marketed for further fattening at about 9 weeks of age when

they weigh 20-30 kg. The marketing procedure involves a period of up to 24h when animals are

without food and water, mixing with animals from other rearing farms and transported for long

distances (often 500-1000 km) to the fattening units. This results in quite significant weight

losses (Table 2). These weight losses do not result in long-term detrimental effects to the pigs,

based On their subsequent growth and performance to slaughter weights (Brumm & Peo 1985;

Brumm et a11987; Jesse et aI1988;1990).
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Table 2 Losses in liveweight in young fattening pigs (20-30 kg) during marketing

in North America.

Reference

Brumm and Pea (1985)

Brumm et al (1987)

Jesse et al (I988)

Jesse et al (1990)

Livewei~ht loss (%)

8.4-12.7

10.9

6.8

1.8-11.8

In addition to the transport itself, loading and unloading are often stressful episodes for pigs,

particularly ifhandling facilities are inadequate. Loading ramps which are set too steep (at> 20°

to the horizontal) are an example of such inadequacies (Warriss et aI1991). Van Putten and

Elshof (1978) showed that heart rate increased to the greatest degree in pigs subjected to various

procedures simulating commercial practice, when the animals were made to climb ramps. An

increase in heart rate to very high levels at loading, which gradually fall during transport and

then increase again at unloading, is often reported (Augustini & Fischer 1982; Christensen &

Barton Gade 1996).

The effects of transport on meat quality have been investigated by numerous authors and

reviewed by Warriss (1987). The results are very dependent on the stress-susceptibility of the

pigs. The stress associated with even very short journeys can increase the incidence of pale, soft,

exudative (PSE) meat in very stress-susceptible pigs, but more stress-resistant genotypes may

show little or no effect of transport for moderate distances under good conditions. However, all

pigs will show evidence of muscle glycogen depletion after longer journeys, particularly under

poor conditions, and a higher incidence of DFD meat. In man, muscle glycogen depletion is

associated with feelings offatigue (Newsholme et aI1992) and it seems reasonable to think that

pigs would respond similarly. Transport associated with increased levels ofDFD might therefore

reflect greater fatigue among the animals. For example, Malmfors (1982) reported that DFD

incidence doubled in long transports (exceeding 90km) compared with short journeys (under

35km). Similarly, Heinze et al (1984) showed that as transport distance increased from less than

50km to more than 100km the frequency of carcases with higher than normal ultimate pH values

increased from 23 per cent to over 30 per cent. The conditions under which the animals are

carried will obviously be very important, but the implication is that long transport can fatigue

pigs.

Mortality during transport

Even if an individual does not die, it is likely that its welfare will be reduced when overall

mortality rates are high. Mortality during transport therefore reflects the welfare of all animals

because it is usually determined, at least in part, by transport conditions. Death can occur either

during the journey (DOAs - dead on arrivals) or subsequently in lairage (DIPs - dead in pens).

The proportion of DIPs varies but averages range from 15 per cent (Warriss & Brown 1994) to

20 per cent (Allen 1979). It is normally assumed that pigs dying in lairage usually do so as a

result of previous transport.

The effects of genotype and temperature

Two factors are particularly important in determining mortality rates in transported pigs. The

first is genotype, the second is ambient temperature. The influence of genotype complicates the

interpretation of the influence of other factors. So, a large part of the variation in actual mortality

368 Animal Welfare 1998, 7: 365-381



Welfare of transported pigs

rates seen in different European countries (which range from < 0.1% to > 1.0%) can be

explained by differences in the inherent stress-susceptibility of the pig population in each.

Breeds susceptible to stress, such as the Pietrain and Belgian Landrace, or genotypes containing

genes from these breeds, are much more likely to die in transit (Lister et aI1981).

Stress-susceptibility is closely associated with presence of the 'halothane' gene (named for

the test originally used to detect its presence, in which animals with a double recessive gene

show extreme sensitivity to the anaesthetic gas). In the past this gene has been inadvertently

selected for, in the quest for leaner, more muscular carcases. This is illustrated well by data

given in Hails (1978) for various studies on the mortality of pigs during transport in the Federal

Republic of Germany (Figure 1). There was a rapid rise in mortality between 1953 and 1974

accompanying strong selection for leaner carcases. Conversely, selection against the halothane

gene in breeding stock reduces mortality among the slaughter population. This is illustrated in

data from Sweden (Petersson & Gahne 1988). Between 1982 and 1987 the number of halothane-

positive boars (sires) in the population was substantially reduced in both Landrace and Large

White breeds. The mortality rate in transported pigs dropped correspondingly from 0.22 to 0.08

per cent.
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Figure 1 Increase in the percentage oftransport deaths between 1953 and 1974 in

the Federal Republic of Germany. (Based on figures given in Hails (1978);

the data came from 11 different studies.)

There is a curvilinear relationship between mortality rate and ambient temperature (Allen &

Smith 1974; Warriss & Brown 1994). In studies carried out in northern European countries,

when the average daily temperature is below 10°C the incidence of mortality is low; at daily

averages of between 10°C and 18°C it rises gradually, and above 18°C there is a very rapid
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increase in the number of pigs dying. It is not clear whether this relationship holds in the

southern, hotter parts of Europe. However, in Spain there is little evidence of seasonal variation

in mortality attributable to ambient temperature (Guardia et a11996) but this is because special

precautions are taken in the hotter months. These take the form of not mixing unfamiliar pigs,

showering during transport and undertaking journeys at night. Pigs reared under conditions of

high ambient temperature may also become acclimatized to them. Based on a careful analysis

of mortality data, Smith and Allen (1976) found that losses during the August to December

period in the UK were slightly less than those in the January to July period at the same

temperature. The pigs killed between August and December would probably have experienced

slightly higher temperatures during rearing. Smith and Allen therefore suggested that to reduce

mortality it could be desirable to keep pigs at as high a temperature as possible in the last days

before transport to slaughter.

In northern Europe, the relationship between mortality and temperature leads to a well-

defmed, seasonal effect with more pigs dying during the summer months (Lendfers 1970; Allen

& Smith 1974; Fabiansson et aI1979; Warriss & Brown 1994). Pigs are sensitive to high

temperatures, probably because they are thought to be unable to sweat effectively and can lose

heat only by increasing respiratory frequency - panting (Ingram 1964) - or by wallowing to

achieve evaporative cooling. The latter is obviously not possible during transport. The combined

effects of genotype and temperature probably explain the variation in transport mortality rates

seen throughout Europe (Table 3). The effect of humidity is unclear. Smith and Allen (1976)

could find no correlation between mortality and relative humidity of the outside atmosphere.

However, the work of Abbott et al (1995), based on reports from vehicle drivers, indicated that

most deaths occurred when the weather was described as hot and wet.

Pig genotype and transport mortality in some European countries. (Data

from Warriss 1995a; information for Spain from Gispert et aI1996.)

Genotype Percentage mortality

SR 0.03

SR 0.07

SR 0.10

SR 0.16

Mixed 0.16

Not known 0.22

SS 0.30

SS 0.50

Table 3

Country

Denmark

UK

Italy

The Netherlands

Portugal

Spain

Belgium

Germany

SR pig population mainly stress-resistant

SS pig population mainly stress-susceptible

The effect of time of last feed

The prandial state of the animal is also important to some degree in influencing mortality. Pigs

should not be transported too soon after feeding since mortality is higher under these

circumstances, partly, it has been suggested, because a full stomach can reduce the diameter of

the vena cava, impairing venous return and leading to circulatory insufficiency (see Warriss

1994). Lahr (1970) reported that the weight of the stomach and its contents was very much

higher in pigs which died in transport to livestock markets than in comparable animals which

did not die in transport.
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It has been recommended that the pigs' last feed should be arranged for between 4h and 12h

before loading (Warriss 1994). However, some recent work now suggests that 4h may be too

short a time to prevent pigs vomiting during transport (R H Bradshaw and D M Broom personal

communication 1996), at least on vehicles showing poor vibrational characteristics. What the

minimal interval should be is still unclear. In a study of21 000 transported pigs Robertson (see

p 453 of English et al1988) found a much higher mortality rate (0.67%) in pigs loaded 2h-6h

after their last feed than in those loaded after 6h-12h (where it was only 0.13%), or longer than

12h (where it was 0.17%). Sains (1980) found that mortality in pigs not fed on the day of

transport was 0.06 per cent compared with 0.09 per cent in pigs fed on the day of loading. In a

study reported in Gispert et al (1997) in which the effects of feed withdrawal for less than 12h,

12h-18h or greater than 18h on mortality was measured in five slaughter plants, the lowest

overall mortality occurred in the 12-18h group. Less than 12h, as well as greater than 18h of

food deprivation, both increased losses although there was some variation between plants.

Other factors affecting mortality

Marginally more pigs die on the bottom deck of transporters than on the top or middle decks in

both winter and summer (Sains 1980; Riches et aI1996a). Most deaths occurred in the pen

immediately behind the cab, possibly because of poorer ventilation of this part of the vehicle

(Sains 1980). This fits in with the results from a previous Meat and Livestock Commission study

conducted by Cambac JMA Research, in which it was found that pigs travelling in this pen had

higher concentrations of cortisol in their blood at slaughter (42 ng ml'l) than pigs travelling in

the other pens (15-17 ng ml'l) suggesting that they were more stressed (Meat and Livestock

Commission 1993). A survey of 12000 pigs transported in South Africa (Henning 1993) found

that dividing vehicles by transverse partitions into smaller pen~ (as is standard in the UK)

reduced mortality, as did having the vehicle exhaust at the back or side. Mortality rates were

slightly higher in double- than in single-decked trucks.

Higher stocking densities are associated with higher mortality. Lendfers (1971) found that

loading densities exceeding 1.2 pigs m'2led to more deaths. Robertson (see p 453 of English et

al 1988) found that mortality was highest (0.54%) in groups of pigs carried at the

'recommended' or higher stocking densities of vehicles, decreasing progressively as stocking

density was reduced from 90-99 per cent of recommended level (with 0.34% mortality) to 80-

89 per cent (with 0.17% mortality). Recent work from Spain (Gispert et al1996) .tends to

support these results: in a comparison of pigs transported at densities of less than or greater than

0.4 m2 pig'l carried out in four slaughter plants, there was either no effect on mortality (in three

plants) or a highly significant increase from 0.04 per cent to 0.77 per cent (in one plant). A

recent survey of UK commercial practice (Riches et al1996b) also found higher mortality in

loads of transported pigs that were stocked above the average (239 kg m,2 [or 0.42 m2lOOkg,I]).

There is also some evidence of greater mortality with longer transport. In journeys of between

99 miles (or less) and 300 miles(or more), mortality increased progressively from 0.21 per cent

to 0.65 per cent (see Robertson, on p 453 of English et al1988) but other workers have found

no evidence of a distance effect (Smith & Allen 1976; Sains 1980; Riches et al1996c). The

different findings could be explained by the interaction between ambient temperature and

distance identified by Lendfers (1971): at temperatures below lOoC, travel distances ranging

from under 5km to over 45km had no effect on mortality; however, at temperatures of 10-15

°C, or above 15°C, deaths were more frequent on longer journeys.
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Very long distance transport of pigs

The influence of very long journeys (:<: 24h) on pigs has been addressed by relatively few

studies. Most work has been carried out by Lambooy and his colleagues in The Netherlands,

probably reflecting the importance of the export trade of pigs from that country to southern

European countries such as Italy. Pigs exported from The Netherlands to Italy may be in transit

for 2-3 days, with conditions often varying from hot sunshine during the day to very cold nights

(Lambooy 1988).

Effects on mortality and weight loss

Lambooy's studies have investigated variation in a number of factors including journey length,

stocking density, ventilation and the potential value of providing water to the pigs during the

journey. Both actual commercial journeys and experimental journeys have been examined. Two

important measurements were of mortality rates and the loss in liveweight of the animals.

Results for these, together with information from Markov (1981) quoted in Lambooy (1983),

are summarized in Table 4. Two things are apparent. First, although the range of mortality

values is large (0.00/0--2.8%), mortality tended to be higher than normally found in short journeys

(0.03% -0.22%, see Table 3) in European countries. Second, the loss in liveweight was also

large (3.5% -8.0%) in journeys ranging from 25h to 44h, although not much larger than would

be expected assuming that the loss was mainly accounted for by lack of food, and that the

average rate ofloss in liveweight under fasting conditions is 0.2 per cent of initial weight h-I

(Warriss 1985;1993).

Liveweight

loss (%)

10.2

5.0-5.5

8.0

6.0-7.8

4.0

3.5

Mortality

(%)

0.17

0.0876

07

0.348

2.89

0.1510

0.5m2 pig'l

0.33-0.65m2 100kg' 1

~0.36m2 100kg'l

~0.47m2 pig'!

0.39-0.59m2 pig'!

1500km

1300km

6o-nh

26-31hl

44h2

28h-35h~

25h4

25h5

Summary of the effects of long distance transport of pigs on mortality and

liveweight loss.

Journey Distance Stocking density or

time rate

Reference

Table 4

Markov (19981)

Lambooy (1983)

Lambooy et al (1985)

Lambooy (1988)

Lambooy (1988)

Lambooy and Engel

(1991)

- not known

1 six international journeys

2 one experimental journey

~ three international journeys

4 six experimental journeys

11 international journeys

6 One pig out of 1148 carried in six journeys from The Netherlands to Italy

7 no pigs died during the journey but two died before unloading for slaughter

8 two pigs in one journey out of three, in which a total of 597 pigs were carried

9 five pigs out of a total of 180 carried in three journeys

10 one pig in 11 journeys

A contributory factor to the high mortality in some of the experimental journeys was that,

unlike the commercial situation, pigs were not selected for soundness before transport, with any

unfit animals being removed. Nevertheless, the observed mortalities provide evidence that
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welfare may well have been compromised in these long journeys. The liveweight losses imply

that the pigs would have been hungry and possibly dehydrated. Direct evidence for the effects

of fasting and water deprivation (leading to the mobilization of body energy reserves and

dehydration) comes from increases in blood PCV and glycerol concentration, in the numbers of

ketone bodies and in the density of the urine, in pigs transported for 44h (Lambooy et a/1985).

In addition, this study found that transported pigs had a reduced water content of their

subcutaneous fat, suggesting that they were mobilizing it to replace water lost from other parts

of their bodies. The pigs also had higher ultimate pH values in their muscles, suggesting

glycogen depletion and, possibly, fatigue.

Potential benefits of provision of drinking water in transit

In two studies (Lambooy 1983; Lambooy et a/1985) the potential benefits of providing water

continuously during at least part of the journey by installing nipple drinkers in some pens was

assessed. A surprising finding was that the pigs drank only very small volumes of water. In

journeys of26h-31h they consumed an average of only 0.651per animal (Lambooy 1983) and

on a journey of 44h, less than 5.41- some of which was spilled rather than drunk (Lambooy et

a/1985) - compared with a predicted normal water consumption of 7-20 1day,I. These low

consumptions were reflected in the findings that there was no effective influence of water

provision on liveweight losses during the journeys in either study.

Lambooy (1983) suggested that possible reasons for the pigs not drinking included stress,

fatigue, lack of food, vibration of the transporter, unfamiliarity with nipple drinkers and

physiological adaptations to transport such as use of tissue water and reducing urine volume. It

is conceivable that animals do not drink because they are suffering from travel sickness, but it

seems unlikely that all pigs should have been affected in this way rather than a few individuals.

Continuous provision of water did affect some meat quality measurements: in particular

reducing some initial pH values and increasing rigor scores in the meat (Larnbooy 1983) but

overall, and rather surprisingly, there appeared to be few, if any, benefits of water provision.

Transport conditions and vehicle design

The welfare of pigs in transit is determined by the conditions under which they are carried as

well as the length of the journey. Stocking density has already been considered in relation to

mortality rates. The effects of different stocking densities on pigs, and the choice of appropriate

densities, has recently been reviewed (Warriss 1998). Current legislation in the UK (The Welfare

of Animals [Transport) Order, 1997) and EU Directive 95/29/EC, specify that under most

normal circumstances pigs must have sufficient space to lie down during transport. Direct

measurements and observations of pigs at different stocking densities suggest that this is

equivalent to about 0.4m2 100kg,I for normal slaughter pigs weighing 90-100 kg. Slightly higher

densities may be acceptable for very short journeys but space allowances of about 0.3m2

1OOkg,l,which are sometimes seen in commercial transport, lead to physical stress. High

densities in long journeys reduce meat quality in a manner which implies muscle glycogen

depletion and, possibly, fatigue (Larnbooy et aI1985).

Other important physical factors that may influence the acceptability of transport conditions

are vibration and noise. Vibration is potentially an important source of stress during transport

- although currently we have little information on the frequencies and magnitudes of vibration

which are important. Randall et al (1995b) have made a comparative study of the vibration

occurring in four different sorts of transporter. Vibration frequencies in the vertical direction

ranged from about 1-4 Hz and in the lateral direction from about 2-16 Hz. Preliminary
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observations (Perremans et aT 1995) suggest that pigs respond to vibration in a similar way to

humans. Based on analogy with human experience these authors concluded that the vehicles

examined by Randall et aT (1995b) would have provided rides ranging from 'very

uncomfortable' (in a small, towed, twin-axle trailer capable of carrying about 10 pigs) to 'not

uncomfortable to a little uncomfortable' (in a large, ftxed-body transporter with air suspension).

Of course, other factors of importance in determining pig comfort by influencing vibration will

be the condition of the road surface, the speed of the vehicle, the qualities of the driver and the

length of the journey, and possibly the insulating characteristics of the flooring and bedding.

There is good evidence that pigs ftnd vibration aversive (Stephens et aT 1985; Stephens &

Perry 1990), based on the results of experiments using operant conditioning techniques; and that

high intensity vibration is more aversive than low level vibration. It was also found that vibration

was more aversive when pigs had eaten a large, rather than a small, meal immediately before

testing, although there was some evidence that the hunger (presumably associated with a 24h

fast) added to the aversiveness of vibration (Stephens & Perry 1990). The implications are that

for their comfort, pigs should be fed (but fed just a small meal) before transport, and that the

degree of aversiveness of vibration can be influenced by other factors. Rutter and Randall (1993)

have used similar operant conditioning techniques to investigate the differences in aversiveness

of different frequencies of vibration to broiler chickens but similar results are not yet available

for pigs. The implications of vibration for animals have been discussed fully by Randall (1992)

and his colleagues (Randall et aT 1995a).

Humans can respond to vibration with feelings of motion sickness, discomfort or fatigue.

Vibration also causes much of the noise in livestock transporters. Levels of 90dB on the A

scale 1, or 115dB on the linear scale, have been recorded inside vehicles during the transport of

lambs (Knowles et aT 1993) and it is likely that similar noise levels are common in pig

transporters. The effects of this noise on pigs are unclear. In the experiments described by

Stephens and Perry (1990), noise alone at a level of about 80-90 dB was not aversive enough

to cause the pigs to switch it off. However, there is some evidence that under particular

conditions pigs may dislike noise and further research is needed in this area.

Consequences of food and water deprivation during transport

Transport is associated with the deprivation of food and water, which may be stressful,

potentially leading to hunger, fatigue and dehydration. The deprivation may extend beyond the

duration of the journey. It is recommended that pigs are not fed immediately before transport

and a minimum interval of 4h between the last meal and loading has been suggested (Warriss

1994;1995a). As has been mentioned previously, this is partly because pigs with full guts show

higher mortality in transport (Warriss 1994) and may also be more prone to suffering from travel

sickness (Lambooy & van Putten 1993). However, in practice, short fasting times are uncommon

and very long periods of food deprivation before slaughter may occur.

A survey of 370 pig producers in Northern Ireland (Moss 1986) showed that 22 per cent fed

their animals a fmal meal on the morning of delivery to the slaughter plant, 54 per cent fed them

the evening before delivery and 24 per cent fed them on the morning of the day before delivery.

This equates with an overall average period without food of about 14h (Warriss & Bevis 1987)

and agrees with the ftndings of a Meat and Livestock Commission survey for Great Britain

Noise or sound levels can be measured on several scales. The linear scale measures sound level

across the whole frequency range; the A scale weights the sound level so that it is equivalent to that which is

audible to the human ear.
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(Sains 1980). By combining this period of food deprivation before transport with that between

leaving the farm and slaughter, given by Warriss and Bevis (1986), the total time without food

can be estimated. This agrees well with direct estimates based on a survey of liver glycogen

concentrations from pigs killed at four plants (Warriss & Bevis 1987). These authors estimated

that 75 per cent of the pigs had been fasted for more than 8h, 50 per cent for more than 18h and

25 per cent for over 30h before slaughter - and suggested that a significant proportion of pigs

were without food for long enough for this to be prejudicial to their welfare.

Lambooy and van Putten (1993) recommended that before longjoumeys (~24h), feeding the

pigs with a thin porridge made of one part of feed with a high sugar content and three parts water

would reduce liveweight losses from the 5-6 per cent or more seen in non-fed animals to about

3 per cent. Presumably this would be correspondingly beneficial for pig welfare. Guise et al

(1992) have suggested that gastric emptying may be delayed in some way by the process of

drafting out and transporting pigs but it is unclear what, if any, consequences this might have.

Without food, pigs begin to lose liveweight very soon at a rate of about 0.2 per cent h-I

(Warriss 1985;1993). Part of this loss is urine and faeces, but carcase and liver weight reduction,

reflecting loss of body substance, begins between around 9h and 18h, respectively, after the last

meal. The carcase weight loss averages about 0.1 per cent h-I. Associated with the liver weight

loss is a reduction in liver glycogen content. This follows a logarithmic pattern (Warriss & Bevis

1987) so that very little remains after 24h, over two-thirds having been lost in the initial 12h. It

is likely that pigs are feeling very hungry by this time. Muscle glycogen is also lost with longer

fasting. Pigs with lower concentrations of glycogen in their livers, indicative of longer food

withdrawal times before slaughter, tended to have less glycogen in their muscles and a higher

ultimate pH (measured 24h after death) in their meat (Warriss et aI1989).

Water deprivation for prolonged periods is less likely to occur than food deprivation, as pigs

generally have access to water until immediately before transport and subsequently in lairage.

However, there is some evidence of dehydration occurring after only short journeys (Warriss

et aI1983), although pigs seem reluctant to drink during transport even when water is offered

(Lambooy 1983). It is therefore not clear whether pigs become particularly thirsty under these

conditions.

Fighting between unfamiliar pigs during transport

Stable social hierarchies develop in groups of pigs reared together. These hierarchies are

disrupted when unfamiliar animals are mixed together, as often happens during the marketing

procedure in order to collect together uniform batches of pigs for slaughter. Individuals in the

mixed groups frequently fight to establish new dominance orders. This leads to skin lacerations,

particularly in the shoulder region, which can be severe. The animals also show elevated

circulating concentrations of cortisol and creatine phosphokinase (CPK), and evidence of muscle

glycogen depletion, indicating that fighting is a stressful experience (Warriss 1995a). About 40-

50 per cent of slaughter pigs show some evidence of fighting, although the prevalence of

animals with skin damage serious enough to lead to their carcases being commercially

downgraded is much less - probably between 5-10 per cent (Warriss 1996b). Boars (entire

males) tend to be more prone to fighting than females or castrates. Warriss (1984) found that

boars were between 1.3 and 2.5 times as likely to produce carcases that were downgraded

because of serious damage than non-boars.
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Other factors which are thought to influence aggression and fighting include hunger, group

size and the size range between mixed groups. When mixed groups of pigs are free to fight there

is generally an increase in the severity of the consequences the longer the animals are in contact.

So, longer lairage increases the amount of fighting damage to carcases, with animals held

overnight in particular showing more damage (Warriss et aI1995). Interestingly, longer times

in transport may not be associated with more fighting, probably because it is difficult to fight

and maintain a footing in a confined space on a moving vehicle. In fact there is some evidence

that longer transport times may reduce subsequent fighting by enabling individuals to get used

to one another under circumstances which do not allow them to fight (Warriss 1996b). This

would fit with the findings of Moss and Trimble (1988) who showed that mixing pigs for up to

Ih in a restricted space (0.35 m2 pig-I) before transport, in comparison with mixing them in an

open yard (> 25 m2 pig-I), significantly reduced skin damage.

It has been suggested (see Warriss 1995a) that providing pigs with more space during

transport, especially allowing them 0.5 m2 100kg-1, could lead to more fighting for the same

reason as above. Pigs transported at high stocking densities (> 0.39 m2 100kg-l) may have too

little room for ease of movement to encourage fighting. There is, however, little or no evidence

that low stocking densities promote fighting in practice.

Conclusions and animal welfare implications

Transport is an inherently stressful procedure and elicits characteristic physiological stress

responses. The impact of the stress can be reduced by limiting the length of journeys and by

ensuring transport conditions are as good as possible. These conditions (also) encompass

marketing procedures associated with, but not directly relating to, the journey itself. They

include adequate preparation of the animals for transport, controlled prior access to feed and

water, minimal disruption to social groups and adequate loading facilities.

When examining the welfare of pigs in relation to transport it is important to consider all

aspects of welfare and the significance of all changes to handling procedures associated with

transport. For example, an ideal pre-transport fasting time is one which balances the requirement

to avoid hunger both with that of preventing or ameliorating travel sickness, and with reducing

transit deaths to a minimum. Breeding and selecting for more stress-resistant strains or

genotypes of pig would improve welfare by reducing mortality and the metabolic consequences

of transport stress. In general, improved conditions of transport and associated handling are

likely to improve carcase quality and reduce mortality as well as improving other aspects of pig

welfare. However, it is essential that prescribed conditions and handling procedures are

universally and uniformly applied, and compliance with relevant legislation enforced.
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GUEST EDITORIAL

FDA:

Prohibit the Slaughter of Downed Animals

A sick cow, too weak to stand, is pulled off a truck by a tractor and chain, then
falls four feet to the ground at a stockyard. A frail, day old calf is dragged through
an auction ring by a back leg, while another calf, nearly comatose, is left in a cor-
ner to die. These are not isolated incidents. Across the United States, downed ani-
mals, animals too sick or weak even to stand, are being marketed and slaughtered
for human food. They suffer horribly at stockyards and slaughterhouses, and their
use in the human food chain poses a threat to human health.

It is practically impossible to handle and transport downed animals humanely.
Even industry groups admit, “. . . it is near impossible to unload and/or move
downed animals in a humane manner without first euthanizing them.” Downed
animals are commonly moved by the most convenient, though least humane
methods. They are dragged with wenches and chains or pushed with tractors and
forklifts, procedures which cause injuries ranging from bruises and abrasions to
broken bones and torn ligaments. When former U.S.D.A. Secretary Edward
Madigan saw videotape showing downed animals being moved by these meth-
ods, he said he was “disgusted and repelled.” Incapable of getting to food or wa-
ter troughs, downed animals endure hours or days without receiving these basic
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needs. In addition, they are denied necessary veterinary attention, and many die

of gross neglect.
Most downed animals are victims of the dairy industry–either worn out milk

cows or fragile baby calves. Too often, dairy farmers ship dying animals to the

stockyard in order to avoid the cost of disposing of dead animals on the farm. In

response to nationwide news coverage criticizing industry’s irresponsible mis-

treatment of downed animals, “Hoards Dairyman” wrote, “The black eye the

livestock industry got over the widespread ‘downer cow’ publicity was self-in-

flicted. Frankly, we got what we deserved . . . Because of that unfortunate expo-

sure, the image of livestock people has been tarnished, and consumers have yet

another reason not to eat meat . . . There’s no excuse for shipping animals which

cannot walk.” In addition to downed dairy cattle, incapacitated pigs, sheep, goats,

and horses are also sold for slaughter. Responding to media pressure, “Pork Re-

port” warned, “Producers should not ‘push their problems’ on trucks and hope to

receive some salvage value for the animal or use the stockyards as a disposal sys-

tem for this type of animal.”
Marketing and slaughtering downed animals for food poses a serious threat to

consumers. An article from “Meat and Poultry” magazine cited university re-

search and reported, “. . . lame cattle usually have higher levels of bacteria on

their carcasses. Lame animals spend more time lying down, which increases the

likelihood they will be contaminated with fecal matter.” Of course, downed ani-

mals spend all of their time on the ground. In addition to an increased risk of bac-

terial contamination, there is scientific evidence which indicates that some

downed cattle in the United States may be afflicted with a variant of ‘Mad Cow

Disease’ (BSE or Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy). When the population of

a Wisconsin mink ranch was decimated by an outbreak of transmissible mink

encephalopathy, scientists hypothesized that the disease was caused by the

mink’s diet–a diet comprised primarily of downed dairy cows. After researching

the incident, published findings “suggest[ed] the presence of an unrecognized

BSE-like disease in the United States.”
Attempting to address the downed animal problem and to allay public con-

cerns, many stockyards and slaughterhouses have stopped accepting downed ani-

mals. This ‘no downer’ approach has caused farmers and livestock handlers to

take steps to prevent downed animals in the first place. Commenting on this, a

dairy veterinarian stated, “This winter the slaughterhouses in this area stopped

accepting down cows . . . I have been very impressed with the response my

[dairy] clients have shown since they have not been able to sell down cows. I have

been called to attend more of the down cows to provide veterinary assistance and

to humanely euthanize hopeless cases . . . In short, not selling cows as downers

has not hurt my clients but has re-focused attention in the right direction–preven-

tion and rehabilitation.”
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There is a growing consensus, even among industry representatives, that

downed animals should not be marketed or slaughtered for human food as an arti-

cle from “Beef Today,” entitled ‘Zero Tolerance for Downer Cows,’ indicates.

The article begins, “A downer cow in the sale barn aisle is not a pretty sight. For

starters, it’s a sure bet that everyone involved, including the cow, loses. To com-

pound the problem, it is highly visible fuel for animal rights organizations.” After

providing examples of stockyards that have implemented ‘no downer’ policies,

whereby they do not market downed animals, the article ends with a quote from a

Colorado beef specialist, “A downer animal is a violation of our responsibility as

stewards of livestock. We need to prevent these situations for a lot of reasons–the

most important being, it’s the right thing to do.”
Unfortunately, while some within the livestock industry have acted responsi-

bly, others continue to market downed animals, sometimes in violation of their

own stated ‘no downer’ policies. The United States Department of Agriculture

(USDA) surveyed stockyards across the U.S. and found the livestock industry’s

self-policing to be flawed. In documents obtained through the Freedom of Infor-

mation Act, USDA reported, “Though many market representatives responded

without hesitation that they would turn downers away from their doors, it became

evident that some stockyards did not have a firm ‘no downer’ policy in place and

would make exceptions . . .”
Also of concern, the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the U.S. Food and

Drug Administration have failed to grant a petition filed by Farm Sanctuary to

prohibit the slaughter of downed animals for human food. Citing federal laws, the

petition argues that downed animals are ‘diseased’ by definition, and therefore

asserts that these animals cannot be used for human food. Responding to this, the

USDA shockingly asserted that the law did not prohibit diseased animals from

being used for human food. (Letters are currently needed to urge that this petition

be granted. Please see sidebar for details.)
Although thousands of downed animals are slaughtered across America every

year, these animals represent a very small percentage of all livestock slaughtered.

No farmer depends on the sale of downed animals for a livelihood. In addition,

the vast majority of downed animals sent to stockyards and slaughterhouses

could be prevented with basic management and handling improvements on the

farm and in transportation. According to an article in “Meat & Poultry” maga-

zine, “Ninety percent of all downers are preventable . . . the industry can eliminate

downers by euthanizing them.”
Although the livestock industry has been aware of downed animal suffering

for decades, this problem has not been corrected through voluntary measures.

Unscrupulous downed animals dealers and slaughterhouse operators are circum-

venting others’ ‘no downer,’ exploiting a niche market, and undercutting volun-

tary efforts to resolve this problem through preventative measures. It is
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increasingly clear that this problem will continue in the absence of government
action.

Please write to the FDA and urge them to grant petition 98P-0151/CPI to pro-
hibit the slaughter of downed animals for human food. U.S. Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, Dockets Management Branch, 5630 Fishers Lane, Room 1061,
Rockville, MD 20852; Fax: 301-827-6870 or E-mail: FDADockets@ oc.fda.gov

Gene Barston
c/o Farm Sanctuary

P.O. Box 150
Watkins Glen, NY 14891

Gene Barston

PLEASE NOTE: It is critical that you refer to docket number 98P-0151/CP1 in
your letter to FDA. Here are some points you may wish to include:

• Animals who are too sick or injured even to stand should not be allowed to
enter the human food chain.

• In addition to posing an increased risk for bacterial contamination, there is
evidence that some downed animals may be afflicted with a form of BSE
(Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy or “Mad Cow Disease”), a disease
which has been linked to a fatal human illness (CJD or Creutzfeldt- Jakob
Disease).

• It is impossible to move downed animals humanely, and they are typically
pushed with tractors or dragged with chains–inhumane processes which
cause injuries ranging from bruises and abrasions, to broken bones and torn
ligaments.

• Downed animals comprise a very small percentage of animals slaughtered,
and prohibiting their marketing will cause no undue economic hardship.

• Industry experts have estimated that 90% percent of downed animals can
be prevented with better care and handling. Removing the market for
downed animals will provide an incentive to industry to prevent downed
animals in the first place.

For more information, please see: www.nodowners.org or contact Farm Sanc-
tuary, P.O. Box 150, Watkins Glen, NY 14891; ph: 607-583-2225; fx:
607-583-2041; www.farmsanctuary.org
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Abstract:   
 

To help producers decide whether they should withdraw feed prior to slaughter, 
we designed a study that examined the effect of feed withdrawal on the proportion of 
gastrointestinal tract lacerations, prevalence of Salmonella spp. in cecal contents at 
slaughter, prevalence and severity of gastric ulcers, and meat quality as measured by 
ultimate pH, color, and water holding capacity. Finally, we analyzed the economic 
impact of the treatments.  We assigned treatments to a finishing floor of 1133 National 
Pig Development barrows that were sent to slaughter in 3 groups.  Each marketing 
group (feed withdrawn once, first group;  twice, second group; or three times, third 
group) had an equal number of pigs that had feed withdrawn for 0 (control) 12, or 24 
hours.  
 
 Withdrawing feed for 12 or 24 hours improved ultimate pH, Japanese color score, 
water holding capacity, and color as measured by Minolta L* but reduced carcass 
weight to 76.4 kg, and 74.5 kg respectively compared to no feed withdrawal (77.4 kg).  
Repeated feed withdrawal over the three week period reduced ultimate pH, water 
holding capacity, Minolta L* measure and Minolta b*.  Pigs in the first group marketed 
(feed withdrawn once) had nearly twice the water holding capacity of the second and 
third marketing groups. These results suggest that on-farm withdrawal of feed for 24 
hours prior to slaughter enhances ultimate pork quality.  However, because pigs in the 
third marketing group have lighter carcasses and reduced carcass quality producers will 
receive less for the hogs if they are paid on a carcass-merit program.  Yet, most of the 
discount may be unrelated to the feed withdrawal immediately prior to slaughter.  It 
might be more associated with the poor performing pigs and decreased growth 
associated with the severe ulcers seen in pigs in the third marketing group.  
 
 Overall, prevalence of severe ulcers in this study was 13.7%.  Damage from ulcers 
increased from the first of the three groups marketed to the third. Overall, prevalence of 
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chronic damage was 19.3% with 57.9% of chronic damage in stomachs from animals in 
the third marketing group (3 times treatment). Prevalence of esophageal constrictions 
was 10.4% with 66.7% of esophageal constrictions in stomachs from animals in the 
third marketing group (3 times treatment). Severity of damage, chronic damage, and 
esophageal constrictions all increased as carcass weight decreased, most notably for 
carcasses in the lowest weight quartile.  These data show that withdrawal of feed prior 
to slaughter, for up to 24 hours, did not lead to an increase in stomach damage when 
compared to the appropriate control group.  The relation of severity of damage, chronic 
damage, and esophageal constrictions to carcass weight suggests that the impact of 
chronic ulcers on growth of pigs may be greater than is widely appreciated. 
 
 Overall, 62% of cecal samples were positive for Salmonella but isolation was not 
associated with hours of feed withdrawal.  The percentage of Salmonella positive ceca 
decreased from the first marketing group (73%) to the second (64%), and the third 
(52%).  This indicates that feed withdrawal prior to slaughter did not increase the 
prevalence of Salmonella as reported in previous experimental studies and in this study 
the prevalence actually decreased over time. 
 
 Overall, 15.7% of gastrointestinal tracts were lacerated in one or more sections 
including the stomach (8.4%), colon (5.7%), small intestine (2.1%), and ceca  (0.9%).  
The withdrawal of feed before slaughter decreased the weight of the gastrointestinal 
tract.  Neither marketing group (feed withdrawn once, twice, or three times) nor the 
hours feed was withdrawn (0, 12, or 24) affected lacerations. Gastrointestinal tract 
lacerations were highest (14.4%) in the lightest quartile of carcass weight suggesting 
that the eviscerator was not able to adjust his work rhythm to account for the lighter, 
and presumably shorter carcasses.  Most (94.1%) gastrointestinal tracts were lacerated 
in 1 section but 5.9% were lacerated in 2 sections. The proportion of lacerations in this 
study (15.5%) is higher than previously reported (4.5%). The difference may be due to 
the higher rate of evisceration (18 pigs per minute), or our more detailed examination of 
the gastrointestinal tracts. 
 
 Excluding meat quality differences, one time feed withdrawal had slightly positive 
but statistically insignificant effects on net returns from hogs in the first marketing group. 
Repeated feed withdrawal (twice and three times) reduced net returns from hogs in the 
second and third marketing groups.  It appears that the animals that had feed 
withdrawn repeatedly had 
significantly lower carcass weights than controls in the same marketing groups. A 
question for further research is how much longer would the hogs that had feed 
withdrawn twice or three times have to remain on feed to attain the same carcass 
weight as the control hogs in their marketing 
group. It may be that negative effects of repeated feed withdrawal on net returns could 
be reduced by leaving the hogs on feed for several more days. 
 
 
Introduction: 
 To compete in today’s global markets the USA pork industry is rapidly changing 
from treating pork as a commodity product to one focused on quality.  The outbreak of 
E. coli O157:H7 in 1993 increased government and industry focus on enhancing the 
safety of meat and lead to the adoption of HACCP principles to improve pork quality.  
Pork retailers have indicated that their top four quality concerns are: excessive color 
variation, too much purge, short shelf life, and lack of uniformity or consistency (NPPC, 
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Pork Chain Quality Audit).  Unfortunately, a recent survey indicated that 26% of the 
pork evaluated at 14 major plants had unacceptable muscle quality (Kauffman 1992).  
Many of these quality problems are related to Porcine Stress Syndrome (PSS). 
 
To decrease the proportion of  PSE pork, producers are recommended (Eikelenboom 
1991) to withdraw feed from hogs 12-24 hours prior to slaughter.  Because producers 
are penalized for selling hogs outside a narrow weight range, most who have all-in/all-
out facilities will send their hogs to slaughter over 3-4 weeks.  In most cases, they 
withdraw feed from the last load but earlier loads are usually on full feed until they are 
shipped.  The benefits of feed withdrawal are not without risks including a possible rise 
in the proportion of pigs with gastric ulcers or an increase in the proportion of pigs 
excreting Salmonella spp. 
 
Salmonellosis currently costs the USA between $0.6 billion and $3.5 billion annually 
making it the most costly bacterial foodborne disease. From an estimated 696,000 to 
3,840,000 cases, 690 to 3,800 people die each year in the United States (Buzby, AER, 
#741).  Since 1970, there has been a steady increase in non-typhoid salmonellosis in 
humans caused by non-host adapted serotypes, particularly S. typhimurium, with the 
majority of outbreaks traced to foods of animal origin (Tauxe 1991) 
 
Pork is a major cause of foodborne salmonellosis throughout the world.  Studies of pork 
in retail stores found 15-22% of samples were contaminated.  In  Denmark in 1993, 
pork was the most important source of foodborne salmonellosis when meat 
contaminated with S.infantis accounted for an outbreak of 20 cases per 100,000 
inhabitants.  Although slaughter equipment is often the immediate source of 
contamination, the initial source is the carrier pig and transmission is thought to occur 
by pig-to-pig contact or from exposure to the contaminated environment.  The handling 
and transport of pigs prior to slaughter has long been recognized as increasing the 
prevalence of  Salmonella spp.  To counteract these inherent risks researchers have 
been investigating techniques that may decrease the risk of contaminating carcasses.  
Withholding feed from pigs before slaughter decreases gastrointestinal contents and 
appears to decrease the risk of gastrointestinal spillage and consequent carcass 
contamination.  However, feed withdrawal may be stressful and may increase the 
proportion of pigs excreting Salmonella spp. 
 
 In addition to the effects of feed withdrawal on carcass quality the possibility that it 
will also increase the proportion of pigs with gastric ulcers must be considered.   The 
mechanisms by which gastric ulcers develop are not understood, however, if acid is a 
major factor and the pH of proximal stomach contents declines as time post-feeding 
progresses, then it is possible that feed withdrawal will initiate damage to healthy 
mucosa or accentuate damage where it exists already.  The impact of feed withdrawal 
would likely be magnified if repeated several times.  The result could be decreased 
growth rate due to severe lesions or death.  
 
For the pork industry to remain competitive in domestic and international markets it 
must continue to focus on the needs of the customer.   Withdrawing feed from hogs 
before they are slaughtered has the following potential benefits:  decreased weight and 
contents of the gastrointestinal tract resulting in fewer lacerations and consequently 
decreased risk of carcass contamination, less feed wastage, increased yield, fewer 
carcasses with PSE, and decreased cost of manure treatment at the abattoir.  The 
potential disadvantages include a possible reduction in live weight, possible reduction in 
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tenderness and juiciness (Ellis 1996), a possible increase in the proportion of pigs 
excreting Salmonella spp. and consequently an increased risk of carcass 
contamination, and the possibility of an increased prevalence of gastric ulcers.  To 
effectively implement feed withdrawal as a standard production practice these benefits 
and disadvantages should be evaluated as a system. 
 
Objectives: 

To determine the effect of withdrawing feed from pigs at 0, 12, or 24 hours 
before they are shipped to slaughter and the effect of sorting by weight and withdrawing 
feed once, twice, or three times in a carcass-merit situation on: 
• Proportion of gastrointestinal tract lacerations 
• Prevalence of Salmonella spp. in cecal contents at slaughter 
• Prevalence and severity of gastric ulcers 
• Meat quality as measured by ultimate pH, color, and water holding capacity 
• The economic impact of the treatments 
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Procedures: 
 Subjects: In March 1998, 1133 National Pig Development (NPD) barrows from a 
nursery site were weighed, individually identified and assigned, blocked by weight, to 36 
pens.  The barn had 40 pens and the other 4 pens were used to hold the cull pigs and 
the extreme lightest and heaviest pigs that were excluded from the study. Each pen of 
29-32 pigs had pigs of similar minimum and maximum weight with similar variation 
between pens. Maximum variation within a pen, rather than minimum, allowed us to 
progressively select the heaviest third of pigs for slaughter from each pen and simulate 
the slaughter close-out of a barn of pigs where on about three occasions the heaviest 
third in the barn are taken to slaughter.  By design, however, this procedure confounds 
the effects of repeated feed withdrawal with pig weight because the lighter weight 
(presumably slower growing) pigs are exclude from the first marketing group.  Pigs were 
presumed homozygous stress negative because they came from lines that had been 
DNA tested and found negative for the HAL 1843 gene.  In June, the 6 pens that had 
the fewest pigs (attrition from death and culling) were deleted from the study because 
they exceeded our needs.   
 
 Salmonella status:  In February, 1998, we selected a nursery site that we had 
previously screened to ensure the pigs were Salmonella positive.  After placement at 
the finishing site, we collected fecal samples on May 18-19, 1998 from about 2/3 
individual pigs in all 36 pens and tested them for salmonella. On June 8-9, 1998 we 
collected fecal samples from the 30 pens remaining in the study.  
 
 Experimental design:  A 3 by 3 factorial. 
 
 Treatments: Treatments included feed withdrawal of 0, 12, and 24 hours and 
marketing group (1, 2, and 3) selected on weight and having feed withdrawn once, 
twice, or three times prior to shipment.  Treatments were allocated at random, blocked 
on pen prevalence of Salmonella spp. as determined from the fecal sampling in May 
and June.  Feeders to the pens containing hogs for slaughter were shut off and any 
feed in the feeding troughs was returned to the pens’ feeders. 
   
 Shipments:  For the first and second marketing groups, the 10 heaviest pigs in each 
pen were visually identified and shipped (feed withdrawn once or twice).  The third 
marketing group closed out the barn and consisted of all pigs remaining in all the test 
pens. In the second marketing group, an accident at the packing plant resulted in the 
loss of all data on all the pigs (60) for that day (Table 1). Pigs were individually tattooed 
with a unique 4 digit identifying number coded to describe the day and treatment.  Time 
in transport and lairage were recorded by the person accompanying the pigs.  In 
lairage, pigs had free access to water but not feed. 
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Table 1.  Number of pigs shipped by day, marketing group, and treatments. 

  Number of times feed withdrawn from the 12 and 24 hour pigs 

  Once Twice Three times 

  Feed withheld, hours Feed withheld, hours Feed withheld, hours 

  0 12 24 0 12 24 0 12 24 

 June 22 20 20 20       

Marketing June 23 20 20 20       

Group 1 June 24  20 20 20       

 June 25 20 20 20       

 June 26 20 20 20       

 June 29    20 20 20    

Marketing June 30    20 20 20    

Group 2 July 1    20 20 20    

 July 2    20
a
 20

a
 20

a
    

 July 6    20 20 20    

 July 8       18 24 25 

Marketing July 9       19 19 21 

Group 3 July 10       21 20 20 

 July 13       22 23 18 

 July 14       19 22 16 

Total 907 100 100 100 100 100 100 99 108 100 
a
Data from all July 2 pigs were lost because of an industrial accident in the plant. 

 

 Gastrointestinal tracts (GIT): Standard evisceration procedure at the plant was as 
follows: the head was removed, the brisket cut open, the abdominal cavity opened, the 
anus (bung) dropped, then the gastrointestinal tract and thoracic cavity contents (pluck) 
were cut from the carcass and placed on a tray.  On the tray, the esophagus was cut 
from the stomach and the pluck removed and placed on a hook for further processing.  
 
 Immediately the abdomens were opened we tagged the gastrointestinal tracts with 
temporary paper numbered tags which we could correlate to the carcass tattoos. The 
gastrointestinal tracts were then removed from the viscera trays, placed in plastic bags 
and taken off-line for us to examine.  Tracts were trimmed to remove viscera and 
muscle and then weighed.  Each tract was examined in detail, section by section, and 
noted which sections (stomach, small intestine, cecum, and colon) were lacerated.  
Then, the stomach was opened and rinsed.  The pars esophageal region was scored 
from 1 (normal) to 7 (completely ulcerated) and evaluated for presence of chronic 
ulcers and constrictions of the esophagus. 
 
 Cecal samples:  Each cecum was opened and 10 gm samples of cecal contents 
were collected and transported to the laboratory in Raleigh.  To detect Salmonella 
organisms, all samples were treated by the standard techniques previously reported 
(Davies et al., JAVMA, 210:386-389).   
 
 Composition and Ultimate Muscle quality: Data on 657 pigs were collected on 11 
days (no Saturday data). Hot carcass weight was collected and fat and muscle depth 
were determined by the Fat-O-Meter optical probe (SFK Technology, Denmark) at 30 
minutes post stunning. One chop was collected from each carcass at the tenth rib 
location at 24 h. post-mortem and after a minimum 20 minute bloom time was evluated 
for color, water holding capacity, ultimate pH, and temperature (

o
C). The loin was 



 Page 6 

measured in triplicate (medial, middle, lateral) and mean values calculated for color 
lightness (L*), redness (a*) and yellowness (b*) using a Minolta Chromameter 200 (set 
to D65 illuminant, a 2 degree standard observer, using an 8 mm optical port with glass 
insert, and calibrated with Minolta white standard color plate). A visual color score was 
also determined on a scale from 1 to 6 (1 = pale, 6 = very dark) using plastic Japanese 
color standards.  On the same sample ultimate pH was measured using an Engold 
electrode and an Omega pH-50 meter. Water-holding capacity was evaluated by using 
filter paper (4.5 cm circles; S&S Filter Paper; Keene, NH) absorption of excess fluids on 
the cut surface as determined by weight increase (Kauffman et al. 1986).  
 
 Statistical Analyses:  All data were analyzed in SAS.  Categorical data were 
examined initially in the PROC FREQ and then GENMOD procedure.  The following 
tests were adopted: where cell frequency was less than 5 for one or more cells, Fisher’s 
Exact test; where data were ordinal, Mantel-Haenzel Chi-Squared; otherwise, Pearson’s 
Chi-Squared.  Continuous dependent variables were analyzed in PROC GLM using a 
variety of models. 
 
 For meat quality measures the statistical model included the fixed effects of feed 
withdrawal (0, 12, and 24), marketing group (1, 2, and 3), and withdrawal by market 
group interactions.  The random cold temperature was fit as a covariate for ultimate pH, 
water holding capacity and Japanese color score.  Contrasts among feed withdrawal 
treatments were also tested for linear and quadratic effects. 
 
 Economic analyses:  Differences in revenues and costs were calculated for pigs in 
each of the 9 subgroups (0, 12, and 24 hour feed withdrawal combined with the three 
marketing groups that had feed withdrawal once, twice or three times prior to 
slaughter). Standard base values were assigned for price per pound of carcass weight 
($0.60 per pound), feed cost per additional pound of gut weight ($0.025 per pound gut 
weight), non-feed cost of additional days on feed ($0.05 per day), and value of feed 
saved during feed withdrawal for animals that were returned to feed ($0.1312 per hog 
per 12 hour feed withdrawal and $0.2625 per hog per 24 hour feed withdrawal). 
Carcass merit value differences were calculated separately using the same carcass 
base price ($0.60 per pound) with the addition of a backfat adjustment (0.25% per mm. 
of backfat) and a muscle adjustment (0.20% per mm. of loin muscle depth). Carcass 
merit prices also included discounts of 30% for carcasses weighing less than 125 
pounds, 20% for carcasses weighing 125 to 145 pounds, 3% for carcasses weighing 
146 to 166 pounds, 2% for carcasses weighing 195 to 215, and 6% for carcasses 
weighing above 215 pounds. Values were calculated for each pig slaughtered and 
analyzed for effects of treatment and the marketing group. 
 
Results: 
 Pigs were loaded and left the farm between 2-5am, traveled for 1hr 15 min (range: 1 
hr 45 min to 48 min) and held in lairage for 3hr 50 min (range: 4 hr 47 min to 1 hr 58 
min).   
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Meat Quality: 
 Tables 2 and 3 present least squares means for the effects of feed withdrawal and 
marketing group, respectively. Withdrawal of feed for 0, 12, and 24 h prior to slaughter 
resulted in linear reduction in hot carcass weight (P < .01) but did not have a significant 
effect (P > .5) on fat or muscle depth.  Both linear and quadratic responses (P < .01) 
were observed for hot carcass weight over marketing groups that experienced repeated 
feed withdrawal.  While a linear response (P < .01) was observed for fat and muscle 
depth indicating that later marketing groups were both leaner and heavier muscled. At 
slaughter carcasses were evaluated by collecting a loin chop from the 10

th
 rib location.  

Withdrawal of feed for 0, 12, and 24 h prior to slaughter resulted in linear improvements 
in ultimate pH, Japanese color score, water holding capacity, and color lightness as 
measured by Minolta L*. However, repeated feed withdrawal and graded marketing 
over the three week period resulted in linear (P < .01) and quadratic (P < .01) 
reductions in muscle quality as measured by ultimate pH, water holding capacity, 
Minolta L* measure and Minolta b* measure.  No significant effect (P > .05) for feed 
withdrawal or marketing group was observed for color redness as determined by 
Minolta a*.   
 

Table 2.  Effect of feed withdrawal on carcass composition and ultimate muscle quality. 

 

 Feed withdrawal (h) Pooled 

Measure 0 12 24 standard 

error 

Hot carcass weight (kg)
a 

77.4 76.4 74.5 .5 

Fat depth (mm) 21.0 21.3 20.8 .3 

Loin depth (mm) 47.1 47.2 46.6 .4 

Ultimate pH
 b

 5.63 5.65 5.66 .01 

Water holding capacity (mg)
 c
 894.6 915.8 819.2 30.3 

Minolta L*
 b

 53.1 52.9 52.3 .1 

Minolta a* 5.44 5.44 5.21 .09 

Minolta b* 4.74 4.72 4.68 .09 

Japanese color score
 c
 2.99 3.17 3.14 .06 

a 
Linear effect of feed withdrawal, P < .01 

b 
Linear effect of feed withdrawal, P < .05 

c 
Linear effect of feed withdrawal, P < .1 
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Table 3.  Effect of marketing group on carcass composition and ultimate muscle quality. 

 

 Marketing group Pooled 

Measure 1 2 3 standard 

error 

Hot carcass weight (kg)
 a,b

 77.4 79.0 71.9 .5 

Fat depth (mm)
 a
 21.8 21.7 19.6 .3 

Loin depth (mm)
 a
 46.0 46.3 48.7 .4 

Ultimate pH
 a,b

 5.71 5.61 5.62 .01 

Water holding capacity (mg)
a,b

 604.2 1085.9 939.5 32.9 

Minolta L*
 a,b

 50.5 54.3 53.5 .3 

Minolta a* 5.18 5.44 5.47 .10 

Minolta b*
 a,b

 4.33 5.01 4.80 .10 

Japanese color score 3.07 3.12 3.12 .06 
a 
Linear effect of feed withdrawal, P < .01 

b 
Quadratic effect of feed withdrawal, P < .01 

 
Gastric Ulcers:  
 A total of 752 stomachs were evaluated for damage.  The esophageal region of the 
stomach was scored, and signs of chronic damage to stomach tissue and constriction 
of the esophagus were noted.  The scoring system ranged from 1 (normal, healthy 
tissue) to 7 (ulcerated completely).  No stomach was given a score of 1.  Almost every 
stomach evaluated showed bile staining.  The percentage of pigs with each ulcer score 
across all treatments is shown in Figure 1.  Scores of 3-4 reflect tissue that was 
roughened, often with elongated projections and breaks in the tissue.  Scores of 5 and 
above indicate presence of increasingly severe ulcerations.   

 

Figure 1.  Percentage of pigs with each ulcer score (across treatments). 
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 The average ulcer scores differed (P <.005) for 0, 12 and 24 h withdrawal and were 
3.8, 3.6 and 4.1, respectively; however, there was no difference between stomachs 
from pigs on 0 vs 12 and 24 h withdrawal. The average scores for marketing groups 
differed also (P <.001) and were 3.6, 3.8 and 4.1, respectively, showing that damage 
increased in the pigs that were marketed later and as the number of times treatments 
were imposed increased.  Ulcer scores were grouped as mild (1-3.5), moderate (4-5.5) 
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and severe (6-7).  Overall, prevalence of severe ulcers in this population was 13.7%.  
The percentage of pigs with severe ulcers in each treatment is shown in Figure 2. 
 

Figure 2.  Percentage of pigs with severe damage for 0, 12, or 24 h feed withdrawal. 
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 Overall, prevalence of chronic damage was 19.3% with 57.9% of chronic damage in 
stomachs from animals in the third marketing group (3 times treatment). Overall, 
prevalence of esophageal constrictions was 10.4% with 66.7% of esophageal 
constrictions in stomachs from animals in the third marketing group (3 times treatment). 
Prevalence of chronic damage and esophageal constrictions were not affected by the 
length of feed withdrawal. 
 
 Because stomach damage was highest in pigs in the third marketing group (3 times 
treatment) with no relation to time of feed withdrawal, carcass weight was considered 
as a variable that might explain the greater prevalence of damage in the 3 times 
treatments. There was an interaction (P <.01) between the effect of length of feed 
withdrawal and marketing group for carcass weight such that carcasses were lighter as 
length of feed withdrawal increased and they were also lighter as the number of times 
that feed was withdrawn increased.  The lightest carcasses were from the pigs that had 
feed withdrawn for 24 hours and were in the third marketing group (Figure 3). 
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Figure 3.  Carcass weight of pigs for 0, 12, or 24 h feed withdrawal 
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 Carcass weight was separated into quartiles to examine the relationship between 
carcass weight and severity of damage, chronic damage, and esophageal constrictions.  
Severity of damage (Figure 4; P <.01), chronic damage (P <.05), and esophageal 
constrictions (Figure 5; P <.001) all increased as carcass weight decreased, most 
notably for the lowest quartile. 
 

Figure 4.  Percentage of pigs with mild, moderate, or severe damage in each carcass weight class. 
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Figure 5.  Percentage of pigs with esophageal constriction in each carcass weight class. 
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Salmonella: 
 Overall, 62% of cecal samples were positive for Salmonella.  Isolation of Salmonella 
was not associated (P =0.1) with hours of feed withdrawal (Figure  6) but was highly 
related (P =0.0001) to the marketing group (number of times feed was 
withdrawn)(Table 4).  
 

Figure 6.  Percentage of cecal samples positive for Salmonella by hours of feed withdrawal. 
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 The percentage of positive salmonella cecal samples decreased (P = 0.001) from 
the first to the last marketing groups 73%,  64%, and 52% respectively (Table 4). 
 
 There were no differences in the percentage of positive salmonella cecal samples 
between pigs who had their feed withdrawn once (73%) and their controls (72%); feed 
withdrawn twice (68%) and their controls (56%) or feed withdrawn three times (53%) 
and their controls (49%)(Table 4).  Control pigs were in the same marketing group but 
did not have feed withdrawn. 



 Page 12 

Table 4. Percentage of positive Salmonella cecal samples by marketing group. 

  

 Feed withdrawn  

 12 and 24 hours 0 hours, controls Overall 

First marketing group 73% 72% 73% 

Second marketing group 68% 56% 64% 

Third marketing group 53% 49% 52% 

 

 

 The prevalence of Salmonella in fecal samples in May was much greater than prevalence in 

June (Table 5). 

 

Table 5.  The pen prevalence of Salmonella in fecal samples in May and June 1998.  

 
 Pen prevalence of Salmonella  

 0% 4.8% 5.8% 9.5% 14.3% 19% 23.8% 28.6% 38.1% 42.9% 57.1% 66.7% 

May, 1998 1 6 1 2 5 2 6 3 1 1 1 1 

June, 1998 17 6 0 4 0 1 1 1     

 

Lacerations: 

 Overall, 15.7% of the 773 gastrointestinal tracts examined were lacerated in one or more 

sections (Table 6). 

 

Table 6.  Percentage of lacerations overall and by section. 
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 Withdrawal of feed before slaughter decreased the weight of the gastrointestinal 
tract.  The weights of the gastrointestinal tracts of pigs with no feed withdrawal (7.7kg 
+1.04) were greater (P = 0.0001) than the pigs with 12 hr feed withdrawal (6.6kg +0.87) 
and they were greater (P = 0.06) than the pigs with 24 hr feed withdrawal (6.3kg +0.91). 
The proportion of gastrointestinal tract lacerations ranged by day from 8.3% to 23.9%, 
but the differences were not significant (P = 0.32)  
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 Overall, the feed withdrawal treatments, or marketing group, had no effect on 
lacerations.  However, 11.4% of stomachs were lacerated on 0 hr feed withdrawal 
compared with 6.9% for the 12 and 24 hour feed withdrawal (P = .03).  The likelihood of 
laceration of the gastrointestinal tracts (excluding lacerations to the stomach because 
they may have been cut by plant staff removing the esophagus) was highest (14.4%) in 
the lightest quartile (table 7) of carcass weight and there was a tendency (though not 
statistically significant) for more lacerations (16%) in the heaviest gastrointestinal tracts 
(greater than 9 kg)(table l9). 
 

Table 7.  Prevalence of lacerations by carcass weight. 

 

 Carcass weight, kg 

 81 or more 80-76.5 76-71 70 or less 

Sample size, n 178 170 191 174 

Percent with lacerations 5.1% 7.6% 5.8% 14.4% 
 

 

Table l9.  Prevalence of Lacerations by Gastrointestinal tract weight. 

 

 Gastrointestinal tract weight, kg 

 <5 >5 to <6 >6 to <7 >7 to < 8 >8 to < 9 >9 

Sample size, n 20 124 260 188 75 25 

Percent with 

lacerations 

10.0% 8.9% 8.1% 6.9% 9.3% 16% 

  

 There was a tendency for lacerations of the small intestine to be associated (P = 
0.14) with carcass weight, 4.8% of small intestine in the lightest quartile were lacerated 
compared with 1.24% of the others.  Lacerations to the cecum were not associated with 
either treatment or carcass weight.  Lacerations to the colon were not associated with 
carcass weight but there was a tendency (P = 0.09) for more lacerations in 0 h feed 
withdrawal, 7.2%, compared with 12 h and 24 h, 5%.  Most (94.1%) gastrointestinal 
tracts were lacerated in 1 section but 5.9% were lacerated in 2 sections. 
 
Economics:  
 Excluding carcass merit or meat quality effects, the hogs that had feed withdrawn 
only once or were in the corresponding control group (the first marketing group) 
demonstrated no significant effect of feed withdrawal on the selected revenues and 
costs. Net revenue differences for the 12 hour feed withdrawal and 24 hour withdrawal 
were +$0.99 (P  = .52 ) per hog and +$0.19 (P = .90), respectively versus no feed 
withdrawal. The hogs in the second marketing group (feed withdrawn twice) and their 
corresponding control group demonstrated a statistically insignificant effect from those 
withdrawn from feed for 12 hours (-$0.96, P =.54 ) and significant effect from those off 
feed for 24 hours (-$5.51, P = .0004) versus the control group. The hogs in the third 
marketing group (feed withdrawn three times) also demonstrated a statistically 
significant effect from both those withdrawn from feed for 12 hours (-$3.71, P =.0047 ) 
or 24 hours (-$6.29, P =.0001) versus the control group. Effects of feed withdrawal on 
carcass price through backfat and loin muscle premiums and carcass weight discounts 
were not statistically significant (12 hour feed withdrawal: +$0.14 per cwt. (P = .80); 24 
hours: -$0.34 per cwt. (P =.54 ) versus the control group) for the first marketing group. 
Hogs in the second marketing group (feed withdrawn twice) also did not demonstrate 
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significantly different carcass merit adjustments to carcass price (12 hours: -$0.07 per 
cwt. (P =.92 ); 24 hours: -$1.12 per cwt. (P =.0863) versus the control group). The hogs 
in the third marketing group (feed withdrawn 3 times) demonstrated statistically mixed 
effects on carcass merit adjustments to carcass price (12 hours: -$0.86 per cwt. (P 
=.1331); 24 hours: -$2.20 per cwt. (P =.0002) versus the control group). 
 
Discussion: 
 
Meat Quality:  
 These results suggest that on-farm withdrawal of feed for 24 h prior to slaughter 
enhances ultimate pork quality. However, in a carcass-merit situation ultimate muscle 
quality was reduced over time.  This reduction may be caused by any one, or the 
combination, of smaller, slower growing pigs that may have had increased health 
challenges, increased incidence of gastric ulcers, and repeated withdrawal of feed over 
time.  
 
Gastric Ulcers: 
 These data show that withdrawal of feed prior to slaughter, for up to 24 hours, did 
not lead to an increase in stomach damage when compared to the appropriate control 
group.  The relation of severity of damage, chronic damage, and esophageal 
constrictions to carcass weight suggests that the impact of chronic ulcers on growth of 
pigs may be greater than is widely appreciated.  However, the causes of chronic 
stomach damage in this population of pigs is not known. 
 
Lacerations: 
 The proportion of lacerations in this study (15.5%) was higher than previously 
reported (4-5%) (Miller et al, 1997).  The difference may be due in our study to the high 
processing speed for evisceration (18 pigs per minute) and/or a more detailed 
examination of the gastrointestinal tracts in this study which may have decreased 
under-reporting.  As expected, the weight of the gastrointestinal tracts decreased with 
increasing duration of feed withdrawal.  However, unexpectedly, the increase in 
lacerations was not associated with the heavier gastrointestinal tracts but with the 
lightest carcass weights.  It may be that, in this plant, the rhythm of the evisceration 
process was disrupted by the lighter and presumably smaller carcasses resulting in an 
increase in lacerations.  
 
 If the reduced weight of the gastrointestinal tract is due to reduced feed content in 
the gastrointestinal tracts of pigs withheld from feed, and not an increase in water 
content for the control pigs, then the slaughter enterprise could have substantial benefit 
by having a reduced amount of feed waste to process. 
 
 From the perspective of bacterial contamination, an important finding is the low 
prevalence of cecal lacerations and lack of association of cecal lacerations to treatment 
or carcass weight.   
This is important because most contamination occurs after singing (Gerats, 1990) and 
the ceca is the second highest site for recovery of Salmonella (71%) after the palatine 
tonsils (93.5%) (Wood et al, 1989).  In addition, the cecum usually has a very fluid 
content which could readily spill and potentially grossly contaminate of the carcass.  
The association of lacerations to particular sections of the gastrointestinal tract may 
arise because of the effect of feed withdrawal (stomach and colon) and carcass weight 
(small intestine), on the rhythm of the evisceration process. 
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Salmonella: 
 Our results indicate that feed withdrawal 12 or 24 hours prior to loading does not 
increase the percentage of cecal samples positive for Salmonella post-slaughter.  
 
 These findings support the hypothesis that the prevalence of Salmonella in pens of 
pigs in finishing barns is a poor predictor of prevalence of Salmonella at slaughter. 
Transport (Williams and Newell, 1970) and lairage (Morgan et al., 1987) along with 
close contact with other pigs are likely more important determinants of Salmonella 
prevalence at slaughter. 
 
 The pattern of Salmonella isolations over time in the finishing barn indicate that 
many pigs that were excreting Salmonella in May had stopped by June.  This trend is in 
accordance with Oosterom and others, 1981, who reported that when pigs become 
infected with Salmonella they gradually stop excreting over 9 weeks.  If this trend of 
decreased excretion continued from June until when all pigs were slaughtered, it could 
explain the decrease in percentage of Salmonella positive cecal samples from the first 
group slaughtered (73%) to the last group (52%).  Our results concur with findings from 
experimental Salmonella infections of pigs which indicate that fecal shedding declines 
over time. 
 
 A limitation of our study is that we may have overestimating the true prevalence 
among treatments of cecal Salmonella at slaughter because pigs of all feed withdrawal 
treatments (0, 12, and 24 hour) were daily transported to slaughter on the same truck 
and shared the same lairage.  
The increased stocking density combined with the stress involved may have led to 
cross-infection  with Salmonella among the treatments. During transport and lairage an 
initial Salmonella infection of the tonsils may reach the colon and rectum in 2 hours 
(Edel et al., 1974; Oosterom et al., 1981) which is less than the 5 hours our pigs were in 
transport and lairage.    
 
Economics:   
 A consistent economic result emerged from the analysis. Feed withdrawal had no 
statistically significant effects on net revenue from the hogs that had feed withdrawn 
only once excluding meat quality benefits. However, marketing groups did show 
statistically significant reductions in net income for animals that had feed withdrawn. 
The effect was most significant for the 24 hour withdrawal in the second and third 
marketing group. Reduced carcass weight in pigs that had feed withdrawn twice or 
three times as compared to their control groups appears to be a primary factor in net 
revenue effects. This "within marketing group" reduction in net revenue was in addition 
to the lower revenue earned by the third marketing group consisting of "tail-enders". 
While it is difficult to attach a dollar value to meat quality attributes, the economic 
results are consistent with the meat quality results: feed withdrawal may be a net 
benefit as long as feed is not withdrawn more than once. 
  
 
Research questions this study raises: 
 
Meat Quality: 
 Our results indicate that 24 hour feed withdrawal improves meat quality but quality 
was progressively reduced from the first marketing group.  These findings need to be 
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tested in other finishing sites to determine if our results can be generalized across 
farms. A remarkable finding for meat quality from this study is that those animals sent to 
slaughter in the first marketing group have twice the water holding capacity of the later 
groups.  This needs to be tested in other finishing sites and the biological reasons 
investigated. 
 
Gastric Ulcers: 
 We found a high prevalence of severe ulcers that probably were established before 
we started the feed withdrawal treatment.  We suspect that these ulcers were primarily 
responsible for the lighter carcass weight in the third marketing group.  If so, then 
gastric ulcers are contributing to a major decrease in growth efficiency and meat quality.  
This hypothesis needs to be investigated at other finishing sites and the underlying 
cause further explored. 
    
Salmonella: 
 The decrease in Salmonalla isolates with later marketing groups in our study 
suggests that the tendency for pigs to decrease shedding of Salmonella over time is 
more important than the stress of successive feed withdrawal. This hypothesis needs to 
be investigated at other finishing sites and the underlying cause further explored. 
 
Lacerations: 
 Our study indicates a much higher prevalence of gastrointestinal lacerations than 
previously reported.  This finding need to be investigated at other finishing sites 
servicing other packing plants and the underlying and contributing factors, such as 
carcass weight, further explored. 
 
Economics: 
 A question for further research is how much longer would the hogs that had feed 
withdrawn twice or three times have to remain on feed to attain the same carcass 
weight as the control hogs in their marketing group. It may be that negative effects of 
repeated feed withdrawal on net returns could be reduced by leaving the hogs on feed 
for several more days. If one or more of the carcass characteristics (weight, meat 
quality, salmonella prevalence, etc.) is affected by repeated feed withdrawal and/or by 
marketing group, then economic analysis is required to compare alternative sorting 
strategies in combination with alternative feed withdrawal strategies for each marketing 
group. 
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INTRODUCTION

The National Pork Producers Council is an association representing 44 state pork producer organizations. NPPC is the voice in
Washington for the nation’s pork producers, who in 2005 marketed 55 million hogs with total gross receipts of $15 billion. The
U.S. pork industry supports more than 550,000 jobs in the United States; these include input suppliers, producers, processors,
handlers and main-street businesses. Overall, an estimated $20.7 billion of personal income and $34.5 billion of gross national
product are generated by the hog industry based on 2005 levels of production.

PROFILE OF TODAY’S PORK INDUSTRY

The United States pork industry represents a significant value-added activity in the agriculture economy and the overall U.S.
economy. The $15 billion of gross receipts from hogs marketed in 2005 represents only a portion of the economic activity
generated by the pork industry.

The hog industry in the United States has seen rapid structural changes in recent years, yet total hog numbers have trended up
from a decade ago. In 1990, inventories were 54.5 million head; data from December 2005 showed inventories over 60 million
head.

The growth of the United States inventory is feeding growing consumer demand. Of processed hog products, 3.6 billion pounds
were exported and 24.2 billion pounds were used in domestic markets. Domestic consumption of pork in 2005 was 680 million
pounds higher than it was in 1990; exports were 2.4 billion pounds higher than they were in 1990. In 2005, the U.S. pork industry

enjoyed its 14th consecutive year of record exports.

Pork producers are deeply committed to local community economic health, growth and development. We proudly call these
communities our homes. There are nearly 35,000 direct, full-time pork-producing jobs, including farm workers and farm
proprietors. An additional 76,000 harvester and processing jobs and 439,500 jobs throughout the rest of the economic chain are
supported by the pork industry.

The U.S. pork industry today provides nearly 28 billion pounds of safe, wholesome and nutritious meat protein to consumers
worldwide each year. In fact, 2006 will be the fifth consecutive year of record pork production in the United States, and all
indicators point to another record in 2007. This is accomplished by nearly 67,000 pork operations in all 50 states, with most
production located in the upper Midwest, mid-Atlantic and High Plains states.

2007 FARM BILL

The National Pork Producers Council has established a 2007 Farm Bill Policy Task Force, which has held several meetings,
reviewing and evaluating many of the Farm Bill issues that will affect our industry. Pork producers have been actively engaged in
the Farm Bill process, participating in several congressional field hearings. We are committed to working with this Committee as a
new Farm Bill is crafted.

As the next Farm Bill is written, we hope Congress will consider the needs of the nation’s pork producers: 1) maintain the U.S.
pork industry’s competitive advantage globally; 2) strengthen the industry’s competitiveness; 3) defend the industry’s
competitiveness by opposing unwarranted and costly provisions and regulations.

Pork producers would like to share their thoughts on a number of issues that likely will be part of the debate when Congress
considers the next Farm Bill.

Renewable Energy

America’s pork producers strongly support the development and use of renewable fuels to reduce the nation’s dependence on
foreign oil. But the rapidly growing demand for renewable fuels, specifically ethanol from corn, presents a challenge for pork
producers. New ethanol plants scattered throughout the country are coming on-line quickly and many more are in the
construction and planning stages. Currently there are sufficient corn supplies to meet the demand for feed, fuel, food and exports
for the next two crop years. Beginning in 2008, though, ethanol production could be large enough to cause displacement in the
domestic pork industry. Given current and projected ethanol prices, ethanol plants likely will be able to outbid pork producers for
corn. Additionally, any wide-spread drought would significantly accelerate this problem.

The U.S. pork industry is probably more exposed to the growth of the ethanol industry than any other livestock sector. Be wary of
claims that the largest by-product of ethanol production, dried distillers grains (DDGs), can make up any deficiencies in feed from
corn. Pigs cannot utilize DDGs as effectively as other livestock species. Dr. Jerry Shurson at the University of Minnesota has
reported that high-quality DDGs are worth about $114 per ton to dairy producers, $108 to beef producers, $104 to egg layer
operations, $100 to poultry finishers and only $96 to swine grower finishers. DDGs are low in starch and amino acids and high in
oil and fiber. Some contain mycotoxins that can be harmful to animal health. Some ethanol plants overheat the DDGs, making
them even less useful, and there are vast differences in the quality of DDGs from plants. Additionally, DDGs cause storage
flowability problems and are high in phosphorous and protein, resulting in excess phosphorus and nitrogen in manure, which can
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lead to environmental problems. Furthermore, nutritionists have noted that when DDGs in excess of 10 percent of total feed are
given to hogs, a reduction in fat quality can be found, resulting in a less superior product. Therefore, the substitution of DDGs into
the nation’s feed supply will put the pork industry at a competitive disadvantage.

Further research and development are needed to find other energy alternatives, such as using animal manure and fat and
biomass, including lignocellulose, switchgrass and corn stover. NPPC has established a Renewable Fuels working group to
evaluate this issue further. The right balance is needed to meet the needs of fuel and feed security. The U.S. pork industry needs
your support to make sure pork producers remain competitive in this changing world.

Conservation Reserve Program

Pork producers believe the marketplace should decide how to meet the demand for renewable energy, which could mean
crop-producing acres currently in the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) be placed back into production between now and
2010. Without these additional acres being made available for crop production, producers are facing run-ups in feed prices in
years to come. Pork producers remain committed to leaving in the CRP, even among its current corn acres, those portions of fields
that are planted to filter strips, buffer strips, grass waterways and other partial field enrollments that provide extremely high
environmental benefits. Pork producers also support returning CRP land to crop production in a manner that preserves
CRP-developed organic matter and minimizes erosion through the use of practices such as conservation and no-till techniques.
But the bottom line, in our view, is that much more crop land must be made available to ensure there is an adequate feed supply
to meet demand.

Animal Identification

In today’s marketplace, adopting new technologies is absolutely imperative for the swine industry to remain dynamic, progressive
and aware of market demand. Bio-security remains a cornerstone in our production facilities so that absolute confidence in the
safety and wholesomeness of pork can be maintained by domestic and international consumers. U.S. pork producers believe in
the establishment of a mandatory National Animal Identification System and are committed to an industry-wide approach in
identifying our animals. We believe animal ID enables state and federal animal health officials to address existing diseases,
foreign animal diseases and emerging diseases. An ID system will allow for monitoring and establishing efforts to control and
eradicate these diseases, and a surveillance system will facilitate tracking and containing the spread of disease. Pork producers
believe that the ability to rapidly identify animals and detect, contain and eliminate disease is an essential food security tool that
will preserve the domestic and international marketability of U.S. livestock.

Trade

Pork producers are the most ardent promoters of free trade agreements, which have prompted rapid growth in pork exports and
record profitability. We realize that as an industry we must continue to work to remove distortions that impinge on the free
market. There is a considerable global demand for pork and pork products. Pork represents 44 percent of global meat protein
intake, far more than beef and poultry. World pork trade has grown from 3.9 percent to 5.3 percent of total world pork
consumption in just the past five years. The extent of any increase in global pork trade in the future will hinge heavily on
continued efforts to bring about further agricultural trade liberalization. We support the Market Access Program (MAP) and the
Foreign Market Development Program (FMD), which help expand export opportunities for U.S. pork, and we urge continued
funding for these programs, which have long-term market benefits. It is important to emphasize the need to strengthen the
ability of U.S. agriculture to compete in the global marketplace. American agriculture is among the most competitive industries in
the world, but it should not be expected to compete alone in the export markets against foreign governments. Reductions of MAP
and FMD funding would put American farmers at a substantial competitive disadvantage. Regardless of the timing in writing a
new Farm Bill, Congress should extend Trade Promotion Authority. TPA is very important to U.S. agriculture and the U.S. livestock
sector – it sends to our trading partners the message that the U.S. is a willing and open trading partner. We need to strengthen
the ability of U.S. agriculture to compete efficiently in the global and domestic marketplaces.

Risk Management

U.S. pork exports in 2006 are estimated to be 15 percent of production, up from 12 percent in 2005. The U.S. pork industry will

enjoy its 15th straight record year for pork exports in 2006. Our success in expanding exports has created a new market
environment. The downside of growing exports is a larger adverse economic impact should there be any trade disruption. Pork
producers understand this dynamic, and Congress must recognize that a trade disruption would be devastating to the U.S pork
sector. Iowa State economist Dermot Hayes estimates a $3.6 billion loss for the industry if export markets are lost.

Given that potential significant shock to the U.S. pork industry – and to the U.S. economy – NPPC supports programs to minimize
the economic impact of any trade disruptions. We understand that a USDA Livestock Risk Protection program and an Iowa
program were placed in the 2002 Farm Bill. Pork producers are evaluating these futures market-based programs and the reasons
for their limited success among producers. NPPC is looking at federal revenue-based assurance options that would assist
producers should export markets ever be interrupted.

Research
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USDA’s research is critical to the pork industry, be it improving swine genetics by completing the mapping of the swine genome;
testing and deploying new and improved animal vaccines; improving the usefulness of energy production by-products, such as
distillers dried grains; further increasing animal productivity; or the development of new environmental management and
mitigation technologies such as the means to reduce or mitigate potentially regulated air emissions from swine facilities.
Research can assist in monitoring diseases and preventing a disease outbreak.

A significant amount of research has been devoted to other animal genomes. It is time for USDA to do the same for the swine
genome. Genome sequencing is only the first step to unlocking key genetic information. Annotation is the identification of the
functional genes associated within the sequence of the genome and will provide the industry with tools to quickly and efficiently
improve production efficiencies in nutrition, swine health, reproductive physiology, animal welfare, nutrient management and pork
quality. In addition, the pig is an excellent model for human research in health and nutritional disciplines. Annotation of the swine
genome will assist in the development of research models in human nutrition, physiology and medicine.

We also support establishment within USDA of the National Institute of Food and Agriculture, which would conduct research and
studies to “ensure that the agricultural innovation that has been so successful in the past continues in the future.”

Conservation and the Environment

Pork producers have reduced the environmental footprint of their operations on the country’s natural resources and landscape
through the adoption of sound and advanced manure management and utilization practices. The vast majority of the resources
pork producers have invested in these practices were provided by producers themselves, without public assistance. But pork
producers were and remain very interested in participating in USDA’s working-lands conservation programs, such as the
Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP), to raise the level of their environmental performance and to address any
remaining critical conservation and environmental needs on their operations. During debate on the 2002 Farm Bill, U.S. pork
producers took a lead role with other livestock groups to advance major funding increases for EQIP. So we are quite disappointed
in how little support EQIP has provided to pork producers over the 2003 to 2005 program years.

After a thorough review of several hog-producing states’ EQIP programs, NPPC presented its findings to the Natural Resources
Conservation Service. Despite what we believe to have been sincere efforts by NRCS to correct the program’s problems, EQIP
continues to fail pork producers. Using NRCS data and our own estimates, we calculated that approximately $1.98 billion in
cost-share assistance was provided by the EQIP program to both crop and livestock producers from 2003 through 2005. Of this
amount, approximately $1.26 billion or 63 percent of the total was provided to livestock producers. This percentage is consistent
with the 2002 Farm Bill recommendation that 60 percent of funds go to livestock and poultry. Looking at the 2003 data, pork
producers received just 3 percent of the cost-share assistance provided to all livestock producers that year – less than goats,
emus, ostriches, elk and bison received. After reviewing the data from 2004 and 2005, we found the same results.

Figure 1: EQIP spending under the 2002 Farm Bill on all livestock, 2003 to 2005

and total over that period, by species

Species 2003-2005 $ ‘03-‘05% 2005 $ ‘05% 2004 $ ‘04 % 2003 $ ‘03%
Horses $7,147,193 1% $0 0% $4,421,244 1% $2,725,949 1%
Sheep $16,858,540 1% $8,883,826 2% $4,522,929 1% $3,451,785 1%
Swine $43,061,095 3% $17,582,432 4% $14,569,213 3% $10,909,450 3%
Other $46,002,475 4% $18,867,510 4% $15,459,060 3% $11,675,905 4%
Poultry $73,275,499 6% $32,524,429 7% $25,645,002 6% $15,106,068 5%
Dairy $248,745,439 20% $91,143,643 18% $88,806,934 20% $68,794,862 22%
Beef $825,055,530 65% $327,827,898 66% $296,134,316 66% $201,093,316 64%

Total $1,260,145,771 $496,829,738 $449,558,698 $313,757,335

Even in the eight states (Iowa, North Carolina, Minnesota, Indiana, Illinois, Missouri, Nebraska, and Oklahoma) that account for
78 percent of the nation’s pork output, producers received only 11 percent of the EQIP cost-share assistance funds provided to all
livestock producers from 2003 through 2005. While an improvement, it still indicates a significant under-investment in the
environmental practices of pork producers. NPPC would like this imbalance corrected and would like EQIP funds to be allocated for
specific on-farm practices that have a clear environmental benefit, such as development of comprehensive nutrient management
plans and the use of technical service providers; odor and emissions reduction practices; and manure storage, transfer and field
application technologies.

Animal Care, Housing and Transportation

America’s pork producers established the world-class Pork Quality Assurance (PQA) program to provide responsible animal care
through the application of scientifically sound practices. That means proper care and handling at each stage of the production
process, with no tolerance for mistreatment of animals, and it means well-kept facilities to allow for the safe and humane
movement of each animal and development of herd health programs with veterinary advice. Further, we enhanced our
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commitment to animal care through the Pork Quality Assurance Plus program. This is a first-of-its-kind animal welfare program in
the U.S. livestock sector that combines producer education and on-farm assessments, verified by third-party audits, to ensure the
highest levels of animal care. Furthermore, we have a Trucker Quality Assurance (TQA) program that addresses animal care and
handling issues during transport. For producers, there is no higher priority than maintaining the well-being of their animals, and
they have shown their commitment by funding PQA and TQA through their check-off dollars.

While the pork industry has invested hundreds of thousands of dollars in research and practical applications to enhance swine
well-being, our industry is under attack by those who would severely restrict the raising of livestock and poultry for food. We are
faced with provocative ad campaigns used to sway public opinion, lawsuits that seek to halt our production practices and scare
tactics that question the safety of our product. In the next Farm Bill, we expect so-called animal-rights groups to push to add a
number of provisions that, if adopted, would be very detrimental to the well-being and viability of U.S. pork producers, including:

Extension of an 1870s law, known as the “28-hour rule,” to the transportation of all livestock to all destinations. The law
was enacted to deal with the movement to slaughterhouses of cattle by train. A lawsuit is pending to force USDA to bring
all livestock transported by truck under the “28-hour rule.” The pork industry already has adopted a Trucker Quality
Assurance program that addresses animal care and handling issues during transport.

A ban on all non-ambulatory livestock from the food supply. Several animal-rights groups tried in the last three Congresses
– including an effort during the 2002 Farm Bill – to include such a ban. For pork producers, this would be particularly
devastating given that previous versions of federal legislation called for the euthanasia at auction markets and
slaughterhouses of any animal which, for whatever reason, does not get up and move under its own power at delivery. The
physiological makeup of the pig often prompts it to lie down. Under the strict conditions of previous legislation to ban such
non-ambulatory animals, these pigs would be killed without regard to their health, the ownership of the animals or the
cost to the producer. There is no food-safety risk associated with harvesting pigs that lie down for some period of time.

A ban on the use of certain animal health products and the adoption of free-range housing, including a ban on stalls for all
species. This effort could come in the form of H.R. 5557, a bill that would place severe restrictions on modern pork
production for producers who want to sell to the federal government for school lunch, military or other federal facility food
services.

Many members of this committee will be dealing with these issues for the first time, and NPPC stands ready and willing to work
with you to provide the detailed implications of any legislative initiative that may be brought to you under the guise of “animal
protection.”

Market Structure and Information

In the past 25 years, the U.S. pork industry has undergone a dramatic transformation in response to pressures to compete, both
in the domestic market against competing proteins and in the export market against the pork industries in other countries.
Although the process of restructuring is ongoing, and the merits of this industry restructuring are still being debated, the net
result is that the U.S. pork industry has held its ground domestically and has made major inroads in export markets. The U.S. now
has one of the most competitive pork industries in the world but still faces challenges both from other meat sources and from
other countries, such as Canada and Brazil. The pork industry has done well because of the variety of marketing options available
to pork producers. Open and transparent hog markets are working well for the pork industry. U.S. hog and pork markets work
because pork producers and packers are able to use any of several methods to market and price pigs. These include spot market
transactions, cooperatives, bargaining associations and contractual arrangements. We support the right of all producers of any
size or type or production system to market access, and we are opposed to anything that hinders that access. Furthermore, we do
not believe that U.S. pork producers will be well-served by eliminating or requiring any particular marketing or pricing mechanism.
The reason that this wide variety exists is that some producers believe each method is the best for their farm. Limiting their
choices can do nothing but hurt their well-being.

Pork producers continue to need accurate and complete price and quantity information such as that found in the reports created
by the Livestock Mandatory Price Reporting Act of 1999. It is imperative that this Act be renewed soon to ensure that these data,
which help producers make business and production decisions, continue to be available to all market participants. The House last
year passed a bill (H.R. 3408) reauthorizing the mandatory price reporting law for five years and adding several swine-specific
reporting changes. The measure was strongly supported by pork producers. However, the Senate has yet to take action on the
measure, and the law expired on September 30, 2005. Since then, the prices paid for hogs have been reported voluntarily. While
this voluntary reporting is maintaining stable prices for pork and beef, sheep industry prices have collapsed under voluntary
reporting. We remain concerned about the slow erosion of voluntary reporting in the pork sector. NPPC would like to see the
mandatory price reporting law reauthorized before the 2007 Farm Bill is crafted, but should there be no resolve, we support the
inclusion of LMRA in the Farm Bill.

An issue that would affect pork producers’ ability to adapt to consumer demand is country of origin labeling (COOL). A provision
mandating COOL was included in the 2002 Farm Bill. But mandatory COOL, the implementation of which has been delayed, would
add costs to producers without providing consumers additional assurances about the safety of their food. Pork producers continue
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to support a voluntary program similar to the USDA process-certified program used for organics. This approach does not come at
the expense of pork producers. To answer consumer demands for specific products, the U.S. pork industry is transforming from an
industry with a commodity orientation to one with brand orientation.

CONCLUSION

As the Agriculture Committee begins to craft the 2007 Farm Bill, please keep in mind that pork producers are working to maintain,
strengthen and defend their competitive advantage both domestically and internationally.

On behalf of the National Pork Producers Council and the many pork producers we represent, thank you for holding this hearing
and allowing us to share our thoughts. We respectfully request your continued and focused attention on the matters we have
brought to you today, and we look forward to working with the committee.

Print version of this document
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M A J O R A R T I C L E

Antimicrobial-Resistant and Extraintestinal Pathogenic
Escherichia coli in Retail Foods

James R. Johnson,1,3 Michael A. Kuskowski,2,4 Kirk Smith,5 Timothy T. O’Bryan,1,3 and Sita Tatini6

1Mucosal and Vaccine Research Center and 2Geriatric Research, Education, and Clinical Center, Veterans Affairs Medical Center, Departments
of 3Medicine and 4Psychiatry, University of Minnesota, and 5Minnesota Department of Health, Minneapolis, and 6Department of Food Science
and Nutrition, College of Agricultural, Food, and Environmental Sciences, University of Minnesota, Saint Paul

(See the editorial commentary by Jones and Schaffner, on pages 1029–31.)
Background. Extraintestinal Escherichia coli infections are associated with specialized extraintestinal pathogenic

E. coli (ExPEC) strains and, increasingly, with antimicrobial resistance. The food supply may disseminate ExPEC
and antimicrobial-resistant E. coli.

Methods. In a prospective survey of 1648 diverse food items from 10 retail markets in the Minneapolis–St.
Paul area during 2001–2003, selective cultures and disk-diffusion assays for the isolation and characterization of
antimicrobial-resistant E. coli and polymerase chain reaction–based assays and O serotyping to define ExPEC-
associated traits were performed.

Results. E. coli contamination exhibited a prevalence gradient from miscellaneous foods (9%), through beef
or pork (69%), to poultry (92%; ). Among E. coli–positive samples, similar prevalence gradients wereP ! .001
detected for antimicrobial resistance (27%, 85%, and 94% of samples, respectively; ) and ExPEC contam-P ! .001
ination (4%, 19%, and 46%, respectively; ). By multivariate analysis, beef or pork and poultry from natural-P ! .001
food stores exhibited reduced risks of E. coli contamination and antimicrobial resistance. Indirect evidence suggested
on-farm selection of resistance. Four food-source ExPEC isolates (from pea pods, turkey parts, ground pork, and
vegetable dip) closely resembled selected human clinical isolates by O antigen and genomic profile.

Conclusions. Retail foods may be an important vehicle for community-wide dissemination of antimicrobial-
resistant E. coli and ExPEC, which may represent a newly recognized group of medically significant foodborne
pathogens.

Extraintestinal infections caused by Escherichia coli are

responsible for several million episodes of urinary tract

infection (UTI), an estimated 36,000 deaths from sepsis,

and billions of dollars in increased health-care costs an-

nually in the United States [1]. Emerging resistance to

first-line antimicrobial agents increases the clinical im-

pact of these infections and complicates their manage-

ment [1–3]. Acquired antimicrobial resistance is partic-

ularly problematic when it occurs in extraintestinal
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pathogenic E. coli (ExPEC), the distinctive E. coli strains

that possess the specialized virulence factors (VFs) re-

quired for extraintestinal disease [4]. Improved under-

standing of the origins and transmission pathways of

antimicrobial-resistant E. coli and ExPEC is needed.

Several studies have suggested that foods might be a

source of human-acquired antimicrobial-resistant E.

coli and/or ExPEC. The food supply is an established

vehicle for certain other antimicrobial-resistant and/or

pathogenic bacteria—notably, Salmonella enterica, Cam-

pylobacter jejuni, Listeria monocytogenes, and E. coli

O157:H7 [5–12]. Meat and poultry products at slaugh-

tering operations can be extensively contaminated with

E. coli of animal origin, including strains that express

ExPEC-associated O antigens and/or are antimicrobial

resistant [13, 14]. Antimicrobial-resistant E. coli strains

also occur in some retail meats and poultry [15, 16].

Hospital and cafeteria foods may contain E. coli, with

possible subsequent transmission to consumers [17,

18]. Food-source organisms can contaminate kitchens

during meal preparation [19], and cooks can acquire
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resistant E. coli from poultry carcasses without consuming the

food [20]. Diverse other foods, including ready-to-eat foods,

apple juice, and sprouts [11, 12, 21], may also contain E. coli.

However, few current data are available regarding the con-

tamination of retail foods with E. coli, specifically resistant

strains and ExPEC, or assessing the impact of store type and

organic or antibiotic-free labeling. Such data are needed for

consumers to make informed choices and for producers and

regulators to establish appropriate public policies [22] and to

implement appropriate monitoring systems and/or interven-

tions [5, 23, 24]. Accordingly, we conducted a 2-year retail

market survey, systematically sampling diverse foods for anti-

microbial-resistant E. coli and ExPEC.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Food sampling scheme. From May 2001 through May 2003,

foods were purchased in rotation from 10 retail markets in the

Minneapolis–St. Paul area. These included 2 representatives

each of large luxury and economy chains (defined based on

amenities, ambience, decor, product selection, and pricing),

small neighborhood markets, natural-foods markets (includ-

ing 1 outlet each of a multistate chain and a locally owned

cooperative; hereafter, “natural store”), and farmer’s markets

(summers only). Each week, 27 items were purchased from a

different store, according to a schedule that distributed pur-

chases at that store in strict rotation among 63 food types. The

purchaser selected specific items and brands within the specified

food type at his or her discretion. Unavailable items were omit-

ted; purchasing resumed with the next available scheduled item.

Purchases at a particular store cycled through the entire sched-

ule sequentially, despite interruptions. The schedule was ini-

tiated in a staggered fashion at different stores, such that, at

all times, purchases were being made from different parts of

the schedule. Foods purchased (number of samples) included

beef (70), pork (68), chicken (56), turkey (133), and blended

chicken and turkey (6) (all raw; variably ground and/or frozen);

fresh fruits (399) and vegetables (468); and miscellaneous foods,

including fermented or processed items—cheese (70), dry salami

(67), cooked turkey franks (61), fish (65), crab (28), shrimp (36),

delicatessen items (67), and cream or custard pastries (54). Un-

wrapped items were placed individually in clean plastic bags by

use of disposable gloves. Items were refrigerated or frozen until

processing. Items were considered to be organic or antibiotic-

free if so characterized by the label, store, or producer. The

experimentation guidelines of the authors’ institutions were fol-

lowed in the conduct of clinical research.

Culture methods. By use of a sterile technique, food items

were weighed and manually rinsed (produce or poultry parts

containing bones) or were mechanically dispersed (other foods;

Stomacher blender; Seward Medical) in defined volumes of

lauryl-tryptose broth (Difco), 1 mL of which was plated onto

Petrifilm (3M), both immediately (undiluted), to detect high-

level contamination, and after incubation with the food for 48

h at 37�C (10�6 dilution), to detect trace contamination. Blue

colonies with gas were counted as presumptive E. coli [25] and

were confirmed by use of an API 20-E system (bio-Merieux).

Bacterial quantification was by done by plate counts or, for

samples that tested positive only after amplification, by a 3-

tube, 3-replicate most probable number method [25]. From

each E. coli–positive sample, an arbitrarily selected index E. coli

isolate, up to 12 additional E. coli colonies (which were pooled),

and a sweep of mixed bacterial growth were saved. The am-

plified broth was plated onto modified Mueller-Hinton agar

[26] that contained ampicillin (32 mg/L), tetracycline (16 mg/

L), nalidixic acid (32 mg/L), ceftazidime (32 mg/L), or tri-

methoprim (16 mg/L), for overnight incubation at 37�C. Pre-

sumptive E. coli were confirmed by use of an API-20E system.

Antimicrobial resistance. Index isolates and each sample’s

most resistant E. coli isolate (identified through replica plating

onto the above-mentioned antimicrobial-containing agars) un-

derwent standardized disk-diffusion susceptibility testing to am-

picillin, amoxicillin-clavulanate, cefazolin, ceftazidime, genta-

micin, tetracycline, nitrofurantoin, nalidixic acid, ciprofloxacin,

sulfisoxazole, trimethoprim, and trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole

[27, 28].

Detection of ExPEC. Lysates of each sample’s index E. coli

isolate, pooled E. coli colonies, mixed growth, and most resis-

tant E. coli isolate were tested by polymerase chain reaction

(PCR) for hlyD (hemolysin) and ExPEC status [29]. On the

basis of previous statistical analyses of strain collections within

which the extraintestinal virulence capability was determined

either experimentally or on the basis of clinical source, ExPEC

was defined by detection of �2 of papA and/or papC (P fim-

briae), sfa/foc (S/F1C fimbriae), afa/dra (Dr-antigen-binding

adhesins), kpsM (group 2 capsule), and iutA (aerobactin) [29].

ExPEC-positive samples were further tested for 35 ExPEC-

associated VFs [29]; such testing predicts experimental in vivo

virulence and differentiates among various clonal groups of

ExPEC [30, 31].

Serotyping and phylotyping. O antigens were determined by

the E. coli Reference Center (University Park, PA) by use of 180

O–specific antisera. O antigens associated with UTI (O-UTI)

were defined as O1, O2, O4, O6, O7, O16, O18, O25, and O75

[32]. E. coli phylogenetic group (A, B1, B2, and D) was defined

by triplex PCR [33].

Comparison with human clinical ExPEC. To assess whether

foodborne E. coli resembles human clinical isolates, food-source

ExPEC isolates that expressed O-UTI antigens or O11/O17/

O77, which have been associated with the recently described

E. coli “clonal group A” [34, 35], were compared, according to

virulence profile and/or O antigen, with human clinical isolates

from the investigator’s collections (J.R.J.). (These collections
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Table 1. Predictors of Escherichia coli, resistant E. coli, and virulence traits among 1648 retail food items, by univariate analysis.

Food class
(no. of samples)

Outcome variableb

(no. positive)

Predictor variablea

Natural
store

Antibiotic
free

Farmer’s
market Ground Frozen

Season
(summer/
autumn)

Year
(secular trend)

Subgroup
within food class

Miscellaneous (1315) E. coli (121) � … F … … F � �

Resistance (31) � … � … … F f Other (nonproduce) F

ExPEC (5), O-UTI (12) � … � … … � f �

Beef/pork (138) E. coli (95) f f F � � � Pork F

Resistance (73) f f … � � F F Pork F

ExPEC (18), O-UTI (13) � � … F � f F Pork F

Poultry (195) E. coli (180) f fc … F F F F �

Resistance (165) � � … � � f f Turkey F

ExPEC (83), O-UTI (28) � � … � � f f Turkey F

a Predictor variables included natural store (vs. other store), antibiotic-free (vs. other or unknown), farmer’s market (vs. other store), ground (vs. not ground),
frozen (vs. not frozen), year (for secular trend), produce (vs. other miscellaneous foods), pork (vs. beef), and turkey (vs. chicken). Arrows (f and F), significant
negative and positive associations, respectively ( ), with a positive trend for “year” indicating an increase over time; ellipses (…), predictor variable notP ! .05
applicable to indicated food class; �, no significant effect detected.

b Outcome variables included E. coli, antimicrobial-resistant E. coli (no. shown is for resistance to �1 drug; associations are noted for resistance to �1 drug
and/or to �5 drugs), ExPEC (extraintestinal pathogenic E. coli, defined as positivity for �2 of papA and/or papC [P fimbriae], sfa/foc [S and F1C fimbriae], afa/
dra [Dr-family adhesins], kpsM II [group 1 capsule], and iutA [aerobactin receptor]), and O-UTI (O antigens associated with urinary tract infection, i.e., O1, O2,
O4, O6, O7, O16, O18, O25, and O75). Analyses involving E. coli included all samples. Analyses of antimicrobial resistance, ExPEC status, and O-UTI status
were limited to samples that contained E. coli.

c The association of “antibiotic free” with E. coli changed from negative to positive in the multivariate analysis.

include isolates from cystitis and pyelonephritis in women, neo-

natal meningitis in children, febrile UTI in men, and diverse-

source bacteremia in adults.) Food-source isolates were com-

pared with the corresponding human isolates by random

amplified polymorphic DNA (RAPD) analysis [36], to assess

for genomic similarity.

Statistical methods. Three prespecified food classes were

defined for analysis: poultry (raw), beef/pork (raw), and mis-

cellaneous foods (including produce and processed foods) (ta-

ble 1). Aggregate resistance and virulence scores were the num-

ber of resistance or virulence markers detected. Year of study

was analyzed as a continuous variable (calendar year 1, 2, or

3), to identify secular trends. Unpaired comparisons were tested

by use of Fisher’s exact or x2 test for proportions or by use of

the Mann-Whitney U test for scores (all 2-tailed). Paired com-

parisons were tested by use of McNemar’s test for proportions

or by use of the Wilcoxon rank sum test for scores. Multi-

ple predictor variables associated with selected microbiological

outcomes were identified by use of multiple logistic regression

models in which the outcome variable of interest was the de-

pendent variable and all relevant source characteristics for the

particular food class were simultaneous predictor variables (see

table 2, footnote a, for a list of predictor variables).

RESULTS

Prevalence of E. coli. During the 2-year survey, 1648 retail

food items were cultured. Of these, 396 (24%) yielded E. coli.

Contamination with E. coli varied by food class, with a signif-

icant difference among miscellaneous items (produce and other

nonmeat or poultry items, 9%), meats (beef or pork, 69%),

and poultry (92%) ( for all comparisons of each foodP ! .001

class vs. another food class or all other foods combined) (figure

1A). Detection of E. coli by direct plating likewise varied sig-

nificantly by food class (0.7%, 5%, and 16% of miscellaneous,

beef or pork, and poultry samples, respectively: for allP � .002

comparisons). Overall, E. coli counts were significantly higher in

samples that tested positive by direct plating, compared with

samples that tested positive only after broth amplification (me-

dian, 20 vs. !1.0 cfu/g; ).P ! .001

Among the miscellaneous foods, E. coli contamination varied

by food type. No E. coli was detected in iceberg lettuce, cau-

liflower, plums, strawberries, raspberries or blackberries, grapes,

pineapple, kiwi fruit, or cream pastry (overall, 0/231 samples

vs. 121 (11%) of 1087 other miscellaneous food samples; P !

). In contrast, E. coli was detected in 125% of samples each.001

of cucumber/zucchini, spinach, corn, mushrooms, and shrimp

(overall, 32% of 153 samples vs. 6% of 1165 other miscellaneous

food samples; ). Likewise, E. coli was directly detectableP ! .001

(indicating more intense contamination) in �1 sample each for

cucumber or zucchini, potatoes, green onions, fish, and turkey

frankfurters (overall, 9/232 samples [4%] vs. 0/1086 other mis-

cellaneous food samples; ).P ! .001

Because of the marked differences between the main food

classes, subsequent analyses were stratified by food class. With-

in each food class and among classes, complex patterns of

association were observed for the various predictor variables

according to univariate analysis (table 1). Therefore, multiple

logistic regression analysis was used to identify multiple pre-
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Table 2. Predictors of Escherichia coli, antimicrobial-resistant E. coli, and E. coli virulence markers in
retail foods, by multiple logistic regression analysis.

Characteristicb

(no. of samples in analysis)c
Food class

(no. of samples in analysis)c
Significant predictor variablesa

Variable P OR (95% CI)

E. coli (1648) Miscellaneous (1315) Summer/autumn .001 2.02 (1.31–3.11)
Beef/pork (138) Natural store .02 0.11 (0.02–0.72)

Ground !.001 5.93 (2.30–15.3)
Poultry (195) Year .007 5.86 (1.63–21.06)

Natural store .002 0.04 (0.005–0.32)
Antibiotic free .007 13.13 (2.06–83.91)
Frozen .03 3.15 (1.11–8.93)

Resistant E. coli (384) Beef/pork (93) Beef .006 0.15 (0.04–0.59)
Natural store .02 0.04 (.003–0.61)

Poultry (175) Summer/autumn .001 0.23 (0.10–0.56)
Year .04 0.50 (0.26–0.96)

ExPEC and/or O-UTI (390) Beef/pork (94) Summer/autumn .045 0.27 (0.08–0.97)
Beef .03 0.09 (0.01–0.81)

Poultry (179) Summer/autumn !.001 0.20 (0.09–0.41)
Year !.001 0.39 (0.23–0.66)

a Predictor variables included, for miscellaneous foods, produce (vs. other), organic (vs. other or unknown), natural store (vs.
other store), farmer’s market (vs. other store), year (for secular trend; odds ratios [ORs] indicate the proportional increase or
decrease per year), and season (summer/autumn vs. winter/spring); for beef or pork, beef (vs. pork), natural store (vs. other
store), antibiotic-free (vs. other or unknown), ground (vs. not ground), frozen (vs. not frozen), year (for secular trend; ORs indicate
the proportional increase or decrease per year), and season (summer/autumn vs. winter/spring); and, for poultry, chicken (vs.
turkey), natural store (vs. other store), antibiotic-free (vs. other or unknown), ground (vs. not ground), frozen (vs. not frozen),
year (for secular trend; ORs and confidence intervals [CIs] indicate the proportional increase or decrease per year) and season
(summer/autumn vs. winter/spring). Only variables yielding are shown. Among miscellaneous foods, no significantP ! .05
predictors were identified for “Resistant E. coli” or “ExPEC and/or O-UTI.”

b Outcome variables included E. coli (from direct plating and/or broth amplification), antimicrobial-resistant E. coli (resistance
to �1 drug), ExPEC (extraintestinal pathogenic E. coli, defined as positivity for �2 of papA and/or papC [P fimbriae], sfa/foc [S
and F1C fimbriae], afa/dra [Dr-family adhesins], kpsM II [group 1 capsule], and iutA [aerobactin receptor]), and O-UTI (O antigens
associated with urinary tract infection, i.e., O1, O2, O4, O6, O7, O16, O18, O25, and O75). Antimicrobial resistance, ExPEC
markers, and O-UTI antigens were as detected in index E. coli isolates or total samples.

c Analyses for E. coli included all samples. Analyses of antimicrobial resistance, ExPEC status, and O-UTI status were limited
to those E. coli–containing samples available for susceptibility testing, molecular analysis, and/or serotyping.

dictors of total and direct E. coli contamination (table 2).

Among miscellaneous foods, the only significant multivariate

predictor of E. coli contamination was season, with summer or

autumn purchase predicting a higher risk. Among beef and

pork items, natural-store source predicted a reduced risk of E.

coli, whereas being ground was a risk factor. Among poultry

items, year of study and being frozen were both risk factors

for total E. coli, whereas, for direct E. coli, natural-store source

predicted reduced risk, but antibiotic-free labeling was actually

a risk factor (table 2).

Antimicrobial resistance. With the analysis limited to E.

coli–positive food samples, the prevalence of antimicrobial re-

sistance varied significantly by food class, from miscellaneous

foods (lowest) to poultry (highest), whether analyzed as resis-

tance to �1 drug, to �5 drugs, or to each drug individually

(figure 1B). Ciprofloxacin resistance exhibited a borderline sig-

nificant association with poultry (3.4% of samples vs. 0.5% for

all other foods: ). Nalidixic acid resistance also wasP p .051

associated with poultry (30% of samples vs. 2.5% for miscel-

laneous foods and 3% for beef or pork; ) (figure 1B);P ! .001

among nonpoultry items, this was confined to beef (3/47 [6%]

vs. 0/161; ). Aggregate resistance scores exhibited a sim-P p .01

ilar by-food-class gradient, with median scores among E. coli–

positive miscellaneous, beef or pork, and poultry items, re-

spectively, being 0, 1.0, and 2.0 (index isolate); 0, 2.0, and 4.0

(most-resistant isolate); and 0, 1.0, and 5.0 (total sample) (P

! .001 for miscellaneous or poultry vs. all others).

Because of these differences, analyses again were stratified by

food class. In univariate analyses for resistance to individual

drugs (table 3), among E. coli–positive miscellaneous items,

nonproduce foods exhibited a higher prevalence of tetracycline

and sulfisoxazole resistance than did produce, and summer or

autumn purchase was associated with increased ampicillin re-

sistance, compared with that for winter or spring purchase.

Among E. coli–positive beef and pork items, pork exhibited a

higher prevalence of ampicillin, tetracycline, and sulfisoxazole

resistance than did beef, whereas natural-store source and an-

tibiotic-free purchase predicted decreased tetracycline and am-

picillin resistance, respectively. Among E. coli–positive poultry

items, turkey was associated with nalidixic acid, sulfisoxazole,

and trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole resistance; chicken with

resistance to b-lactam agents; winter or spring purchase with



Figure 1. Prevalence of Escherichia coli, antimicrobial-resistant E. coli, and E. coli virulence-associated traits in retail foods. A, Prevalence of E.
coli (as detected by direct plating, reflecting high-grade contamination, or by broth amplification, reflecting even trace contamination) among 1648
retail food items, stratified by food class (miscellaneous foods, beef or pork, and poultry). B, Prevalence of E. coli antimicrobial resistance (as detected
in the index isolate, reflecting the sample’s predominant strain, or in the total sample), both overall and to 11 individual drugs, among 384 E. coli–
positive food samples, stratified by food class. (No resistance to nitrofurantoin was detected.) C, Prevalence of E. coli virulence-associated traits (as
detected in the index isolate, reflecting the sample’s predominant strain, or in the total sample) among 390 E. coli–positive food samples, stratified
by food class. ExPEC, extraintestinal pathogenic E. coli, defined as detection of �2 of (papA and/or papC), sfa/foc, afa/dra, kpsM II, and iutA; O-UTI,
O antigens associated with urinary tract infection (O1, O2, O4, O6, O7, O16, O18, O25, and O75) [32]. P symbols (from x2 test or Fisher’s exact test)
are for comparisons between food classes for the particular outcome variable and apply only to comparisons involving broth amplification (A) or total
sample (B and C). The position of the P symbol indicates which groups were compared. (The total prevalence of resistant or virulent E. coli can be
derived by multiplying the overall prevalence values for E. coli [A] by the prevalence values shown for antimicrobial resistance [B] and virulence
characteristics [C], because the latter were calculated for E. coli–positive samples only.) ns, not significant.
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Table 3. Prevalence of resistance to individual antimicrobial agents by food group among 384 Escherichia coli–
positive retail food items.

Food class

Comparison groupsa

Resistance tob

Prevalence
of resistance (%)b

PcGroup 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2

Miscellaneous Other foods Produce Tetracycline 37 20 .04
Sulfisoxazole 26 10 .03

Summer/autumn Winter/spring Ampicillin 18 3 .04
Beef/pork Pork Beef Ampicillin (ii)b 22 4 .01

Tetracycline (ii)b 64 32 .002
Sulfisoxazole (ii)b 24 9 .04

Natural store Other Tetracycline 47 65 .002
Antibiotic free Other Ampicillin 15 40 .04

Poultry Turkey Chicken Nalidixic acid 34 16 .02
Sulfisoxazole (ii)b 43 23 .02
Trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole (ii)b 12 0 .01
Amoxicillin-clavulanate 12 36 !.001
Cefazolin 23 67 !.001
Ceftazidime 12 26 .02

Summer/autumn Winter/spring Ampicillin 64 84 .003
Gentamicin (ii)b 9 24 .009
Sulfisoxazole (ii)b 29 44 .049

Natural store Other Tetracycline 98 87 .045
Antibiotic free Other Nalidixic acid (ii)b 0 8 .03

a Comparison groups (5 categories for miscellaneous foods and 6 categories each for beef/pork and poultry) were based on the variables
shown in table 2, excluding year. Only comparisons that yielded are shown. For each food type, the no. of index isolates (no. ofP ! .05
samples) was nonproduce miscellaneous foods, 31 (35); produce, 81 (82); pork, 45 (47); beef, 47 (47); turkey, 119 (121); and chicken, 47
(49).

b Comparisons were made for 11 antimicrobial agents. (No resistance was detected to nitrofurantoin.) Data shown are for total sample,
or index isolate (ii) if so indicated.

c Fisher’s exact test or x2 test (2-tailed).

ampicillin, gentamicin, and sulfisoxazole resistance; natural-

store source with tetracycline resistance; and antibiotic-free la-

beling with reduced nalidixic acid resistance. In analyses of

aggregate resistance scores among E. coli–positive samples, for

beef and pork items, pork outscored beef, whereas natural-

store source and antibiotic-free purchase predicted reduced re-

sistance; for poultry items, turkey outscored chicken (table 4).

By multiple logistic regression analysis for predictors of re-

sistance to �1 drug or to �5 drugs, among miscellaneous

foods, no significant predictors were identified. However, for

beef/pork items both beef and natural-store source predicted

reduced risk, whereas for poultry items both season and year

predicted reduced risk (table 2).

Virulence-associated traits. Among E. coli–positive sam-

ples, the prevalence of virulence-associated traits again was usu-

ally lowest among miscellaneous foods, intermediate in beef

and pork, and highest in poultry (e.g., 4%, 19%, and 46% of

E. coli–positive samples, respectively, were ExPEC positive; P

! .001) (figure 1C). Among miscellaneous foods, multivariate

analysis identified no significant predictors of ExPEC or O-UTI

status. For beef and pork, significant multivariate predictors of

ExPEC or O-UTI status included summer or autumn purchase

and beef (both with a reduced risk), whereas for poultry, sig-

nificant predictors included summer or autumn purchase and

year of study (both with a reduced risk) (table 2).

Extended virulence genotyping of the ExPEC-positive sam-

ples detected all but 3 of 35 VFs sought. Fourteen markers were

significantly distributed by food class, including 7 at the P �

level (not shown), which provides evidence of food-class–.001

specific ExPEC populations.

Seventeen isolates, all from phylogenetic groups B2 or D,

met molecular criteria for ExPEC and exhibited O-UTI anti-

gens or O11/O17/O77 antigens, consistent with possible human

pathogenic potential. Two were from miscellaneous foods, 5

from beef or pork, and 10 from poultry, thus constituting 0.2%,

3.6%, and 5.1% of all samples in their food classes ( ).P ! .001

Four of these isolates (from pea pods, turkey parts, ground

pork, and vegetable dip) were indistinguishable according to

RAPD profiling from selected human clinical isolates from the

investigators’ collections (figure 2). One of these food isolates

corresponded with the recently described E. coli clonal group

A, a disseminated cause of multidrug-resistant cystitis and py-

elonephritis that, within one community, exhibited unexplained

point-source spread [34, 35].

Comparison of resistant and susceptible E. coli. To assess

their degree of commonality, the resistant and susceptible E.
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Table 4. Aggregate antimicrobial resistance scores by food group among 379 E. coli–
containing retail food samples.

Food class (no.)

Comparison groups (no.)a

Aggregate
resistance score,

medianb

PcGroup 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2

Miscellaneous (116) Produce (81) Other (35) 0.3d 1.1d .04
Beef or pork (93) Pork (46) Beef (47) 1.0 0 .003

Natural store (17) Other stores (76) 0 2.0 .01
Antibiotic-free (20) Other/unknown (73) 1.0 2.0 .01

Poultry (170)e Turkey (121) Chicken (49) 2.3d 1.6d .04

a Comparison groups (5 categories for miscellaneous foods and 6 categories each for beef/pork and poultry)
were based on the variables shown in table 2, excluding year. Only comparisons that yielded are shown.P ! .05

b Results shown are for comparisons of most-resistant isolates or index isolates, whichever yielded the
lowest P value for the particular comparison.

c Mann-Whitney U test for nonparametric continuous data.
d Result shown is 5% trimmed mean (i.e., the mean after excluding the outlying 5% of values), because

both groups exhibited the same median value.
e Five poultry samples (of 175 with resistance scores) were mixed (turkey and chicken) patties and so could

not be analyzed for turkey vs. chicken.

coli isolates within each food class were compared for phylo-

genetic background, VFs, and O antigens. Only 7 (3.8%) of

the resulting 180 comparisons yielded , and only 2 (1%)P ! .05

yielded —evidence of considerable intrinsic similarityP � .01

between the resistant and susceptible populations within each

food class. In contrast, with the same by-food-class stratifica-

tion, when phylogenetic group B2/D E. coli isolates were com-

pared with non-B2/D E. coli isolates, according to VFs and O

antigens, 26 (29%) of the resulting 90 comparisons yielded P

! .05, whereas 16 (21%) yielded , and 10 (11%) yieldedP � .01

, which demonstrates extensive diversity within eachP � .001

food-class–specific population, despite the near absence of dif-

ferences according to resistance status.

DISCUSSION

In our 2-year prospective market survey, we found that many

retail foods, particularly poultry but also beef or pork and

certain ready-to-eat items, were contaminated with antimicro-

bial-resistant E. coli and ExPEC. This is particularly alarming,

given the rising prevalence of antimicrobial resistance among

clinical E. coli isolates, the evidence of transmission of other

foodborne bacteria to consumers and food preparers, and the

recent unexplained dissemination of multidrug-resistant ExPEC

clones [2, 20, 34, 35].

Extraintestinal E. coli are responsible for millions of UTI

episodes, an estimated 36,000 deaths from sepsis, and billions

of dollars in health-care costs annually in the United States [1].

This dwarfs the disease burden associated with the notorious

E. coli O157:H7, which, as a foodborne pathogen, causes an

estimated 62,458 infections and 52 deaths annually in the US

[5]. Thus, if even a small fraction of extraintestinal E. coli in-

fections involve foodborne ExPEC or resistance elements, a

possibility that is supported by our demonstration of a close

resemblance between certain foodborne and human clinical

ExPEC isolates, ExPEC may rival (or exceed) E. coli O157:H7

as a foodborne pathogen. Our findings therefore have consid-

erable potential public-health and medical significance.

The highest prevalences and densities of resistant E. coli and

ExPEC were found in meat products. This is consistent with

contamination of animal carcasses with the host’s fecal flora

during slaughter and processing and with use of antimicrobial

agents in food-animal production [13, 14]. In contrast, produce

and other miscellaneous food items (including cheeses, salami,

delicatessen items, turkey franks, and pastry products) were

comparatively devoid of E. coli. Thus, although produce has

been associated with antimicrobial-resistant gram-negative ba-

cilli [37], and the other miscellaneous foods sometimes carry

different pathogens and/or generic E. coli [8, 10, 21, 38], our

data suggest that these foods represent relatively less important

vehicles for antimicrobial-resistant E. coli or ExPEC than do

meat and poultry. However, because ready-to-eat foods are con-

sumed without being cooked, even infrequent or low-level con-

tamination may pose a substantial risk. Of note, 2 of the food-

source E. coli that we matched to human clinical isolates were

from ready-to-eat foods. The bacterial inoculum size required

for establishing colonization with ingested ExPEC or transfer

of foodborne resistance elements to endogenous human gut E.

coli is undefined but may not be large, because the ingestion

of !100 viable cells of Shigella dysenteriae, an E. coli variant, is

sufficient to cause disease in humans.

The present study provides an assessment of the microbial

content of organic and natural foods, which have been pre-

sumed to be less likely to contain antimicrobial-resistant bac-

teria [39]. By multivariate analysis, natural-store source did
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Figure 2. Random amplified polymorphic DNA (RAPD) profiles of selected Escherichia coli isolates from retail foods and infected humans. Profiles were
done by use of arbitrary decamer primer 1283 (5′-gcgatcccca -3′) [36]. Lane nos. are shown below the gel image. Food-source isolates (lanes 2, 5, 9, and
12) have FEX designations. Each isolate’s O antigen and ecological source (i.e., food type or clinical syndrome) are shown above the gel image. FEX 1086
exhibited ampicillin, tetracycline, gentamicin, sulfisoxazole, trimethoprim, and trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole resistance; the other FEX isolates were
susceptible to all agents tested. Serotypes of human clinical isolates are: O4:K2:H5 (strain MUTI 120), O2:K1:H7 (strain H15), O18:K1:H7 (strain RS218);
O17,77:K52:H18 (strain Py76, which is a representative of E. coli clonal group A); and O2:H� (strain MUTI 160) (serotype data are from Peter Ulleryd,
personal communication, and [35, 47, 48]). Markers (lanes 1, 4, 8, 11, and 14) are a 250-bp ladder (Gibco). UTI, urinary tract infection; NBM, neonatal
bacterial meningitis.

predict a reduced risk of total and antimicrobial-resistant E.

coli in beef or pork and of total E. coli in poultry. Paradoxically,

antibiotic-free labeling actually was a multivariate risk factor

for E. coli in poultry and, although it was negatively associated

with certain resistance markers by univariate analysis, it was

not a significant multivariate predictor of net resistance.

That natural-store source was a more potent (negative) pre-

dictor than antibiotic-free status for total and antimicrobial-

resistant E. coli may be of immediate interest to consumers and

raises questions as to underlying mechanisms. Presumably, un-

defined aspects of natural-store production and/or distribu-

tion are beneficial, which warrants further study. The lesser

effect of antibiotic-free labeling should not be interpreted as

indicating that on-farm antimicrobial use does not signifi-

cantly influence local E. coli resistance patterns. Indeed, the

favorable results of Denmark’s ban on antimicrobial growth

promoters suggest the opposite (http://www.who.int/salmsurv/

links/gssamrgrowthreportstory/en/) [22]. More probably, on-

farm effects may be obscured by downstream contamination—

for example, in processing plants or from retail food handlers

[23]. Likewise, labeling may misrepresent true on-farm anti-

microbial use [40]. Indeed, information provided by certain pro-

ducers of ostensibly antibiotic-free meats and poultry suggested

that antimicrobial agents actually are administered to an unspe-

cified proportion of their animals (J.R.J., unpublished data).

Two findings indirectly supported the hypothesis of on-farm

resistance selection. The paucity of differences between the re-

sistant and susceptible E. coli populations within each food class,

in contrast to the marked differences between phylogenetic

groups and food types, suggested that resistant and susceptible

isolates within a given food class derive from a common source

population, with resistance plausibly emerging on the farm

[29]. Likewise, the (statistically or borderline significant) as-

sociations of ciprofloxacin and nalidixic acid resistance with
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poultry and/or beef correspond with the approved agricultural

use of fluoroquinolones in the United States only in these

animals.

Our findings cause concern and indicate a need for further

study to determine whether foodborne E. coli present a sig-

nificant human health threat and, if so, to define the source of

the problem. Additional studies are needed that compare food-

source and human clinical isolates for resistance elements [41],

genomic background [42], and virulence profiles [43] and that

assess food-to-human transmission [9, 44]. The results would

help establish the extent of commonality between food-source

and human clinical isolates and estimate the contribution of

foods to drug-resistant and/or ExPEC infections in humans.

Studies of upstream food production steps are also needed, to

determine the source(s) of the contamination and antimicrobial

resistance [14]. Such information is required for root causes

to be addressed—for example, through modified animal hus-

bandry or distribution practices [22, 23] and/or by irradiating

foods to eliminate pathogens and resistance elements before

they reach consumers [45, 46].

In this regard, our finding that multiple variables (e.g. natural

store, season, year, ground or frozen status, beef vs. pork, and

chicken vs. turkey) were associated with significant differences

in the prevalence of foodborne E. coli, antimicrobial resistance

(including to specific drugs), and ExPEC suggests that these

characteristics may provide clues to the origins of the observed

contamination and selection of resistance. Discovery of the

underlying causal links conceivably could identify opportunities

for preventive interventions.

Limitations of the study include that foods were from 1 locale

and 10 markets, which possibly limits generalizability, although

the distributed nature of the food supply mitigates this concern.

The sampling scheme, although highly structured, still allowed

for possible bias. Because laboratory methods were not 100%

sensitive, the results represent minimum estimates. Multiple

comparisons allowed for possible type I errors (such that certain

less statistically significant associations could represent chance

findings), and small numbers within certain subgroups limited

statistical power. Finally, food-to-human transmission was not

directly studied, the source of the contaminating E. coli and

antimicrobial resistance was not defined, and virulence poten-

tial was inferred from molecular and serological data rather

than from experimentation.

In summary, we found that retail foods, particularly poultry

products but also beef or pork items and certain ready-to-eat

foods, are frequently contaminated with antimicrobial-resistant

E. coli and/or ExPEC, in patterns that were significantly pre-

dicted by store type, specific food type, frozen or ground status

(for meats), season, and year. Thus, the food supply may rep-

resent a significant but underrecognized vehicle for the dissem-

ination of important pathogens and resistance elements. Clar-

ification of the health significance and underlying mechanisms

of these findings is needed to allow rational selective purchasing

and appropriate remediation and control efforts.

Acknowledgments

We thank Dave Prentiss (Veterans Affairs Medical Center) for preparing
the figures; Peter Ulleryd (University of Göteborg, Sweden) for providing
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ABSTRACT: Members of the public are always 
somewhat aware of foodborne and other zoonotic 
pathogens; however, recent illnesses traced to produce 
and the emergence of pandemic H1N1 influenza virus 
have increased the scrutiny on all areas of food produc-
tion. The Council for Agricultural Science and Tech-
nology has recently published a comprehensive review 
of the fate and transport of zoonotic pathogens that 
can be associated with swine manure. The majority of 
microbes in swine manure are not zoonotic, but several 
bacterial, viral, and parasitic pathogens have been de-
tected. Awareness of the potential zoonotic pathogens 
in swine manure and how treatment, storage, and han-

dling affect their survival and their potential to persist 
in the environment is critical to ensure that producers 
and consumers are not at risk. This review discusses 
the primary zoonotic pathogens associated with swine 
manure, including bacteria, viruses, and parasites, as 
well as their fate and transport. Because the ecology 
of microbes in swine waste is still poorly described, 
several recommendations for future research are made 
to better understand and reduce human health risks. 
These recommendations include examination of envi-
ronmental and ecological conditions that contribute to 
off-farm transport and development of quantitative risk 
assessments.
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INTRODUCTION

Animal manure management systems in the United 
States are designed to store, treat, and apply to land 
solid, semisolid, slurry, or liquid manure (i.e., urine and 
fecal material) on agricultural fields after removal from 
the animal environment. Manure processed in swine 

management systems is usually in liquid (1 to 4% sol-
ids), slurry (4 to 15% solids), or semisolid form, and 
land application most often involves spreading on fields 
as fertilizer (Dickey et al., 1981; Copeland and Zinn, 
1998; Hill, 2003). The majority of these management 
systems are designed to reduce the concentrations of 
microbes found in swine manure by 90 to 99% or more 
(Sobsey et al., 2005) and to prevent off-farm transport 
of manure materials (i.e., nondischarge systems). The 
majority of microbes contained in swine manure are 
not pathogenic to humans (i.e., zoonotic). Nonetheless, 
the effectiveness of swine manure management systems 
to prevent environmental contamination with human 
pathogens is a concern because there are several pu-
tative environmental transmission pathways by which 
these zoonotic pathogens may be transported to water 
resources.

Manure treatment systems may include multiple 
mechanisms of physical, biological, or chemical treat-
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ment of manure. Most treatment technologies used in 
swine production, however, rely on physical and bio-
logical treatment of manure to decrease nutrient and 
microbial concentrations before removal from the sys-
tem. Table 1 provides some of the more commonly used 
waste management systems in swine production facili-
ties. This review summarizes Council for Agricultural 
Science and Technology Special Publication No. 29, 
“Fate and Transport of Zoonotic Bacterial, Viral, and 
Parasitic Pathogens During Swine Manure Treatment, 
Storage, and Land Application” (Council for Agricul-
tural Science and Technology, 2008). The Pork Check-
Off commissioned this review to define the fate and 
transport of zoonotic pathogens after manure storage 
and land application to determine researchable knowl-
edge gaps and to aid in developing research priorities 
related to pork production.

BACTERIAL HAZARDS ASSOCIATED 
WITH SWINE MANURE

Determining the environmental fate of bacterial 
pathogens from swine manure is extremely difficult. 

Biological variables include pathogen shedding by in-
dividual pigs; microbial interactions within stored 
manure; inoculation of stored manure each time a pig 
sheds pathogens; interactions with water, OM, aquat-
ic plants, and plankton; and interactions with plants, 
nematodes, OM, and soil microorganisms after land 
application. Physical variables include type of manure 
storage, temperature and humidity during storage, soil 
type, temperature, moisture, water, pH, salinity, and 
rainfall events. The most studied aspect of this topic 
has been fecal shedding of pathogens, but understand-
ing is still limited (USDA, 2002, 2005). Although some 
research indicates that pathogens in swine manure do 
not survive long after they are applied to the soil, other 
data contradict this, indicating relatively long surviv-
al times in soil and water (Table 2). There is a great 
need for good hypothesis-driven research to determine 
the factors that affect the environmental survival and 
persistence of zoonotic pathogens contained in swine 
manures.

In 1999, the US General Accounting Office reported 
on waste management practices used in animal agricul-
ture (US General Accounting Office, 1999), and Hume-

Table 1. Waste management technologies used in swine production systems 

System1 Functional classification Usage,2 %

Below-ground (deep pit) slurry storage Storage of wastes 57.2
Solids separator Physical treatment of wastes by removing solid fraction of slurried or semisolid wastes 

from liquid fraction
14.6

Single nonaerated lagoon Storage and biological treatment of slurried or liquid wastes 22.8
Multistage nonaerated lagoon system Storage and serial biological treatment of slurried or liquid wastes 38.6
Aerated lagoon Storage and biological treatment of slurried or liquid wastes 0.4
Composting (including vermiculture) Biological treatment of solid or semisolid fraction of wastes 6.7
Surface spreading or spray-field irrigation Disposal of treated solid wastes 61

Disposal of treated semisolid wastes (surface spreading) 49.1
Disposal of treated liquid wastes (spray-field irrigation) 11.2

Subsurface soil injection Disposal of treated slurried wastes 34.3
1Usage not reported for the following types of waste-handling systems: 1) confinement building under slat-scrape, gravity-drainage, or flush 

system (removal of semisolid, liquid, or slurried wastes from animal environment); 2) surface or subsurface flow constructed wetlands (biological 
treatment of liquid wastes), or 3) anaerobic digester (biological treatment of liquid and slurried wastes; methane production for energy recovery) 
technologies.

2Estimated percentage of US swine facilities using the system (USDA, 2002). Some facilities use more than one management technology, result-
ing in the total percentage exceeding 100%.

Table 2. Reported bacterial zoonotic pathogens found in swine wastes1 

Bacterial pathogen

Prevalence,2 % Survival,3 d

Swine waste Stored wastes Plants Soil Water

Salmonella 7.9 to 100 5.2 to 22 16 to 63 16 to 120 35 to 147
Enteropathogenic Escherichia coli 0 to 22 15.5 to 24 16 to 63 16 to 99 90
Campylobacter 13.5 to 73.9 10.34 16 to 63 8 to >32 2 to >60
Yersinia enterocolitica 0 to 65.4 04 Unknown 10 6 to 448
Listeria 16 to 19.8 0 to 19 42 to 128 ≤120 7 to 56

1Data are from Jones et al. (1976), Van Renterghem et al. (1991), Lund (1996), Guan and Holley (2003), Brandl et al. (2004), Bhaduri et al. 
(2005), Côté and Quessy (2005), Gütler et al. (2005), Hutchison et al. (2005a,c), Nicholson et al. (2005), Rostagno et al. (2005), USDA (2005), 
and Bhaduri and Wesley (2006).

2Prevalence = percentage of samples positive for the bacteria.
3Survival = length of time (in days) pathogen was detected on the soil or plant or in water. Detection of colonies of cultured organisms on agar 

media.
4Only one sample.
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nik et al. (2004) summarized environmentally superior 
technologies in swine production facilities. Whereas 
many of these practices emphasized limiting nutrient 
loading, runoff, and other ecologically sound practic-
es, none specifically addressed the control of zoonotic 
pathogens, even though the US Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (1998) cited bacteria as one of the top 3 
sources of impairment in rivers and estuaries.

Zoonotic bacterial pathogens that have been asso-
ciated with swine manure include Bacillus anthracis, 
Brucella spp., Campylobacter spp., Chlamydia spp., Es-
cherichia coli, Leptospira spp., Listeria monocytogenes, 
Mycobacterium spp., Salmonella spp., and Yersinia spp. 
These pathogens may be transmitted either through di-
rect contact with the manure or indirectly through the 
environment (Strauch and Ballarini, 1994; Pell, 1997). 
The most frequently studied enteric pathogens occur-
ring in swine manure are Salmonella, E. coli, Campy-
lobacter, Listeria, and Enterococcus. Lack of data on 
other bacterial pathogens in swine manure results from 
the difficulty in culturing and identifying them. Under-
standing the implications of the persistence of swine-as-
sociated zoonotic pathogens during storage, treatment, 
and land application is important for assessing and con-
trolling their presence in the environment.

Because the epidemiology (i.e., occurrence) of fe-
cal shedding of the most common zoonotic bacterial 
enteric pathogens is well described elsewhere (USDA, 
2002, 2005), this review focuses on the persistence of 
the best characterized bacterial pathogens (i.e., Salmo-
nella, E. coli, Campylobacter, Listeria, and Enterococ-
cus) contained in stored swine manure (Jones et al., 
1976; Anugwa et al., 1989; Davies et al., 1997, 1998; 
Chinivasagam et al., 2004; Hutchison et al., 2005a), 
the effects of land application (Pillai et al., 1996; Lewis 
and Gattie, 2002; Gerba and Smith, 2005), their sur-
vival in soil (Van Renterghem et al., 1991; de Freitas 
et al., 2003; Santamaría and Toranzos, 2003; Brandl 
et al., 2004; Hutchison et al., 2004; Côté and Quessy, 
2005; Nicholson et al., 2005), the effects of runoff events 
(Van Donsel et al., 1967; Saini et al., 2003; Tyrrel and 
Quinton, 2003; Malik et al., 2004), and their presence 
in water (Blaser et al., 1980; Lund, 1996; Jones, 2001; 
Nevecherya et al., 2005). Table 2 presents a summary 
of data on zoonotic pathogen prevalence and survival. 
As this table demonstrates, studies vary widely in the 
reported presence and survival of zoonotic pathogens, 
depending on the studied growth conditions, sensitivity 
of culture media, and swine production system. Data 
supporting the prevalence in swine manure are the 
most abundant and come from survey types of studies 
(Van Renterghem et al., 1991; Guan and Holley, 2003; 
Bhaduri et al., 2005; Gütler et al., 2005; Hutchison et 
al., 2005a; Nicholson et al., 2005; USDA, 2005; Bhaduri 
and Wesley, 2006). There is little information on the 
survival of these pathogens in swine manure represent-
ing on-farm conditions, where urine and feces are being 
added on a continual basis, because most studies take 

samples away from the storage unit and hold them in 
laboratory conditions.

Unfortunately, survival studies of zoonotic pathogens 
from swine manure on plants (Herikstad et al., 2002; 
Dong et al., 2003; Kühn et al., 2003; Hutchison et al., 
2005c), in the soil, and in water are limited. Effects 
of soil type, pH, and moisture content on the survival 
and persistence of swine manure pathogens have not 
been studied systematically. There is a need for good 
hypothesis-driven research on the prevalence and sur-
vival of swine manure pathogens beyond the typical 
survey work currently available in the literature. Fur-
ther research is needed for land application of manure 
with regard to pathogens in bioaerosols; transport into 
soil, through soil, or both; and the potential to enter 
water via infiltration or runoff. Although the enteric 
pathogens have been the most studied to date, more 
research is needed on the amounts of other zoonotic 
pathogens in swine manure as well as on their survival 
and dissemination in soil and water. More information 
is needed on how different climate and soil factors af-
fect the ability of these bacteria to persist in and be 
transported through soil and water.

COMMON VIRUSES OF SWINE

Influenza

Influenza virus is a zoonotic agent that can be trans-
mitted easily between animals and humans (Castrucci 
et al., 1993; Webby and Webster, 2001). The broad host 
range of influenza viruses includes humans, pigs, birds, 
marine mammals, horses, mink (Webster, 1997), cats 
(Thanawongnuwech et al., 2005), and dogs (Crawford 
et al., 2005). Infection of humans with swine influen-
za virus has occurred sporadically (Dacso et al., 1984; 
Wells et al., 1991; Alexander and Brown, 2000), caus-
ing clinical disease of varying severity and transmis-
sibility, but occasionally, some occurrences have been 
fatal. There is strong evidence that swine veterinarians, 
swine farmers, and meat-processing workers are at in-
creased risk of swine influenza virus infection compared 
with people who have no exposure to swine (Olsen et 
al., 2002; Myers et al., 2006).

As enveloped viruses, influenza viruses are sensi-
tive to heat, lipid solvents, detergents, irradiation, and 
oxidizing agents. The influenza viruses are considered 
environmentally labile outside the host (Quinn et al., 
2002). The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
(2005) recommends chemical disinfection with a 1:10 
dilution of household bleach or with any of several of 
the H Registered Antimicrobial Products for Medical 
Waste Treatment on the list of the US Environmen-
tal Protection Agency, including calcium oxide, sodium 
chloride, sodium dichloro-s-triazinetrione (e.g., swim-
ming pool chlorine), glutaraldehyde, and quaternary 
ammonium compounds (US Environmental Protection 
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Agency, 2005). The effectiveness of any disinfectant can 
be reduced in the presence of OM that alters the pH, 
temperature, or both.

Hepatitis E Virus

Swine hepatitis E virus (HEV), a novel virus closely 
related genetically and antigenically to human HEV, 
was discovered and characterized by Meng et al. (1997). 
Pigs experimentally and naturally infected by swine 
HEV remain clinically normal but develop microscopic 
lesions; in the United States, approximately 60 to 100% 
of pigs are infected (Meng et al., 1997). Cases of acute 
hepatitis E also have occurred in patients from indus-
trialized countries, including the United States (Hsieh 
et al., 1999; van der Poel et al., 2001; Takahashi et al., 
2003; Yazaki et al., 2003). The main route of transmis-
sion for HEV is believed to be fecal-oral. Cross-species 
infections of human and swine HEV have been docu-
mented (Meng et al., 1998a,b; Halbur et al., 2001).

It has been demonstrated that infected pigs shed 
large amounts of viruses in feces (Meng et al., 1998b; 
Halbur et al., 2001; Williams et al., 2001). Because of 
the ubiquitous nature of swine HEV in pigs and the 
large amount of viruses excreted in feces, swine ma-
nure could contaminate irrigation and drinking water 
in nearby wells, rivers, ponds, or coastal water (Smith 
et al., 2001). Swine HEV has been detected in swine 
manure and wastewater associated with hog operations 
(Karetnyi et al., 1999) and in concrete pits and earthen 
lagoons of swine manure storage facilities (Kasorndork-
bua et al., 2005). Unfortunately, it is not known how 
long the virus can survive in swine manure and remain 
infectious or what effect the manure storage and treat-
ment will have on the infectivity of HEV. Future re-
search is warranted to assess the survivability of HEV 
in swine manure and in different environmental regi-
mens.

Enteric Calciviruses (Noroviruses  
and Sapoviruses)

Caliciviruses include Norovirus (NoV), Sapovirus 
(SaV), Vesivirus, and Lagovirus. Viruses in the NoV 
and SaV genera cause diarrhea in humans and animals 
and are referred to as human or animal enteric calici-
viruses (Green et al., 2001). The identification of close-
ly related animal enteric caliciviruses in pigs and the 
existence of recombinants within human and porcine 
strains (Jiang et al., 1999; Katayama et al., 2002, 2004) 
raise concerns regarding possible transmission between 
animals and humans.

Wang et al. (2004) reported that porcine NoV (Po-
NoV) were detected only in fecal samples collected 
from finisher pigs, but not from those collected from 
nursing pigs, postweaning pigs, or sows. Most positive 
samples in this study were from healthy animals, in-

dicating that, as previously observed for human NoV 
infections (Rockx et al., 2002), asymptomatic shed-
ding of PoNoV occurs in adults, contributing to virus 
persistence in the field. Sapovirus in humans primar-
ily has been associated with acute gastroenteritis in 
young children (Chiba et al., 2000). The porcine SaV 
has emerged as an important pathogen associated with 
diarrhea and subclinical infections among pigs of all 
ages (Wang et al., 2006; Jeong et al., 2007; Martella 
et al., 2008). Enteric viruses are acid stable and can 
survive in the gastrointestinal tract. Most viruses re-
main infectious after refrigeration and freezing and also 
retain their infectivity after heating to 60°C for 30 min. 
Chlorine-based disinfectants are considered the most 
effective against enteric viruses.

After application of contaminated manure to land, 
the potential for environmental contamination may ex-
ist, including possible spread to other areas resulting 
from increased rainfall, overflow, or aerosol (Tyrrel and 
Quinton, 2003). Although the virus concentration will 
be less in water, the low infectious dose of human NoV 
(as few as 10 to 100 particles; Moe et al., 1999) and its 
ability to survive increase the risk of outbreak when 
contaminated water sources are used in food process-
ing or as public water supplies (Hoebe et al., 2004; 
Ueki et al., 2004). For animal enteric caliciviruses, the 
first study to investigate the effect of environmental 
technologies on the fate of these pathogens in animal 
manure under field conditions was performed recently 
(Costantini et al., 2007). These authors evaluated 5 dif-
ferent environmental technologies and a conventional 
swine operation where storage and treatment of ma-
nure was in wastewater lagoons (Table 3). The porcine 
SaV and PoNoV were detected in fresh feces before 
treatment, but neither virus type was detected after 
any treatment.

Rotavirus

Rotaviruses (RV) are the leading cause of acute viral 
gastroenteritis in the young of both avian and mam-
malian species, including pigs and humans (Saif et al., 
1994; Yuan et al., 2006). The RV from group A are the 
main agents of viral diarrhea in piglets, accounting for 
53% of preweaning and 44% of postweaning diarrhea in 
swine (Fitzgerald et al., 1988; Saif et al., 1994; Yuan et 
al., 2006); non-group A can be detected within the same 
herd (Janke et al., 1990; Geyer et al., 1995; Kim et al., 
1999). The presence of RV in livestock is a potential 
public health problem whose significance is increased 
by the detection in humans of serotypes and genotypes 
of animal strains and vice versa. Human strains also 
have been detected in pigs (Racz et al., 2000; Martella 
et al., 2001; Palombo, 2002). Moreover, in the last 3 yr, 
evidence has been reported for the presence of 3 differ-
ent porcine strains circulating in humans (Laird et al., 
2003; Esona et al., 2004; Varghese et al., 2004).
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