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1. INTRODUCTION 

The audit took place in the Republic of Mexico from March 1 through 17, 2005 

An opening meeting Lvas held on March 1, 2005, in Mexico City with the Central 
Competent Authority (CCA). At this meeting, the auditor confirmed the objective and 
scope of the audit, the auditor's itinerary, and requested additional information needed to 
complete the audit of Mexico's meat and processed poultry inspection system. 

The auditor was accompanied during the entire audit by representatives from the CCA, 
Servicio Nacional de Sanidad Inocuidad y Calidad Agroalimentaria (SENASICA) andlor 
representatives from the SENASICA state inspection offices. 

2. OBJECTIVE OF THE AUDIT 

This audit was a routine annual audit. The objective of the audit was to evaluate the 
performance of the CCA with respect to controls over the slaughter and processing 
establishments certified by the CCA as eligible to export meat and processed poultry 
products to the United States. 

In pursuit of the objective, the following sites were visited: One SENASICA state office, 
six meat and/or poultry processing establishments, and one residue laboratory. 

1 1 State 1 1 / Nuveo Leon State 

Competent Authority Visits 

Competent Authority 

I I I / Office 
Laboratories 1 1 1 Residue Laboratory 

Central 

Comments 

I 

3. PROTOCOL 

This on-site audit was conducted in four parts. One part involved visits with CCA 

Meat Slaughter Establishments 

Meat/Poultry Processing Establishments 

officials to discuss oversight programs and practices, including enforcement activities. 
The second part involved an audit of a selection of records in the country's inspection 
headquarters or regional offices. The third part involved on-site visits to six processing 
establishments. The fourth part involx ed a visit to one government laboratory. 
Laboratorio Central Regional De Monterrey was conducting analyses of field samples for 
Mexico's national residue control program. 

Prograrn effectil mess determinations of Mexico's inspection slrstem focused on f i ~  e 
areas of risk: (1) sanitation controls, including the implementation and operation of 
Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures, (2) animal disease controls. (3) 
slaughter/processing controls, including the implementation and operation of HA4CCP 

0 
Establishments 
producing beef, pork 
and/or poultn7 products. 



programs and a testing program for generic E coli. (4) residue controls. and ( 5 )  
enforcement controls. including a testing program for Salmoiiella. hlexico's inspection 
system Mas assessed by e~aluating these f i ~ e  risk areas. 

During all on-site establishment visits. the auditor evaluated the nature, extent and degree 
to which findings impacted on food safety and public health. The auditor also assessed 
how inspection services are carried out by Mexico and determined if establishment and 
inspection system controls were in place to ensure the production of meat products that 
are safe, unadulterated and properly labeled. 

At the opening meeting, the auditor explained that Mexico's meat inspection system 
would be audited against two standards: (1) FSIS regulatory requirements and (2) any 
equivalence determinations made for Mexico. FSIS requirements include, among other 
things, daily inspection in all certified establishments, monthly supervisory visits to 
certified establishments, humane handling and slaughter of animals, ante-mortem 
inspection of animals and post-mortem inspection of carcasses and parts, the handling 
and disposal of inedible and condemned materials, sanitation of facilities and equipment, 
residue testing, species verification. and requirements for HACCP, SSOP, and testing for 
generic E coli and Salmonella. 

Equivalence determinations are those that have been made by FSIS for Mexico under 
provisions of the SanitaryIPhytosanitary Agreement. Currently, Mexico has an 
equivalence determination regarding an exemption from performing species verification 
testing. 

4. LEGAL BASIS FOR THE AUDIT 

The audit was undertaken under the specific provisions of United States laws and 
regulations, in particular: 

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

The Federal Meat Inspection Regulations (9 CFR Parts 301 to end), which include the 
Pathogen ReductiodHACCP regulations. 

5 .  SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS AUDITS 

Final audit reports are available on FSIS' website at the following address: 
http:l/199.140.65.44,'Regulations - &r - PoliciesIForeign - Audit - Reports/index.asp. 

During the AprillMay 2004 FSIS audit of Mexico's inspection system: 

3 certified establishments mere delisted. 
1 non-certified establishment that Mexico requested for recertification was not 
acceptable. and would have been delisted if it had been certified. 
3 establishments received a Notice of Intent to Delist (NOID). 
3 establishments Lvere cited for product contamination. 
12 establishments were cited for inadequate HA4CCP implementation. 



10 establishments mere cited for inadequate SSOP implementation. 
19 establishments Lvere cited for inadequate government enforcement. 

During the Sovember 2004 FSIS audit of Mexico's inspection system: 

2 establishments were cited inadequate implementation of SSOP requirements. 
1 establishment cited for inadequate sanitation. 
1 establishment received an NOID. 
1 establishment was cited for animal disease control. 
1 establishment was cited for inadequate humane slaughter. 
9 establishments were cited for inadequate implementation of HACCP 
requirements. 
9 establishments were cited for inadequate government enforcement. 

6. MAIN FINDINGS 

6.1 Government Oversight 

SENASICA is responsible for regulating Mexico's meat and processed poultry inspection 
system and live animal health requirements. This responsibility includes certifying and 
regulating TIF establishments for the exportation of meat or processed poultry products 
to the United States. 

The production of meat and poultry products in Mexico is either conducted in TIF 
establishments or municipal establishments. SENASICA has authority only over TIF 
establishments, whereas Mexico's Department of Health has authority over municipal 
establishments. The majority of the meat and poultry production in Mexico is conducted 
in TIF establishments. Only TIF establishments have the authority to produce product for 
export to other countries. 

6.1.1 CCA Control Systems 

An audit of the CCA control systems included the following document reviews during 
on-site visits to Monterrey state office and local inspection offices (TIF establishments): 

Supervisory visits to establishments that were certified to export to the United States. 
New laws and implementation documents such as regulations, notices, directives and 
guidelines. 
Sampling and analyses for residues and uater supply. 
Pathogen reduction and other food safety initiatives such as SSOP and HACCP 
programs. generic E coll, Salmonella species, and Listel-iu monocytogeiws testing. 
Sanitation, slaughter and processing inspection procedures and standards. 
Control of products from li\~estock with conditions such as tuberculosis. c~ sticercosis, 
etc.. and inedible and condemned materials. 
Export product inspection and control including export certificates. 
National residue control program and monitoring results. 



Enforcement records including examples of criminal prosecutions. consumer 
complaints, recalls, seizures and control of noncompliant product, and withholding. 
suspending, withdrawing inspection senices from or delisting an establishment that is 
certified to export product to the United States. 

6.1.2 Ultimate Control and Supervision 

Each TIF establishment is under the direct authority of a SAGARPA state office. Each 
state office has at least one SENASICA state supervisor who is assigned to provide 
government oversight of all TIF establishments within the state and to assure that 
inspection requirements are being enforced at the TIF establishments. Based on the size 
of the state and/or the number of TIF establishments, SENASICA may assign tu70 or 
more state supervisors. In addition, SENASICA has assigned a MVZ supervisor to each 
TIF establishment certified to export meat or processed poultry to the United States. 
Additional MVZ inspection officials are assigned to certified establishments to carry out 
government inspection responsibilities. Daily inspection by inspection officials is being 
carried out in all TIF establishments certified to export to the United States. 

SENASICA has adequate levels of authority (headquarters, state offices, and certified 
establishments) to ensure effective oversight of all U.S. import inspection requirements. 

6.1.3 Assignment of Competent, Qualified Inspectors 

Upon entering government employment as an official inspector, new employees undergo 
induction training as well as participate in on-the-job practical training under the 
supervision of experienced veterinarians. Training is supplemented by refresher courses 
on inspection requirements and participation in U.S. government technical assistance 
programs. Audit findings indicate that Mexico needs to continue training its inspection 
personnel to maintain competency of the FSIS inspection requirements. 

6.1.4 Authority and Responsibility to Enforce the Laws 

SENASICA has the authority and responsibility to enforce the applicable laws relevant to 
establishments producing product for export to the United States. 

6.1.5 Adequate Administrative and Technical Support 

During the audit, the audit team found that SENASICA has administrative and technical 
support to operate Mexico's inspection system and has the ability to support a third-party 
audit. 

6.2 Headquarters 1 State Offices / Local Inspection Offices Audit 

The auditor conducted a review of' inspection system documents that included the 
following: 

Internal re17iew reports. 



Super\ isor? visits to establish~nents that mere certified to export to the United 
States 
Training records for inspectors and laboratory personnel. 
New laws and implementation documents such as regulations. notices. directi~ es 
and guidelines. 
Sampling and laboratory analyses for residues. 
Sanitation, slaughter and processing inspection procedures and standards. 
Export product inspection and control including export certificates. 
Enforcement records, including examples of criminal prosecution, consumer 
complaints, recalls, seizure and control of noncompliant product, and 
withholding, suspending, withdrawing inspection services from or delisting an 
establishment that is certified to export product to the United States. 

No concerns arose as a result the examination of these documents. 

7. ESTABLISHMENT AUDITS 

The FSIS auditor visited a total of six processing establishments. None of the 
establishments were delisted by Mexico. Two establishments received a Notice of Intent 
to Delist (NOID) from Mexico's inspection officials due to inadequate implementation of 
Listeria nzonocyfogenes, HACCP, and SSOP requirements. 

This establishment may retain its certification for export to the United States provided 
that they correct all deficiencies noted during the audit within 30 days of the date the 
establishment was reviewed. 

Specific deficiencies are noted on the attached foreign establishment audit checklists. 

8. RESIDUE AND MICROBIOLOGY LABORATORY AUDITS 

During laboratory audits, emphasis was placed on the application of procedures and 
standards that are equivalent to United States requirements. 

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

The following residue laboratory was re\.iewed: 

Laboratorio Central Regional De Monterrey ~vhich is a comiti para el foment0 y 
proteccion pecuaria del estado de Nuveo Leon. A.C. 

No deficiencies lvere noted. 

No laboratories conducting ~nicrobiological testing Lvere re\ ielved 



9. SANITATION CONTROLS 

As stated earlier. the FSIS auditor focuses on five areas of risk to assess 34exico's meat 
inspection system. The first of these risk areas that the FSIS auditor reviewed was 
Sanitation Controls. 

Based on the on-site audits of establishments, and except as noted below. Mexico's 
inspection system had controls in place for SSOP programs. all aspects of facility and 
equipment sanitation, the prevention of actual or potential instances of product cross- 
contamination, good personal hygiene practices, and good product handling and storage 
practices. 

In addition, and except as noted below, Mexico's inspection system had controls in place 
for water potability records, chlorination procedures, back-siphonage prevention, 
separation of operations, temperature control, work space, ventilation, ante-mortem 
facilities, welfare facilities, and outside premises. 

9.1 SSOP 

Each establishment u7as evaluated to determine if the basic FSIS regulatory requirements 
for SSOP were met. according to the criteria employed in the United States domestic 
inspection program. Of the six establishments audited, there was inadequate 
implementation of SSOP requirements in two estabiishmenrs. 

SSOP implementation deficiencies are noted on the attached foreign establishment audit 
checklists. 

9.2 Sanitation 

The following deficiencies were noted: 

In one establishment, maintenance and cleaning of overhead structures above 
exposed productiequipment (mixer, stuffer, etc.) in several production areas had 
been neglected to varying degrees with rust. loose and flaking paintisealer 
materials, dripping condensation. and holes in walls/ceiling in evidence. 

In one establishment, SSOP records did not document all three parts of the 
correcti\.e actions (especially to prevent recurrence) for Sanitation deficiencies. 

10.  ANIMAL DISEASE CONTROLS 

The second of the five risk areas that the I- SIS auditor reviewed was Ariimal Disease 
Controls. These controls include ensuring adequate animal identification. humane 
handling and humane slaughter. control over condemned and restricted product, and 
procedures for sanitary handling of returned and reconditioned product. The auditor 
determined that Mexico's inspection system had adequate controls in place. No 
deficiencies xvere noted. 



There had been no outbreaks of animal diseases with public health significance since the 
last FSIS audit. 

11 .  SLAUGHTEWPROCESSNG CONTROLS 

The third of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditor rexriexved was SlaughterlProcessing 
Controls. The controls include the following areas: ante-mortem inspection procedures; 
ante-mortem disposition; post-mortem inspection procedures; post-mortem disposition; 
ingredients identification; control of restricted ingredients; formulations; processing 
schedules; equipment and records; and processing controls of cured, dried, and cooked 
products. 

The controls also include the implementation of HACCP systems in all establislments, 
implementation of a testing program for generic E, coli and E.coli 0157:H7 in slaughter 
establishments, Lister-ia monocytogel7es in processing establishments, and 
implementation of the BSE control measures. 

Deviations identified by FSIS auditor are addressed below, as applicable, in each 
category. 

1 1.1 Humane Handling and Slaughter 

No slaughter establishments were reviewed. 

11.2 HACCP Implementation. 

All establishments approved to export meat products to the United States are required to 
have developed and adequately implemented a HACCP program. Each of these 
programs was evaluated according to the criteria employed in the United States' domestic 
inspection program. 

The HACCP programs were reviewed during the on-site audits of the six establishments. 
Of these establishments, there was inadequate implementation of HACCP requirements 
in five establislunents. 

HACCP implementation de.iiations are noted on the attached foreign establishment audit 
checklists. 

1 1.3 Testing for Generic E. coli 

No slaughter establislxnents were reviewed. 

11.4 Testing for Listcraia nzonocytogenes 

A4pplicable establishments audited nere producing ready-to-eat products for export to the 
United States. In accordance mith United States requirements, the HACCP plans in these 
establishments had been reassessed to include Li.tfe7.i~ nzonocyiogeiw~ as a hazard 
reasonably likely to occur. 



Deficiencies identified by FSIS auditor are noted on the attached foreign establishment 
audit checklists. 

12. RESIDUE CONTROLS 

The fourth of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditor revieued was Residue Controls. 
These controls include sample handling and frequency, timely analjrsis, data reporting. 
tissue matrices for analysis, equipment operation and printouts, minimum detection 
levels, recovery frequency, percent recoveries, and corrective actions. 

The following residue laboratory was reviewed: 

Laboratorio Central Regional De Monterrey which is financed by both the Mexican 
Government and private sector (comite para el foment0 y proteccion pecuaria del estado 
de Nuveo Leon, A.C.) 

No deficiencies were noted. 

Mexico's National Residue Testing Plan for 2005 was being followed and was on 
schedule. 

13. ENFORCEMENT CONTROLS 

The fifth of the five risk areas that the FSIS auditor reviewed was Enforcement Controls. 
These controls include the enforcement of inspection requirements and the testing 
program for Salmonella. 

Specific deficiencies identified by FSIS auditor are noted on the attached foreign 
establishment audit checklists. 

13.1 Daily Inspection in Establishments 

Inspection was being conducted daily in all processing establishments audited. 

13.2 Testing for Salmonella 

111 two processing establishments, the government was not testing RTE products for 
Salmorzella. 

No slaughter establishments were reviewed. 

13.3 Species Verification 

FSIS had pre\ iously granted Mexico an exemption from conducting species \rerification 
testing. The FSIS auditor \ erified that adequate controls were in place to assure clear 
separation of meal products of different species. 



13.4 Monthly Revieu s 

During this audit it was found that in all establishments xisited. monthly supemisory 
reviews of certified establishments lvere being perfor~ned and docu~nented as required. 

13.5 Inspection System Controls 

The SENASICA had controls in place for restricted product, inspection samples, and 
prevention of commingling of product intended for export to the United States with 
product intended for the domestic market. 

In addition, controls were in place for the importation of only eligible livestock from 
other countries, i.e., only from eligible third countries and certified establishments within 
those countries, and the importation of only eligible meat products from other counties 
for further processing. 

Lastly, adequate controls were found to be in place for security items, products entering 
the establishments from outside sources, and shipment security with the exception of the 
following: 

Government officials did not provide sample oversight, integrity, and security when 
shipping samples to the laboratory. 

14. CLOSING MEETING 

A closing meeting was held on March 17, 2005, in Mexico City with SENASICA. At 
this meeting, the primary findings and conclusions from the audit were presented by the 
auditor. 

The SENASICA understood and accepted the findings. 

Dr. Nader Me~narian 
\ : Senior Program Auditor 
'0 



15. ATTACHMENTS 

Individual Foreign Establishment Audit Forms 
Foreign Country Response to Draft Final Audit Report (no comments recei~led) 



Foreign Es tab l i shmen t  Audit  Checklist 
1. ESTBLiSi;M?<;'T h h t i ' E N D  L X b T 3 N  1 2. 4IJD.T 51-E 3. EST.&BIIS-MEN: NO. 4 X : J E  3' CSUh-ZY 

7. Written SSOP I 1 33. Scheduied Sarnpie 1 

- 
zlaboradarz L a  E s ? e i m ,  S .A. 1 03'09i2305 

Place an  X in the Audit  Results block to  indicate noncompliance with requirements.  U s e  0 if not  applicable. 

8. i lecords docurnenthg implementation. 1 1 34. Specks Testing 0 

-- I L ~ - ~ L I +  - ^ A  1 M e x i c o  

Part A -Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) Part D - Contiiued 
B a s k  Requirements  ~ a l i t s  Economic Sampling 

I 

Sabirlas iiidalgo, K ~ ~ ~ 3  L e o n  / 5. N 4 C E  OF NJD1TOR(S) 

m t  
R B ~ L ~  

- 
9. Signed and dded SSOP, by -site or overall authority. 

Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures  (SSOP) 
Ongohg Requirements 

35. Residue 

Part E -Other Requirements 

10. Implementation of SSOP's, includilg monitoring of implementation. 

13. Da'ly rcores  document item 10. 11 and 12 above. 39. Establishment ConstructionlMaintenance 

Part B - tlazard Analysis a n d  Critical Control 40. Light 

Point (HACCP) Systems - Basic Requ imnen t s  
41. Ventliatlon 

I 

14. Developed a d  implemented a wri t tm HACCP plan . i 
15. Cortents of the HACCP list the fmd safety haards ,  42. Plumbing and Sewage 

oi t icd c o n b l  pants, critical limits, pocedues,  mrrecfive adions. - 
16. Records documenting impkrnentation and monitoring of the 43. Watfr Supply 

HACCP nlan I 

1 
36. Export 

12. Corrective action when the SSOPs have fa led  to prevent direct 
product cortarninatim or adukeration. 

. , . . - - . r.- .. 

17. The HACCP plan is sbned and dded by the responsible 

11. Maintenance and evaluation of the effecb'veness of SSOP's. 1 1 37. lrnport 
I 

38. Establishment Gromds ano Pest Contml 

esab l i ~+men t i nd i v~u~ l .  45. Equipment and Utensils 

Hazard Analysis a n d  Critical Control Point 
(HACCP) Systems - Ongoing Requirements 46. Sanitary Operations 

I 

18. Monibring of M C C F  plan. / X 
19. VerificaGon and valdation o! HACC P plan. I , 

Part C -Economic / ~ o ~ e s w n e n e s s  50. Daily inspect in  C ~ v e r a g e  

23. Labeling - Roouct Standards 
51. Enforcement 

24. Labekng - Nd Neights 
X 

I 
25. Generai Labehg 1 0  

26. Fin. Prod S!andax!s/3oneless (Defedsi'kQLlPcrk S~ insNois ture)  i 53. Animal Iden:if~ca!ion 

47. Employee Hygiene 

48. Condemned Product Control 

20. Corrective act;% wrj i tm in HACCP plan. 

21. Reasse'ssed adequacy of the H X C P  plan. 

27. Vbfri:ten Procedures I 
I 0 55. Fcs! Mo-ten: I ns te~ :~on  

28. Sarnp'e ~o iec t~on i kna~ys i s  I 0  
Part G - Other Reguia:oy Oversight Requirements 

29 ?emras 

Salmonsfla - f c m a n c s  S a n d a d s  - 3 ~ s i c i e q i i ~ r n e r t s  

- 
Part F - Inspection Requirements 

22. R e c o d  dxummting: h e  written HACCF plan, r m n i t o n ~  of the 1 X critical conmi pints, dates a d  t ines d speciftcevert ocmrrerces. 
49, Government Staffmg i 

I 



15/51 The establishment did not conduct a hazard analysis to determine the food sd'ety hazards 
reasonably likely to occur for each step of operation based on its flour chart (9 CFR part 417.2(a)) 

18/5 1 The establishment did not follow its monitoring procedures as written in its H4CCP plan 
(9CFRpart 417.2 (c)(4)). 

22/51 a) The establishment did not maintain my records of ongoing verification activities 
(9 CFR part 417.5(a)(3)). 
b) Monitoring records were not initialed (9CFR part 417.5@)). 

5815 1 a)The establishment selected to use Alternative 3 for Listeria monocytogenes but did not have a 
sanitation program which address (9CFR part 43 O.4@)(3)). 
b)23ae was no monthly Ready-to-Eat product testing for Salmonella. 

5 8 pue Go;,eI'"Llilieiit of hfe.ico iiiezi Lyspect;on off=lcid lea&-@ +he iiiidii issued a of Ljeii: t~ 
Delist if corrective actions were not in place uithin 30 days of this audit for failure to 
comply uith Listeria monocytogenes reguiations and for HACCP plan deficiencies. 

6015 1 Government officials did not provide sample oversight, integrity, and security when shipping 
samples to the laboratory. 



Foreign Es tab l i shment  A u d i t  Checklist  

9. Signed and dzied SSOP, by a?-site or overall authority. 
I 

1 I 35. Residue 

?ro&orz. Ge Bocados C z i i c o s  
S.-4. de C.V. 
.kpodoca, Nuevo Leon 

7 0 .  lrnplernentati~n of SSOP's, includiig monitoring of implementation. 1 1 36. Export 1 

5. N 4 M E  O=kJ3'TOR(S) 6. T Y , E  O F  2 3  7 
1 

Dr. Nader h?eil;x% F 
O N - S X i 3 D I T  30ZLIMST WD:? 

1 

-- - 

11. Matntenanceand evaluat~on of the effec6veness of SSOP's. 1 1 37. lrnport 1 

Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures  (SSOP) 

-- 
12 Corrective actlon when the SSOPs have faled to prevznt d~re-t 

omduct cortamtnatm or adulterat~on 1 I 38 Establ~shment Gromds and P e t  Control 

P l a c e  a n  X in The Audit Results b lock  to indicate noncom~l iance  wi th requiremenrs. U s e  0 if no t  applicable. 

Part E -Other Requirements 

- - - - - - - - 

13 D a y  records document rtem 10, 11 and 12 above I 1 39 Establ:shmen? ConstructionlMaintenance I 

Part A -Sanitation Standard Operating Rocedures  (SSOP) 
Bask  Requb-ernents 

7. Written SSOP 

Ongomg Requirements 

Part B - Hazard Analysis and Critical Control 40 Llght 

Point FACCFJj Systems - Basic Requiranents  
j 

14. Developed ad implemented a written HACCP plan . 1 i 

15. Cordenis of the HACCP Itst the f a d  safety hazards, 42. Plumbing and Sewage 1 
o i t ic i l  conbol pdnts, critica! limits, pocedues,  corrective adions: I I 

M. 
Resulk 

16. Records documenting ~mpkmentation and mnitoring of the 43. Watw Supply 

HACCP olan. 
I 
I 

Part D - Conthued 
Economic Sampling 1 RZ~ 

33. Scheduled Sample l o  
8. Records docurnentng irnp1emen:ation. 34. Specks Testing 0 

i 44.  Dressing Rmms lLa~ to r i es  
17. Tne HACCP plan is sbned and  d&ed by the responsible 

I 
establishmenl ind~vaual. 45. Equipment and Utensils 1 

I 
Part D -Sampling 

54 hn:e M?iolm l n ~ i p r t i o l  
1 

Generic E. coliTesting 1 O 

Hazard Analysk and  Critical Control  Point 
' (HACCP) Systems -Ongoing Requirements 46 .  Sanitary Operations 

18. Monitnnng of +CCP plan. 
$7. Employee Hygiene - 

1 
20. Corective actton written in HACCP plan. I 
21. Reassessed adequacy of the HPCCP plan. I 
22. RFCO& docurnen] 

28.  Sampie Calac:ia-, k a ! )  sis 
Part G - 0 t h  Fiegulatory Oversight Requirements 

30  3eccms I 0 

55 E u r z r ; ~  Ccxnu-!!y 5rec:i\,es 
Salrnonel[a kr formance Xandar5s - Easic Eequirenents  l o  

i 

I 

I 

Part F - Inspection Requirements 

n9he xoveplanrmnilrrlndnt staffing 

19. Verification and vaidation of HACCP plan. 
48 .  Condemned Product Control 1 

critical c o n m  pints, ddes a d  tmes cf spezific evert occurremes. 
1 
1 

Part C -Economic I M o ~ e s o m e n e s s  50. Daily lnspect~m Coverage 1 
2 3 .  Labei~ng - b s u c t  Standards 

24. Labding - Nd Vv'eigh!~ 

52. Humane Handl~ng 25. General Labe1:ig I j 0 

26.  Fin Prod StandadsISoneless (De:eds/AQL/Pcrk SkinsMoisture) 53. knirral  I ~en t r i ~ca t~on  

51. Enbrcernent x 



The K4CCP plm did not list the frequency o f  verifica~ion procedures (9CFR part 417.2(c)7) 

The HACCP records for Raw Not Ground did not document quantifiable values and time of 
the calibration of process-monitoring insuuments (thermometer) (9CFR part 417.5(a) 3). 



Foreign Es tab l i shment  Audit Checklist 
:. ESThSLIS%EA%T h",?J,,EA';D L ' X . G I ' 3 N  I - :g;IT ;CTE ( 2 E S T , A , S L I S ~ f r ~ E f t ~  K. 1. NLtb!E  OF x U l ; ; ? Y  

?ro&mros Almeniic~cs Tia Lencha 5 -4 
Ciexga 5, Flores, Sueyo Leon 

P Sioned and d&ed SSOP. bv oi-site or overall authorikv. 1 

I Dr. Nader blemarizn 3s-SITEILIIT 1 '  00CLlhl ,S4i i l l j i i  - 
Place a n  X i n  the Audit Resul ts b lock  t o  i n d i c a t e  n o n c o m p i i a n c e  wi;h requirements. Use  0 if n o t  a p p l i c a b l e .  

Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) Part E -Other Requirements 
Ongoing Requirements 

. W t  
Resdls 

0 

Part A -Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) M~ 

Bask Requirements Restdk 

7. Written SSOP I 

8. Records dxurnentng implemen:ation. 

12. Comctiveacrion when the SSOPs have faied to prevent direct ! 38. Establishment Grolnds and Pest Control 
pioduct cortarninatim or aduteration. 

1 

Part D - Conthued 
Economic Sampling 

33. Scheduled Sarnp;e 

34. Spec'- Testing 

10. Implementation of SSOP's, includng monitoring of irnplernentat~on. / 
11. Maintenanceand evaluation of the effectiveness of SSOP's. 

33. D d y  mords document item l o ,  11 and 12 above. 1 1 39. Establishment ConstructionIMaintenance 1 

36. Export I 
37. Import 

I I  

Part B - Hazard Analysis and Critical Control 

, 

74. Developed m d  implemented a writtm HACCP plan . I I 

establishmen: indivaual. 1 1 45. Equipment and Utensils 1 

is Cortents of the HACCP k t  the f w d  safetv hazards. 

Hazard Analysis and Critical Cont rd  Point 
(HACCP) Systems -Ongoing Requirements 46. Sanitary Operations 

18. Monibring of HkCCP plan. 
47. Employee Hygiene 

19. Verifica5on and vaidation of HACCP plan. 
- 48. Conaernned Product Control 

42. Plumbing and Sewage , 
43. Water Supply 

- - 
o i t i cd  conba! pcints, critical limits, p-ocedues, mrrecfive alrions. -- 

44. Dressing RwmsILamtories 
'17. The HACCP plan is sbned and dated by the responsible 1 

I 

16. Records documenting impkmentation and monitoring of the 
HACCP plan. ----- 

20. Corective action wriem in HACCP plan. 

21. Reassessed adequacy of the H X C P  plan. I Part F -  inspection Requirements 

22. R e c o k  oocurnenting. h e  written HACCP plan, nonitorirg of :he 1 
49. Governrent Stafftng 

critical conkd pints,  dfes a d  tines cf s p e i f ~ c  evert ocwrrerces. ; 
Part C -Economic 1 M o ~ e s o m e n e s s  50. Daily lnspect~cr; Coverage 

27. Written Pro:edures , 3 55. Pos? N c t m  1ns;ec:ion I O 

23. Labeiing - Rosuct Standaras i . 

24. Labdmg - N e t  Weights 

1 25. General Labeilng I 

25. Fm. Prod Standa~slBoneless ( S e f e ~ s l h O U P i r k  Skinsmoistuie) i 
I 

1 Part G - O t k r  Regulatory Oversight R e q u i ~ m e n t s  

51. Enhicement I X' 
52. eumane Handling l o  
53. hnirnel Identification 

Part D -Sampling 
Generic E. coli Testing 54 Ante M o 7 : m  Insrectlon 0 

1 



?-he esrablishent did not include the cdibratlon of precess-monitoring Insm-eats p k ~  
of its ongoing verification acziiiities { 9CFR pm417.4(a)(2)(i)). 

The establishment did not address all four parts of the corrective action in its HACCP plm 
(9CFR part 417.3(a)). 

There was no monthly Ready-to-Eat product testing for Salmonella. 

Government officials did not provide svnple oversight, integrity, and security when shipping 
samples to the laboratory. 



Foreign Es t ab l i shmen t  Audi t  Checklist 

.&imczt~?s SiUmz COC 1 g n  F O O ~ S  
S.A. de C.T. 

10. Implementation of SSOP's, inciudiig monitoring of implementation. 1 ( 36. Export 1 

Lhues, N x v o  Leon 

Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) 
Ongoing Requirements 

- 
11. Maintenanceand evaluation of the effec6veness of SSOP's. 1 ] 37 import I 

I 5 .  K A M E  OF AU31TO?(S) 6. T"E 3F AUDIT 

1 -  
Dr. Kacer Memarim O V - s i c  i u j i  u DOCUMWT " ~ 3 :  

I 

Part E -Other Requirements 

73. Daly wo rds  oocurnent item 10. 11 and 12above. / X 1 39. Establishment Constnrction/Maintenance I 

Place an  X i n  the  Audit 2esuIts b lock t o  indicate n o n c o m p l i a n c e  wi;h r e q u i r e m e n t s .  Use  0 if n o t  appl icable. 

- 
12. Corrective ac!ion when the SSOPs have faled to prevent direct 

product cortarninatim or adulteration. 

I 

Part B - Harard Analysis a n d  Critical Control 40. ~ l g h t  

Point (HACCP) Systems- Basic Requirements 
41  Vent!!atlon 

Part A - Sanitafion Standard Operating Procedures (SSO?) 
Bask Requirements I ~esiis 

7. Written SSOF 

8. Records docum enthg implementation. I 

9. Signed and dded SSOP, by m-site or ovexl l  authority. 1 

38. Establishment Grotnds and Pest Control 

Part D - Conthued 
Economic Sampling R ~ S U I ~ ~  

33. Scheduled Sample 
i 

34. Specks Testing 

15 Residue 

establishment ~ndivdual. 1 

. . n -..-,-,.- ., -, :--,-.....-A- 2 - ... 8 ,  ,+. usv=,upci: P ~ ( r  ~III~IIIIIC.IILCU d w i ~ ~ m i  n r \ b b r  pldd" . I 

1 
Hazird Analysk and  Critical Con t rd  Point 
(HACCP) Systems -Ongoing Requirements 46.  Sanitary Operations 

'i 8. Monibring of HACCP plan. 
47. Employee Hygiene 

19. Verification ana vaidation of HACCP plan. 1 

15. Cordents of the HACCP list the f a d  safety haards. 

48. Conoemned Product Control 1 

42. Plumbing and Sewage 

20. Corrective actioi writtm in HACCP plan. 1 I I 

21. Reassessed acequacy of the H K C P  plan. 1 I 

c i t i cd  control pcints, crit~cal limits, pozedues, mrrective adions. 

16. Records documenting lmpkrnentation and manitoring of the i HACCP plan. 

17. The HACCP p;an is sened and daed by the responsible 1 

Part F - Inspection Requirements 

43. Watm Supply 

44. Dressing Rmms lLa~ to r i es  
I 
I 

22. Recorck documenting: the written HACCP plan, wnitor i rg of the 
critical conml pints, odes m d  tines d spsif ic event ocmrrerces. 

Part C - Economic i VIiholesmeness I 
50. Daily lnspectim Coveraee 

23. Labeiing - koduzt Standards 
I 

1 51. Enforcement 
24. Labeiing - Nd L'veights 1 - 

I 
Part D -Sampling I 

Generic E coli Testmg 1 0  

25. General Laboling 

26. Fin. Prod Stancads'3oneless (Defeds.'AQLIPcrk S~insNolsture) 1 

Part G - %her Regulatory Oversight Requirements I 

29. 2eards 

! 

Salmonella &fornance  Standan's - Sasic R e q u i ~ r n e n t s  5s Eurc3saa C3nrdn1:) ;rect;,frs O 

52. Humane Handing I 
I 0  

53. Animal Identification 1 0  



13/51 Establishment SSOP records &id not doilmeat 2il three partLs of rhe conecri~~e rcnons (especidly 
to prevent recurrence) for Sanitation deficiencies {9CFR part 4 16.15). 

22/51 The H A 0  verification records did not include time and the tyye of verificatiori procedures 
(direct observation of monitor, review of the records, or calibration of process-monitoring 
icstruments) performed by the responsible establishment employee {9 CFR part 117.5 (a) ( 3 ) }  and 
(9CFR part 417.5@)). 

5815 1 Government officials did not provide sample oversight, integrity, and security when shipping 
samples to the laboratory. 



Foreign E s t a b l i s h m e n t  A u d i t  C h e c k l i s t  

Basic Requirements ResdLs Economic Sampling 

7. Written SSOP 33. Scheduled Sample 

8. Records docurnentng implementation. 34. Speces Testing 0 

9 Signed and dated SSOP, by -site or ovemll authority. 1 1 35. Res~cue 
I 

Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) Part E - Other Requirements 
Ongoing Requirements 

- 
10. Implementation of SSOP's, inciudilg monitoring of implementation. ( X ( 36. Export 1 
-- 

11. Maintenance and evaluation of the effectiveness of SSOP's. 
I 

i 1 37. import I 
12. Conectiveactik when the SSOPs have faled to prevent direct 

omduct cortaminatim or aduteration. 
I I 38. Ertat&shment Gmtnds and P s t  Control I 

establishment ~ndivdual. 1 I L5 Fouioment and Utensils I 

r - ~  

13. Daly rezords cocurnent item 10, 11 and 12above. 

- -- - - -  

Hazard Analysk and Critical Control Point I 

(HACCP) Systems - Ongoing Requirements 46 Sanitary operat~ons 

I 

20. Conective action written in HACCP plan. 

21. Ressessed acequacy of the H K C P  plan. Part F -  Inspectbn Requirments 
L 

X 

Part B - Hazard Analysis and Critical Control 40. Light 

Point (HACCP) Systems - Basic Requirements 
41. Ventilation 

14. Developed md implemented a written HACCP plan. 

18. Monibring of M C C P  plan. 

22. Reconis documenting: the written HACCP plan, rrcni:onnj of the 4 0  Government Staffing 
critical conk01 pints, ddes a d  t ines d s p e i f ~ c  evert ocurrerces. 1 

Part C -  Economic /L'~O~~SCGI~~~SS 50. Daily Inspect in Coverage 

23. Labeling - FTodcct Standards 
i 

51. Enforcement 
24.  Labs'ing - N@ Vhghts  

39. Establishment ConstmctionlMaintenance 

15. Cortents of the HACCP list the fmd safety hazards, 
uiticzi contml ~cints,  critical limits, uocedues, mrrective actions. 

, 
52. Humane Handl~ng 

25. General Label~ng 

42. Plumbing and Sewage 

- 

26. Fin. Prod StancadslBoneless (De:ectslAC)!f?crk Sk~ns/Mosture) 1 1 53. Animal ldentf~cation 
I 

1 0  

47. Employee Hygiene 

19. Verificabon anc vaidat~on of HACCP plan. I 

I 
Part D -Sampling 

Generic E. coli Testing 54, Ante Mo.ian insrecfion I 
I 

- 
16. Records documenting impkmentation and mnitoring of the 

HACCP plan. 

I 
- 

17. The HACCP plan is s ~ n e d  and deed by the responsible 

48 Condernnca Product Contn i  

Salmonella & f o m a n c e  Xans'ards - Szsic R e q u i ~ m e n t s  I1 

43. W a t a  Supply 
I 

44. Dressing R r n m s l i a ~ t o r i e s  I 
I 



h/laixemrtce a d  cle&g of overhead smctures & m e  exposed ?;o&xt'ecjuipmeat (nixer, sniffer: 
etc.) in several production areas had been neglected ;o varqing degrees mi& ru t ,  loose md flaking 
pa!atlsealer, dnpping condensation, m d  holes in wdls 'ceding in e~idencs ( 9CFX part 41 6 13 & 
416 4). 

Establishment SSOP records did not document all three parts of the corrective actions (especially 
to prevent recurrence) for Sanitation deficiencies (9CFR part 4 16.15). 

The establishment did not follow its verification frequency as written in its HACCP pIm 
(9CFR part 417.2 (c)(7)). 

A) The establishment verification records were not initialed 
B) The establishment calibration records did not include time and initial 
(9  CFR part 417.5(b)). 

The Government of Mexico meat inspection official leading the audit issued a Notice of Intent to 
Delist (NOID). 



Foreign Establishment Audit Checklist 
1. ESTi3L1S<h!3T h i t J E h N D  L X i . T I S l \ '  : 2. A23'TC:-E 3 ESTrBL12+}v$EI\" h '3 .  L hA,t,$E OF :3jKil;?Y 

Ddhex i e  !4/;exico, S.A. de C.V. ! 03,'C,8!2.:IC;5 
I - I TF-153 Siexici 

Sari Nico!is de 10s Gar- &evo Ledin , 5 .  ~ ' A ~ J E  3' AU3:T'23(S) 1 6. TYE OF A U D T  

I 
I Dr. Nader Mrrnarizn 

/d 
r? 0s-S l iE iUDI :  D O C L J ~ ~ N T  iLl!JlT 

Place an  X in t h e  Audi t  Results b lcck t o  indicare noncompliance with requirements.  Use 0 if no t  applicable. 

I I 1 

Part B - Hazard Analysis and Critical Control 40. Light 

41, , u L , , L t < - L , " , L  I 

Part A -Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) 
Bask Requirements 

- ~ 

9. Signed and dated SSOP, by m-site or overall authori!~. 35. Residue 

Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures  (SSOP) Part E -Other Requirements 
Ongoing Requirements 

14. Developed ad implemented a written HACCP plan. I I I 

10. Implementation of SSOP's, includng monitoring of implementation. 

11. Maintenance and evaluation of theeffectiveness of SOP 'S .  

12. Corrective action when the SSOPs have faied to p r e ~ n t  direct 
pmduct cortaminatim or aduteration. 

13. Dalv rezords document kkm lo ,  11 and 12above. 

MI 
Results 

36. Export 

31. Import I 
38. Establishment Gromds and Pest Control 

39, Es!abliJlment Constrmtion/Maintenance 

-. 

17. The HACCP plan is s ~ n e d  and d ted by the responsible 
establishment indivi?ual. 45 Fnuiornent and Utensils 

Part D - Continued ' /wit 

E c o n o m t  Sampling 1 Resuits 

7. Written SSOP i 
8. Records documentng implementation. 

15. Cortents of the HACCP list the fmd safety haards,  
mticai conk1  pants, critical limits, ~ o c e d u e s ,  mrrective adions. 

33. Scheduled Sarr.ple t I 

34. Speces Testing l o  

42. Plumbing and Sewage 

-. - 7 - r  - .  - ~ - 
Hazard Analysis a n d  Critical Control Point 
(HACCP) Systems -Ongoing Requirements 46. Sanitary Operations 

- 
16. Records documenting impbmentation and msnitoring of the 

HACCP olan. 

18. Monitoring of WCCP plan. 1 
19. Verif~cation and vaidation of HACCP plan. 1 
1 

I 20. Correctiveactlon written in HACCP plan. 

21. Rexsessedadequacy of the H K C P  plan. ! 

43. Wats  Supply 

47. Employee Hygiene 

48. Condemned Product Contro! 1 

Part F - l n q e c t b n  Requirements 

22. Records oocummting: the written HACCP plan, rmnitorirg of the 
critical conb-o! pin!s, ddes a d  tines cf s p ~ i f i c  evert occurrerces. i 

Part D -Sampling ! 
Generic E. cot; Testing I l o  

49. Government Staffing 

1. 
24. Labeiing - K.;d Weights I 

I 
25. General Labeliig 

26. Fin. Prod S:andads!Bonel~s (3efeds/hQLlPa+ Sklnsfidoisture) 1 

27. Written ?:oceoures 1 1 0 5 5 .  Past M o r t m  Insxct ian l o  

Part C -Economic / ~ o ~ e s o r n e n e s s  50. Daily Inspect in  Coveraae 

23. iabelinq - Ftoduct Standards 
51. Enbrcement 1 X 
52. Humane b,andling 1 j 0 

53. hnirnai lcientification 
i 
i 0  

-- -- ~ 

28. Sample Csle=t.s,!hnaysis ' 3  

29, qecs-2s 1 0  

I 

Part G - O t h e r  Regulatory Oversight 

56 E ~ ~ z a r  ~~Tx-II:?. Crtlc:ies 0 Salmonella R r io l~ l ance  Xandarz's - Easic X e q u i r a n e n t s  - I - 
I 



58/51 h/lon<dy Ready-to-Eat product ~estixg for Sclmone!!a and LisrerZa r r ,o .zocj~fogc~~e~ was dcne i? a 
prii-zte lab which was not approved by hkxicm Lnspecrion. 

5915 1 Government officials did not provide sample oversight, integrity, and security when shipping 
samples to the laboratory. 


