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many of them and they should be located strategically

for the convenience of their students. Minnesota is not
the only place where these colleges are developing
rapidly. There are now nearly 850 two-year colleges

in the United States, and they are being created at the
rate of one per week.

Partly this is happending everywhere -«
including Minnesota -- because we have a huge popula-
tion of young people who cannot be accommodated phy-
sically by the existing college structures. But partly
it is happending because of a growing feeling that edu-
cation beyond the high school should be located con-
veniently for all -- that the educational needs of the
society demand that most young people have more educa-
tion than the twelve years we have been providing, and
that they should be able to obtain this education as
conveniently as possible. We now are behaving as if we
felt that colleges should come to our young people in-
stead of young people going to our colleges.

Not too many years ago, this would have been
impossible. But today, even in a state with the geography
of Minnesota and the sparsely settled nature of many of
its areas, transportation is such that the borders of a
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community have been greatly expanded. This has made
it possible in Minnesota for the State Junior College
Board to prepare a plan for location of two-year
colleges that puts the great majority of our people
within commuting distance of higher education. And
these schools will come to these communities, for
our commitment fo increased education is clear.

When they do come, these two-year colleges
have the potentiality to interact with their commu-
nities in more than the traditional ways that educa-
tional institutions change communities.

If we put these two characteristics together --
the unique commitment of the two-year college to re-
spond to the local situation ani the convenient location
of these colleges for the great majority of our citi-
zens -~ the possibilities expand tremendously.

Within our state we will soon have the oppor-
tunity for community colleges to serve as unique social
institutions, as community resources to unite separated
citizens and carry on a continuous seminar on the needs
and opportunities of people who live together.

I see no reason that this community college
and the others in this state should not become centers
of community action -- organizations that concern them~
selves with general community needs in a pattern similar
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to that served by the Community Action Programs of the
war on poverty.

Perhaps they can become resources for the
Community Action Programs that now exist, but this is
much too narrow a conception of what it is possible
to do. There are all kinds of poverty around us be-
sides economic poverty, and the projected two-year
college program in Minnesota provides an opportunity
to deal with them.

Why shouldn't this community college and
others like it become the instrument for analyzing
the unique individual and coordinating needs of govern-
ments in its suburban setting -- or rural setting as
the case may be?

Why shouldn't this community college examine
the needs and wishes of the citizens of this community
for continuing education for adults -~ for the study
of international relations, for home and neighborhood
improvement, for additional technical training, for
the study of art and literature and music?

Why shouldn't this community college become
a resource for titizens, young and old, who need help
in adjusting to life in the suburbs -- who need to
learn how to buy, how to borrow, how to get along with
husbands and children and neighbors and village councils?
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Why shouldn't this community college study
the transportation needs of a community where the great
majority of its citizens commute to work on inadeguate
streets and highways and travel miles to shopping
centers?

Why shouldn't this community college become
the place where the solution is finally found to the
needs of racial balance in the metropolitan community -«
to plan for acceptance and educate citizens in the
human relations problems that we are all going to
face with greater and greater intensity?

Why shouldn't this community college become
the place where people learn to grow old gracefully
and retire without tension? This week I have donducted
hearings in my subcommittee on Reiirement and the
Individual.

I am frightened by what I am finding out
about our lack of preparation of people for a period
which is going to become a larger and larger portion
of our life span. In a young community, it is easy
to ignore age because there is so little of it to
be seen around; but it is coming and it is going to
swamp us if we are not ready for it.

This is anly a smaple of what a community
college can do if it sets out to become truly a community
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resource. And it can adjust to any kind of local
situation because it has that flexibility built into
its conception. And it can deal with these problems
because it is convenient to the area it serves.

Last fall I heard a prediction that by
1985, one-third of our population between the ages
of 20 and 30 will be unemployed, if we use present def-
initions of employment as a criterion for Jjudgment.
Community Jjunior colleges are a way of dealing with
that problem by extending education beyond the years
that we have traditionally established.

But if they see their function entirely as
an educational resource for 18-year-olds and 1l9-year-
olds who go on to universities or Jjobs, they will be
missing a great opportunity. These colleges can
become community centers that deal with the new kind
of life we are all facing, that recognize that the
day is coming when a 65-year-old man or woman will be
physiologically equivalent to a 45-year-old man or
woman today and will try to do something to wipe out
the horrible poverty of spirit that such a citizen
may face.

Those of you who are graduatint tonight are
the first formal products of a new experiment in
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education that can help to transform community life.
Wherever you go from here, I hope you will remember
all of the possibilities that this experiment can
produce.

And I hope that you will watch this
community college grow, and help it grow, so that
wherever you may spend your life in Minnesota or
elsewhere, community resources like Anoka-Ramsey
Junior College will continue to serve you, your
families, and your neighbors as you are entitled
to be served and as community colleges are uniquely
equipped to do.
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Mr. MONDALE.

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

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

They have learned that Federal in-
spection applies only {0 meat which is
sold across a State line and that some
13 billion pounds—15 percent of all
slaughtered meat and 25 percent of all
processed meat—escapes Federal inspee-
tion and is subject only to lax State
inspection—if at all. Eight States have
no inspection law whatsoever, while most
of the remainder have either voluntary
inspection laws or mandatory laws
which are not adequately enforced, Thus,
of the 19 million cattle slaughtered out-
side Federal inspection each year, more
than 10 million head go without any in-
spection on any level of government. Of
the 8.75 billion pounds of meat which is
processed outside of Federal inspection,
nearly 5 billion pounds receives no in-
spection whatsoever.

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

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

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

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

Special praise is deserved by the act-
ing chairman of the subcommittee, the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpo], who
is now the presiding officer, who with
such patience and maturity permitted
the committee to explore all aspects of
this problem so that we might develop
a measure responsive to the public
interest.

WASHINGTON, MONDAY, NOVEMBER 27, 1967

Senate

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

The bill pending before us updates and
improves the existing law covering meat
inspection in the some 2.000 plants under
Federal jurisdiction today. In addition,
it guarantees that within 2 or 3 years,
the remaining 15,000 plants ir the coun-
try will be inspected by the Department
of Agriculture, or by a State system
whose standards are at least egual to
Federal standards.

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

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

(See exhibit 1.)

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

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

As things now stand, the consumer
simply cannot protect himself, He can
be confident in a supermarket that the
meat he is buying was slaughtered and
processed under Federal standards or the
equivalent only if he can find the USDA
“inspected and passed" label. He does not
have even that possibility in 4 restaurant,

We learned during the Senate hear-
ings that the normal rules of consumer
self-help are of no value whatsoever in
the absence of the Federal stamp of ap-
proval. First, modern c¢hemicals and
drugs completely nullify the usual tests
of sight and smell with respect to meadt.
Injections of antibiotics, sulfites and
nitrites, and ascorbate—which I call a
sort of healthy formaldehyde—cancel
out the smell and appearance of decay-
ing or unhealthy meat.
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Second, it is no guarantee that meat is
federally inspected to shop only in large,
nationally known retail chain stores. A
1967 USDA survey of intrastate meat
products purchased in regular grocery
stores and supermarkets—including such
national chains as Kroger, Safeway, and
A. & P.—showed that only 39 of 162 meat
products tested met all Federal meat
inspection requirements, The remaining
123 samples showed a total of 259 vio-
lations of Federal standards is due to
excessive water, excess nonmeat fillers
and use of various additives such as
ascorbate, phosphates and nitrites in
products where they are prohibited by
Federal standards.

Third, brand names and labels provide
no protection. The largest meat packing
companies in the Nation have established
plants doing business only within a State
and therefore escape the stringent re-
quirements of Federal meat inspection
which products from their other oper-
ations must undergo. For example, the
meat industry’s big three—Swift & Co.,

Wilson & Co., and Armour & Co.—have
admitted operating more than 100 in-
trastate meat plants which slaughter,
process, and prepare millions of pounds
of meat each year without Federal in-
spection. And some of these operations
were among those cited for unsanitary
conditions in USDA’s 1962 and 1967 sur-
veys of intrastate plants. Further, USDA
officials testified before the Senate Agri-
culture Committee that the same brand
names and labels are used for meat prod-
ucts processed in an intrastate plant as
are used for the same item emanating
from a federally inspected plant. Thus,
even with nationally advertised brand
name items, the consumer must look for
a Federal inspection stamp.

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

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

As one newspaper put it in a November
15, 1367, editorial:

The obvious answer is that Its more profit-
able to sell substandard meat from unsani-

tary plants than to meet federal requirements
for cleanliness and quallty. -

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

Bad meat is good business,

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

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

The revelations of the last few weeks,
and the informsation received in the
hearings, have provoked a deep sense of
outrage on the part of consumers. A
Minnesota poll taken a2 month ago
showed that 87 percent of all Minne-
sotans—and 93 percent of all housewives
in the State—favor lmmediate inspec-
tion of all meat by the Federal Govern-
ment. The strong demand for Federal
inspection to assure clean meat which
this newspaper poll represents is sup-
ported by other polls, newspaper editor-
ials, and letters from consumers them-
selves. For example, in the past 2
weeks alone, I have received letters from
across the Nation overwhelmingly de-
manding strong Federal meat inspection
legislation. Also within the past 2 weeks,
a surge of editorials and two other polls
which have come Lo my attention show
the same intensity of feeling. A tele-
phone poll by KSTF radio-TV in Min-
neapolis-St. Paul showed that 75 percent
favor Federal inspection of all meat
while a similar poll conducted by WGN-
TV in Chicago indicated that 82 percent
favor Federal inspection while only 4
percent opposed. Thai represents a mar-
gin of better than 20 to 1 for Federal in-
spection of all meat and meat products.
I ask unanimous consent that the Min-
nesota poll on meat inspection and sev-
eral of the many newspaper editorials
demanding strong legiziation be printed
in the ReEecorn af the conclusion of my
remarks,

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

(See exhibit 2.0

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, well
might we insist upon immediate federal-
jzation. The States have had nearly 60
years to shoulder their responsibility for
the health and protection of their eiti-
zens and have nearly nothing to show
for it. Consumers in the States are left
to the mercies of a hodgepodge of in-
adequate, voluntary, or nonexistent meat
inspection systems, none of which fully
matches the Federal system.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)

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

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

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

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

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

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



of America

United States

Congressional Record

PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 90 th CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

Vol. 114

Qe

WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1968

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join the distinguished senior
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Ken-
NEDY] In his proposal to establish a sane
Selective Service System.

Last June I joined the Senator from
Massachusetts in opposing Senate ac-
ceptance of the conference report extend-
ing the draft law, because that report
prohibited the President from establish-
ing reasonable procedures. We lost. Now
we are reaping the results of the restric-
tions Congress placed on the President's
discretion last summer. ;

We said last summer that there was a
better way. That is still true, and Senator
KennepY’'s bill incorporates that better
way.

There are five major reasons for my
support of the Kennedy bill,

First of all, it provides a fair way of
selecting draftees when something less
than total mobilization is required. It
establishes random selection from the
whole population of young people, with-
out regard for economic or social acel-
dent.

Second, it eliminates the uncertainty
among young people that is inherent in
the present draft system. At age 19, a
young man will know once and for all
whether he is going to be called for selec-
tive service. He can plan accordingly,
where he now faces years of uncertainty.

Third, a young man can attend college
if he wishes, not avoiding his chance of
being drafted but simply postponing it.
He will know that sometime he must
enter the pool of young men from whom
draftees are to be selected. He can make
a choice about when to do it, not about
whether to do it. And the bill provides
for discontinunace of student postpone-
ments when the casualty figures reach
such levels that young men might seek to
attend college to avoid a temporary
danger.

Fourth, a young man would know that
he is being treated equally with any other
young man in America, through the es-
tablishment of uniform national selec-
tion standards. No longer could accidents
of geography provide him with special
privilege or special jeopardy. And uni-
form national standards would also clar-
ify the hardship and occupational defer-
ment situations which now are left to
the whim of local selective service boards.

SENATE

Fifth, the Kennedy proposal would en-
courage the study and possible expan-
sion of Project 100,000 into a program of
Military Youth Opportunity Schools. I
like the possibilities that Senator Ken-
~Nepy has outlined here, especially the
possibility that there would be a sub-
stantial proportion of volunteers with
accompanying high motivation and op-
portunity to overcome the accidental def-
icits of their social and geographical
environment.

The Kennedy proposal contains a num-
ber of other provisions which enhance
its value to the Nation—study of the
possibilities of a volunteer army and
national service alternative, prohibition
of the draft as a punishment device, and
reorganization of the Selective Service
System along the lines proposed by the
Marshall Commission, to name a few.
Mr. President, I commend the senior
Senator from Massachusetts on the
forthright approach he has made in this
legislation to the serious inequities, in-
justices, and inconsistencies in the pres-
ent Selective Service law.

Mr. President, we have just witnessed
the establishment of a discouraging new
policy on graduate student deferments.
No one can deny that our previous pol-
icies were patently unfair to the less
privileged or that there was occasional
abuse of the student deferment provi-
sions. But it is also impossible to deny
that these regulations will damage higher
education at a time when it most needs
help, that they create immediate staff-
ing and programing difficulties which
will be expensive and almost impossible
for some institutions to overcome, and
that we may pay a heavy price in aca-
demic and professional quality for our
failure to act sensibly on last summer’s
draft extension.

If we had done what we should have
last summer, none of this damage would
have had to occur. We would still need a
revision of our draft laws in any case, but
now it is imperative that we wait no
longer to establish a sane Selective Serv-
ice System.

Mr. President, I am happy to cospon-
sor the Kennedy bill.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota for his remarks. It is always
a pleasure to be associated with him in
our efforts to revise our draft law.

No. 30



"A quarter million
or more Americans every year
suffer needless disease, and
even death from eating con-

taminated poultry, fish and

eggs."

-Senator Walter F. Mondale
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S. 3383—INTRODUCTION OF WHOLE-
SOME POULTRY, EGGS, AND FISH
PRODUCTS ACT OF 1968

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, I in-
troduce today, for appropriate reference,
the Wholesome Poultry, Eggs, and Fish
Products Act of 1968.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 3383) to amend the Poul-
try Products Inspection Act in order to
provide for the mandatory inspection of
all poultry and poultry products in-
tended for human food, to provide a
mandatory program for the inspection
and grading of eggs and egg products
and for the mandatory inspection of fish
and fish products, and for other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. MONDALE, was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

SENATE

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this
measure would amend the Poultry Prod-
ucts Inspection Act to provide for man-
datory inspection of all poultry and poul-
try products intended for human food,
and provide a mandatory program for in-
spection of fish and fish products, and
inspection and grading of eggs and egg
products.

Mr. President, a quarter million or
more Americans every year suffer need-
less disease, and even death from eating
contaminated poultry, fish, and eggs.

And this quarter million is a conserva-
tive estimate, based on reported cases.

Most cases of food-borne illness and
death are not reported. The reports il-
lustrate some of the dimensions of the
problem: In the last 7 years, 10,609 Amer-
icans have been reported ill or dead be-
cause of diseases related to poulfry, eggs,
and fish. Of these cases, 7,663 were at-
tributed to poultry, 1,466 to eggs, and
1,490 to fish.



In the same period, there were 11 re-
ported deaths from botulism attributed
to fish, two from smoked ciscoes; and
nine from tuna, smoked whitefish, and
whitefish chub.

In the last 5 years alone, 320 deaths
have been associated with salmonellosis,
much due to contaminated poultry, fish,
and eggs.

Authorities emphasize that such statis-
ties must be multiplied several hundred
times to get any real estimate of the
problem,

It has, for example, been estimated
that more than 1 percent of the popula-
tion becomes infected with salmonellosis
from all sources, but that only 1 percent
of the cases are reported to public health
authorities.

Other diseases associated with poultry,
eggs, and fish are caused by staphylo-
cocci, clostridium botulinium, clostridium
perfringus, streptococci, shigella, infec-
tious hepatitis, and paralytic shellfish
poison.

The major cause of salmonellosis re-
ported over the last decades has been
livestock and fowl. Widely distributed
animal feeds have been found heavily
contaminated with salmonella. Eggs and
ege products have been the principal
source of yeported outbreaks in the re-
cent past.

Why does the count continue?

The answer is to be found in the un-
sanitary practices of growers, processors,
and retailers of poultry, fish, and eggs,
inadequately regulated by existing Fed-
eral, State, or local programs.

According to the Public Health Serv-
ice:

The accumulated knowledge strongly sug-
gests that prevention of food borne illnesses
from poultry, eggs, and fish . . . depends on
the continuous application of sanitary meas-
ures from production” and harvesting of raw
products, through all intermediate steps of
processing and distribution, to final prepa-
ration for serving.

No effective mechanism is available for
achieving such a unified program of con-
sumer protection that encompasses all the
commercial enterprises and governmental
agencies whose participation is necessary to
reduce the health hazards to a practical
minimum.

THE PROPOSED POULTRY AND FISH BILLS

In his consumer message, President
Johnson recognized the problems exist-
ing in the poultry and fish industries. He
called for closing the gaps in the system
of poultry inspection, and for “guarding
the consumer’s health against unwhole-
some fish.” He subsequently had pre-
pared two bills to carry out this work.

It is my feeling, however, that these
measures could be strengthened.

The administration measures would
extend many of the provisions of the
Meat Inspection Act to fish and poultry.

Neither measure provides immediate
continuous protection for the consumer.
Immediate authority is extended only to
fish and poultry shipped in interstate
commerce, Products shipped within a
State may remain uninspected or inade-
quately inspected for 2, or in some eases

3 yvears before standards equal to Fed-
eral requirements would be required. The
poultry measure would permit poultry
exempted from Federal inspection to be
shipped across State lines. It does not
cover feed grains, an important source
of salmonella contamination. Both bills
leave out the key word “mandatory”
which gave added strength to the meat
inspection measure. The poultry inspec-
tion measure omits the annual review of
State programs contained in the meat
bill to assure that once a State has been
made responsible, it is, in fact, carrying
out a program equal in strength to the
national requirements. Advisory commit-
tees, so important to effective develop-
ment of regulations and programs, fail
to include both consumers and industry
in the poultry bill, although the con-
tribution of these two groups is included
in the fish measure.

While the fish bill contains much more
of the original intent of the meat meas-
ure, it too fails to *‘cover the water-
front,” so to speak. Adequate inspection
of vessels is made discretionary. Record
maintenance is considerably weaker in
the fish measure than it is in the poultry
bill. Records need be maintained only by
those processing fish and holding them
after shipment, deleting important steps
in the process from boat to consumer.
Unlike the poultry measure, access to
records is provided only for the Secre-
tary, not for authorized representatives.

Moreover, both measures delete the
provision for full public disclosure con-
tained in the Meat Inspection Act, in-
cluding reports to Congress revealing the
nature and extent of activities, and the
total effectiveness of the overall govern-
mental effort.

Moreover, the fish bill fails to take
adequate account of the special factors
pertaining to fish that require a differ-
ence in treatment from the meat meas-
ure. There is no provision for help to
the fishermen of the Nation through a
fisheries extension program.

Both contain other, smaller deficien-
cies. For example, the poultry bill pro-
vides for administration detention of
unwholesome poultry, but does not re-
quire that the owner pay for storage
during the detention proceedings. The
fish bill fails to state that charges for
impounded imported fish be paid by the
owner. It permits certification for coun-
tries which meet U.S. standards, but fails
to provide for any review of compliance.
While placing reliance on States, the fish
bill fails to include the requirement for
“equitable distribution of development
funds” among the States included in the
poultry measure.

The poultry measure has been con-
sidered on the House side. The bhill re-
ported out by the subcommittee has been
strengthened in several respeects. How-
ever, two new weaknesses have been in-
troduced: Violations of the law must be
“knowingly” committed, even though
this is required neither by the meat in-
spection nor by the Pure Food and Drug
Act; plants handling less than $15,000
worth of poultry a year are exempted,
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even though these may send contami-
nated poultry to the consumer. And
there is still the long waiting period be-
forg Federal inspectors can check intra-
state plants when States do not intend
to enforce inspection laws of their own.

Finally, no measure yet before either
House deals with eggs.

THE NEED FOR EGG INSPECTION

The fresh, unbroker. hen’s egg is one
of nature’s best protected raw foods.
Usually, even when eggs are obtained
from diseased flocks, the egg, and yolk
remain germ free. Most problems begin
when the shell is cracked.

In commercial processing, an occa-
sional contaminated egg cannot always
be detected, and may be mixed in with a
large number of good eggs. If eggs are
dirty, cracked, or otherwise mistreated,
they may cause contamination. Storage
of whole eggs under warm and moist
temperatures may allow micro-organisms
to penetrate the shell. Ideally, the break-
ing operation should allow rejection of
dirty, low-weight, check eggs, and in-
cubator rejects before they are mixed.
However, this is not always the case. The
Food and Drug Administration, for ex-
ample, cites case after case of the use
of incubator rejects—eggs incubated at
the hatcheries, but which fail to germi-
nate, or in which the fetus had died.

Increasing numbers of the things that
we buy contain not freshly broken shell
eggs, but frozen, dried, or powdered egg
yolks and whites. The processing of eggs
can leave much to be desired.

According to the Public Health Service,
conditions in most egg processing plants
allow many disease-bearing micro-or-
ganisms to remain in the finished raw
egg or egg products.

Unless pasteurization is used, Salmo-
nella may remain throughout the proc-
essing operation. And even vpasteuriza-
tion may be inadequate, because the milk
equipment adapted to egg processing
may not do an adequate job.

The present inspection effort consists
of actions by the States; and by Federal
Government. The USDA operates a con-
tinuous, voluntary inspection service. In
this, they are joined by Food and Drug
Administration representatives, conduct-
ing surveillance or spot check inspections
as part of their overall responsibilities
under existing laws. Under the USDA
program, 68 percent of the total U.S.
liguid and frozen egg production, and 72
percent of the dried egg production was
inspected last year.

While the Food and Drug Administra-
tion has authority to inspect under the
Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act, its in-
spections are not continuous. Only 652
inspections were made in 536 plants in
1967, an average of a little over one dl.l?-
ing the entire year, and these only in
plants that shipped for interstate com-
merce.
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Information on State programs indi-
cates that they too are inadequate.

Most States do not have specific laws
applicable to egg products, although 36
States have general food-type sanitary
laws, that cover processing of all foods,
but do not require pasteurization. Twelve
States have mandatory laws, and two
States have a voluntary law covering egg
products. There is tremendous varia-
tion, both in the content of all of these
laws, and in how they are administered.

There are approximately 800 non-
USDA plants, producing about 231,470~
000 pounds of liquid or frozen products.
While the USDA has not done a survey
of these plants as they did for nonfed-
erally inspected poultry and meat plants,
evidence from my own State, and oth-
ers, shows how badly a uniform, strong
inspection system is needed.

I first became aware of the problem
with nonfederally inspected broken egg
processors when one of my constituents,
Mr. James Kosmo, editor of the Edina
Courier, brought to my attention the sit-
uation in Lonsdale, Minn. The FDA has
seized 6,000 pounds of egg whites from
the egg company in that town. The egg
whites were found to contain Salmonella,
fecal strep, and a coliform count more
than 10 times that of raw sewage. The
FDA report on the Lonsdale Egg Co.,
explained the reason for contamination:
flies in the breaking room: dead flies in
empty cans that then were filled with
eggs;  cleaning equinpment that was it-
self contaminated from a hose left ly-
ing on the floor when it was not in use;
raw, whole eggs stored in a holding tank
at a temperature of 65-67 degrees for
1 hour or more; employees taking sani-
tized empty cans from the floor, and
stacking them on each other.

The people receiving these ezgs in Towa
and Missouri were lucky they were
shipped in interstate commerce, and that
the FDA inspectors caught them. How
many other loads had been shipped to
other States and within the State be-
fore these conditions were caught we will
never know. For the Lonsdale plant was
not under any kind of continuous in-
spection system.

These kinds of problems are not lim-
ited to Minnesota alone, of course. They
exist across the United States.

In the spring of 1967, the Public
Health Service, and local health officials,
investigated the Ilargest epidemic of
salmonellosis in recent years in New York
City. In one 3-weck period, 14 outbreaks,
with-1,790 persons involved, were tallied
among families who had attended bar
mitzvah celebrations in the New York
area. The Public Health Service esti-
mates that the total number of persons
ill ranged somewhere between 9.000 and
21,000 persons. The cause turned out to
be frozen cream chiffonade dessert pre-
pared from contaminated, unpasteurized
frozen egg yolks distributed not only to
New York, but through the Northeastern
United States. The sourcze of the prehlem
was in the processing plant,:



Eggs were automatically “roken, the whites
and yolks were separated and flowed into
buckets. Bits of egg shell often fell into the
egg yolk and these were removed by hand,
thus allowing ample opportunity for orga-
nisms on the outside of the shell to be inocu-
lated into the yolk . . . some amount of yolk
or egg white remained present in the mixing
tank from the beginning to the end of the
working day, a period of seven hours . .
the egg breaking and mixing were done at
room temperature. Multiple salmonella sero-
types were found in the egg breaking equip-
ment and in the yolk mixing and straining
tanks. A great variety of salmonella serotypes
were found in samples of the plant environ-
ment and frozen wastes on the freezer
floors. . . . The very generalized contamina-
tion of the environment, the machinery, and
the unfinished product made it difficult for
any product to be free of salmonella unless
it was subsequently cooked or pasteurized.

But this did not happen, for the chif-
fonade was not cooked, nor were the eggs
pasteurized before they were made into
the dessert.

The Public Health Service report
concluded:

This large outbreak resulted from the fail-
ure to control salmonella contamination at
multiple points . .. 1) salmonella in the
poultry feed leading to 2) salmonella in the
children's gastro intestinal tract, causing 3)
salmonella in fhe fecal contamination of the
shells of eggs; 4) use ., . of “checked” eggs
which would be most likely to have salmo-
nella penetration; 5) an egg breaking process
which distributed the salmonella uniformly
into all of the egg products and allowed for
its growth; 6) mixing the unpasteurized egg
yolk into the dessert product and allowing
for further incubation, and 7) failure to cook
the chiffonade mixture after adding the con-
taminated eggs. The outbreak might have
been prevented by correction of the inade-
quate sanitary practices at any one of these
points.

And it also pointed to the need for
further uniform regulation of egg proc-
essing plants, within as well as outside
States:

The FDA requires that all egg products
shipped interstate be salmonella-free. The
FDA and the USDA have begun a program to
try and eliminate salmonella from animal
feeds. Such a federal regulation, however,
would have been insufficient to prevent the
outbreak under consideration because many
poultry feeds given to the chickens were pro-
duced in the state in which they were used,
and the egg product, frozen eggs, was not
shipped interstate. The majority of the
chiffonade dessert was also shipped intra-
state.

Here again, this is not an isolated
instance. Other Public Health Service
reports point to six persons infected from
drinking eggnog in Illinois; an unknown
number infected in Washington, D.C,,
from egg yolk used in cake filling; 268
persons ill after eating coconut cream
pie with meringue in Michigan. All of
these could be traced to contaminated
cans from frozen egg white.

Powdered eggs have caused widespread
outbreaks of disease in infants because
the egegs were inadequately pasteurized.

In the spring of 1964, Public Health
Service investigations of an outbreak of

-

food poisoning at a sorority dinner at
the University of Utah discovered the
cause to be banana-cream pie made from
Salmonella-contaminated eggs. Sixty-six
guests, waitresses, and kitchen employees
became ill, some so ill that they required
hospitalization. Eighty-eight cases were
found at about the same time in other
parts of Utah, and in Arkansas, Hawaii,
Maryland, and Washington State. Three
welfare recipients were reported dead in
1965 in Washington State from Salmo-
nella-tainted dried eggs they had received
from the State surplus food program. The
Public Health Service points out that the
use of raw eggs in bakery goods such as
eclairs, or in hospitals have repeatedly
caused outbreaks of illness that have
been traced back to the eggs.

And the count continues on.

The Public Health Service sums up the
situation well:

The practical fact is . . . that conditions
in most egg processing plants allow survival
of pathogenic microorganisms in finished raw
egg and egg products.

They go on to cite evidence from
Canadian authorities who have dealt
with our exported egg products for many
years.

A recent Canadian survey of such products
showed that salmonella organisms were pres-
ent in 12 percent of 114 samples of frozen egg
and in 54 percent of 119 samples of egg-
containing cake mixes, mostly manufactured
by U.S. firms.

If this is the case from eggs shipped
in interstate commerce, and across our
national border, we have only to imagine
what it must be like in the noninspected
intrastate operations.

THE WHOLESOME POULTRY, EGGS, AND FISH
PRODUCTS ACT OF 1968

The measure I introduce tcday repre-
sents an .clectic approach to:resolving
the problems not only in poultry and fish,
but in egg inspection as well. While it
takes much from the administration
measures, it remedies the defects in the
fish and poultry bills, and adds other
provisions. It moves us toward that
“unified program of consumer protec-
tion” the Public Health Service and all
of us believe is necessary to protect the
well-being of the Nation.

The bill creates the broad unified
framework we need today to administer
all three programs. It rests administra-
tive authority for inspection not only of
poultry, but of eggs and fish in the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, thereby ending the
potential for overlapping and duplica-
tion inherent in presently pending bills.

As did my original version of the Meat
Inspection Act, the bill gives the Gover-
nors of States the chance to choose
whether they wish to conduct part or all
of the poultry, fish, and egg program
without forcing it on them. Under this
measute, Governors whose State laws
equal Federal measures would be able to
apply to the Secretary for an exemption
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from Federal inspection. If the Secre-
tary found evidence that the State would
be able to carry out a program equal in
consumer protection to the Federal in-
spection system, he could then work with
the . States. He could provide technical
assistance to strengthen State programs,
and supply up to 50 percent of the total
cost of the inspection program, But the
consumer would be protected at all times.
If the Secretary found that State pro-
grams were inadequate, he would be em-
powered to move quickly to reassert Fed-
eral standards and controls. The Secre-
tary could, of course, reexempt the State
if and when the standards became suffi-
cient again.

I think this flexible provision is es-
sential in view of the fact that only five
States now have active, mandatory
poultry inspection laws, and that no
State egg or fish programs are as ex-
tensive as would be required under this
proposed measure. Adequate protection
of the consumer cannot be achieved
without uniform standards applying
both to products shipped within States
and across State lines, because increas-
ing number of poultry, fish, and egg
processors prepare products for both
types of shipment at the same plant, if
not at the same time. Some States may
wish to develop their own programs,;
but many may not. Those who do not
wish to go to the added expense of de-
veloping their own administrative struc-
tures should not be required to do so.

This measure would permit the Sec-
retary to work not only with States, but
with other Federal agencies as well.
With the ability to use the personnel
and skills of States and other agencies,
the Department will be able to work out
the most effective and efficient arrange-
ments for administration of the program
on a State-by-State basis.

This bill authorizes the Secretary to
make fullest use of the expertise of in-
dustry and the consumers. It provides
for broadly representative advisory com-
mittees. We would expect these commit-
tees to consider not only issues specific
to poultry, eggs, and fish, but also prob-
lems that cut across the protein products
industry. The committees could help de-
velop effective, uniform standards to
protect the consumer, and the responsi-
ble members of the industries involved
who often in the past have had to suf-
fer losses in profit because their higher
quality products have cost more than
contaminated ones. We would expect
committees to consider more effective
means of warning consumers and in-
dustry of products potentially hazard-
ous to health. The Minnesota Mining &
Manufacturing Co. has developed a
stamp for food packages, for example,
which would indicate when frozen food
packages had been thawed above safe
temperature levels. This, and numerous
other avenues to consumer protection
could be explored.

We would expect an overall saving to
taxpayers from this centralized protein

- .

inspection arrangement. The Secretary
could unify recruitment, selection, train-
ing and advancement arrangements,
eliminating much of the duplication and
inconsistency that now exists. He could
deploy manpower with great efficiency,
using inspection and laboratory person-
nel in multiple roles. Meat, vegetable,
and egg inspectors could also inspect
poultry, fish, and egg products. The Sec-
retary also could make cooperative ar-
rangements with other Federal agencies,
or State and local government to have
their personnel conduct the multiple seg-
ments of the program.

The Department of Agriculture is the
obvious choice to undertake this respon=-
sibility. While other agencies have been
involved in parts of the overall effort,
none has the combination of previous
experience, and present administrative
capacity necessary to assure the success
of the measure I propose. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture has administered
successfully meat, poultry, and egg pro-
grams. It also has had respoensibilities in
fish inspection in the past. The Depart-
ment could call upon the expertise of
other agencies, But the Depaitment itself
could be made accountaltz on behalf of
the consumers.

All three titles of this bill would re-
quire annual reports to the Congress and
Nation like those required under the
Meat Inspection Act.

The bill requires that mandatory pro-
grams be adopted for inspection of all
poultry, fish, and eggs and their prod-
ucts. Exemptions are provided, but only
in cases where evidence proves these to
absolutely be essential. The Secretary is
required to make the reasons for any
additional exemptions available to the
publie.

The provision of the administration
poultry bill making possible the shipment
across State lines of poultry exempted
from_ Federal inspection is deleted. This
provision, not in the Meat Act, would
ma.%:e it possible for millions of pounds
of inadequately inspected poultry to be
sold 'to the consumer unaware that State
requirements did not equal the Federal.
'Ijhe Federal-State inspection legend pro-
vision also is deleted. It was not in the
meat bill either, and raises serious
problems.

My poultry title adds a provision not
in the administration measures, provid-
ing for inspection of poultry feed, to
prevgnt. contamination. And the fish title
p_rowdes for technical and financial as-
sistance to the fish industry to help it up-
grade and modernize its operation to
meet the requirements of the act, and for
a fisheries-extension program.

Thg fish title also amends the admin-
istration import provisions, making it
f‘ox;form to the standards of the Meat

ct.

My bill gives 1 year for study and de-
velopment of standards for fish inspec-
tion. I do not see why we must wait for
three.

Finally, my bill remedies numerous
smaller gaps in the administration poul-



try and fish measures. Adequate mspec-
tion of vessels would be required as part
of the fish program instead, rather than
left to the discretion of the Secretary, as
it is in the administration bill. Import
certificates would be reviewed under my
fish title. Those responsible for illegal
acts, such as importing diseased prod-
ucts, or merchandising them would be
required to pay for administrative costs.

Mr. President, the American consum-
er can wait no longer for adequate pro-
tection of protein products. This year
in which spectacular progress is being
made to prolong life through medical
science seems the appropriate time to act
to assure that the quality of lit"e, the
health of people, be protected_ as well.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a section-by-section analysis of
the legislation be printed in the REcorD
at this point. _

There being no objection, the section-
bv-section analysis of the bill was or-
dered to be printed in the Recorp, as fol-
lows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE WHOLE-
soME PouLtrY, EGG, AND FIsH PRODUCTS

AcTt oF 1968
TITLE I,—AMENDMENTS TO THE POULTRY PROD=-
UCTS INSPECTION ACT

Section 101. Amendments.—

(1) Section 2 amends the legislative find-
ing now in Section 2 of the Poultry Products
Inspection Act (PPIA) to support the pro-
visions of the bill which affect intrastate
commerce.

(2) Section 3 of the PPIA is amended to
delete reference to designated major con-
suming areas, and include the terms adul-
terated and misbranded, used elsewhere in
the Act.

(3) Section 4 of the PPIA is amended t;?
revise definitions of "commerce,” “Secretary".
“poultry product’”, adulterated”, “inspector”,
and “label”, to delete the definitions of
“‘official inspection mark”, "“wholesome”, and
“unwholesome”, and to add numerous new
definitions including *‘processed” and “mis~-
branded.” Definitions conform closely to those
of the Federal Meat Inspecion Act (FMIA).

(a) The term ‘“‘commerce” is amended to
mean commerce within or between any State,
territory, District of Columbia or within any
territory not organized with a legislative
body.

(g) A definition of “State” (including the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico) is added.

(c) A definition of “Territory” is added, in-
cluding territories and possessions of the
United States, except the Canal Zone.

(d) A definition of “United States” is
added, covering all the States, Territories,
and the District of Columbia.

(e) The definition of “poultry” is extended
to include domesticated birds that died
otherwise than by slaughter. _

(f) The definition of “poultry product” is
clarified and extended to include New York
dressed poultry under the coverage of the
Act. The definition closely resembles that for
meat products under FMIA, except for th:e
phrase “capable of use as human food"
quoted elsewhere in the Act. )

(g) The definition of “adulterated” is
amended to conform to the FMIA except for
non-substantive changes and other changes
to make it applicable to poultry products.

(h) The definition of “misbranded” »1s
amended to conform generally to the FMIA
except for changes needed to make it appli-
cable to poultry products.

(1) “Secretary” is redefined to include
delegates of the Secretary as well as the Sec-
retary of Agriculture himself,

(J) A grammatical change is made in the
definition of “person'’.

(k) The definition of “inspector” is
changed to include reference to employees
or officials of a Territory, the District of
Columbia, as well as of a State, or the United
States.

(1) A definition for the term “official
mark"” is added, broader than the ‘“official
inspection legend.”

(m) The term “official inspection legend”
is substituted for *“official inspection mark’
in conformity with the FMIA.

(n) and (o) The terms “official certificate”
and “official device” are added to conform
to the FMIA.

(p) and (q) There is no change in the
definitions of “official establishment” or “in-
spection service.”

(r) A grammatical change is made in the
definition of “container” or “package.”

(s) “Label” is redefined to include writ-
ten, printed, or graphic matter upon articles
as well as matter upon the immediate con-
tainer. The definition of “labeling” is added
in conformity with the FMIA,

(t) and (u) No change is made in the
definition of “shipping container” and “im-
mediate container.”

(v) A definition for “capable of use as
human food" is added in conformity with
the FMIA.

(w) A definition of “processed” is added,
adapted from the FMIA for poultry.

(x) and (y) Definitions of “Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act”; and “pesticide
chemical” and related terms are added iden-
tical with the definitions of FMIA.

(z) (aa) (bb) The terms “poultry products
broker,” “renderer,” “animal food manufac-
turer” are added to conform to the defini-
tions of the FMIA to make them apply to
poultry products,

(4) Section 5 is amended to provide for
the cooperation, assistance, and advice of
appropriate State agencies and other de-
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment, deleting present provisions in Sec-
tion 5 of the Act for designation of major
consuming areas for intrastate activities.

(a) The policy of Congress is stated to be
the protection of the consumer from adul-
terated or misbranded poultry and poultry
products. To further this policy:

(1) The Secretary is authorized to enter
into arrangements with State agencies, and
other departments and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government to carry out the provisions
of the Act.

(2) The Secretary is authorized to appoint
advisory committees consisting of representa-
tives of State agencies, consumers, and the
pouliry industry to advise him concerning
means of increasing effectiveness of the pro-
gram. Committees must include a majority of
consumers. Notice shall be given of meetings,
and minutes or transcripts kept,

(3) The Secretary is authorized to develop
or arrange for training programs for person-
nel engaged in carrying out programs under
the Act, and education programs for those in
industry, and other related educational
activities,

(4) The Secretary is authorized to use by
agreement the officers, employees and facili-
ties of any State and Federal agencies.

(b) (1) Upon application by the Governor,
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the Secretary is authorized to exempt from
the provisions of this Act states which have
State laws at least equal in scope and content
to the Federa] laws, as well as such other
characteristics as are prescribed by the
Secretary.

(2) The Secretary is authorized to provide
exempted States with advisory assistance,
technical and laboratory assistance, training,
financial, and other aid for administration of
the program. The Federal Conftribution is
not to exceed 509% of the total cost of the
cooperative program, with the States provid-
ing the remaining funds.

(3) This section specifies that the State
agency with which the Secretary may co-
operate may include State and municipal
or other subordinate government units
when these are involved in activities under
the Act.

(4) The Secretary is authorized to termi-
nate exemptions of States upon finding that
they are failing to administer the program
in accordance with the Federal standards.
The Secretary is authorized to notify the
Governor of such a fact, and to terminate the
exemption after thirty days, unless the find-
ings change within this time perod, in which
case the exemption may remain.

(5) Even in states exempted under the
Act, the Secretary is authorized, upon find-
ing that a processing plant is producing
adulterated poultry products injurious to
public health, to notify the Governor and
advisory committee of the finding. If, after a
reasonable time, the State has not taken
action, the Secretary may withdraw the
exemption from the establishment, and it
will be subject to the requirements of the
Title.

(6) When the exemption is withdrawn, the
Secretary is authorized to establish inspec-
tion procedures under the Act for poultry
processors distributing their products within
the State.

(7) The Secretary is authorized to provide
an annual review of the State programs un-
der this section, and to report on them,

(c) “State” is redefined to include the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, organized
territories, and the District of Columbia.

(5) The heading of Section 5 is amended
to read “Cooperation and Utilization of State
and Other Federal Agencies; Exemption Au-
thorized for Intrastate Activities.”

(6) and (7) Section 6 is amended to con-
form to language contained in amendments
made by the bil, including adding the phrase
“capable of use as human food” to quality
“poultry produects” in the provisions for
quarantine, segregation, and reinspection.

(8) Section 7 is amended editorially to con-
form to other amendments.

(9) Section 8 dealing with labeling require-
ments is amended to conform generally to the
FMIA, except for editorial changes needed to
make it relevant to poultry products. The
single exception is that the Secretary is
given authority to require specified informa-
tion not only on the products “or" their con-
tainers, but on the products “and” their
containers.

(a) This paragraph is amended as to label-
ing information to be required. The present
Act specifies certain items required to appear
on the shipping container and more extensive
information for the immediate container.
Under the revised section, information neces-
sary under the definition of “misbranded”
would appear on the poultry product itself,
under certain circumstances, and on the
shipping containers and immediate con-
tainers, The present inspection mark could
continue to be used.

(b) The Secretary would be authorized to
prescribe styles and sizes of type of required
label information, and to prescribe standards
of identity, composition, and fill of contain-
ers.

(c) The sale of articles subject to the Act
under a false or misleading name or in con-
tainers of false or misleading form or size is
prohibited. The use of approved labeling and
containers is permitted. Similar provisions
are in present paragraph 8(b).

(d) The Secretary is authorized to order
labeling of containers be withheld from use
if there is reason to believe they are false
or misleading, and to provide for adminis-
trative hearing and judicial review. This pro-
vision is essentially the same as in paragraph
8(b) of the present Act, except that it in-
cludes authority to prevent use of containers
of a false or misleading form or size.

(10) Section 9 is amended to delete the
principal prohibition now in the Act, and
substitute prohibitions like those in the
FMIA plus others adapted from the present
PPIA, and to make necessary editorial
changes. Under the revised section it would
be unlawful to:

(1) Slaughter or process poultry and
poultry products capable of use as human
food except in compliance with the reguire-
ments of the Act. (This clarifies a prohibi-
tion now in paragraph 9(a) of the Act with
respect to processing.)

(2) Introduce or deliver for introduction,
sell, transport, offer for sale or transporta-
tion, or receive or otherwise dispose for trans-
portation or store (A) adulterated or mis-
branded poultry products capable of use
as human food; or (B) poultry products re-
quired to be inspected unless they have been
inspected and passed.

(3) Adulterate or misbrand poultry prod-
ucts capable of use as human food while
they are being held for storage or for trans-
polrtation or being transported or hedl for
sale.

(Clause (2) (A) and Clause (3) replace
comparable prohibitions in paragraphs 9(a),
(b), and (d) and Section 16 of the present
Act with respect to mislabled or unwholesome
or adulterated articles, and extends coverage
into areas now included only in the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. Clause (2) (B)
preserves prohibitions now in paragraph 9(a)
concerning distribution of poultry products
that have not been inspected.)

(4) Sell, transport, offer for sale or trans-
portation, or receive for transportation
articles not qualifying under the present
definition of “poultry products”, principally
"New York dressed poultry.”

(5) Use to his own advantage or reveal
except under certain conditions, information
entitled to protection as a trade secret. (This
clarifies and slightly relieves the present pro-
hibition in paragraph 9(h) of the Act.)

(6), (7), (8), (9) Make, simulate, forge,
alter, counterfeit, possess, alter, detach, de-
face or destroy official marks, devices, or cer-
tificates, except as authorized by the
Secretary.

(10) Knowingly possess any of the above,
without notifying the Secretary or his
representative;

(11) Make false statements on certificates;

(12) Knowingly represent that an article
has been inspected and passed or exempted
when it has not.

(Paragraphs 6-12 clarify and expand upon
prohibitions contained in paragraphs 9(c)
and (e) of the Acts which contain similar
provisions, except as to false statements in
certificates).

(11) Section 10 is amended to conform to
other amendments.

(12) Section 11 is amended to delete the
present record requirements. and substitute
the records and other provisions of Title II
of the FMIA.,

(a) A new paragraph is added, limiting in-
spection under the Act to poultry and poultry
products intended for use as human food
Denaturing or other identification is required
for products not for human consumption
before they can be distributed or imported.



(b) A new paragraph requires record-
keeping and full and correct disclosure of
business transaction by those who slaughter,
process, freeze, package, label, buy, sell, trans-
port, deliver, store, ship, import, receive or
render poultry and poultry products. In ad-
dition, at reasonable times such persons
would be required to give access to repres-
entatives of the Secretary to their places of
business, their records, facilities, and inven-
tories, and to take samples of their inven-
tories upon payment, whether under the
Act, or in an exempted State.

(¢) A new paragraph would authorize the
Secretary to require registration of persons
engaged in business as poultry and pouliry
products brokers, renderers, animal food
manufacturers, wholesalers or public ware-
housemen of poultry carcasses, etc,, and per-
sons engaged in the business of buying, sell-
ing or transporting or importing 4 D (dead,
dying, diseased, disabled) or parts of car-
casses of poultry that died otherwise than by
slaughter.

(d) A new paragraph would prohibit those
mentioned in (c) above from making busi-
ness transactions, except in accordance with
the Secretary’s regulations.

(13) The Heading of Section 11 is amended
to read: “Products Not Intended for Human
Food; Records and Related Requirements.”

(14) Section 12 relating to penalties is
amended by substituting provisions adapted
from Section 406 of the FMIA; by making
editorial changes in paragraph 12(b); and
by adding as 12(¢) prohibitions and penalties
like those in Section 405 of the FMIA relat-
ing to foreible assaults, ete. against persons
performing official duties under the PPIA.

(15) Section 14 of the Act is amended to
add authority for the Secretary to regulate
standards of sanitation, quality control,
storage, and handling, in consultation with
an advisory committee, for persons engaged
in processing, shipping and storing poultry
and poultry products.

(16) The heading of Section 14 is amended
to read: “Standards for Storage and Handl-
ing; Rules and Regulations.”

(17) Section 15 relating to exemptions is
amended by (a) deleting the poultry pro-
ducer exemption authority now contained in
paragraph 15(a) (1) (a more restricted ex-
emption is provided in new paragraph
15(e)):

Eb)))delet,ing the exemption authority
given the Secretary by Section 15(a) (3) in
cases of impracticability;

(c) preserving and redesignating as para-
graph (a) (1) the exemption authority to
retail dealers now contained in paragraph
15(a) (2): redesignating as paragraph 15(a)
(2) the religious exemption provisions now
contained in paragraph 15(a) (4);

(d) redesignating as (f) present para-
graph (b) relating to suspension or termina-
tion of exemptions and adding new para-
graphs (b), (c¢), (d), and (e) to the Act:

*“(b) The Secretary is authorized to exempt
from inspection slaughter of poultry and
processing of poultry products in any un-
organized territory for distribution therein,
when he finds it is impractical to provide
such inspection. (This is the same as para-
graph 23(b) of the FMIA except for editorial
changes.)

*“(e) The Secretary may exclude from the
Inspection requirements of the Act slaughter
and processing by persons using products of
their own raising, for use by them, their
family, their nonpaying guests and em-
ployees; and custom slaughterers who do not
engage in buying or selling poultry products

capable of use as human food. (This is the
same as paragraph 23(a) of the FMIA except
for editorial changes.)

“(d) The adulteration and misbranding
provisions apply to articles exempted or ex-
cluded from the inspection requirements.

“(e) A subsection states that under such
regulations as the Secretary may prescribe
to protect the public health, slaughter and
brocessing of poultry normally conducted at
retail stores and restaurants for sale at nor-
mal retail quantities may be exempted.

“(f) When exemptions are granted, the
Secretary shall keep written records show-
ing why the exemption is granted, and to
make these records available for inspection.”

(18) Section 16 is amended to give the
Secretary authority to limit entry of poultry
products into official establishments.

(19) Section 17 relating to imports is
amended to conform to provisions in Section
20 of the FMIA.,

(a) Importation of adulterated or mis-
branded poultry products capable of use as
human food is prohibited; as is importation
unless they comply with all the inspection,
building construction standards and other
provisions of the Act and regulations there-
under applicable to such articles in domestic
commerce. An exception is made for imports
not in excess of 50 pounds by persons for
their own consumption.

(b) The Secretary is authorized to pro-
vide for destruction of articles imported
contrary to the Act unless they are exported,
or, if misbranded, brought into compliance
with the Act under official supervision, in-
stead of being exported.

(c) The provisions of paragraph 17(e) of
the PPIA are expanded relating to assess-
ment for storage, cartage and labor charges
against the owner or consignee of products
refused admission.

(d) Enowing importation in violation of
these provisions is prohibited.

(20) Section 18 is amended to delete pres=
ent provisions relating to jurisdiction of the
Secretary in cooperation with other branches
of government and State agencies, and sub-
stitute provisions of the FMIA for refusal
of withdrawal of the Inspection Service
under the Act.

(a) A new provision would authorize
withdrawal or refusal of inspection service
under the Act for any establishment, if it is
determined that the applicant or recipient
is determined to be unfit to engage in busi-
ness, or if someone responsibly connected
with him is determined unfit., Unfit persons
can include persons convicted within the
previous ten years of felonies or more than
one misdemeanor relating to food; or felo-
nies involving acts indicating a lack of in-
tegrity needed to conduct the operations
affecting the public health,

(b) A new provision would provide oppor-
tunity for hearing, upon request by ad-
versely affected processors, in cases where
inspection service has been withdrawn or
refused because of failure to destroy con-
demned poultry products or otherwise com-
ply with requirements under Section 7 of the
Act. However, the withdrawal or refusal
would continue unless otherwise ordered by
the Secretary.

(c) A new provision would eall for judicial
review of orders in proceedings within para-
graphs (a) and (b).

(21) The first sentence of Section 19 is
amended to clarify the circumstances under
which the cost of inspection shall be borne
by the United States.




(22) The heading of Section 18 is amended
to read: “Authority of Secretary To Refuse
Inspection Service.”

(23) Sections 20-22 are redesignated as
Sections 27 through 30 respectively, and new
sections and headings are inserted.

(a) A new Section 19 authorizes adminis-
trative detention by the Secretary of Agri-
culture’'s representative of poultry products

and other articles and 4-D poultry if found
on specified premises, and there is reason to
believe that such products are adulterated,
misbranded, uninspected, in violation of
Federal or other laws, or are intended to be
distributed in violation of such laws and
are capable of use as human food.

(b) A new Section 20 authorizes judicial
proceedings for seizure and condemnation
of poultry found to be in violation of the
Act as mentioned in (a) above.

(¢) A new Section 21 would give specified
courts jurisdiction over actions to enjoin
violation and certain other cases under the
Act.

(d) A new Section 22 would incorporate by
reference provisions of the Federal Trade
Commission and Comunications Acts, au-
thorizing requirement of reports, adminis-
trative subpoenas, and conferring other in-
vestigative and hearing powers.

(e) A new Section 23 would exempt poul-
try and poultry products to the extent they
are covered by the provisions of this Act
from the provisions of the Federal Food,
Druz, and Cosmetics Act. This would not
exempt them from Iliability under State
negligence laws, however.

(f) A new Section 24 states that no juris-
diction may impose resuirements different
than these under the Title, but that they
may exercise concurrent jurisdiction, except
with respect to record-keeping.

(g) A new Section 25 provides for inspec-
tion of grain and other commodities used
as poultry feed.

(1) Subsection (a) authorizes the Sec-
retary to investigate the handling, processing,
transporting, storage and use of poultry feed
and to establish sanitaton and health stand-
ards to insure the consuming public against
diseased poultry.

(2) Subsection (b) states that distribu-
tion of uninspected feed is prohibited,.

(3) Subsection (¢) gives the Secretary
the authority to exempt from the inspection
provisions those whom it would be imprac-
tical to inspect.

(4) Subsection (d) prohibits violation and
prescribes penalties.

(5) Subsection (e) states that these pro-
visions are in addition to the authority of
the Secretary under the United States Grain
Standards Act, and the authority of the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act.

(g) A new Section 26 calls for Annual Re-
ports to Congressional Committees similar
to the provisions of the FMIA.

Reports are to be submitted to the Com-~
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry of the Senate on the
effectiveness of operations of State programs
granted exemptions under Section 5, and the
administration of Section 17 of the Act
relating to imports.

Sec. 102. This section contains the usual
savings provision to apply in the case of
partial invalidity of the bill.

Sec. 103. This section provides that the
bill shall become effective immediately upon
enactment except for the adulteration and
misbranding provision, import provisions,
amendments of exemptions provision, and
provisions relating to 4-D poultry, all of
which would become effective 60 days after
enactment.

TITLE II—MANDATORY FEDERAL INSPECTION AND
GRADING PROGRAM FOR EGGS AND EGG PRODUCTS

Section 201.—Findings and Statement of
Purpose—In order to protect the consuming
public, avoid adverse effects on marketing
and avoid losses to egg producers and proces-:
sors of egg products, it is necessary to pro-
vide for a mandatory inspection and grading
program for egg and egg products, whether
or not they enter into the current of foreign
or interstate commerce.

Section 202.—Definitions.—The definitions
of this section include language like that of
Title I, modified to include egg and egg
products.

(a) The term ‘“egg product” is defihed to
include the yolk and albumen from the egg
or any portion thereof or mixture, with or
without added ingredients, and whether or
not further processed, exception products
which contain egg products only in a rela-
tiyely small proportion.

(b) The term “egg” is defined to mean the
shell eggs of domesticated chickens, turkeys,
ducks, geese, or guineas. In addition, the fol-
lowing classifications of eggs are defined:

(1) “check” to mean eggs with broken or
cracked shells;

(2) *clean and sound shell eggs” to mean
eggs with shells free of adhering dirt or for-
eign material, and not cracked or broken;

(3) “dirty eggs” to mean eggs with unbro-
ken shells with dirt or foreign materials;

(4) “incubator rejects” to mean eggs sub-
ject to incubation, but rejected as infertile or
otherwise unhatchable;

(5) “inedible” to include black rots, yellow
rots, white rots, mixed rots (addled eggs),
sour eggs, eggs with green whites, eggs with
stuck yolks, moldy eggs, misty eggs, eggs
showing blood rings, eggs containing embryo
chicks (at or beyond the blood ring stage),
and any adulterated eggs:

(6) *“Leaker or leaking? to mean eggs with
cracks or breaks in shells and shell mem-
branes such that contents are exposed or
exuding or free to exude through the shell;

(7) “loss"” to mean eggs inedible, smashed,
cooked, frozen, contaminated, or leaking or
incubator reject; or that contains bloody
whites, or other large quantities of blood,
large meat spots, or other foreign material;

(c) The term “grading’” is added to mean
determination of the eclass, quality, quan-
tity, or condition of any product; and the act
of identifying such product by means of an
official identification symbol;

(d) The term “processed” and ‘“process-
ing” is added to mean breaking, filtering,
mixing, blending, pasteurizing, stabilizing,
cooling, freezing, drying or packing or other-
wise manufacturing, preparing or processing
eggs.

(e) Deleted are terms inapplicable to the
egg industry, including “broker,” “renderer,”
and “animal food manufacturer.”

(f) The terms “pasteurize” and “pasteuri-
zation” are added to mean the process pre-
cribed in regulation of the Secretary for de-
stroying harmful, viable micro-organisms
in egg products.

(g) The term “egg handler” is added to
mean persons producing, buying, selling,
processing, shipping, or receiving eggs or
egg products, or otherwise handling them
for commercial purposes.

Section 203. Inspection and Grading Pro-
gram for Egg Products; Re-inspection and
Quarantine; Seizure and Condemnation; Ad-
ministrative Detention.—The provisions of
this Title are much like similar provisions
in Title I, amended Sections 19 and 20.

(a) The Secretary is authorized and di-
rected to formulate and carry out an in-
spection and grading program for all eggs
and egg products intended for human con-
sumption, whether they are in interstate, or



foreign commerce, or travel through intra-
state commerce. =

(b) The Secretary is authorized to qua-
rantine segregate, seize, or re-inspect such
products as he deems necessary.

(c) In order to prevent the sale or trans-
portation of eggs capable of use as human
food, but which are dirty, check, leakers, in-
cubator rejects, loss or inedible, the Secre-
tary shall:

(1) Promulgate standards and regulations
to prohibit sale; and see that premises are
inspected;

(2) Promulgate regulations to prohibit
purchase, except when denatured or dechar-
acterized;

(3) Promulgate regulations to prohibit
purchase, possession or use of such eggs by
restaurants, other food service and food
manufacturing plants;

(d) In order to prevent sale to consumers
of incubator rejects, the Secretary shall in-
spect hatcheries and other establishments, to
present use of such eggs as human food, and
to require denaturing or decharacterization.

(e) Inspection is not to be provided for egg
product processors processing eggs not in-
tended for use as human food. On the other
hand, such products are required to be ren-
dered inedible under regulations prescribed
by the Secretary.

(f) The Secretary is authorized to provide
for the sampling, detention, and re-inspec-
tion of egg products at processing establish-
ments. Adulterated egg products are required
t0 be destroyed, unless they can be unadul-

terated for use as food products. An appeal

procedure also is provided.

(g) L. Administrative detention of adul-
terated or misbranded products is provided
for up to twenty days.

2. Seizure and condemnation of products
being processed, sold, transported, or other-
wise distributed; or adulterated or mis-
branded: or otherwise in violation of this
Title is provided for under specified legal
procedures. Procedures for disposal of such
condemned products are included.

3. No provisions of this section are to con-
flict or derogate from other condemnation or
seizure authority conferred by other laws or
other provisions of this Title,

Section 204. Sanitation, Facilities, and
Practices —

(a) Each official establishment is to be op-
erated in accordance with standards as are
required by the Secretary to prevent market-
ing or transportation of adulterated or mis-
branded egg products.

(b) No establishment processing egg prod-
uets for human consumption shall do so ex-
cept in compliance with the requirements of
this Title.

(¢) The Secretary shall refuse to give in-
spection or grading to establishments whose
facilities and buildings, and equipment, and
operations fail to meet the requirements of
this Section.

Section 205. Labeling—This Section is the
same as Section 8, Title I, as amended, With
the exception of editorial changes needed to
make it relate to egg and egg products.

Section 206. Imports.—This Section Is the
same as Section 17, Title I, as amended, with
the exception of editorial changes needed to
make it relate to egg and egg products.

Section 207. Prohibited Acts—This Sec-
tion is the same as Section 9, Title I, as
amended, with editorial changes needed to
make it conform to egg and egg products.
This includes changes of wording, and the

omission of Section 9(4) of Title I.

Section 208. Penalties—This Section Is
written to correspond to Section 12, Title I,
as amended.
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Section 209. Record and Related Require-
ments—This provision is like Section 11(b),
Title I, with the exception of changes needed
to make the requirements applicable to egg
and egg products.

Section 210, Reporting of Violations.—This
Section, like Section 13 of the Poultry Prod-
ucts Inspection Act, requires reasonable
notice to persons suspected to be in violation
of this Act before proceedings are instituted.
Furthermore, the Secretary continues to be
authorized to give notice of warning of sus-
pected violation when he thinks this would
adequately serve the public interest,

Section 211. Exemptions.—

(a) As in Section 15(b) as amended, of
Title I, the Secretary may provide an ex-
emption for products in territories not orga~-
nized into legislative bodies solely for dis-
tribution within such territory if it is im-
practicable to provide such inspection.

(b) Exemption is provided for persons rais-
ing eggs on their own farms or processing egg
products for the use of themselves, members
of their families, non-paying guests, and em-
ployees, or for sale directly to household
consumers.

(c) As in Section 15(d) as amended, of
Title I, the adulteration and misbranding
provisions apply to exempted products.

(d) The Secretary may suspend or termi-
nate exemptions.

(e) When exemptions are granted, the Sec-
retary shall keep written records showing
why the exemption is granted, and make
these records available for inspection.

Section 212. Standards for Storage and
Handling—This section is written to con-
form to Section 14, Title I, as amended, with
the exception of editorial changes needed to
make it conform to egg and egg products.

The Secretary is authorized to prescribe
regulations and standards of sanitation and
quality control for processing, storing, and
handling, to prevent adulteration or mis-
branding, with an advisory committee, The
Secretary is further authorized to publish
these regulations in the Federal Register,
six months after the code has been published,
the provisions will become effective, with the
exception of retail stores or other establish-
ments regulated under state or territorial
law.

Section 213. Cooperation and Utilization of
State and Other Federal Agencies; Exemption
authorized for Inirastate Activities.—This
section corresponds and parallels Section 5,
Title I, as amended, with the exception of
editorial changes needed to make it conform
to egg and egg product inspection.

Section 214. Cost of Inspection and Grad-
ing.—This section is like Section 19 of the
Poultry Products Inspection Act, providing
that cost of inspeetion shall be borne by the
United States, except for over-time and holi-
day work. Reimbursements to the Secretary
are to be available without fiscal year limita-
tion to carry out the programs under this
Act.

Section 215, Annual Reports fto Congres-
sional Committees—This section reads
exactly as does Section 26, as amended, of
Title I with the exception of editorial changes
needed to make it relate to egg and egg
products.

Section 216. Court Jurisdictions; Preven-
tion and Restraint of Violations—This sec-
tion is like Section 21, Title I.

Section 217, Additional Authority for Ad-
ministration and Enforcement of Title.—This
section reads as does Section 22 of Title I.

Section 218. Uniform Requirements.—

(a) No state or territory or District of Co-
lumbia, may impose requirements within the

.scope of the title that are different from the

title, except for recordkeeping and other re-




quirements within the scope of Section 209,
but they may exercise concurrent jurisdie-
tion over eggs and egg products.

(b) No state or- subdivision, territory, or
District of Columbia may establish manda-
tory standards, grades, or weights for eggs or
other standards, consumer grades, or weight
classes different from those under this Title.

Section 219. Effect on Other Laws—This
Section reads as does Section 23 of Title I as
amended, with the exception of editorial
changes needed to make it correspond to egg
and egg products.

Section 220. Rules and Regulations; Appli-
cability of Title—This paragraph, like the
amended Section 14 of Title I, provides that
the Secretary shall promulgate such rules
and regulations as are necessary to carry out
the provisions of the Act, and shall be effec-
tive in the states, District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.

Section 221. Authorization for Appropria-
tions—Like Section 20 of the Poultry Prod-
uct Inspection Act, this Section provides for
authorization of such sums as are necessary
to carry out the provisions of the Title.

Section 222. Separability of Provisions.—
As does Section 102 of Title I, this provision
contains the usual savings clause concerning
the validity of remaining portions of the Act
should any part of it become invalid,

Section 223. Effective Date—The Title
takes effect immediately upon enactment,
except that it does not become effective for
180 days after enactment, except for those
people whose applications for inspection are
approved. In the meantime, the voluntary
inspection and grading in effect under the
Agricultural Marketing Act is to continue in
effect.

TITLE III-—MANDATORY INSPECTION OF FISH
AND FISH PRODUCTS

Section 301. Statement of Findings and
Purpose.—In order to protect the consuming
public, avoid adverse effects on marketing of
fish, and avoid losses to fishermen and proc-
essors, it is necessary to provide for manda-
tory inspection programs for fish and fish
products, whether or not they enter into the
channels of interstate or foreign commerce.

Section 302. Definitions.—The definition
section is written to conform to the amended
definition section of Title I, with editorial
changes and definitional changes needed to
make the section apply to fish and fish
products.

(a) “Fish” is defined to mean any aquatic
animal including amphibians or part thereof
capable of use as human food.

(b) “Fish product” is defined to mean any
product capable of use as human food which
is made wholly or in part from fish or parts
thereof, except those products exempted from
the definition by the Secretary.

(¢) The terms “processed” and ‘‘process-
ing” mean the harvesting, handling, storing,
preparation, production, manufacture, pres-
ervation, packing, storing, or holding of any
fish or fish product.

(d) The term “fishing vessel” means water-
craft involved in landing and processing fish
for human consumption.

Section 303. Authorization for fish and fish
product inspection, Establishment of Task
Force.—

(a) The Secretary is authorized to develop
a comprehensive inspection program for fish
and fish products.

(b) The Secretary is authorized within
thirty days of enactment of the title to con-
vene a task force consisting of the represen-
tatives of relevant Federal agencies, the fish-
ing industry, and consumers.

(c) The Task Force will, within six
months, formulate a program providing for
the mandatory inspection of all domestic fish
and fish products. The program shall include:

%

(1) Minimum standards or requirements
for sanitation, equipment, and practices for
fishing vessels and fish processors to assure
that products are not adulterated, mis-
branded, and are suitable for human con-
sumption.

(2) Minimum standards of quality and
good manufacturing processes for processing
of fish, and for storage and handling;

(3) Continuous inspection of fish process-
ing plants, and adequate inspection of do-
mestic fishing vessels;

(4) Means for assuring that imported fish
products meet the standards and require-
ments applicable to domestic fish;

(d) The Secretary is to publish these reg-
ulations in the Federal Register not more
than six months after the date of enactment
of the Title.

Section 304. Ejffective Date for Inspection
Program.—The program shall become effec-
tive six months after the regulations are
published.

Section 305. Powers for Adminisiration and
Enforcement of the Inspection Program.—
The Secretary of Agriculture is given the
following powers:

(a) Inspection. The Secretary is authorized
to inspect fishing vessels and establishments,
and to quarantine, segregate, seize, or rein-
spect such products as he deems necessary.
Inspectors shall have access to establish-
ments and vessels.

(b) Sanitation, Facilities, and Practices.
This section is patterned after Section 204,
Title II.

(1) Official establishments and fishing ves-
sels to be inspected are required to operate
under such prattices and regulations as are
promulgated by the Secretary to prevent
adulterated or misbranded fish products.

(2) Processing, except in compliance with
the requirements of the Title, is prohibited.

(3) The Secretary shall refuse to render in-
spection service to establishments or fishing
vessels which do not meet the requirements
of the Title.

(¢) Certification. The Secretary is to issue
certificates of registration, upon application
by vessels and processors, and assurance that
standards will be maintained. After thirty
days, no person shall process fish or fish
products unless such a certificate is in effect.
The Secretary may deny certification, and
such denial shall be subject to hearing in
judicial review.

(d) (1) Withdrawal, Suspension and Re-
instatement of Certificalies—Withdrawal of
registration is permitted after the oppor-
tunity for hearing. Immediate suspension is
authorized for failure to permit access for
inspection, or failure to comply with an order
for condemnation or detention, or where im-
minent harm to the consumer might result
from continued operation in violation with
provisions of this Title, Application is per-
mitted at any time for reinstatement, and
the Secretary is authorized to grant immedi-
ate reinstatment if he finds that standards
are being met. Review of suspension is pro-
vided.

(2) The Secretary is authorized to refuse
to issue certificates of registration or to re-
voke or suspend such certificates, upon de-
termination that the applicant.or holder is
unfit to engage in business because of a)
having committed and been convicted of a
felony or more than one misdemeanor re-
lated to food or fraud in connection with
food, or b) felonies involving acts which
indicate a lack of integrity needed to con-
duct operations affecting public health.

(3) Refusal to issue a certificate of regis-
tration is to be subject to the opportunity for
hearing in judicial review.

(e) Seizure. The Secretary is authorized to
provide for sampling, detention, and rein-
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spection of fish or fish products at processing
establishments and fishing vessels, Products
found adulterated shall be immediately con-
demned and destroyed, but those which
could be made non-adulterated by reproces-
sing need not be so condemned. An appeal
procedure is also provided for.

(f) Administrative Detention. (1) Fish or
fish products found to be adulterated, mis-
branded, or not inspected and intended to be
or having been distributed in violation of
this title may be detained by representatives
of the Secretary for periods not to exceed
twenty days pending action or notification
from appropriate authorities.

(2) Products processed, sold, transported,
or otherwise distributed; capable for use as
human food and adulierated or misbranded;
or in any other way in violation of the Title
shall be liable to seizure, condemnation, un-
der procedures outlined in this Section. Pay-
ment for court costs, fees, storage and other
expenses shall be made by claimants of
products.

(3) Condemnation and seizure authority
conferred by other provisions of this Title,
or other laws is not derogated by this sub-
section.

(4) To the extent the provisions of this
Title apply, fish and fish products shall be
exempt from provisions of the Federal Food,
Drug and Cosmetic Act.

(g) Articles Not Intended for Human
Food. Inspection shall not be provided ex-
cept at vessels and establishments processing
fish for human consumption, but fish not
intended for human consumption is to be
denatured, or otherwise réndered inedible
and identified according to regulations of the
Secretary. (Sections (d), (e), (f) and (g) are
patterned after Sections 19 and 20 for Title
I, and Section 203, Title II.)

(h) Labeling, This section is like Section
205 of Title II and the amended Section 8
of Title I, with the exception of changes
needed to make it apply to fish and fish
products.

(i) Imports. This section is written gen-
erally to correspond to Section 206 of Title
IT and to the amended Section 17 of Title I,
with the exception of editorial changes
needed to make it correspond to fish and fish
products. Importation is limited to specified
ports of entry.

(j) Prohibited acts. This section is like
Section 207 of Title II and the amended Sec-
tion 9 of Title I, with the exception of edi-
torial changes needed to make it apply to
fish and fish products.

(k) Penalties. This section corresponds to
Section 208 of Title IT and the amended Sec-
tion 12 of Title I, with the exception of edi-
torial changes needed to make it correspond
to fish and fish products.

(1) Record and related requirements. This
section corresponds to Sectlon 209 of Title
II, and the amended Section 11 of Title I,
with the exception of editorial changes
needed to make it refer to fish and fish
products.

(m) Reporting of Violations. This section
corresponds to Section 210, Title II and Sec-
tion 13 of Title 1.

(n) Eremptions. (1) Retail dealers selling
fish and fish products directly to consumers
and who process fish at their stores, are
exempted from the provisions of this Title,
under such regulations and standards as
prescribed by the Secretary.

(2) Those processing fish in territories not
organized with a legislative body, solely for
distribution within that territory may also be
exempted.

(3) Products processed exclusively for use

lgldhim and'the members of his household
nonpayin uests
exempted{) ying g and employees are

(4) The adulteration and misbranding pro-
visions are applied to exempted fish and fish
products except as otherwise specified.

(5) The Secretary may suspend or ter-
minate exemptions.

(6) When exemptions are granted, the
Secretary shall keep written records show-
ing why the exemption is granted, and make
these records available for inspection.

(o) Effect on Other Laws. Provisions of
this title do not derogate from authority
given by the Federal Food, Drug and Cos-
metic Act; the Fair Packaging and Labeling
Act, and the Public Health Service Act; or
other acts,

(p) Cooperation and Ultilization of State
and Other Federal Agencies. This paragraph,
like Section 213 of Title II, and the amended
Section 5 of Title I, provides for relationships
with other federal agencies and Statée Gov-
ernments. Editorial changes are made as
needed.

(q) Exemption for Intrastale Activities.
This section also is included within the
scope of Section 213, Title II, and the
amended Section b of Title I, with necessary
editorial changes.

(r) Cost of Inspection. This Section cor-
responds to Section 214, Title II and to Sec-
tion 19 of Title I amended, adopted to fish
processing establishments and vessels.

(s) Annual Reports to Congressional Com-
mittees. This Section corresponds to Section
215, Title II, and to the amended Section 26
of Title I, with editorial changes needed to
make it correspond to fish.

(t) Court Jurisdiction; Prevention and
Restraint of Violations. This section corre-
sponds to Section 216, Title II and to Section
21 of Title I.

) (u) Additional Authority for Adiminstra-
tion and Enforcement of Title. This section
corresponds to Section 217 of Title II and to
the amended Section 22 of Title I.

Section 306. Fishery Extension Service. (a)
The Secretary is authorized to establish fish-
ery extension service within the Department
of Agriculture to attain and disseminate
practical information about commercial fish-
ing operations.

(b) The Secretary is authorized to carry
this out in the most effective manner, in-
cluding cooperation with colleges and uni-
versities, and coordination of activities with
State programs and those of the Bureau of
Commercial Fisheries.

(¢) The Extension work shall consist of
giving instruction and practical demonstra-
tions in commercial fishing, processing, mer-
keting, and disseminating information,

Section 307. Technical Assistance Grants.—

(a) The Secretary is authorized to make
technical assistance grants to help the fish-
eries industry meet the standards to be im-
posed under this Title.

(b) The Secretary is authorized to make
technical assistance grants to fishery cooper-
atives, marketing associations, and other pri-
vate agencies and organizations to imple-
ment technological improvements for dem-
onstration purposes, '

(c) Factors 1o be considered In making
grants under this section are to include the
amount of money available, the number of
applicants, the financial condition of the
applicant, and the benefits to be expected.

(d) Payments may be in advance or by
reimbursement.

{e) The services, facillties, and personnel
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of the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries may
be used, with the consent and cooperation
of the Secretary of the Interior.

Section 308. Rules and Regulations; Ap-
plicability of Title —This, like Section 220,
Title II, and Section 14 of Title I, gives the
authority to the Secretary to make necessary
rules and regulations.

Section 309. Effect on Ezxisting Federal Fish
Inspection Programs—Existing programs are
to remain in effect until .the effective date

=18

for the mandator
o y inspection program under
Section 310. Authorization for a -
ations—Sums necessary to carryf mog::;e
provisions of this Title are to be appropriated
Section 311, Separability of Provisions,—
Like Section 222, Title II and Section 102 of
Title I, this Section provides that if part of
the statute is held invalid, the provisions of
the rest of the title will remain in for~e.
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