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BY THE US. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Report To The Chairman,

Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural
Development and Related Agencies
Committee On Appropriations

United States Senate

The Department Of Agriculture’s

Animal Welfare Program

Under the Animal Welfare Act, the Department of
Agriculture inspects sites that handle certain warm-
blooded animals to ensure their humane care and
treatment. GAO obtained information in six states on
the (1) training and guidance given to Agriculture’s
inspectors, (2) frequency of inspections, and (3)
follow-up actions on deficiencies found during
inspections.

In general, inspectors received on-the-job training
and written guidance consisting of regulations setting
forth standards for the humane handling, care,
treatment, and transportation of animals. For the
3.379 sites in the six states, inspections in fiscal year
1983 occurred 1.7 times on average. Individually, the
frequency varied considerably, and many sites (829)
were not inspected during the year. Agriculture's
field offices were generally following up on de-
ficiencies noted during inspections.

The administration’s 1986 budget proposes elimi-
nation of the program. If the Congress decides to
continue the program, it should consider requiring
the Secretary of Agriculture to recover more of the
cost of the program from licensees.
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Request for copies ot GAO reports should be
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U.S. General Accounting Office

Document Handling and Information
Services Facility

P.O. Box 6015

Gaithersburg, Md. 20877

Telephone (202) 275-6241

The first five copies of individual reports are
free of charge. Additional copies of bound
audit reports are $3.25 each. Additional
copies of unbound report (i.e., letter reports)
and most other publications are $1.00 each.
There will be a 25% discount on all orders for
100 or more copies mailed to a single address.
Sales orders must be prepaid on a cash, check,
or money order basis. Check should be made
out to the “Superintendent of Documents’.




UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

RESOURCES, COMMUNITY,
AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
DIVISION

B-217624

The Honorable Thad Cochran

Chairman, Subcommittee on Agriculture,
Rural Development and Related Agencies

Committee on Appropriations

United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

As requested in your September 1, 1983, letter and subsequent
discussions with your office, this report discusses the Department
of Agriculture's Animal Welfare Program.

As arranged with your office, we are sending copies of this
report to the Director, Office of Management and Budget; appropri-
ate congressional committees and subcommittees; and the Department
of Agriculture.

J . Dexte?

é>/ Director






GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE'S
REPORT TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANIMAL WELFARE PROGRAM
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT

AND RELATED AGENCIES

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

UNITED STATES SENATE

The Animal Welfare Act (7 U.S.C. 2131 et seq.)
authorizes the Department of Agriculture
(USDA) to inspect the premises of animal deal-
ers, research facilities, exhibitors (such as
zoos and circuses), and carriers and handlers
to ensure the humane care and treatment of
animals. (See p. 1.)

Annual appropriations for the program were

about $4.9 million in fiscal years 1982-85.

Licensees paid fees of about $143,000 in fis-
cal year 1983 (the latest data available), or
about 3 percent of the funds appropriated for
the program. Fees are based on the volume of
business or number of animals held, depending
on a licensee's business. (See pp. 1 and 3.)

The Chairman of the Subcommittee on Agricul-
ture, Rural Development and Related Agencies,
Senate Committee on Appropriations, asked GAO
to study USDA's activities under the Animal
Welfare Act. As agreed with the requester's
office, GAO focused its work on obtaining in-
formation on

--the training and guidance given to USDA's
inspectors,

--how USDA schedules its inspections of
licensees and registrants and the frequency
of those inspections, and

--the follow~up action USDA takes when inspec-
tors find unsatisfactory conditions. (See

p. 3.)

In addition, GAO also obtained information on
how

--USDA officials monitor the quality of
inspections,

--inspection statistics are collected for
reporting purposes, and
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-—available funding is allocated among area
offices. (See p. 33.)

GAO reviewed animal welfare inspection activi-
ties at the Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service's area offices in California, Iowa,
Kansas, Missouri, New York, and Texas. These
offices were selected because they represented
6 of the 10 states that had the most inspec-
tions of licensees and registrants--45 percent
of the 19,473 inspections made in fiscal year
1982. (See p. 4.)

TRAINING AND WRITTEN
GUIDANCE FOR INSPECTORS

According to area office officials and inspec-
tors, the written guidance for the inspectors
comes primarily from animal welfare standards
in the Code of Federal Regulations, and the
training is through formal training courses,
on-the-job training, and periodic work con-
ferences. In recent years, on-the-job train-
ing has been the main type of training. (See
pp. 8 and 14.)

GAO reviewed the training records of 73 in-
spectors in six states and found that 57 of
them had attended formal training courses,
while the others had not. For example, 9 of
the 23 inspectors in Texas had not attended
any animal welfare training courses. However,
of those who had attended training courses, 43
had not done so in recent years. For example,
the latest training courses for the 17 inspec-
tors in Texas were given in 1979. (See

p. 8.)

In addition, GAO obtained the views of 11
regional and area office officials and 29 in-
spectors about the adequacy of the training.
About half of the officials said that the
training was not adequate, while others said
that it was adequate only because the inspec-
tors in their offices were experienced.
Twenty-one of the 29 inspectors said that
their training was adequate but 8 of these
expressed reservations. For example, three
inspectors said that the training was adequate
because they already had experience working
with animals and three others said that they
still wanted more. (See p. 16.)
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GAO also obtained comments from 7 regional and
area office officials and 19 inspectors about
the adequacy of guidance provided. Fifteen of
these officials and inspectors said that the
written guidance was not adequate, the most
common reason being that the standards are too
broad and require a great deal of interpreta-
tion. Of the 11 officials and inspectors who
believed that the guidance was adequate, 6
said, however, that the standards were broad
and required a great deal of judgment. (See
p. 16.)

FREQUENCY OF INSPECTIONS

The Service does not have a formal system for
scheduling inspection visits. However, program
personnel GAO interviewed and planning docu-
ments stated that a desired level for an effec-
tive program was 4 inspections per year. The
inspectors are required to reinspect sites with
major deficiencies (those that would usually
constitute a health or safety hazard to the
animals involved, such as animals in obvious
need of veterinary care or enclosures in an
advanced state of structural disrepair) to
determine corrective action taken. The inspec-
tors also receive general guidance as to how
often sites can be inspected with available
funds. The inspectors told GAO that they
schedule visits based on their judgment and
knowledge of the sites, generally planning to
make more frequent visits to sites that have
problems. (See pp. 21 and 24.)

GAO found that the 3,379 sites in the six
states were inspected, on average, 1.7 times
during fiscal year 1983. However, the average
frequencies in each of the six states visited
varied greatly, from a low of 0.7 in California
and New York, to a high of 2.4 in Iowa and
Kansas., (See p. 20 and app. I.)

Many sites were not inspected at all during
fiscal year 1983--51.7 percent in California,
48.7 percent in New York, 22.0 percent in
Missouri, 13.0 percent in Texas, 10.0 percent
in Iowa, and 6.4 percent in Kansas. The
California area office officials said that the
office did not obtain sufficient funds to do
more inspections. Officials of the New York
area office also said that the office did not
have enough inspectors to make more
inspections. (See p. 22.)
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FOLLOW-UP ON DEFICIENCIES

The Inspection Service's policy requires that
deadlines be set for correcting major deficien-
cies found and that reinspections be made with-
in 30 days after the deadline date. If the
deficiencies have not been corrected at the
time of reinspection and the deadlines have not
been extended, the area offices are to prepare
apparent violation cases that are sent to Serv-
ice headquarters. Headquarters reviews the
cases and either sends a letter of warning,
takes no action for reasons such as lack of
evidence, or forwards the case to the Depart-
ment's Office of General Counsel with a recom-
mendation for prosecution. (See p. 27.)

The inspection reports reviewed by GAO included
114 sites where major deficiencies were found
during inspections. GAO found that the Inspec-
tion Service's offices generally complied with
the Service's policy and met the time frame
goals for the various steps in the process.
There were three sites, however, where deadline
dates were not established, eight sites where
required reinspections were not made within 30
days of the deadline date, three sites where
reinspections were not made at all, and three
sites where the area offices did not prepare
apparent violation cases when uncorrected
deficiencies were found during a reinspection.
(See p. 29 and app. IV.)

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION
BY THE CONGRESS

Officials told GAO that the funding level for
the Animal Welfare Program has affected the
extent of training given to inspectors and the
frequency of inspections of regulated sites.
Agriculture proposed for fiscal years 1983,
1984, and 1985 that funding for inspections be
reduced or eliminated and that nonfederal
(state, local, and private) entities take on
more responsibility for enforcing animal
welfare regulations. The Congress, however,
has continued to fund the program at about the
same level as in prior years. The President's
fiscal year 1986 budget proposes elimination of
the program.

The ultimate decisions as to the extent of the
federal role in animal welfare enforcement and
the appropriate level of funding for the fed-

eral role will have to be made by the Congress.
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If the Congress decides to continue funding the
program, it should consider requiring the
Secretary of Agriculture to recover more of

the cost of the program from licensees. (See
p. 33.)

OTHER PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
MATTERS

GAO noted, during its review, some additional
matters affecting the program. These relate to

(1) how USDA officials monitor the quality of

inspections, (2) inspection statistics col-
lected for reporting purposes, and (3) how
available funding is allocated among area
offices. Although GAO did not examine these
matters in depth, it is presenting the infor-
mation since these topics should be useful in
future assessments of the program.

Monitoring inspection quality

The Health Inspection Service has assigned re-
sponsibility for overseeing the quality of in-
spections to designated area office personnel
but has not specified a system or procedure for
carrying out this responsibility. Two of the
six area offices GAO visited had programs to
monitor inspection quality that were also used
to provide on-the-job training to inspectors.
The quality of inspections in a third area
office was monitored by a regional office under
a program that also combined monitoring with
on-the-job training. The other three area
offices did not have programs for monitoring
inspection quality. (See p. 34.)

Inconsistent reporting of inspections

Area offices collect inspection statistics and
submit them to Service headquarters for its use
in management activities and the Service's
annual report to the Congress. The area of-
fices computed inspection results in different
ways, making the results not comparable. GAO
also noted that the reported statistics did not
agree with the number of inspections shown in
the area office records. For example, the
California area office reporte. that it had
made a total of 624 inspections for fiscal year
1983, which was 24 percent more than the
numbers shown in the office's inspection
records. (See p. 38.)



Funding of inspection activities

The Service restricted animal welfare inspec-
tions during much of fiscal year 1983 because
it believed some available funds might have to
be used in some of its other programs. When
additional funds were released in June, it was
too late in the fiscal year to use all of them
to conduct animal welfare inspections. The way
in which the Inspection Service allocated 1983
funds among its area offices--based on 1982
work levels rather than making adjustments for
estimated current potential workloads and
severity of expected problems--contributed to
the differences in inspection frequencies among
the area offices. (See p. 41.)

AGENCY COMMENTS

In commenting on this report, USDA said that
the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
generally agreed with GAO's findings. It said
that the source of the problems GAO identified
and their eventual resolution are directly re-
lated to organizational structure and lines of
communication. USDA said that the program was
reorganized just prior to GAO's work, and it
is confident that many of the problems that
existed during GAO's work have been or are
being resolved. 1In general, the actions cited
by USDA address the concerns raised by GAO in
its review of this program. (See pp. 18, 25,
32, and 43.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Under the Animal Welfare Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 2131 et
seq.), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) administers a
program to ensure the humane care and treatment of certain warm-
blooded animals. Provisions of the act apply to live or dead ani-
mals used or intended for use for research, testing, experiments,
exhibition, or as a pet. The act applies to all dogs, including
those used for hunting, security, and breeding purposes. The act
excludes some animals such as horses not used for research pur-
poses and other farm animals used or intended for use as food or

fiber.]!

To protect the animals, the act directs USDA to inspect
facilities where the animals are kept or are temporarily handled.
Research facilities, dealers, exhibitors (such as circuses and
zoos), carriers (such as airlines and railroads), and intermediate
handlers (entities that receive custody of animals in connection
with their transportation) generally are subject to USDA regula-
tions and inspections. 1In addition, dealers must be licensed by
and research facilities, carriers, and intermediate handlers must
register with the Secretary of Agriculture. Most exhibitors are
required to be licensed, but some have the option of registering
instead. The act authorized civil or criminal penalties for those
who violate any provisions of the act.

USDA'S ANIMAL WELFARE PROGRAM

USDA has issued regulations setting forth the standards for
the humane handling, care, treatment, and transportation of ani-
mals covered by the program. Separate standards are provided for
dogs and cats, guinea pigs and hamsters, rabbits, nonhuman pri-
mates (any nonhuman members of the highest order of mammals, such
as monkeys and apes), marine mammals, and other warm-blooded ani-
mals. Each of the standards covers three main types of require-
ments: (1) facilities and operations (covering such things as
waste disposal, ventilation, lighting, shelter, and space require-
ments), (2) animal health and husbandry (covering such things as
feeding, watering, sanitation, and veterinary care), and (3)
transportation (covering such things as construction of primary
enclosures, food and water requirements, and care in transit).

USDA approves an application for a license after it deter-
mines that the applicant's premises, facilities, and equipment
comply with the standards and the applicant has paid the pre-
scribed annual fee. The annual fee for dealers ranges from $5 to

1UsSDA regulations (9 C.F.R. 1.1(n)) also exclude birds, rats, and
mice.



$500, depending on volume of business. The annual fee for exhibi-
tors ranges from $5 to $100, depending on the number of animals
held. Licenses remain valid until terminated voluntarily by the
licensee, revoked or suspended by USDA, or canceled automatically
for failure to pay the annual fee or to file an annual report
showing the licensee's volume of business or number of animals
held, as appropriate. USDA collected about $143,000 in fees in
fiscal year 1983 (the latest available data).

Research facilities, carriers, intermediate handlers, and
certain exhibitors not required to be licensed must register with
USDA. Registrations continue in effect until facilities are dis-
banded or merged with another registrant. Federal agencies do not
have to register as research facilities, but they are required to
follow USDA's standards.

The following table shows the number of active licensees and
registrants for fiscal years 1981-83.

Fiscal year

Type 1981 1982 1983
Research facilities 1,169 1,113 1,166
Dealers 3,664 3,439 3,490
Exhibitors 1,298 1,343 1,367
Carriers 115 124 125
Intermediate handlers 197 215 221

Total 6,443 §s§§4 6,369

USDA enforces the act by making unannounced inspections,
called compliance inspections, at licensees' and registrants' pre-
mises to determine whether they are complying with regulations and
standards. USDA also inspects facilities before issuing licenses,
investigates public complaints about conditions at licensed or
registered establishments, and investigates entities that may be
subject to regqulation to determine whether they should be licensed

or registered.

The USDA organization that administers the Animal Welfare
Program is Veterinary Services of the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS). Veterinary Services has five regional
offices located in Scotia, New York; Tampa, Florida; Englewood,
Colorado; Fort Worth, Texas; and Reno, Nevada; and area offices in
most states.

APHIS' Veterinary Services is responsible for 19 animal
health and disease programs, of which animal welfare is only a
small part. For example, the $4.9 million appropriated for animal
welfare in fiscal year 1983 represented 2.8 percent of the $174.7
million appropriated for APHIS' animal health programs. According



to USDA, the APHIS personnel who make the animal welfare inspec-
tions perform many other duties as well and only spend about 6
percent of their total time on animal welfare inspections.

FUNDING FOR ANIMAL WELFARE

The appropriations for the Animal Welfare Program for fiscal
years 1981 through 1985 were as follows:

Fiscal year Amount

(millions)

1981 $4.541
1982 4.882
1983 4.865
1984 4.865
1985 4.865

For fiscal years 1983 and 1984, USDA requested funding of
$1.5 million and $1.6 million, respectively, and proposed to elim-
inate routine inspections of dealers, research facilities, exhib-
itors, and carriers. USDA's stated rationale for eliminating
inspections was that it believed the states, industry groups,
humane societies, and individuals should be responsible for the
primary enforcement of animal welfare requlations.,

USDA again proposed in its fiscal year 1985 budget request
that the Animal Welfare Program be reduced, although the reduction
would be smaller than those proposed for 1983 and 1984. USDA
asked for $3.7 million, a reduction of about $1.2 million from the
1984 level. This reduction would have been achieved by reducing
the frequency of routine inspections, under the rationale that
states, industry groups, and humane societies should take on
qreater responsibility for enforcing animal welfare regulations.
As shown by the amounts appropriated, the Congress has not
accepted USDA's proposed reductions in routine inspections.

USDA's budget for fiscal year 1986 proposes that the Animal
Welfare Program be eliminated. USDA said that, given current
fiscal restraints, it must concentrate its limited resources in
areas that will protect agriculture from pests and diseases.

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

The Chairman of the Subcommittee on Agriculture and Related
Agencies, Senate Committee on Appropriations, asked us to conduct
a study of USDA's activities under the Animal Welfare Act. As
agreed with the requester's office, we focused our work on
obtaining information on

--the instructions and training given to USDA inspectors,



~--how USDA schedules its inspections of licensees and regis-
trants and selects locations to be visited and the fre-
quency of inspections, and

--the follow-up action USDA takes when its inspectors find an
unsatisfactory condition.

Evaluating the adequacy of instructions and training for any
group of employees is always a difficult task that requires sub-
jective judgments. Because USDA has not established criteria that
set out the amount and type of instruction and training that would
be considered as adequate for animal welfare inspectors, we were
not able to reach conclusions as to the adequacy of instructions
and training. Also, while neither the Animal Welfare Act nor USDA
has specified a required inspection frequency, we did obtain
information from APHIS' internal planning documents and APHIS'
inspection personnel on what may be considered to be a desired
frequency of inspections (see ch. 3). We have no criteria, how-
ever, for assessing the validity of these desired frequencies.
Therefore, we did not reach any conclusions as to the adequacy of
APHIS' actual inspection frequency.

In addition, we also obtained information on (1) how USDA
officials monitor the quality of inspections, (2) the inspection
statistics reported by APHIS area offices, and (3) how available
funding is allocated among the area offices. We did not evaluate
USDA's decisions in these areas, because it was beyond the scope
of our work. However, we are presenting the information we
obtained for the Congress' and APHIS' use in future program
assessments.

We reviewed the Animal Welfare Act, USDA's regulations, and
APHIS documents and records on its inspection activities and
interviewed APHIS officials and inspectors. We did most of our
work at six APHIS area offices in Sacramento, California; Des
Moines, Iowa; Topeka, Kansas; Jefferson City, Missouri; Albany,
New York; and Austin, Texas. We selected these six offices, each
of which covers an entire state, because the six states covered by
them were among the 10 states that had the most compliance inspec-
tions and active licensees and registrants during fiscal year 1982
(the most current data available when we planned our review).
Kansas, Missouri, Texas, and Iowa were the four top states in
number of inspections while California and New York were the two
states that had the highest number of research facilities. These
six states made up 44.7 percent of the 19,473 compliance inspec-
tions made in fiscal year 1982 and contained 40.8 percent of the
active licensees and registrants during that year.

We also examined records and interviewed officials at USDA
headquarters in Washington, D.C., and APHIS headquarters in
Hyattsville, Maryland. We interviewed officials of the following
APHIS regional offices: Scotia, New York; Fort Worth, Texas;
Englewood, Colorado; and Reno, Nevada. Our examination of records



and interviews with APHIS personnel covered the training and guid-
ance given to inspectors, monitoring of inspection results, sched-
uling of inspections and their frequency, reasons for not inspect-
ing some facilities, impact of funding allocations, actions taken
to correct identified deficiencies at licensees and registrants,
and general program administration.

At each of the six area offices, we obtained a list of all
facilities that were licensed or registered at any time between
July 1, 1982, and September 30, 1983. We calculated, or had the
area office calculate, the number of times each site (some 1li-
censed or registered facilities have more than one site) was actu-
ally inspected during the period. We also tested the accuracy of
the data where the area office prepared the calculation. We used
fiscal year 1983 as the period for which we compiled data on the
frequency of inspections for each site. We used a July 1, 1982,
to June 30, 1983, period for our work on APHIS' follow-up actions
on deficiencies to minimize the possibility of selecting inspec-
tions that were too recent for APHIS to have completed its
follow-up actions.

We reviewed a random sample of inspection reports to deter-
mine what follow-up actions APHIS took on deficiencies identified
during inspections. The universe from which we drew our sample
was the list of all sites in the six area offices that had been
inspected between July 1, 1982, and June 30, 1983. We drew a
sample of 100 sites in each office--600 sites in total. We re-
viewed all inspection reports for the selected sites during the
period to identify site inspections where deficiencies were found
and determine what corrective actions were reported on follow-up
inspections.

We determined what further actions had been taken by the area
offices for the selected sites where reinspections showed that
prior deficiencies had not been corrected. We also reviewed the
actions taken by APHIS and USDA headquarters on cases that were
referred to headquarters by the area offices when they determined
that an apparent violation existed because of failure to correct
deficiencies. Because relatively few apparent violation cases
existed in our 600~site sample, we also reviewed apparent viola-
tion cases submitted by the six area offices and cases that had
violation dates during the period but were submitted later to have
a more adequate number of cases for our work at APHIS and USDA
headquarters.

In addition, we accompanied inspectors on regular inspections
of three dealers, one research facility, and one exhibitor in
three states to familiarize ourselves with the types of facilities
inspected and with APHIS' inspection procedures. We did not eval-
uate the adequacy of these particular inspections.

Because our work covered program operations in six states,
our information on training, inspection frequency, and follow up



of deficiencies is not statistically projectable nationwide. The
six states covered in our review, however, make up a large portion
(almost 50 percent) of the program's total inspection activity.

In discussing the results of our work with APHIS' Assistant Direc-
tor, Animal Health Programs, Veterinary Services; Technical Direc-
tor, Animal Health Programs, Veterinary Services; and Interstate
Inspection and Compliance Staff Director, Veterinary Services,
they agreed that our observations and information on program ad-
ministration and funding allocations are typical of the remaining
states and have programwide applications.

Except as noted above, we did our work in accordance with
generally accepted government auditing standards and coordinated
our work with USDA's Office of the Inspector General.



CHAPTER 2

TRAINING AND WRITTEN GUIDANCE FOR INSPECTORS

Regional and area offices since fiscal year 1981 have been
responsible for inspector training. The primary method of train-
ing provided by these offices is on-the-job training. We found
that the extent of training varied considerably among the six area
offices we visited.

With respect to written guidance, the inspectors are given
the regulations setting forth the standards for the humane han-
dling, care, treatment, and transportation of animals as a guide
in conducting inspections of facilities. 1In addition, APHIS has
supplemented the regulations with memorandums providing further
guidance on selected aspects of the inspection program.

Regional and area office officials had mixed views on the
adequacy of the training and guidance given to inspectors. On the
other hand, most of the inspectors we interviewed said that their
training had been adequate while they had mixed views on the
adequacy of guidance received.

ANIMAL WELFARE INSPECTION STAFF

APHIS' Veterinary Services area offices have two types of
personnel who perform animal welfare inspections. Veterinary
medical officers generally inspect research facilities, zoos, and
other large exhibitors. Animal health technicians inspect the
other types of regulated facilities. These technicians usually
work under the supervision of veterinary medical officers.

The following table shows the number of inspectors who worked
on the Animal Welfare Program and their percentage of time spent
on animal welfare inspections (based on our analysis of the area
offices' reports on work performed) during fiscal year 1983 for
the six area offices we reviewed.

Number of inspectors

Veterinary Animal Percent of time on
medical health animal welfare
Area office officers technicians Total inspections
California 114 14 25 5.7
Iowa 6 8 14 17.9
Kansas 9 8 17 25.9
Missouri 9 11 20 9.4
New York 4 3b 7 1.1
Texas 11 6 17 10.7

A0ne of these veterinary medical officers left in February 1983
and another started in April 1983.

bone of these technicians was promoted in June 1983 to another
position that does not involve animal welfare.



TRAINING GIVEN TO INSPECTORS

APHIS has no policy setting forth the amount and types of
training that animal welfare inspectors should receive. According
to area office officials and inspectors, training is provided to
inspectors by means of formal training courses, on-the-job train-
ing, and periodic work conferences. 1In recent years, on-the-job
training has been the primary type of training for inspectors.

During fiscal year 1981, APHIS decided that, as part of
actions taken to cope with bhudget limitations in a number of its
programs, the emphasis on training activities would be at the
regional and area levels. Previously, APHIS headquarters had run
the formal training courses for inspectors. The following table
shows the reported staff days spent on formal animal welfare
training during fiscal years 1981 through 1983 for the six area
offices we reviewed.

Total staff days charged to Staff days per

training for fiscal year inspector in
Area office 1981 1982 1983 fiscal year 1983
Celifornia 5.0 10.0 13.8 0.6
Iowa 30.9 53.0 2.54 0.2
Kansas 34.4 20.0 0 0
Missouri 24.5 43.3 0 0
New York 3.6 0 15.0 2.1
Texas 22.0 0 8.0 0.5

AThe training time reported by the Iowa area office may be
understated. An area office memorandum indicates that 6 staff
days may have been spent on training. The area veterinarian-in-
charge could not readily explain the discrepancy. 1If 6 days is
the correct amount, the staff days per inspector would be 0.4.

Our work at the six area offices showed that 57 of the 73
inspectors for whom we obtained training information had attended
formal animal welfare training courses, but we noted that a number
of inspectors had never attended any animal welfare courses. For
example, 9 of the 25 inspectors in California and 6 of the 17
inspectors in Texas had never attended any formal animal welfare
training courses. Also, 43 of the inspectors who had attended
formal training courses had not done so in recent years. For
example, only 1 of the 17 inspectors in Kansas had attended any
animal welfare courses since 1980, and none of the inspectors in
Texas had attended any animal welfare courses since 1979.

The inspectors in all six offices generally received on-the-
job training when they first started working on animal welfare and
have also been provided with subsequent on-the-job training. 1In
addition, five of the six area offices include discussions of ani-
mal welfare topics at periodic work conferences, although Califor-
nia had only held one such conference since 1981. The Texas area
office holds work conferences but does not use them to provide
training.



The following discusses inspector training in the locations
we visited.

California

The California area veterinarian-in-charge told us that APHIS
headgquarters has not provided formal training since 1980 and APHIS
asked reaional and area offices to set up training courses. How-
ever, he said that the area office did not receive funds for such
training and therefore has not provided formal training for its
inspectors. In March 1981 the Western regional office notified
area veterinarians-in-charge that annual training seminars should
be conducted for all employees having animal care responsibili-
ties. The region said that this training could be held during
area work conferences. 1In April 1983, the California area office
held a 2-day work conference--1 day was devoted to animal welfare.
The topics covered during the animal welfare part of the confer-
ence included reporting on inspections, initiating and documenting
alleged violation actions, transportation standards, enforcement
policy, work priorities, and a film on research facility inspec-
tions. According to the area veterinarian-in-charge, this was the
first area work conference since he came to the area office in
March 1981. He also noted that some of the inspectors were not
able to attend the conference.

During 1983 the regional animal care specialist provided ani-
mal welfare training to eight veterinary medical officers and one
animal health technician. The training generally included 2 days
of classroom training plus on-the-job training.

The area veterinarian-in-charge said that on-the-job training
briefs new employees on the requirements of the Animal Welfare act
and regulations and shows them how to conduct inspections. He
said that an experienced inspector works with the new employees on
several inspections. According to the area veterinarian-in-
charge, limited on-the-job training is periodically given to ex-
perienced inspectors--the regional animal care specialist provides
this training for the veterinary medical officers while compliance
officers train the animal health technicians.

The area office keeps records that show the training given to
each employee. These records do not show, however, attendance at
the area work conferences or on-the-job training. These records
show that nine inspectors--two veterinary medical officers and
seven animal health technicians--had never received any formal
animal welfare training, including one animal health technician
who was hired in 1958. Of the six inspectors hired in fiscal year
1980 or later for whom training records were available, two animal
health technicians and two veterinary medical officers had re-
ceived no formal training; two veterinary medical officers re-
ceived training from the regional animal care specialist in 1983.

We interviewed two veterinary medical officers and three ani-
mal health technicians about the extent of their on-the-job train-
ing. One of the veterinary medical officers said he has received



no on-the-job training since the training he received when he
first started in 1978. The other officer said that he has been
visited twice by the regional animal care specialist to review and
discuss his inspections. He said that he spends 2 to 5 days a
year giving on-the-job training to two animal health technicians.
Of the three technicians we interviewed, one said that he had re-
ceived a day of on-the-job training from a compliance officer in
the spring of 1983, the only such training since 1979; another
said that he received on-the-job training from compliance officers
3 times in recent years; the third said that he receives on-the-
job training 1 to 3 times a year but that each time it was at his
request because he had encountered a problem situation.

Jowa

According to the area veterinarian-in-charge, the North
Central regional office conducted formal training sessions in June
1982. Guest speakers from APHIS headquarters, various types of
regulated facilities, and humane societies discussed animal wel-
fare issues and concerns. In addition, he said that the regional
animal care specialist has provided on-the-job training for new
staff members and supplemental training for other staff members.
The area veterinarian-in-charge said that all new employees are
initially assiganed to work with a senior veterinary medical
officer or animal health technician for 2 weeks. At that time the
employees accompany the senior inspector on inspections to learn
how to conduct proper inspections.

The area veterinarian-in-charge noted that the inspectors’
on-the-job training was supplemented by frequent work conferences
that cover all APHIS programs, including animal welfare. During
our work at the Iowa area office, we observed one of the area
office's periodic work conferences. Topics discussed during the
conference, which was attended by the entire area office, included
current animal welfare issues and the need for complete reporting
on inspection results.

We interviewed 5 of the 14 animal welfare inspectors in
Iowa--two veterinary medical officers and three animal health
technicians. Each of the five inspectors said that they had
attended formal training courses within the last few years--two in
1982 and the other three in 1980 or 1981. Training records show
that the 1982 course was a 3-day course conducted by the regional
office in June 1982. Each of the inspectors also said that they
had received 1 or 2 days of on-the~job training from the regional
animal care specialist during which the specialist accompanied
them on inspections and provided feedback and guidance. Three of
the inspectors received this training from the animal care spe-
cialist in 1983, while the other two received it in 1981. One of
the technicians also said that his supervising veterinary medical
officer accompanies him on a full day of inspections once or twice
a year to review his performance and provide guidance.
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Kansas

The area veterinarian-in-charge said that most of the area
office's inspectors had attended at least one training course, but
he said there has been a considerable drop in formal training
courses during the last 4 years. He also said that the area
office used to hold periodic work conferences that included
refresher material on animal welfare but that these conferences
have not been held in the last 2 years because of budget restric-
tions, The assistant area veterinarian-in-charge said that annual
work conferences are held in each section (the area under the
jurisdiction of a veterinary medical officer) to review animal
welfare issues with the medical officer and the animal health
technicians reporting to her/him,

The area office records show that only cne current inspector,
an animal health technician, has attended a training course since
1980. This was a 3-day course at the North Central regional
office in June 1982.

The area veterinarian-in-charge said that the area office has
a program of oversight inspections on a spot-check basis to assure
uniformity among inspectors. The assistant veterinarian-in-charge
explained that someone either accompanies the regular inspector on
an inspection to review the inspector's work or else makes an
independent reinspection to compare results. The assistant said
that .specialized on-the-job training is then provided if the
inspector appears to interpret regulations differently from other
inspectors. According to the assistant veterinarian-in-charge, he
or a compliance officer reviews or reinspects sites inspected by
veterinary medical officers, while veterinary medical officers
review or reinspect sites inspected by animal health technicians.
The two area office compliance officers who work on animal welfare
told us that they have not made any oversight inspections since
mid-1982.

We interviewed 5 of the 17 animal welfare inspectors in
Kansas-~two veterinary medical officers and three animal health
technicians. FEach of the five inspectors has worked on animal
welfare since at least 1977, and they all said that they had
attended formal training courses in the past. Area office train-
ing records show that the latest formal courses each of the five
had attended were in 1979, and they all confirmed that they had
not attended any later courses. In addition, each of the five
said that they had attended area work conferences. The four who
cited the freguency of these conferences said they used to be held
twice a year.

All five inspectors said that they had received on-the-job
training when they started working on animal welfare inspections
by going on inspections with an experienced inspector. They also
said that, from time to time, they are accompanied on inspection
visits or have their sites reinspected by the assistant area
veterinarian-in-charge, a veterinary medical officer, or a compli-
ance officer who provides guidance to them. The two veterinary
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medical officers interviewed also said that they are responsible
for making quarterly independent reinspections of five sites that
have been inspected by the two animal health technicians each

officer supervises.

Missouri

The area veterinarian-in-charge said that all inspectors have
received at least 1 week of training, either formal or on the job.
He said that during the past 2 or 3 years it has become increas-
ingly difficult for animal welfare personnel to receive training
because funds have not been available. This lack of recent formal
training had forced the area office to ask the regional animal
care specialist to visit Missouri to provide more on-the-job
training. He noted that three-quarters of the animal welfare per-
sonnel in Missouri have asked for more formal training courses.

He also said that the area office holds work conferences once or
twice a year, based on the availability of funds, at which about 4
hours are devoted to discussing animal welfare issues.

We interviewed 5 of the 20 animal welfare inspectors in
Missouri--two veterinary medical officers and three animal health
technicians. Four inspectors had received formal animal welfare
training; the latest such training for three of them was in 1979,
while the fourth attended a 3-day course at the North Central
Regional Office in June 1982, One animal health technician, who
started work in 1980, has never attended any formal animal welfare
courses. All five inspectors said that they had received on-the-
job training, generally lasting about 2 weeks, when they started
work, during which time they went on inspections with another
inspector and received guidance and instructions. They all said
also that the regional animal care specialist had provided subse-
quent on-the-job training by accompanying them on inspections and
providing feedback and guidance.

The five inspectors said that they attended periodic area
work conferences (four cited a frequency of once or twice a year)
and that these conferences included discussion on animal welfare
topics such as current issues, inspection procedures, problems
with inspection reports, funding, and inspection frequencies.
Four inspectors said that they attended periodic section meetings
with the area veterinarian-in-charge or the assistant (who is the
animal care coordinator) to discuss matters of concern on animal
welfare.

New York

The Director of the Northern regional office told us that the
regional office provides formal training for the animal welfare
staff. He, the area veterinarian-in-charge, and other regional
and area officials, said that the regional and area offices have
had difficulty in scheduling training primarily because of funding
constraints. They said that the only formal training in fiscal
year 1983 was an August 1983 course moderated by the regional
animal care specialist. The course emphasized marine mammals
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because they had never been addressed in past training. The 5-day
course covered a number of topics, such as the outlook for the
animal welfare program, how to make an inspection, regulations,
marine mammals, and alleged violations and deficiencies. The
course included a talk by a humane society representative and a
field trip to a city zoo. Two veterinary medical officers from
the New York area office attended the course.

The area veterinarian-in-charge said that the area office
provides on-the-job training to new employees by having them
accompany inspectors on inspections. He also said that some cur-
rent animal welfare topics are discussed at annual work confer-
ences. According to the regional and area officials, the regional
animal care specialist provides on-the-job training to inspectors
by accompanying them on inspections, providing them with feedback
on their performance, and giving them guidance. Reports prepared
by the regional animal care specialist show that she accompanied
inspectors on inspections and provided feedback and guidance in
October and December 1981 and January, February, and October 1982,

We interviewed four of the six current animal welfare inspec-
tors in New York--three veterinary medical officers and one animal
health technician. Two of the veterinary medical officers had
attended the regional course in 1983, mentioned above, while the
other two inspectors had their most recent formal training in
1979. The animal health technician and two of the three veteri-
nary medical officers said that they had received about 2 weeks of
on-the-job training when they first started working on animal wel-
fare by going on inspections with experienced inspectors to learn
how to make inspections.

Texas

The animal care coordinator (assistant area veterinarian-in-
charge) said that there is currently no formal training program at
the national or regional level because of budget cuts. He said
that the area office does not conduct its own formal training
because of the great distances in the state and the small number
of inspections per inspector and that the last courses or seminars
in the area office were in 1979, Area office training records
show that six (three veterinary medical officers and three animal
health technicians) of the 17 inspectors in Texas have never re-
ceived formal animal welfare training. All six have been employed
by APHIS since 1979 or earlier. The remaining 11 inspectors re-
ceived formal training in 1979, and six of these had earlier
training as well.

The animal care coordinator said that the only training being
given to inspectors now is on-the-job training. He said that all
inspectors had been given such training soon after starting work
on animal welfare by working with experienced inspectors. He said
that the area office's ongoing on-the-job training is primarily
provided by a compliance officer and the regional animal care
specialist, but that there is no set schedule for such training.
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According to the animal care coordinator, the compliance officer
has spent 1 or 2 days with each animal health technician and the
regional animal care specialist has provided training to all
veterinary medical officers at one time or another. The coordina-
tor also said that veterinary medical officers are expected to
provide on-the-job training to animal health technicians to the
extent they believe necessary.

The animal care coordinator said that the area office holds
work conferences once every year or two, but he does not view
these conferences as being part of the training program. He said
that these conferences are really more like staff meetings, and
there is too little timeé to do any training or review techniques
and procedures. He also noted that the animal health technicians
do not always attend the work conferences.

We interviewed 5 of the 17 animal welfare inspectors in
Texas--two veterinary medical officers and three animal health
technicians. One animal health technician told us that he had not
received any formal training since he started working as an animal
welfare inspector. He said that when he started he was given a
package of written materials on animal welfare and was told to
start making inspections. The area office's training records,
however, show that he attended a 2-day animal welfare course in
april 1979. This technician said that he does receive on-the-job
training from a compliance officer who accompanies him on inspec-
tions and reviews inspection procedures with him. Of the other
two technicians, one said that his only formal training had been
the course in April 1979, while the other said that he had started
working on animal welfare in August 1980 but had never attended
any training courses, which agreed with training shown in the area
office's records. Both of the technicians said that they receive
on-the-job training. One said that the compliance officer accom-
panies him on inspections 2 or 3 times a guarter to help improve
his inspection technique and understanding. He also said that the
compliance officer and the regional animal care specialist often
reinspect facilities the technician has inspected to compare re-
sults. The other technician said that a veterinary medical
officer and a compliance officer give him on-the-job training.

One of the veterinary medical officers said that his training
has involved studying the Animal Welfare Act and written policies
and procedures. Area office training records show that he
attended a 5-day training course in December 1975 and a 2-day
course in April 1979. The other veterinary medical officer also
attended the April 1979 course. He said that most of the training
being received by inspectors is on-the-job training.

WRITTEN GUIDANCE

According to area office officials and inspectors, the pri-
mary written guidance for implementing the animal welfare program
is the standards in the Code of Federal Requlations for the humane
handling, care, treatment, and transportation of animals. APHIS
headquarters, regional offices, and area offices have also issued
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memorandums providing additional guidance on certain aspects of
the program,

Animal welfare standards

The APHIS forms used to record inspection results are set up
so that the inspector can show whether conditions were adequate or
deficient for each of the animal welfare standards for each type
of animal. The forms show the section numbers in the regulations
that contain each of the standards. As discussed earlier, there
are separate sets of standards for each of the following kinds of
animals: (1) dogs and cats, (2) guinea pigs and hamsters, (3)
rabbits, (4) nonhuman primates, (5) marine mammals (such as por-
poises, dolphins, whales, seals, and polar bears), and (6) other
warm-blooded animals (referred to as "other" animals in the rest
of this report). The standards are divided into three main cate-
gories: facilities and operating, animal health and husbandry,
and transportation., Carriers and intermediate handlers are sub-
ject only to the standards on transportation.

The facilities and operating standards cover such things as
water and electric power, washrooms and sinks for caretakers,
heating, ventilation, lighting, and protecting the animals from
sunlight, rain or snow, and cold weather. The animal health and
husbandry standards cover requirements for such things as feeding,
watering, and veterinary care. The transportation standards cover
requirements such as sizes of cages used to transport animals and
maximum times before scheduled departure for accepting animals for
shipment. A more detailed summary of the standards which cover
the conditions inspectors must look for is shown in appendix III.

Other written guidance

APHIS Veterinary Services headquarters has issued a series of
memorandums that discuss topics such as the assignment of respon-
sibilities and accountability for program enforcement, the desig-
nation and duties of the animal care coordinator, and procedures
for handling license applications and fees. Four of these memo-
randums contain specific gquidance on making inspections, while two
others contain guidance on handlina deficiencies found.

Three memorandums, issued in 1981 and 1982, provide guidance
on inspections of research facilities, exhibitors, and common car-
riers and intermediate handlers. The memorandums outline the pro-
cedures to be followed when making inspections and contain a
summary list of the standards the inspectors are to cover. A
fourth memorandum issued in February 1975 clarified and explained
the standards on veterinary care. Procedures for reporting and
following up on deficiencies found are contained in an August 1980
memorandum, as revised by an April 1981 notice. Separate proce-
dures for handling violations by common carriers and intermediate
handlers are set forth in a June 1980 memorandum.

The regional and area offices have supplemented the head-
quarters memorandums with other memorandums on such topics as
specific aspects of the standards and handling deficiencies.
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APHIS ig working on a manual to be uged bv animal walfare
-~ o~ L= ¥ N W O N i e N WA ”1 AL AIEA M v ..

inspectors. The proposed manual is being developed by a regional
animal care specialist in Reno, who said that the purpose of the
manual will be to have all animal welfare information and guidance
in one source. The draft preface states that the manual will
include examples of how to properly complete inspection reports;
guidelines on proper inspection procedures; and simplified expla-
nations of definitions, regulations, and standards. APHIS'
Assistant Director, Animal Health Programs, told us that the
manual will reflect current APHIS policy.

OPINIONS OF APHIS ANIMAL WELFARE

PERSONNEL ON ADEQUACY OF TRAINING

Loty s LN VAl atd NJIN W E RN

AND GUIDANCE

We interviewed 3 regional animal care specialists, 8 area
veterinarians-in-charge or assistant area veterinarians-in-~charge
(animal care coordinators), and 29 of the 99 inspectors (13 of the
50 veterinary medical officers and 16 of the 49 animal health
technicians) in the six area offices reviewed to obtain their
opinions on the adequacy of training and/or written guidance pro-
vided to inspectors. Of the officials who expressed such opin-
ions, about half said that the training was not adequate, while
others said that it was adequate only because the inspectors in
their offices had so much experience. Of the inspectors who
offered their opinion, most said their training was adequate.
About half of the officials and inspectors said that the written
guidance was not adeauate.

One regional animal care specialist did not comment on train-
ing, while the other two said that the training is not adequate.
One specialist said that there was effective training before APHIS
headquarters delegated training responsibility but there are not
enough funds for effective training now. She said that program-
wide training is of better quality than local training because
more people with expertise are available to provide program-wide
training. She also said that on-the-job training does not encour-
age inspectors to voice their uncertainties. The second special-
ist said that training is hampered by a lack of funds and is very
poor. She also said that more training is needed in special areas
such as marine mammals and zoos.

All three regional specialists said that written guidance was
not adequate, Two cited the lack of an inspection manual as a
problem; one noted that animal welfare is so complex and varied
that inspectors are often confronted with new conditions. The
third specialist said that there is a significant need for more
written policy statements and interpretations of standards.

Five area veterinarians-in-charge or assistant area
veterinarians-in-charge commented on the adeguacy of training,
while three did not. Two said that training was not adequate; one
said that the lack of training was a major problem, while the
other said that the training program was a "make do" system. The
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other three said that training was adequate but each had reserva-
tions. Two said that training was adeguate only because the in-
spectors in their state have spent a considerable amount of their
time on animal welfare work; one of the two said that he would be
concerned about the lack of available courses if new employees
were hired. The third who said that training was adequate still
said that more training should be provided.

0f the four area veterinarians-in-charge or assistant area
veterinarians-in-charge who expressed opinions--four did not
express opinions--as to the adequacy of written guidance, two
believed it was adequate, but had reservations, while the other
two said it was inadequate. One of the two who believed guidance
was inadequate said that APHIS' guidance was not regularly issued
in writing and in those instances when it was written it appeared
only in correspondence between headquarters and individual field
offices. The other said that the standards are too broad to be
properly applied in all situations, and they do not distingquish
between types of facilities; he said that a manual was needed.
One who believed the guidance was adequate also said that the
standards were too broad and left too much room for interpretation
and noted that a manual would be helpful, while the other said the
guidance was adequate only because the inspectors in his state
have spent enough time on animal welfare to be thoroughly
acquainted with the program. One area veterinarian-in-charge and
one assistant area veterinarian-in-charge who did not express an
overall opinion on the adequacy of written guidance d4id comment
that some of the standards are too broad.

Twenty-one of the 29 inspectors interviewed said that they
believed their training had been adequate, but 8 of the 21 quali-
fied their opinions. Three of these said their training was ade-
quate only because they had experience in working with animals;
they were concerned that training would not be adeguate for new
hires. Three others expressed a desire for more training and two
said that the training should have been given earlier, that is,
when they first started to work on animal welfare. 8Six of the
eight inspectors who believed their training was not adequate said
that more training was needed, one said that the courses should be
more thorough and professional, and one did not cite a specific
complaint. For example, one inspector said that more training
courses were important, especially for new staff, to help assure
more uniformity in making inspections and applying the standards
and that refresher courses were needed because policies and prior-
ities change from time to time. Another inspector said that more
training courses, especially relating to research facilities,
would help inspectors by providing a general understanding of and
background on how to interpret and apply the standards.

Nineteen inspectors gave opinions--the other 10 did not--on
the adequacy of the written guidance they had received--9 said
that it was adequate while 10 said that it was not. The most com-
mon complaint about the gquidance was that the standards were too
broad. This view was expressed by seven of the inspectors who
believed the guidance was inadequate as well as by five inspectors
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who said that the gquidance was adequate. Two of the remaining
three inspectors who said that the guidance was inadequate said
the written guidance was difficult to understand, while the third
said that he did not receive any memorandums on animal welfare.
Seven of the inspectors expressed a need for a field manual to
help in interpreting the animal welfare standards.

Many of the inspectors who said that the standards were too
general noted that the lack of specificity in the standards means
that inspectors have to use a great deal of judgment to interpret
them, which can lead to inconsistent application of the standards.
For example, one inspector said that the standards state that
lighting and ventilation should be adequate but do not specify
what is to be considered as being adequate; he also said that it
is hard to apply the same standards to the different types of
facilities that have to be inspected. Another inspector noted
that the standards do not specify what really is a good facility
and that conditions at facilities inspected vary too much to apply
the standards equitably and consistently. The specific standard
that was most often cited--by seven inspectors--as an example of a
standard that is difficult to interpret was the one covering
interior surfaces of indoor facilities. This standard applies to
dogs and cats, guinea pigs and hamsters, rabbits, and nonhuman
primates and states that "interior building surfaces of indoor
housing facilities shall be constructed and maintained so that
they are substantially impervious to moisture and may be readily
sanitized."” Two inspectors cited the fact that some dealers have
animal runs that have the ground as their floors, while other
dealers have runs with concrete floors. They said that inspectors
have to use their judgment to decide whether bare ground is
acceptable as a surface and that some inspectors would consider it
to be acceptable while other inspectors might not,

The extent of training varied considerably among the six area
offices we visited. Formal training for inspectors has not been
extensive since 1980 and about half of the officials and inspec-
tors who offered their opinions either felt that the training was
inadeguate or had reservations about its adequacy. Similarly,
most of those interviewed had problems with the adeguacy of the
written gquidance given to inspectors. The most common complaint
was that the animal welfare standards are too broad, which re-
quired the inspectors to use a great deal of judgment when
applying the standards during inspections. 1In the absence of any
agency criteria on the level of training required for inspectors,
we have not reached any conclusions as to the adequacy of the
existing level of training.

AGENCY COMMENTS

In commenting on a draft of this report (see app. V), USDA
said that APHIS headquarters had decided to reinstate training at
the national level. It said that the first national course was
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‘ held in fiscal year 1984 to train area office animal care coordi-

nators so they could train the personnel in their respective
areas. USDA said that two additional courses have been given to
veterinary medical officers who inspect research facilities and
two other courses are planned for the current fiscal year; a
training course on marine mammals is also planned. USDA said that
the reestablishment of formal training at the national level will
provide the additional training that the inspectors require.

USDA said that it did not believe that the comments on writ-
ten guidance that inspection personnel had given to us were en-
tirely valid. It said that, in some instances, regulations and
standards are purposely written in broad terms to allow some lat-
titude in interpreting them. 1Inspectors are responsible for being
familiar with the regulations and standards and understanding
their intent, according to USDA. USDA noted that inspectors have
been encouraged to bring unusual situations to the attention of
experienced and knowledgeable personnel for advice. USDA said
that the field manual consolidating all of the guidelines and
other pertinent information relating to the enforcement of the
Animal Welfare Act will be issued during the third quarter of
fiscal year 1985.
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CHAPTER 3

FREQUENCY AND SCHEDULING OF INSPECTIONS

The Animal Welfare Act does not require a certain inspection
frequency or coverage, and APHIS has no written policy for sched-
uling inspection visits. Scheduling is generally left to the dis-
cretion of individual inspectors. During fiscal year 1983, the
sites were inspected 1.70 times on average in the six states we
reviewed, but the average frequency varied considerably among the
six states. However, many sites were not inspected at all during
the year, ranging from 6.4 percent in Kansas to 48.7 percent in
New York, and 51.7 percent in California; but there were reason-
able explanations for most of the sites not inspected in Iowa,
Kansas, and Missouri.

FREQUENCY OF SITE INSPECTIONS

DURING FISCAL YEAR 1983

During fiscal year 1983, sites were inspected 1.70 times on
average in the six states we reviewed. There were wide variations
in the frequencies among the six states, however, ranging from .72
in California to 2.41 inspections per site in Kansas and 2.45 in
Texas. Many of the inspections in Texas, however, were
incomplete.

As shown in the following table, the frequency of compliance
inspections during fiscal year 1983 varied greatly amona the six
area offices. More complete data showing the number of sites and
the number of inspections are contained in appendix I.

Average number of inspections per site
Welighted average

Research excluding Carriers/ Weighted

Area office Dealers facilities Exhibitors carriers/handlers® handlers average
Callfornla .72 «66 .93 .75 «26 .72
lowa 2.49 1.35 2.3 2.40 1.46 2.38
Kansas 2.48 1.49 1.36 2,40 2.7% 2.41%
Missouri 1.59 «97 «95 1.50 «26 1.44
New York -81 «68 1.05 +76 «62 .74
Texas 1.63 1.17 1.64 1.49 50420 2445

Six~office

welighted average 2.02 «82 1.19 1.61 2.86° 1.70

9The overall statistics on compliance inspections that APHIS presents in its annual reports to
the Congress on animal welfare enforcement exclude Inspections at carriers and intermediate
handlers.

bThe great majority of carrier/handler inspections shown for Texas covered incomplete Inspec-
tlions where no animals were present at the time of the visit.

In compiling our statistics on inspection frequency, we

excluded, to the extent possible, inspection visits where no
inspection was made because no one was at the site at the time of
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the visit or no animals were present when the visit was made.
Because of the way in which the New York and Texas area offices
listed their inspections, we were not able to exclude all incom-
plete inspections in those states.

APHIS' desired inspection frequency

APHIS has not formally established a criteria for the level
of inspection activity that would be needed for an effective
enforcement program. We did note that APHIS' internal work plans
contain information on what APHIS personnel consider to be a
desired level of inspection activity. We also obtained opinions
from many of APHIS' animal welfare personnel as to what they
considered the desired level of activity to be. There was some
variation among different years' internal work plans and among the
people interviewed, but four inspections per site per year was
most often cited as the desired inspection level.

Each fiscal year APHIS prepares long-range work plans that
show inspection activity during the subsequent fiscal years. 1In
its fiscal year 1981 plans, APHIS projected a request for
increased funding in fiscal years 1982 and 1983 to return to the
fiscal year 1980 inspection level of 4 times per year for dealers
and exhibitors, 3 times per year for research facilities, and 24
times per year for carriers and intermediate handlers. APHIS pro-
jected a further request for additional funding for fiscal years
1984-86 to increase inspection frequency to 6 times per year at
all licensees and registrants except carriers and handlers, for
which the frequency was to be 36 per year. APHIS said that this
was "the level of activity established as a goal for an effective
enforcement program." APHIS' fiscal year 1982 work plan, as
revised on January 8, 1982, stated that the average inspection
frequency for sites, excluding carriers, should not exceed 3 times
for that year, but it 4id not show following years' projections.

Even though USDA's budget request for fiscal year 1983 pro-
posed that inspections be eliminated, APHIS' fiscal year 1983
plans stated that an inspection rate of at least 4 times per year
was desired for fiscal years 1984-88. USDA's fiscal year 1984
budget request again proposed that inspections be eliminated.
APHIS' long-range plan, which was prepared in July 1983, showed a
planned level of inspections for fiscal years 1985-87 but did not
state what the desired level would be. The planned level for fis-
cal year 1985 was two inspections for dealers, exhibitors, and
research facilities plus reinspections of most problem facilities
and limited inspection of carriers and intermediate handlers at
selected major airports. The planned level for fiscal years 1986
and 1987 was three inspections per year for all dealers, exhib-
itors, and research facilities plus reinspections of problem
facilities and regular inspections of carriers and intermediate
handlers at selected major airports.

We obtained opinions on the desired level of site inspections

from a wide range of APHIS personnel involved in the Animal
Welfare Program--the top officials in 1 regional office, 2
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regional animal care specialists, B area veterinarians-in-charge
or assistant area veterinarians-in-charge, 17 inspectors, and 3
compliance officers. There was some variation in the desired fre-
quencies cited, but most of them believed that, on average, about
four inspections per year for all facilities would be the level
for an effective program.

SITES NOT INSPECTED DURING
FISCAL YEAR 1983

A large percentage of sites were not inspected by the six
area offices during fiscal year 1983, as shown in the following
table. More detailed statistics are shown in appendix I.

Percent of sites not Inspected

Research Total excluding Carriers/ Total
Area office Dealers facllities Exhlbitors cerriers/handlers handlers sltes
Callitfornia 5545 52.4 42.9 5043 74.3 5147
lowa 8.7 3.2 6.3 8.3 69.2 10.0
Kansas 5.6 12.8 13.6 642 14.3 6.4
Missour| 21.7 121 54.5 21.8 25.9 22.0
New York 48.4 5040 33.3 47.1 64.3 48.7
Texas 0.7 - 8.4 2.4 45.4 13.0
weighted average
for six offices 14.7 37.7 31.0 22.6 50.2 24.5

The California, New York, and Texas area offices attributed
the large percentage of uninspected sites in those states pri-
marily to budgetary constraints. The New York area office also
cited personnel shortages as a major reason for the uninspected
sites. The overall percentages of uninspected sites in Iowa and
Kansas were rather low and, in our opinion, there were reasonable
explanations for not inspecting the sites. There were reasonable
explanations, in our opinion, for most of the uninspected sites in
Missouri, but 44 sites (9 percent of the sites) were not inspected
through oversight. FEach of the six states is discussed below.

California

The area veterinarian-in-charge said that about half of the
sites in California were not inspected because the area office did
not receive enough money to conduct more inspections. He added
that research facility inspections in southern California were far
behind schedule because of problems with the turnover of veteri-
nary medical officers in the Los Angeles district., He also said
that air carriers were inspected less frequently because he has
found that carrier inspections are not very productive and so the
area office concentrated its efforts on the two major airports in
San Francisco and Los Angeles and to a limited degree on the San
Diego airport.
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Iowa

Except for carriers and handlers, only a relatively small
percentage of sites were not inspected during fiscal year 1983.
The most common reasons for noninspections were that the facility
was newly licensed during the year (mostly in the last quarter) or
the facility's license was cancelled during the year (mostly in
the first quarter). The area office had attempted to inspect all
nine noninspected carriers during July or August 1983, but the
inspections could not be completed because no one was at the site
or no animals were present.

Kansas

Thirty~five of the 50 sites not inspected during fiscal year
1983 were facilities that cancelled their license or registration
during the year, most of them in the first quarter. The area
office had attempted to inspect 10 of the remaining sites, but no
one was at the site or no animals were present when the visit was
made.

Missouri

One hundred thirty-seven sites, or 22 percent of the total,
were not inspected during fiscal year 1983, Thirty-eight of these
sites were newly licensed during the year, and 49 other sites can-
celled or terminated their licenses during the year. The area
office attempted to inspect another six sites, but no animals were
present at the time of the visit. There were no inspections or
attempted inspections for the remaining 44 sites (9 percent of the
sites in the state), all of which were active during the whole
year. The area veterinarian-in-charge told us that the inspectors
had been told to inspect all facilities. He and the assistant,
who is the animal care coordinator, said that they had not used
the area office's inspection log to monitor inspection coverage
but had relied on the inspectors and they had not realized that so
many sites were not inspected. The veterinarian-in-charge and his
assistant said that they will implement procedures for stricter
control of inspection coverage.

New York

Of the 219 uninspected sites, the area office had attempted
to inspect 30 sites but no one was at the site or no animals were
present at the time of the visit, 4 sites were licensed during the
year, and 14 sites were cancelled or terminated during the year.
The area veterinarian-in-charge and the assistant area
veterinarian-in-charge (the animal care coordinator) cited funding
problems and personnel shortages as the reasons for the large per-
centage of uninspected sites in New York.

The coordinator said that changes in funding levels during
fiscal year 1983 meant that plans for scheduling animal welfare
work had to be changed several times and the area office was never
quite sure when funds would be available. However, the area
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veterinarian-in-charge and the coordinator also said that, apart
from any funding problems, a shortage of inspectors was holding
down the level of inspections. The area veterinarian=-in=-charge
said that the area office could not have inspected all sites no
matter what the funding level was because the office does not have
enough people to do the job. He said that he has not asked for
more personnel because APHIS has imposed personnel ceilings, and
he noted that even a veterinary medical officer who died in 1982
has not been replaced.

Veterinary medical officers generally do the inspections at
research facilities, zoos, and other large exhibitors. Most of
the sites in New York are research facilities. According to the
coordinator, the New York area office has 10 veterinary medical
officers, but six of these are permanently assigned as import and
export inspectors at ports, leaving four available for animal wel-
fare work. Moreover, he said that one of the four was detailed to
several assignments during fiscal year 1983, leaving three medical
officers to handle animal welfare work among their other duties.
Of the two animal health technicians assigned to animal welfare
work on September 30, 1983, one said he can devote very little of
his time to animal welfare work because of the requirements of his
job as a port inspector while the other had been on maternity
leave for some time.

Texas

Only eight sites, excluding carriers and handlers, were not
inspected during fiscal year 1983; one of these was a broker who
had no animals during the year, while the other seven were travel-
ing exhibitors. The remaining 49 sites with no inspections or
attempted inspections were carriers. The assistant area
veterinarian-in-charge told us that APHIS headquarters had di-
rected that carrier inspections be limited to the three major air-
ports in the state, as a budgetary decision, under the rationale
that airlines flying out of the smaller airports would go through
the major airports. He said that the area office did occasionally
make inspections at some of the smaller airports when convenient.

SCHEDULING OF INSPECTIONS

Scheduling routine inspection visits is generally left to the
discretion of the individual inspectors, subject to general guid-
ance issued by the area offices on the frequencies allowed by
available funding. APHIS has no formal scheduling system. The
inspectors said that they schedule their visits based on their
judgment and their knowledge of the sites subject to inspection,
generally planning to make more frequent inspections of sites
which have problems. As discussed in chapter 4, the inspectors
are required to reinspect sites with major deficiencies within
prescribed time frames.

All facilities licensed or registered under the provisions of

the Animal Welfare Act are subject to inspection. According to
area office officials, they use a variety of methods to identify
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regulated facilities that have not been licensed or registered,
including

--information supplied by humane groups or private citizens,

--inspection of records at facilities to determine the
source of their animals,

--stories in the news media, and

--information obtained from state agencies.

During fiscal year 1983, the sites in the six states we
reviewed were inspected an average of 1.7 times, which is less
than the frequency of 4 times per year that APHIS' program person-
nel generally consider to be the desired level and that is most
often shown in APHIS' internal planning documents. The average
frequency of inspections in the six states varied widely, and
a large percentage of sites were not inspected at all during the
fiscal year 1983, including about half of the sites in California
and New York. The Animal Welfare Act does not specify any inspec-
tion frequency, nor does APHIS have a policy on what constitutes
an adequate inspection frequency. Therefore, we have not reached
any conclusions as to the adequacy of the frequency of inspections
during fiscal year 1983 or on the reasonableness of the 4-per-year
frequency that APHIS program people generally believe is a desired
level.

AGENCY COMMENTS

In commenting on a draft of this report, USDA said that it
had not anticipated the problems in inspection coverage, which we
had identified in California and New York. It said that, when our
work was being done, a national system was in place to track the
total number of inspections made, but there was no national system
to monitor the inspections at individual facilities. USDA said
that the area offices had a system for monitoring inspections of
individual facilities to ensure that all facilities are inspected
at least once a year, but apparently the systems were not operat-
ing properly in the subject states. USDA said that instructions
have been issued to the area offices that a tracking system must
be in place and used to ensure that all facilities are inspected.
USDA did not comment on the statements made to us by the
California and New York area offices that they were unable to
inspect more facilities because of funding and/or staffing
limitations.

With respect to the desired level of inspection frequency,
USDA said that a level of four inspections per year had been
established as the proper frequency earlier in the program. It
said that this frequency had not been mandated to allow inspectors
latitude based on the compliance record of individual facilities.
USDA said that a national average inspection frequency level of
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2.5 times a year has since been established, because it was de-
cided that routinely inspecting facilities with good compliance
records four times a year was an ineffective and inefficient use
of time. It also said that facilities with good records are sup-
posed to be inspected at least once a year, with most of the in-
spection effort being given to problem and marginal facilities.
According to USDA, it was not until the beginning of fiscal year
1984 that the lines of communication allowed these guidelines to
be adequately disseminated to field inspection personnel.
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CHAPTER 4

ACTIONS TAKEN TO FOLLOW UP ON

DEFICIENCIES FOUND DURING INSPECTIONS

The six area offices we reviewed were generally complying
with APHIS' policy requiring that deadlines for correcting major
deficiencies be established and that reinspections be made within
30 days of the deadline date. We did find, however, some
instances where required reinspections were not made within 30
days or were not made at all and where deadline dates for correc-
tion were not established.

The area offices generally complied with APHIS' policy
requiring that apparent violation cases be prepared when reinspec-
tions show that major deficiencies have not been corrected and
that such cases be submitted to headquarters within 60 days. We
did find some instances where the area offices did not take timely
action on uncorrected deficiencies. For example, an inspected
site had several uncorrected deficiencies during many reinspec-
tions. One deficiency was not corrected until a year after it was
first reported, but the area office never filed an apparent
violation case.

APHIS headquarters generally (29 out of 34 cases) met the
agency's 45-day processing goal for those cases that were closed
by forwarding for prosecution to USDA's office of General Counsel,
although a few cases took much longer., Of the 21 cases that were
closed without forwarding for prosecution, 10 cases met the goal
but 11 did not. APHIS took an average of 53 days to complete
action on these cases.

APHIS distinguishes between major and minor deficiencies in
its follow-up policy and provides that reinspections for minor
deficiencies are to be made only to the extent allowed by
available funds. The six area offices varied widely in how they
handled minor deficiencies, ranging from not usually reinspecting
minor deficiencies to reinspecting all minor deficiencies the same
as major deficiencies and to not classifying deficiencies as major
or minor but usually requiring immediate correction of defi-
ciencies that were minor.

APHIS PROCEDURES FOR ACTING ON
DEFICIENCIES FOUND DURING INSPECTIONS

APHIS defines a deficiency as the failure by a licensee or
registrant to be in compliance with any standard or regulation at
the time of inspection. Deficiencies are generally classified as
major or minor. Major deficiencies are those which, due to their
nature, would usually constitute a health or safety hazard to the
animals involved, including those which, due to continuing neglect
or advanced state of deterioration, constitute a safety or health
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hazard on the date of inspection. Examples of major deficiencies
include animals in obvious need of veterinary care, excessive
fecal buildup indicating that weeks or months had passed since the
last cleaning, and primary enclosures in an advanced state of
structural disrepair. Minor deficiencies are those which, due to
their nature, would not pose a safety or health hazard to the ani-
mals involved, including those that could potentially pose a
safety or health hazard but are not observed in a severe or acute
state on the date of inspection. Examples of minor deficiencies
include inadequate records or animal identification, fecal buildup
of no more than 2 days duration, and primary enclosures that con-
tain a few loose wires.

Inspectors are required to document all deficiencies on
inspection report forms, showing an explanation of the deficiency,
recommendations for correction, and a deadline date for correc-
tion. The deadlines are supposed to be realistic and practical.
The inspectors are supposed to categorize each deficiency as major
or minor, but these categorlzatlons are not to be shown on the
copy of the inspection report given to the inspected facility.

3 APHIS' policy requires that major deficiencies be reinspected
within 30 days after the deadline for correction. 1In April 1981,
'APHIS issued a notice that it was changing its policy on reinspec-
tions of minor deficiencies because of "severe budget restric-
‘tions." Before then, minor deficiencies had the same reinspection
requirement as major ones. Under the revised policy, if an in-
gpection discloses only minor deficiencies, reinspection will be
‘made "only as program funds allow." If there are both major and
minor deficiencies, the reinspection requirements are the same as
for major deficiencies,

If the reinspection shows that a major deficiency has not
been corrected, an alleged violation case is to be prepared unless
an extension is granted. A time extension may be granted if
justified in writing by the inspector and approved by the area
veterinarian-in-charge. If a minor deficiency has not been cor-
rected at the time of a reinspection, the inspector or compliance
officer decides whether to prepare an alleged violation case.

To initiate an apparent violation case, the inspector pre-
pares a report of alleged violation and documents all available
‘evidence of the violation. The alleged violation report, the
iinspection report, and all documentation are then submitted to the
area office. The area compliance officer reviews the case for
‘completeness and accuracy and is accountable for obtaining neces-
‘sary evidence. The completed case is to be submitted to APHIS
headquarters within 60 days after the date of the violation
1(usua11y the date of the reinspection), unless assistance is
needed from other area offices. 1In the latter situation, the
initiating area is to request assistance within 30 days of the
date of violation and the assisting area is to submit all
necessary documents to the initiating area within 60 days after
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receiving the request. The initiating area then has an additional
30 days to submit the completed case to headquarters.

Apparent violation cases submitted by the area offices are
reviewed by the Interstate Inspection and Compliance Staff in
APHIS Veterinary Service headquarters, which is to take action
within 45 days after receipt of the case, unless additional infor-
mation has to be requested. The staff can act by closing a case
with a letter of information or warning, for lack of evidence, or
with no action, or else it forwards the case to USDA's Office of
General Counsel with a recommendation for prosecution.

Animal welfare violations are normally prosecuted through
administrative proceedings adjudicated by administrative law
judges. Prosecutions can result in monetary penalties, license
suspensions or revocations, cease and desist orders, or a combina-
tion of these. The Animal Welfare Act also authorizes criminal
penalties of up to 1 year in prison, a fine of up to $1,000, or
both for violations. USDA's Deputy Assistant General Counsel told
us that there have been no criminal cases in several years.

FOLLOW~-UP BY AREA OFFICES ON
REPORTED DEFICIENCIES

Based on our review of reports covering inspections at a
sample of sites in the six area offices, we found that the area
offices were generally taking follow-up action on reported defici~
encies in accordance with APHIS' policy, although there were some
instances where timely action was not taken on major deficiencies.
We also found that the six area offices varied considerably in
handling minor deficiencies. Kansas reinspected for minor defi-
ciencies, Missouri usually required immediate correction of minor
deficiencies, California and Texas reinspected for many minor
deficiencies, and Iowa and New York did not reinspect for minor
deficiencies. Appendix II contains details on our sample, and
appendix IV contains a detailed discussion of what we found in
each of the six area offices.

The California area office had reinspected 14 of the 18 sites
with major deficiencies within 30 days of the deadline date for
correction, one site was reinspected a few days late, and for
three sites there was no evidence that the sites had been rein-
spected as of December 1983 even though more than 30 days had
elapsed since the deadline dates. The area office did not act
promptly to file an apparent violation case at one of the three
sites where major deficiencies were uncorrected at the time of
reinspection. Instead, it waited until another reinspection was
made a month later, even though there was no evidence that an
extension had been approved. We found that the area office rein-
spected many sites with minor deficiencies.

We found that the Iowa area office was complying with APHIS'

policy on its follow-up of major deficiencies. The area office
does not require that minor deficiencies be reinspected.
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The Kansas area office reinspected the major deficiencies at
26 of 31 sites within 30 days of the deadline date; the reinspec-
tions at the other sites were from 5 to 64 days late. The office
took proper action on four of the five sites that had major defi-
ciencies when reinspected. The fifth site had major deficiencies
in numerous inspections over the course of a year, but the area
office did not submit an alleged violation case. The area office
reinspects for minor deficiencies in the same way as for major
deficiencies.

The Missouri area office reinspected 29 of the 31 sites with
major deficiencies within 30 days of the deadline date; the rein-
spections at the other two sites were late by 8 days and 22 days,
respectively. The office took reasonable action on the two sites
where uncorrected deficiencies were found when reinspected--one
site was being remodeled and an official of the other site sub-
mitted a letter of intent to correct the deficiencies, which was
subsequently accomplished. The area office does not formally
categorize deficiencies as major or minor; the area office sets
correction deadlines for what it considers to be major defi-
ciencies but usually requires immediate correction for defi-
ciencies that it considers to be minor.

The New York area office reinspected 19 of 23 sites with
major deficiencies within 30 days of the deadline date and had
valid reasons for not reinspecting the other four sites. One of
the sites was not reinspected because the site had disposed of its
animals, one site already had a violation case pending for the
same deficiency, and two sites were air carriers where the defi-
ciencies involved specific shipments. The area office, however,
did not prepare apparent violation cases on these deficiencies at
the two carriers. The actions taken by the area office on the
seven sites with uncorrected deficiencies when reinspected
appeared reasonable. The area office submitted alleged violation
cases on two sites, two sites subsequently corrected their defi-
clencies, the results of the reinspection were submitted as addi-
tional information on a pending violation case against one site,
the compliance officer's investigation of one site showed that a
deficiency did not really exist, and the deficiency at the last
site was reclassified from major to minor. The area office gener-
ally did not reinspect sites that had only minor deficiencies.

The Texas area office did not specify deadline dates for cor-
recting major deficiencies at three sites but did relnspect the
sites. The area office established deadlines for major deficien-
cies at six sites (including one of the sites where no deadline
had been established for a major deficiency found on a different
inspection) and reinspected all six sites within 30 days of the
deadline date. The area office submitted an apparent violation
within 60 days of the reinspection for the one site with an uncor-
rected major deficiency. The area office also took follow-up
action on many of the minor deficiencies.
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"DISPOSITION OF VIOLATION CASES

SUBMITTED BY AREA OFFICES

Because there were relatively few violation cases submitted
by the area offices in our sample of inspection reports discussed
above, we used an expanded sample to determine what actions APHIS
headquarters had taken on violation cases. We reviewed violation
cases submitted by the six area offices to APHIS headquarters
between July 1, 1982, and June 30, 1983. We also included cases
with violation dates during that period but which were submitted
later.

As of January 15, 1984, APHIS headquarters had closed 21 of
the 56 cases we reviewed--letters of warning were sent in 16
cases, letters of information were sent in two cases, and three
cases were closed because APHIS determined that no action was war-
ranted. It took APHIS headquarters an average of 53 days to close
each of these 21 cases, and the 45-day goal was met in 10 cases.
With respect to the other 11 cases, APHIS took 193 days to close
one of these cases with a letter of warning while the next longest
time was 76 days.

With respect to the remaining 35 cases, one for which APHIS
headquarters had requested additional information was still open
as of January 15, 1984, 170 days after it was received. APHIS
headquarters had submitted the other 34 cases to USDA's Office of
General Counsel for prosecution; 29 of these cases were forwarded
within APHIS' goal of 45 days. It took APHIS headquarters from 48
to 106 days to forward the other five cases.

0Of the 34 cases submitted to the Office of General Counsel,
16 had been acted upon as of January 15, 1984. The dispositions
of these 16 cases were as follows:

Action taken Number of cases
Fines 5
Consent order 1

Order issued but case
closed because licensee

surrendered license 1
Combined with other pending

cases 5
Returned to APHIS to send

letter of warning 2

Returned to APHIS - minor
violation 1

Closed because licensee
found to be in compliance
on later inspection

I

Total

31



The fines levied ranged from $100 to $1,500 (in a case in-
volving two violations). Three of these cases on which fines were
levied also resulted in cease and desist orders, and a fourth case
also had a 14-day license suspension. The 16 closed cases took an
average of 159 days from receipt by the Office of General Counsel,
with the times ranging from 49 days (returned for a letter of
warning) to 233 days (fine levied). As of January 15, 1984, 18
cases were still open; the average time since submission to the
office was 238 days, and the individual times ranged from 109 days
to 398 days.

CONCLUSIONS

The six area offices we reviewed were generally complying
with APHIS' policy for acting on deficiencies found during inspec-
tions. APHIS headquarters was generally meeting the agency's time
criteria for cases that were forwarded to USDA's Office of General
Counsel for prosecution. APHIS headquarters took an average of 53
days for cases that were closed by actions other than forwarding
for prosecution. This was only 8 days longer than the criterion
of 45 days and the variance appeared to be minor.

AGENCY COMMENTS

: In commenting on a draft of this report, USDA said that it
had no major disagreements with our findings. It said that major
deficiencies were corrected or alleged violations were initiated
within established time frames in 95.2 percent of all cases
nationally during fiscal year 1984.
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CHAPTER 5

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS AND
0

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS

Our detailed work was directed to reporting on practices
involving inspectors' training, frequency of site inspections, and
follow-up on deficiencies found at sites. As mentioned in prior
chapters, we were told on numerous occasions that the level of
funding for the Animal Welfare Program has affected the extent of
training given to inspectors and the frequency of inspections of
regulated sites. As mentioned in chapter 1, the Animal Welfare
Program is only one of 19 animal health programs administered by
APHIS and represents only 2.8 percent of the 1983 funds for such
programs.

As part of an overall effort to cut APHIS programs, USDA had
proposed for fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 1985 that funding for
animal welfare inspections be reduced or eliminated and that
states, industry groups, and humane societies take on more respon-
sibility for enforcing animal welfare regulations. The Congress,
however, has continued to fund the program at about the same
levels as in prior years. The fiscal year 1986 budget proposes
elimination of the program. The ultimate decisions as to the
extent of the federal role in animal welfare enforcement and as to
what constitutes the appropriate level of funding for the federal
role will have to be made by the Congress.

If the Congress decides to continue funding the program, it
should consider requiring the Secretary of Agriculture to recover
more of the cost of the program from licensees, taking into
account what the impact of any increases might be on them.
Licensees paid fees of about $143,000 in fiscal year 1983, or
about 3 percent of the funds appropriated for the program in that
year.

During our work, we noted several additional areas that
affect the program. These areas relate to monitoring of inspec-
tion quality, reporting of inspection statistics, and funding re-
strictions and budgeting in 1983. Although we did not examine
these matters in depth, we are including the information in this
report since these topics should be useful in future Animal
Welfare Program assessments.

33



MONITORING OF INSPECTION
QUALITY

APHIS has assigned responsibility to the area offices for
evaluating the quality of the animal welfare inspection visits.
APHIS has also required area office staff to review all inspection
visit reports to ensure that the reports are properly completed,
so that the maximum use can be made of the reports in determining
sites' adherence to animal welfare standards.

Two of the six area offices we visited had established pro-
grams for monitoring inspection quality, and a regional office was
performing that function for a third. The other three offices
have not established such programs. Additionally, four of the
area offices generally reviewed all inspection reports, while two
offices reviewed only those reports that indicated deficiencies.

Responsibility for monitoring
inspection quality

APHIS issued a memorandum in July 1978 assigning responsibil-
ities to area offices for carrying out the animal welfare pro-
gram. As part of this memorandum, area office compliance offi-
cers, who are responsible for investigating alleged violations of
the Animal Welfare Act and submitting alleged violation reports
for possible prosecution, were given responsibility for periodi-
cally working with animal health technicians on inspections of
dealers to ensure uniformity in inspection procedures and proper
completion of inspection reports. 1In April 1981, APHIS issued a
memorandum directing the area offices to designate a person to
review all inspection reports to ensure that each deficiency had
been correctly categorized as major or minor.

On April 6, 1983, APHIS headquarters issued guidelines call-
ing for the designation of an animal care coordinator in each area
office and setting forth proposed duties and responsibilities of
the coordinators. The coordinators are responsible for monitoring
all procedures and activities related to the animal welfare pro-

ram. Their duties include (1) reviewing inspection reports to
assure that the reports are properly completed and (2) accompany-
ing inspectors periodically to evaluate the quality of inspec-
tions. The area veterinarians-in-charge are the coordinators in
the California and Iowa area offices, while the assistant area
veterinarians-in-charge are the coordinators in the Missouri, New
York, and Texas area offices. The area veterinarian-in-charge and
the assistant share the responsibilities in the Kansas area
office.

APHIS did not establish a system or procedures specifying how
the coordinators were to carry out their responsibility for evalu-
ating inspection quality. APHIS' Assistant Director, Animal
Welfare Programs, told us that he had tried to develop a system
for monitoring quality, but the area offices had rejected it.
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Monitoring by area offices

Two of the area offices, Kansas and Texas, had programs for
monitoring the quality of inspections in conjunction with provid-
ing on-the-job training. The quality of inspections by the New
York area office was monitored by the Northern regional office
under a program that also combined monitoring with on~the-job
training. In the other three area offices--California, Iowa, and
Missouri--neither the animal care coordinators nor the compliance
officers accompanied inspectors to monitor quality, and their on-
the-job training activities were not used as part of a program to
monitor inspection quality.

With respect to reviews of inspection reports, two of the
area offices, Iowa and Kansas, only reviewed inspection reports
that showed deficiencies, while the other four area offices were
generally complied with APHIS' policy to review all inspection
reports.

A discussion of each area office's monitoring activities
follows.

California

Neither the animal care coordinator nor the compliance offi-
cers accompanied the inspectors on inspections to periodically
monitor inspection quality, as called for by APHIS' policy. The
regional animal care specialist and area office veterinary medical
officers accompanied inspectors on inspections to provide on-the-
job training, but this was not done with all inspectors or as part
of a program to monitor inspection quality.

We found that the area office generally complied with APHIS'
policy calling for an area office review of all inspection re-
ports. We reviewed 96 inspection reports and found that 92 had
been reviewed (91 by the animal care coordinator and 1 by a com-
pliance officer); four had no evidence of supervisory review.

Iowa

Neither the animal care coordinator nor the compliance offi-
cers accompanied the inspectors on inspections to monitor inspec-
tion quality, as called for by APHIS' policy. The regional animal
care specialist and, in some cases, veterinary medical officers
accompanied inspectors on inspections to provide on-the-job train-
ing, but this was not done as part of a program to monitor inspec-
tion quality. The animal care coordinator told us that he expects
the veterinary medical officers to make some inspection visits
with animal health technicians to evaluate the technicians' per-
formance. We interviewed three of the eight technicians and only
one said that a veterinary medical officer accompanied him on
inspections and reviewed his inspection reports to evaluate his
performance.
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The animal care coordinator told us that he only reviews
inspection reports that show major or minor deficiencies and does
not review reports that do not show deficiencies. Our review of
285 inspection reports showed that he had reviewed 37 of the 41
reports that showed deficiencies and confirmed that he did not
review reports that d4id not show deficiencies.

Kansas

According to the area veterinarian-in-charge and the assist-
ant area veterinarian-in-charge, who share the duties of animal
care coordinator, the area office has established a program of
periodic oversight inspections whereby someone either accompanies
an inspector on an inspection to review the inspector's work or
independently reinspects an inspected site to compare results.
This program is used to assure uniformity among inspectors and to
identify the need for and provide specialized on-the-job training
if an inspector appears to interpret regulations differently from
other inspectors, The assistant area veterinarian-in-charge told
us that he or a compliance officer performs the oversight
inspections for sites inspected by veterinary medical officers.
‘He said that each veterinary medical officer gets a list of five
sites inspected by animal health technicians to reinspect each
quarter. Each of the five inspectors we interviewed said that
they are periodically accompanied on inspection visits or have
their sites reinspected. The two veterinary medical officers con-
firmed that they are responsible for making quarterly reinspec-
-tions of five sites inspected by animal health technicians.

Our review of 126 inspection reports showed that 80 of 81
reports showing deficiencies at the site inspected were reviewed
by area office officials. Most of these reports were reviewed by
the area veterinarian-in-charge, the assistant area veterinarian-
in-charge, and the compliance officers. These officials generally
did not review the inspection reports that showed no deficiencies
at the site.

Missouri

‘ Neither the animal care coordinator nor the compliance offi-
'cers periodically accompanied the inspectors on inspections to
‘monitor inspection quality, as called for by APHIS' policy. The
'regional animal care specialist accompanied inspectors on inspec-
‘tions to provide on-the-job training, but this was not done as
part of a program to monitor inspection quality.

| The senior compliance officer in Missouri told us that at one
‘time he used to make unannounced inspections to compare his find-
'ings with what the inspectors had reported. He said, however,
that some of the inspectors had complained to the area
veterinarian-in-charge and, as a result, he was told not to make
any more unannounced inspections without first obtaining permis-~
sion from a veterinary medical officer with concurrence by the
area veterinarian-in-charge.
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The area veterinarian-in-charge said that the assistant area
veterinarian-in-charge, who is the animal care coordinator, re-
views every inspection report to ensure that standards are prop-
erly applied. We reviewed 186 inspection reports and found that
only five had no evidence of supervisory review.

APHIS headquarters made two reviews of the animal welfare
program in Missouri in October 1981 and March 1982. The first
review was conducted over a 5-day period by a representative from
APHIS headquarters and an area compliance officer. The review
team's work included reviews of inspection reports and files and
visits to 19 facilities with inspectors conducting routine inspec-
tions. The review team found many problems. For example, some
inspection reports were not completed properly, some inspectors
notified sites by telephone before making inspections, and there
appeared to be considerable nonuniformity in the quality of
inspections. Among the team's suggestions for solving the prob-
lems was one calling for better review of actual inspections in
the field. The area veterinarian-in-charge submitted a detailed
response, including corrective actions taken, to the regional
director in December 1981,

The second headquarters review, which was requested by the
regional director, was a limited 1-day visit. The reviewer con-
curred with and endorsed the changes to improve the program pro-
posed by the assistant area veterinarian-in-charge, for example,
having the regional animal care specialist train all inspectors in
inspection procedures. The reviewer also made several sugges-
tions, such as to clarify the policy on granting extensions to
sites that have not corrected deficiencies by the required due
date. The report did not specifically address the status of each
of the findings and suggestions contained in the October 1981
report.

New York

According to the regional animal care specialist and other
officials of the Northern regional office and the New York area
office, the animal care specialist monitors the animal welfare
program during periodic reviews of the area offices by reviewing
records and accompanying inspectors on inspections. During fiscal
years 1982 and 1983, the specialist submitted reports on the re-
sults of her reviews to the New York area veterinarian-in-charge
in November 1981, January 1982, March 1982, May 1982, and November
1982, The reports included the specialist's observations on the
quality of the inspectors' performance and noted the suggestions
she gave to the inspectors for improving their performance
(on-the-job training).

Our review of 121 inspection reports showed that most of the
reports had been reviewed; 13 reports (including 6 which reported
deficiencies), or 10.7 percent, showed no evidence of supervisory
review. The usual reviewer of the reports was the assistant area
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veterinarian-in-charge, who is the animal care coordinator; the
area veterinarian-in-charge signed the other reports which had
evidence of supervisory review.

Texas

The Texas area office has a program for monitoring inspection
quality. According to the assistant area veterinarian-in-charge,
who is the animal care coordinator in Texas, an area compliance
officer accompanies inspectors on inspections to improve the qual-
ity of their inspections as part of the on-the-job training for
inspectors, and the compliance officer furnishes the area office
with written evaluations of the inspectors' performance. The
coordinator said that there is no set schedule for the compliance
officer's visits and that they are scheduled to fit in with the
compliance officer's visits to parts of the state on other busi-
ness. The coordinator said that the regional animal care
specialist also provides written evaluations of inspectors'
performance when he provides on-the-job training to inspectors.

Both the compliance officer and the regional animal care
specialist confirmed their responsibilities for accompanying
inspectors on inspections and for evaluating the inspectors' per-
formance. The compliance officer said that he evaluates each
inspector at least once a year. The regional specialist also made
a review of the animal welfare program in Texas during January
1983, He reviewed the area office's records and held discussions
on policies and procedures., The specialist's report was generally
favorable, except for a major problem of "poor quality inspections
due to lack of knowledge or lack of motivation."

We reviewed 49 inspection reports and found that all except
1 had been reviewed by the assistant area veterinarian-in-charge.
The one unreviewed report covered an inspection where the inspec-
tor was accompanied by the compliance officer.

APHIS' REPORTED
INSPECTION STATISTICS

Area offices collect inspection statistics and submit them to
APHIS headquarters for headquarters use in its management activ-
ities and for APHIS' annual report to the Congress. The area
offices computed inspection results differently and the reported
results are not comparable. We also noted that the reported
statistics did not agree with the number of inspections we com-
puted from the area office records.

Inspection statistics were
not computed on a comparable
basis by the area offices

Inspectors are unable to complete an inspection if there is
no one at the site or if no animals subject to regulation are

38



present when the attempt to inspect is made. Each of the six area
offices included at least some of these incomplete inspections
when compiling data on their work accomplishments, but they dif-
fered as to which incomplete inspections were included.

The area offices submit monthly reports to APHIS headquarters
showing the work accomplished during the month and for the fiscal
year to date. The inspection statistics in these area office
reports are used in APHIS' annual reports to the Congress on ani-
mal welfare enforcement and are used by APHIS headquarters for
measuring area office accomplishments and cost allocation
purposes.

Three of the six offices--California, Iowa, and New
York--included all incomplete inspections (including no one at the
site and no animals present) in their work counts while the Kansas
and Texas offices excluded incomplete inspections where no one was
at the site when the visit was made. The Missouri area office
included all incomplete inspections at carriers/handlers but
excluded them from the counts for other types of facilities.

The types of incomplete inspections which the area offices
include in their statistics accounted for a significant portion of
total inspection visits in New York and Texas and for a signifi-
cant portion of inspection visits to carriers and intermediate
handlers in five of the six states,

In California and Iowa, which include all incomplete inspec-
tions in their inspection statistics, the primary effect was on
carriers and handlers where incomplete inspections accounted for
69.0 percent and 34.5 of the totals, respectively, during fiscal
year 1983. 1In Kansas, there were only a negligible number of
incomplete inspections where no animals were present during fiscal
year 1983, The attempted inspections of carriers and handlers in
Missouri accounted for 84.4 percent of fiscal year 1983 carrier/
handler inspection visits, but total incomplete inspections were
only 5.0 percent of total inspection visits.

We were not able to readily compute the incomplete inspec-
tions in New York and Texas during fiscal year 1983 because of the
way those area offices recorded their inspections. However, we
did obtain statistics on incomplete inspections for the sample of
inspections made between July 1, 1982, and June 30, 1983, which we
used for our work on follow up of deficiencies (see ch. 4). We
found that in New York, incomplete inspections accounted for 19.3
percent of the total inspection visits in our sample, including
26.3 percent of dealer visits and 69.2 percent of carrier/handler
visits. The incomplete inspections where no animals were present
in our Texas sample accounted for 87.6 percent of the carrier/
handler visits but only 5.7 percent of total visits.

We discussed the reporting inconsistencies with the Assistant
Director, Animal Health Programs, of APHIS' Veterinary Services.
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where no one was at the site and he said that a letter would be
sent to the area offices to clarify this. This action could help
assure that the area offices' statistics are computed on a compar-
able basis, but the statistics would still include some incomplete
inspections because visits where an inspection could not be com-
pleted because no animals were present would still be reported as
inspections.

APHIS' inspection statistics did not
agree with area office records

We found that the numbers of fiscal year 1983 inspections,
which the six area offices reported to APHIS headquarters and
which were shown for compliance inspections in APHIS' fiscal year
1983 annual report to the Congress, did not agree with the numbers
of inspections that we computed from the area offices' inspection
records.

In attempting to reconcile the reported statistics with the
area offices' records, we computed the numbers of inspections
using the same basis for each office as the office used when
reporting its statistics. For example, we included all incomplete
inspections in California, Iowa, and New York. This was done so
that we would be comparing statistics that should be comparable.

The total number of inspections reported by the Iowa, Kansas,
and Missouri offices was reasonably close to our computations.
Iowa's reported total was 3.2 percent less than our computation,
Kansas' reported total was 4.0 percent more, and Missouri's
reported total was 6.3 percent less. There were, however, some
fairly large differences for some types of facilities: TIowa
reported 17.2 percent more carrier/handler inspections (34 vs. 29)
than we computed, Kansas reported 19.4 percent more research
facility inspections (74 vs. 62) and 21.1 percent more carrier/
handler inspections (46 vs. 38) than we computed, while Missouri
reported 21.9 percent fewer research facility inspections (50 vs.
- 64) than we computed. The California area office reported that it
- made a total of 624 inspections, which was 24.1 percent more than
. our computation of 503 inspections. The differences in the
- California numbers ranged from 13.3 percent for research facil-

- ities to 82.8 percent for carriers/handlers. The differences

- between our computations and the numbers reported by the New York
- and Texas offices were minor for dealers, research facilities, and
~exhibitors, but there were large differences in the numbers for

- carrier/handler inspections. New York reported 235 carrier/

- handler inspections as compared to our total of 34 such inspec-

- tions. Texas reported 758 carrier/handler inspections, which was
~ 29.6 percent more than our computation of 585 inspections.

40



FUNDING RESTRICTIONS AND BUDGETING
IN FISCAL YEAR 1983

APHIS restricted animal welfare activities for much of fiscal
year 1983 because of concern that it might have to reprogram
funds to meet other APHIS program needs. This action reduced the
number of inspections that the area offices were able to make
during the year. APHIS' allocation of available 1983 funds among
the area offices was based on the prior year's work level without
adjustment for estimates of current workloads in the area offices
which led to variations in inspection coverage among the area
offices.

APHIS' program restrictions
during fiscal year 1983

The number of animal welfare inspections during fiscal year
1983 was held down by APHIS' decision to tentatively allocate a
part of the program's funds for much of the year for possible use
in other programs. When APHIS released funding near the end of
the year, it was too late to use all available funds for animal

welfare work.

In late October 1982, after enactment of a continuing resolu-
tion providing funding through December 1982, APHIS Veterinary
Services tentatively allocated funds to the regional and area
offices for the period October 1 through December 31, 1982, which
provided funding for the Animal Welfare Program at the level of
fiscal year 1982 costs.,

After the fiscal year 1983 appropriation act was enacted,
APHIS became concerned about possible shortfalls in some of its
other activities, for example, user fee shortages in agricultural
quarantine inspection and import-export work, the Medfly program
in California, and the African swine fever program. APHIS iden-
tified several programs as possible sources of funding if repro-
gramming became necessary to cover the potential shortfalls. The
Animal Welfare Program was one of the identified candidates for
reprogramming in the amount of $1.5 million.

In January 1983, APHIS informed the area offices that funding
was approved to cover animal welfare work up to 80 percent of the
fiscal year 1982 level instead of the earlier tentative allocation
of 100 percent of the 1982 level. On June 13, 1983, APHIS head-
quarters notified the regional directors that full funding was
restored to the Animal Welfare Program and that all area offices
were to immediately increase field activity to the fiscal year
1982 level. APHIS provided the following guidance on inspections
to be made:

-~Maintain inspections at marginal or problem facilities.

--Inspect all licensees and registrants that had not been
inspected at least once during the year.
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--Increase airport surveillance and inspections at major
airports.

APHIS estimated that the restoration of funding late in the
year would result in increased funding for field work with a pro-
jected end-of-year surplus of $650,000. In September 1983, APHIS
determined that the workload had not increased to the extent
anticipated earlier. APHIS then allocated $697,000 of its animal
welfare funding for purchasing vehicles during the year to reduce
the estimated surplus.

The fiscal year 1983 appropriation act provided APHIS with a
lump sum appropriation for expenses necessary to prevent, control,
and eradicate pests and animal and plant disease. The fiscal year
1983 appropriation also made USDA appropriations available to pur-
chase, in addition to those specifically provided for, not to
exceed 713 passenger motor vehicles. Accordingly, APHIS' alloca-
tion of $697,000 for vehicle purchases appears to be permissible.

APHIS' allocation of available
unds among the area offices

APHIS' allocations of fiscal year 1983 funds among its area
offices were based on fiscal year 1982 work levels rather than on
estimates of the current potential workloads, such as the number of
sites of licensees and registrants which the area offices have to
inspect and the severity of expected problems. As a result, the
funds available to the six area offices did not correspond to their
qelative shares of sites to be inspected, which was a cause of the
wide variations in inspection coverage among those offices (see
Ch. 3)0

We noted that the relative shares of active licensees and
registrants in the six area offices varied from year to year. For
example, California's percentage of total licensees and registrants
in the six area offices increased each year since fiscal year 1978,
the earliest year for which we obtained data. 1In fiscal year 1978,
California had 10.6 percent of the six-office total and its share
had increased to 15.7 percent, 17.0 percent, and 17.8 percent in
fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983, respectively. Similarly, Kansas'
share decreased each year over the same period, going from 34.6 per-
cent in fiscal year 1978 to 29.6 percent, 28.1 percent, and 25.6 per-
cent in fiscal years, 1981, 1982, and 1983, respectively. The shares
for the other four area offices also varied over the period.

To see whether the funds allocated to the six area offices we
rbviewed bore a relationship to the number of sites subject to
inspection in those offices, we compared each office's percentage
of the total fiscal year 1983 funds for the six offices overall
with each office's percentage of the overall total sites subject to
inspection in those states. The funding amounts used were the total
costs shown for the APHIS field work account, which includes inspec-
tion work. As shown in the following chart, there were considerable
variations between funds and sites in the six area offices.
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The disparities between share of sites subject to inspection

and available funds shown in the chart directly correspond with
the variations in inspection frequencies shown in chapter 3. The
funding levels for California and New York were low in relation to
the number of sites, and those two offices had the lowest inspec-
tion frequencies. Funding and sites were more evenly balanced in
Missouri and Texas,! and frequencies in those two offices were in
the middle of the range. Funding levels for Iowa and Kansas were
high in relation to the number of sites, and those offices con-
ducted the most frequent inspections.

AGENCY COMMENTS

In reviewing the report, USDA did not comment on our position
regarding the need for an overall program assessment. USDA did,
however, address our concerns on (1) monitoring of inspection
quality, (2) reported inspection statistics, and (3) funding
restrictions and budgeting.

Monitoring of inspection quality

In commenting on a draft of this report, USDA said that ani-
mal care coordinators were appointed in fiscal year 1983 for the

'While Texas had the highest number of inspections per site, many
included incomplete inspections where no animals were present at
the time of the visit. When these are considered, then Texas and
Missouri are roughly comparable.
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explicit purpose of monitoring the program, including evaluating
the quality of inspections. USDA said that a system was estab-
lished in fiscal year 1985 under which area veterinarians-in-
charge are required to submit documented evaluations of the
program and will be held accountable for any problems identified
for which corrective actions have not been taken. This system
relies on actual observations and evaluations of inspections made
by individual inspectors. USDA said that, in addition, a team
approach concept was started in fiscal year 1984 to evaluate the
quality of inspections in selected areas with high concentrations
of research facilities. Under this concept, the six regional ani-
mal care specialists were divided into three teams that accompa-
nied inspectors during inspections in six area offices, including
New York. 1In fiscal year 1985, a variation of this approach, us-
ing one animal care specialist and other personnel not assigned to
the area being evaluated, was carried out in two area offices,
including California.

APHIS' reported inspection statistics

USDA said that APHIS agreed that there was a problem regard-
ing inconsistency of reporting by individual area offices. It
said that the reporting system has since been changed to establish
a separate reporting category for inspections that could not be
completed, which should provide for a more accurate tabulation of
inspection statistics. USDA did not comment on the differences we
had found between the numbers of inspections shown in the area
offices' inspection records and the numbers reported to APHIS
headquarters.

Funding restrictions and budgeting
in fiscal year 1983

USDA said that APHIS agreed that our report was accurate
regarding funding during fiscal year 1983, although APHIS' intent
has been to evenly disburse funds over the entire year. USDA
noted that there are factors that affect the distribution of
program funds, as was the case in fiscal year 1984 when many in-
spectors were detailed to work on eradicating avian influenza in
Pennsylvania and Virginia.

USDA said that fund allocations to states are based on
workload as determined by the area veterinarian-in-charge using
national guidelines on the frequency of inspections. According to
USDA, these guidelines had historically placed more emphasis on
inspecting animal dealers, but that beginning in fiscal year 1984,
and to a greater extent in fiscal year 1985, emphasis has been
placed on inspecting research facilities. USDA noted that
California and New York have considerably more research facilities
than dealers to inspect; therefore, the change in emphasis has
redistributed funds accordingly.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

SCHEDULE SHOWING FREQUENCY OF INSPECTIONS

AND NUMBER OF SITES NOT INSPECTED FOR

THE SIX AREA OFFICES WE REVIEWED

F1SCAL YEAR 1983

Research Cerriers/
Area office Dealers facllities Exhibitors Subtotal handlers Total
Californla
Number of sites 128 288 168 584 35 619
Number of Inspections 92 189 156 4317 9 446
Inspections per-site .72 «66 <93 75 «26 .72
Number of slites
not Inspected n 151 72 294 26 320
Percent of sites
not Inspected 55.5 52.4 42.9 50.3 74.3 517
lowa
Number of sites 401 31 16 448 13 461
Number of Inspections 997 42 37 1,076 19 1,095
Inspectlions per-site 2.49 1.35 2.31 2.40 1.46 2.38
Number of sites
not inspected 35 1 1 37 9 46
: Percent of sites
3 not Inspected 8.7 3.2 63 8.3 69.2 10.0
i Kansas
: Number of sites 72 39 22 773 14 787
Number of Inspections 1,769 58 30 1,857 38 1,895
Inspections per-site 2.48 1.49 1.36 2.40 2.7 2.41
Number of sites
not Inspected 40 5 3 48 2 50
Percent of sites
not inspected 5.6 12.8 13.6 6.2 14.3 6.4
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Research Carriers/
Area offlce Dealers facilitles Exhibitors Subtotal handlers Total
MIssour |
Number of sltes 508 66 22 596 27 623
Number of Inspections 808 64 21 893 7 900
Inspections per-site 1.59 «97 <95 1.50 «26 1.44
Number of sites
not Inspected 110 8 12 130 7 137
Percent of sites
not Inspected 21.7 12.1 54.5 21.8 25.9 22.0
New York
Number of sites 62 280 66 408 42 450
Number of Inspections® 50 190 69 309 26 335
Inspections per-site «81 .68 1.05 .76 «62 74
Number of sites
not Inspected 30 140 22 192 27 219
Percent of sites
not [nspected 48.4 50.0 33.3 47.1 64.3 48.7
Texas
Number of sites 142 106 83 331 108 439
Number of inspections® 232 124 136 492 5850 1,077
Inspections per-site 1463 1.17 1.64 1.49 5.42 2.45
Number of sltes
not Inspected 1 - 7 8 49 57
Percent of sites
not Inspected 0.7 - 8.4 2.4 45.4 13.0
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Area office

Total for six
area offices

Number of slites
Number of Inspections
Inspections per-site

Number of sltes
not Inspected

Percent of slites
not Inspected

APPENDIX I

Research Carriers/
Dealers facllitles Exhlbitors Subtotal handlers Total
1,953 810 377 3,140 239 3,379
3,948 667 449 5,064 684 5,748
2.02 «82 1.19 1.61 2.86 1.70
287 305 17 709 120 829
14.7 37.7 31.0 22.6 50.2 24.5

was at the site or no anlmals subject to regulation were present.
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II

STATISTICS ON SAMPLE OF INSPECTION REPORTS

REVIEWED TO DETERMINE APHIS' FOLLOW-UP

ACTIONS ON DEFICIENCIES

JULY 1, 1982 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1983

Results of Inspections

Number Number No defi- Major defi- Minor defi~ Incom—
Area office of sites of reports cliencles ciencies® clencles plefeb Unknown
Callifornia
Dealers 21 37 21 4 12 - -
Research facllitles 53 80 36 16 25 1 2
Exhibitors 25 39 18 10 9 1 1
Carrlers/handiers 1 1 1 - - - =
Total 100 157 76 30 46 2 3
lowa
Dealers 91 2N 227 5 29 10 -
Research facilitles 4 8 5 - 3 - -
Exhiblitors 4 1 - 4 - -
Carriers/handlers 1 5 5 - - - -
Total 100 295 244 5 36 10 -
Kansas
Dealers 92 378 210 56 13 99 -
Research facilitles 5 14 7 4 2 1 -
Exhibitors 2 6 2 - 2 -
Carrlers/handlers 1 4 4 - - - -
Total 100 402 223 62 15 102 -
Mlissour|
Dealers 85 179 120 41 9 9 -
‘ Research facilitles 7 15 13 2 - - -
3 Exhlblitors 1 5 3 2 - - -
i Carriers/handlers 7 28 3 = - 25 -
i Total 100 227 139 45 9 34 -
New York
Dealers 15 19 9 4 1 5 -
Research faclllties 58 82 57 13 6 6 -
Exhibltors 17 23 14 7 2 - -
Carriers/handlers 10 __26 5 3 - 18 -
Total 100 150 85 27 S 29 -
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Results of Inspections
Number Number No defl- Major defl- Minor defl- Incom=

Area offlce of sltes of reports clencles clenclesd clencles plofeb unknown
Texas
Dealers 36 60 44 2 14 - -
Research faciilitles 24 29 21 3 2 3 -
Exhlbltors 22 33 18 6 5 4
Carrlers/handiers 18 194 22 - 2 170 -
Total 100 . 316 105 11 23 177 -

Total for slix
area offlces

Dealers 340 944 631 112 78 123 -
Research facliltles 151 228 139 38 38 1 2
Exhlbltors 74 117 62 217 20 1 1
Carriers/handiers 38 258 _40 3 _2 213 -
Total 600 1,547 872 180 138 354 3
nsm EEEEN “mE mms R zxas ==

Bincludes reports which showed both major and minor deficlencles.

bAffompfed Inspectlions where no one was at the site or no animals subject to regulation were
present,

49



APPENDIX III APPENDIX IIIX

SUMMARY OF ANIMAL WELFARE STANDARDS

FACILITIES AND OPERATING STANDARDS

The facilities and operating standards cover general facil-
ities requirements, indoor facilities, outdoor facilities, and
primary enclosures.! The general facilities requirements cover
structural strength for indoor and outdoor housing facilities,
water and electric power, storage of food and bedding, waste dis-
posal (including dead animals), and washrooms and sinks for care-
takers. The standards are basically the same for all types of
animals, except for marine mammals which have special standards.

The standards on indoor facilities cover heating, ventila-
tion, lighting, interior surfaces, and drainage. The heating,
ventilation, and drainage standards are different for different
types of animals. For example, the ambient temperatures for ham-
sters and guinea pigs are not to be below 60 degrees Fahrenheit or
above 85 degrees Fahrenheit while interior spaces for rabbits do
not have to be heated. There are no drainage standards for rab-
bits or marine mammals. The lighting standards are the same for
all animals. Interior surface standards are the same for all
types of animals except marine mammals and "other" animals, for
which there are no standards.

Outdoor facilities standards primarily relate to protecting
the animals from sunlight, rain or snow, and cold weather., These
standards are similar for the different types of animals except
for marine mammals, which have special standards, and hamsters and
guinea pigs. Hamsters are not to be housed in outdoor facilities;
guinea pigs are not be housed outdoors unless located in an
appropriate climate and prior approval is obtained from APHIS'
Deputy Administrator for Veterinary Services. The standards also
include drainage requirements for all types of animals except
hamsters and guinea pigs and marine mammals. Outdoor housing
facilities for rabbits must be fenced or otherwise enclosed to
minimize the entrance of predators.

The standards for primary enclosures vary considerably among
the different types of animals. The standards contain general
requirements for the enclosures, such as easy access to food and
water for most types, a suitable nest box for a female rabbit with
a litter less than one month old, and a dry resting and social
activity area for polar bears. The standards for "other" animals
contain only general space requirements while the other standards
contain specific space requirements for each type or species and,

Tany structures used to immediately restrict animals to a limited
amount of space, such as rooms, cages, or pools.,
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ANIMAL HEALTH AND HUSBANDRY STANDARDS

The animal health and husbandry standards cover feeding,
watering, sanitation, facility employees, classification and
separation of animals, and veterinary care. There are also stand-
ards for the handling of marine mammals and "other" animals.

The feeding standards generally provide that animals be fed
at least once a day with food of sufflclent quantity and nutritive
value to meet the animals' normal daily requirements. There are
also special provisions on feeding of guinea pigs and hamsters,
marine mammals, and "other" animals. The watering standards
specify the frequency with which water is to be provided for each
type of animal except for the marine mammal standards which

contain requirements on water quality in primary enclosures.

The sanitation standards specify frequency and methods for
sanitizing the primary enclosures of each animal type, including
special standards for marine mammals, and housekeeping and pest
control requirements. The employee reguirements are to have a
sufficient number of employees to maintain the prescribed level of
husbandry practices and such practices must be under the supervi-
sion of an animal caretaker with a background in animal husbandry
or care. The marine mammal standards also require that training
of the animals be done by or under the direct supervision of
experienced trainers without physical punishment or abuse.

Classification and separation standards generally provide
that animals housed in the same primary enclosure shall be main-
tained in compatible groups and contain restrictions on housing
different species in the same enclosure. For example, dogs should
not be housed in the same enclosure with cats and neither should
be housed in the same enclosure with any other species of ani-
mals. There are also certain restrictions on housing animals of
the same species with each other; for example, female dogs and
cats in season (estrus) are not to be housed in the same enclosure
with males except for breeding purposes.

In general, veterinary care standards require that each
facility have a program for disease control and prevention, eutha-
nasia, and adequate veterinary care under the supervision and
assistance of a doctor of veterinary medicine. The animals are to
be observed periodically for disease or injury and animals with
such conditions are to be provided with veterinary care or
humanely disposed of unless such action is inconsistent with
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research purposes. The standards also cover requirements for the
use of anesthetic, analgesic, or tranquilizing drugs by research
facilities. The standards for marine mammals and "other" animals
also contain provisions covering the handling and display of these
animals,

TRANSPORTATION STANDARDS

These standards cover consignments to carriers and interme-
diate handlers, primary enclosures used to transport live animals,
primary conveyances?, food and water requirements, care in tran-
sit, terminal facilities, and handling.

The consignment standards are basically the same for all
types of animals, and they cover responsibilities of carriers and
intermediate handlers. These standards set the maximum time be-
fore scheduled departure for accepting animals for shipment, re-
quire accepting only those primary enclosures that meet standards,
set conditions that must be met for accepting animals by carriers
or intermediate handlers whose facilities fail to meet allowed
minimum temperatures, and set requirements for notifying consig-
nees after animals have arrived at the terminal cargo facility.

The primary enclosure standards set requirements for the
enclosures themselves as well as for placing animals in the enclo-
sures. The standards set out construction requirements for the
enclosures that are basically the same for all types of animals;
there are additional special requirements for nonhuman primates
and marine mammals. There are specific requirements for the loca-
tion and surface area of ventilation openings and for markings on
the containers. There are standards on the size of primary enclo-
sures for each type of animal; for example, enclosures for rabbits
are to be large enough to allow each rabbit to turn about freely
and make normal postural adjustments., The animals placed in each
enclosure are to be of the same species and maintained in compati-
ble groups. There are additional restrictions for some animals;
for example, puppies and kittens are not to be in enclosures with
adult animals other than their dams. The standards prescribe the
maximum number of animals that can be placed in a primary enclo-
sure, which varies from 1 dog or cat more than 6 months old to 50
hamsters. There are no maximums for marine mammals or "other"
animals,

The primary conveyance standards, which are basically the
same for all types of animals, set forth a number of general

2p primary conveyance is the main method of transportation used
to convey an animal from origin to destination, such as a motor
vehicle, plane, ship, or train.

52



APPENDIX III APPENDIX TII

requirements for the conveyances and for transporting the animals,
such as that the animal cargo space shall be designed to protect
the health and ensure the safety and comfort of the animals and
that each animal is to have access to sufficient air for normal
breathing. The food and water requirements cover the frequency
with which animals should be given food and water when being
transported, including animals transported by dealers, exhibitors,
research facilities, and operators of auction sales in their own
primary conveyances. The requirements vary by type of animal and
in some cases by the age of the animal. For example, adult non-
human primates over 1 year of age are to be fed at least once
every 24 hours, while nonhuman primates less than 1 year of age
are to have food available at least once every 12 hours.

The care in transit standards, which are the same for all
animals except marine mammals, require that the animals be visu-
ally observed at prescribed intervals to assure that they are
getting sufficient air, their ambient temperatures are within pre-
scribed limits, and all other applicable standards are being com-
plied with. The animals are also to be observed to determine
whether any animals are in obvious distress and to provide needed
veterinary care as soon as possible. Animals in obvious distress
are not to be transported in commerce. There are special stand-
ards for marine mammals. For example, an employee or attendant of
the shipper or receiver, who is knowledgeable in the area of
marine mammal care, must accompany cetaceans (whales, porpoises,
dolphins) during periods of transportation.

The standards for terminal facilities, which are basically
the same for all types of animals, cover such things as cleaning
and sanitizing, pest control, ventilation, and minimum (45 degrees
Fahrenheit) and maximum (85 degrees Fahrenheit) temperatures. The
handling standards, which are also basically the same for all
types of animals, cover such things as shelter from sunlight, rain
or snow, and cold weather and handling of primary enclosures.

53



APPENDIX IV APPENDIX IV

FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS BY SIX AREA OFFICES

ON REPORTED DEFICIENCIES IN FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE

California

The 30 inspection reports showing major deficiencies involved
18 sites--2 dealers, 5 exhibitors, and 11 research facilities. We
found that the area office had reinspected at 14 sites within
30 days of the deadline date for correction, one reinspection was
a few days late, and for three sites there was no evidence that
the sites had been reinspected as of December 1983, even though
many more than 30 days had elapsed since the deadline dates. Two
research facility sites had deadline dates of November 1, 1982,
and February 14, 1983, respectively. The third site, an exhib-
itor, was reinspected on May 5, 1983, within 30 days of the origi-
nal deadline, but the deadline was extended to May 18, 1983,
because correction work was in progress, but there was no evidence
of a later reinspection.

Three sites received extensions of the deadline date for cor-
rection of major deficiencies when they were found to be uncor-
rected at the time of reinspection. All three extensions were
approved by the area veterinarian-in-charge.

Three other sites had major deficiencies which remained un-
corrected at the time of reinspection, including one granted an
earlier extension. One site, a dealer, relinquished its license.
There were no animals present at the time of the reinspection at a
second site, one of many locations at a research facility, but a
later inspection showed no major deficiencies. The third site was
an exhibitor which had an inspection on June 29, 1983, that dis-
closed five major deficiencies plus a number of minor deficien-
cies. One of the major deficiencies was to be corrected on that
date, while the deadline for correcting the other deficiencies was
July 29, 1983. During the reinspection on August 29, 1983, the
inspector found that three major deficiencies and one minor defi-
ciency had not been corrected. The inspector reported that the
manager said that the deficiencies would be corrected by September
21, 1983. The report was reviewed by the compliance officer and
the area veterinarian-in-charge and one of them, apparently the
compliance officer, recommended that a violation case be initiated
because there did not appear to be a good reason for the deficien-
cies not being corrected. Although there was no evidence that an
extension was granted, an alleged violation report was not pre-
pared until after another inspection on October 4, 1983. The vio-
lation report was prepared by the inspector on October 11, 1983,
and showed two violations and a violation date of October 4, 1983,
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The area veterinarian-in-charge told us that inspectors are
not required to reinspect minor deficiencies but that some follow
up is done through telephone calls or letters. During our review
of the inspection report sample, we noted that many of the minor
deficiencies were, in fact, followed up by reinspections.

Towa

The five inspection reports showing major deficiencies in
Iowa involved three dealers, and all were reinspected within 30
days after the deadlines for correction. The deficiencies at two
of the sites were found to have been corrected when reinspected.
The major deficiency at the third site apparently had been mis-
classified as major. This site was inspected on December 22,
1982, and the inspector reported a deficiency, classified as
major, relating to not keeping puppies bought for shipping separ-
ate from the breeding stock colony. The deadline for correction
was January 23, 1983, and the site was reinspected February 16,
1983. The inspector reported that the deficiency had not been
corrected but did not show a classification for it. The area
veterinarian-in-charge told us that the original classification of
the deficiency as a major one had been erroneous and it should
have been classified as minor. He said that the reported defici-
ency relates to a practice that should be used for good husbandry
but is something that is not covered by the animal welfare regula-
tions.

The area veterinarian-in-charge told us that inspectors do
not have to reinspect minor deficiencies but may do so if they are
doing an inspection in the vicinity and think a reinspection is
necessary.

Kansas

The 62 inspection reports with major deficiencies involved 31
sites, 29 of which were dealers. The area office reinspected all
of the major deficiencies, but six reinspections at five of the
sites were made more than 30 days after the correction deadline;
these reinspections were 5 to 64 days late. The area office
granted 14 extensions of deadline dates to 11 sites, all of which
were approved by the area veterinarian-in-charge or the assistant
area veterinarian-in~charge. Five sites, all dealers, were found
to have uncorrected major deficiencies when reinspected after the
deadline date or after approved extensions of the deadline date.
Two of the sites cancelled their licenses. The area office pre-
pared alleged violation cases for two other sites with uncorrected
deficiencies and sent them to APHIS headquarters within the 60
days allowed by APHIS policy.
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The area office did not prepare an alleged violation case for
the fifth site with uncorrected major deficiencies, even though
the deficiencies remained uncorrected for a long period of time.

A November 1, 1982, inspection of this site found numerous defi-
ciencies classified as major, and the inspection report showed a
correction date of December 1, 1982, for most of the deficiencies,
and a correction date of January 1, 1983, for the remaining defi-
ciencies. The inspector reinspected on January 10, 1983, and
found that most of the deficiencies had not been corrected, but
the inspection report showed no request for an extension or any
new deadlines for correction, nor was an apparent violation case
recommended,

Another inspection was made on March 14, 1983, and the inspec-
tion showed that the deficiencies still had not been corrected.
The inspector showed no new deadline dates and recommended that a
violation case be filed and the area veterinarian-in-charge noted
his concurrence on the report, but a case was not prepared. The
inspector again inspected the site on May 18, 1983, and found that
some deficiencies had been corrected but that six still had not
been corrected. The inspector did not show any deadline dates and
did not request an extension, but the assistant area veterinarian-
in-charge approved an extension of the deadline.

Yet another inspection was made on June 21, 1983, and the
inspection report showed that some deficiencies still remained un-
corrected and that some previously corrected deficient items were
again deficient. The inspector nevertheless recommended another
extension of the deadline date to September 1, 1983, but did
recommend that a warning letter be sent. The area office sent a
warning letter on June 28, 1983, but denied the request for exten-
sion. An inspection on September 14, 1983, found that all but two
of the deficiencies had been corrected. One of the remaining
items, failure to identify dogs with a tag or tattoo, had been
deficient since the November 1, 1982, inspection when it was shown
as a major deficiency. Nevertheless, the area office granted
still another 30-day extension of the deadline date. A
November 9, 1983, inspection finally found that all deficiencies
had been corrected.

The area veterinarian-in-charge told us that, even though the
March 14, 1983, inspection report had recommended, with his con-
currence, that a violation case be filed, a case had not been pre-
pared at that time because the inspector had failed to show due
dates for the deficiencies and so charges could not be substan-
tiated. He said he had sent a letter of warning to the dealer on
June 28, 1983, pointing out the seriousness of the deficiencies,
and that the subsequent inspection showed that "remarkable" prog-
ress had been made. The area veterinarian-in-charge said that his
policy is to grant extensions if he believes an owner is trying to
comply.
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The assistant area veterinarian-in-charge told us that the
Kansas area office does not distinguish between major and minor
deficiencies for reinspection purposes and all must be rein-
spected. Our review of the inspection report sample confirmed
that the area office did reinspect sites with minor deficiencies.

Missouri

The 45 inspection reports with major deficiencies involved
31 sites--29 dealers, 1 research facility, and 1 exhibitor. The
area office reinspected 29 of the sites within 30 days of the
deadline date for correction; one reinspection was 8 days late,
and one was 22 days late. The reinspections showed that all
deficiencies had been corrected except at two sites. One of the
two sites was being remodeled at the time of the reinspection and
no animals were present. The other site, a zoo, had not corrected
the deficiencies at the time of reinspection on November 30,

1982. The inspector prepared an alleged violation report but
recommended that an extension be granted until June 21, 1983,
because the zoo's director had submitted a letter of intent to
correct the deficiencies. The 2zo00's director said that the press
of other projects had delayed the construction work to correct the
deficiencies but said the work would be completed by the spring of
1983. The assistant area veterinarian-in-charge approved the
extension, and an inspection made on June 13, 14, and 16, 1983,
showed that the deficiencies had been corrected.

The area veterinarian-in-charge told us that he has told the
inspectors to categorize all deficiencies as "inadequate" because
he does not believe in assigning major or minor classifications to
deficiencies, He said that deficiencies that would be minor usu-
ally must be corrected immediately while deficiencies for which
correction deadlines are established are major deficiencies,
While the area office's practice of not classifying deficiencies
as major or minor is contrary to APHIS' policy, the area office
was establishing deadline dates and reinspecting the deficiencies
it considered to be major, which seems to meet the intent of
APHIS' policy.

New York

The 27 inspection reports showing major deficiencies involved
23 sites--3 dealers, 11 research facilities, 7 exhibitors, and 2
carriers/handlers. These sites were reinspected within 30 days of
the deadline date, except for the following four sites, for which
there were reasonable explanations. One site was not reinspected
because the site had disposed of its animals. There was no dead-
line date set and no reinspection for another site because a
violation case was already pending against the site on the same
deficiency. The other two sites were air carriers, where the
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deficiencies involved specific shipments rather than the carriers’
facilities, The area office, however, did not file violation
cases on the three deficiencies (two at one carrier's site). One
deficiency involved the carrier's failure to notify the consignee
of the arrival of a shipment of guinea pigs and hamsters. The
compliance officer told us that a case was not sent in because of
time constraints. The second deficiency was a failure to attach
feeding and watering instructions to the primary enclosure con-
taining a dog. The compliance officer told us that the carrier
was at fault but that no case had been submitted through inadver-
tence. The third deficiency involved ventilation openings on a
primary enclosure containing a porcupine. The compliance office
told us that no violation case was submitted because there already
was a case pending against the zoo which shipped the animal.

One site was given an extension, with the assistant area
veterinarian-in-charge's concurrence, when the deficiency was
found to be uncorrected at the time of reinspection. The defi-
ciency was found to have been corrected when a subsequent
reinspection was made.

There were seven sites where major deficiencies were found to
still exist when reinspections were made. For one site, the
results of the reinspection were submitted as additional informa-
tion on a pending violation case. For a second site, the compli-
ance officer's investigation showed that a deficiency did not
really exist while another site's deficiency was reclassified from
major to minor with the inspector's concurrence. The cases on two
sites were closed by the area office because the sites corrected
their deficiencies. The area office prepared reports of alleged
violations on the remaining two sites with uncorrected defi-
ciencies and both cases were sent to APHIS headquarters within the
60-day time frame set by APHIS policy.

The area office generally did not reinspect sites that had
only minor deficiencies.

Texas

The 11 inspections reports showing major deficiencies
involved eight sites--one dealer, two research facilities, and
five exhibitors. The inspectors did not specify deadline dates
for correcting major deficiencies at three sites but did reinspect
these sites--one was reinspected 17 days after the deficiency
inspection, one 47 days after the deficiency inspection, and the
third 4-1/2 months after the deficiency inspection. The inspec-
tors established deadline dates for the other five sites and also
for another major deficiency found during a different inspection
at one of the sites where no deadline was established. The major
deficiencies with deadline dates were all reinspected within 30
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days of the due date or earlier. One site was given an extension
of the deadline date, with the assistant area veterinarian-in-
charge's concurrence. One research facility had an uncorrected
deficiency when reinspected and the area office submitted a viola-
tion case to APHIS headquarters within 60 days of the
reinspection.

The area office took follow-up action on many of the reported
minor deficiencies.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20250

o~

MAR 1/ 99

Mr. J. Dexter Peach
Director, Resources, Community
and Economic Development Division
General Accounting Office
441 G Street, N. W.
Washington, DC 20548

Dear Mr. Peach:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the GAO Draft Report
RCED-85-8, dated February 8, 1985, entitled "The Department of Agriculture's
Animal Welfare Program.” The Office of Budget and Program Analysis also
reviewed the report and concurs in our response.

The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), in general, agrees
with the findings as stated in this report and, in fact, was aware that some
of the situations identified existed prior to the review. It is our opinion
that the source of many of the problems and their eventual resolutions are
directly related to organizational structure and lines of communication.

The Animal Welfare Program was reorganized in early fiscal year 1983, just
prior to the review, in order to improve the lines of communication and
direction between program policymaking personnel and the Regional Directors,
Area Veterinarians in Charge, and field inspection personnel. As a result of
that reorganization, we are confident that many of the problems that existed
at the time of the review have been or are being resolved.

Our responsc addresses the three major concerns identified by the review
and those items under the general category of Other Program Administration
Matters.

Singerely,

Karen Darling
Acting Assistant Secretary for
Marketing & Inspection Services

Enclosure

GAO note: 1In general, the actions cited by USDA address the
concerns raised by us in our review of this program.
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GAO DRAFT REPORT RCED-85-8, DATED FEBRUARY 8, 1985,
ENTITLED "THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE'S ANTMAL WELFARE PROGRAM"

Training and Written Guidance for Inspectors

Resgonse

In FY 83, the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) headquarters
decided to reinstitute formal training at the national level. This

coincided with the appointment of Animal Care Coordinators in each Area
Office. The first national course which was implemented in fiscal year 1984
was for the purpose of traiaing the Coordinators In order that they in turn
would train the personnel in their respective areas. We have since designed
and conducted two formal training courses for Veterinary Medical Officers who
ingpect research facilities, and two additional courses are planned for this
fiscal year. A scheduled marine mammal training course will also provide
formalized training for those inspectors who actually inspect marine mammal
facilities. 1In all instances, we are using select individuals from the
regulated industries and humane organizations to supplement staff personnel
as instructors. We will still rely on the Regional Animal Care Specialist
and Area Animal Care Coordinator to conduct on the job training for new
employees and formal training on a continuing basis. However, the
reestablishment of formal training at the national lewel will provide for

the additional training which our field inspection personnel require.

With reference to the issuance of written guidelines, we do not believe the
comments by inspection personnel are entirely valid. Regulations and
standards are purposely written, in some instances, in broad terms to allow
some latitude in their interpretation. An integral aspect of the inspector's
responsibility 1s to be sufficiently familiar with the regulations and
standards as written and to understand their intent. This should allow for a
reasonable assessment of all pertinent facts and a proper determination in
most situations.

Inspectors have at their disposal a network of experienced and knowledgeable
personnel and have been encouraged to bring unusual situations to their
attention for advice. When an unusual situation regarding interpretation of
regulations or standards is identified that has the potential of being
general in scope, written guidelines have usually been issued. A number of
such guidelines have been issued in the form of Veterinary Services (VS)
numbered memoranda and other correspondence by the Animal Care Staff, the
Office of the Assistant Deputy Administrator, Animal Health Programs, and
Regional Directors of VS. A field manual which consclidates all of the
guidelines and other pertinent informaticn relative to interpretation and
enforcement of the Animal Welfare Act has been assembled and will be issued
during the third quarter of FY 85.
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Frequency and Scheduling of Inspections

ResEonse

The problem identified in New York and California regarding the failure to
inspect facilities was not anticipated. When the review was being conducted
there was a National Reporting System in place to track the total number of
inspections performed but no national system existed to monitor the
inspections performed at individual facilities. However, at the Area level
there has been a system in place for the past several years to monitor the
inspection of individual facilities to ensure that all were inspected at
least once a year. It is apparent that in the subject States, the systems
were not operating properly. Instructions have been issued to the Area
Offices indicating that a tracking system must be in place, functional and
utilized to ensure that all facilities are inspected. Although the majority
of the Areas are utilizing a manual system, California and Iowa have
developed computerized systems to track imspections. Their programs have
been presented during recent national training courses as a model for other
Areas to develop thelr own computerized systems.

As the report indicates, it was determined earlier in the program that the
proper frequency of inspections was four times per year. The scheduling of
the four inspections was not mandated in order to allow the inspector
latitude regarding inspection vigits based on the compliance record of the
individual facility. Also, since the majority of inspectors performing
animal welfare inspections have other programs to service, they are
encouraged to schedule animal welfare inspections to coincide with other
duties in order to maximize efficient use of their time and resources. Those
facilities that established a good compliance record were usually inspected
once a quarter in order to spread the frequency of inspections evenly over
the entire fiscal year. Facilities with poor records, generally referred to
as problem or marginal facilities, were to be inspected, as needed, based on
the inspector's judgment of what was required to obtain compliance.

A national average rate of inspection of 2.5 has since been established as it
waB decided that it was an ineffective and inefficient use of time to
routinely inspect four times a year those facilities which had established a
good compliance record. Each inspector 1s required to evaluate assigned
facilities and determine the inspection rate based on the facility's
compliance record. Those facilities with a good record were to receive a
minimum of one inspection, with the majority of our efforts directed at the
problem and marginal facilities. This policy has been in effect for the past
several fiscal years, and written guldelines in the form of program goals
have been issued to the field at the beginning of the respective fiscal
years. Athough the reorganization of the program was initiated in fiscal
year 1983, it was not until the beginning of fiscal year 1984 that the lines
of communication became such that the guidelines were adequately disseminated
to our field inspection personnel.
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Actions Taken to Follow Up on Deficiencies Found During Inspections
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We have wo major disagreements w
place and functional for the scheduling of followup action when maj r
deficiencies are recorded during a routine enforcement inspection. Those
facilities with deficlencies identified by the inspector as major--those

which have direct impact on the health and physical well-being of the animal--

are given a deadline date in writing for the correction of the deficiency.
The inspector must return within 30 davn of the deadline to ensaure

compliance or initiate an apparent violation case 1f the deficiency has not
been corrected. Deficiencies not identified as major do not require a
deadline date or a special return visit by the inspector but rather are to be
corrected by the next (vuiiue inspectlon. Many in this category can be and
are corrected in the presence of the inspector. Headquarters personnel have
revised and issued inspection procedures relative to the documentation and
identification of major deficiencies. Based on the national record in FY 84,
major deficiencies were corrected or alleged violations were initiated within
the established timeframes in 95.2 percent of all cited facilities.

Monitoring of Inspection Quality

Response

The monitoring of the program including inspections to ensure quality was one
of the items considered in the reorganization of the program in early fiscal
year 1983, As a result, in FY 83 Animal Care Coordinators were appointed for
the explicit purpose of monitoring the program which included evaluating the
quality of inspections in each Area.

Veterinary Services Memorandum No. 595.22, dated April 6, 1983, entitled
“Animal Care Coordinator,” which lists the duties and responsibilities of the
coordinator was distributed to each Area. It clearly states that the
Coordinator will monitor the quality of inspections by evaluating inspectors
during the performance of actual Inspections and advising the AVIC when
corrective action such as additional training, etc., needs to be implemented.
To emphasize the intent and method of monitoring the program, a system was
initiated in fiscal year 1985 whereby the AVIC is required to submit to the
Regional Director a documented evaluation of the program and will be held
accountable for any problems identified for which corrective actions have not
been taken. This system will also rely on the actual observation and
evaluation of the inspection process as performed by individual inspectors.

In addition to the above, a team approach concept was initiated in FY 84 to
evaluate the quality of inspections In selected areas with a high
concentration on research facilities. Essentially, this approach consisted
of dividing the six Regional Animal Care Specialists into three teams who
then accompanied the local ingpector during the inspection of selected
facilities in the selected area. This approach was carried out in the New
England Area, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and Minnesota. A
variation of this approach using one Animal Care Specialist and other
selected personnel not assigned to the Area being evaluated has been used in
Florida and California this fiscal year.
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Reported Inspection Statistics

Reagonse

APHIS agrees that a problem regarding inconsistency of reporting by the
individual areas did exist. We have since implemented a change in the
reporting system by establishing a separate reporting category for
inspections which were attempted but could not be performed or completed.
This change will provide for a more accurate tabulation of inspection
statistics at both the Area and national levels.

Allocation of Available Funds Among the Area Offices

Resgonse

APHIS agrees that the report 1is accurate regarding funding in fiscal year
1983. It has, however, been and is our intent to evenly disburse program
expenditures over the entire fiscal year.

There are other factors which do affect the disbursement of program
expenditures as was the case in fiscal year 1984 when many of our inspectors
. who have animal welfare responsibilities were detailed to Pennsylvania and
Virginia much of the first and second quarters to participate in the

- eradication efforts of Avian Influenza. However, animal welfare activities
were maintained and received their proper priority relative to the other
programs administered by our Agency which were also affected.

The allocation of funds to individual States is based on workload as
determined by the AVIC utilizing the national guidelines concerning frequency
of inspections. These guidelines have historically placed more emphasis on
the inspection of animal dealers. Beginning with fiscal year 1984, and to a
greater extent in fiscal year 1985, the inspection of research facilities has
been emphasized. Since California and New York have a considerably larger
number of research sites than dealers to inspect, the change in emphasis has
redistributed funding accordingly.
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