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SUMMARY 

The O f f i c e  o f  t h e  A u d i t o r  General has conducted a  performance a u d i t  o f  t h e  

Arizona L ives tock  Board i n  response t o  an A p r i l  27, 1983, r e s o l u t i o n  of 

t he  J o i n t  L e g i s l a t i v e  Overs igh t  Committee. T h i s  performance a u d i t  was 

conducted as p a r t  o f  t h e  Sunset Review s e t  f o r t h  i n  Ar izona Revised 

S ta tu tes  (A. R. S. ) §§41-2351 through 41 -2379. 

The Arizona L ives tock  Board i s  respons ib le  f o r  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  general  

pub1 i c  from unwholesome meat and poul t ry products,  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  i ndust ry  

f rom t h e f t ,  and e x e r c i s i n g  general supe rv i s i on  over t h e  1  i ves tock  

i n t e r e s t s  o f  t h e  State. The Board i s  mandated by l a w  t o  keep records o f  

1  i ves tock  inspect ions,  recommend 1  eg i  s l  a t i o n  i n  t h e  area o f  1  i ves tock  and 

a s s i s t  i n  t h e  prosecut ion  o f  those who v i o l a t e  1  i ves tock  laws. 

The L ives tock  Board Coul d  Save $620,000 Annual l y  
By E l  i m i  n a t i n g  Unnecessary I nspec t i on  A c t i v i t i e s  (see page 13)  

The L ives tock  Board cou ld  save $620,000 annua l ly  by e l i m i n a t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  

t h a t  do n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  i t s  pr imary goals  o f  t h e f t  and 

disease c o n t r o l  . A1 though brand records  and v e r i f i c a t i o n  i nspec t i ons  a re  

necessary t o  p revent  t h e f t  and a i d  animal disease c o n t r o l  e f f o r t s ,  o t h e r  

L ives tock  Board a c t i v i t i e s ,  i n c l  ud i  ng some p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  i nspec t i ons  and 

feed l i e n  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  unnecessary. P o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  i nspec t i ons  f o r  

pas ture  t o  pas ture  movements a r e  n o t  needed s ince  no change o f  ownership 

occurs. Other p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  i nspect ions a r e  a1 so unnecessary because 

inspec tors  l a t e r  i n s p e c t  t h e  1  i ves tock  a t  t h e i r  d e s t i n a t i o n  po in t s .  

I nspec to r  involvement i n  feed l i e n  cases i s  n o t  needed because these cases 

a re  p r i v a t e  matters.  Other m i s c e l l  aneous a c t i v i t i e s  such as c r i m i n a l  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  and i nves t i ga t i ons  o f  i 11 egal b u t c h e r i  ngs unnecessar i ly  

dupl i c a t e  1  ocal 1  aw enforcement a c t i v i t i e s .  

The L ives tock  Board can achieve i t s  goal o f  p reven t i ng  t h e f t  and disease 

by concent ra t ing  i nspec t i ons  a t  major c o l l e c t i o n  po in t s ,  changes of 

ownership between ranches and ou t -o f -S ta te  movement. Th i s  would be 

s i m i l a r  t o  procedures used i n  o t h e r  c a t t l e  producing s t a t e s  such as 



Montana and California, and would allow the Board t o  eliminate unnecessary 

inspections and ac t iv i t i e s .  As a resu l t ,  the Board could reduce i t s  s t a f f  
by 25 fu l l  time equivalent positions and save approximately $620,000 
annually . The Legislature shoul d consider amending T i t l e  24 of Arizona 

Revised Statutes t o  delete requirements for  unnecessary inspections. In 

addition, the Board should recover a1 1 of i t s  inspection costs through 
increased fees. Inspection ac t iv i ty  primarily benefits the 1 ivestock 

industry, b u t  the Board recovers only about 25 percent of i t s  costs.  The 
Board should review costs for  i t s  services and recommend a fee structure 

to  the Legislature tha t  will pay fu l l  cost for the services provided. 

State  Could Save $345,000 Annually By Using 
Federal Meat And Poultry Inspection (see page 29)  

Arizona could save $345,000 annually by requesting tha t  the United States 
Department of Agricul ture (USDA) assume the State  meat i nspection 

program. Under Federal law the USDA must assume meat and poultry 
inspection duties i f  a s t a t e  discontinues i t s  meat inspection program. 

USDA inspection would provide bet ter  trained supervisors and would enable 
a l l  meat and poultry plants now under State  inspection to  market the i r  
products t o  Federal instal la t ions and out-of-State plants and businesses. 
Although changing to  Federal inspection may impose additional costs on 

Arizona meat and poultry plants,  experience in  other s t a t e s  suggests tha t  
most plants make the t ransi t ion successfully. Arizona shoul d request that  
the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture designate Arizona f o r  Federal meat and 
poul t ry  i nspection. 

Livestock Board Needs To Strengthen 
Enforcement Efforts (see page 37) 

The Arizona Livestock Board has not ful ly  exercised i t s  existing authority 

to  ensure compliance w i t h  laws under i t s  jurisdiction. The Board's 
administrative personnel have n o t  taken action against several meat plants 

with repeated sanitary problems. A1 t h o u g h  the Board has the authority to  
levy f ines  and suspend or  revoke licenses i t  r e l i e s  on the courts for 

enforcement - a policy tha t  often resu l t s  i n  l e s s  stringent action than 
the Board could take. Enforcement of brand inspection laws has been 

inconsistent. Although some individuals have been penalized fo r  improper 



use of self-inspection forms, the Board has taken no action against 
several others who also allegedly misused the forms. Further, lack of 

enforcement i n  cases involving Board members may create the appearance of 
a conf l ic t  of in te res t .  The Board should use i t s  own authority t o  

consistently penal ize individual s who viol a te  s ta tu tes ,  rules  and 
regulations before referring cases to  the courts. The Board should also 
use i t s  authority t o  hire and retain hearing of f icers  t o  hear evidence and 
make recommendations i n  a1 1 cases involving legal violations. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The Office of the  Auditor General has conducted a performance aud i t  of 

the  Arizona Livestock Board i n  response t o  an April 27, 1983, resolut ion 

of the Jo in t  Legislat ive Oversight Committee. T h i s  performance aud i t  was 
conducted a s  p a r t  of t he  Sunset Review s e t  f o r t h  i n  Arizona Revised 

S ta tu tes  §§41-2351 through 41 -2379. 

The Livestock Board was o r i g ina l l y  es tabl ished a s  t h e  Te r r i t o r i a l  

Livestock Sanitary Commission i n  1887. Since then t h e  Legislature has 

expanded the Board's du t ies ,  and the  Board i s  cur ren t ly  responsible f o r  

protecting the  general public from unwholesome meat and poultry products, 

protecting the industry from t h e f t ,  and exercising general supervision 

over the  l ivestock i n t e r e s t s  of t he  S ta te .  The Board i s  a l so  mandated by 

law t o  keep records of l ives tock inspections,  recommend l ivestock 

l eg i s l a t i on  and a s s i s t  i n  t h e  prosecution of those who v io l a t e  l ivestock 

1 aws. 

Arizona Livestock Industry 

Ca t t l e  cons t i tu te  a major port ion of Arizona's 1 ivestock industry. The 

value of a1 1 beef produced i n  Arizona to ta led  $304 mil l ion i n  1982. 

Arizona's c a t t l e  population was approximately one mill ion i n  1982, and 

the  s t a t e  ranked 35th i n  the  nation i n  c a t t l e  population. Range c a t t l e  

const i tu ted 51 percent of t he  t o t a l  c a t t l e  i n  t h e  S t a t e  i n  1952. Since 
1979 the  horse population i n  Arizona has r i sen  6 percent a year ,  and was 

estimated t o  be 290,600 i n  1982. 

Between 1980 and 1983 1 ivestock o f f i c e r s  inspected between 1.1 and 1 .5 

mill ion animal s annual ly .  These inspections took place a t  auctions,  

feedlots  and i n  t h e  f i e l d .  Since mid-1981 when the  Board i n s t i t u t ed  a 
self- inspection form f o r  ranchers t o  use, the  number of animals checked 

during f i e l d  inspections has decreased by more than 400,000 head. Board 

s t a f f  a l so  conduct da i ly  inspections of 69 meat establishments i n  the  



Sta te  t h a t  process and s e l l  wholesale meats. Inspectors  a l s o  v i s i t  an 

add i t i ona l  38 custom exempt p l a n t s  t h a t  s laughter  and process meat. 

Organizat ion And Personnel 

The Board cons i s t s  o f  n ine  members, e i g h t  o f  whom a r e  members o f  s p e c i f i c  

i ndus t r i es .  S ta tu tes  r e q u i r e  t h a t  t he  Board membership c o n s i s t  o f  one 

, c a t t l e  feeder, two c a t t l e  growers, one horse owner engaged i n  equest r ian  
+ ' a c t i v i t i e s ,  one meat packing i n d u s t r y  representat ive,  one d a i r y  i n d u s t r y  

representat ive,  one sheep and goat  i n d u s t r y  representa t ive ,  one swine 

producer, and one member o f  t h e  general pub l ic .  The L ives tock  Board 

appoints a  d i r e c t o r  t o  oversee d a i l y  opera t ion  o f  t h e  Board's f o u r  major 

d i v i s i ons .  These d i v i s i o n s  are: Brand Inspect ion,  Meat And Poul t ry 

Inspect ion,  Animal Disease Cont ro l ,  and Admin i s t ra t i ve  Services. The 

Sta te  Veter inar ian  a l s o  works under the  guidance o f  t h e  Ar izona L ivestock 

Board, and oversees t h e  Meat And P o u l t r y  and Animal Disease Control  

funct ions.  (For  f u r t h e r  d e t a i l  on t h e  S ta te  V e r t e r i n a r i a n  see the  

I n t r o d u c t i o n  and Sunset Fac to rs  f o r  t h e  Sta te  Veter inar ian ,  pages 57 

through 63) .  The Board has a  s t a f f  o f  11 5.2 au thor ized f u l l - t i m e  

equ iva len t  (FTE) p o s i t i o n s :  17.5 i n  Admin i s t ra t i ve  Services, f i v e  i n  

Animal Disease Contro l ,  67 i n  L ives tock  Inspect ion,  24.7 i n  Meat And 

Poul try Inspect ion,  and one d i r e c t o r .  

Revenues And Expenditures 

The L ivestock Board i s  funded p r i m a r i l y  through t h e  General Fund, w i t h  

Federal reimbursements f o r  meat and p o u l t r y  i nspec t i on  a c t i v i t i e s .  A l l  

revenues except those of f o u r  spec ia l  funds go t o  t h e  General Fund. The 

f o u r  specia l  funds a r e  as fo l l ows .  

0 Seizure Fund - A l l  proceeds from t h e  sale o f  unclaimed 1  ives tock  

seized by t h e  Board a re  deposi ted i n t o  t h i s  fund t o  o f f s e t  t h e  cos ts  

o f  haul ing,  feed ing  and boarding animals. I f  an owner c la ims an 

animal a f t e r  a  sale, t h e  Board pays the  owner t h e  amount received 

minus hand l ing  and feed ing  costs. Balances i n  excess of $3,000 

r e v e r t  t o  t h e  General Fund a t  t h e  end o f  each f i s c a l  year .  



Stray Fund - T h i s  fund i s  s imi lar  t o  the Seizure Fund,  b u t  i s  used t o  

pay the  cos t s  of feeding and handling s t r ay  1 ivestock he1 d by the  

Board. Balances i n  excess of $5,000 rever t  t o  t he  General Fund a t  

the end of each f i s c a l  year. 

a Horse Maintenance Fund - The Board receives proceeds from s e l l i n g  

horses, and public donations t o  care  f o r  and feed horses seized by 

the Board because of wi l l fu l  neglect o r  cruel  treatment. A.R.S. 

$24-552.0 d i r e c t s  t h a t  these donations be deposited i n  the  Horse 
Maintenance Fund. These monies do not  r eve r t  t o  t he  General Fund. 

Beef Council Fund - A.R.S. $24-166.A d i r e c t s  t he  Board t o  c o l l e c t  a 

25 cent fee  on a l l  c a t t l e  over 6 months o ld  t h a t  a r e  inspected when a 
change of ownership occurs. These funds, m i n u s  5 percent retained by 

the Board f o r  administrat ive expenses, a r e  turned over t o  the  Arizona 

Beef Council f o r  use i n  promoting beef and beef products. 

Table 1 summarizes Board appropriat ions and expenditures from f i s ca l  year  

1981-82 through f i s ca l  year  1984-85. Table 2 shows revenues col lec ted by 

the Board during the  same period. 



TABLE 1 

LIVESTOCK BOARD APPROPRIATIONS AND EXPENDITURES 
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1981 -82 T H R O U G H  1984-85 

Appropriations 1981 -82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 

FTE Posi t ions  144.2 1 26.2 122.2 115.2 

General Funds 
Operating $3,893,100 $3,440,700 ( 1 )  $3,261,500 ( 1 )  $3,355,000 ( 1 )  
Predator  Control 39,200 
Tubercul osi  s and 

Bruce1 1 os i  s Control 20,000 
Keactor Indemnities 4,000 

Total $3.956.300 -- $3,440.700 $3.261.500 $3.355.000 

Expenditures 

• Personal Services $2,461 ,600 
Empl oyee-Re1 ated 

Expenses 575,300 
Professional And 

Outside Services 6,300 
Travel 

S t a t e  31 9,600 
O u t  Of S t a t e  5,500 

Other Operating Expenses 144,000 
Equi pclent 64,400 

Total 
Expenditures $3,576.700 

( 1 )  Lump sum appropriat ion 

e 
Source: Livestock Board budget reques ts  and appropr ia t ions  r epor t s  from 

1981 -82 through 1984-85 



TABLE 2 

LIVESTOCK BOARD REVENUES FOR 
FISCAL YEARS 1 981 -82 THROUGH 1 984-85 

Ac tua l  
Revenues 1981 -82 

General Funds 
L i ves tock  Inspec t i on  Fees $21 7,428 
Equine Trans fer  Requests 26,628 
Brand Recording And Rerecording 98,809 
Overtime Payments 31 ,046 
Pe rm i t  Fees 

Feed1 ots/Garbage Feeders 5,030 
Meat Out1 e ts /S l  aughter Houses 5,130 
Horse Traders 2,050 

M i  scel  1 aneous 3,454 

Actual  Actual  Est imated 
1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 

S e c i a l  Funds 
h d  1 ,791 1,016 3,378 1,800 

S t ray  Fund 41,386 28,593 44,302 22,000 
Beef Counci l  Fund 10,853 10,731 12,585 14,000 
Horse Maintenance Fund 130 461 00 100 

Federal  Funds 
Reimbursements f o r  
Meat and Poul try I n s p e c t i o n  509,524 41 8,687 345,916 380,000 

To ta l  Revenues $953.259 $949.421 $977.81 9 $1.004.1 55 

Source: L ives tock  Board budget requests from 1981-82 through 1984-1985 

A u d i t  Scope And Purpose 

The purpose o f  t h i s  a u d i t  i s  t o  eva lua te  t h e  need f o r  and e f fec t i veness  

of t h e  Ar izona L ives tock  Board. The a u d i t  r e p o r t  presents f i n d i n g s  i n  

t h ree  areas. These th ree  areas are: 

t h e  need f o r  brand inspec t ion ,  

0 t h e  need t o  ma in ta in  a S t a t e  meat and p o u l t r y  i nspec t i on  program, and 

e Board enforcement a c t i v i t i e s .  

I n  add i t i on ,  we developed i n f o r n a t i o n  about t he  L ives tock  Board 's  spec ia l  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  u n i t .  T h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  presented i n  t h e  s e c t i o n  Other 

P e r t i n e n t  In fo rmat ion .  



Due t o  t ime const ra in ts ,  we were unable t o  address a l l  p o t e n t i a l  issues 

i d e n t i f i e d  dur ing  ou r  a u d i t  work. The sec t i on  Areas Fo r  Fu r the r  A u d i t  

Work describes these p o t e n t i a l  i ssues. 

The Aud i to r  General and s t a f f  express app rec ia t i on  t o  t h e  L ives tock  Board 

members and s t a f f  f o r  t h e i r  cooperat ion and assis tance du r ing  our  aud i t .  



SUNSET FACTORS 

I n  accordance w i t h  Ar izona Revised S ta tu tes  $41 -2354, t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  

should cons ider  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  12 f a c t o r s  i n  determin ing whether t h e  

Arizona L ives tock  Board should be cont inued o r  terminated. 

1. Ob jec t i ve  and purpose i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  the  Board 

The L ives tock  Board 's  o b j e c t i v e s  encompass r e g u l a t i n g  and p r o t e c t i n g  

the  1  i ves tock  i ndus t r y .  A. R.S. §24-104 es tab l  ishes t h e  Board 's  bas i c  

func t ions .  These f u n c t i o n s  i n c l  ude: 

e e x e r c i s i n g  general  supe rv i s i on  over t h e  1  i ves tock  i n t e r e s t s  o f  

t h e  State,  

a p r o t e c t i n g t h e l i v e s t o c k i n d u s t r y f r o m t h e f t ,  

p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  1  i ves tock  and p o u l t r y  i n d u s t r i e s  from contagious 

and i n f e c t i o u s  disease, and 

a p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  pub1 i c  from diseased and uns~holesome meat and 

meat products.  

2. E f fec t i veness  w i t h  which the  Board has met i t s  o b j e c t i v e  and purpose 

and the  e f f i c i e n c y  w i t h  which t h e  Board has operated 

The Board has been gene ra l l y  e f f e c t i v e  i n  meeting i t s  o b j e c t i v e  and 

purpose. However, t h e  Board cou ld  increase e f fec t i veness  by u s i n g  

i t s  own a u t h o r i t y  t o  en force  i t s  r e g u l a t i o n s  govern ing meat and 

p o u l t r y  products,  and by more c o n s i s t e n t l y  e n f o r c i n g  r e q ~ i r e ~ s s r i t s  f o r  

use of  s e l f - i n s p e c t i o n  f o r ~ ~ s  when ranchers move c a t t l e  w i t h o u t  

i nspec t i on  by a  l i v e s t o c k  o f f i c e r  (see F i n d i n g  111, page 37) .  

The Board c o u l d  i~nprove e f f i c i e n c y  by e l  i m i n a t i n g  1  i ves tock  o f f i c e r  

d u t i e s  such as i n s p e c t i n g  a t  p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  i f  l i v e s t o c k  a re -sh ipped  

t o  d e s t i n a t i o n s  where they may be re inspected,  se rv ing  c o u r t  o rders  

i n  feed l i e n  d ispu tes  and o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  have l i t t l e  e f f e c t  i n  

d e t e r r i n g  t h e f t .  These changes would e l i m i n a t e  t h e  need f o r  25 

f u l l - t i m e  e q u i v a l e n t  p o s i t i o n s  and save t h e  S t a t e  approximate1 y 



$620,OQO annually (see Finding I ,  page 13).  The Board could also 

save $345,000 annually by transferring responsibility fo r  meat and 
poul t ry  i nspecti on t o  the U. S. Department of Agri cul ture  ( USDA) , ( see 

Finding 11, page 2 9 ) .  

3. The extent to  which the Board has operated within the public interest  

The Board has not operated in  the pub1 i c  in te res t  t o  the extent that  

i t  has not consistently enforced the laws under i t s  jurisdiction. 

The lack of consistent enforcement may create an appearance of 

partial  i t y  in enforcement actions against Board members (see Finding 
111, page 37). 

4. The extent t o  which rules and regulations promulgated by the Board 

are consistent with 1 egi sl  a t ive mandatg 

Livestock Board rules and regulations appear t o  be consistent with 

the Board's leg is la t ive  mandate. The current rules and regulations 

were reviewed and approved by the Attorney General in 1982. 

5. The extent to  which the Board has encouraged input from the public 

before promulgating i t s  rules and regulations and the extent t o  which 
i t  has inforined the public as  t o  i t s  actions and the i r  expected 

impact on  the  public 

General l y  , t'ie 3odrrl accep ts  a , ~ d  ,?n,-ol_rtlagss i n7l;t f r o  ;I the , ) , ~b?  i c  a,i i  

informs the livestoci: industry of the impact of i t s  a c t i q ~ s .  Th? 
l a s t  rule revision for the Livestock Board occurred in 1982. ilt that  

t ine  t i le Board informed the public of the rule changes through pub1 i c  
notices. The Board norinally conducts a1 1 offical meetings in 

accordance with the open meeting law. However, according t o  ,I 

Department of Public Safety investigation the Board violated the open 

meeting law in 1984 when f ive Board members and the director qet  a t  a 

restaurant near the Soard's Phoenix office t o  discuss business. I n  

addition, the agency suspended three meat operators' l icenses without 

holding a public hearing as r q u i r e d  by law. 



6. The e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  Board has been a b l e  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  and 

r e s o l v e  compl a i  n t s  which a r e  w i t h i n  i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  

The Board a t tempts  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  and r e s o l v e  a l l  compla in ts  

i n v o l  v i n g  1  i v e s t o c k  and meat and poul  t ry  i nspec t i on .  

The Brand I n s p e c t i o n  D i v i s i o n  rece i ves  a  v a r i e t y  o f  compla in ts  about  

l i v e s t o c k .  Most compla in ts  a r e  made by te lephone and a  l i v e s t o c k  

o f f i c e r  i s  ass igned t o  i n v e s t i g a t e .  Upon compl e t i n g  an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

t h e  o f f i c e r  makes o u t  a  d a i l y  r e p o r t  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  i n c i d e n t .  A  

random sample o f  t h e  1,890 d a i l y  r e p o r t s  f i l e d  d u r i n g  1983 shows t h a t  

more t h a n  40 pe rcen t  i n v o l v e d  s t r a y  animals,  19 pe rcen t  i n v o l v e d  

an imals  k i l l e d  on highways o r  by r a i l r o a d s ,  1 4  pe rcen t  d e a l t  w i t h  

m iss ing  animal s, and 4  pe rcen t  i n v o l v e d  ill egal bu t che r i ngs  and o t h e r  

t h e f t .  

The Meat and P o u l t r y  I n s p e c t i o n  D i v i s i o n  rece i ves  fewer compla in ts  

than  t h e  Brand I n s p e c t i o n  D i v i s i o n .  Most compla in ts  i n v o l v e  

r e s t a u r a n t s  and o t h e r  es tab l i shments  n o t  under t h e  D i v i s i o n ' s  

j u r i s d i c t i o n .  S ince 1980 t h e  D i v i s i o n  has rece i ved  f ou r  compla in ts  

concern ing e n t i t i e s  under i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  D i v i s i o n  s t a f f  

i n v e s t i g a t e d  a l l  f o u r  compla in ts  and found no cause f o r  f u r t h e r  

ac t i on .  The D i v i s i o n  has a1 so i n v e s t i g a t e d  approx imate ly  20 o t h e r  

consumer compl a i n t s  by s u b m i t t i n g  samples f o r  1  abora to ry  ana l ys i  s  t o  

d e t e c t  p r o h i b i t e d  a d d i t i v e s .  Only one sample was p o s i t i v e .  Because 

t h e  p l a n t  i n v o l v e d  had changed t o  Federa l  i n s p e c t i o n  t h e  D i v i s i o n  

r e f e r r e d  t h e  case t o  Federa l  a u t h o r i t i e s  f o r  f u r t h e r  ac t i on .  

7. The e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  A t t o rney  General o r  o t h e r  a p p l i c a b l e  agency 

o f  S t a t e  government has t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  p rosecu te  a c t i o n s  under 

enabl i n g  l e g i s l a t i o n  

The A t t o rney  General has f u l l  a u t h o r i t y  t o  en fo r ce  t h e  L i ves tock  

Board 's  enabl i n g  s t a t u t e s .  A.R.S. S24-646 d i r e c t s  t h e  A t t o rney  

General o r  a  county  a t t o r n e y  t o  r ep resen t  t h e  Board i n  a l l  l e g a l  



act ions .  I n  add i t i on ,  A. R. S. 5524-1 04, 24-645 and 24-646 au tho r i ze  

t h e  Board t o  seek i n j u n c t i v e  r e 1  i e f  aga ins t  s t a t u t e  v i o l a t o r s .  

8. The e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  Board has addressed d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  t h e  

enab l ing  l e g i s l a t i o n  which prevent  i t  f rom f u l f i l  1  i n g  i t s  s t a t u t o r y  

mandate 

I n  1982 the  L ives tock  Board sought l e g i s l a t i o n  t o  r e c l a s s i f y  t h e  a c t  

o f  a d u l t e r a t i n g  meat as a  f e lony  and t o  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  need f o r  an 

o f f i c i a l  pub1 i c  hear ing  f o r  adu l t e ra ted  meat v i  01 a t i o n s  (SB 1050). 

The Board was a t tempt ing  t o  s t rengthen i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  ensure 

wholesomeness o f  meat products and t o  take  t i m e l y  a c t i o n  i n  such 

cases. The 1982 L e g i s l a t u r e  d i d  n o t  enac t  e i t h e r  p rov i s i on .  

9. The e x t e n t  t o  which changes a r e  necessary i n  t h e  laws o f  t h e  Board t o  

adequately comply w i t h  f a c t o r s  l i s t e d  i n  t h e  Sunset Law 

Based on ou r  a u d i t  work we recommend t h a t  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  cons ider  

t h e  fo l l ow ing  changes t o  t h e  L ives tock  Board 's  s ta tu tes .  

m Amend A. R. S. 524-262 and A. R.S. SS24-267.A, 24-267. B and 

24-267. E t o  e l  im ina te  unnecessary 1  i ves tock  i nspec t i ons  

i n c l u d i n g  p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  inspec t ions  when 1  i ves tock  a r e  moved 

t o  a  d e s t i n a t i o n  where inspec t ions  a re  a l s o  performed and when 

no change o f  ownership takes p lace  (see F i n d i n g  I ,  page 13).  

Amend A.R.S. S24-108.A t o  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  requirement t h a t  t h e  

L ives tock  Board appo in t  an i nspec to r  i n  a  l o c a l i t y  upon p e t i t i o n  

by a t  l e a s t  f i v e  catt lemen. 

m Amend A.R.S. SS24-601 through 24-663 t o  d e l e t e  p r o v i s i o n s  f o r  

s t a t e  meat and p o u l t r y  i n s p e c t i o n  and l i c e n s i n g  i f  t h i s  

r e s p o n s i b l i t y  i s  t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  t h e  USDA (see F i n d i n g  11, 

page 29 1. 



10. Ex ten t  t o  which te rm ina t i on  o f  t he  Board would s i a n i f i c a n t l v  harm t h e  

p u b l  i c  heal t h y  s a f e t y  o r  we l fa re  

Terminat ing the  L ives tock  Board woul d  n o t  d i r e c t l y  harm t h e  publ i c  

heal th,  sa fe t y  o r  wel fare.  Most Board a c t i v i t i e s  do n o t  a f f e c t  t h e  

general publ i c  and those t h a t  do, such as meat and p o u l t r y  i nspec t i on  

and animal disease c o n t r o l ,  cou ld  be assumed by the  Federal 

government o r  t h e  S ta te  Veter inar ian.  However, t e rm ina t i ng  t h e  Board 

woul d  e l  i m i  nate impor tan t  serv ices  t o  t h e  1  ives tock  i n d u s t r y  i n  

Arizona, such as brand recording, i nspec t i on  and o the r  ownership 

records t h a t  discourage t h e f t  and a1 1  ow t r a c i n g  o f  animal s. A1 though 

a t  1  east  one western s t a t e  r e l i e s  on a  vo lun ta ry  brand record ing  and 

inspect ion  system, a  s tatewide system enforced by a  s t a t e  agency 

prov ides the  g rea tes t  assurance o f  compliance and r e l i a b i l i t y .  

11. The ex ten t  t o  which t h e  l e v e l  o f  r e g u l a t i o n  exerc ised by the  Board i s  

appropr ia te  and whether l e s s  o r  more s t r i n g e n t  l e v e l s  o f  r e g u l a t i o n  

woul d  be appropr ia te  

The Board cou ld  reduce some unnecessary r e g u l a t i o n  w i thou t  harming 

e i t h e r  t he  publ i c  o r  t h e  i ndus t r y .  Unnecessary a c t i v i t i e s  i nc lude  

most p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  i nspec t i ons  and feed 1  i e n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  bo th  o f  

which have a  marginal  e f f e c t  on l i v e s t o c k  the f t .  Continued 

inspect ion  a t  p o i n t s  o f  d e s t i n a t i o n  and p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  i n s p e c t i o n  

f o r  out-of -State shipments and ranch-to-ranch sales w i l l  a l l ow  t h e  

Board t o  adequately p r o t e c t  l i v e s t o c k  owners from t h e f t .  I n  

add i t ion ,  t h e  Board cou ld  e l im ina te  i t s  meat and p o u l t r y  i nspec t i on  

program w i t h o u t  endangering t h e  publ i c  by t r a n s f e r r i n g  t h i s  

responsi b i  1  i ty t o  t h e  USDA. 

12. The ex ten t  t o  which the  Board has used p r i v a t e  con t rac to rs  i n  t h e  

performance of i t s  d u t i e s  and how e f f e c t i v e  use of  p r i v a t e  

con t rac to rs  coul  d be accompl i shed 

The Board h i r e s  v e t e r i n a r i a n s  i n  o u t l y i n g  areas on a  c o n t r a c t  bas i s  

t o  a s s i s t  i n  hand l ing  t h e  f i n a l  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  carcasses suspected of 

Sei ng unwholesome f o r  human consumption. 



FINDING I 

THE LIVESTOCK BOARD COULD SAVE THE STATE $620,000 ANNUALLY BY ELIMINATING 

UNNECESSARY INSPECTION ACTIVITIES 

The Arizonza Sta te  L ives tock  Board cou ld  save $620,000 annual ly  by 

e l  i m i n a t i  ng unnecessary i nspec t i on  a c t i v i t i e s .  A1 though brand records and 

v e r i f i c a t i o n  inspect ions  a r e  necessary t o  p revent  t h e f t  and a i d  animal 

disease c o n t r o l  e f f o r t s ,  some o the r  L ives tock  Board a c t i v i t i e s  c o n t r i b u t e  

1  i ttl e  toward ach iev ing  these goal s. E l  i m i  n a t i  ng unnecessary inspect ions  

and a c t i v i t i e s  would reduce t h e  Board's s t a f f  by  25 f u l l - t i m e  equ iva len t  

(FTE) p o s i t i o n s  and save approximately $620,000 annual ly .  Because 

L ives tock  Board ownership records and v e r i f i c a t i o n  programs b e n e f i t  t h e  

i n d u s t r y  r a t h e r  than the  pub l i c ,  user fees should support these a c t i v i t i e s .  

The L ivestock Board regu la tes  t h e  movement and d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  l i v e s t o c k  

w i t h i n  Arizona. The Board i s  charged w i t h  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  l i v e s t o c k  

i n d u s t r y  from t h e f t ,  keeping animal s  disease f ree,  and i nspec t i ng  meat and 

p o u l t r y  products. L ives tock  i nspec t i on  accounts f o r  t h e  1  arges t  share o f  

Board a c t i v i t y .  Brand Inspec t i on  D i v i s i o n  s t a f f  ma in ta in  brand and 

ownership records and i nspect 1  i ves tock  t o  v e r i f y  ownership o f  animal s. 

Inspectors  a1 so i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e f t s ,  a s s i s t  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  s t r a y  animal s  

and animals k i l l e d  on highways, and per form o the r  l i v e s t o c k  r e l a t e d  

tasks. The D i v i s i o n  i s  au thor ized 66 inspectors  Statewide t o  perform 

these dut ies .  

Some Inspector  A c t i v i t y  
I s  Unnecessary 

Some inspector  a c t i v i t y  i n  Ar izona i s  unnecessary. The purpose o f  t h e  

brand i nspec t i on  program i s  t o  prevent  t h e f t  and t o  c o n t r o l  i n f e c t i o u s  

disease by ma in ta in ing  accurate records o f  1  i ves tock  ownership and 

movement. However, some inspec t i on  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  unnecessary and do n o t  

c o n t r i b u t e  t o  ach iev ing  t h i s  purpose. The Board should e l i m i n a t e  

unnecessary a c t i v i t i e s .  It coul d  s t i l l  p rov ide  e f f e c t i v e  t h e f t  p r o t e c t i o n  



by  concent ra t ing  i t s  i nspec t i ons  on d e s t i n a t i o n  p o i n t s  as i s  done i n  a t  

l e a s t  two o the r  s tates.  

Cur ren t  A c t i v i t y  - The a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t h e  Brand Inspec t i on  D i v i s i o n  s t a f f  

cen te r  on reco rd ing  brands and i nspec t i ng  range c a t t l e . *  Per  t h e  Board's 

1983-84 Budget App rop r i a t i on  Report, t h e  pr imary goal o f  these a c t i v i t i e s  

i s  t o  p revent  t h e f t  by p r o v i d i n g  a  re1 i a b l e  r e c o r d  f o r  t r a c i n g  ownership 

and t o  p revent  t h e  spread o f  disease. Ownership records  and v e r i f i c a t i o n  

i nspec t i ons  l i m i t  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  c a t t l e  t h e f t  and a1 so a l l o w  

i n v e s t i g a t o r s  t o  1  ocate diseased c a t t l e  and t r a c k  t h e i r  movement. 

L i ves tock  o f f i c e r s  per form d u t i e s  r e q u i r e d  by T i t l e  24 o f  t h e  Arizona 

Revised Statutes.  T i t l e  24 requ i res  branding o f  a l l  range c a t t l e  and 

reco rd ing  o f  brands w i t h  t h e  L ives tock  Board.** Cur ren t  law prov ides  f o r  

p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  and some d e s t i n a t i o n  inspec t ions .  These r e q u i r e  

i n s p e c t i o n  o f  c a t t l e  p r i o r  t o  moving them, whether they a r e  changing 

ownership o r  be ing  moved f rom pasture t o  pasture,  o u t  o f  State,  t o  

s l augh te r  o r  t o  s a l e  yards.  I n  some cases t h e  s t a t u t e s  a l l o w  f o r  s e l f  

i n s p e c t i o n  by owners r a t h e r  than 1  i ves tock  inspectors.  Ar izona i s  one o f  

many s t a t e s  w i t h  a  brand reco rd ing  and i n s p e c t i o n  system. An Aud i to r  

General survey of 15 s t a t e s  found t h a t  a l l  15 r e q u i r e  some form o f  brand 

inspec t ion ,  a l though Texas has a  vo lun ta ry  system c a r r i e d  o u t  by a  p r i v a t e  

assoc ia t i on  a t  t h e  county l e v e l .  Table 3  shows i nspec t i on  a c t i v i t y  f o r  

f i s c a l  yea r  1983-84. 

* The D i v i s i o n  i nspec ts  goats, sheep and horses i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  c a t t l e .  
However, t h i s  a c t i v i t y  i s  considerably  l e s s  than c a t t l e  i n s p e c t i o n  i n  
terms o f  numbers and volume. Most inipection a c t i v i t y  i n v o l v e s  c a t t l e .  

** I n  add i t i on ,  A.R.S. $24-108.A requ i res  t h e  L ives tock  Board t o  appoint  
a  l i v e s t o c k  i nspec to r  i n  a  l o c a l i t y  upon p e t i t i o n  t o  t h e  Board by n o t  
l e s s  than f i v e  catt lemen. 



TABLE 3 

LIVESTOCK BOARD CATTLE INSPECTION ACTIVITY 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1983-84 

Activi ty Number Number of Ca t t l e  

Range Inspections 25,753 
Auction Inspections N A 
Feed1 o t  Inspections N A 
Dairy Inspections N A 
Other Ac t iv i t i e s  1,890 

NA: Information was not available.  

Source: Livestock Board budget request and a Board o f f i c i a l  

Inspectors a1 so perform other 1 ivestock re la ted  a c t i v i t i e s .  These include 

invest igat ing t he f t s ,  highway k i l l  s ,  i l  legal butcherings, s t r ay s ,  c rue l ty  

t o  animals, missing, in jured o r  dead l ives tock,  and dog b i t e s ;  and 

par t i c ipa t ing  i n  feed l i e n  cases. Table 4 shows the  type and amount of 

1 ivestock and re1 ated a c t i v i t i e s  performed by 1 ivestock inspectors  during 

f i s ca l  year 1 983-84. 

TABLE 4 

OTHER PROJECTED LIVESTOCK BOARD INSPECTOR ACTIVITIES( 1 ) 
FISCAL YEAR 1983-84 

Number 

Strays 794 
Highway K i l l s  359 
Missing Livestock 265 
Injured Or Dead Stock 113 
Feed Liens 11 3 
M i  scel 1 aneous 246 

Total 

Percentage of Total 

(1 ) The ac t i v i t y  frequencies a r e  based on a random sample of 200 actual 
cases selected from f i s ca l  year 1983-84 inspector dai ly  reports .  

Source: L i  vestock Board a c t i v i t y  records f o r  f i scal year  1983-84 



Some A c t i v i t i e s  Are Unnecessary - Some Livestock Board i nspec t i on  

a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  unnecessary. Unnecessary a c t i v i t i e s  do n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  Board 's  goals o f  t r a c i n g  movement o f  1  i ves tock  and 

v e r i  fy i  ng ownership, because they dupl i ca te  o ther  Board s t a f f  a c t i v i t i e s  

o r  a c t i v i t i e s  of o the r  S ta te  agencies. Unnecessary a c t i v i t i e s  t y p i c a l  l y  

i nvol ve small numbers o f  1  i ves tock  a t  sca t te red  p o i n t s  throughout  t h e  

State. Add i t i ona l  ly ,  many o f  t h e  unnecessary a c t i v i t i e s  a re  dupl i c a t e d  by 

o ther  S ta te  agencies. Unnecessary a c t i v i t i e s  inc lude some p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  

inspect ions  and involvement i n  feed 1  i e n  cases. 

P o i n t  o f  O r i g i n  Inspect ions  - A.R.S. $24-267 requ i res  p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  

i nspec t i ons  be fore  owners can move o r  s e l l  l i v e s t o c k .  Some p o i n t  o f  

o r i g i n  inspect ions  a re  n o t  necessary. These i ncl  ude: 

Backyard Inspect ions  - According t o  t h e  L ives tock  Board, backyard 

inspect ions  i n v o l v e  a  1  i ves tock  i nspec to r  i nspec t i ng  a  small number of 

l i v e s t o c k  be fore  sa le  o r  s laughter .  Th i s  a c t i v i t y  accounted f o r  a  

b u l k  o f  i nspec to r  work l o a d  i n  1983. I n  these cases t h e  inspector  

o n l y  inspected one o r  two head o f  c a t t l e  each v i s i t .  Backyard 

inspect ions  i n v o l v i n g  1  ives tock  des t ined f o r  auc t i on  a r e  unnecessary. 

The Board assigns inspectors  t o  a l l  auc t ion  houses t o  process 

l i v e s t o c k  ownership changes. 

Pasture To Pasture Movements - Pasture t o  pasture movements a r e  p o i n t  

o f  o r i g i n  inspect ions  t h a t  take p lace when a  rancher moves l i v e s t o c k  

f rom one area t o  another.* No change o f  ownership occurs and the  

i nspec to r  u s u a l l y  waives t h e  i nspec t i on  fee. 

Some p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  inspect ions  a re  necessary. Those i n v o l v i n g  ranch 

t o  ranch sales o r  l i v e s t o c k  shipped o u t  o f  S ta te  are  n o t  dup l ica ted  

and should be cont inued t o  ensure p r o t e c t i o n  aga ins t  t h e f t .  

* A.R.S. 5§24-267.E and 24-268.D a l l ow  inspect ion  and f e e  waiver  o f  
pas ture  t o  pasture movements a t  t he  inspectors '  d i sc re t i on .  



e Feed L iens  - A.R.S. $33-921 o u t l i n e s  necessary requirements f o r  an 

i n d i v i d u a l  t o  ho ld  l i e n  f o r  feed and pasturage. L ives tock  o f f i c e r s  

p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  these cases by ensur ing t h a t  the  p a r t i e s  i n v o l v e d  meet 

a1 1  l e g a l  requirements, a1 though s t a t u t e s  do n o t  r e q u i r e  1  ives tock  

o f f i c e r  involvement. These a c t i v i t i e s  i n v o l v e  p r i v a t e  ma t te rs  between 

two i n d i v i d u a l  pa r t i es .  

I nspec t i on  Program Change - Two f a c t o r s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  L ives tock  Board 

cou ld  e l i m i n a t e  many c u r r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  w i thou t  reducing p r o t e c t i o n  t o  the  

l i v e s t o c k  i ndus t r y .  F i r s t ,  the  i nspec t i ons  t h a t  would be r e t a i n e d  would 

be focused on p o i n t s  a t  which major t h e f t s  might  occur.* Second, 

l i v e s t o c k  t h e f t  does n o t  appear t o  be as s i g n i f i c a n t  a  problem as t h e  

Board has suggested. 

The Board should focus s t a f f  resources a t  p o i n t s  where major t h e f t s  might  

occur. Concentrat ing inspect ions  a t  sal  e  yards, feed lo ts ,  slaughterhouses 

and on shipments going o u t  o f  S t a t e  would reduce the  p o t e n t i a l  ga in  from 

l i v e s t o c k  t h e f t  by e l i m i n a t i n g  t h e  most l i k e l y  avenues f o r  t h e  sa le  o f  

s t01  en animals. Present ly ,  C a l i f o r n i a  and Montana regul  a t e  1  i ves tock  i n  

t h i s  manner. Cal i f o r n i a  requ i res  i nspec t i ons  a t  sa le  yards, a t  feed1 ots,  

p r i o r  t o  s laughter ,  and f o r  l i v e s t o c k  going o u t  o f  s ta te .  Montana 

requ i res  inspect ions  a t  sa le  yards  ( 1  head o r  more), p r i o r  t o  s laughter ,  

and f o r  change o f  ownership a t  ranches, county l i n e s  and feed lo ts .  

L ives tock  t h e f t  does n o t  appear t o  be a  s i g n i f i c a n t  problem i n  Arizona. 

Although a  number o f  L ives tock  Board and i ndus t r y  sources i d e n t i f i e d  t h e f t  

as a  major problem, 1  i t t l e  evidence supports t h i s  claim. None o f  t h e  15 

s h e r i f f ' s  departments i n  Arizona i d e n t i f i e d  t h e f t  as a  major  problem, and 

on l y  two i d e n t i f i e d  s i g n i f i c a n t  cases of t he f t .  A survey of L ives tock  

Board d a i l y  r e p o r t s  f o r  f i s c a l  year  1983-84 revealed two recorded cases o f  

l i v e s t o c k  t h e f t  o u t  o f  a  sampl e  o f  200 repor ts .  I n te rv iews  w i t h  i n d u s t r y  

representa t ives  and f i n a n c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  found no s i g n i f i c a n t  documented 

amounts o f  t h e f t .  I n  f a c t ,  members of t h e  f i nanc ia l  community r e p o r t  

losses from t h e f t  t o  be no h igher  than those expected through na tu ra l  

-k These inspect ions  i nc lude  a l l  ownerskip changes, l i v e s t o c k  going t o  
s laughter  and l i v e s t o c k  being moved out-of-State. 



a t t r i t i o n .  The 1  i m i t e d  inc idence o f  documented t h e f t  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  1  i g h t  o f  t h e  Board's r e s t r i c t e d  enforcement po l i cy .  Board 

s ta tu tes  r e s t r i c t  i nspec t i ons  t o  d a y l i g h t  hours only, thus a l l o w i n g  

prospect ive th ieves  t h e  freedom t o  operate a t  n igh t .  Also, u n t i l  very 

r e c e n t l y  the  Board's s e l e c t i v e  road stop program, which a l l ows  inspectors  

t o  stop veh ic les  and request  a1 1  necessary p r o o f  o f  ownership documents, 

was n o t  s t r i c t l y  enforced. F i n a l l y ,  c r im ina l  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  accounted f o r  

l e s s  than 1  percent  o f  i nspec to r  a c t i v i t y  i n  f i s c a l  year  1983-84.* 

E l  im ina t i ng  Unnecessary A c t i v i t i e s  
Would Reduce S t a f f i n g  Requirements 

Changing the  l i v e s t o c k  i n s p e c t i o n  program t o  e l i m i n a t e  unnecessary 

a c t i v i t i e s  would reduce Board s t a f f  requirements. Our ana lys i s  shows t h a t  
changes i n  i nspec t i on  requirements would e l i m i n a t e  the  need f o r  25 FTE 

pos i t i ons .  Combined w i t h  reduced cos t  f o r  v e h i c l e  operat ions, a  reduc t i on  

i n  i nspec t i on  s t a f f  would save the  Sta te  $620,000 annual ly.  Fur ther ,  even 

w i t h  these reduct ions  t h e  i nspec to r  work l o a d  i n  Arizona would remain low 

compared w i t h  o the r  s t a t e s  w i t h  comparable numbers of range c a t t l e .  

Future t rends i n  t he  1  i ves tock  i n d u s t r y  may produce a d d i t i o n a l  savings by 

f u r t h e r  reducing the  need f o r  l i v e s t o c k  inspect ions.  

S t a f f i n g  Reduction - The L ives tock  Board cou ld  e l i m i n a t e  25 FTE 

p o s i t i o n s  by reduc ing  unnecessary inspect ions  and per forming p o i n t  o f  

des t i na t i on  inspect ions.  Unnecessary a c t i v i t i e s  account f o r  35 percent  o f  

i nspec to r  s t a f f  time. Inspect ions  a t  d e s t i n a t i o n  po in ts ,  ranch t o  ranch 

sales and slaughterhouses, and on shipments o u t  of  S ta te  would prov ide  

adequate records o f  l i v e s t o c k  ownership and movement and save the  Board 

approximately $547,500 i n  personnel costs. The s t a f f i n g  reduc t i on  would 

produce an a d d i t i o n a l  savings o f  almost $74,000 i n  veh i c le  opera t ion  costs. 

Some du t i es  performed by l i v e s t o c k  inspectors  a r e  necessary, others a re  

not. The necessary func t i ons  i nc lude  i nspec t i ng  c a t t l e  a t  a l l  p o i n t s  o f  

des t i na t i on  ( i n c l u d i n g  auc t ions) ,  inspect ing  c a t t l e  so ld  between ranches 

and those going t o  s laughter ,  and inspect ing  c a t t l e  p r i o r  t o  shipments o u t  

* One percent i s  a  p r o j e c t i o n  based on an Aud i to r  General random sample 
survey o f  200 d a i l y  r e p o r t  cases f o r  f i s c a l  year  1983-84. 



o f  State.  A1 so, i n s p e c t o r s  shou ld  con t i nue  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  r e p o r t s  o f  

s t r a y  1  i ves tock  and highway k i l l  s. A1 1  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  unnecessary. 

These i n c l u d e  most p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  i nspect ions, i 1  l e g a l  bu tcher ings ,  dog 

b i t e s  and miss ing,  i n j u r e d  o r  dead l i v e s t o c k ,  and f e e d  l i e n  a c t i v i t y .  

Table 5 shows t h e  s t a f f  hours r e q u i r e d  t o  per fo rm b o t h  t h e  necessary and 

unnecessary a c t i v i t i e s  i n  f i s c a l  y e a r  1983-84. E l  i m i n a t i n g  unnecessary 

a c t i v i t i e s  would have reduced t h e  t o t a l  i n s p e c t o r  work hours r e q u i r e d  i n  

t h a t  yea r  f rom 117,216 t o  66,946. 

TABLE 5 

HOURS REQUIRED TO PERFORM 
LIVESTOCK BOARD INSPECTOR ACTIVITY 

FISCAL YEAR 1983-84 

Auc t ion  
Ownership Change I n s p e c t i o n s  
Custom S laughte r  
A l l  Other I nspec t i ons  
D a i l y  Report  A c t i v i t i e s  

To ta l  Hours 

Essen t i a l  
S t a f f  Hours 

Unnecessary 
S t a f f  Hours 

( 1  ) I nc l udes  20,677 hours f o r  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  s t r a y  l i v e s t o c k  r e p o r t s ,  
2,872 hours t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  highway k i l l s  and a l lowance  o f  8  pe rcen t  
(3,939 hours )  f o r  m isce l laneous  a c t i v i t i e s  such as t h e f t  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  c r u e l t y  t o  animal compla in ts  and r a i l r o a d  k i l l s .  

Source: Complied by  A u d i t o r  General s t a f f  f rom Board reco rds  and r e p o r t s  

The e s s e n t i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Table 4  a r e  those t h a t  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  promote t h e  goa l s  o f  t h e  brand i n s p e c t i o n  program. The 

r e d u c t i o n  i n  i n s p e c t o r  a c t i v i t i e s  s t i l l  p rov ides  f o r  a  meaningful  

d e t e r r e n t  a g a i n s t  t h e f t ,  because t h e  p o i n t s  o f f e r i n g  t h e  g r e a t e s t  

p o t e n t i a l  economic g a i n  f rom t h e f t  would s t i l l  be regu la ted .  E l  i m i  n a t i n g  

unnecessary a c t i v i t i e s  would a l l o w  t h e  L i ves tock  Board t o  reduce i t s  

i n s p e c t o r  s t a f f  by 25 FTE p o s i t i o n s .  Table 6  shows t h e  p r a c t i c a b l e  

s t a f f i n g  reduc t i ons  and p r o j e c t e d  savings. However, imp1 ementi ng these  

reduc t i ons  may n e c e s s i t a t e  e l i m i n a t i n g  A. R.S. $24-1 08.A t h a t  r e q u i r e s  t h e  
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Board t o  appo in t  a  l i v e s t o c k  o f f i c e r  a t  t h e  reques t  o f  f i v e  catt lemen. 

The Board may a l s o  be a b l e  t o  reduce t h e  c o s t  o f  i n s p e c t i o n  a c t i v i t y .  

Fewer i n s p e c t i o n s  and d a i l y  r e p o r t s  c o u l d  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  need f o r  some 

c l e r i c a l  personnel. 

TABLE 6 

PROJECTED STAFFING AND COST SAVINGS 
POSITIONS NEEDED FOR ESSENTIAL ACTIVITIES 

P o s i t i o n s  

T o t a l  Hours Needed 
D i v i d e d  By 
Hours Per  FTE P o s i t i o n  

FTE P o s i t i o n s  
Mu1 t i p 1  i e d  By 
T r a i n i n g  A1 1  owance 

FTE P o s i t i o n s  Needed 

Savings 

Cu r ren t  FTE P o s i t i o n s  
Less Needed P o s i t i o n s  

FTE Savings 
Mu1 t i p l i e d  By Cost  
Per  P o s i t i o n  

Personnel Cost  Savings 
P lus  Veh i c l e  Opera t ing  Savings 

T o t a l  Savings 

Source: A u d i t o r  General s t a f f  a n a l y s i  s  o f  L i ves tock  Board da ta  

( 1 )  The 1,776 s tandard annual p r o d u c t i v e  hours f i g u r e  i s  d e r i v e d  by 
s u b t r a c t i n g  vacat ion,  s i c k  l e a v e  and o t h e r  nonproduc t i ve  a c t i v i t y  
hours from t h e  t o t a l  annual hours f i g u r e  o f  2,080. 

( 2 )  The L i ves tock  Board i s  a u t h o r i z e d  66 FTE i n s p e c t o r  p o s i t i o n s  f o r  
1984-85. Only 59 p o s i t i o n s  were f i l l e d  as o f  November 28, 1984. 
However, t he  Board has requested t h e  66 p o s i t i o n s  f o r  1985-86. 
Thus, t he  p r o j e c t e d  s t a f f i n g  sav ings i s  based on t h e  t o t a l  number o f  
a u t h o r i z e d  p o s i t i o n s .  



The projected $620,000 represents a m i n i m u m  savings. Personnel cos t s  a r e  

based on the  s t a r t i ng  sa la ry  of a Livestock Officer  I ($17,310 per yea r )  

plus employee re la ted  expenses and uniform allowance ($4,600). Thus, t he  

Board would save a t  l e a s t  $21,910 per inspector. Vehicle operations 

savings are  based on t he  average number of miles driven by inspectors i n  

1983-84 mutliplied by 15 cents  ( t h e  average cos t  per mile t h a t  yea r ) .  The 

analysis  i s  based on the  assumption t h a t  work load and vehicle operation 

costs  remain constant. 

Inspector Work Load Remains Low - Even w i t h  the  proposed s t a f f i n g  

reductions, the work load f o r  Arizona l ivestock inspectors would be much 

lower than work loads i n  o ther  s t a t e s ,  which indicates  t h a t  resources 

would be more than adequate t o  f u l f i l l  Livestock Board duties.* Table 7 

shows s ta f f ing  and work loads in  s t a t e s  w i t h  point of des t inat ion 

inspections. The Auditor General proposal f o r  inspection i s  s imi lar  t o  

the programs in  California and Montana, b u t  s t i l l  leaves Livestock Board 

inspectors w i t h  only 16 percent of Ca l i fo rn ia ' s  inspector work load and 27 

percent of i-lontana's work 1 oad. 

TABLE 7 

STAFFING AND WORK LOAD IN STATES WITH 
POI:JT OF DESTINATI0;I INSPECTIONS 

( Program Proposed For Arizona 1 

Inspectors Cattl  e 
Range Ca t t l e  Full Time Par t  ~ i r n e i l  ) Per FTE Inspectq,r 

Arizona 476,000 4 1 0 11,610 

Cal i fornia  3,449,003 2 5 46 71,854 

ilontana 3,043,000 68 ( 2 )  6 42,859 

(1 ) Par t  tiine inspectors i n  these other s t a t e s  work half time. Many a r e  
seasonal empl oyees 

( 2 )  Includes 18 inves t iga to rs  

Source: Auditor General S t a t e  survey and 'Jnited S ta tes  Departzent of 
Agricul t a r e  

* Auditor Senera1 s t a f f  surveyed 1 5  s t a t e s .  Table 7 and Table 8 1 i s t  
neigiiborirlg s t a t e s  ~ r i t t i  5rand inspection requirements and s i gn i f i c an t  
c a t t l e  populations. 
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The d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  proposed program a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  

between A r i z o n a ' s  c u r r e n t  s t a f f i n g  program and o t h e r  wes te rn  s t a t e s  w i t h  

comparable p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  inspec t ions .  F o r  example, as shown i n  Tab le  8, 

A r i zona ' s  c u r r e n t  i n s p e c t o r  work l o a d  i s  50 pe rcen t  o f  New Mexico 's  work 

l o a d  and 20 pe rcen t  o f  Co lo rado 's  work load. 

TABLE 8 

STAFFING AND WORK LOAD I N  
STATES WITH POINT OF O R I G I N  INSPECTIONS 

(Cu r ren t  Ar i zona  Program) 

Ar izona  

Col orado 

Nevada 

New Mexico 

Utah 

Range I n  spectors  C a t t l e  Per  
C a t t l  e  F u l l  Time ~ a r t - ~ i m e ( l  )FTE Inspec to r  

476,000 59 0  8,068 

( 1 )  Pa r t - t ime  i nspec to r s  i n  these o t h e r  s t a t e s  work h a l f  t ime. Many a r e  
seasonal empl oyees 

Source: A u d i t o r  General S ta te  survey and U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Department o f  
A g r i c u l  t u r e  

A d d i t i o n a l  Savings - The Board may r e a l i z e  a d d i t i o n a l  sav ings by improv ing  

i n s p e c t o r  p r o d u c t i v i t y  and reduc ing  i n s p e c t i o n  cos ts .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  

i n d u s t r y  t r ends  p o i n t  t o  a  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  need f o r  f i e l d  i nspec t i ons .  

The d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  work l o a d  measures between Ar izona  and o t h e r  western 

s t a t e s  suggest t h a t  t he  L i ves tock  Board may produce a d d i t i o n a l  savings by 

improv ing  i n s p e c t o r  p r o d u c t i v i t y .  * Fo r  example, 1  i v e s t o c k  i nspec to r s  

c o u l d  each be respons ib l e  f o r  11,600 c a t t l e  under t h e  p o i n t  o f  d e s t i n a t i o n  

* The seasonal na tu re  o f  much o f  t h e  i n s p e c t i o n  a c t i v i t y ,  and t h e  
ex tens i ve  use o f  pa r t - t ime  i n s p e c t o r s  by o t h e r  s ta tes ,  suggests t h a t  
one means o f  i n c r e a s i n g  p r o d u c t i v i t y  may be t h e  use o f  p a r t - t i m e  o r  
seasonal empl oyees. 



i nspec t i on  program proposed b y  t h e  Aud i to r  General. I n c r e a s i n g  i nspec to r  

work l o a d  t o  one- th i rd  t h e  Montana l e v e l  (14,286 c a t t l e  p e r  i nspec to r )  

would reduce the  number o f  i nspectors needed from 41 t o  33, a  savings of  

approximately $1 75,280. F u r t h e r  a u d i t  work i s  needed t o  determine why 

work loads f o r  Arizona l i v e s t o c k  inspectors a re  lower than o the r  western 

s ta tes  and what changes, i f  any, can be made t o  f u r t h e r  reduce the  number 

o f  inspectors  i n  Arizona." Reducing the  number o f  i nspec to rs  t o  41 and 

e l  i m i n a t i n g  unnecessary f i e 1  d  inspect ions  coul d  decrease t h e  number o f  

motor veh ic les  needed by t h e  L ivestock Board. The s t a f f i n g  reduct ions  

noted above e l im ina te  t h e  use o f  18 Board owned veh ic les .  S u b s t i t u t i n g  

these excess veh ic les  f o r  18  o f  the  20 veh ic les  t h e  Board r e n t s  from t h e  

Department o f  Admi n i  s t r a t i  on Motor Pool coul d  save an addi ti onal $38 ,I 60 

annual ly.  Concentrat ing inspect ions  a t  major d e s t i n a t i o n  p o i n t s  may a1 so 

reduce mileage and there fore ,  may reduce veh ic le  opera t ion  costs.  

Fu r the r  savings may a l s o  be poss ib le  because o f  t rends  i n  t h e  1  ivestock 

i ndus t r y .  Nationwide, consumers a r e  ea t i ng  l e s s  beef.  Lower demand f o r  

beef, lower p r i ces  and h igh  product ion  cos ts  a re  causing t h e  number o f  

ranches t o  decl ine,  and many remaining ranches a re  corpora te  c o n t r o l l e d .  

The t o t a l  number o f  c a t t l e  i n  t h e  State has s t e a d i l y  dec l ined from a  peak 

o f  1.4 m i l l i o n  head i n  1973 t o  1  m i l l i o n  head i n  1984. The con t i nu ing  

dec l i ne  of range c a t t l e  i n d i c a t e s  l e s s  need f o r  f i e l d  inspect ion .  

Fees Should Be Increased 
To Defray Program Costs 

L ivestock Board fees should be increased t o  cover a  g rea te r  p o r t i o n  o f  

program costs. A1 though t h e  Board ' s  program b e n e f i t s  t h e  i n d u s t r y  r a t h e r  

than the  general pub l ic ,  fees c u r r e n t l y  pay on l y  25 percent  o f  i t s  costs. 

Increased fees would r e s u l t  i n  h igher  cos ts  t o  t h e  l i v e s t o c k  i ndus t r y .  

However, 1  ivestock programs i n  several western s ta tes  a r e  s e l f  support ing. 

* The L ivestock Board reduced the  number o f  i t s  i nspec to rs  when i t  
i n s t i t u t e d  a  sel f - i n s p e c t i o n  program f o r  ranchers i n 1981. 
Se l f - inspect ion  a l lows ranchers t o  move l i v e s t o c k  under some 
circumstances w i t h o u t  an i nspec to r ' s  approval. Th i s  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  
the reduct ion  o f  i nspec to rs  from 82 i n  1981 t o  67 p resen t l y .  



A1 though the  Arizona 1 ivestock industry pays personal and real property 

taxes,  we could not determine the  amount contributed t o  the  S t a t e  General 

Fund. 

Program Benefi ts  Industry - The brand inspection program benef i t s  the  

c a t t l e  industry almost exclusively,  and other Board r eg i s t r a t i on  and 

ver i f i ca t ion  a c t i v i t i e s  benef i t  o ther  segments of the  l ives tock industry. 

Ownership records and brand inspections a i d  the industry by providing 

information and ver i f i ca t ion  needed t o  de t e r  t h e f t  and reduce losses  from 

disease. However, t he  general public does not  benef i t  d i r e c t l y  from t h i s  

program. Despite the  l imi ted benef i t s  t o  the  general public,  the  

l ivestock industry f e e s  supported l e s s  than 25 percent of program cos t  i n  

f i s ca l  year 1983-84 (Tab1 e 9 ) .  

TABLE 9 

BRAND INSPECTION PROGRAM - EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES 
FISCAL YEAR 1 983-84 

Program Expenditures 

Direct  cos t  
Ind i rec t  cos t  

Total Expenditures $2.300.000 

Revenue 

Fie1 d inspections 
Ca t t l  e $1 34,000 
Sheep and Goat 12,000 
Horses 62,000 

$208,000 

Auctions $ 48,000 
Feed1 o t s  135,000 
Dairies 8,000 
Equine Transfers $ 64,000 
Brand Recording 90,000 

Total Revenue $553,000 

Source: Livestock Board records and interviews 



Increased Fee Impact - Because t h e  i nspect ion program provides 1  i ttl e  

b e n e f i t  t o  t he  general pub l i c ,  fees should cover program costs.  The 

reduced program p rev ious l y  recommended would r e q u i r e  an a d d i t i o n a l  

$888,000 i n  fees pe r  year ,  and cou ld  necess i ta te  subs tan t i a l  fee  increases 

f o r  t y p i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  The f o l l  owing examples i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  c o s t  o f  

inspect ion  based on average inspector ,  m i  1  eage, and veh ic le  costs. * 

0 Range Inspec t i on  - An inspec to r  inspects  two c a t t l e  be fore  they a re  

sold. The i nspec to r  d r i ves  about 25 m i l e s  t o  the  i nspec t i on  po in t .  

T h i s  a c t i v i t y  takes about 1-1/2 hours, i n c l u d i n g  54 minutes o f  d r i v i n g  

t ime and complet ion o f  a l l  necessary paperwork. The ac tua l  c o s t  i s  

$23.30. The S t a t e  c o l l e c t s  $3.50, a  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  $19.80. 

Sale Yard Inspec t i on  - Three l i v e s t o c k  o f f i c e r s  assigned t o  a  sa le  

y a r d  i nspec t  300 1  ivestock.  One inspector  works 8  hours, two 

inspectors  work 4 hours each. The c o s t  f o r  s a l a r i e s  i s  $168.48. Th is  

does n o t  i nc lude  any veh ic le  cos ts  o r  i nspec to r  d r i v i n g  time. The 

Sta te  c o l l e c t s  $75 i f  a1 1  animals a re  c a t t l e ,  which have the  h ighes t  

i nspec t i on  fees. The d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  ac tua l  expenses and money 

c o l l e c t e d  i s  $93.48. No se rv i ce  fee i s  l e v i e d  aga ins t  t he  l i v e s t o c k  

owners. 

I ndus t r y  F u l l y  Supports Program I n  Other States - I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  Arizona, 

t he  l i v e s t o c k  i n d u s t r y  f u l l y  supports r e g u l a t i o n  i n  some states.  The 

programs i n  Cal i f o r n i a ,  Colorado, New Mexico, Texas and Washington a re  

f u l l y  se l f -suppor t ing .  The i n d u s t r y  bears the  c o s t  o f  r e g u l a t i o n  through 

inspect ion  fees and f ines. Other s ta tes  a l s o  use d i f f e r e n t  methods f o r  

assessing the  c o s t  of s t a t e  regu la t i on .  Montana and Nevada use d i f f e r e n t  

types of taxes t o  support  t h e i r  programs. Montana l e v i e s  a  m i l l  t a x  on 

l i ves tock ,  which i s  c o l l e c t e d  by t h e  count ies  and used t o  o f f s e t  program 

costs. Nevada charges l i v e s t o c k  owners a  l i v e s t o c k  head t a x  which 

accounts f o r  a  p o r t i o n  of t h e i r  budget. Only a  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Montana and 

Nevada opera t ing  budgets f o r  brand i nspec t i on  i s  r a i s e d  by fees and 

permits. 

* Costs a re  based on t h e  sa la ry  o f  a  L ives tock  O f f i c e r  I and a  mileage 
c o s t  o f  15 cents pe r  m i l e  t o  operate vehic les.  



Because o f  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  types  o f  f e e s  and t h e  t ime  r e q u i r e d  t o  

i n s p e c t  t h e  va r i ous  types  of  l i v e s t o c k ,  t h e  Board should rev iew  i t s  f e e  

s t r u c t u r e  and those used i n  o t h e r  s t a t e s  t o  determine t h e  most e f f i c e n t  

and e q u i t a b l e  method o f  f i n a n c i n g  i t s  1  i v e s t o c k  i n s p e c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  

P rope r t y  Taxes - A1 though t h e  l i v e s t o c k  i n d u s t r y  pays p r o p e r t y  taxes  on 

l i v e s t o c k ,  t h e  amount c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  S t a t e  general  f u n d  cannot  be 

determined. I n d u s t r y  r ep resen ta t i ves  and Board members contend t h a t  

p r o p e r t y  taxes assessed on 1  i ves tock  by  Ar izona  coun t i es  a r e  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  

burden f o r  which 1  i v e s t o c k  owners (p r i r na r i  l y  c a t t l e  owners) r e c e i v e  few 

county  serv ices .  They f e e l  t h a t  t h e  i n d u s t r y ' s  p rope r t y  t a x  payments 

e n t i t l e  them t o  State-funded se rv i ces  f rom t h e  L i ves tock  Board. Some 

p o r t i o n  o f  these p rope r t y  t a x  payments a r e  p a i d  t o  t h e  S t a t e  General 

Fund. However, t h e  coun t i es  do n o t  separate l i v e s t o c k - r e l a t e d  personal 

and r e a l  p r o p e r t y  taxes f rom o t h e r  p r o p e r t y  t axes  p a i d  by  t h e  i n d u s t r y .  

Therefore,  we c o u l d  n o t  determine t h e  amount t h i s  t a x  c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  t h e  

General Fund. * 

CONCLUSION 

L i ves tock  ownership records  and v e r i f i c a t i o n  a r e  necessary t o  d e t e r  

p o t e n t i a l  t h e f t  and p reven t  disease. However, many L i ves tock  Board 

a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  unnecessary and do n o t  c o n t r i b u t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  

ach iev ing  t h e  Board 's  purpose. E l  i m i n a t i  ng unnecessary a c t i v i t i e s  woul d  

a l lo \v  t h e  Board t o  reduce i t s  s t a f f  by 25 FTE p o s i t i o n s  and save 

$620,000. Because ownership records  and v e r i f i c a t i o n  p r i m a r i l y  b e n e f i t  

the  i n d u s t r y ,  t h e  Board should rev iew i t s  c o s t s  f o r  these a c t i v i t i e s  and 

recommend a  s t r u c t u r e  t h a t  would pay f o r  t h e  f u l l  c o s t  o f  these a c t i v i t i e s .  

* One county  o f f i c i a l  t o l d  us t h a t  t h e  p r o p e r t y  t a x  on l i v e s t o c k  i s  
d e c l i n i n g  i n  importance as a  revenue source due t o  changes i n  t h e  
na tu re  o f  t h e  l i v e s t o c k  i n d u s t r y .  With t h e  t r e n d  toward f e e d l o t  
p roduc t i on  fewer ranchers r a i s e  c a t t l  e  f rom ca l ves  t o  s laugh te r .  
Ins tead ,  many c a t t l e  a r e  s o l d  t o  f e e d l o t s  d u r i n g  t h e  year .  Any 
1  i v e s t o c k  he1 d  l e s s  than  one yea r  a r e  cons idered i n v e n t o r y  r a t h e r  than  
personal  p rope r t y  and a re  n o t  s u b j e c t  t o  personal  p rope r t y  taxes. 

2 6 



RECO!dMENDATI ONS 

1. The L e g i s l a t u r e  shoul d  cons ider  amending A.R.S. §24-262.A and A.R.S. 

§§24-267.A, 24-267. B  and 24-267. E t o  e l  i m i n a t e  unnecessary 1  i v e s t o c k  

inspec t ions .  These unnecessary i nspect ions i n c l u d e  p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  

i n s p e c t i o n s  when l i v e s t o c k  a r e  moved t o  a d e s t i n a t i o n  where 

i nspec t i  ons a r e  a1 so performed. 

2. The L e g i s l a t u r e  should cons ider  amending A. R.S. $24-1 08.A t o  e l  i m i n a t e  

t h e  requi rement  t h a t  t h e  L i ves tock  Bord a p p o i n t  an i n s p e c t o r  i n  a  

l o c a l i t y  upon p e t i t i o n  by  a t  1  eas t  f i v e  catt lemen. 

3. The L i ves tock  Board should e l i m i n a t e  i n s p e c t o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  f eed  

l i e n  cases, and o t h e r  misce l laneous cases. 

4. The L i ves tock  Board should rev iew  i t s  expenses and revenues f o r  

ownership r e c o r d  and v e r i f i c a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  and recommend t o  t h e  

L e g i s l a t u r e  a f e e  schedule t h a t  f u l l y  suppor ts  t h e  c o s t  o f  t h e  program 

a c t i v i t i e s .  



FINDING I 1  

STATE COULD SAVE $345,000 ANNUALLY BY USING FEDERAL MEAT AND POULTRY 

INSPECTION 

Ar izona should a1 1  ow t h e  U n i t e d  S ta tes  Department o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  (USDA) 

t o  assume a l l  meat and p o u l t r y  i n s p e c t i o n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  State.  

Under Federal  law, t h e  USDA must assume meat and p o u l t r y  i n s p e c t i o n  

d u t i e s  i f  a  s t a t e  d i scon t i nues  i t s  meat i n s p e c t i o n  program. USDA 

i n s p e c t i o n  woul d  save A r i zona  $345,000 annua l l y  and woul d  p rov ide  o t h e r  

b e n e f i t s .  A l though S ta te - inspec ted  p l a n t s  may i n c u r  some c o s t s  as a  

r e s u l t  o f  t h e  change t o  Federa l  i nspec t i on ,  USDA can modi fy  i t s  

procedures t o  l i m i t  t h e  c o s t  t o  these p lan t s .  

USDA Must I nspec t  Meat And P o u l t r y  
P l a n t s  I f  S t a t e  Does No t  

~,Ll-. Federal  1  aw r e q u i r e s  USDA t o  assume r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a1 1 meat and , . 
p o u l t r y  i n s p e c t i o n  i n  A r i zona  i f  t h e  S t a t e  chooses n o t  t o  i n s p e c t  meat 

??^/P 
and p o u l t r y .  S ince 1973, 23 s t a t e s  and seven o f  12 wes te rn  s t a t e s  have I& 

t r a n s f e r r e d  t h e i r  meat and p o u l t r y  i n s p e c t i o n  programs t o  USDA. However, 

Ar izona has ma in ta ined  a  coope ra t i ve  meat and p o u l t r y  i n s p e c t i o n  program 'J'" 
/J." 

w i t h  t h e  Federal  government. dk$ 
",&? bJ - ,,- Z 

The Federal  Meat I n s p e c t i o n  A c t  and t h e  P o u l t r y  Produc ts  I nspec t i on  A c t  i,;-p", 
say t h a t  i f  a  s t a t e  does n o t  ma in ta i n  a  meat and p o u l t r y  i n s p e c t i o n  'Tiy ' 

i 

program equal t o  t h e  Federa l  program, USDA must pe r f o rm  a l l  meat and 

p o u l t r y  i n s p e c t i o n  i n  t h a t  s t a te .  Accord ing t o  USDA, t h i s  Federa l  

takeover  can occur  because a  s t a t e  f a i l s :  1  ) t o  m a i n t a i n  a  program t h a t  

meets Federal  standards, o r  2 )  decides n o t  t o  conduct  i t s  own program. 

Because t h e  Federa l  Meat I n s p e c t i o n  A c t  a l l o w s  f o r  e i t h e r  s t a t e  o r  

Federal  meat i n s p e c t i o n  programs, USDA i s  r espons ib l e  f o r  a1 1  meat and 

p o u l t r y  i n s p e c t i o n  i n  approx imate ly  h a l f  t h e  s ta tes .  Since 1973, 23 

s ta tes ,  i n c l u d i n g  seven o f  t h e  12 western s ta tes ,  have been designated f o r  



Federal  inspect ion.*  A USDA pub1 i c a t i o n  expl  a i  ns t h a t  some desi  gnat ions 

r e s u l t e d  f rom unacceptable s t a t e  programs, b u t  most occurred when a 

governor o r  s t a t e  1 eg i  s l  a t u r e  requested des ignat ion  t o  save s t a t e  funds. 

Table 10  shows t h e  t r e n d  toward Federal  des ignat ion  and h i g h l i g h t s  

western s ta tes .  

TABLE 10 

DESIGNATION OF STATES FOR 
FEDERAL MEAT AND POULTRY INSPECTION 

1973- Kentucky 

1974- Pennsyl vania 

1975- COLORADO 

Minnesota 

MONTANA 

NEVADA 

New York 

Nor th Dakota 

Connect icut  

M i  ssour i  

Nebraska 

New Jersey 

OREGON 

Tennessee WASHINGTON 

1976- CALIFORNIA Massachusetts 

1979- New Hampshire 

1981 - Maine 

1982- Arkansas 

Michigan 

IDAHO 

Rhode I s l a n d  

Sources: Code of Federal Regulat ions and USDA reg iona l  d i r e c t o r  

Ar izona Inspec t i on  Program - I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  s t a t e s  t h a t  r e l y  on USDA 

f o r  i nspec t i on ,  Ar izona ma in ta ins  i t s  own i n s p e c t i o n  program i n  

coopera t ion  w i t h  USDA. Th i s  program app l i es  o n l y  t o  p l a n t s  whose 

products a r e  s o l d  f o r  use i n  Arizona. Federal  l a w  requ i res  USDA t o  

i nspec t  a l l  meat and p o u l t r y  i n  i n t e r s t a t e  commerce. Therefore, as of 

January 1984 USDA inspected n e a t  o r  p o u l t r y  i n  t h e  38 Arizona p l a n t s  t h a t  

* Federal  assumption of  a s t a t e  i nspec t i on  program i s  c a l l e d  
"designat ion."  S ta tes  i n  which USDA performs a l l  meat i n s p e c t i o n  are 
c a l l  ed "designated states.  " 



sh ip  products across s t a t e  l i n e s  o r  s e l l  products t o  p l a n t s  t h a t  sh ip  

i n t e r s t a t e .  The Arizona L ives tock  Board as  o f  November 1984 inspected 

meat o r  p o u l t r y  i n  69 p l a n t s  t h a t  s e l l  o n l y  i n s i d e  Arizona. I n  add i t i on ,  

t he  L ivestock Board moni tors s a n i t a t i o n  and l e g a l  compliance i n  about 38 

custom exempt meat p lants.*  The Arizona meat and p o u l t r y  program has 

rece ived h igh  r a t i n g s  du r ing  USDA q u a r t e r l y  reviews i n  t h e  pas t  few 

years, and a  USDA o f f i c i a l  described Ar izona 's  program as s a t i s f a c t o r y  a t  

t h e  February 1984 Board meeting. 

S ta te  Woul d B e n e f i t  From - - . -  

Federal Meat Inspect ion  

Arizona woul d  r e a l i z e  s i g n i f i c a n t  savings and o the r  b e n e f i t s  from USDA 

inspect ion.  Arizona coul  d  save $345,000 annual l y  by request ing  t h a t  USDA 

designate Arizona f o r  Federal inspect ion.  I n  add i t ion ,  t h e  USDA program 

woul d  p rov ide  the  S ta te  w i t h  b e t t e r  t r a i n e d  meat i nspec t i on  supervisors. 

Fur ther ,  Federal i nspec t i on  woul d  remove market ing r e s t r i c t i o n s  from 

S ta te  meat p lan ts .  

Federal Inspect ion  Would Save Arizona $345,000 Annual ly - By request ing  

Federal designat ion, Arizona coul d  save $345,000 annual l y  . The t o t a l  

est imated d i r e c t  c o s t  o f  Ar izona 's  meat and p o u l t r y  i nspec t i on  program i n  

f i s c a l  year  1984-85 i s  $691,500. One-ha1 f o f  t h i s  c o s t  i s  reimbursed by 

USDA, so t h e  est imated c o s t  t o  t h e  S ta te  i s  $345,750. Requesting 

designat ion f o r  Federal i nspec t i on  woul d  e l  i m i  nate t h i  s  annual S ta te  

expenditure f o r  meat and p o u l t r y  i nspec t i on  a c t i v i t i e s .  Tab1 e  11 1  i s t s  

t h e  ac tua l  and est imated cos ts  o f  t he  meat and p o u l t r y  i nspec t i on  program 

t o  the  State. 

* Custom p l a n t s  prepare meat f o r  personal consumption by  i n d i v i d u a l  
animal owners. Because the  meat i s  n o t  s o l d  t o  t h e  ~ u b l i c .  i t  i s  
exempt from inspect ion.  However, S ta te  and Federal i c i e s  - r e q u i r e  
q u a r t e r l y  v i s i t s  t o  these p l a n t s  t o  check s a n i t a t i o n  and t o  ensure 
t h a t  they do n o t  s e l l  uninspected meat t o  t h e  pub l ic .  



TABLE 11 

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED STATE EXPENDITURES 
FOR MEAT AND POULTRY INSPECTION 

FISCAL YEARS 1982-83 THROUGH 1984-85 

Actual Actual Estimated 
FY 1982-83 FY 1983-84 FY 1984-85 

Personal Services $27 9,884 $239,377 $255,800 
Empl oyee Re1 ated 61,449 55,178 55,800 
Travel 24,170 17,327 21,050 
Professional Services 456 7 70 3,600 
Other Operating 10,600 10,334 9,000 
Capital Out1 ay 0 2,959 500 

Total ( l )  

J 
(1 Indirect  cos t s  of the  meat and poultry program do not appear i n  t he  

expenditures but would be saved i f  the S t a t e  program were 
eliminated. Ind i rec t  cos t s  t o  the Sta te  were $38,809, $36,343 and 
$38,763, respectively f o r  f i s ca l  years  1982-83, 1983-84 and 1984-85. 

(2) Lower cost i n  f i s ca l  year  1983-84 resul ted from vacant posit ions.  ILL 
a1 1 funds had been expended, +$the f i s ca l  year 1983-84 c o s t  woul d h a s  

Source: Arizona Livestock Board expenditure 1 edgers f o r  f i s ca l  year 
1982-83 through f i s ca l  year  1983-84, and 1985 Appropriations 
Report fo r  f i s ca l  year  1984-85 

El imi nati ng S ta te  responsi bi 1 i t y  f o r  meat and poultry inspection i n  • 
Arizona would not s ign i f ican t ly  change the  ru les ,  regula t ions  and 

guide1 ines  f o r  meat and poul t r y  inspection because t he  present!  

cooperative inspection program already subjects the  S t a t e  t o  Federal 

requirements. To achieve i t s  " a t  l e a s t  equal to"  s t a tu s ,  t h e  Arizona • 
program had t o  develop and adopt legal  and regulatory requirements 1 ike 

those of USDA. For instance,  Arizona's meat and poultry regulations 

adopt a l l  applicable Federal regulations by reference. In addi t ion,  the  

S t a t e  program uses the  Federal meat inspection manual and several Federal a 
pol icy manuals as  program guides. Further, the  S ta te  program i s  subject  

t o  quarterly Federal review. Auditor General s t a f f  surveyed the Arizona 

p lan t s  t ha t  have changed from S t a t e  t o  Federal inspection i n  the  l a s t  3 

years  and found t h a t  both programs provide the same level of W e c t i o n .  • 



Supervisors B e t t e r  Tra ined - I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  c o s t  savings, t h e  USDA meat 

i nspec t i on  program woul d p rov ide  b e t t e r  t r a i n e d  meat i nspect ion " 
r., 

superv isors ' f o r  t h e  State. USDA's s laughter  superv isors a r e  

ve ter inar ians ,  as r e q u i r e d  by t h e  Code o f  Federal Regulations. I n  

cont ras t ,  S ta te  i nspec t i on  superv isors a r e  n o t  ve te r i na r ians  b u t  a r e  

supervised by ve te r i na r ians .  New S ta te  inspectors  study Federal meat and 

p o u l t r y  i nspec t i on  manuals i n  a classroom environment and rece ive  some 

on-the-job i n s t r u c t i o n  from experienced inspectors.  No spec ia l  t r a i n i n g  
547+ 

i s  requ i red  t o  become a supervisor.  I n  cont ras t ,  Federal s l  aughterhouse 
:i 

superv isors rece i ve  spec ia l  t r a i n i n g  i n Federal meat and poul t ry  

inspec t i on  school beyond t h e i  r ve te r i na ry  t r a i n i n g .  

Market R e s t r i c t i o n s  Removed - USDA inspec t i on  would a l so  remove market ing 

r e s t r i c t i o n s  from State- inspected meat p lants.  State- inspected meat 

p lan ts  may no t  sh ip  products i n t e r s t a t e  o r  s e l l  meat t o  any Federa l l y  

inspected p lan t ,  i n s i d e  o r  ou ts ide  o f  Arizona, I n  cont ras t ,  F e d e r a l l y  

e a t  atand poultry :plirntg,.iWt q ~ l !  ~ ; ~ , ; ~ ~ ~ $ P s .  w i t h o u t  
r e s t r i c t i o n s .  Therefore, State- inspected p l a n t s  a r e  opera t ing  a t  a 

disadvantage t h a t  woul d be removed under Federal inspection.* E i g h t  o f  

the 10 S t a t e - i  nspected p l a n t s  t h a t  v o l u n t a r i l y  changed t o  Federal 

i nspec t i on  between March 1981 and November 1984 made t h e  change t o  

i ncl  ude Federal and out -o f -S ta te  businesses i n  t h e i r  c l  i e n t e l  e. A1 though 

State- inspected p l a n t s  can vo l  u n t a r i l y  apply f o r  Federal inspect ion,  by 

doing so they f o r f e i t  allowances, such as t h e  3 yea r  extension f o r  

necessary cons t ruc t i on  upgrades i n  t h e i r  bu i ld ings ,  g i v e n  So plants k 
.*.* 
du r i ng  designat ion. 

Federal Procedures L imi  t Impact O f  
Change On State- Inspected P lan ts  

Although State- inspected p l a n t s  would I S  ' 

of Federal inspect ionb USDA procedures l i m i t  t h e  impact o f  change on 

Sta te  p lan ts .  USDA waives some s t r u c t u r a l  standards i n  p l a n t s  be ing  

designated and a l lows p l a n t s  3 years  t o  make necessary s t r u c t u r a l  changes. 

~ l , & c o r d m  to the , l i v e t $ d g & , ~ ~ o y d  some state-,i ~ s p e c t e d  p l a n t s  w o u ~ d  
n o t  market i n t e r s t d t e  even w i t h  ?e"d'@Fa7 i n ~ ~ e c t l ' o n . ~  



I n  add i t ion ,  USDA u s u a l l y  h i r e s  most s t a t e  inspectors  t o  cont inue w i t h  

t h e  Federal program. 

Sta te  P lan ts  W i l l  I n c u r  Costs - Sta te  p l a n t s  w i l l  i n c u r  some cos ts  as a 

resu l  t o f  designat ion. P l a n t s  may experience one-time cos ts  f o r  

cons t ruc t i on  b l u e p r i n t s  and some r e c u r r i n g  cos ts  f o r  $overt ime 

inspect ion.  The ac tua l  c o s t  t h a t  Arizona p l a n t s  would i n c u r  as a r e s u l t  

o f  Federal i nspec t i on  i s  unknown. The experiences o f  s t a t e s  t h a t  have 

v o l u n t a r i l y  t r a n s f e r r e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  USDA i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  most 

Arizona p l  ants w i l l  make a successful  t r a n s i t i o n .  However, 

f o rce  some p l a n t s  t o  o p t  f o r  a custom exempt r e t a i l  ex 

may cease operat ions. 

P lan ts  i n  Arizona may experience one-time cos ts  f o r  cons t ruc t ion ,  

b l u e p r i n t s  and new product  l abe l s .  Both USDA and t h e  s ta tes  use t h e  USDA 

handbook Federal F a c i l  i t i e s  Requirements f o r  Small E x i s t i n g  Meat P l  ants 

t o  waive s t r u c t u r a l  requirements i n  e x i s t i n g  p lants.  However, Federal 

o f f i c i a l s  apparent ly  apply a s t r i c t e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  handbook 

than s t a t e  meat i nspect ion o f f i c i a l  s, because USDA has requ i red  

s t r u c t u r a l  changes i n  many p l a n t s  wh i l e  designat ing o ther  s ta tes  as 

Federal l y  inspected s ta tes .  Therefore, some S ta te - i  nspected p l  ants i n  

Arizona would have t o  complete cons t ruc t i on  p r o j e c t s  t o  ob ta in  USDA 

inspect ion.  P lan ts  t h a t  do n o t  have a s e t  o f  b l u e p r i n t s  would a l so  i n c u r  

the c o s t  o f  producing b l  u e p r i n t s  f o r  USDA approval , and a1 1 p l a n t s  woul d 

have t o  redesign t h e i r  1  abel s  w i t h  the  Federal seal. 

Meat p l a n t s  may a1 so experience increased overt ime inspect ion  charges 

under t h e  Federal program. Inspect ion  beyond normal 8 hour s h i f t s  i s  

considered overtime. Under t h e  Sta te  program, s laughter  p l a n t s  pay 

-, 
pe r  hour as o f  J u l y  1984 f o r  overt ime inspec t i on  and processing 

p l a n t s  pay nothing. Under USDA, a l l  p l a n t s  pay e r  hour f o r  

overt ime inspect ion .  A rev iew of t h e  opera t ing  schedules o f  

State- inspected processi ng p l  an ts  showed t h a t  48 percent  of them coul d 

avoid any Federal over t ime under t h e i r  present  schedules. An add i t i ona l  

13 percent  cou ld  avo id  overt ime by changing t h e i r  schedules by 3 hours 



per  week. According t o  a  USDA o f f i c i a l ,  over t ime cos ts  i n  t h e  remain ing 

p lan ts  would depend on: 1  ) whether t he  operat ions performed du r ing  

extended hours r e q u i r e  inspect ion ,  and 2) how many o the r  p l a n t s  on t h e  

same inspec t i on  r o u t e  a l s o  operate overtime. Fo r  instance, i f  an 

inspector  v i s i t s  four  p l a n t s  d a i l y ,  a l l  o f  which operate 1 0  hours pe r  

day, the  i nspec to r  would d i v i d e  the  over t ime among t h e  f o u r  p l a n t s  and 

charge each p l a n t  1/2 hour  o f  overt ime d a i l y .  These p l a n t s  cou ld  a v o i d ,  

overt ime cos ts  by 1  i m i  ti ng t h e i  r overt ime a c t i v i t i e s  t o  o p e r a t i r n s  t h a t  

do no t  r e q u i r e  inspect ion .  ' , 

The experience of s t a t e s  t h a t  have v o l u n t a r i l y  t r a n s f e r r e d  meat and 

p o u l t r y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  USDA i n d i c a t e  t h a t  most p l a n t s  make a  

successful t r a n s i t i o n .  The number o f  p l a n t s  i n  s t a t e s  whose program 

e f f o r t  was deemed a t  l e a s t  equal t o  t h e  Federal program changed 1  i t t l e .  

Arkansas l o s t  on ly  1  percent  of i t s  p lan ts ,  Michigan experienced an 11 

percent decrease i n  t h e  number o f  p l a n t s  w h i l e  Idaho l o s t  8 percent  o f  

i t s  p lants.  I n  each o f  these s ta tes  some p l a n t s  changed t o  a  custom 

exempt s ta tus  t o  remain i n  operat ion. I n  cont ras t ,  p l a n t  c losures  i n  

s ta tes  i n  which USDA took over i nspec t i on  r e s p o n s i b i l t i e s  because t h e  

program was d e f i c i e n t  were as h igh  as 24 percent. 

dl 1 owances f o r  E x i s t i n g  P l  an ts  - The Federal des ignat ion  process prov ides  

allowances t o  decrease the  c o s t  and impact o f  Federal i n s p e c t i o n  :on 

S ta te - i  nspected p lan ts .  Before the  o f f i c i a l  designat ion date, Federal 

o f f i c i a l s  survey S t a t e  p l a n t s  t o  determine what immediate and long- term 

sa fe ty  o r  s a n i t a r y  changes each p l a n t  must make t o  qua1 i f y  f o r  Federal 

inspect ion.  Dur ing these reviews, USDA waives .+$me - stru,q$ur* 

requirements -" in t h e  s t a t e  meat and p o u l t r y  p l a n t s  by us ing  a  handbook 

t i t l e d  Federal F a c i l  i t i e s  Requirements f o r  Small E x i s t i n g  Meat P lan ts  

ins tead o f  t h e  more s t r i n g e n t  Handbook 570, which app l i es  t o  new 

const ruc t ion  and t o  vo lun ta ry  appl icants.  These s t r u c t u r a l  waivers d d  

n o t  a f f e c t  p roduct  standards; USDA a l so  a l t e r s  i t s  p l a n t  approval 

process dur ing  des ignat ion  by a l l ow ing  each p l a n t  18 months a f t e r  

inspect ion  i s  granted t o  produce b l u e p r i n t s  and an a d d i t i o n a l  18 months 

t o  complete necessary c o n s t r u c t i o n  pro jec ts .  I n  add i t i on ,  USDA prov ides 



p l a n t s  w i t h  approximately 5,000 pressure s e n s i t i v e  s t i c k e r s  t o  cover  t he  

p l a n t ' s  e x i s t i n g  stock o f  l abe l s .  P lan ts  t h a t  v o l u n t a r i l y  apply f o r  

Federal i nspec t i on  rece i ve  none o f  the'se benef i ts .  

USDA Hi res  Q u a l i f i e d  S ta te  Inspectors - U$E)A ' l l y  h i r e s  q u a l i f i e d  
.L* . & A V '  

s t a t e  meat i nspec to rs  as needed when t a k i w  S+)VW a st$Se~ program. 

According t o  USDA records, t h e  Federal program h i r e s  an average o f  62 

percent  o f  s t a t e  employees when a s t a t e  i s  designated. To e f f e c t  t h i s  

h i r i n g  process, a Federal con tac t  person meets w i t h  s t a t e  employees 

before the  e f f e c t i v e  des ignat ion  date. USDA personnel a l so  work w i t h  t h e  

s t a t e  agency and t h e  s t a t e  personnel department t o  determine employee 

experience and qual i f  i c a t i o n s .  USDA o f f i c i a l  s determine t h e i  r personnel 

needs through the  p l a n t  surveys conducted before designat ion and h i r e  

accordingly.  

CONCLUSION 

Arizona cou ld  save $345,000 annual ly  by request ing  t h a t  USDA assume t h e  

a t  i nspect i  on program. USDA inspect ion  woul d prov ide- '  

superv isors and would a l l ow  a l l  meat p l a n t s  now under S ta te  

Ri nspect ion t o  market t h e i  F prodircts' t d  %feral  and out-o*Stafe p l a n t s  

and businesses. ' I n  add i t i on ,  USDA would modify i t s  p l a n t  approval 

process t o  decrease t h e  impact of Federal i nspec t i on  on State- inspected 

p l a n t s  and would h i r e  qual i f i e d  S ta te  inspectors  as needed t o  cont inue 

w i t h  the  Federal program. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Arizona should request  t h a t  t h e  U.S. Secretary o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  

designate Arizona f o r  Federal meat and poul t ry  inspect ion,  

2. If meat and p o u l t r y  i nspec t i on  i s  t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  USDA, t h e  

Leg is la tu re  shoul d cons ider  amending A.R.S. §§24-601 through *4-663 

t o  de le te  p rov i s ions  f o r  S ta te  meat and p o u l t r y  inspection,& 



FINDING I 1 1  

LIVESTOCK BOARD NEEDS TO STRENGTHEN ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS 

.The A r i  ~ zon -&,+ a. .L i ve$i&q&kGdrBss@ - hrWn n o t  f u l  JL.. ast~cJh,s 
a i t h o r i  ty t o  ensure compl f a i c e  * - i f  t h  1 aws ufidW - f  2s jd&c'lt8fct?on. The 

Board has n o t  taken a c t i o n  aga ins t  several  meat p l a n t s  w i t h  repeated 

s a n i t a r y  problems. Enforcement o f  brand i nspec t i on  1 aws has been 

i ncons i s ten t .  Lack of enforcement i n  cases i nvol v i  ng Board members may 

c rea te  t h e  appearance o f  a c o n f l i c t  o f  i n t e r e s t .  The Board cou ld  improve 

enforcement by us ing  hear ing  o f f i c e r s .  

The L ives tock  Board's s t a t u t o r y  purpose i s  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  l i v e s t o c k  

i ndus t r y  from t h e f t  and t o  ensure wholesome meat and p o u l t r y  products f o r  

p u b l i c  consumption. Ar izona law provides t h e  Board w i t h  a v a r i e t y  o f  

enforcement powers t o  meet i t s  s t a t u t o r y  p u r p o e .  A.R.S. §§24-106 and 

24-645 s t a t e  t h a t  any l i c e n s e  issued by t h e  b W $  ~'q : . tWsL ,$~~pen&4 or - >..&, *.v <. -3 

?evoked f o r  v i o l a t i o n  o f  o r  noncompl iance w i t h  tha- s ta tu tes ,  r u l e s  and 
.,- ' 
tegu la t i ons  s e t  f o r t h  by t h e  Board. A.R.S. §24-645.D g ives  t h e  Board t h e  

power t o  f i n e  meat and p o u l t r y  establ ishments up t o  $1,000 pe r  

v i o l a t i o n .  A.R.S. $24-646 a l lows the  Board t o  r e f e r  cases t o  a county 

a t to rney  o r  t he  At to rney  General f o r  prosecut ion. 

The Board Has Not  Taken A c t i o n  
Against  Probl em P l  ants 

xhg L ives tock  Board has 
I-" 

sed i t s  a u t h o r i t y  t o  enforce Ar izona 's  meat $ 
?ws$ Although the  Board has a range o f  enforcement opt ions, i t  has n o t  

acted o r  has taken o n l y  1 i m i t e d  a c t i o n  aga ins t  several p l a n t s  w i t h  

repeated v i o l a t i o n s .  As a r e s u l t ,  i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  de te r  p o t e n t i a l 8  

problems may be 1 essened. 

Enforcement Options - The L ives tock  Board has f u l l  a u t h o r i t y  t o  t ake  

a c t i o n  aga ins t  meat packing p l a n t  owners who v i o l a t e  t h e  law. The Board 

has several op t ions  t o  ensure compl iance w i t h o u t  t a k i n g  formal ac t i on .  

Most problems a re  solved qu ick ly .  I f  a problem a r i s e s  the  i nspec to r  



assigned t o  t h e  p l a n t  discusses i t  w i t h  p l a n t  o f f i c i a l s  and t h e  problem 

i s  u s u a l l y  co r rec ted  on the  spot. If a problem i s  n o t  so lved o r  cannot 
be solved w i t h i n  a  reasonable t ime an i nspec to r  may choose t o  p lace  a  r e d  

t a g  on t h e  i t e m  i n  question. A  r e d  t a g  means t h a t  t he  p iece o f  equipment 

o r  t he  meat p roduct  cannot be used u n t i l  t he  problem i s  solved. I n  most 
cases a  r e d  t a g  i s  a  temporary a c t i o n  t h a t  leads t o  p r o b l e ~ ~ ~ m s o l u t i o n  

w i t h i n  a  s h o r t  time. The Board may a l s o  take  more s t r i n g e n t  a c t i o n  f o r  

more ser ious  v i o l a t i o n s .  If a p l a n t  has a  ser ious problem o r  c o n t i n u a l l y  

refuses t o  c o r r e c t  d e f i c i e n c i e s  the  Board may send the  p l a n t  a  n o t i c e  o f  

v i o l  a t ion .  These no t i ces  a re  i n f requen t  and sent  o n l y  when inspectors  

observe a  v i o l a t i o n  o f  S ta te  l aw  o r  regu la t ion .  If a n o t i c e  o f  v i o l a t i o n  

i s  sent  and compliance i s  s t i l l  n o t  obta inecj  t h e  Board can then take 

steps t o  r e f e r  t he  ma t te r  t o  t h e  At to rney  General o r  1  ocal prosecutor  f o r  

% " $ t i ~ n .  The Board can a1 so suspend the  p l a n t ' s  operat ion, revoke 

the  l i c e n s e  o r  f i n e  the  owner i n  l i e u  o f  o the r  ac t ion .  

L im i ted  Enforcement Ac t ion  - .?he Board has t r no a c t i o n  on , 

i t s  own aga ins t  chronic  v i o l a t o r s  o f  meat and p o u l t r y  s a n i t a t i o n  laws and 

regu la t ions .  A1 though several p l a n t s  have h i s t o r i e s  o f  repeat  problems, 

t he  Board has n o t  suspended any meat p l a n t  l i censes  f o r  san i ta ry  

probl  ems. Only th ree  suspensions between January and December 1984 were 

imposed by  Board s t a f f ,  and these occurred when owners threatened o r  

attempted t o  i n t i m i d a t e  Sta te  meat inspectors.  I n  add i t ion ,  t h e  Board 

has n o t  f i ned  any meat establ ishments s ince  t h a t  power was g iven t o  them 

i n  1982. Instead, i t  has r e l i e d  on t h e  cou r t s  f o r  enforcement - an 

op t i on  t h a t  appears t o  p rov ide  l i t t l e  e f f e c t i v e  deterrence, 

The Board's s t rongest  a c t i o n  f o r  h e a l t h  and s a n i t a t i o n  v i o l a t i o n s  i n  

recent  yea rs  has been t o  r e f e r  cases t o  county prosecutors, which o f ten  

resu l  t s  i n  no a c t i o n  o r  1  i g h t e r  f i n e s  than the  $1,000 f i n e  per  v i o l  a t i o n  

the  Board can impose on i t s  own. Re fe r r i ng  cases t o  the  super io r  c o u r t  

may n o t  always be an e f f e c t i v e  means o f  enforcement because, c o u r t  

p rosecut ion  has n o t  r e s u l t e d  i n  pena l t i es  t h a t  prevent  repeat  

v ib ta t i ons .  The Board r e f e r r e d  22 cases t o  the  cou r t s  between March 1981 

and November 1984. The cou r t s  dismissed two cases (one because the  



s t a t u t e  o f  1  i m i t a t i o n s  had exp i red) ,  one case i s  s t i l l  pending, and t h e  

Board l acks  i n fo rma t ion  about t h ree  others. The Board dropped charges 

aga ins t  one p l a n t  t h a t  changed t o  Federal inspect ion ,  and one owner was 

found i n  v i o l a t i o n  o f  S ta te  standards b u t  n o t  f ined.  

Th i r teen cases r e s u l t e d  i n  f ines ,  t en  o f  which were $1,000 o r  1  ess. The 

%&#&At  pena l t y  was a  . + $  

;payment b y  a company accused of 

s e l l i n g  uninspected meat t o  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and r e t a i l  ou t le ts .  Th i s  

invo lved numerous of fenses occu r r i ng  w i t h i n  a  year. The company was n o t  

charged w i t h  any v i o l a t i o n  and negot ia ted  the  payment, which equaled i t s  

p r o f i t  on the  meat, w i t h  the  county prosecutor. 

Most court-fmposed f i n e s  a r e  low i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  v i o l a t i o n s  i n v a ~ q & @  L C h . . _  b 

The l o n g  h i s t o r y  o f  problems and mu1 t i p l e  c o u r t  r e f e r r a l s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  

,the Board's enforcement p o l  i c y  has 1  ittl e  e f f e c t  on repeat  v i o l a t o r s .  

For  exampl e: 

a One meat p l a n t  has a  h i s t o r y  o f  noncompliance and san i ta ry  problems 

da t i ng  from 1971. The p l a n t  has s o l d  mis labe led  and adul teratedrk 

meat. Since 1971 t h e  p l a n t  has rece ived 14 l e t t e r s ,  two p r e l  im inary  

no t ices  and e i g h t  i n c i d e n t  repor ts .  Since 1981 , the  L ivestock Board 

has sent  the  p l a n t  ,seven no t i ces  of v i o l a t i o n  and t h e  p l a n t  has bee* 

re fe r red  f o r  prosecut ion th ree  times.: The L ivestock Board r e f e r r e d  

the  p l a n t  f o r  prosecut ion i n  May 1982, J u l y  1983 and August 1984. 

u r t  f ined t h e  owner (IR$ on two misdemeanor charges i n  August 
* > * a  

af h n i s s e ~  t h e  second case : in  mid-1 983, and f i n e d  the  owner"** 

i n  December 1984. 

8 Another meat p l a n t  was sent  t h ree  no t i ces  o f  v f u t a t i d n  between 1981 t 

and 1%83. These v i o l a t i o n s  were misbranding and a d u l t e r a t i o n  of meat 

products as we l l  as t ranspor t i ng  and o f f e r i n g  t h a t  meat f o r  sale. I n  

Adu l te ra ted  meat i s  any meat o r  meat food product  t h a t  conta ins  
po i  sonous o r  harmful substances, chemical add i t i ves ,  o r  food c010r i  ng 
t h a t  may render the  product  u n f i t  f o r  human consumption. Adul terated 
meat a1 so inc ludes meat o r  meat products prepared under unsan i ta ry  
cond i t ions ,  o r  meat w i t h  1  abel s  t h a t  p rov ide  m i  s l  eadi ng in format ion 
on the  value o r  content  o f  the  meat product. 



f o u r  cases the  p l a n t  purchased s p o i l e d  and re turned meat t o  o f f e r  i t  

f o r  sale. The Board r e f e r r e d  t h e  company t o  the  c o u r t  f o r  

prosecut ion i n  January 1982 and t h e  owner was charged w i t h  four - 
d i f f e r e n t  misdemeanor counts. The owner entered i n t o  a p lea*  

agreement f o r  a misdemeanor charge o f  i l l e g a l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  o f  meat 

i n  June 1983, and a f i n e  and surcharge o f i w i m  was'lmposed. 

0 A t h i r d  meat establ ishment has been a source o f  problems s 
Between 1981 and 1982 the  company r e c e i v e d  ffve notices of w46lattbh 
f o r  problems such as an unacceptable sewer system, processing of 

products t h a t  had been h e l d  f o r  f u r t h e r  inspect ion  b y  a meat 

inspector ,  mis label  i n g  o f  products, unauthorized use o f  t he  Sta te  

mark o f  inspect ion,  f a i l u r e  t o  p rope r l y  present  products f o r  

inspect ion ,  and i n t i m i d a t i o n  o f  t h e  meat inspector .  The Board 

r e f e r r e d  the  case t o  c o u r t  i n  January 1982. I n  May 1984 t h e  c o u r t  

found t h e  owner innocent  o f  t h e  misdemeanor charges y e t  found the '  

p l a n t  i n  v i o l a t i o n  o f  S ta te  standards and ordered t h e  p l a n t  t o  b r i n g  

t h e  sewage system up t o  standard. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  low f i nes ,  these cases i l l u s t r a t e  two o ther  

shortcomings o f  re1 iance on c o u r t  enforcement. F i r s t ,  c o u r t  a c t i o n  i s  

o f ten  slow. One case l a s t e d  17 months, another l a s t e d  more than 2 

years. Dur ing t h i s  t ime the  p l a n t s  cont inued t o  operate. 8 Second, the  

t h i r d  example above shows t h a t  a p l a n t  can v i o l a t e  Sta te  meat p l a n t  

standards w i thou t  t he  owners being found g u i l t y  o f  a c r i m i n a l  v i o l a t i o n  

of the  law. Thus, c l e a r  v i o l a t i o n s  may go unpunished. 

When the  Board re1 i e s  on the  c o u r t  system t o  decide cases enforcement i s  6 

weakened. V i o l a t i o n s  o f  most Board s t a t u t e s  a re  c l a s s i f i e d  misdemeanors, 

which have a low p r i o r i t y  i n  the  c o u r t  system. If a case i s  t r i e d  the  

punishment i s  usua l l y  low i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  v i o l a t i o n  and offenders have 

l i t t l e  i n c e n t i v e  t o  r e f r a i n  from i l l e g a l  a c t s  i n  the  future. I n  

con t ras t ,  t he  L ivestock Board has the  a u t h o r i t y  t o  hear these cases on 

i t s  own and impose penal t i e s  f o r  each v i o l a t i o n .  If the  Board fee ls  t h a t  
f u r t h e r  a c t i o n  i s  warranted i t  can s t i l l  r e f e r  cases t o  the  cou r t s  a f t e r  

t a k i n g  a c t i o n  on i t s  own. 



Enforcement O f  Sel f- I n s p e c t i  on 
Reauirements I s  Not  Cons is ten t  

Thef&!$oard has been i n c o n s i s t e n t  i n  en fo rc ing  brand 1  aws gov8n"ln%j,+self 

6 s p e c t i o n  o f  c a t t l e .  ' A1 though some v i o l a t o r s  a r e  punished, t h e  Board 

takes no a c t i o n  i n  o the r  cases. I ncons i s ten t  enforcement weakens e f f o r t s  

t o  t race  ownership o f  1  i ves tock  through se l  f inspect ion.  

To reduce inspector  work 1  oad and a1 1  ow 1  ivestock owners t o  move c a t t l e  

w i t h i n  the  Sta te  w i t h o u t  always r e q u i r i n g  an inspect ion,  t he  Board 

created a  se l f - i nspec t i on  form. Ranchers use t h e  form when moving c a t t l e  

from one l o c a t i o n  t o  another  w i t h i n  Arizona as l ong  as the re  i s  no 

ownership change;* Board po l  i c y  concerning t h e  se l  f - i nspec t i on  form i s  

very s p e c i f i c  and exp la ined i n  d e t a i l  on each book o f  c e r t i f i c a t e s  given 

t o  ranchers. The s e l f - i n s p e c t i o n  c e r t i f i c a t e s  can be used o n l y  under 

c e r t a i n  circumstances. 

0 Ranchers may move o n l y  c a t t l e  us ing  the  se l f - i nspec t i on  form, and no 

o ther  1  ives tock  may be moved w i t h o u t  an inspect ion;  

Movement cannot i n v o l v e  change o f  ownership; and 

0 The form cannot be used t o  move c a t t l e  w i thou t  brands (exc lud ing  

c a t t l e  under 4 months o l d  accompanied by t h e i r  mothers) o r  c a t t l e  

w i t h  new brands. 

To proper ly  use the  s e l f - i n s p e c t i o n  form the  owner must account f o r  and 

completely fill o u t  each c e r t i f i c a t e  and v o i d  a  form w i t h  any erasures o r  

cross outs. Se l f - inspect ion  forms may o n l y  be used f o r  t h e  brands 

s p e c i f i e d  on each form. Any fa1 s i  f i c a t i o n ,  s u b s t i t u t i o n  o r  a1 t e r a t i o n  

may r e s u l t  i n  use of t he  book being suspended o r  revoked. I n  such cases 
owners must have the  animals inspected by a  l i v e s t o c k  o f f i c e r  before 

moving them. 

nables the  Board t o  t r a c k  movement o f  c a t t l e  as 
i nspec t i on  laws w i t h o u t  necess i ta t i ng  a  v i s i t  by a  

Board inspector .  



The Board has punished some ranchers f o r  violating sel  f-inspection 

requirements. We identified 13 cases since mid-1981 when use of the 
forms was inst i tuted,  i n  which self-inspection books were revoked f o r  a 
variety of reasons. In 12 cases we were able t o  document reasons f o r  the 
suspension or revocation. Four self-inspection books were taken away 
because the owners used the forms when changing the ownership of 
livestock, one rancher used them when moving c a t t l e  owned by someone 

else ,  another was moving horses and using the form, one owner was moving 
Catf lg tof f  an Indian r e s d a t i o n  (which i s  not considered moving c a t t l e  
within the S ta te ) ,  and f ive  books were suspended because the owner used 
the wrong book when moving ca t t l e .  

However, i n  a t  l e a s t  three other cases the Board fa i led  t o  punish 

ranchers who allegedly misused self-inspection forms.* None of these 
alleged violations appear to  be l e s s  s ignif icant  than the violations of 
the 13 ranchers who l o s t  use of the self-inspection books. 

Between June 1982 and January 1983 a 1 ivestock owner allegedly used 

20 self-inspection forms t o  improperly move 2,448 ca t t l e .  The owner 
used the forms for  c a t t l e  tha t  were branded w i t h  a brand different  

from the one on the self-inspection cer t i f ica tes .  The 'owner should 
have ful ly  understood the requirements f o r  self-inspection since he 
was a Livestock Board member. However, t h i s  case was closed 
administratively and never referred t o  the Board. 

e A livestock owner f i l l e d  out a self-inspection ce r t i f i ca t e  
i ncorrectly: the ce r t i f i ca t e  was not dated, the orgi nal destination 
was crossed out and a new one added, and the number of c a t t l e  being 
moved differed from the number shown on the form. Four of the c a t t l e  
were seized by a livestock off icer  a t  a feedlot because they were n o t  
branded w i t h  the owner's brand. The Board returned the c a t t l e  and 
reimbursed the owner for  a l l  feed costs accrued while the animals 

a; Other examples of nonenforcement may e x i s t  b u t  cannot be identified 
since -Board records on sel f-i nspection books and viol a t iops are 
incomplete. 



were he ld  s ince the  inspector  a t  t he  feed lo t  had n o t  in formed the  

l i v e s t o c k  o f f i c e r  working i n  t he  rancher 's  l o c a l i t y  o f  t h e  seizure, 

as requ i red  by Board po l i cy .  

e A rancher brought s i x  cows and f i v e  calves i n t o  a  feed lo t .  Four o f  

t he  c a t t l e  were newly branded. One cow d i d  n o t  have the  owner's 

brand. The owner's c a t t l e  were seized and h e l d  fo r  10 days then 

re turned when the  rancher proved the  c a t t l e  were h is .  Th i s  case was 

c l  osed admi n i  s t r a t i  v e l y  and never r e f e r r e d  t o  tAc 't06t12-d. No a c t i  on 

was taken t o  suspend o r  revoke the  rancher 's  use o f  t h e  

se l  f - i nspec t i on  forms. 

The Board does n o t  f u l l y  p r o t e c t  the  i ndus t r y  and the  p u b l i c  when i t s  

enforcement i s incons i s ten t  o r  n o t  exercised. Since se l  f - i  nspect ion  

c e r t i f i c a t e s  a s s i s t  the  L ivestock Board i n  keeping t r a c k  o f  1  i ves tock  

movement, improper use o r  abuse o f  t he  forms reduces tea> r e l i a b l i t y  s f  

Board records. 

L im i ted  Enforcement Creates 
Appearance O f  C o n f l i c t  O f  I n t e r e s t  

The Board's re luc tance t o  use i t s  own a u t h o r i t y  t o  enforce meat and 

p o u l t r y  laws and i n c o n s i s t e n t  enforcement o f  sel  f - i  nspect ion requirements 

may c rea te  the  appearance o f  a  c o n f l i c t  o f  i n t e r e s t 4  The appearance o f  

c o n f l i c t  i s  heightened when t h e  p a r t i e s  invo lved a r e  c u r r e n t  o r  former 

Board members. 

One meat p l a n t  owned by a  @&ex ;has a  h i s t o r y  o f  s a n i t a r y  problems 8 
da t ing  back t o  1980. S ta te  and Federal inspectors have noted var ious  

san i ta ry  problems w i t h i n  the  p lan t ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  meat processing 

department where the  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  contaminat ion i s  highest.  The 

problems i ncl  uded d i r ty  equipment, 7 , 

paCnt, fplugged d~atns,' ' '  and d$b?ers 
-*/, . 

6 Sta te  inspectors  b r i e f l y  ha1 t e d  processing th ree  t imes i n  

A p r i l  1980 and f o r  2 days i n  May 1984 f o r  s a n i t a t i o n  problems. Federaq' 

enspectors  r a t e d  t h e  p l a n t  milswtey" i n  r e p o r t s  issued i n  May and 

September 1984. A1 though a November 1984 Federal r e p o r t  found t h e  p l a n t ' s  



sani t a t i  on t o  be acceptabl e, two consecut ive unsan i ta ry  r a t i n g s  i s very  

unusual :*" 
Despi te these problems, t h e  Board has taken no a c t i o n  t o  ensure 

compliance. The area superv isor  f e l t  t h a t  p l a n t  o f f i c i a l s  should be 

c a l l e d  be fo re  t h e  Board t o  e x p l a i n  why t h e i r  1  icense should n o t  be 

suspended because o f  t h e  s a n i t a r y  problems. Board a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

o f f i c i a l s  s t a t e d  t h a t  no a c t i o n  has been taken because no -, &t3W@@js a. k c  a . * 
v i o l a t i o n s  have been observed. They added t h a t  t h e  p l a n t  i s  o l d  and w i l l  

always have problems, and as 1  ong as t h e  owner cooperates i n  r e s o l v i n g  

t h e  problems no f u r t h e r  a c t i o n  i s  needed. 

However, i n  1981 an i n s p e c t o r  repo r ted  t h a t  t h e  owner and employees 

improper ly  moved products t h a t  were being he ld  because o f  p o t e n t i a l  

contaminat ion, which i s  a  v i o l a t i o n  o f  Board r u l e s  and regu la t ions .  

(A l though such a c t i o n s  normal ly  r e s u l t  i n  a  n o t i c e  o f  v i o l a t i o n ,  none was 

issued i n  t h i s  instance.) I n  add i t i on ,  Board i nspec to rs  have noted t h a t  

t h e  owner has n o t  cooperated w i t h  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  t o  make necessary ~ h a n g e s .  

The Board's hand l ing  o f  cases i n v o l v i n g  i t s  members c rea tes  an impress ion 

o f  favor i t i s rq .  (Other p l a n t s  have rece ived no t i ces  o f  v i o l a t i o n s  f o r  

problems comparable t o  those occu r r i ng  i n  t h e  p l a n t  owned by t h e  Board 

member. ) S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  Board 's  i n a c t i o n  i n  t he  case o f  t h e  Board member 

who moved 2,448 c a t t l e  i n c o r r e c t l y  us ing  se l  f - i n s p e c t i o n  forms a1 so 

suggests s e l e c t i v e  enforcement. The l a c k  o f  a c t i o n  i n  t h a t  case i s  

p a r t i c u l a r y  g l a r i n g  because t h e  number o f  c a t t l e  i nvo l ved  was f a r  h igher  

than those moved by o t h e r  ranchers whose p r i v i l e g e s  were suspended. 

* The p l a n t ' s  s a n i t a r y  c o n d i t i o n s  a re  very poor compared w i t h  o the r  
S ta te - i  nspected p lan ts .  Between January and October 1984 Sta te  
i nspec to rs  i d e n t i f i e d  and tagged a  t o t a l  o f  21 p ieces  o f  equipment o r  
food  products i n  t he  p l a n t  t h a t  d i d  no t  meet minimum san i ta ry  
requirements. A random sample of  11 o the r  State- inspected p l a n t s  
i d e n t i f i e d  a  combined t o t a l  of o n l y  13 p ieces of equipment o r  food 
products tagged f o r  n o t  meet ing san i t a ry  requirements. Thus, the  
p l a n t  i n  ques t ion  had approx imate ly  62  percent  more unsan i ta ry  
equipment o r  food products than a l l  11 sample p lan ts .  



Hearing O f f i c e r s  Woul d  
Improve The Process 

.Qe B ~ r q  ,. *+ " % .gqyl d  use hear lng  of#&~%@:f lhprbW- t t s  e f f e e t i w n @ s s .  Some 

Board members po in ted  o u t  t h a t  they  do n o t  have l e g a l  backgrounds and 

there fore ,  f e e l  more comfor table r e f e r r i n g  cases t o  c o u r t  r a t h e r  than 

t a k i n g  Board ac t ion .  However, t h e  Board cou ld  use i t s  a u t h o r i t y  t o  h i r e  

hear ing o f f i c e r s  t o  rev iew t h e  evidence, determine t h e  f a c t s  and 

recommend appropr iate enforcement ac t i ons  t o  t h e  Board. Het ir ing o f f i c e r s  

3 ~ 0 u l  d' p rov ide  needed 1  egal expe r t i se  t h a t  Board members fee l  they 1 acka 
'..LG - - 1  

and ensure greater  o b j e c t i v i t y  i n  dec is ion  making. 

If a f u l l - t i m e  hear ing o f f i c e r  were use4 the  sa la ry  and r e l a t e d  expenses 

woul d  be between $25,000 and $30,000. However, t h e  Board waul d..@.@k$1p7 
a f 

wt n$@l. @ f u l l - t i m e  hear ing  o f f i c e r .  ' Between March 1981 and December 
'>* 

1984 the  Board r e f e r r e d  22 meat and p o u l t r y  cases t o  t h e  c o u r t s  f o r  

prosecut ion. Even a  s i g n i f i c a n t  increase i n  t h e  number o f  cases would 

n o t  necessar i l y  r e q u i r e  a  f u l l  - t ime hear ing o f f i c e r .  

CONCLUSION 

The L ives tock  Board has n o t  adequately exerc ised i t s  enforcement powers. 

The Board has n o t  used i t s  e x i s t i n g  a u t h o r i t y  t o  pena l ize  meat and 

p o u l t r y  p l a n t  operators who v i o l a t e  i t s  r u l e s  and regu la t ions .  

Add i t i ona l l y ,  t he  Board does n o t  ensure proper use o f  s e l f - i n s p e c t i o n  

forms. As a  r e s u l t ,  t h e  Board's a b i l i t y  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  ' t ~ b u k t r y  and t h g  

pwbl'ic, .may be l i m i t e d .  (The Board's l i m i t e d  enforcement e f f o r t s  may 

c rea te  the  appearance o f  a  c o n f l i c t  o f  i n t e r e s t ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when Board 

members are  i n v o l  ved. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. The Board should use i t s  own a u t h o r i t y  t o  c o n s i s t e n t l y  penal i z e  

i n d i v i d u a l  s  and es tab l  ishments t h a t  v i o l a t e  s ta tu tes ,  r u l e s  and 

regu la t ions .  The Board should r e f e r  cases f o r  p rosecut ion  o n l y  t&~; 
repeat  v i o l  a t i o n s  o r  e s p e c i a l l y  severe problems. " 



2. The Board should use i t s  a u t h o r i t y  t o  h i r e  and r e t a i n  a hear ing 

o f f i c e r  t o  t ake  evidence and make recommendations t o  t h e  Board i n  

cases i n v o l v i n g  l e g a l  v i o l a t i o n s  o f  i t s  s t a t u t e s  and ru les .  The 

Board should use t h e  hear ing  o f f i c e r ' s  recommendation t o  decide cases 

and impose p e n a l t i e s  if warranted. 



OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION 

Dur ing the  Audit ,  o the r  p e r t i n e n t  i n fo rma t ion  was developed regard ing  t h e  

L ives tock  Board spec ia l  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  u n i t .  

L ives tock  Board Special  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  U n i t  

I n  1982 t h e  L ives tock  Board a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s t a f f  c rea ted a  spec ia l  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  u n i t  t o  c e n t r a l  i z e  1  i ves tock  t h e f t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  

O r i g i n a l l y ,  the  u n i t  cons i s ted  o f  s i x  s t a f f  members. By 1984 t h e  u n i t  

personnel cons is ted  o f  t h ree  1  ives tock  o f f i c e r s .  On A p r i l  11, 1984, t h e  

L ives tock  Board reorganized i t s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  f u n c t i o n  and e l im ina ted  t h e  

u n i t .  Current ly ,  1  i ves tock  o f f i c e r s  empl oyed by the  Board a re  responsi b l  e  

f o r  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  cases w i t h i n  t h e i r  j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  t he  same procedure as 

used before t h e  u n i t  was establ ished.  

Before the  specia l  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  u n i t  was es tab l  i shed, r e l a t i v e l y  few 

people were conv ic ted  o f  l i v e s t o c k  t h e f t  each yea r  i n  Arizona. I n  1982 

t h e  Leg is la tu re  appropr ia ted  funds so t h e  L ivestock Board cou ld  c rea te  t h e  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  u n i t ,  which began opera t ion  i n  J u l y  1982. A f t e r  t he  u n i t  

was created, the  c o n v i c t i o n  r a t e  increased even though t h e  number o f  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  decl i n e d  (Tab1 e  12).  I n  t h e  6 months s ince  i n v e s t i g a t i v e  

a c t i v i t y  was reorganized, two cases have been i nves t i ga ted  l e a d i n g  t o  f o u r  

people being conv ic ted  of 1  i ves tock  crimes. 

TABLE 1  2  

LIVESTOCK THEFT INVESTIGATION AND CONVICTION RATES 
FISCAL YEARS 1  980-81 THROUGH 1  983-84 

Convict ions 
Cases O f f i c e r s  As a  Percentaqe 

F i s c a l  Year Inves t i ga ted  Invo l ved  Number o f  ~ n v e s t i ~ a t i o n s  

( 1  Through Apr i  1  11 , 1984 

Source: L ives tock  Board data 



A1 though c o n v i c t i o n  r a t e s  increased, t he  c r im ina l  a c t i v i t y  i nvo l ved  

appears t o  have been minor. O f  t h e  46 cases the  u n i t  t u rned  over  f o r  

p rosecut ion  du r ing  i t s  almost 2-year existence, seven ( 1  5  percent )  

i n v o l v e d  fraud, o r  t h e f t  o f  saddles o r  o the r  l i v e s t o c k  r e l a t e d  equipment. 

These cases, a l though r e l a t e d  t o  the  l i v e s t o c k  indus t ry ,  do n o t  f a l l  under 

t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  t h e  L ives tock  Board ( T i t l e  24) and were n o t  handled by 

t h e  Board before t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  u n i t  was created. O f  t h e  cases t h a t  

d i d  fa1 1  under the  L i ves tock  Board ' s  j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  many i n v o l v e d  monetary 

va l  ues be1 ow $1,000. O f  t h e  39 cases r e f e r r e d  f o r  p rosecut ion  t h a t  f e l l  

under t h e  Board's j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  29 o f  them had monetary values p laced on 

t h e  s to len  items, and 16 o f  t h e  29 i n v o l v e d  1  osses o f  $1,000 o r  1  ess. 

Some she r i f f s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  1  arger  count ies, quest ioned t h e  u n i t ' s  

e f fec t i veness  and t h e  qua1 i f i c a t i o n s  o f  i t s  personnel. The s h e r i f f s  

repo r ted  t h a t  t h e i r  departments were ab le  t o  handle i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  

c r i m i n a l  a c t i v i t y  i n v o l v i n g  1  ivestock.  The capabi l  i ty o f  s h e r i f f s '  

departments appears adequate i n  l i g h t  o f  t he  f a c t  t h a t  c r i m i n a l  a c t i v i t y  

i n  t h e  1  ivestock i n d u s t r y  appears t o  be r a t h e r  low i n  Arizona. A  survey 

o f  d a i l y  repo r t s  completed by 1  ives tock  inspectors  i d e n t i f i e d  no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  amount o f  c r ime repor ted  t o  t h e  Board. The number o f  

l i v e s t o c k  i nvo l ved  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  small and the  value i s  u s u a l l y  n o t  

great .  I n  add i t ion ,  none o f  Ar izona 's  15 county s h e r i f f ' s  departments 

i d e n t i f i e d  l i v e s t o c k  t h e f t  as a  major problem. Thus, t h e  value o f  the  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  u n i t  may have been n e g l i g i b l e .  

Despi te the  minor na ture  of  t he  u n i t ' s  conv ic t ions ,  t h e  L ives tock  Board 

was never very c l e a r  i n  i t s  reasons f o r  reorgan iz ing  i t s  i n v e s t i g a t i v e  

a c t i v i t y .  A1 though Board members c i t e d  a  number o f  reasons f o r  disbanding 

t h e  u n i t ,  statements made a t  the  A p r i l  1984 Board meeting i n d i c a t e  t h a t  no 

at tempt was made t o  address these problems before disbanding the  u n i t .  

F o r  example, several Board members complained t h a t  t he  u n i t  needed more 

d i r e c t i o n  from the  Board i t s e l f .  However, a t  l e a s t  one Board member 

po in ted  o u t  t h a t  t he re  had been ample t ime t o  d i r e c t  t h e  u n i t  and 1  i t t l e  

e f f o r t  p u t  f o r t h  i n  p r o v i d i n g  any guidance. The Board a l s o  complained 

t h a t  increased coo rd ina t i on  was needed w i t h  o ther  1  aw enforcement 

agencies, y e t  t he  Board made 1  i t t l e  at tempt du r ing  the  u n i t ' s  ex is tence t o  



ensure t h a t  l i n e s  o f  c o m u n i c a t i o n  remained open. Thus, t h e  Board was 

never ab le  t o  c l e a r l y  a r t i c u l a t e  the  s p e c i f i c  reason o r  reasons f o r  

disbanding the  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  u n i t ,  nor  d i d  the  Board prov ide  a  l o g i c a l  

r a t i o n a l e  f o r  n o t  t a k i n g  steps e a r l i e r  t o  p rov ide  g rea te r  d i r e c t i o n  t o  the  

u n i t .  

Because o f  t h e  controversy surrounding the  reo rgan iza t i on  o f  t h e  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  u n i t ,  t h e  Arizona Department o f  Pub1 i c  Safety (DPS ) 

i nves t i ga ted  the  Board's a c t i o n  t o  determine whether t h e  Board disbanded 

the  u n i t  t o  o b s t r u c t  ongoing i nves t i ga t i ons .  The DPS completed i t s  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i n  September 1984 and found no evidence o f  c o n f l i c t  o f  

i n t e r e s t ,  conspiracy o r  obs t ruc t i on  o f  j u s t i c e  i n  t h e  Board 's  ac t ion .  



AREAS FOR FURTHER AUDIT WORK 

I n  F ind ing  I we reviewed t h e  need f o r  f u r t h e r  work regard ing  i nspec to r  

p r o d u c t i v i t y  and t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  1  i ves tock  proper ty  taxes. Dur ing  the  

course o f  t h e  aud i t ,  we a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  several o the r  p o t e n t i a l  i ssues  

t h a t  we were unable t o  complete due t o  t ime const ra in ts .  We have l i s t e d  

these issues as areas f o r  f u r t h e r  a u d i t  work. 

e Does t h e  L ivestock Board need t o  e s t a b l i s h  s t r i c t e r  c o n t r o l  over i t s  

f ee  c o l l  e c t i o n  process? 

L ivestock i nspectors c o l  1  ected $264,000 dur ing  1983-84, approximately 

h a l f  o f  t he  Board's f e e  rece ip ts .  Monies c o l l e c t e d  by l i v e s t o c k  

inspectors  a re  r e m i t t e d  t o  t h e  L ives tock  Board O f f i c e  once a  month. 

Sometimes o f f i c e r s  t u r n  i n  f e e  amounts t h a t  d i f f e r  f rom t h e  amount 

expected f o r  t h e  number o f  i nspec t i ons  conducted. O f f i c e r s  sometimes 

mai l  i n  cash t o  cover  t h e  month's fees  co l lec ted ,  and some o f f i c e r &  

t u r n  i n  f e e  monies l a t e .  Fu r the r  a u d i t  work i s  necessary t o  document 

t h e  e x t e n t  of these problems and t o  determine what procedures w i l l  

ensure adequate c o n t r o l  o f  funds c o l l  ected. 

e Does t h e  L ives tock  Board need t o  s t o r e  data from i n s p e c t i o n  

c e r t i f i c a t e s  a t  t h e  Department o f  Admin i s t ra t i on ' s  (DOA) Data Center? 

The L ivestock Board s to res  data from 1  i ves tock  i nspe~ i ' d t i " f  ~ i t h  .khs 
DOA Data Center.   he data storage c o s t s  t o t a l e d  more than $53,00& 

* r r  

between May 1982 and September 1984. The U.S. Bureau o f  Land 

Management (BLM) c o n t r i b u t e d  funds t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  system b u t  t h e  

L ives tock  Board pays a l l  maintenance and storage costs.  Cur ren t ly ,  

BLM does n o t  use t h i s  i n fo rma t ion  and t h e  L ives tock  Board on l y  uses * ,- " ' 8  ' 

l i m i t e d  categor ies.  Fu r the r  a u d i t  work i s  heeded t o  dwn tT' 

cos ts  and data use. 



e Could t h e  L ivestock Board manage records  more e f f i c i e n t l y ?  

The L ives tock  Board must main ta in  a  v a r i e t y  o f  records cove r ing  a  wide 

range of  1  i ves tock  a c t i v i t i e s .  These i nc lude  ownership and brand 

records, i nspec t i on  records, and i nspec to rs '  d a i l y  repor ts .  Many of 

these records a r e  n o t  c ross - f i l ed ,  qnd r e t r i e v a l  i s  d i f f i c u l t  i f  a l l  

t h e  needed in fo rma t ion  i s  n o t  known, During t h e  course o f  ou r  a u d i t  

we a1 so discovered some miss ing  d a i l y  r e p o r t s  and many d a i l y  repo r t s  

t h a t  lacked i n fo rma t ion  on f i n a l  a c t i o n 4  A1 though the  Board does have 

a  computer and access t o  computer use, i t  does n o t  use these computers 

f o r  processing and s t o r i n g  most records. Fu r the r  a u d i t  work i s  needed 

t o  document t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which Board records a r e  incomplete o r  

i naccessi b1 e  and t o  devel op recommendations f o r  improvi  ng management 

techniques. 

e Does the  L ivestock Board adequately manage i t s  veh i c le  f l e e t ?  

The L ives tock  Board owns 56 veh ic les  and leases 20 veh ic les  from the  

Department of Admin i s t ra t i on  Motor Pool. Vehicles owned by t h e  Board 

averaged more than 16,000 m i l e s  i n  1983-84, and motor pool veh ic les  

t r a v e l e d  an average o f  approximately 8,710 mi les.  T o t a l  cos ts  for.  

v e h i c l  e  operat ions i n  f i s c a l  yea r  1983-84 were $178,55% Fur ther  

a u d i t  work i s  needed t o  determine whether: 1) owning o r  1  easing 

veh ic les  i s  t h e  b e t t e r  means o f  meeting t h e  Board's t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

needs, 2)' veh ic les  a re  e f f i c i e n t l y  u t i l i z e d ,  and 3 )  t h e  Board has 

adequate i n fo rma t ion  t o  manage i t s  v e h i c l e  f l e e t .  
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Our formal coments t o  the  issues  ra ised i n  the performance a ~ t d i t  are  expressed 
herein. Due t o  the  t en  workday l h i t a t i o n  permitted t o  prepare t h i s  res-,onse, 
our coments a re  directed cnlg t o  the  more s i ~ n i f i c a n t  conclusions reached by 
your s t a f f  and t h e i r  attendant recomendaticns. 

The report adequately addresses manpower needs l o r  inspection a c t i v i t i e s  
follor~ring the enactment of l ez i s l a t i on  t o  eli i i inate s m e  point of or5;in 
inspection. The report ,  hotlever, does not su f f i c i en t ly  take in to  accomt the  
manpotrer needs involved i n  other a c t i v i t i e s  such a s  the  handling of s t rays  and 
seizures,  thef t  invest igat ions ,  highway or  ra i l road k i l l s  and monitoring 
livestock movements. Nor does the report  take i n t o  account the  three office 
c l e r i ca l  FTE's in t h i s  prozram which a re  included i n  the  t o t a l  67 Fm's  
authcrized. 

Pg. 15 of the  report  s t a t e s  t h a t  none of the 15 s h e r i f f ' s  desartments i n  Arizona 
indentified l ivestock t h e f t  a s  a major groblerr. A s  we pointed out i n  our previous 
writ ten and ora l  responses t o  t h i s  staterrent, nearly a l l  l ivestock cases i n  Gila, 
Maricopa and Final Ccunties a r e  referred t o  us f o r  e i t he r  individual or J o h t  
handlinq. Ye a re  a lso involved in cases referred t o  us by other Ccuintles 2nd City 
Police Departments. Since l ivestock cases ::enerally involve violat icns  or' a  low 
misdemeanor c lass i f ica t ion ,  they do not receive the  proper sttenti.cn by other law 
enforcement a~enc ie s .  Also, aos t  other acencies do not have personnel t ra ined t o  

Tucson Office: 416 West Congress, Room 105, Tucson, AZ 85701 (602) 628-5383 
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invest igate  the various types of violations which occur. Not assigning manpower 
t o  work such cases might well lead other agencies t o  conclude, as  s ta ted,  t ha t  
the problem is  not significant.  Of i n t e re s t  also i s  the fac t  t ha t  livestoclr 
cases in other agencies are catergorized under vandalism ( i l l e g a l  b u t c h e r a s )  
o r  crhinal  damage (livestock missing o r  stolen). The continuing e f fo r t s  of 
l ivestock personnel i n  t h i s  area of ac t iv i ty  i s  required i f  protection t o  the 
industry i s  t o  be afforded. 

The agency's road stop program referred t o  on Page 18 has increased i n  recent 
years a s  personnel were freed from point of origin inspections due t o  expanding 
usege of rancher self-inspection forms. In 1984, t h i s  ac t iv i ty  was hplemented 
as  a regularly scheduled program function with cne man per vehicle handling road 
stops during d a y l i ~ h t  hours and two men per vehicle handlirg road stops a t  nizht. 
A s  with the  conversion of ranchers from u t i l i z ing  livestock inspection personnel 
t o  completix t h e i r  o m  self-inspection forms, the process of t ra ininq and 
motivatinq livestock off icers  t o  switch from day t o  night work has been slm. 
The ins t a l l a t ion  of hiqh-band mobile radios i n  a l l  vehicles i n  l a t e  1984 enables 
contact with other law enforcement agencies, a protection v i t a l  t o  night i:ork. 
In 1985, it i s  anticipated we w i l l  have from f ive  t o  eight trgo+an teams 
monitoring night movement of livestock going out of s ta te .  A s  the need for  
expansion or reduction of personnel assigned t o  t h i s  ac t iv i ty  i s  determined, 
s ta f f ing  a d j u s t ~ e n t s  w i l l  be made accordingly. 

31 Swmary, viith elimination of xaivers on inspections a t  so in ts  of o r i g i ?  and 
correspondin&y, required use of self-inspecticn forms by oymers of branded 
livestock; with el ininat ion of in~.~olvencnt i? feed l i e n  sales;  ;d th  :rider 
u t i l i za t ion  of part-time personnel i n  areas of low density l ivestock nmbers 
and with s t a t i s t i c s  developed from an on-coing twenty-four hour monitorinz of 
l ivestock movement, ire expect t o  cormence an crderly reduction cf s ta f f lnz  
r e q u i r e ~ e n t s  i n  F/Y 19e6-1917. 

This question :\.as the subject of a Le;islative revier.] durir!! the 1983 Session; 
not because of lack of confidence i n  the administering of the proSrLm z t  the 
State  l eve l  'out sinply due t o  constrcints feared from an snttcipated reven7Je 
short-fall.  '=he philosophical issue of a S ta te ' s  ri,;hts and responsibilities 
vs. Federal intervention and dictates  must again be addressed. Simpl:: put,  a l l  
persons desirinz t o  continue t o  slaughter and/or process meat and meat ?rod-~cts 
f o r  resale  u-rder State  inspection may continire t o  do so zs  long as  they cor.zly 
with State  s ta tu tes  m d  Board regulations kihich Ere desiwed t o  provide an 
inspection service on m "equal to" s ta tus  t o  the Federal progrzm. In crder t o  
meet the physical p l a t  f c c i l i t y  requirenents t o  qua1i.Q~ for  acceptance ?under 
Federg1 inspection service,  a l l  plants presently under State inspection would 
have t o  invest subs tmt ia l  a ~ o u n t s  of capi ta l  or :.iithdra;r from the r 9 t a i l  
carket c r  close t h e i r  doors. The reference t o  the removal of marketing 
r e s t r i c t ions  under Federal inspection (?y. 31) i s  misleading t o  anyone kfno i s  
kno~~ledzeable about the market areas presently served by plsnts  under Sts te  



Mr. Dowlas R. Norton, Auditor General 

Page Three 

March 6 ,  1985 

inspection. We deal almost exclusively with small family-type operations v~hich 
gen&-ally serve the r e t a i l  t rade i n  t h e i r  geographic area. Any of these plants  
have t o  option t o  apply f o r  Federal inspection a t  any time; the fac t  t ha t  they 
have not chosen t o  do so speaks f o r  i t s e l f ,  

FINDING 111: N E D  ;fO S m T G m J  3JFORC234EJT mORTS 

Rather than t o  c i t e  violators  and refer  such actions f o r  prosecution, the report 
recommends the Board of Directors, acting under s ta tutory suthori ty ,  hear and 
dispose of such actions themselves or engage the services of a hearin$? of f icer  
and follow ensuing deteminations. This recommendation was well received and a 
study i s  now underday t o  determine benefits,  time frames and costs. For the 
record, some members of the Board of Directors, past  and present,.have not f e l t  
qualified t o  personally ac t  i n  t h i s  area of authority,  electing instead t o  r e fe r  
Cases f o r  prosecution where both par t ies  would be represented by counsel. The 
fact t ha t  cases adjudicated i n  courts i n  lessor  penalties than 
might have been imposed by the  Board 'wmi: Under the options 
available t o  i t ,  the Board's actions ornition and handlin- of 
i t s '  responsibi l i t ies  consistent with the  advice and consent of the ~ s s i s c a n t  
Attorney General representing the Board, 

The report ' s  table  of contents assigns Pz. 53 f o r  the  agency's response t o  the 
questions raised i n  the Areas For Further Audit Xork. In order, 11,511 br ief ly  
touch on each issue. 

o The agency policy f o r  collectin>y, accountin.; f o r  and remittinr l ivestock 
inspection fees  t o  the  Board has been retiewed many tiiies over the years 
by your f inancial  audit  s t a f f .  31 addition, opinions received from the  
Office or" Attorney General supported t h i s  procedure which has remained 
v i r tua l ly  unchanged, 

o Detailed cost/benefit decisions were made p r io r  t o  computerizing cer ta in  
livestock inspection data. Plans a re  i n  progress t o  more ccnole te l ;~  
automate a l l  inspection data which i s  reauired pursuant t o  A.3.S. 
E24-104 (3) t o  be maintained permane~tly. Access t o  records stored by 
DOA Data Cenker i s  i i i e d i a t e  and eliminates the many hours of research 
previously required t o  produce copies of cer t i f ica tes .  

o Daily reports,  since t h i s  deficiency t;as pointed out by your s t a f f  a re  
nox cross-filed. In addition, the responsibil i ty f o r  obtaini?? f i n a l  
disposit5ons on a l l  reports has Seen a s s i p e d  t o  pro5ra-m personnel. 

o Agency ~ a n a ~ e n e n t  of vehicles owned as  well as vehicles assicrned b:i lXjA 
Kotor Fool has resulted i n  the accumulation and review of volrminous 
s t a t i s t i c s  over the years. 3egin;nine with Ti 1985-1926, this 
r e s ? ~ n s i b i l i t y  a t  the agency leve l  :;ill 'oe elir;,iiiated within three t o  
four years. Fundin, for  a<ency vehicle re~lacements (21;. In  our 1965-17E6 
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budget request) w i l l  be zppropriated d i rec t ly  t o  DOA. Eventually, a l l  
vehicles used i n  the agency v ~ i l . 1  be assigned by the I.iotor Pool. 

Pg. 63 provides f o r  the agency's resyonse t o  the review of the State Veterinarian's @ 
powers and duties. Ne are  i n  complete accord with your findings and support the 
recomrnendztion on Pg. 02 t o  strengthen the penalty provision. 

Although Board members, agency s ta f f  and I i n i t i a l l y  viewed your audit and report 
with some concerns, I was pleased t o  note the many posit ive aspects addressed and 
the  questions of involvement raised for  our fur ther  studjr. I now view your report 
a s  a guide t o  e l i n i n z t i q  cer ta in  a c t i v i t i e s  and improvins both the effectiveness 
and efficiency of our operations. 

Sincerely ,, 



INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The O f f i c e  o f  t h e  A u d i t o r  General has conducted a  1  i m i t e d  rev iew o f  t h e  

Sta te  Ve te r i na r ian  i n  response t o  an A p r i l  27, 1983, r e s o l u t i o n  o f  t he  

J o i n t  L e g i s l a t i v e  Overs ight  Comnittee. T h i s  l i m i t e d  rev iew was conducted 

as p a r t  o f  t h e  Sunset Review s e t  f o r t h  i n  Arizona Revised S ta tu tes  

§§41-2351 through 41 -2379. 

S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  Powers And Du t ies  

The S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  i s  au thor ized by l a w  t o  en force  S t a t e  animal 

disease c o n t r o l  laws and regu la t i ons  under t h e  guidance o f  t h e  Arizona 

L ivestock Board. The S t a t e  Ve te r i na r ian  supervises t h e  Board 's  animal 

d i  sease c o n t r o l  s t a f f ,  which i n v e s t i g a t e s  repo r ted  cases o f  contagious 

animal disease and c o n t r o l s  t h e  movement o f  diseased animals i n t o  and 

w i t h i n  Arizona. The S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  c o n t r o l  s  movement o f  d i  seased 

animals i n t o  the  S ta te  by examining and i s s u i n g  e n t r y  pe rm i t s  f o r  animals 

t ranspor ted  i n t o  Arizona, and c o n t r o l  s  movement o f  d i  seased animal s  

w i t h i n  t h e  s t a t e  through quarant ines and h o l d  orders  on Ar izona 

1  ivestock.  Other disease c o n t r o l  methods i" n c l  ude: 1  ) i n s p e c t i n g  swine 

garbage feeders* and beef c a t t l e  feed lo ts ,  2)  i s s u i n g  pe rm i t s  t o  garbage 

feeders and l i censes  t o  feedlots ,  31 v e r i f y i n g  t h a t  sh ippers r e t e s t  

animals f o r  disease when they  a r r i v e  i n  Arizona, 4)' r e t e s t i n g  herds t h a t  

r e a c t  t o  t he  b r u c e l l o s i s  r i n g  t e s t ,  and 5 ) '  t r a c i n g  disease t o  t h e  herd of 

o r i g i n  through e x i s t i n g  1  i ves tock  records. 

The Sta te  Ve te r i na r ian  and t h e  animal disease c o n t r o l  s t a f f  per form some 

o f  t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  con junc t i on  w i t h  Un i ted  Sta tes  Department 09 
Agr i cu l t u re ,  Animal and P l a n t  Heal th Inspec t i on  serv iceq (USDA-APHIS) 

through a  cooperat ive work agreement. USDA-APHIS has 23 f u l l  - t ime 

employees, and p lays  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l  e  i n  c o n t r o l  1  i n g  1  i ves tock  diseases 

t h a t  a r e  covered under a  Federal e r a d i c a t i o n  program, such as bovine 

b r u c e l l  o s i  s. FedePal personnel perform most disease c o n t r o l  f unc t i ons  i8  
6uMyi ng areas. 

41. Swine garbage feeders a r e  premises where swine a r e  f e d  on garbage 
which conta ins  waste p a r t s  o f  animals o r  p o u l t r y .  Pe r iod i c  
inspect ions  a r e  in tended t o  ensure t h a t  f e d  garbage - i s  cooked o r  
t r e a t e d  before use. 
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Budget And Personnel 

The S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  d i r e c t s  the  animal disease c o n t r o l  s t a f f  w i t h i n  

t h e  Arizona L ives tock  Board. Two a s s i s t a n t  S ta te  ve ter inar ians ,  a  @ 

l i v e s t o c k  o f f i c e r ,  and a  secre tary  work i n  t h e  Animal Disease Contro l  

D i v i s i o n  under the  S ta te  Veter inar ian.  The animal d i  s e a e  c o n t r o l  budget 

i s  p a r t  of a  lump sum agency app rop r ia t i on  from t h e  General Fund. The 

actual  and p ro jec ted  expendi tures f o r  animal disease c o n t r o l  i n f i s c a l  

yea r  1982 through f i s c a l  yea r  1985 are shown i n  Tab1 e  1. 

TABLE 1  

ANIMAL DISEASE CONTROL EXPENDITURES (ACTUAL OR APPROVED) 
FISCAL YEARS 1 981 -82 THROUGH 1 984-85 

Budgeted F u l l  -Time 
Equ iva len t  Pos i t i ons  

Expenditures : 
Personal Serv ices 
Employee Related 
Profess. & Outside Svcs. 
Travel  : 

Out-Of-State 
In -Sta te  

Other Operating 
Equipment 
Disease Contro l  

To ta l  Expenditures 

Actual Actual Actual Approved 
1981 -82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 

Source: J o i n t  L e g i s l a t i v e  Budget Committee Appropr ia t ions  Report, 
L ivestock Board budget requests, and L ivestock Board expendi ture 
1  edgers 0 

A u d i t  S c o ~ e  and P u r ~ o s e  

Our purpose i n  rev iewing t h e  Sta te  Ve te r i na r ian  was t o  address the  12 

~ @ i i t ' F d C l o r F s e t  f o r t h  i n  A.R.S. 841 -2354.* . 

The Aud i to r  General and s t a f f  express t h e i r  apprec ia t ion  t o  t h e  Sta te  

Ve te r i na r ian  and animal disease con t ro l  s t a f f  f o r  t h e i r  cooperat ion and 

assis tance dur ing  t h e  course o f  our  aud i t .  



SUNSET FACTORS 

I n  accordance w i t h  A. R.S. §§41-2354 through 41 -2379, t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  

should consider t h e  f o l l o w i n g  12 f a c t o r s  i n  determining whether the  S ta te  

Ve te r i na r ian  shoul d  be c o n t i  nued o r  t e rm i  nated. 

1. Object ive and purpose i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  Sta te  Ve te r i na r ian  

The o b j e c t i v e  and purpose o f  t h e  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  i s  t o  c o n t r o l  

animal disease i n  Ar izona as au thor ized by s ta tu te ,  under t h e  

d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  Ar izona L ives tock  Board. The S t a t e  V e t e r i n a r i a n ' s  

s p e c i f i c  d u t i e s  i n c l u d e  suggest ing new animal disease c o n t r o l  

regu la t ions  f o r  promulgat ion by t h e  Board, examining animals 

suspected o f  having contagious diseases and t a k i n g  custody o f  them i f  

necessary, approving o r  denying t h e  e n t r y  o f  animals i n t o  Arizona, 

imposi ng quarant ines w i t h  Board au thor iza t ion ,  and es tab l  i sh i  ng 

procedures f o r  t he  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  euthanasia s o l u t i o n s  t o  animal s. 

2. The e f fec t i veness  w i t h  which the  Sta te  Ve te r i na r ian  has met i t s  

o b j e c t i v e  and purpose and the  e f f i c i ency  w i t h  which i t  has operated 

a r i a n  has been ePfectiy@ i n  c o n t r o l  1  i n  

. According t o  t h e  Un i ted  Sta tes  Department o f  

Ag r i cu l t u re ,  Animal and P l  an t  Heal th Inspect ion  Serv ice (USDA-APHIS), 

Arizona has a  low frequency of b r u c e l l o s i s  and tubercu los is .  The 

Sta te  Ve te r i na r ian  r e p o r t s  a  low inc idence o f  o t h e r  contagious 

diseases such as pseudorabies,$ scabies and hog cholera. The 

e f fec t iveness  o f  t h e  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  i s  due a t  l e a s t  i n  p a r t  t o  a  

working r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  Federal animal disease c o n t r o l  personnel. 

USDA-APHIS has 23 f u l l  - t ime animal d i  sease c o n t r o l  personnel i n 

Arizona. Some o f  t h e  work performed by  t h e  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  and 

the  four-member animal disease c o n t r o l  s t a f f  i s  done t o  a s s i s t  

pes v i r u s y h a t  causes sow@ 
may cause sudden death i n  

baby pigs. The o s t  mammals2and b i r d s ,  br$$ 
n o t  t o  humans. 



USDA-APHIS i n  Federal disease e r a d i c a t i o n  programs through a  

cooperat ive work agreement. USDA-APHIS a l s o  expends funds on 

1  ives tock  diseases n o t  i ncl  uded i n  Federal e rad i ca t i on  programs. 

3. The e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  has operated w i t h i n  t h e  

publ i c i n t e r e s t  

The S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  has operated w i t h i n  t h e  p u b l i c  i n t d r e s t  by 

c o n t r o l  1  i ng animal d i  seases such as tubercu l  os i  s  and b r u c e l l  o s i  s  

(undulant  f eve r )  which a re  comnunicable t o  humans, and o t h e r  diseases 

t h a t  a f f e c t  t he  l i v e s t o c k  i n d u s t r y  i n  Arizona. 

4. The ex ten t  t o  which r u l e s  and regu la t i ons  promulgated by t h e  S ta te  

Ve te r i na r ian  are  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the  1  eg i  s l a t i v e  mandate 

A. R.S. 524-1 04.B a1 lows t h e  Ar izona L ives tock  Board t o  promulgate 

animal disease c o n t r o l  r u l e s  and regu la t i ons  w i t h  t h e  advice o f  t he  

S ta te  Veter inar ian.  The Board has made a d d i t i o n s  and d e l e t i o n s  w i t h  

the  advice o f  t h e  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  i n  recen t  years. F o r  instance, 

new regu la t i ons  t o  c o n t r o l  pseudorabies i n  swine took e f f e c t  i n  

1984. Our rev iew o f  t h e  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  found HQ s* s tenc ies  

w i t h  the  laws and regu la t i ons  f o r  animal disease c'ontrol . 
5. The e x t e n t  t o  which the  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  has encouraged i n p u t  from 

t h e  p u b l i c  be fore  promulgat ing i t s  r u l e s  and regu la t i ons  and t h e  

e x t e n t  t o  which i t  has informed t h e  p u b l i c  as t o  i t s  ac t i ons  and 

t h e i r  expected impact on t h e  p u b l i c  

0 
The S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  and t h e  L ives tock  Board have n o t i f i e d  t h e  " 
l i v e s t o c k  i n d u s t r y  and t h e  publ i c  of proposed r u l e s  and regu la t i ons  

f o r  animal disease c o n t r o l  . Before promul g a t i  ng the  1984 

pseudorabies regu la t ions ,  t he  board he1 d  hear ings w i t h  t h e  Arizona 

Pork Producers and t h e  pub l i c .  I n  add i t ion ,  t h e  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  

took steps t o  n o t i f y  t h e  p u b l i c  i n  general o f  t h e  na ture  and e f f e c t s  

o f  a  pseudorabies outbreak. Our rev iew i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t he  S ta te  



Veterinarian and the board hpve complied w i t h  the open meeting 1 aw i n  

%atter&'rel is* . a t i  ng t o  animal di sease control . 

6. The extent to  which the S ta te  Veterinarian has been able t o  
investigate and resolve complaints tha t  are  w i t h i n  i t s  jur isdict ion 

The Sta te  Veterinarian receives few complaints regarding animal$ 
disease: Our audit  work identified only one substantive complaint. ., 
In 1981 a c i t izen  alleged tha t  diseased animals were being 

slaughtered and fed t o  State  prison inmates. The State  Veterinarian 
responded i n  writing w i t h i n  a week and the ass i s tan t  State  

veterinarian conducted an on-site investigation and produced a 
written report within 10 days. 

Most & k c a  the State  Veterinarian a r e  minor. 

For example, a 1 ivestock trader may ca l l  t o  complain t h a t  c a t t l e  a re  
being held u p  by a 1 ivestock of f icer  because they were being shipped 

without a health cer t i f ica te .  In such cases, the animals a re  
immediately examined and issued health ce r t i f i ca t e s  i f  no problems 

are  found. Occasional l y  , c a t t l  e owners question 1 ab t e s t s  thad 
reveal disease i n  a herd. A r e t  c ted;? 

7. The extent to  which the Attorney General or  any other applicable 
agency of State  government has the authority t o  prosecute actions 
under enabl i ng 1 egi sl  a t i  on 

Under A. R.S. 524-1 05.B, violating a 1 awful order, rule,  regulation o r  

quarantine issued t o  control animal disease i s  a c l a s s  2 misdemearid 
and as such i s  subject t o  prosecution by the Attorney General's 

Office or a county attorney's office.  However, the Attorney  ene era* 
representative to  the Arizona Livestock Board considers t h i d  

cl ~bsiftcatt on t@:; 'bWGb inacteqtraEe- -'$o@ del i berate viol ations ' of 
quarantines tha t  protect public a s  well a s  animal health. For 

instance, del i berate and unauthorized movement of ca t t l  e under 
quarantine fo r  tuberculosis could threaten pub1 i c  health. The 



At torney  General rep resen ta t i ve  recommends t h a t  b reak ing  such $a 

qiiglfihtine be a class 1  misdemeanor o r  c l a s s  6 fe lony4  

8. The e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  has addressed d e f i c i e n c i e s  

i n  t h e  enab l ing  s t a t u t e s  which prevent  i t  from f u l f i l l i n g  i t s  

s t a t u t o r y  mandate 

Our rev iew revea led  no l e g i s l a t i v e  proposals f rom t h e  S ta te *  
I 

Vete cade. However, accord ing t o  t h e  Sta te  

Ve te r i na r ian  and t h e  At torney Genera1 representa t ive ,  t h e  l aw  as i t  

stands has been s u f f i c i e n t  t o  a l l ow  the  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  t o  f u l f i l l  

the  l e g i s l a t i v e  mandate. We found no evidence t o  t h e  cont rary .  

9. The e x t e n t  t o  which changes a r e  necessary i n  t he  laws o f  t h e  S ta te  

Ve te r i na r ian  t o  adequately comply w i t h  f a c t o r s  1  i s t e d  i n  t h e  Sunset 

Law - 

We i d e n t i f i e d  no necessary changes i n  1  ives tock  laws r e l a t i n g  t@ 

animal disease con t ro l .  

10. The e x t e n t  t o  which te rm ina t i on  o f  t h e  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  would 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  harm t h e  pub1 i c  heal th ,  sa fe ty ,  o r  we1 f a r e  

Complete e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  S ta te  Ve te r i na r ian  and a l l  S ta te  animal 

d i  sease c o n t r o l  a u t h o r i t y  woul d  harm animal disease c o n t r o l  i n $  

Arizona. A1 though USDA-APHIS cou ld  assume some Sta te  animal disease 

c o n t r o l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  several impor tan t  a c t i v i t i e s  would n o t  be 

performed w i thou t  a  S ta te  program. 

According t o  a  USDA-APHIS o f f i c i a l ,  t h e  S ta te  V e t e r i n a r i a n ' s  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  herd  r e t e s t i n g ,  garbage feeder inspect ion ,  disease 

t rac ing ,  and o ther  d i  sease c o n t r o l  a c t i v i t i e s  done i n cooperat ion 

w i t h  Federal personnel cou ld  be assumed by USDA-APHIS i f  t h e  animal 

disease c o n t r o l  s t a f f  were reduced. However, e l  i m i  n a t i  ng t h e  Sta te  

Ve te r i na r ian  p o s i t i o n  and a l l  S ta te  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  animal disease 



control woul d 1 imi t animal disease control i n  Arizona. ~ h e . - . ~ t & @  
Veterinarian and the animal disease c~ ,n t ro l  s t a f f ,  w i t h  the consent 
of the Livestock Board, perform dfsease c o n t r o p  -a'ctiVitf&s tha t  ' 
Federal of f ic ia l  s consid -::aw::y~.$$%cf.iv ee . i ntras t a t e  
program. These a c t i v i t i e s  i ncl ude quarantining and control 1 i ng 

animal movement, i ssui ng entry permits, approving health 
cer t i f ica tes ,  and requiring retest ing of imported animal s. 
USDA-APHIS would not assume these duties in  the absence of a State  
program. 

11. The extent t o  which the level of regulation exercised by the State  

Veterinarian i s  appropriate and whether 1 ess or  more s t r ingent  1 evel s 
of regulation woul d be appropriate 

*The 1 evel of regulation exercised by t h e  State #eterinari.an on the 
.* C 

livestock industry appears adequate and not over restrictive^ 

Unnecessary regulation on cer tain segments of the industry has been 
eliminated in recent years. For instance, some sheep and goat 
disease control measures are  no 1 onger included i n  the 1 aw because 
these animal s present few disease problems in Arizona. 

12. The extent t o  which the State  Veterinarian has used private 
contractors i n  the performance of i t s  duties and how effect ive use of 
private contractors coul d be accompl ished 

aMmM contract in 



The Agency's response t o  t h e  l i m i t e d  

rev iew o f  t h e  Sta te  Ve te r i na r i an  i s  

i nc luded  on page 4 o f  t h e  Agency's 

response t o  t he  performance a u d i t  of 

t he  L ives tock  Board. 


