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Purpose Statement

The Office of Inspector General was established pursuant to the Inspector General Act of 1978
(5 U.S.C. app. 3). Its activities consist of two broad areas: audits and investigations.

The appropriation funds activities which are authorized by the Inspector General Act of 1978 as
amended. This Act expanded and provided specific authorities for the activities of the Office of
Inspector General, which had previously been carried out under the general authorities of the
Secretary of Agriculture. The Office of Inspector General:

a. provides policy direction and conducts, supervises, and coordinates all audits and investigations
relating to programs and operations of the Department;

b.  reviews existing and proposed legislation and regulations and makes recommendations to the
Secretary and the Congress regarding the impact such initiatives will have on the economy and
efficiency of the Department's programs and operations and the prevention and detection of
fraud, waste, and mismanagement in such programs;

c. recommends policies for and conducts, supervises, or coordinates other activities in the
Department whose purposes are to promote economy and efficiency or prevent and detect
fraud, waste, and mismanagement;

d. recommends policies for and conducts, supervises, or coordinates relationships between the
Department and other Federal, State, and local government agencies in: (1) promoting
economy; (2) preventing and detecting fraud, waste, and mismanagement; and (3) identifying
and prosecuting individuals and groups involved in fraud, waste, and mismanagement; and

e.  keeps the Secretary and the Congress fully and currently informed about fraud, waste,
mismanagement, deficiencies, and other serious problems in Department programs and
operations; recommends corrective action; and reports on the progress made in correcting
problems.

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) is headquartered in Washington, D.C., with regional offices in the
following cities: Beltsville, Maryland; Atlanta, Georgia; Chicago, Illinois; Temple, Texas; Kansas City,
Missouri; and San Francisco, California. As of September 30, 2006, total onboard employment was

596, including 587 full-time and 9 part-time employees. There were 123 employees located in the
Washington, D.C., metropolitan area and 473 located in the field.
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Available Funds and Staff Years

2006 Actual and Estimated 2007 and 2008

Item

Actual 2006 Estimated 2007 Estimated 2008
Staff Staff Staff
Amount Years Amount Years Amount Years

Salaries and Expenses..............
ResCissSion.....evvveevirennnnnen.

Obligations under other
USDA appropriations:

Risk Management Agency
Audit of Financial

Statements.......coceveveeieinenn.

Rural Utilities Services
Audit of Financial

Statements.......oevevereenenn..

Food and Nutrition Services
Audit of Financial

Statements.........oeeveennnn.

Rural Development
Audit of Financial

Statements........ccevvnenrnrens

OCFO/WCF Audits................

Total, Other USDA

Appropriations.................

Total, Agriculture

Appropriations ...................

Other Federal Funds:

Total, Office of the Inspector

General ....oooevvviniiiiiiniinn.

$80,336,000 595
-803,360 -

$79,333,000 615

$83,998,000 620

$79,532,640 595

$79,333,000 615

$83,998,000 620

325,000 - 342,000 - 342,000 -
81,000 - 56,000 - 56,000 -
1,020,000 - 1,020,000 - 1,020,000 -
1,000,000 - 1,000,000 - 1,000,000 -
800,000 -- 800,000 -- 800,000 -
3,226,000 -- 3,218,000 -- - 3,218,000 --

82,758,640 595

26,445
30,628
2,686 --

82,551,000 615

87,216,000 620

0 -

59,759

82,818,399 595

82,551,000 615

87,216,000 620
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Permanent Positions by Grade and Staff Year Summary
2006 Actual and Estimated 2007 and 2008

- Grade

2006

2007

2008

Wash DC Field Total

Wash DC _Field Total

Wash DC Field Total

Executive Level IV

Senior Executive
Service

GS-15
GS-14
GS-13
GS-12
GS-11
GS-9
GS-8
GS-7
GS-6
GS-5
GS-4

Total Permanent
Positions..........

Unfilled Positions
end-of-year.......

Total, Permanent
Full-Time
Employment,
end-of-year.......

Staff Year
Estimate...........

1

1

1

1

1

1

8 8 8 8 8 8
15 14 29 15 14 29 15 14 29
28 51 79 28 52 80 28 52 80
31 178 209 31 178 209 31 178 209
9 94 103 9 94 103 9 94 103
9 42 51 9 42 51 9 44 53
4 32 36 4 32 36 4 33 37
5 7 12 5 7 12 5 9 14
10 25 35 10 25 35 10 25 35
1 26 27 1 26 27 1 26 27
4 16 20 4 16 20 4 16 20
1 3 4 1 3 4 1 3 4
126 488 614 126 489 615 126 494 620

3 16 19 - -- -- -- -- --
123 473 596 126 489 615 126 494 620
123 472 595 126 489 615 126 494 620
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Size, Composition, and Cost of Motor Vehicle Fleet

The fiscal year (FY) 2008 budget estimate proposes a decrease in the number of motor vehicles.

OIG uses the bulk of its passenger vehicles for law enforcement activities; investigations, field work,
surveillance and pursuit, obtaining evidence for prosecutions, protective services, and court proceedings.
Additionally, OIG has installed specialized law enforcement equipment in these vehicles, which assists in
undercover operations to obtain evidence for prosecutions. For example, we use these vehicles for
investigations that include the illegal exchange of USDA food benefits for cash or contraband, as well as
for observing criminal violations of USDA laws and regulations. OIG must have such operational
capabilities and equipment to fulfill the statutory criminal investigative responsibilities specified in the
Inspector General Act of 1978 and other related congressional acts.

Changes to the motor vehicle fleet. No significant changes in the motor vehicle fleet are expected in
FY 2008.

Replacement of passenger motor vehicles. Any replacements will be funded from within the annual
operating costs of the motor vehicle fleet.

Impediments to managing the motor vehicle fleet. There are no identified impediments to managing the
motor vehicle fleet in the most cost-effective manner.

Size, Composition, and Annual Cost
(Dollars in thousands)

Number of Vehicles by Type*

Sedans & Annual
Fiscal Station Light Trucks Medium Heavy Ambu- Total  Operating
Year Wagons  4x2 4x4  Trucks Trucks lances Buses Vehicles Cost

FY 2005 144 62 2 - - - - 208 $12,506
Change from 2005 8 -10 0 - - -- - -2

FY 2006 152 52 2 - - -- - 206 $6,140
Change from 2006 0 -5 0 - - - - -5

FY 2007 152 47 2 -- - - - 201 $7,008
Change from 2007 -53 13 29 - - - - -11

FY 2008 99 60 31 -- -- - -- 190 $2,294

*These numbers include vehicles that are owned by the agency, leased from commercial sources, and
leased from GSA.
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Appropriation Language and Explanation of Changes in Language

The estimate includes proposed changes in the language of this item as follows (new language
underscored; deleted matter enclosed in brackets):

Office of the Inspector General

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Inspector General, including employment
pursuant to the Inspector General Act of 1978. $83.998.000, including such sums as may
be necessary for contracting and other arrangements with public agencies and private

persons pursuant to section 6(a)(9) of the Inspector General Act of 1978, and including

not to exceed $125,000 for certain confidential operational expenses, including the
payments of informants, to be expended under the direction of the Inspector General
pursuant to Public Law 95-452 and section 1337 of Public Law 97-98 (7 U.S.C. 4505,
2201, 2202, 2220, 2270; Public Law 100-504).

Lead-Off Tabular Statement

Salaries and Expenses -- Current Law

Estimate, 2007 .. c.uvunimniniit ittt e e $79,333,000
Budget Estimate, 2008..............oooiiiiiiiiiii 83.998.000
Increase in APPropriation............oooviuiiiiiininiiiiiiiii e 44,665,000

Summary of Increases and Decreases -- Current Law
(On basis of appropriation)

2007 Program 2008
Item of Change Estimated Pay Costs Changes Estimated

Audit and
Investigations............... $79,333,000 +3,568,000  +1,097,000 +83,998,000
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Project Statement - Current Law
(On basis of appropriation)

2006 Actual 2007 Estimated Increase 2008 Estimated
Staff Staff or Staff
Amount Years Amount Years Decrease Amount Years
1. Investigations.............. $40,263,645 264 $40,462,000 270 $2,377,000 $42,839,000 274
2. Audit.....oo 38,684,679 331 38,871,000 345 2,288,000 41,159,000 346
Total,
Available or
Estimate................... 78,948,324 595 79,333,000 615 4,665,000 83,998,000 620
Unobligated Balance......... 584,316
Rescission..................... 803,360 - - -
Total,

Appropriation................. 80,336,000 595 79,333,000 615
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Justification of Increases and Decreases

An increase of $4.665.000 for the Office of Inspector General consisting of:

(@

(®)

©

A total increase of $3,568.000, of which $1,909.000 is for 2008 pay costs, and $1,659,000 is for 2007

pay costs.

This increase will allow OIG to continue to meet its objective of providing policy direction, supervision,
and coordination of audits and investigations relating to USDA programs and operations. This critical
increase is needed to support and maintain current staffing levels to meet the demands and statutory
requirements of OIG. Approximately 82 percent of OIG’s budget supports personnel compensation.
The remaining 18 percent is expended for contract services and rental fees (8 percent); travel

(6 percent); and supplies, equipment, and telecommunications (4 percent) — which leaves very limited
flexibility for absorbing pay costs. OIG can absorb cost increases only by reducing staff, which will
result in reduced audit and investigation activities.

An increase of $ 340,000 and 5 staff vears.

This increase will allow OIG to fund additional staff to perform audits, investigations, and inspections
of over $20 billion in USDA farm programs at a level of oversight commensurate with the fraud risk
these programs represent. OIG has had to reallocate resources away from these areas in recent years,
because the reduced OIG staff available had to be diverted to emerging, high priority food safety and
public health issues.

An increase of $§ 757,000 to maintain and improve the effectiveness of the current staff.

This increase will allow OIG to maintain and improve the effectiveness of its Audit and Investigations
staff. Funding will provide for: training and equipment costs for the Emergency Response Team so
that it can continue to investigate threats against American agriculture, improvements to the Computer
Forensics Unit primarily for training and equipment to conduct forensics on electronic evidence and to
enable the unit to maintain its professional certifications, and fully implement the Teammate automated
audit workpaper system so that electronic audit files would meet the security standards set by the
Department of Justice.
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Geographic Breakdown of Obligations and Staff Years

2006 Actual and Estimated 2007 and 2008

2006 2007 2008
Staff Staff Staff
Amount Years Amount - Years Amount Years
California..........covenuee $8,889,979 67 $8,901,000 69 $9,348,000 69
Washington, D.C. ........ 16,320,410 123 16,253,000 126 17,341,000 126
Georgia........coorenernenns 10,084,156 76 9,933,000 77 10,566,000 78
TNOIS. .. vuveveeeeeenenenens 9,155,352 69 9,417,000 73 9,890,000 74
Maryland................... 11,145,646 84 11,223,000 87 11,922,000 88
MiSSOUT. .. .vvereenerennnnen. 13,666,685 103 13,544,000 105 14,361,000 106
TeXaS...vuveeereneninennnn, 9,686,096 73 10,062,000 78 10,570,000 79
Subtotal,
Available
or Estimate............... 78,948,324 595 79,333,000 615 83,998,000 620
Unobligated Balance..... 584,316
Total, Available
or Estimate ............... 79,532,640 595 79,333,000 615 83,998,000 620




Personnel Compensation:

Field. ..o
11 Total personnel compensation......
12 Personnel benefits....................
13 Benefits for former personnel.......
Other Objects:

21 Travel......ooooveiiiiiiiiiiinns
22 Transportation of things.............

23.1 Rental payments to GSA.............

23.2 Rental payments to others
23.3 Communications, utilities, and

miscellaneous charges............
24 Printing and reproduction...........
25.1 Advisory and assistance services...
25.2 Other Services.......c.occvevvenenen..

253 Purchases of goods and services

from Government accounts......

254  Operation and maintenance

of facilities...............cceeene s
25.6 Medicalcare.............cccceveennnn.

25.7  Operation and maintenance

of equipment.......................
25.8 Subsistence and support

Of Persons..........ccvvevvvennnenn.
26 Supplies and materials...............
31 Equipment.............coieiniiiinn,
42 Insurance & Indemnities...........
43 Interest & Dividends................

Total other objects

Total direct obligations.........................

Position Data:
Average Salary, ES positions..................

Average Salary, GS positions..................

Average Grade, GS positions..................

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
Salaries and Expenses

Classification by Objects
2006 Actual and Estimated 2007 and 2008

2006 2007 2008
$7,890,500 $8,071,000 $8,320,000
43,877,557 43,904,000 44,120,000
51,768,057 51,975,000 52,440,000
15,482,996 15,846,000 16,473,000

26,000 20,000 26,000
67,277,053 67,841,000 68,939,000
4,766,071 5,000,000 5,450,000
367,642 200,000 450,000
80,999 131,000 200,000
385,553 325,000 575,000
1,065,218 883,000 1,920,000
100,877 121,000 145,000
457,179 590,000 670,000
583,808 600,000 680,000
765,908 510,000 1,080,000
813,631 900,000 1,150,000
67,426 84,000 86,000
181,720 233,000 385,000
33,713 44,000 65,000
619,798 639,000 716,000
1,300,060 1,200,000 1,450,000
76,364 30,000 35,000
5,304 2,000 2,000

11,671,271 11,492,000 15,059,000
78,948,324 79,333,000 83,998,000
$151,000 $155,000 $162,000
$87,000 $86,000 $91,000
11.5 11.5 11.6
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STATUS OF PROGRAM

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) is operationally independent of other agencies of the Department.
OIG has the responsibility to: (1) supervise, coordinate, and provide policy direction for audit and
investigative activities relating to programs and operations of the Department; (2) recommend policies and
conduct, supervise, or coordinate other activities of the Department for the purpose of promoting economy
and efficiency and preventing and detecting fraud, waste, and mismanagement in its programs and
operations; (3) keep the Secretary and Congress informed of fraud and other serious problems, waste, and
deficiencies relating to the administration of programs and operations of the Department; and

(4) recommend corrective action and report on progress made in obtaining management’s agreement to
implement such action.

During fiscal year (FY) 2006, OIG issued 251 investigative reports and 88 audit reports. Total Audit and
Investigative monetary results totaled $339.8 million. OIG investigations resulted in 350 indictments and
298 convictions. The period of time to get court action on an indictment varies widely; therefore, the

298 convictions are not necessarily related to the 350 indictments. Our return on investment is $5.56 for
every dollar invested in OIG since FY 2003 when we started collecting the data.

Audit Monetary Results:

During FY 2006, management decisions were made on 61 audit reports, which include both current and
prior year audit reports. At the time of the management decision, the monetary values agreed to by
agencies were:

Questioned and unsupported costs and loans $57.1
Recommended for recovery $49.9
Not recommended for recovery 7.2
Funds to be put to better use 164.2
Total audit monetary results $221.3
Investigative Monetary Results: (in millions)
Claims established $15.2
Recoveries and collections 15.6
Cost avoidance (USDA program payments not made 1.2
due to OIG investigations)
Fines 2.7
Administrative penalties 0.2
Restitutions . 83.6
Total investigative monetary results $1185

The President’s Management Agenda for the Federal Government includes expected goals and outcomes.
In turn, USDA developed specific goals for the Department to support this overall agenda. OIG developed
goals and outcomes that relate to and support those of USDA. OIG’s audit and investigatory work for
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FY 2006 is summarized below in three main challenge areas we have identified for USDA. These areas —
(1) safety, security, and public health; (2) integrity of benefits and entitlements programs; and

(3) management of public resources — serve as both a roadmap for OIG’s audit and investigatory work and
as the main groupings for this Status of Program Report.

Goal 1: SAFETY AND SECURITY - Support USDA in the enhancement of safety and security measures
to protect USDA and agricultural resources and in related public health concerns.

OIG audits and investigations disclose weaknesses, make recommendations for improvement, and highlight
strengths in USDA programs. OIG audits and investigations help the Department protect: (1) consumers
and provide a measure of confidence that the Nation’s commercial supply of imported and domestic meat,
poultry, and egg products are safe, wholesome, and correctly labeled; (2) production agriculture from pests,
disease, and other threats; and (3) USDA personnel and property and the public from other threats.

One of OIG’s priorities is to ensure the safety and security of agricultural resources. In furtherance of this
effort, OIG conducts audits and investigates allegations involving significant risk to such resources and the
public. During FY 2006, OIG issued reports into matters relating to incidents of suspected Bovine
Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE), agricultural inspection operations at ports-of-entry and border
crossings, and export licensing processes for dangerous biological materials.

OIG’s investigative arm continued to play an active and aggressive role addressing the smuggling of
prohibited animal and plant products into the country; the resale of adulterated, mislabeled, or tainted food
products; the enforcement of animal welfare laws; and partnered with the Food Safety and Inspection
Service (FSIS) as well as external law enforcement agencies for the development of a comprehensive
strategy to address the smuggling of poultry products into the United States from regions affected by Avian
Influenza.

Highlights of current and planned OIG audits, inspections, and investigations, as well as select examples of
recent progress accomplished through OIG audits and investigations are described below:

Highlights of Current and Planned Audit/Inspections Work:

USDA'’s Implementation Plan for National Strategy for Pandemic Influenza (the Plan). The audit will
determine whether the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) has adequately implemented
the measures required by the Plan issued by the Homeland Security Council in May 2006. Specifically, we
will determine whether APHIS is taking the necessary steps to fulfill its roles and responsibilities as
required in the Plan. We will also follow up on corrective actions initiated in response to our prior audit,
Oversight of Avian Influenza, Audit Report No. 33099-11-Hy, issued in June 2006.

U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s (CBP) Agricultural Inspection Activities. The audit will determine

the extent to which CBP is conducting agricultural inspection activities transitioned from USDA to prevent
or minimize the harmful introduction of harmful exotic pests and diseases into the United States.
USDA/OIG is participating with the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in the audit.

Controls over Permits To Import Agricultural Products. The audit will assess the effectiveness of APHIS’
corrective actions to address conditions found in our 2003 audit (Audit No. 33601-4-Ch) of APHIS’
pathogen permit process and assess any new controls and procedures developed since our last audit.

USDA Role in the Export of Genetically Engineered (GE) Agricultural Commodities. This review was

initiated in November 2005 and includes an evaluation of the coordination with other Federal agencies to
protect and ensure the U.S. share of world markets and the USDA polices and objectives for the
development of tests for GE commodities.
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USDA'’s Controls over the Importation and Movement of Live Animals. The audit will evaluate USDA’s
controls over the importation and movement of live animals.

Forest Service’s (USFS) Air Safety Program. The audit will evaluate whether USFS’ air safety program is
adequate to minimize accident risks and contributes to the effective use of its aerial resources.

Selected Examples of Recent Progress — Audit:

BSE Surveillance Program and Specified Risk Material Controls (SRM) Could Be Improved.
Approximately 6 months after the December 2003 discovery of a cow infected with BSE (widely known as
“mad cow disease”), APHIS implemented its expanded BSE surveillance program. As of May 2005, more
than 350,000 animals had been sampled and tested for BSE. Since the expansion of the surveillance
program, two additional animals have tested positive for BSE.

At the time of our audit, we could not fully assess any of APHIS’ approaches to determining the prevalence
of BSE because it had not finalized its analysis, although we did offer some observations. APHIS obtained
significantly more samples for testing than originally thought needed, but, because the program is voluntary
and USDA-published data on the U.S. herd was not comprehensive, we could not determine the extent to
which APHIS obtained a representative sample of either high-risk or apparently healthy adult cattle.
Specifically, we could not determine how similar the distribution of tested cattle is to that of the U.S. herd,
especially regarding age, geographic location, and surveillance stream (clinical suspects, fallen stock,
casualty slaughter, and routine slaughter). We recommended that USDA reevaluate and adjust its testing
protocols based on its evaluation of emerging science and strengthen its proficiency testing and quality
assurance reviews at participating laboratories, especially for inconclusive test results. At the Secretary’s
direction, APHIS revised its testing protocols to require additional confirmatory procedures when
inconclusive test results occur. APHIS also agreed to publish information to fully advise stakeholders of
assumptions and procedures, limitations of data, and conclusions reached as a result of the BSE
surveillance program. In addition, APHIS agreed to perform additional outreach to emphasize the
importance of accurately determining and recording the age of the target animals and ensure laboratory
personnel understand procedures.

FSIS condemns cattle if they exhibit signs associated with BSE and bans SRMs, such as brain, skull, eyes,
and spinal cord, from the food supply. We did not identify SRMs entering the food supply; however, due
to the lack of adequate records, we could not determine whether procedures to remove, segregate, and
dispose of SRMs were followed and/or adequate in nine of the twelve establishments reviewed. FSIS does
not have an information system to track noncompliance violations relating to SRMs. FSIS agreed to verify
the adequacy of SRM control programs at all beef slaughter and processing establishments and confirm
compliance with SRM control procedures through its Performance Based Inspection System, which should
be modified to allow for timely analysis of violation trends and tracking corrective action. Management
agreed to implement all of OIG’s recommendations.

Significant Steps Still Need To Be Implemented Regarding the Canadian Inspection System. FSIS
regulations require foreign inspection systems for meat and poultry products to provide standards
equivalent to those of the United States to allow imports from those countries into the United States. In
July 2003 — and again in June 2005 — FSIS found that Canada was not enforcing certain pathogen
reduction and Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP) system regulations. All plants must
develop, adopt, and implement a HACCP plan for each of their processes. Under HACCP, plants identify
critical control points during their processes where hazards, such as microbial contamination, can occur,
establish controls to reduce those hazards, and maintain records documenting that controls are working as
intended. FSIS did not have protocols for evaluating deficiencies that could jeopardize a country’s overall
equivalence determination. In addition, FSIS did not institute compensating controls (e.g., increased port-
of-entry testing) to ensure that public health was not compromised by deficiencies. More than 4.4 billion
pounds of Canadian processed products entered the United States from January 2003 through May 2005,
even though FSIS officials questioned the equivalence of the Canadian inspection system.
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Our July 2005 management alert reported that FSIS had not taken timely action to resolve the 2003 finding
that Canada does not require daily inspection coverage at processing establishments to approximate

U.S. standards. Further, in testing for Listeria monocytogenes, Canada requires risk-based environmental
sampling versus the finished product sampling required by FSIS. In addition, FSIS’ actions regarding
Canadian establishments were not consistent with its treatment of establishments in other countries.

OIG recommended that FSIS develop and implement protocols for determining which equivalence
deficiencies would call into question a country’s overall equivalence to U.S. standards. FSIS also needs to
make an equivalence determination on the Canadian inspection system control for Listeria monocytogenes
in ready-to-eat products. In response to our audit, FSIS agreed to make an equivalence determination
regarding daily inspection coverage by 2007. In the interim, FSIS agreed to ensure that there is no
increased risk to public health in the United States by doubling the sampling of Canadian shipments, and
Canadian inspection officials agreed to increase the presence of inspectors in processing establishments
exporting to the United States.

Comprehensive Approach to Surveillance and Monitoring of Avian Influenza (AI) Needed. USDA/OIG
found that APHIS had made commendable progress in developing plans to respond to an outbreak of
highly pathogenic avian influenza (HPALI) on a large commercial poultry operation but had not developed a
comprehensive approach for surveillance and monitoring for Al in domestic poultry. APHIS agreed to
detail how and when its inventory of current surveillance activities was to be developed, revise the National
Al Preparedness and Response Plan with detailed instructions for handling HPAI occurrences in “off-farm”
environments, and obtain and administer vaccines and anti-viral medication to personnel involved in
culling operations.

APHIS’ Oversight and Enforcement of Security for Biological Agents and Toxins Need Strengthening.
“Select” plant and animal biological agents and toxins are those that pose a severe threat to animals, plants,
and products. For such agents and toxins, APHIS had not ensured that entities were fully complying with
regulations regarding security plans; restricting access; training individuals authorized to possess, use, or
transfer them; and maintaining current and accurate inventories. This occurred because APHIS had not
promptly or adequately reviewed required security measures, leaving select agents or toxins vulnerable to
potential theft or misuse. APHIS generally agreed with our recommendations about specific ways to
improve inspections and the need to reinspect registered entities to ensure compliance with security
regulations, using formal written procedures to ensure that the inspections are consistent and thorough.

FSIS Must Ensure That All Eligible Meat and Poultry Establishments Are Included in Laboratory Testing
Programs. We found a significant number of establishments that were excluded from the Salmonella
sampling database because of ineffective controls to identify eligible establishments and also because
district office personnel did not fully understand the process for including establishments in the database.
The agency manually updated its sampling database and had insufficient controls to ensure that all required
establishments were included. At one district we visited, 28 percent of the FSIS establishments had been
excluded because district personnel did not understand the process for notifying the appropriate FSIS
personnel about the eligibility of establishments for the sampling program. The problem was particularly
apparent at State-inspected establishments under the Talmadge-Aiken Act because State officials were not
notified of the requirements. We also found that establishments, whose slaughter or processing activity
falls below a specific threshold, and establishments producing certain types of raw ground beef products
including raw ground beef sausages and meatballs, are not tested. .

We recommended that FSIS: (1) strengthen its procedures to ensure that all establishments subject to
Salmonella testing are identified and included in the testing database, (2) develop a risk assessment to
determine which establishments need to be tested for Salmonella, and (3) obtain scientific advice to
evaluate whether its policy of not testing certain raw ground beef products for E. coli 0157:H7
contamination should be continued. Agency officials generally agreed with the findings and
recommendations. They have initiated corrective actions to include all establishments in the Salmonella
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testing program and will begin a new testing program to strengthen controls against E. coli contamination.
We continue to work with FSIS on the issue of whether small-volume establishments should be tested for
Salmonella.

Highlights of Current and Planned Investigations Work:

Al Investigations is actively partnering with APHIS and FSIS, as well as external law enforcement
agencies (i.e., DHS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) to develop a comprehensive strategy to address
the smuggling of poultry products into the United States from regions affected by Al. The efforts of this
task group include the development and implementation of USDA smuggling protocols and
Governmentwide smuggling protocols that will reflect the coordination between all agencies in
investigations of smuggling matters.

Emergency Response Program. The OIG Emergency Response Program is comprised of two teams:

(1) the Emergency Response Team (ERT) and the Wildland Fire Investigation Team (WFIT). ERT’s
objective is to safely and effectively respond to the scene of criminal acts and other incidents, including
natural disasters that threaten the Nation’s food supply, agriculture infrastructure, USDA facilities and
personnel, or USDA mission areas in general. During FY 2006, ERT attended numerous agroterrorism
working group meetings and participated in agriculture-related tabletop exercises. The team members
continue to educate city, county, State, and other Federal agencies about ERT and its mission. The team
members have received certifications in Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response Level “A”
Personal Protective Equipment orientation, as well as Advanced Crime Scene Processing. ERT recently
supported OIG special agents executing a search warrant at an Oklahoma cockfighting facility by assisting
APHIS in the documentation, depopulation, and sampling of the game fowl found at the site. A total of
145 game fowl were collected and tested for Al and Exotic Newcastle Disease.

As mandated by P.L. 107-203, enacted July 24, 2002, OIG established a WFIT to conduct independent
investigations of any USFS firefighter deaths that are caused by wildfire entrapment or burnover and report
to Congress and the Secretary of Agriculture on the results of such investigations. Both of these teams
continually stand ready to deploy resources when needed. OIG’s WFIT has actively been investigating the
deaths of five USFS firefighters, which occurred in October 2006, as a result of the Esperanza Wildland
Fire. WFIT team members were deployed to the accident site after official no<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>