Issue 52 - August 2001

Meat Hygiene Enforcement Report

DEFRA
Department for M e at H yg | ene

Environment,

wderilas EE1fOrcement Report 52

FOOD
=3 STANDARDS
AGENCY

ISSN 1369-9903

August 2001

Contents

Licensing of meat plants 2
Licence revocations 3
New licences 4

News items
Salmonella and campylobacter
contamination in chicken - survey results 5

Zoonoses: Commission proposals to
combat food-borne diseases 6

Meat - new definition agreed in Europe 7

The European Food Authority - an update
on progress 8

European Commision website 9

Enforcement Results

Banded HAS scores 10
Clean livestock policy 16
Statutory enforcement 20
Informal enforcement 20
Disciplinary Action 20
Audit of Meat Hygiene Service 21
Legal Action
Actions completed 22
Actions continuing 23
Investigations 23
Glossary 24
Further information 24

This month

Initial results of the Food Standards Agency’s
survey of salmonella and campylobacter
contamination of chicken on retail sale in the UK
were, respectively, encouraging and disappointing.
While salmonella contamination levels across the
UK averaged just under 6%, campylobacter
contamination — the most common cause of food
poisoning — was found in 50% of samples. The
survey was timely, coinciding with the European
Commission’s publication of a report and
proposals to combat food-borne disease.

Other European issues covered this month include
agreement on the definition of meat for labelling
purposes and progress on the legal framework
needed to set up the European Food Authority.

Jill Wilson
Editor
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Licensing of meat plants

At 1 August 2001 the numbers of licensed premises by type in the United Kingdom
(including those operating under appeal provisions following licence revocation) were as

follows:

Type of premiseé England| Scotland Waleqd N Ireland K%r'g(tjiiw

Fresh meat

Slaughterhouses Full throughput 172 33 14 15 234
Low throughput 129 8 19 1 157

Cuttin g plants 2 Full throughput 193 30 11 33 267
Low throughput 131 13 14 4 162

Cold Store32 183 29 17 21 250

Re-packaging Centres 2 0 0 0 2

Farmed game handling/ processing facilities| 64 5 7 1 77

All premises 874 118 82 75 1,149

[Poultrymeat, farmed game bird meat and rabbit meat

Slaughterhouses Full throughput 69 8 5 12 94
Low throughput 40 4 5 3 52

Cutting plants Full throughput 45 2 8 2 57
Low throughput 45 3 11 3 62

Cold stores 2 23 11 4 40

Re-wrapping centres 0 2 0 0 2

All premises 201 42 40 24 307

Wild game meat processing facilities 20 15 1 1 37

)
Notes

1 “Slaughterhouses” may be stand alone plants or
combined with a cutting premises and/or cold store;
“cutting plants” may be stand alone plants or combined
with a cold store; “cold stores” are stand alone plants

2 Figures for fresh meat cutting plants and cold stores
include premises also licensed for poultry meat etc

\. J
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Licence revocations

The hygiene Regulations provide for licences to be
revoked for a number of different reasons including,
for example, failure to comply with the hygiene
requirements, where premises have ceased operating, or,
in some cases, where the nature of the business carried
on at the premises has changed.

Operators of premises in Great Britain where licences
have been revoked have a right of appeal to the Meat
Hygiene Appeals Tribunal. Generally premises operating
immediately prior to revocation may continue to
operate during the 21 day period given for appeal and
thereafter pending the outcome of any appeal lodged.

Details of licences revoked in Great Britain during

July 2001, are given below. In all cases the information

given is for revocation letters actually issued.

Type of premiseé Reason

Licence
Number

Name

Slaughterhouses [Fresh meat | Ceased operating

6148 Paul Dowley, Witney, dxon

Licence voluntarily

John Collins Meats, Denton

Warminster, Wiltshire

2 Poultrymeat licence also surrendered
® Fresh meat cutting premises licence also revoked

\_

surrendered 8139 Greater Manchester
Licence voluntarily Wards Poultry Ltd, Tipton,
Poul 401
oultry meat surrendered 010 West Midland3

Cold store Fresh meat Licence voluntarily 6138 Safeway PLC, Aylesford,
surrendered Kent

( )

Notes

Last month’s revocation of cutting premises licence 8019
for Wyle Valley Food Ltd, Calne does not in any way
effect the licence for 8202 Wyle Valley Foods Ltd,

1 “Slaughterhouses” may be stand alone plants or
combined with a cutting premises and/or cold store;
“cutting plants” may be stand alone plants or combined
with a cold store; “cold stores” are stand alone plants

MHER #2
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New Licences issued in July 2001

Licence

. 1
Type of premises Number Name

Bradeley Meats Ltd, Crewe,
Cheshiré

F Redfern & Sons Ltd, Buxton,
Derbyshiré

Buitelaar (Kilmarnock) Abattoir
Kilmarnock, Ayrshiré

A P Jesws (Brechin) Ltd,
Brechin, Angu$

S Jubb, Pontefract, West
Yorkshire

Slaughterhouses [Fresh meat 4152

4357

1527

1136

Cutting plants Fresh meat 2242

Glasgow Offal Company,
Paisley, Renfrewshire

W W Wales Ltd, Kilmarnock,
Ayrshire

2 Sisters Food Products Ltd,
Birmingham, West Midlands

Southport Chicken Ltd,
Southport, Merseyside

1674

1672

Poultry meatf 4732

4733

N
For further information about licensing
in England contact Jeremy Jones in the
Food Standards Agency on + 44 (0)20
7276 8365 Fax: + 44 (0)20 7276 8376
email: jeremy.jones@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk

In Scotland contact Mark Scott on 01224
285144 Fax; 01224 285168

_I\

( ) email:
Notes mark.scott@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk
1 “Slaughterhouses” may be stand alone plants or In Wales contact Owen Davies on
combined with a cutting premises and/or cold store; 029 2067 8908 Fax: 029 2067 8919
“cutting plants” may be stand alone plants or combined email:
with a cold store; “cold stores” are stand alone plants owen.davies@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk
2 Premises re-licensed for slaughtering following In Northern Ireland contact Jill Boal on
completion of foot and mouth disease cull scheme 028 9041 7706 Fax: 028 9041 7726
contract. email:jill.boal@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk
\. J . J
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News Items

Salmonella and campylobacter
contamination in chicken — survey
results

Salmonella contamination of chicken on sale in UK shops
has dropped to the lowest levels ever recorded, achieving
the target set by the Food Standards Agency well ahead of
schedule. Campylobacter contamination, however,
remains at high levels.

The Food Standards Agency’s aim to halve salmonella
contamination levels of chicken in the UK by 2005 was
set last year when studies indicated contamination levels
of around 20%. Results from a survey carried out between
April and June this year show levels have dropped to an
average of 5.8% across the UK, with 4.1% in fresh chicken
and 10.8% contamination of frozen chicken.

The survey also looked at levels of campylobacter
contamination in chicken. The results showed that 50%
of chicken on sale in the UK was contaminated. However,
there was a large variation in the results across the UK,
with the highest levels in products purchased in Northern
Ireland (77%) and the lowest in Wales (42%). Again,
there was a marked difference in the results for fresh (63%)
and frozen (33%) chicken. Campylobacter is currently
the single biggest identified cause of food poisoning in
the UK, and reducing levels of the bug will play a
significant part in achieving the Agency’s commitment to
cut food poisoning cases by 20% by 2006. There is still
relatively little known about campylobacter, which makes
it difficult to identify control measures. It is possible
however, that some of the environmental and hygiene
measures used to combat salmonella may also help reduce
campylobacter levels.

The survey was undertaken on behalf of the FSA by ADAS
with the National Milk Records (NMR) and Scottish
Agricultural College (SAC) acting as sub-contractors.
Some 4,881 samples of fresh and frozen, whole and
portioned raw chicken were tested: 2,481 from England
and 800 each from Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.
No cooked, processed or “added value” (e.g. marinated)
chicken was included. Previous surveys have only looked
at whole chickens but as retailers’ estimate that chicken
portions account for about 70% of the market, they were
included in the survey samples. The samples were

purchased according to the retailers’ market share so
major supermarkets accounted for 70% of the chicken
tested, the rest coming from smaller retailers, butchers
and grocers. Samples included both home produced
and imported products.

The results of further analyses will be published as they
become available. However, these will not include a
league table of the results for individual retailers or a
comparison between standard and organic chicken.
This is because these types of analysis were not part of
the original objectives of the survey. In addition, in
many cases the number of samples was not large
enough to provide meaningful comparisons.

The Agency’s strategy for reducing salmonella identifies
areas where there are gaps in scientific knowledge and
commissioning appropriate research projects. This
includes:

Improving guidance on biosecurity on the broiler
farm.

Promoting testing and scheduling at all broiler
growing farms so that positive flocks are put
through the slaughterhouse at the end of the
processing day.

Improving the washing and disinfection of crates
used to transport birds from farm to
slaughterhouse.

Examining the extent to which the available
guidance on salmonella control in the breeding and
hatcheries sector is being used and adhered to.

Assessing the extent to which the available guidance
on salmonella control in the feed industry is being
used and adhered to.

Identifying the best practice for minimising and
preventing the spread of salmonella in the
slaughterhouse.

In view of the results of the survey, the Agency now
needs to consider what action is needed to tackle
campylobacter. Although some of the measures
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identified in the salmonella strategy are also expected to
reduce campylobacter contamination levels and the
likelihood of food poisoning as a result of campylobacter
in chicken, there is a need to consider what additional
action isrequired. Further stepsalready in hand include:

Consideration of extending the remit of the
consultative group of stakeholders which has been
helping the Agency implement the salmonella
strategy, to include campylobacter;

a campaign to increase the use of HACCP controls
in the food distribution and catering sector,
reinforcing messages about handling, cooking and
storing chicken to avoid cross-contamination;

a food hygiene campaign to reinforce messages for
consumers on avoiding cross-contamination in the
home.

™ Further information on the survey along

I with a Q&A brief can found on the Agency’s
website at: www.foodstandards.gov.uk/
press_releases/uk _press/2001/pr010816.
htm

The Agency’s strategy for reducing
salmonella contamination of chicken is
available at: www.foodstandards.gov.uk/
pdf_files/papers/fsa_01 03 02b.pdf

For further information on the survey
contact the FSAs Paul Cook on +44 (0)20
7276 8950

email: paul.cook@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk

Zoonoses: Commission proposals
to combat food-borne diseases

A European Commission report has concluded that
fundamental changes are needed to control zoonoses
(animal diseases which are transmissible to man) with
improvements to the way Member States are required
to monitor and reduce levels of certain common
pathogens. The report examines the experience gained
since the mid 1990s in combating zoonoses and
concludes that although certain progress has been
observed in the monitoring and control of zoonoses,
these measures need to be intensified.

The Commission Report to the European Parliament
and Council on the control and prevention of zoonoses
is accompanied by proposals for a revised Directive on
the monitoring of zoonoses and zoonotic agents and a
Regulation on the control of salmonella and other food-
borne zoonotic agents.

Together with the monitoring of food poisoning
outbreaks, the proposed Directive envisages monitoring
primarily in animal populations and, where necessary,
at other stages of the food chain. Food businesses would
be required to keep results of testing and to pass these
on to the competent authority. Inturn, Member States
would have to continue providing the Commission
(and the European Food Authority, once established)
with annual reports on trends and sources of zoonoses.
The Directive would also introduce a requirement to
record cases of antibiotic resistance.

The proposed Regulation would create a framework
for reducing pathogens in the form of targets for specific
zoonotic agents in selected farm animal populations, in
particular salmonella in poultry and pigs. National
control programmes would have to be approved by the
Commission. Such programmes would primarily be
the responsibility of the competent authority although
private sector initiatives would also be encouraged. The
Commission would determine what were acceptable
and unacceptable control methods, and would set out
additional conditions for trade in live animals and
hatching eggs. After a transitional period, the Regulation
would impose various restrictions on marketing so that
eventually, for example, from 2009 onwards poultry
meat would have to meet certain microbiological criteria

Page 6
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or be subject to some form of heat treatment to
eliminate salmonella. Third countries would be
required to introduce equivalent measures in respect of
meat exported to the EU.

The Directive and Regulation would also set out a
framework for Community and National Reference
Laboratories and their respective responsibilities.

These particular proposals form part of the follow-up
to the EU White Paper on Food Safety (see MHER
#33). Other measures include the setting up of a
European Food Authority (see separate news item) and
an overhaul of food hygiene legislation generally (see
MHER#39) as well as meat hygiene specifically, with,
for example, the introduction of HACCP and
microbiological checks (see MHER #51).

The Food Standards Agency has already set UK targets
for the reduction of foodborne disease in general and
of salmonellain UK produced retail chicken in particular
(see separate article above). Pathogen reduction in
selected farm animal populations is a key component
of the strategy to deliver the Agency’s targets.

( )

™  The Commission’s press release of

I 1 August announcing publication of the
report is available at: http://europa.eu.int/
comm/dgs/health_consumer/library/
press/press176_en.htmi

The Report is at: http://europa.eu.int/
eur-lex/en/com/pdf/2001/en_501PC
0452_01.pdf

And proposals at: http://europa.eu.int/
eur-lex/en/com/dat/2001/en_501PC
0452_01.html

The Commission have also set up a new
area on their website on Microbiological
risks in food/Zoonoses at: http://
europa.eu.int/comm/food/fs/sfp/mr/
mr_index_en.html

Meat - new definition agreed in
Europe

A new Europe-wide definition of meat for use in the
labelling of meat products was agreed in Brussels last
month. The definition will harmonise the rules on
quantitative ingredient declarations (QUID), which
require the percentage of meat from each species named
in or associated with the food, to be given in the
ingredients list of pre-packed meat-based products. This
will make the labelling of meat products more transparent
for consumers who perceive meat in an ingredients list
to mean muscle meat.

When the main interested parties were consulted by the
Food Standards Agency earlier this year, there was general
support for the proposal, especially from consumer
groups who welcomed the tightening of the definition
of meat. There were some comments on the fat and
connective tissue limits, but the Commission’s new
definition represents the best compromise.

The new definition will:

restrict the generic term “meat” qualified with the
species name (pork, beef, chicken etc.) to skeletal
muscle with naturally included or adherent fatty and
connective tissues;

require other parts of the carcase such as liver, kidney
etc to be labelled as such. The generic term “offal”
would not be permitted;

introduce maximum numerical limits for associated
fat and connective tissue. Three different sets of limits
will apply depending on the species of the meat. Any
fat or connective tissue which exceeds these limits
would have to be labelled separately in the ingredients
list.

Mechanically recovered meat (MRM), which must
already be declared separately in the ingredients list, will
not be considered as meat for QUID purposes.

Member States will have until 1 January 2003 to
implement the new definition although any products
manufactured before then and which are labelled under
the existing rules could continue to be sold until stocks
run out.

MHER #2
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The new definition is tighter than the existing one in
the UK’s Meat Products and Spreadable Fish Products
Regulations 1984. They will be reviewed to take account
of these technical changes and to align them with the
EU Labelling Directive 2000/13/EC and QUID
provisions. However, the new definition is not aimed
at changing current manufacturing practices, only the
information on the label. The Agency will carry out a
full public consultation on the implementation of the
agreed definition into national law, including a review
of the continued use of reserved descriptions for
“burgers”, “sausages”, etc., and minimum meat content.

(- )

A copy of the draft document containing the
I new definition is available on the FSA website

at: www.foodstandards.gov.uk/farm_fork/
label.htm

Alternatively, contact Mark Browne in the
Food Standards Agency’s Food Labelling and
Standards Division on +44 (0)20 7276 8152
Fax: +44 (0)20 7276 8193

email: mark.browne@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk

The European Food Authority — an
update on progress

Negotiations on the legislation needed to establish a
European Food Authority (EFA) are on target for the
Authority to start work early next year.

The proposed European Parliament and Council
Regulation establishing the EFA and setting out general
principles of food law was adopted by the Commission
last November (see MHER #43). The Commission’s
intention behind the proposal was to reinforce existing
consumer protection and help re-establish consumer
confidence in food safety. Rapid progress followed the
Commission’s adoption of the proposed Regulation,
with many amended texts tabled during the course of
negotiations. Drawing on the Food Standards Agency’s
core values, the UK has been instrumental in securing
numerous improvements including strengthened
references to openness and a greater degree of
transparency. The UK has also been influential in
achieving a more precise definition of the role of the
proposed Advisory Forum within the EFA. The Forum
will be of critical importance in ensuring there is an
effective mechanism which brings together the
knowledge and expertise of Member States and helps
identify emerging risks before they become a serious
food chain problem.

Atitsfirst reading on 12 June, the European Parliament
(EP) proposed some 200 amendments to the original
text, some of which were agreed to by Council. Political
agreement by Member States’ Ministers was reached at
Transport Council on 28 June 2001. The Parliament’s
second reading is expected in October or November
and the Belgians, who currently hold the Presidency,
are likely to aim for adoption before the end of the
year. This, together with a decision on location would
mean the EFA could begin operations early next year.
Barcelona, Parma, Helsinki, Lille and Luxembourg have
each been offered as potential sites.

The Regulation’s provisions setting out the general
principles and requirements of food law will have
implications for future EU and national legislation by
establishing a set of common principles with which all
subsequent food law provisions will have to comply.
According to the latest version of the text, the general

Page 8
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requirements of food law, including traceability
requirements and certain responsibilities on food and
feed business operators, would apply from 1 January
2005. The Food Standards Agency is seeking further
views and information on these particular aspects of the
proposals by 21 September. Following final adoption
of the Regulation, the Agency will be consulting widely
on any changes that may be required to national
legislation.

(=

~N
A copy of the consultation letter and latest

text of the proposals are available at:
www.foodstandards.gov.uk/consultations/
foodlawefa.htm

For further information, contact Vivien
Lund in the FSA’s Food Labelling, Standards
and Consumer Protection Division on
+44 (0)20 7276 8138

email: vivien.lund@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk

The Commission’s news release, along with
other information, announcing political
agreement of the Regulation is available at:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/food/fs/intro/
index_en.html

European Commission website

The following documents are now available on the
Commission’s website:

»  Press release of 1 August: Commission’s proposals
to combat food-borne diseases (see separate news
item)

»  Press release of 10 August: classical swine fever in
SPAIN - reduction of restricted areas

»  Pressrelease of 16 August 2001: advance payments
to reimburse Member States spending on the foot
and mouth crisis

Final report of 22-30 November 2000 mission to
ARGENTINA to look at controls on residues in
live animals and animal products

Final report of 12-16 February 2001 mission to the
UNITED KINGDOM to verify controls on
animal welfare during transport

Scientific Committee on Animal Health and
Welfare (SCAH) report on Brucellosis in sheep and
goats. Adopted 12 July 2001

SCAH report on chronic wasting in cattle. Adopted
12 July 2001

Scientific Committee on Veterinary Measures
(SCVM) opinion on the identification of species/
categories of meat producing animals in integrated
production systems where meat inspection may be
revised. Adopted 20-21 June 2001

SCVM opinion on the cleaning and disinfection of
knives used in the meat and poultry industry.
Adopted 20-21 June 2001

Food and Veterinary Office (FVO) 2001/2002
inspection programme

\_

The press releases can be found at: http://
europa.eu.int/comm/dgs/health_consumer/
library/press/press_food_en.html

The index for the Commission’s inspection
missions reports is at: http://europa.eu.int/
comm/food/fs/inspections/vi/reports/
index_en.html This will then give you the
links for access to individual reports.

The SCAH documents can be found at: http://
europa.eu.int/comm/food/fs/sc/scah/index
_en.html

The SCVM documents can be found at:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/food/fs/sc/
scvm/index_en.html

The FVO Inspection Programme can be
found at: http://europa.eu.int/comm/food/
fs/inspections/policy_papers/vi_pol08_en

.pdf
P Y
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Enforcement Results

Banded HAS scores

In Great Britain, hygiene standards in slaughterhouses and
cutting plants are regularly monitored by means of the
Hygiene Assessment System (HAS). This is a risk-based
method of assessing hygiene standards arising from
slaughtered livestock, the people working in the plant,
the premises themselves and any other relevant sources.

Premises are assessed against performance criteria covering
all significant aspects of production, each weighted
according to their relative risk. The end product of an
assessment under the system is the “HAS score”, a value
of 0-100 with higher scores indicating better performance.

Red meat slaughterhouses
Great Britain

Assessments are carried out by the Official Veterinary
Surgeon at least once a month in full throughput
premises and quarterly in low throughput premises.
The results enable the MHS to monitor the
performance of licensed premises and to identify those
premises where additional supervision and
enforcement action might be necessary.

Results

Latest banded results for red meat & white meat
slaughterhouses and cutting plants in England,
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are given below.

HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tgal 3 month average
No | % | No % | No| % | No % No % No % No % No over 65 | over 70
2000
August 0 |00% o0 004 2| 07% 14 5.0 14p 505% 9 32[7% P11 1].0% P81 951%  8P.3%
September 0 |0o0%w o 004 2| 07% 17 5.7 13 450% 105 352% 0  1p4% P98 9he%w  8p3%
October 0 |00% 1| 0494 1| 04% 1§ 5.8 126 486% 81 31[3% P5  135% P59 9B8%  8P.3%
November 0 |00% 1| 0494 2| 07% 11 3.9 14p 504% 9B 330% B3 1]7% P82 94.0%  8B.4%
December 0 |00% o0 004 2| 07% 14 4.3 133 473% 9P 32w 4 157% P81 945%  8h7%
2001
January 0 |00% o0 004 2| 08% 1§ 6.1 120 486% 74 30[0% P6  146% P47 94.4%  8b.2%
February 0 |00%w o 004 2| 08% 11 4.9 136 508% 8 320% B3 134% P66 945%  84.9%
March 0 |00% o0 004 1| 04% 141 459 108 439% 8D 3205% 46 1$7% P46 945%  84.8%
April 0 |00% o0 0094 2| 1.0% 8 4.09 93 464% 68 34pbw 28 141% 199 931%  8%.2%
May 0 |00% o0 004 1| 04% 14 4.8 11y 509% 7B 320% p7 117% P30 95.0%  84.1%
June 0 |0oo0%w o 004 0| 009% 13 5.19 111 434% 100 391% B2  1p5% P56 949%  8).5%
July 0 |00% o0 004 2| 09% 17 7.6 0 466% 68 305% P2  143% P23 9B8%  8B.9%
12 months to
July 2001 0 |00% 2| 019 19 06% 15 5.1 1,465 47B% 1,010 329% P17 143.6% p.068
Page 10 MHER #2
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England
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tolal 3 month averape
No| % [No| % [ No[ % [No| % | No | % [ No [ % [No [ % ] No Joverss [ over7o
2000
August 0 00wl 0] 004 2| 09 11 48% 124 546% 7|1 313% 9 8u% 327 941% 811%
September 0 [00%| of 004 2| osb 14 55% 116 487w 8 34bw 6 10.9% 38  946% 8].5%
October 0 |oow| 1] 054 1] 05% 1] 53% 110 534% 6p 30/1% 1 14.2% 06 939% 82.1%
November 0 |oow| 1| 049 1| 04% 11 48% 126 559% 7p 30j8% 8 719% 327 9d9% 83.0%
December 0 |oo0w| 0] 004 2] 09% 1] 49% 11§ 529% 6 29)6% 6 117% 23 94.1% 83.8%
2001
January 0 |oow| 0] 004 2| 10% 14 66% 104 5391% 5B 29)6% 9 9% 196 9d7% 837w
February 0 00w 0] 004 2] 09 9] 429 111 559% 66 30f% 19 9% 412 938% 834%
March 0 |oow| 0| 004 1] 05% 9 479 99 4979% 5 29B% 30 197% 191 940%  83.1%
April 0 |oow| 0] 004 1] 06% 8] 51% 8 524% 4 31p%w 47 148% 357 946%  83.8%
May 0 |[oow| 0| 004 o] 00% 11 61% 93 520% 5B 32k% 17 9% J79  943% 84.7%
June 0 00w 0] 004 0] 00% 14 60% 94 479% 78 37p% 19 9F% 199  940% 83.0%
July 0 |[oo0w| 0] 004 2| 119% 14 86% 99 519% 4p 28p% 18 143% 374 948%  83.1%
12 months to
July 2001 0 [00% 2| 0194 16 07% 13 55 1269 52p% 7p9 342% P49 1D.3% 3429
Wales
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tolal 3 month average
No % No % No % No % No | % No % No % No | over 65 | over 70
2000
August 0 [00%w| o 004 of 00% 1| 459 13] 591d% 4  31.8% | 4. 5% y vl 93f7%  76|2%
September 0 |oow| 0] 004 o] 00% 3] 136 11 504w 4 31p% | 4% P 92w 74l6%
October 0 00wl 0] 004 o0 00% 4] 211 11 579% 3 15.B% | 5p% 9 873%  68[3%
November 0 |00w| 0] 004 1| 48% 0] 0.09 12 s5714% 71 33B% | 4.B% y il 87 71jo%
December 0 00wl 0] 004 o] 00% 1| 5.09 9] 450% 9  45.0% 5.0% 40 90p% 767w
2001
January 0 |oow| 0] 004 o] 00% 2| 1256 10 629% 9 18.B% | 6.p% 6 93jow  84f2%
February 0 [00%w| 0| 004 of 009 2| 959 13] 619% § 238% | 4.B% y i 91p%  84|2%
March 0 |oo0w| 0] 004 o0 00% 2| 1056 9] 474% 7 368% | 5.p% 10 893%  83|9%
April 0 00wl 0] 004 1| 77% O] 0.09 7] 538w 4  30.8% 7.f% 13 90f% 830w
May 0 |00w| 0] 004 1| 50% O] 0.09 12 604w 4 300% | 5.p% 1o 9213%  76/9%
June 0 00wl 0] 004 o] 00% 1| 459 11] 504w g 364% p 9.1% y vl 945%  78|2%
July 0 00wl 0] 004 0] 00% 2| 111 9] 504w H 27.8% b 111% 8 93[3%  76|7%
12 months to
July 2001 0 |00%l 0] 004 3| 13% 14 7.7% 121 543% 7| 30B% 4 6% 433
Scotland
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tolal 3 month averape
No| % [No| % [ No[ % [No| % | No | % [ No [ % [No [ % ] No Joverss [ over7o
2000
August 0 00wl 0| 004 0] 00% 2| 63% 5| 154% 14 43B% 11 344% 2 9610%  941%
September 0 00w 0| 004 0] 00% 1| 26% 71 184% 1 445% 13 342% 3 961%  9242%
October 0 00wl 0| 004 0] 00% o] 0.0% 5] 147 1 471% 13 392% 4 9711%  92A3%
November 0 |oow| 0| 004 o] 00% o] o0.0% 4] 118% 1 470% 14 412% 4 9911%  934%
December 0 00wl 0| 004 0] 00% 0] 0.0% 6] 1586 1 396% 17 447%  §8 140% 943%
2001
January 0 00wl 0| 004 0] 00% o] 0.0% 6] 1716 1 e T I 2D 5 140% 94 4%
February 0 [00%w| o o004 o0f 00% of o0.0% 5| 159% 1 455% 13 394% 3 140% 943%
March 0 00wl 0| 004 0] 00% o] 0.0% 41 1110 1 47p% 15  4l07%  P6 140% 95(2%
April 0 |oow| 0| 004 o] 00% o] o0.0% 4] 138% 1 5.7% 10  345% P9 140% 949%
May 0 |oow| 0| 004 0] 00% o] 00% 12 387% 1 32.8% b 290% 1 140% 95(8%
June 0 |oow| 0| 004 o] 00% o] o0.0% 6] 171% 1 50.0% M1 3144% 5 140% 96{8%
July 0 00wl 0| 004 0] 00% 0] 0.0% 5| 161% 14 45p% 12 3gd7% 1 140% 990%
12 months to
July 2001 0 |oowl 0| 004 o0 00% 3] 07% 69 17d»w 190 44B% 164 349% 406
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White meat slaughterhouses
Great Britain

Tolal

HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 3 month averape
No| % [No| % |[No|[ % [No| % | No [ % [ No [ % [ No | % ]| No Joveres | over7o
2000
August 0 |00%| 0] 004 o0f 009 4 3.99 48] 46% 3% 34p% 16 195% 403  933%  8(.4%
September 0 |[00%| 0] 0094 1| 1.0% 2| 1.99 44 41.9% 45 42p% 13 144% 405 < 995%  81.4%
October 0 |00%w| 0] 004 o0f 00% 2 209 471 479% 3¢ 364% 14  141% P9 9711%  834%
November 0 |[00%w| 0] 0094 O] 00% 1| 0.99 54 509% 3% 35p% 14  131% 407  9941%  83.6%
December 0 |00%w| 0] 004 of 009 3 279 48] 429% 41 36p% 40 149% J12  991%  84.3%
2001
January 0 |00%| 0] 004 o0f 009 3 3.09 451 450% 39 39p% 13 130% 400  918%  84.0%
February 0 |00%w| 0] 0094 O] 00% 3| 299 45 4379% 42  40B% 13 146% 403 971%  84.4%
March 0 |00%w| 0] 004 o0f 009 4 3.89 421 396% 46 43p% 14  132% 406 948%  84.1%
April 0 |[00%w| 0] 0094 O] 00% 4| 4.39 36 383w 41 43p% 13 138% 4 964%  84.5%
May 0 |00%w| 0] 004 o0f 009 4 4.39 38| 404% 41 43p% A1 147w p4 999%  89.4%
June 0 |00%w| 0] 009 O] 00% 9| 879 400 389% 41 39p% 14 135% 404  942%  842%
July 0 |00%w| 0] 004 o0f 00 5 5.49 300 324% 43 46f%n 14  142% P2 938%  841%
12 months to
July 2001 0 |00% 0 004 1| 01% 44 3.69 511 424% 448 40f0% 169 13.9% 219
England
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tolal 3 month averape
No| % [ No| % [No| % [No| % [ No | % | No | % [No | % | No Joveres | over7o
2000
August 0 |00%w| 0] 004 Of 009 4 459 44 50.0% 29 33p% 11 145% 8 942%  71.8%
September 0 |[00%| 0] 009 1| 11% 2| 229 41 454% 31 41)1% b 190% 0 948%  792%
October 0 |00%w| 0] 004 o0f 00%p 2 239 44 514% 29 33f% 11 148% B6 966%  79.9%
November 0 00wl 0] 009 O] 00% 1| 1.19 490 538% 30 33p»n 11 1431% 1 9718%  81.6%
December 0 |00%w| 0] 004 o0f 00%p 3 3.29 43  45.3% 3¢ 37pn 13 137%  P5 9718%  83.0%
2001
January 0 |00%w| 0] 0094 O] 00% 2| 239 43 494% 32 36B% 10 1U45% p7 9718%  83.2%
February 0 |00%| 0] 004 o0f 009 3| 349 41 464% 3% 39B% b 192% 8 9710%  841%
March 0 |00%| 0] 0094 O] 0.0% 4| 4.49 371 41.4% 41 45p% B 8p% 0 96[6%  857%
April 0 |00%| 0] 00%4 0] 00% 4| 5.09 33 41.9% 3%  42p% b 113%  §o 95{7%  897%
May 0 |00%w| 0] 0094 O] 00% 4| 5.19 34 434w 34  43p% 1 8p% 9 95[2%  8319%
June 0 |00%w| 0] 004 o0f 009 8 9.19 36] 409% 3§ 40p% B 9% 3 935%  7918%
July 0 |00%w| 0] 0094 O] 00% 5| 6.49 271 344w 31 47p% b 11}5% 93]1%  800%
12 months to
July 2001 0 [00%| 0] 009 1| 01% 44 4.0 472  454% 410 394% 115 1]1% 1o40
Wales
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tolal 3 month averape
No I % No % No % No % No % No % No % No I over 65 I over 70
2000
August 0 |oow| 0] 00 0] 00% 0] 0.09 1] 1436 2] 286w 4 57h% 1 10p% 10p%
September 0 |oo0w| 0] 004 0] 00% 0] 0.09 2] 2506 3 37.5% 37% B 10p% 10p%
October 0 | 00wl 0] 004 o0f 00% o0 o009 2] 38336 2| 33w 33B% b 10p% 10p%
November 0 |00%w| 0] 004 o0f 00% 0| o009 3] 375% 3] 37H% 25[0% B 10p% 10p%
December 0 |oow| 0] 004 0] 00% 0] 0.09 4] 4000 21 200% 4 40p% o 10p% 10p%
2001
January 0 |0o0w| 0] 004 0] 00% 0] 0.09 2] 3336 2 333% 33% b 10p% 10p%
February 0 | 00wl 0] 004 o0f 00% 0| o009 2] 286% 2] 286% 42p0% 1 10p% 10p%
March 0 | 00wl 0] 004 o0f 00% o0 o009 4l 4a4n 2| 22.3% 33B% D 10p%  9555%
April 0 |0o0w| 0] 004 0] 00% 0] 0.09 2] 28%6 2] 286% 42)9% 1 10p%  95[7%
May 0 |oow| 0] 004 0] 00% 0] 0.09 2] 286% 2] 286% 42)9% 1 10p%  95[7%
June 0 |00%w| 0] 004 o0f 00% o0 o009 4l 4a4n 1] 111w 4 44h% D 10p% 10p%
July 0 |00%| 0] 004 o0f 00% o0 o009 2] 286%n 1] 143w 4 s57h% 1 10p% 10p%
12 months to
July 2001 0 |0oow| o] o0o0W o0 00% o] 0.09 30l 334% 24 264% 7 4Q7% b1
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Scotland
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tolal 3 month averape
No| % [ No| % [No| % [No| % [ No | % | No | % [No | % | No Joveres | over7o
2000
August 0 |oowl o004 of oo o o0o0p 3| 37HH 4 500% 12l% B 10p% 95
September 0 |00% o004 of 0o of oo 1] 143 H 714% 14B3% F 10p% 90
October 0 |oowl o004 of oo o o0o0p 1| 1436 H 714% 143% 10p% 95
November 0 |00% o004 of 0o of oo 2| 2506 H 625% 2% B 10p% 90
December 0 |]oowl o004 of oo o o0o0p 1| 143 J 429% 42w F 10p% 95
2001
January 0 |00% o004 of 0o 1f 143 o oo H TL4% 14B3% F 9555% 90
February 0 |oowl o004 of oo o o00p 2| 25006 H 625% 125% B 9565% 86
March 0 |00% 0004 of 0o of oo 1] 14F J 429% 42o% f 955% 81
April 0 |oowl of o004 of oo o o0o0p 1| 1436 H 714% 143% f 10p% 86
May 0 |00% 0004 of 0o of oo 2| 2506 H 625% 2% B 10p% 90
June 0 |]oowl o004 of 0o 1] 1434 of oo 4 571% 286% f 9565% 90
July 0 |00% 0004 of 0o of oo 1] 143 § 714% 14B3% F 955%  864%
12 months to
July 2001 0 |oo0%w ofoo04 o oop 2| 239 19 17qw 55 e61hpn 7 143% b8
All Slaughterhouses - Great Britain
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tolal 3 month averape
No| % [No| % [ No[ % [No| % | No | % [ No [ % [No [ % ]| No Joverss [ over7o
2000
August 0 |oowl o004 2| 05% 14 47 19p 494% 137 331w $7 1J2% Ps4  946% 8
September 0 |00% o0f o004 3[ 07 14 47 17§ 442% 190 37w $3 132% $03  949% 8
October 0 ]oow 1[034 1] 03%p 1] 479 178 483% 137 32fr  $9 1§7% P58 947% 8
November 0 |00% 1[034 2 o5% 14 319 196 504% 131 337w 7 131% P89 9§1% 8
December 0 [oo0w| ofo0d 2f osp 14 38 18] 46fw 131 333w 4 143% Pz 935% s
2001
January 0 [oow| ofoo0d 2f o6p 14 520 165 474w 113 32ew o 141% P47 94w 8
February 0 [oow| ofo00d 2f osp 14 38% 180 484w 137 34l b6 135% Peo oo 8
March 0 |oowl 0004 1| 03% 19 43% 150 424% 136 358% $0 1§0% P52 9§1% 8
April 0 |00% o0f o004 2 07 14 419 129 449% 199 37P% 1 140% P93 9§5% 8
May 0 ]oowl 0004 1| 03%p 19 469 155 474% 115 355% p38  1§7% P24 9§3% 8
June 0 |00% o0f o004 of 0o 24 61% 151 419% 141 39P% p6  138% P60 947% 8
July 0 |oowl o004 2| 06% 24 709 134 428% 1}1 35Pw 6 146% $15 938% 8
12 months to
July 2001 0 [00% 2| 004 20f 05% 19 46 1982 46p% 1498 349% 586 1B.7% $.287
Cutting plants - Great Britain
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tofal 3 month averape
No| % [No| % [No| % [No| % | No | % [Nno [ % [ No | % | No Joverss [ over7o
2000
August 0 |00% 1]o024 o] 00 3] 529 129 219% 216 35j9n FJe4 3]3% por  948% 9
September 0 |oow| 1] 0294 2| 04% 24 43% 115 204% 147 33[r% 6 497% P55 94.8% 9
October 0 |00% 1]o024 1] 029 14 32% 111 209% 146 35[1% 14 494% P30  954% 9
November 0 |oow| 1] o029 of 00 17 29% 132 22.4% 216 36[2% A0 336% P 9p.2% 9
December 0 |00% 1]o024 o] o0 14 31% 110 203% 192 35l0% s 4}6% p48  967% 9
2001
January 0 [o0%| o] ood 1] 02 14 31% 97 18dw 1d5 36l i3 4alew $12  9gs%n 9
February 0 [oo%| o]ood 1] o2 14 27% 110 184% 212 36fowe A7 afow fse  ofsw 9
March 0 Joow| 0] o0y 1] 020p 19 28% 94 174% 179 33t M2 446% §31  94.9% 9
April 0 |00% 0] o004 3] 06% 1d 20% 84 174% 194 36j% 2P0 4}7% §03  9f2% 9
May 0 |oow| 0] 00 2| 04% 14 29% 99 174% 192 34PB% b1 448% P60  911% 9
June 0 |00% 1]o024 1] 029 14 28% 94 17.4% 176 33p% M3 4f8% §30  9f0% 9
July 0 Joow| 1]o0294 1] 020p 14 229 9 184% 174 34p% 5 446% $04  9].0% 9
12 months to
July 2001 0 J0oo% 7] 019 13| 02% 20p 319 12$9 194% 2399 391% 24763 4.1% }.556
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England
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tola 3 month averahe
No| % | No|[ % [No| % [No| % [ Nno | % [ No | % | No | % | No Joverss [ over7o
2000
August 0 |00w 1| 024 o] 00% 31 6.29 117 233% 190 35[7% d7s 37w boa  9pow  sp7w
September 0 |00% 1| 024 2| 04% 24 529 106 224% 145 3506% 167 30w fhea  ops%w 87w
October 0 |00% 1| 024 1] 02% 11 3.8 10 230% 142 36[2% 163 3§5% B47  945%  8p.7%
November 0 |00% 1| 024 0] 00% 11 3.49 118 23.1% 195 37]2% 176 3%.4% P97 955%  9P.8%
December 0 |00w 1| 024 o] 00% 14 3.7 od 21.4% 143 357% W77 337% §57  96.1%  91.8%
2001
January 0 [00%] 0] o004 1] 02 19 35p of 21d% 141 37hw A2 3f7we Jo  982%  9h3n
February 0 |00%w Of 004 1] 02% 1§ 3.19 100 204% 198 38[3% 185 31.7% Bo1  96.4%  9B.0%
March 0 |oow 0] 004 1| 02% 14 3.29 871 194% 1945 35P2% 183 4)6% B40  965%  9B.5%
April 0 |00% Of 004 3| 07% 1q 2.49 8d 19.0% 199 37j8% 69 49.1% §21  96.7%  9B.0%
May 0 |oow 0] 004 2| 04% 14 3.59 9d 201% 146 35/9% 185 4Q.0% f62  965%  9P.5%
June 0 |00% 1| 024 1] 02% 14 3.29 8d 194w 193 34jow A8B3 418% §38  96.4%  9P.2%
July 0 |00% 1| 024 1] 02% 1qd 2.49 89 204w 147 35B3% 73 435% j17 965%  9P.5%
12 months to
July 2001 0 |00% 7| 0194 13| 02% 20p 3.7 1166 21.B% 1,984 34.3% 23098 {8.4% p.468
Wales
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tolal 3 month averale
No| % [ No| % [No| % [No| % | No | % [ No | % | No | % | No Joverss [ over7o
2000
August 0 |00%w 0] 004 0| 00% 0] 0.09 7| 179w 17 a3bw 15 3dsw 9 14q0%  995%
September 0 |00%wl o 004 o] 00% O 0.09 8| 21l 14 3pw 16 ad1n 3 1q0%  9713%
October 0 |00%w 0] 004 0| 00% 0] 0.09 5[ 143% 1 450% 14 440% 5 100%  964%
November 0 |00%wl o0 004 o] 00% O 0.09 9| 231w 1 38p% 15 3d5% 9 1q0%  995%
December 0 |00%w 0] 004 0| 00% 0] 0.09 6| 159% 1 21% 16 431% 8 100%  94%
2001
January 0 |00%wl o 004 o] 00% O 0.09 4] 125% 1 46p% 13 ade% 2 100%  9712%
February 0 |00%w 0] 004 0| 00% 0] 0.09 7| 1946 1] 30p% 18 sdo% 6 1J0%  100.0%
March 0 |00% 0] 004 0| 00% 0] 0.09 5| 139% 1 40p% 47 494% 7 1do%  100.0%
April 0 [00%w 0] 004 0| 00% 0] 0.09 4 122% 12 36p% f7  5145% 3 190%  991%
May 0 |00% 0] 004 0| 00% 0] 0.0 3 83 11 30p% P 6Yin $6 100%  98/1%
June 0 |00%w 0] 004 0| 00% 0] 0.0 7| 184% 12 31p% qo 5o b8 190%  9712%
July 0 |00%wl o0 004 o] 00% O 0.09 5| 1479% 14 41p% 15  441% 4 1q0%  963%
12 months to
July 2001 0 |00%w 0| 004 o] 00% oOf 0.09 700 164% 148 38p% b7  44.3% 35
Scotland
HAS band 0-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66-75 76-85 86-100 Tolal 3 month average
No | % No % No % No % No % No % No | % No | over 65 | over 70
2000
August 0 |0.0w| 0] 004 of 00% 0| o009 5 86f6 19 328% H  s58lew ] 100%  99/4%
September 0 |oo0w| 0] 004 of 00% 0| o009 2 3.8% 8] 151% 4 81hw {3 10p%  99}4%
October 0 |00%w| 0] 004 0] 00% O] 0.09 3 6.3¢6 8l 161% 3 77hwn 48 10p%  98l1%
November 0 00wl 0] 004 0] 00% O] 0.09 5 83 14 26f% 3P 650% 40 100%  98[8%
December 0 |00%w| 0] 004 0] 00% O] 0.09 5 94% 13 24%% 3P  66J0% 3 100%  98[8%
2001
January 0 |oo0w| o] 004 of 00 1| 209 2 4.046 9 180% 3B 76w o 9%  99J4%
February 0 |oow| o] o004 of 0o 1| 179 1 1.7% 13 220w 4 746% 9 98lsn  98[8%
March 0 |oow| 0] 004 o] 00% 1| 1.9 2 3.7¢% 9 161% 4 T7TB®% {4 98P%  98|2%
April 0 |00%w| 0] 004 0] 00% O] 0.09 2 41% 13 26%5% ¢ 694w 49 98js%  98[8%
May 0 |00%w| 0] 004 0] 00% O] 0.09 3 48% 14 24P% 4 710%  ¢2 99l4%  98[8%
June 0 |oow| o] o004 of 00 1| 1.9 1 19% 11 204% 4 7519% 4 99l4%  98[8%
July 0 00wl 0] 004 0] 00% 1] 1.9 2 38% 13 24%5% 3F7  6918% 3 98ls%  97|6%
12 months to
July 2001 0 |00%w 0] 004 O 00% 5| 0.8 33 51% 147 22b% 4p8 747% 453
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Northern Ireland
Slaughterhouses
Red meat
HAS band 030 | 3140| 4150| 51-65] 6675 76-85 86-1p Tdal %
No| % [ No[ % |Nof % [No] % INo[ % [No | % |No | % | No Jover65
2000
August 0Joo[ oJooJ oJoo] 1| s0f 3150 12] 550 5 | 25.0] 20 | 95.0
September 0lool oloofo|oo| 1|53 4|2t1] 9 474]| 5 |263] 19 | 947
October 0|oo] 0oJoofo|oo| 1|53f3|158] 10] 526| 5 |263] 19 | 947
November 0|ool oJoofo|oo| 1| 5003|150 10] 500]| 6 |300] 20 | 950
December 0|00] 0oJoof o oo 1| 5003|150 10] 500| 6 |300] 20 | 950
2001
January oJoo[oJooJoJooJoJoofz2[zo00] o450 9 [450] 20 | 100
February 0|oo] 0oJoofo|oo]o|oof2]z00] 12]60.0] 6 [300] 20 | 100
March 0lool oloofo|oo| 1| 483 |143] 7| 333| 10[476] 21 | 952
April 0|oo] oJoofo|oo| 1|590f3|176] 6| 353| 7 |412] 17 | 950
May 0|ool oJoofo|oolo|oofa]|250] 6|375]| 6 |375] 16 | 100
June 0|ool oloofofoolo|oofa][z00] 8| a400]| 8 a0 20| 100
July 0|oo] oJoofo|oo]o| ool 4190 o a29| 8 [381] 21 | 100
jﬁn';“’zrggito 0|oo| o|ool o|oo| 7| 33034|160| 98] 46.2| 73| 34.4| 212 | 96.7
White meat
HAS band 030 | 31-40] 4150| 51-65] 66-79 76-85 86-1p Tdal %
No| % |No| % |[No|] % |[No| % gNo| % |No % No | % No Jover 65
2000
August oJoo[ oJoof o[ oo 1|11 3[333] 4] 444 1 J111] 9 | 889
September 0loololoofo|oo| 1|91l 7|636] 2] 82| ¢ |91 11 | 9009
October 0looloJoofo|oo| 1| 916|545 3] 273| ¢ |91 11 | 9009
November 0]00] 0]oof o o0 2|200f 1 |100] 6] 600| 1 |100] 10 | 80.0
December 0|oo] oloof o oo 1|00 4 400 4 | 00| 1 |100] 10 | 900
2001
January oool oJoo[ o[ oo 1[z00f 4 [400] 3] 300]| 2 [200] 20 [ 900
February 0|00] 0Joof o o0 1|100f 4 [400] 3| 300]| 2 |200] 10 | 90.0
March 0lool oloofo|oolo| ool a]|4s0| 4 |400]| 2200 20| 100
April 0Joof oJoofoJoo|o|oofs|429] 5| 4a1.7] 2 |167] 12 [ 100
May 0|o0o] o|oo| 1|100] 0| oof6|600] 2] 200] ¢ [100] 20| 900
June 0|oo] o|oo| 1 |120[ 0| ooff 4 |500] 2 | 250| 1 |130] 8 | 880
July 0|oo] oJoofo|oo| 1| 91l5 455 2 | 182] 3 |27.3] 11 | 9009
jjnzc;rggito 0]ool oloo| 2] 18| 8| 7.2048|432| 38| 342| 15| 135| 111 | 910
All slaughterhouses
HAS band 030 | 31-40] 4150| 51-65] 66-79 76-85 86-1p Tdal %
No[ % [No| % |[No| % [No| % INo| % [No | % |No | % | No Joverés
2000
August oJoofoJoo[oJoo[2[69f6[207] 15] 51.7] 6 [20.7] 29 [ 931
September 0|oo] oJoofo|oo| 2| 67f11|367] 12| 36.7| 6 | 200] 30 | 933
October 0lool oloofo|oo|2|67f09 300 13] 433| 6 |200] 30 | 933
November 0]00] 0Joof o oo 3|100f 4 [133] 16] 533| 7 |233] 30 | 90.0
December 0lool oloofo|oo|2|67f7|233] 14| 46.7| 7 |233] 30 | 933
2001
January oJoo[ oJoof o[ oo 1| 336 [200] 12] 400 12]36.7] 30 | 96.7
February 0|ool oJoofo|oo|1|33f6|z200] 15] 500]| 8 |26.7] 30 | 96.7
March 0|oo] oJoofo oo 1| 327 |226] 11| 355]| 12| 387] 31 | 968
April 0lool oloofo|oo| 1|34l 8294 11] 412| 9 |235] 29 | 966
May 0|o00o] 0oJoof 1| 38| 0| ocoff10[385] 8 | 30.8] 7 |26.9] 26 | 96.2
June 0loololoof 1| 36| 0| ool 8286 10]357| 9 [321] 28 | 964
July 0lool oloofo|oo| 1| 319 |281] 11| 344 11 |344] 32 | 96.9
iﬁnrgozrggim 0oo| ofoo| of 00| 15| 56f64|238|118] 439 72| 26.8] 269 | 94.4
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Cutting plants
HAS band 030 | 31-40] 4150| 51-65] 66-75 76-85 86-1p Tdal %
No[ % [No| % |No| % [No| % INo| % |No | % |No | % | No Joverés
2000
August oJoo[ oJooJoJooJoJoof 3] 70 14] 326 26605 43 | 100
September 0lool oloofo|oolo| ool 7 |za0] 14| 298] 26553 47 | 100
October 0lool oJoofo|oo| 1| 195 | 94| 17| 321| 30|56.6] 53 | 981
November 0|oo] oJoofo|oo| 1| 187|125 17| 30.4| 31|55.4] 56 | 982
December 0|ool oloofo|oo| 2| 34af10[169] 15[ 254| 32|542] 59 | 96.6
2001
January oJooloJoo[ofJoo[ 1| 296 [1ra] 13] 241] 34]630[ 54 | 981
February 0loofoJoofofoo| 2| 28 7|123] 16| 281 33| 57.9] 57 | 982
March 0lool oloofo|oo|2|36f4| 71| 17| 304 33|589] 56 | 964
April olool t|z7[ o oo 2| ool 3103 17[ 224| 28 e55] 51 | 941
May 0lool oloofo|oo| 3| 6507|152 11| 239 25|543] 46 | 935
June 0lool oloofo|oolo|oof 7135 15| 288 30|57.7] 52 | 100
July 0|oo] oJoofo|oo]o|oofs5]| 93| 19] 352] 30556 54 | 100
12monthsto | o1 ool o 00| 0] 0.0]10] 2.1 52| 10.9] 140| 20.4 | 273| 57.4] 276 | 97.7
June 2001

Clean livestock policy

The Fresh Meat (Hygiene and Inspection) Regulations
1995 empower an OVS or MHI to prohibit the
slaughter of any animal which is, in their opinion, “so
dirty as to be likely to prevent hygienic dressing
operations if it was taken into the slaughterhall of that
slaughterhouse”. Alternatively, they can require
detention of an animal in a lairage, or require the
occupier of a slaughterhouse to clean the animal prior
to re-presenting it for ante mortem inspection. The
animal’s welfare is given top priority when deciding what
action to take.

It is well recognised that only clean animals should be
presented for slaughter - the slaughter of dirty livestock
can compromise the hygienic operation of the
slaughterhouse. Since its launch on 1 April 1995, the MHS
has taken a very firm line regarding the slaughter and dressing
of dirty livestock. The launch of a specific strategy on
clean livestock was reported in MHER #2 - June 1997.

The MHS Clean Livestock Policy recognises 5 levels of
fleece or hide contamination and gives advice on action
to be taken in each category.

Action taken on “dirty” livestock

Only animals in categories 1 and 2 may normally be
slaughtered. Only under exceptional circumstances eg
for overriding welfare concerns, may category 3 animals
be slaughtered, and the situation must be even more
extreme before category 4 animals can be considered.
Normally, the OVS will give the supplier or abattoir
management the option of retaining and attempting to
remedy the conditions of the animals on site (for instance
by detaining animals in a lairage overnight to dry them
out) or returning the animals to source, provided their
welfare is not compromised.

Results

The tables below show the rejection rates for cattle and
sheep by month since August 2000, together with the
percentage of throughput for those falling into categories
3, 4 and 5 of the MHS Clean Livestock Policy.
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Cattle
No cattle | % cattle Monthly
Month rejected rejected | throughput
2000
August 228 0.1% 159,776
Septembe 367 0.2% 157,654
October 509 0.2% 211,515
November 887 0.5% 178,716
December 685 0.4% 193,647
2000
January 1,183 0.7% 160,944
February 599 0.4% 161,215
March 339 0.3% 126,501
April 442 0.4% 117,150
May 608 0.5% 128,525
June 467 0.4% 129,865
July 489 0.3% 164,695
#é?:[‘ths 6,803 0.4% 1,890,203

Slaughter of animals in categories 3 & 4

There are inevitably occasions when animals in categories
3 or 4 must be slaughtered, usually when the animal’s
welfare would suffer as a result of a journey back to the
producer. In these circumstances the OVS must decide
if he or she will permit slaughter for sale for human
consumption, under strictly controlled conditions, or
humane destruction and disposal. If slaughter for sale
for human consumption is permitted, additional control
measures are adopted so that the animals can be dressed
hygienically. These include decreasing the line speed or
decreasing the number of carcases on a line at any one
time. If, in the event, the workforce is unable to dress
these animals hygienically, slaughter is stopped. In all
cases, action is taken to ensure that any animals
slaughtered for human consumption are handled with
the utmost regard for hygiene. Where animals are
despatched from the premises, MHS staff in other plants
are contacted and informed of the circumstances, in case
the same animals are re-presented at another abattoir.

Sheep
No sheep] % sheep Monthly
Month rejected rejected | throughput
2000
August 6,824 0.4% 1,587,455
Septembenq 20,792 1.3% 1,629,585
October 27,348 1.3% 2,075,903
November| 32,734 1.9% 1,703,610
December| 17,702 0.9% 2,034,144
2001
January 12,725 0.9% 1,350,650
February 10,290 0.9% 1,199,326
March 7,551 1.2% 624,185
April 10,701 2.0% 532,057
May 7,439 1.2% 625,175
June 3,565 0.5% 757,274
July 2,282 0.2% 1,156,539
12 months
TOTAL 159,953 1.0% 15,275,903
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The information given below gives details on a monthly basis of the action taken on animals which were in
categories 3-5 when first presented for ante mortem inspection.

Cattle
2000 2001 Total From
Month| Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug 2001
No of animals réected 228 367 509 887 685 1,188 594 33p 44 603 467 B9 6,803
Detained in lairage overnight 90 142 185 313 123 147 95 50 39 33 3] 1 1,254
and ante-mortem next day 39.5%| 38.79% 36.3% 353% 1800 12.4% 159% 14|7% 8|8% H3% .6% 1.4%18.4%
Cleaned before being 15 22 136 256 276 514 228 27 56 11p 208 119 2,033

represented for ante-mortem | 6695 | 6.000| 26794 28.9% 403% 434 381% 8.4% 127% 19.1% 4h.5% 36.69%29.9%
Detained and re-presented latef 96 78 106 259 201 302 127 84 137 16B 8y 143 1,788
same day for ante-mortem 421%| 21.3% 20.8% 2929 29306 25H% 21.p% 24|8% 31.0% 2F.6% 18.6% P9.29@6.3%
Reject for slaughter and disposg 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

as unfit 0.0% | 00%| 00%| 004 004 00% 00% 006 04% 0% 0% o% 0.0%

11 34 58 14| 112| 187 97 0 0 0 0 0 613

48% | 9.3%| 11494 129% 164% 158% 163% 00% 0p% olove dow  §.0% 9.0%
Allow animals to be slaughteredi 16 109 62 94 40 224| 105 20  26] 326 19 240 1,858

Reject for slaughter

under special precautions 7.0% | 29.7%| 12294 106% 58% 18.9% 17.5% 605% 5940% 53.9% 3B.0% $3.2997.3%
Slaughter allowed to proceed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 0 0 43
and subsequently stopped 0.0% | 00%]| 00%] 0094 0.0 00% 00% 0006 00% 7.0% 0% 0% 0.6%
Other 0 1 11 36 21 9 0 0 13 0 0 3 94
0.0% 0.3% 2.2% 4.1% 3.19 0.8% 0.0% 0.000 2.9% 0.9% 010% 6% 1.4%
Sheep
2000 2001 Total From
Month| Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug 2001
No of animals rejected 6,824 | 20,793 27,348 32,734 17,7p2 12,125 10290 7/551 1D, 701 |,439 |3,565 2,2%259 953
Detained in lairage ovemight 4,263 | 10,789 14,87p 13,092 6,784 5200 2,946 409 41179 1,482 829 513 65,97
and ante-mortem next dar 62.5%| 51.99 54.4% 40.0% 383pp 41.3% 28p% 54% 391% 19.9% 3% P2.5%0 9%
Cleaned before being 1,244 | 5,068 11,349 146345 9918 6,71 5352 3847 5|820 3,294 888 334 68,160
represented for ante-mortem | 18:2%| 24494 415% 447% 56.00 52.4% 520% 50[9% 544% 4f3% 34.9% |4.6% v
Detained and re-presented late 1,811 | 6,008 4,719 6,194 2491 1,684 1H5 2y7 1,p52 P18 1,398 773 29,830
same da for ante-mortem 26.5%| 28.99%9 17.3% 189% 138 13.3% 18Pp% 3F7% 194% 1P3% J9.2% 3.9% 8.6%
Reject for slaughter and disposke 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 3 0 19
as urfit 0.0% | 00%| 00%| 009 00% 00% 00 006 04w 0p% 0% do% (g
S 228 | 1280 738 1539 5571 1086 78 g 24 [ 6.170
Reject for slaughter '
) 9 33% | 6.2%| 27%| 479 319 80% 7646 006 04% 0% O0p% Q1% 3994
Allow animals to be slaughtered 170 431 495 | 1,084 591 454 1848 3687 4367 1,878 11 $95 16,563
under special precautions 25% | 21%| 1.8%| 33%W 33% 36% 180% 48P% 40B% 292% 25.6% F0.5%10.4%
Slaughter allowed to proceed 0 0 4 61 0 0 0 288 328 17 10 16 724
and subseuently staoped 00% | 00%| 00%| 0294 00% 00% 00 386 33% 0p% O0B% g% s
Other 94 0 40 592 332 337 166 250 394 16p [0 q 2,366
1.4% 0.0% 0.1% 1.8% 1.99 2.6% 1.6% 3.3% 3.4% 2.P% 00% 0% 1.5%
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(. Cattle throughput does not include animals processed under the Over Thirty Month Slaughter Scheme\

and the Selective Cull, which are not for human consumption.
» “Dirty” livestock may be subject to more than one type of action

» “Other” types of action may include detention over weekend, bedding up to go last, clipping by owner
(sheep only), holding on abattoir farm and re-assessing later (which may allow the animals to dry out),
\_ returning to farm or livestock market.

J

Cattle Rejection Statistics Sheep Rejection Statistics
No. . No. .
. No. occasiong . . No. occasiong .
No. consignments % warnings consignmentg % warnings
e local plant No. sheep S local plant
Cattle |containing ong compared . containing one compared
. MHS staff . rejected MHS staff .
Month rejected or more with Month or more with
. warned of . for . warned of .
for animals . consignmentd animals . consignment
. rejected . slaughter] . rejected .
slaughter] rejected for . rejected rejected for . rejected
consignmentd consignment
slaughter slaughter
2000 2000
August 11 2 2 100% August 228 9 6 66.7%
September 34 12 9 75.0% September| 1,280 36 24 66.7%
QOctober 58 13 6 46.2% October 738 33 23 69.7%
November 114 41 27 65.9% November | 1,532 40 31 77.5%
December 112 36 25 69.4% December 557 18 12 66.7%
2001 2001
January 187 58 46 79.3% January 1,015 17 15 88.2%
February 97 30 23 76.7% February 787 16 9 56.3%
March 0 0 0 0.0% March 0 0 0 0.0%
April 0 0 0 0.0% April 24 1 0 0.0%
May 0 0 0 0.0% May 0 0 0 0.0%
June 0 0 0 0.0% June 6 2 0 0.0%
July 0 0 0 0.0% July 3 1 0 0.0%
12 months 12 months
TOTAL 613 192 138 71.9% TOTAL 6,170 173 120 69.4%
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Statutory enforcement action

Thehre 1sa spectrun}fof enfol:cementkactlon tI;]at (NOTE: This section reports on enforcement\
authorised MHS staff can take to make sure that action related specifically to meat hygiene and

Iigenged premises oper_ate within_ the law. This starts authorised officers of the Meat Hygiene Service.
with mformal oral a(_jwce and gm_dance, and propeeds Itis not intended to give a comprehensive picture
through wrltFen advice ar_1d warnings to the Service of of all enforcement action available to all food law
stat_uto_r;_/ notices, and ultlmateI)_/ to the prosec_utlon of enforcement officers.

an individual or company and licence revocation. An \_ )
article covering the range of statutory notices available

to authorised MHS staff appeared in MHER #1 (May

1997). The number of statutory notices served during ~ Figures may change slightly month on month. Changes

the last 12 months to July 2001 is given below. are indicated by italics
2000 2001 12 months
Aug | Sep| Oct| Nov| Dec| Jan] Fehl Maq Apr| May| Jun]| Jul TOTAL
Minded to Notice' 23 |34 |54 |54 |42 |38 | 21| 24| 39| 18| 1| 0 [a4s
No premisep 16 18 24 2 1b 1B 13 9 13 8 1 0 154
Regulation 10 Notice 20 32 22 35 10 19 14 12 20 2325 |28 260
No premisep 14 17 13 14 1 1P n 11 8 21 20 19 1624
Improvement Notice 15 8 16 19 37 11 23 8 3 15 32 53239
No premisep 10 7l g 1] 14 b b b P 2 43 5 111
Emergency prohibition |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
No premisep 0 0 0 0 q ( ( ) D D l) 0
Voluntary Plant Closurel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 LO
No premisep 0 0 0 d d q ( 0 D ) D 0
! Following the coming into force of the Regulatory
Reform Act 2001 on 10 April 2001, enforcement
authorities in England and Wales are no longer required
to issue a “Minded To” Notice before serving an
Improvement Notice under the Food Safety Act 1990.
Instead, in addition to a verbal warning, if time permits,
OVSs have been asked to issue a formal written warning
before serving an Improvement Notice.
Informal enforcement MHS Disciplinary Action
Written Verbal | Action plans drawn A disciplinary hearing has been held into an alleged
wamings | wamings | up fo'\',\cl’;‘;'r:‘ig "Z”“e” breach of the Welfare of Animals (Slaughter or Killing)
2000 2 Regulations 1995. The member of the MHS
August 113 64 36 inspection team concerned has received a written warning
September 127 51 66 after acting irritably with calves which could have caused
October 125 43 50 them over excitement.
November 99 75 56
December 87 99 96
2001
January 81 104 127
February 73 124 124
March 42 86 120
April 43 98 122
May 66 136 161
June 89 125 172
July 111 132 22
12 months
TOTAL 1,056 1,137 1,152
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Audit of Meat Hygiene Service

The Meat Hygiene Service is audited by the Veterinary
Public Health Operations Division of the Food
Standards Agency. The purpose of the audit is to
determine whether MHS operations, practices and
activities at supervised abattoirs and cutting plants
comply with the requirements specified in the MHS
Operations Manual, relevant legislation and Codes of
Practice: it is not an inspection of the premises.

There are currently nine Veterinary Meat Hygiene
Advisers who carry out the audits. Each is scheduled
to complete six audits, each quarter.

Each audit comprises a review of MHS responsibilities
including the following areas:

Enforcement

Animal Welfare

Post-mortem and Ante-mortem inspection
Health marking and Veterinary certification
SRM and animal by-products

Hygiene Assessment System score
Documentation

Retention of records

Residue sampling

Ensuring operators have complied with requirements for:
Pest control
Water testing
Staff training
Cleaning
Medical certificates
Commercial documentation

Number of audits by VMHAs in red meat premises in GB

Type of premises 2001 Total April 2000 2001

Jan | Feb | Mar| to March 2001 | April | May |June | July
Full throughput slaughterhousq 4 g P 36 1 4 2 5
Full throughput cutting plant 4 1 2 55 1 4 3 1
Low throughput slaughterhousg y [( D 25 1 0 2 1
Low throughput cutting plant 0 1 0 5 1 0 0 0
Cold store 0 1 0 38 0 0 2 0
Total 10 8 4 159 4 8 9 7

Number of audits by VMHAs in white meat premises in GB

Type of premises 2001 Total April 2000 2001
Jan | Feb | Mar| to March 2001 | April | May |June | July
Full throughput slaughterhouse ] K [l 9 1 1 1 3
Full throughput cutting plant 1 1 il 30 0 2 1 0
Low throughput slaughterhousg d [( P 7 0 0 0 1
Low throughput cutting plant 0 1 il 9 0 1 0 1
Cold store 0 1 0 23 0 0 2 0
Total 2 6 5 78 1 4 4 5
Follow-up critical:- public health: any non-compliance which

If any problems - non-compliances - are found, they
are discussed with the OVS responsible for the premises
and in some cases the POVS, both of whom may have
accompanied the VMHA when the audit was being
carried out. These discussions occur during and
immediately after the audit so that immediate remedial
action can be taken, where necessary. This is followed
by a written audit report to the OVS and POVS. The
MHS Regional Director is also given a copy.

Each non-compliance is categorised according to the
following definitions:

causes an immediate, serious risk to public
health requiring immediate corrective action
by the MHS;

- animal welfare: any non-compliance which
permits an animal to sustain any avoidable
excitement, pain or suffering;

major:- any non-compliance which may have significant
implications for public health or animal welfare
and which constitutes a clear breach of working
instructions or an unequivocal failure to fulfil
a statutory duty; or

minor:- any non-compliance which does not fall into
either of the above.

MHER #2
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VMHA Audit of HAS scores

The table below shows the number of plants where a
HAS non-compliance has been recorded i.e. the OVS
has not completed the HAS score assessment according
to the instructions in the MHS Operations Manual.

2000 2001 12 month

Aug | Sep| Oct] Nov] Ded Jar Felﬁ Mar Apf May Jun| Julyl TOTAL
Red meat | Slaughterhouge Full throughplt 1 2 11 2 0 1 0] O 0 0 2 10
Low throughput 0 0 o] 1 0 0 0 0] 0 0 1 0 2
Cutting Plant | Full throughput 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 1 11
Low throughput 0 0 ol o 0 0 0 0] O 0 0 1 1
White meat| Slaughterhouge Full throughptit 0 1 01 1 0 1 0] O 0 0 0 4
Low throughput 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 o] o 0 0 0 1
Cutting Plant | Full throughput 0 o 1 0 0 0 0 o] o 0 0 0 1
Low throughput 0 0 0l O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Monthly Total 1 4 4 4 3 2 2 1 1 1 3 4 30

in the Agency’s Veterinary Public Health
Operations Division on +44 (0)191 286 9210
email: kenneth.clarke@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk

I For further information, contact Kenneth Clarke

Legal Action
Actions completed

Food Standards Agency

Maddock

At Bridgend Magistrates’ Court on 16 July 2001,
Mr William Maddock, who operates an abattoir in
Maesteg, West Glamorgan, pleaded guilty to ten
offences under the Fresh Meat (Hygiene and Inspection)
Regulations 1995 for failing to comply with a number
of Improvement Notices served in relation to
deficiencies at his slaughterhouse. He was fined £500
and ordered to pay £500 costs.
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Actions continuing

Food Standards Agency

Mutchmeats

Mr John Edward Mutch, company director, and
Mr Peter Frederick Rawbone, slaughterhouse manager
at Mutchmeats, a slaughterhouse and cutting plant in
Witney, Oxfordshire have been charged with
obstruction of an OVS. At Banbury Magistrates’ Court
on 26 July, the trial date was adjourned to 2-3 October
2001.

DEFRA

Askar

Mr Mohammed Askar, who operates a butcher’s shop
trading as RA Meats in Smethwick, West Midlands,
has been charged with offences under the Poultry, Game,
Farmed Game Bird Meat and Rabbit Meat (Hygiene
and Inspection) Regulations 1995 and the Fresh Meat
(Hygiene and Inspection) Regulations 1995. The case
was due to be heard at Warley Magistrates’ Court on
31 August 2001.

Dibb

An appeal against conviction and sentence by Mr Bryan
Dibb, who kept sheep at Moorhill Farm in Calderdale,
West Yorkshire due to be heard at Bradford Crown Court
on 23 August 2001, was adjourned to a date to be fixed.
Mr Dibb had been sentenced at Calderdale Magistrates’
Court on 18 May 2001 following his conviction at an
earlier hearing (see MHER #50).

Princes Ltd and Artur J Granby & Sons
(Liverpool) Ltd

These companies have been charged with offences under
the Minced Meat and Meat Preparations (Hygiene)
Regulations 1995. At Liverpool Magistrates’ Court on
30 August 2001, the case was adjourned to a date to be
fixed.

Investigations

The Food Standards Agency investigates alleged offences
under the Fresh Meat (Hygiene and Inspection)
Regulations 1995, the Poultry Meat, Farmed Game
Bird Meat and Rabbit Meat (Hygiene and Inspection)
Regulations 1995 and Wild Game Meat (Hygiene and
Inspection) Regulations 1995. The Agency also
investigates, on behalf of DEFRA, allegations of offences
under the Welfare of Animals (Slaughter or Killing)
Regulations 1995 at licensed premises.

MHER #2
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Glossary

Cold store

Premises used for cold storage of meat for human
consumption - not part of a slaughterhouse, cutting plant
or farmed game processing or handling facility

Cutting plant

Premises used for cutting up fresh meat for human
consumption

DEFRA

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (formerly
MAFF)

Dressing

Processes involved in turning a slaughtered animal into fresh
meat, e.g. removal of skin and viscera

Emergency prohibition notice

A Statutory Notice that can be issued by authorised officers
to act against an immediate risk of injury to human health.
See MHER #1

FSA
Food Standards Agency

HACCP

Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point - systematic
assessment of production process identifying key areas
for control

HAS

Hygiene Assessment System - risk-based method of
assessing hygiene standards in licensed slaughterhouses
and cutting plants - generates the HAS score

Hygiene Regulations

The Fresh Meat (Hygiene and Inspection) Regulations
1995, the Poultry Meat, Farmed Game Bird Meat and
Rabbit Meat (Hygiene and Inspection) Regulations 1995,
and the Wild Game Meat (Hygiene and Inspection)
Regulations 1995

Improvement notice

A Statutory Notice that can be issued when informal
action has not achieved results, there remains a risk to
public health and when a Regulation 10 notice is not
appropriate. It specifies improvements to plant,
procedures or equipment that need to be made to remove
a risk to public health. See MHER #1

MHI

Meat Hygiene Inspector - together with OVSs, make up
the Hygiene Inspection Teams stationed at individual
licensed slaughterhouses

MHS

Meat Hygiene Service - Agency of the FSA responsible
for enforcement of hygiene, welfare at slaughter and SRM
controls at premises licensed under the Fresh Meat
(Hygiene and Inspection) Regulations 1995 (as
amended). Also carries out meat inspection and health
marking, and provides export certification where required
by importing country or Community rules.

Minded-to notice

A Statutory Notice that must be issued by authorised officers
before an improvement notice can be served. They give
plant operators a specified period to make representations
before further action is taken. See MHER #1

ovs

Official Veterinary Surgeon - together with MHIs, make
up the Hygiene Inspection Teams stationed at individual
licensed slaughterhouses

POVS

Principal Official Veterinary Surgeon - based at regional
level, POVSs are responsible for overall supervision of
OVSs and MHIs at plants in their geographical area
Regulation 10 notice

A Statutory Notice that can be issued by authorised
officers to prohibit the use of equipment, or any part of
a licensed premises if the relevant requirements of
legislation are not being followed. See MHER #1
Slaughterhouse

Any place used for slaughtering animals for human
consumption

State Veterinary Service (SVS)

DEFRA’s veterinary body dealing with all animal health
and welfare matters. Covers Great Britain and plays a major
role in advising on and implementing animal health policy.
VMHA

\eterinary Meat Hygiene Adviser - employed by the Food
Standards Agency. VMHAs are field-based veterinary
staff with a major role in the audit of the MHS, licensing
of meat plants, and other activities

Further information

If you would like to receive regular monthly copies of the
Meat Hygiene Enforcement Report, or know of anyone
who would like to do so; if you require back issues, or if
you have any general comments, queries or suggestions,
contact Jill Wilson on +44 (0)20 7276 8315 or 8313, or
write to:-

Mrs J Wilson, MHER Editor

Room 311C, Aviation House

125 Kingsway

LONDON WC2B 6NH
Fax: +44 (0)20 7276 8308
email: jill.wilson@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk
The contents of this Report together with back issues and
related material, can be found on the Food Standards
Agency website at: www.foodstandards.gov.uk
Recipients should note that copyright restrictions are waived
and this Report can be freely reproduced in whole or in
part. Acknowledgement of source would be appreciated.

\. J
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