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Published Papers

The following published paper(s) enclosed on this file have been
removed and destroyed. Copies may be found elsewhere in The
National Archives.

1. Command 687: Salmonella in Eggs: response of the
Government to the First Report from the House of

Commons Agricultural Committee 1988-89 Session,
HMSO, 9 May 1989

. Command 993: Salmonella in Eggs: response of the
Government to the Progress Report from the House of

Commons Agriculture Committee 1989-90 Session
HMSO, March 1990 [ISBN 0 10 109932 0]
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

27 February 1990

SATMONELIA TN EGGS

The Prime Minister has seen the Minister
of Agriculture's minute of 26 February. She
was happy with the proposed response to the
House of Commons Agriculture Committee and
content that it should be published in the
form of a Command Paper.

I am copying this letter to the Private
Secretaries to members of MISC 138 and to Sir
Robin Butler.

Andy Lebrecht, Esq.,
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food.




Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Whitehall Place, London SW1A 2HH

From the Minister
PRIME MINISTER

SALMONELLA IN EGGS

On Tuesday 9 January the House of Commons Agriculture Committee
published its Progress Report on Salmonella In Eggs. This, very

short, Report made three points of substance:

i) The Government should re-double its efforts to secure

Community wide measures to control

salmonella

infections in poultry:;

The Government should seek an dppropriate derogation

from any EC Egg Marketing Regulations to allow all UK

The Government should for

compensation carefully.

The draft response attached addresses al1l three points in a

positive way, which should be welcomed by the Committee. However

there remains the dlfflCUlt issue of pPreventing thé import of

salmonella infected eggs. Whilst W€ can agree with the

Commlttee S view on how we should carry this issue forward as
4

the response makes clear there are a number of MPs and

other

1nterested partles who will wish to go further. I would hope

that progress on the introduction of Communlty wide measures to

control salmonella infection in poultry flocks will reduce the

action to control

imports. N ' B - ;

e —————————

number calling for direct uglawful)

e e —— e

/It is important. ..
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It is important that Government keeps cqntrol of publicity for
the response and it should therefore be published as a Command
Péper, in the usual way. Officials at the Department of Health
who have been involved with the preparation, agree with this
view. I should be grateful therefore for authority to submit the
gttachethesponse to the Agriculture Committee, in the form of a

Command Paper, at Eﬂé earliest opportunity (subject to any

overriding publicity needs).

I am copying this minute to other members of MISC 138 and to
Sir Robin Butler.

Y

MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE,
FISHERIES AND FOOD
J(> FEBRUARY 1990
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SALMONELLA IN EGGS

Response of the Government to the Progress Report from the House

of Commons Agriculture Committee 1989/90 Session.

presented to Parliament by the Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Food, the Secretary of State for Wales, The Secretary of
State for Health, the Secretary of State for Scotland and The

secretary of State for Northern Island by Command of Her Majesty.

MARCH 1990




SALMONELLA IN EGGS

RESPONSE OF THE GOVERNMENT TO THE PROGRESS REPORT FROM THE HOUSE
OF COMMONS AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE

Introduction

i This memorandum sets out the Government's response to the

Agriculture Committee's Progress Report on Salmonella in Eggs.

2., The Government welcomes the Committee's review of the
measures adopted to combat the salmonella problem. It notes that
the Committee, while acknowledging the need for time to assess
the effectiveness of the measures, has not recommended any
changes to the steps taken to protect public health except in

relation to imported eggs.

Salmonella and imported eggs

35 The Government shares the Committee's concern over eggs

—————— e — — e —— —
- - ——

imported from countries which have ‘not taken” comprehensive
measures to control salmonella. It agrees that the solution lies

in securing Community-wide measures to control salmonella

infection in poultry flocks. The Minister of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food raised this issue at the meeting of the
Agriculture Council on 22-23 January 1990 and pressed the
Commission to present proposals to the Council at the earliest

possible opportunity. The Commissioner's response was

encouraging; he said that discussions would start soon with

experts with the aim to have these measures in.force by mid 1990.

Marking of eggs

4, The Government has carefully considered the Committee's

suggestion that all UK - produced eggs should be permitted to
bear a British identification mark.
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S There are doubts about the value of stamping eggs. The
British Egg Marketing Board decided to end stamping believing it
detracted from the image of the egg as a fresh product. It was
found that unstamped eggs, not marketed through the Board,
attracted a premium as consumers considered unstamped eggs to be
a fresher product. For this reason and the additional costs

involved it is doubtful whether packers would take up the option

widely.
6. As the Committee recognised it would also require a change
to the EC Council Regulation on egg marketing standards.

Discussions on revised Council (and Commission) Regulations have
been going on for some time but there are no indications that
revised Regulations will be adopted in the near TUEUre.,
Moreover, our priority 1is to persuade the EC rapidly to adopt
stringent controls on Salmonella infection in poultry throughout

the Community.

7. It is already legally possible to put orlgln terms on small

retail packs of eggs under the EC regulatlons already mentioned

(proviaéd that certain simple records are Kkept by the producer
and the packer and made available for inspection by the Egg
Marketing Inspectorates of the Agricultural Departments). These
origin terms can relate to either the whole Member State in which
the eggs were produced, or to a region of it. For example
"United Kingdom', '"British'", "Northern Irish" or "Norfolk" would
all be acceptable. Ministers have pointed out to the Industry
this possible course of action. Equally retailers who sell home
produced eggs are free to advartlse that fact in their stores.
In these ways the trade can enable UK consdmefquéhlééHEI§§“ home
produced eggs when they are deciding what to buy. The Government
considers that this represents the most practical way of meeting

the Committee's concern.

Compensation

8. The Government notes the Committee's comments on the levels

of compensation paid when salmonella-infected flocks are
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compulsorily slaughtered. The payments have to be calculated in
accordance with the provisions of the Animal Health Act 1981, as
applied through the Zoonoses Order 1989, which requires
compensation to be the value of the birds at the time of

slaughter. Subject to the constraints of the legislation the

compensation scales are to be revised by the Government in 1line

with increases 1in commercial prices and will be kept under

regular review in the future. Producers will continue to have
the right to take the matter to independent arbitration if they

disagree with the Ministry's wvaluation.







SCOTTISH OFFICE
WHITEHALL. LONDON SWIA 2AU

COMMERCIAL - IN CONFIDENCE

The Rt Hon John Selwyn Gummer MP
Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Whitehall Place West

LONDON
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SALMONELLA: ACTION ON POULTRY BREEDING FLOCKS
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In my letter of 19 July to John-MacGregor, I outlined my concerns about
“his proposal to introduce an immediate compulsory slaughter scheme for
infected broiler-breeder flocks and suggested that an interim measure
might be necessary. Having considered the matter further I remain of
the view that such action is essential in the interests of ensuring that the
measures which we take do indeed lead to the benefits to public health

which we are seeking while at the same time avoiding devastating effects
on the UK industry.

My proposal comprises two elements. 1 agree that we should introduce an
immediate compulsory slaughter scheme in respect of infected foundation
stock ie elite and grandparent stock. It would however be essential to be
clear what this involves. 1 would suggest that only these birds which
are found to be infected should be subject to compulsory slaughter. All
others in the same house or site would be allowed to continue in
production but would of course be subject to monitoring and testing
under the arrangements which we are introducing. If we were to require
slaughter of all birds in a house, or worse still on a site containing
several houses, in which infected birds had been found the effect on the
industry would be disastrous because large quantities of replacement
stock of varying ages could not readily be obtained at short notice, and
the compensation implications could in any event be enormous with some
elite stock being valued at up to £200.

The second element would relate to parent stock. Recause of the complex
nature of the breeding cycle, it would be impossible to replace
compulsorily slaughtered parent birds immediately. Replacements would
require to be bred from day old. In the paper enclosed with your letter
of 3 July, you estimated that infection among broiler breeders could be of
the order of 10-20% nationally. Given the tight margins to which the
industry works the effect on its production of a slaughter programme on
this scale would I believe be very serious since it would not be possible

to obtain sufficient eggs from grandparent stocks to replace slaughtered
flocks in the required time period.

The shortfall in broiler meat production could be made up only by
imports. There would be no guarantee whatsoever that imported poultry
meat would be free from salmonella. We would therefore have made no
advance in our aim of reducing the risk to public health while we would

HMP206M2. 045 1.




at the same time have inflicted enormous economic damage on our own
industry.

I suggest therefore that for parent stock we introduce an arrangement for
a strictly limited period whereby infected stock would be allowed to
remain in the production cycle until end of lay. There would be a
requirement that it would then be replaced by certified clean stock.
Given the nature of the industry's production cycle, such an arrangement
would have the effect of clearing some 50% of the national flock within a
period of no more than six months and the whole replacement process
would be completed within 60 weeks. The breathing space thus provided
would give time for the slaughtering of infected elite and grandparent
stocks, the replacement of infected parent stocks and the measures which
the industry is taking to eliminate salmonella from breeding houses and
poultry feed to reduce the problem to a level at which the introduction of
a comprehensive programme of compulsory slaughterings would not have a
seriously damaging effect on the industry's output. 1 believe that such
action would have the effect of ensuring as far as is possible a planned
transition to clean breeding stock without disruption to market supply
while avoiding the risk of increased imports giving rise to dangers to
public health over which we would have little control.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister, the other
members of MISC 138 and Sir Robin Butler. y

F 4
/

MALCOLM RIFKIND

HMP206M2. 045







DEPARTMENT OF IHEALTI AND SOCIAL SECURITY
Richmond House, 79 Whitchall, London SWIA 2NS
Telephone 01-210 3000

From the Secretary of State for BatKBakatX Health

NI _
NOIT ot .gpp

\g@e Rt Hon John Major MP
*hief Secretary to the Treasury
HM Treasury
Parliament Street
LONDON SW1 oLl July 1989

Do Dot

SALMONELLA: ACTION ON POULTRY BREEDING FLOCKS

Provg
John MacGregor wrote to you ong;,&ufy setging out hils proposals for
the next steps which he consid€rs necessary to combat salmonella 1n
poultry. As he indicates 1n that letter, officials in my Department
were consulted and endorsed the approach 1n principle. I too
endorse the proposals.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, other members of
MISC 138 and Sir Robin Butler.

KENNETH CLARKE







SCOTTISH OFFICE
WHITEHALL. LONDON SWIA 2AU

£ :O
O scoTLAY

The Rt Hon John MacGregor

Minister of Agriculture Fisheries & Food
Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries & Food
Whitehall Place

LONDON

SW1 19 July 1989

Ve

SALMONELLA: ACTION ON POULTRY BREEDING FLOCKS

- Ploys
I have seen your letter gf-3July to John Major. 1 agree fully with your
conclusion that there is a need to take action to reduce the incidence of

salmonella in broilers and that the correct way of accomplishing this would
be to remove infected broiler-breeder flocks. I also agree that this
should be done through the introduction of a compulsory slaughter with
compensation scheme as proposed in the paper enclosed with his letter.

I am however concerned that the immediate introduction of such a scheme
could have far reaching economic effects on the broiler industry in the
UK. The elimination of parent stock, which could not immediately be
replaced, would result in an instant decrease in broiler production
(120-160 broilers per parent bird). Loss of markets would follow and in
some cases, given the low profit margin to which the industry works,
closure could occur. Moreover, any shortfall in UK production would be
met by imports. As no other Member State operates salmonella control

measures such as we are introducing, the risk to public health would
not have been reduced.

In your draft paper, you discuss an alternative approach which would
permit the sale of eggs from infected flocks for hatching until the end of
the laying period was reached. Action to clear salmonella would be
taken at that time. I agree with your conclusion that in itself this
alternative would not be an adequate response to the problem. However,
if this were to be introduced as an interim measure with a compulsory
slaughter scheme replacing it in, say, eighteen months time, it seems to
me likely that this would not be inconsistent with our general aims while
ensuring that the industry did not suffer sudden collapse. It would also
be less costly to operate as the industry themselves would be bearing the
costs of replacing stocks at the end of lay with birds tested free of
salmonella. The number of birds subject to compulsory slaughter and
compensation should be much reduced.

I would want to be very clear about the implications of such an approach,
however, before concluding that it would be the right one and my
officials are currently considering the details urgently. I will write to
you again about this as early as possible next week.

HMP200L7.044




I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister, the other
members of MISC 138 and Sir Robin Butler.

MALCOLM RIFKIND

HMP200L7.044
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UNCLASSIFIED

The Rt Hon John MacGregor OBE MP
Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food

Whitehall Place
London
SW1A 2HH

1B July 1989

Near Mnides,

SALMONELLA: ACTION ON POULTRY BREEDING FLOCKS
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Thank you for your letter of 3 July, enclosing a
subject.
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Nevertheless, I fully appreciate tne d fety and public health
concerns raised by salmonella, and, Qg. discussions earlier
this year on the slaughter scheme fo ying flocks, I assume that
there is no scope at present for not offering compensation or for
getting the industry to fund it. I am therefore content to agree
to your proposals, subject to the following.
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In respect of the likely costs in
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In respect of the costs in future years, you propose yet another
Survey bid. I should be grateful if you would look carefully t
all your domestic agriculture bids, so that when we meet toO
discuss them you will be 1in a position to let me know the
relative priority of this bid.
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As you say in your letter, evaluation of the scheme is important,
and I suggest that your officials agree an evaluation plan with
mine as soon as possible, including whether the cost tails off as

expected.

The values on which compensation for the slaughtered birds would
be based should be the minimum defensible, and should be agreed
between our officials.

The introduction of the scheme as you propoSe€ is without prejudice
+ro the outcome of your review of the Animal Health Act (on which
ycu are planning to report this month), and on the understanding
+hat, if still necessary, the scheme could be changed if that
review opened up the possibility of withdrawing compensation Or
getting the industry to fund it.

I sincerely hope that my agreement to this scheme will
there is no gquestion 1in the future of paying
1 —

+ o3

slaughter for broiler flOCkKS.

IR
7NN

?P JOHN MAJOR

\ ho Chef Seercnn a2




Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Whitehall Place, London SW1A 2HH

From the Minister

The Rt Hon John Major MP

Chief Secretary to the Treasury
Treasury Chambers

Parliament Street

London

SW1P 3AG 2" July 1989
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SALMONELLA: ACTION ON POULTRY BREEDING FLOCKS

I enclose a paper setting out my proposals for the next steps which
I believe to be necessary to combat salmonella in poultry. With
one small exception (see below) this is essentially identical to

one already discussed by our officials.

There are three elements to the proposals; the possibility of
slaughtering birds in appropriate cases in so-called "grandparent"
flocks, the slaughter of infected 1layer-breeder flocks (where
salmonella does not in practice seem to be much of a problem) and,
most important, the elimination of infected broiler-breeder flocks.

I am particularly concerned about the third of these. 1Isolations
of salmonella in broiler flocks are running at a substantially
higher level than last year. I fear that if we do not act quickly
we could be faced with a mounting public health problem, and possibly
pressure to introduce compulsory slaughter in the broiler flock -
which would be enormously expensive. By removing infected
broiler-breeder flocks we would be controlling one important route
by which salmonella infection reaches poultry being reared for
consumption. I do not welcome the public expenditure consequences
of doing this but the cost of the compulsory slaughter of broiler
birds would be many times higher.

/1 hope that...




h ]

I hope that you will be able to give your early agreement to the .
proposals set out in the paper, to which I attach great importance

for the reasons I have already outlined. If the measure works,
the cost of the slaughter programme should decline rapidly, and we
will of course review it with your officials after an appropriate
period of operation to ensure that it is working. As the paper
makes clear, 1 must reserve the right to seek access to the
Reserve by means of a spring supplementary as far as funding in
1989/90 is concerned; in addition, it will be necessary to make a
bid in the PES to cover subsequent years.

Finally, I understand that officials at the Department of Health
endorse this approach in principle, and that the paper sets out
the same proposals as were contained in the note which my officials
discussed with yours on 22 June, except that reference has now

been made to the cost of disposal of the slaughtered birds, which
was not initially covered.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister, the
other members of MISC 138, and Sir Robin Butler.

\J

/gw\,w\ 2

JOQN MacGREGOR




SALMONELLA IN POULTRY BREEDING FLOCKS

1. The objective of our policy on salmonella is to minimise the
risk to public health by controlling its incidence in the poultry
population. Naturally a secondary objective is to do so at least
cost. The initial thrust of our policy has been to achieve these
objectives through the elimination of infection where it is found
in poultry flocks producing eggs for human consumption. These
objectives could be frustrated 1f we do not now extend our

existing programme to cover breeding flocks.

2. Although the Zoonoses Order 1989 provides for the slaughter,
with compensation, of poultry of all kinds, the rates of
compensation introduced on 1 March 1989 apply only to commercial
laying hens, not to the more valuable breeding birds. Thus when
salmonella infection is found in a broiler breeding flock in
particular, we go no further than banning the sale for human
consumption of eggs from that flock. The offspring of an
infected breeding flock may still be used for further breeding Or
as broiler poultry so the risk of infected eggs reaching the food
chain is not eliminated, and an important source of infection of
broiler birds which could lead to pressure for a slaughter

measure for broilers, persists.

3% The national breeding flock is not homogeneous. Different
considerations apply to "Grandparent" flocks, and to the two
classes of "parent" flocks, layer-breeders and broiler-breeders,

which this note deals with in turn.

(a) Grandparent flocks

4. These are the carefully selected and maintained pure lines

which are crossbred to produce the parent flocks. In both the

laying and broiler sectors they have long been the subject of

regular voluntary testing by the breeding companies. The

majority are thought to be free of salmonella, and the chance of




3 flock being infected with an invasive salmonella (i.e.
s.enteritidis and s. typhimurium, which have the potential to be
rransmitted inside the egg) may not be great. However, 1if
infection did occur compulsory slaughter might be an appropriate
nealth measure in view of the importance of preventing
rransmission through the production chain, but the cost would be
1ikely to be high. Grandparent birds may Dbe valued at as much as
£47 each. There are thought to be some 270,000 grandparent
pirds; even if 20,000 were slaughtered the cost could be over

£500,000 with compensation paid at 60% of the healthy value.

5 . In practice the owner of a grandparent flock, especially if
it represented a unique line, might prefer to be allowed to keep
trhe flock and breed it free of infection, which would not 1involve
the payment of compensation. This would not be cheap or easy for
rhe flock owner whose birds would have in the meantime to remain
under strict control and whose production could not be sold for
commercial production. It might nonetheless be a realistic
option 1n grandparent flocks because the very much higher value
of grandparent birds, and the way in which they are housed, may
nake it worthwhile to test and isolate individual birds Or groups
of birds in a way that would not be economically feasible 1n, for
example, an ordinary commercial laying flock. This suggests that
while we should have resort to compulsory slaughter where no
slternative is judged to exist it would be appropriate, both 1in
jisease control terms and with regard to minimising exchequer
expenditure, to retain the flexibility to judge each case on its
nerits and, where possible, to stop short of compulsory slaughter

provided it entailed no public health risk.

(p) Parent flocks - Layer breeders

G s Layer-breeder parent flocks produce eggs to be hatched into
laying birds producing eggs for human consumption. So far this
year no layer-breeder flock has been confirmed as infected.
gowever, if this were to happen (and there were two such reports
l1ast year) there would be no alternative but to slaughter the

flock compulsorily since it would not be acceptable to allow




birds derived from such flocks to enter commercial laying flocks
which are subject to compulsory slaughter if infected. Indeed,
the owner of such a laying flock might seek to claim against the
Ministry if we were shown to have knowingly allowed infected
replacement birds to enter the flock. As well as slaughtering an
infected layer breeder flock it would also be necessary
compulsorily to destroy eggs from such a flock in the incubator.
If no action was taken to destroy them some would hatch out (even
if removed from the incubator, 1n some cases) and there would be
an outcry on welfare grounds. In any event, the eggs should be
destroyed to ensure that they did not enter the commercial egg

market.

7% The national layer breeder flock is some % million birds,
and few flocks seem likely to be infected. As indicated above,
no such infection has been found this year, but if four flocks
(twice the number for 1988) of about 8,000 birds each had to be
slaughtered, with compensation at 60% of the healthy wvalue the
cost might be around £135,000. The cost of compensation for the
hatching eggs which would have to be seized and destroyed might
be about £50,000, assuming compensation at 60% of value (see
paragraph 13 below.) However, as a slaughter policy among layer-
breeders would reduce the number of infected birds reaching the

commercial laying flock, this expenditure could be expected -

after a time-lag - to contain what would otherwise be the cost of

our existing slaughter measure for infected laying birds.

- Broiler-breeders

8. Broiler-breeder parent flocks provide Ooffspring which are
grown on to produce table poultry. Up to now, when broiler
breeder flocks have been found to be infected with an invasive
salmonella we have served notices prohibiting the sale of their
surplus eggs for human consumption but we have not restricted the
movement of hatching eggs or chicks for broiler production and we

have not slaughtered any flocks. The rationale has been that




invasive salmonellae are a particular problem in eggs because of
the possibility of eggs not being treated in such a way as to
jestroy the infection, but they pose less risk 1n broilers as it

is recommended that chicken is always thoroughly cooked before

being eaten.

9. We have already published a code of practice about reducing
the risk of salmonella infection among broilers. Nevertheless,
it seems that the infection of broiler flocks with invasive
salmonella is increasing; there have been 306 reported isolations
in broiler flocks so far this year (to 2 June) compared with 276
in the whole of 1988. More significant, isolations have Dbeen
reported in 55 broiler-breeder flocks so far this year compared
with 10 in the whole of 1988, and the SVS believes that some 10-
20% of broiler-breeder flocks may be infected. It is evident
t+hat the breeding flock is an important source of salmonella
infection in broiler poultry; dealing with this infection in the
»reeding flock should reduce its incidence in poultry sold for
human consumption and thereby forestall pressure, which is

already mounting in advance of the usual increase in food

poisoning observed in the summer months, for comprehensive action

at the level of broiler flocks.

10. We therefore consider it essential to take action to
climinate infected broiler-breeder flocks. Estimates of the cost
of doing so by means of a compulsory slaughter and compensation
arrangement must be highly speculative, but assuming compensation
were paid at 60% of the healthy value on 750,000 birds (15% of
+he national breeding flock or the mid-point of the range quoted
above) distributed evenly across the age range, the cost in the

first year might be £1.5 million.

11. We have considered an alternative strategy which would be
both cheaper and carry with it less risk of market disruption.
where an isolation of invasive salmonella was found in a broiler
preeder flock, notices would continue, as now, to be served

prohibiting the sale of eggs from infected flocks for human

consumption. The sale of eggs for hatching would however

continue to be allowed until the end of the laying period, but




once the end of the laying period was reached and the birds had
been slaughtered for human consumption no restocking would be
allowed until the poultry house had been cleansed, disinfected
and tested clear of salmonella. Restocking would have to be with
birds tested free of salmonella. The cost of such an operation
would be minimal as the cost of these operations would be borne
by the producer. 1If, despite these precautions, a flock was
again found to be infected soon after repopulation, compulsory
slaughter of the birds at a young age could be considered since
the risk of market disruption and the likely cost of compensation
would be much less since the birds would be much younger and
therefore worth less. The cost of compensation for 750,000 birds

early in their lives would be some £350,000.

12. This second alternative would not be an adequate response toO
the problem. Even if all possible precautions were taken, 1t
would not be possible to stop the continued supply of infected
eggs to the broiler industry for the duration of the laying
period, which could be up to a year, during which period the
resulting infected poultry would still be getting through to the
consumer. On the other hand the effects of a policy of immediate

slaughter would be felt within weeks.

13. As far as the rate of compensation to be paid is concerned,

all the above figures have been calculated on the basis of the
basic rules applied to laying hens, ie 60% of assessed value.

We do not consider that i1t would be possible to offer less than
60% of the value of the slaughtered birds. This figure was
adopted after detailed discussion between Ministers regarding
laying hens, and is already being challenged by some producers as
not fulfilling the requirement of the Animal Health Act to
compensate at the value at the time of slaughter. The Animal
Health Act requires compensation for poultry to be paid on the
basis of value at the time of slaughter, and the figure of 60%
has been defended on the basis of the assumption that 40% of a
flock would be infected on average. Similar arguments apply to
eggs (see paragraph 7 above); under the Animal Health Act, we

would not be required to pay compensation for eggs from diseased

birds but we would be required to pay compensation for eggs

trom healthy birds and the same ratio would be applied.




14 . Provision would need to be made for the disposal of the
slaughtered birds. It is estimated that in the first year this

would add some £200,000 to the costs of the operations described

above.

15 . Agreement is therefore sought to the following:

(a) the extension of compulsory slaughter to any layer
preeder flock where invasive salmonella infection 1is
found, and to grandparent flocks where veterinary

considerations indicate this to be necessary;

the extension of compulsory slaughter to broiler-breeder

flocks found to be infected with salmonella; and

the payment of compensation in the above cases on the
same basis as commercial layers recognizing that this
value may be considerably higher than for birds 1n

commercial laying flocks.

16. As indicated above, the total cost of these operations could

i
of operation. If the measures work, thelir cost could be

in aggregate amount to some £2.4 million in the first full year

expected toO fall in subsequent years as 1nfected stock was
removed. The extent of such a fall must be uncertain, but an

annual reduction of 40-50% is a reasonable assumption. This

gests that the effect on expenditure over the period 1989/90 -

sug
1992/ 3 might be as follows, 1f the new measures were introduced

25 early as possible in July.

£ million

Financial Years

vears of Cost (reducing 1989/90 1990 /91 1991/92 1992/93
operation by 45% p.a.)

1 2.40 1.8 0.6
2 1,32 0.99
3 0.73
4 0.40




17. We do not have funds in the 1989/90 Estimates to cover
additional programme expenditure nor can we rely on offsetting
savings to meet it. We will review the prospects of obtaining
offsetting savings at the end of 1989 but we must reserve the
right to seek access to the Reserve by way of a spring
supplementary. For subsequent years, it will be necessary to
enter a further PES bid. As far as the effect on running costs
is concerned, these must be a matter for speculation at this
stage. But on the basis that the MAFF bid to cover extra SVS
running costs in this year's PES 1s accepted, we would anticipate
being able to absorb the additional work within existing

resources.

18. As far as appralsal of these steps is concerned, the

measures of achievement will be the level of food poisoning
outbreaks in the human population associated with poultry
products (although these may be distorted given the current
heightened awareness of food safety issues) and the number of

isolations in the various categories of poultry flocks. We are

already following these closely and we will aim to produce an

interim assessment of the effect of the measures now proposed a

year after they are implemented.




10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA
From the Private Secretary 5 May 1989

)4

SALMONELLA IN EGGS:
GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO THE HOC AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE REPORT

This is just to confirm my telephone conversztion with
ycur office yesterday when I said that we would prefer that
the CFRs were not given tc¢ the Committee until the same time
as they were given to the Press. I understand you are content

with this.

I am copying this letter to Stephen Catlin (Lord President's
Office), Murdo Maclean (Chief Whip's Office), Douglas Slater
(Lord Whips' Office), Caroline Brock and Irene Wears (Derartment

of Health), Moira Thompscon (Scottish Office), Vauvghan Watkins
(Welsh Office) and Janet Johnston (HMSO Nine Elms).

71
£

P. A. BEARPARK

R. L. Alderton, Esqg.,
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Focd




Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food

Whitehall Place, (West Block), London SW1A 2HH
Tel: 01-270-3000 Direct line: 01-270- GTN: 270 -= 8509
Telex: 889351 Fax: 01-270-8125

P A Bearpark Esqg.

Prime Minister's Office
10 Downing Street
London SW1A 2AA

SALMONELLA IN EGGS Qe F

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO THE HOC AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE REPORT

Thank you for your letter of 2 May. Mr MacGregor
understands the reasons for your stated preference and
accepts that we should not give the Agriculture Committee
access to the Governments response over a weekend. He does
feel obliged however to show the Agriculture Committee the
normal courtesies and provide it with cCopies some 24 hours
in advance of publication. The intention is
provide copies to the Agriculture Committee at
Monday 8 May, with publication taking place at
Tuesday 9 May.

therefore, to
5:30pm on
3:30pm on

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours

R L Alderton
Parliamentary Clerk
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Private Secretary 2 May 1989

SALMONELLA IN EGGS
GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO THE HOC
AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE REPORT

We spoke about your letter of 2 May
and I explained that I would prefer the
CFRs to be given to the Agriculture Committee
on Monday 8 May at 1000 hours, ie. at
the same time they are given to the press.

I am copying this letter to Stephen
Catlin (Lord President's Office), Murdo
Maclean (Chief Whip's Office), Douglas
Slater (Lord Whips' Office), Caroline
Brock and Irene Wears (Department of
Health), Moira Thompson (Scottish Office),
Vaughan Watkins (Welsh Office) and Janet
Johnston (HMSO Nine Elms).

P. A. BEARPARK

R. L. Alderton, Esq.,

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Food




Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food

Whitehall Place, (West Block), London SW1A 2HH
Tel: 01-270-3000 Direct line: 01-270- GTN: 270 §5¢9
Telex: 889351 Fax: 01-270-8125

Andrew Bearpark Esqg
Prime Minister's Office
10 Downing Street
London SWI1

. a2
ﬂQIZ-'v /] Ar w/

SALMONELLA IN EGGS
GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO THE HOC AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE REPORT

As you know the Government's response to the Agriculture Committee
Report on Salmonella 1in Eggs was agreed by MISC 138 in
correspondence. The Command Paper which forms the response 1S
now being printed and we will be in a position to submit it to
the Agriculture Committee later this week. My Minister is concerned
however that the response should not be subject to 'selective'
leaking in advance of Thursday 4 May. To avoid this possibility.
as far as 1s possible, my Minister does not wish to supply
confidential final revise copies (CFRs) to the Committee until
12.00 noon on Friday 5 May. We would then hope to publish the
Response at 3.30pm on Monday 8 May; one week after the two month
'deadline' for responses to Select Committee Reports. Publication
si11 be announced by means of an inspired PQ and MAFF News
Release. The press will receive eméargoed CFR copies at 10.00am
on the day of publication.

/As we wish




As we wish to submit CFR copies to the Agriculture Committee
more than 48 hours 1in advance of publication, HMSO reguire
confirmation that No 10 is content with the arrangements. I
should be grateful 1if you would supply this confirmation.

I am copyling this letter to Bernard Ingham (No 10), Stephen Catlin
(Lord President's Office), Murdo MacLean (Chief Whips Office)
Douglas Slater (Lords Whips Office), Caroline Brock and Irene Wears
(Department . of Health), Moira Thompson (Scottish Office).

Vaughas Watkms (Welsh Office) and Janet Johnston (HMSO - Nine
Elms) .

R L Alderton
Parliamentary Clerk
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Tel. 01-270 3000 (Switsfwrdd) R Tel. 01-270 3000 (Switchboard)
01-270 (Llinell Union ) 01-270 (Direct Line)

Oddi wrth Ysgritennydd Gwladol Cymru From The Secretary of State for Wales
The Rt Hon Peter Walker MBE MP

CT/4311/89 QS April 1989
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I have seen your ecent minute /to the Prime Minister
enclosing a draft of the consultation paper on cracked eggs.
I am content for the paper to be issued as it stands.

I am copying this letter to members of MISC 138 and to Sir
Robin Butler.

Ve

v

-

The Rt Hon John MacGregor OBE MP

Minister of Agriculture Fisheries and Food
MAFF

Whitehall Place

LONDON SW1A 2HH
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Tel. 01-270 3000 (Switstwrdd) - Tel. 01-270 3000 (Switchboard)
01-270 (Llinell Union) 01-270 (Direct Line)

Oadi wrth Ysgrifennydd Gwladol Cymru From The Secretary of State for Wales
The Rt Hon Peter Walker MBE MP
-

CT/4317/89 : oG April 1989

SALMONELLA IN EGGS:
RESPONSE OF THE GOVERNMENT TO THE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE'S
REPORT - | »

174
Thank you for copying to me your minute of/;?%ﬁpril to the
Prime Minister enclosing a copy of the proposed response.

I am writing to confirm that I am content. withﬁmhe response
as drafted.

Copies of this go to er men £ MISC 138 and to Sir
Robin Butler. '

The Rt Hon John MacGregor OBE MP

Minister of Agriculture Fisheries and
Food

Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and
Food

Whitehall Place

LONDON SW1A 2HH
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SALMONELILA IN EGGS: RESPONSE OF THE GOVERNMENT
TO THE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE'S REPORT

I have seen John MacGregor's minute to you of 17 April covering a draft

response to the Agriculture Committee's report.

I agree the terms of the response and that it should be published as a
White Paper.

I am copying this minute to other members of MISC 138 and to
Sir Robin Butler.

20 April 1989

HMP110L9.032




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary 20 April 1989

SALMONELLA IN EGGS: RESPONSE TO SELECT COMMITTEE

The Prime Minister has seen the draft response to the
Agriculture Committee's report attached to your Minister's
minute of 17 April and was broadly content with it.

She felt the speed of response to Mrs Currie's remarks
could be brought out more clearly if it was shown that these
were made on a Saturday and the Secretary of State for Health
responded on the Monday. I attach a suggested redraft of
paragraph 11.

The Prime Minister felt that paragraph 47 was ambiguous.
It would be clearer to say that consumers should not be
expected to shoulder responsibilities for preventing food
poisoning which properly lie with food producers.

The Prime Minister felt that the discussion on
departmental co-ordination in paragraph 56 protested too much
and went into too much detail which might give the Select
Committee an opening for calling for further evidence. It
might be better simply to rely on a slightly expanded
paragraph 57.

I am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries to
members of MISC 138 and Sir Robin Butler.

ANDREW TURNBULL

Stephen Lambert, Esq. | |
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food




REDRAFT OF PARAGRAPH 11

On Saturday 3 December 1988 the then Parliamentary Under-
Secretary of State to the Department of Health said on
television that "we do warn people now that most of the egg
production of this country, sadly, is now infected with
salmonella”. Extensive and alarming publicity was given to
this statement by the media. Once this had occurred, the
Secretary of State for Health, in response to a Private Notice
Question from Sir Hal Miller on Monday 5 December, immediately
made the Government position absolutely clear. Substantial
publicity was given to the statement he made in the House.

The public were left in no doubt of the Government's advice on
the risk of infection. Subsequently, whole page
advertisements were taken out in national newspapers to ensure
that it reached the widest possible audience.




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

19 April 1989

Do, Stepte.

CRACKED AND DIRTY EGGS

The Prime Minister has seen the draft consultation
document attached to your Minister's undated minute. She was
generally content that this should be published subject to two
points. First, she was worried about the lack of a tolerance
provision which could put small producers in a more vulnerable
position than large producers. In particular, the proverbial
Mrs. Smith could be at the whim of an over-zealous enforcement
of ficer. The Prime Minister would be grateful if more work
could be done to see if some common sense solution could be
devised, though this need not delay publication of the
document.

Secondly, she thought the drafting of paragraph 2 would
be clearer if it read:

'regqulation EC 2772/75 provides that eggs have to be
graded and packed by packers who are registered and these
packers are prohibited from selling eggs which are cracked,
are dirty or have been washed. But its provisions

I am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries to
Members of MISC 138 and Sir Robin Butler.

\/MM
Ass Toas

ANDREW TURNBULL

Stephen Lambert, Esqg.,
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food




rRIME MINISTER

SALMONELLA IN EGGS

Mr. MacGregor has circulated a draft of the Government's

response to the Agriculture Committee's report on Salmonella

in eggs. Both Cabinet Office and Ms. Sinclair (see attached

note) agree that the response is well judged, confining itself

mainly to a factual explanation of what the Government has

—
done to tackle Salmonella and contesting, in a reasoned

manner, the accusations of dilatoriness.

_—

There is only a single low key paragraph (paragraph 11) about
Mrs. Currie. Bernard has suggested some drafting changes to

Bring out more clearly that the Government did respond aﬁickly

to her remarks. His changes also avoid the impression that

. . . g d
the advertisements came out immediately.

Other points to note are:

3

(i) The admission that controls for imported animal protein

might have been introduced earlier (paragraph 16). The
only point on which the Ministry concedes that a
mistake has been made.

There 1s a reference in paragrapn 44 to "next Sessions

e

food Bill". This is to be discussed by Ministers on

2 May. The tone of the paragraph suggests a rather
humdrum approach to legislation.

But this is not the
place for announcing new policy and it does not appear
to pre—empt decisions.

——
mc—

A discussion of departmental co-ordiantion in paragraph

56 seems to protest too much and to go into too much

- o . i v » o
detail which might give the Select Committee an opening

e




for calling for future evidence. It might be better

simply to rely on a slightly expanded paragraph 57. v////

— ___

— =

The comment of paragraph 26 has a rather producerist

tone which needs to be looked at. . P Vg _
j\fol/ ZVO W\

—_—

Ms. Sinclair has suggested a drafting change to

paragraph 47. _ -

e (&) <

Agree the report to be published straight away subject to the

points above?

ANDREW TURNBULL
19 April 1989

KAYAUJ
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P 03419 From: R T J Wilson
19 April 1989

MR ULL
SAIMONELLA IN EGGS

1. I have no major comments on Mr MacGregor's two recent

minutes. Ll \i ey f ° 4

¥ < !
v Ill \ 1 L A\ A )

2. The draft reply to the Agriculture Committee seems well-

judged, confining itself mainly to a factual explanation of what
the Government has done to tackle salmonella. There is only a
single low-key paragraph (paragraph 11) about Mrs Currie which,
subject to any views which Bernard Ingham may have, would seem to
me to minimise the risk of media attention to this aspect. For
the rest you may wish to note:

iy the admission that controls for imported animal protein
might have been introduced earlier (paragraph 16). So far

as I can see this 1is the only point on which the Ministry
concedes that a mistake has been made.

ii. the reference to 'next Session's Food Bill' in

paragraph 44, which Ministers are due to discuss on 2 May.

The tone of the paragraph suggests a rather pedestrian
approach to legislation. But this is not the place for

announcing new policy, and it does not appear to pre-empt
decisions.

iii. the discussion of departmental co-ordination in

paragraph 56 which seems to me to protest too much and to go
into too much detail which might give the Select Committee
an opening for calling for future evidence. I would have

thought that it might be better simply to rely baldly on the
line in paragraph 57.

It is clearly 1important that the reply should not give the
impression of a Department which is in the pockets of producer

interests. There are one or two passages (for instance the end




L
-
-
-

of paragraph 26) which have a slight flavour of this but it 1s
not very strong.

2 The consultation document on cracked eqgs is broadly in line
with the policy agreed in MISC 138. It was however suggested at

the last meeting that any new regulations on cracked eggs should

contain similar tolerance limits to those contained in the EC

regulations which apply to graded eggs. However, Mr MacGregor
now says that he has been advised that tolerance limits of this

kind would probably be ultra vires the Food Act 1984. The Prime

Minister may nevertheless wish to ask Mr MacGregor to explore
with the Home Secretary and the Attorney General the scope for
including some other proviso (possibly a due diligence defence)
to protect the small retailer who inadvertently sells an €99

which may, perhaps, have been cracked by a previous customer.

R T J WILSON
19 April 1989




PRIME MINISTER 18 April 1989

THE GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSE TO THE
AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE'S REPORT ON SALMONELLA IN EGGS

John MacGregor has circulated a draft Government response

to

the Select Committee's report on salmonella in eggs.

The Select Committee Report

The report is good, and was generally well received when

i i
at

appeared. The main conclusions and recommendations are

Annex A. Key polints are:

The risks from eating eggs are such that normally healthy

people need not be concerned;

-

But it is right that the Government should take action

in the face of food poisoning figures (particularly of

cases of S. enteritidis PT4) which are still rising.

Mrs Currie's original statement on 3 December was unsupported

by evidence. It should have been corrected immediately.

The Government was right to intervene to stabilise the

egg market following Mrs Currie's é%atement. The Ministry

of Agriculture acted skilfully in this area.

In most others, they acted too slowly and only in response

-

s 2

to pressure.

In particular, they should not have allowed eggs from

suspect farms to enter the food chain. (This did not

s%op until late January).

They should not have waited for a public health scare

over eggs to obtain powers to stop animal feed from contaminated

processing plants entering the food chain.

———————

P




!

- The egg industry were guilty of foot-dragging in 1988.

Too much regard was paid to their views initially, and

as a result time was lost in acting to reduce salmonella

in eggs.

The Select Committee broadly endorse the programme of

action which the Government has now launched, sﬁgﬁect

+to some enhancements.

Comment

The report blames the Government for not having nipped the

S

cffect of Mrs Currie's words in the bud. For the rest,

its fire is mainly directed at the Ministry of Agriculture.

-

Its criticisms are justified. The Ministry has a history

of foot-dragging on public health issues which would involve

conflict with producer interests. For the past five years

the Chief Medical Officer was held annual meetings with

the Permanent Secretary at the Ministry of Agriculture.

The same list of issues, including the growing incidence

of salmonella poisoning during the 1980s, has been regularly
reviewed. Sir Donald Acheson says that in the past he was

met with polite stonewalling. But following Mrs Currie's

remarks and the ensuing fuss, the Ministry attitude changed

completely. It is they who rushed forward with the proposed

———————

bans on green top milk, and cracked and dirty eggs.

Ministry of Agriculture officials are not attuned to putting

consumer interests first. They are é%eeped in a traditien

of close and regular contact with food producers and processors.

=,

Their inept handling, initially, of the food sdfety leaflet

—

illustrates a lack of political sensitivity and awareness

of the important issues.




The Department of Health do not escape all criticism. The

. epe———
Committee recommends that they should do more to encourage

systematic reporting of infection And they share some

of the blame levelled by the Committee at the slow progress
of the joint MAFF/DoH/Egg Producers Working Group. But

on the whole, they escape lightly compared to the Ministry
e )
of Agriculture. |

The Government's response

The draft White Paper has been prepared jointly by Kenneth
Clarke and John MacGregor. It is a well-written statement éﬁ

-

of what the Government is now doing about the problem of e

salmonella in eggs. It does not waste time blustering

over the Select Committee's criticisms. But nor does it

admit that they were well-founded. On only one point -

tighter controls on imported eggs - does the Ministry of

Agriculture say that it might have acted sooner.

F".-_-—._—_-_ N w

How will the White Paper be received?

The timing of the various animal health measures set out

in the White Paper will confirm the Select Committee's criticism
that the Ministry were slow to act to defend consumer interests
(compared with their swift action to stabilise the egg market

in December). Those who feel that food safety matters should

not be in the Ministry of Agriculture's hands will not be

greatly reassured. But, subject to one drafting change,4

the paper will do if the aim is to get eggs out of the waye.

—

r 4

Drafting change

Para 47 says: "We endorse the Committee's view that the

role of consumers in food safety %h8E}é\EEE,EEwEEEEEEEEEEii;__
V/?ﬁis is ambiguous. What the Committee said was that consumers

could not be expected to shoulder responsibilities for preventing

food péisoning which properl§_}ay with food producers.

The White Paper should find a way of saying this ;:::;////

-
—




Comment

The Government can either:

(1) publish the White Paper as drafted, subject to
the drafting change suggested above;

publish it substantially as drafted, but add a

reference to the forthcoming Food Bill to show

that the Government has a wider strategy towards

food safety.

hold up the response to the Select Committee and
incorporate it in a wider-ranging White Paper on

Food Safety and the Food Bill, say in June.

When food safety issues dominated the press every day, the

Government gave the impression of not being fully in control.

—

That was damaging. No amount of government action can

eradicate germs and bacteria altogether. But the Government

does need to give the impression that it has credible arrangements

'_—-_____,..--—_"\
for dealing with new infections or dangers, and for ensuring

cleanliness and hygiene at all stages in the food chain.

If we had a clear blueprint for such arrangements, there

would be much to be said for option (2) or (3). This would

be a good moment to assure people that the Government had

a clear strategy in this area which involved putting public

health (not producer interests) first.

But we do not have such a blueprint. The Ministry of Agricultur€

are only beginning to think how the Food Bill, which was

largely conceived some years ago, can be freshened up to

look like a credible response to this year's problems.




And such a blueprint needs thought. Is the Ministry of

Agriculture credible as one of the main players in food

safety matters?

Conclusion

The best course in these circumstances is Option 1 - to

publish the White Paper as it stands, subiject to the drafting

change. The Government's future strategy on food safetiﬁﬁ*

-

can be considered in conjunction with the Food Bill
to be discussed in MISC 138 on
2 May).

(due

The White Paper assumes that there will be a consultation

paper on cracked and dirty eggs. A separate note advises

you that this can now go ahead.

Recommendation

Agree in correspondence that the reply to the Select Committee

can be published, subject to the drafting change proposed
for para 47.

CAROLYN SINCLAIR

ey
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the whole industry or argue, as some have tried to, that producers generally “got their ¢ome-
uppance”. We do not think this case bears close analysis.

. We would balance this conclusion with a warning. The Government i general and
MAFTF in particular have some leeway to make up in convincing the public ths they have the
1 t may cost them money to do so. like most select
committees, whose recommendations for additional Government €xpepditure fall on stony
ground, we can clearly point to where that money might come from,/The Government has
been prepared to spend £19 million stabilising the egg industry and Kas paid out only a small
proportion of that. Public money allocated for one purpose cg not, of course, simply be
diverted to another. But we believe there would pe widesbread scepticism about the
Government’s priorities if it was now parsimonious in dealin g'with the salmonella problem as
it directly affected the consumer. We have reviewed the Gg érnment’s programme for action
in Part I'V above: we urge it to make funds readily availab}é to ensure the programme’s success.

VIII. THE GOVERNMENT'S'F UTURE STRATEGY

109. The salmonella debate has led some geople to call for a restructuring of Government
departments, with responsibility for food Safety being vested in one Ministry. The focus of

our inquiry has been too narrow to enable us to comment authoritatively on this issue: but
we would expect such calls to inten fy unless Do

110. We welcome the announcement, made after our programme of evidence was

completed, that a compittee of ex chairman is to report regularly
to Ministers on the pficrobiolo will have an important role to

(a) that its ipdependence is genuine; and
(b) that #§ main findings will be published.

TheGovernment should give assurances on both these points,

11. We believe the public is entitled to expect the Government to take, and be seen to take,
‘all reasonable measures to ensure the safety of food.

IX. SUMMARY OF MAIN CON CLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. Our Report has addressegl a number of questions which have concerned Members of
use and the general public. We would summarise our answers to these questions as

eggs thoroughly for vulnerable g
(paragraphs 15 and 29).

How serious is the public health problem?

The present steep rise in cases of S. enteritidis PT

concern. We understand why the Chief Medical O cer has described the problem as
serious, but concur with him that the word “epidemic”, as commonly understood,
should not be applied to the situation (paragraphs 10 and 14).




THE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE
.

. (iii) How did the Government respond to the problem in 1988?

The Government took a number of steps to deal with the problem before Mrs Currie’s
statement of 3 December, but more should have been done sooner.

In particular:
(a) new codes of practice were prepared too slowly (paragraph 90):

(b) MAFF should not have allowed eggs from farms responsible for food poisoning
outbreaks to enter the food chain (paragraph 91);

(c) earlier advice on cooking eggs should have been issued to the public (paragraph 92):

(d) there was a delay in initiating necessary research (paragraph 94).

Although the role of protein feed in the present outbreaks should not be exaggerated,
levels of contamination in domestic and, even more, in imported feed are unacceptably
high. It is a severe criticism of MAFF that a public health problem in eggs was required
before they saw fit to act (paragraphs 53 to 63).

We believe that representatives of the egg industry were guilty f heel-dragging in 1988.

Their conduct was not motivated by sufficient concern for the consumer (paragraphs 20
and 95).

What was the significance of Mrs Currie’s role?

We found no evidence to support Mrs Currie’s assertion that “most egg production”
was infected with salmonella. That statement should have been immediately corrected.

It was a failure of Government and not just of a single Minister, that it was not corrected
(paragraphs 28 and 96 to 102).

Was the intervention spending announced in December 1988 necessary?

We believe that, in the circumstances, the intervention spending was necessary. The

Minister of Agriculture deserves credit for a skilfully constructed package (paragraphs
103 to 107).

What further action should the Government take?

Salmonella is a complex problem. Eradication is extremely difficult. A range of factors
have contributed to the present outbreaks and measures must be taken across the board
to reduce them. We review the Government’s plan of action in Part IV above and make
recommendations for enhancing it by, in particular:

(a) placing greater emphasis on research and providing adequate resources for it (para-
graphs 34 to 41);

developing less haphazard procedures for tracing food outbreaks to source (para-
graphs 42 to 47);

expediting the statutory monitoring of all breeding and laying flocks. with compen-
sated slaughter where necessary (paragraphs 48 to 50, 64 to 67 and 74):

acting to reduce contamination in animal feeding stuffs (paragraphs 53 to 63):

ensuring that catering establishments practise proper hygiene standards and use
pasteurised eggs in all uncooked egg dishes (paragraphs 77 to 80):
promoting better hygiene in the home through a properly funded campaign (para-
graphs 81 to 86).

We welcome those steps which the Government has taken during the course of our
inquiry and expect that, with full implementation of the above recommendations, public
confidence can be restored in the safety and purity of eggs.




PRIME MINISTER

CRACKED AND DIRTY EGGS

John MacGregor has circulated another version of his draft

——

consultation document on cracked and dirty eggs. — -

——

It is getting shorter, and more realistic.

________.....--—-——-—-

The consultation paper seeks views:

on the proposal to ban sales of cracked eggs at

g

the 'farm gate'

on the desirability and feasibility of banning sales

of dirty or washed eggs.

On (i) it has not been possible to come up with a tolerance

limit because of legél problems. This means that small

egg producers would be under stricter rules than large ones,

who benefit from the 4% tolerance lIEI% for cracked eggs

- e ———
under EC regulations.

On (ii) the Government avoids proposing unworkable legislation,

and simply asks for views on the desirability and feasibility

of banning sales of dirty and washed eggs.
s eam

Labelling of eggs has been dropped. It has been discovered
that the only eggs which are allowed to be sold unmarked

are those sold direct from producer to consumer (ég Mrs

MacTavish to Mrs Smith). It was agreed in MIéc 138 that

labelling could be unduly onerous as far as small producers

are concerned. This view is reflected in the White Papé}
giving the Government's response to the Select Committee

Report.




Unlabelled eggs sold in markets are illegal. This breach

of the law needs to be pursued separately.

Conclusion

£ " It 'isa pity that it has not been possible to find some

cijuwcf tolerance limit on cracked eggs for sméIIhE;BducE?é MAFF
e R PR ’

C , ‘
fzi?%mudgghould be urged to look agailn aE_thlS. But, this need not

T e S S A VU

;ha“' prevent the consultation document from going out.
e tw

gEHO g T

e ?3] - Recommendation

- The consultation document should now be published

-

-

- But MAFF should loqy again to see whether some tolerance

e ——

— —_—
B —
————

e ———

limit can be established for sales of cracked eggs by

.{aﬂYdijJ:f small producers:“‘

”ﬁfiji;Lji:iAfgyrd/

CAROLYN SINCLAIR
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Prime Minister

CRACKED AND DIRTY EGGS

I have seen John MacGregors TY}HIUT. Lo you covering, as agreed by
) = v Fla
MISC 138 on 22 \larch, a draft consulta‘uon document on a proposal to

prohibit the sale of cracked eges. The document also seeks views on
the desirability of introducing similar legislation in respect of dirty and
washed eggs while at the same time explaining the difficulties involved in

enforcing such a requirement.

I agree the terms of the document. I shall arrange for a similar
document to be issued to interested organisations in Scotland, where we
will require to produce an identical regulation under our Food and Drugs

(Scotland) Act 1956.

I am copying this minute to members of MISC 138.

18 April 1989

HMP108L6.031




Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Whitehall Place, London SW1A 2HH

From the Minister

PRIME MINISTER

SALMONELLA IN EGGS : RESPONSE OF THE GOVERNMENT TO THE AGRICULTURE
COMMITTEE'S REPORT

In consultation with Kenneth Clarke I have prepared the attached
response to the Agriculture Committee's report. It would Dbe
appropriate for this to be published as a White Paper; and We
should aim to achieve this within the customary two months period
following the issue of the report. That would require publication
not later than 2 May. We would be vulnerable if we failed tO
meet this deadline in response to a report that the Committee

had produced with remarkable speed - within three weeks of the

last public hearing of evidence. To permit this I hope that

colleagues will be content to clear the draft by correspondence

- and would let me have comments not later than midday Friday 21
April.

I am copying this to other members of MISC 138 and to Sir Robin
Butler.

W4
,/ April 1989

JOHN MacGREGOR




SALMONELLA IN EGGS

RESPONSE OF THE GOVERNMENT TO THE FIRST REPORT FROM THE AGRICULTURE
COMMITTEE 1988-89 SESSION

Introduction

1. The Government have considered the Report of the House of Commons
Agriculture Committee "Salmonella in Eggs". This Memorandum sets out
the Government's response to the Committee's main comments and

recommendations.

2. The Government welcome and endorse the Committee's lucid analysis
of the extent and implications of the present problem. The Committee
have rendered an important service to the public by putting the
problem of infection into proper, and in the Government's view
correct, perspective and refuting the more extreme and alarmist

impressions, which had been given publicity.

3. The Committee's Report shows the complexity of the problem of
salmonella infection and the number of inter-related factors
involved, and points to the wunanimous view of experts that
salmonellas are organisms which cannot be eradicated altogether.
Indeed the Committee's report endorses the World Health

Organisation's judgement of salmonella made in 1988. This says:-—

"There 1is no other zoonosis as complex in its epidemiology and
control as salmonellosis. Epidemiological patterns differ
greatly between geographical areas depending on climate,
population density, land use, farming practices, food harvesting
and processing technologies, and consumer habits. Moreover, the
biology of salmonella serovars differs so widely that discussions
on salmonellosis, salmonella infections, or salmonella

contamination are inevitably complex."

Salmonella enteritidis is an international problen. It exists 1in

several Member States of the European Community and the USA.




4. We welcome the Committee's endorsement of the Government's
strategy Dbased on a range of initiatives designed to control the

disease and achieve the best possible standards in the industry.

Government Statements on the Risk of Salmonella Poisoning

5. Following the Committee's Report, the Government have carefully
considered again whether earlier or different advice should have been
given to consumers about the risk of salmonella contamination 1in
eggs.

6. It remains our opinion that it would have been imprudent to take
earlier steps to warn the public in view of the insufficiency of the
available evidence. Warnings about foodstuffs should only be given
when the scientific evidence is clear and properly established. This
is particularly relevant when dealing with a staple item of diet.
Issuing advice without a sufficient basis would not only alarm the
public unnecessarily but also weaken the force of public health

warnings when these are clearly necessary.

7. The possible link between eggs and the increase in salmonellosis
emerged late in 1987, but could not be confirmed wuntil further
epidemiological work had been undertaken. The Public Health
Laboratory Service were undertaking a range of studies over the
intervening period. A substantial interval is often inevitable
between the occurrence of an outbreak of food poisoning and the
determination of its cause and source. AS WOrk progressed it was
possible to build up a pattern of epidemiological evidence to support

earlier hypotheses and this culminated in the action taken in the
summer of 1988,

8. So far as uncooked eggs are concerned, the Department of Health
issued advice to the National Health Service on 29 July 1988 because

of the particular vulnerability of patients, but in the same letter

NHS Managers were asked to ensure that the advice was brought to the

attention of those responsible for the Provision of care in other

institutions. This action was in line with a recommendation from the
Public Health Laboratory Service that the Department of Health should

)
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urgently consider advising the replacement of raw shell eggs with
pasteurised eggs for recipes in institutions with high risk groups.

Similar advice was issued in Scotland at slightly different times.

9. The Government then considered the need for a general warning to
the public to avoid eating raw eggs or dishes made from them.
Discussions were held between the Department of Health, the
Agriculture Departments and the industry, and further evidence and
advice was obtained from the Public Health Laboratory Service. In
the light of these, advice to the public was issued by means of a
Press Notice on 26 August 1988. We consider that, 1in the
circumstances, an interval of one month between issuing catering
advice to the National Health Service and advising the public to

avolid eating raw eggs was reasonable.

10. Advice about the risks associated with lightly cooked eggs was
not issued until 21 November 1988 because the scientific evidence to
incriminate such eggs was insufficient to justify such an
announcement before that date. That advice was that it is always

safest to cook any food thoroughly and eggs were no exception to this
general rule.

Sakurtey

L @ On 3 December 1988 the then Parliamentary Under-Secretary of
State to the Department of Health said on television that "we do warn

eople now that most of the e roduction of thi is

peop | gg Pem oLen i S cgé;mtry, sadly,

now infected with salmonella"™ mdue em-pha-s15 was given to this
. Omgtr-h;‘.-)

statement by the mediag eveﬁﬂ-though the Secretary of State for

Health, in response to a Private Notice Question from Sir Hal Miller

cnabS December, immediately made the Government position absolutely
clear, and Substantial publicity was given to the statement he made
in the House. The public were left in no doubt of the Government's
advice on the risk of infectionfg;gﬂgﬁgie page advertisements were
taken out in national newspapers to ensure that it reached the widest

possible audience.




12. The Government are concerned that the Committee's view on the
safety of eggs, as set out in paragraph 29 of the Report, may
inadvertently give the impression that normally healthy people can
without risk eat raw eggs or uncooked dishes made from them. The

Government's advice has been, and continues to be, that everyone

should avoid eating uncooked eggs or uncooked egg products unless
they are made from pasteurised egg, while the present risk of
infection continues. Although we have indicated that the risk of

illness to healthy individuals is very small, a risk exists.

Animal Health Measures

13. The Government have adopted a comprehensive package of measures
to tackle the salmonella problem at every point in the chain from the
poultry feed manufacturer through the breeding flock and the hatchery
Lo the laying flock and within the home. Substantial progress has

been made in introducing and implementing these measures.

14, As a result of extensive consultations with those concerned
initiated last summer, a Code of Practice for poultry breeders and
hatcheries in the Poultry Health Scheme was announced on 5 December;
a Code for poultry breeders and hatcheries outside the Poultry Health
Scheme was announced on 8 December; a Code of Practice for commercial
laying flocks was announced on 9 December; and a Code for broilers
was announced on 20 January. In addition, guidelines for the control
of salmonella in the production of final feeds were issued on

13 December and more detailed Codes of Practice will be published
shortly.

15. An Order was made on 2 February to enable the Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food to stop the Supply of products for
animal feeds from protein processing plants where salmonella has been
found; this power is already being exercised. This measure builds on
an active programme of inspections of hygiene in protein processing
plants, which has brought about a steady reduction in contamination
in such plants in recent years. Since December 1988 the rate of
sampling of protein processing plants has furthermore been doubled

from 10 to 20 days each year. A further Order requiring protein

N




processors to take samples from each day's output and to notify the

Ministry of the results was made on 13 April.

16. New and more rigorous licensing controls have been introduced
for 1imported animal protein. Apart from a few countries with a
strong record of producing salmonella-free protein, the authorities
of the exporting countries must now provide official certification
that the necessary heat treatment has been carried out to destroy any
salmonella prior to shipment. The new arrangements also involve
more systematic monitoring of imports from all origins, with
particular concentration on those origins found in the past to
present a higher level of contamination. The Ministry accepts that

these new and extremely thorough controls might have been introduced

earlier.

17. A new Zoonoses Order came into operation on 1 March re-enacting
the 1975 Order and strengthening the requirements to report the
results of tests which identify the presence of salmonellae. The
Order also provides for the compulsory slaughter of flocks in which
salmonella has been confirmed. Restrictions on the sale of eggs have
been imposed on flocks when invasive salmonellae have been found in
the birds; compulsory slaughter is being carried out when

appropriate, followed by cleansing and disinfection of laying houses.

18. There has been concern that, before these provisions were
introduced, eggs from farms responsible for outbreaks of
salmonellosis might have entered the food chain. The position oOn
these farms varied from case to case. In some cases, the link with
the food poisoning outbreak could not be traced back with certainty
to the farm in question; in other cases, the flock was slaughtered by
the owner voluntarily, or the owner followed the State Veterinary
Service's advice to improve hygiene and reduce the risk of
salmonella; and in some cases, subsequent bacteriological monitoring

gave negative results.

19, The Testing of Poultry Flocks Order 1989 was made on 16 March

providing for the compulsory pacteriological monitoring of all

poultry laying flocks. Further Orders are being prepared to provide

i
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for the registration of breeding and laying flocks and for the
registration and monitoring of hatcheries. These Orders will also
introduce strong measures for the hygienic handling of eggs and for

the control of rodents on poultry farms.

Field Investigations

20. The Government fully accept the need for stringent investigative
procedures for tracing outbreaks of salmonellosis back to source.
This calls for close collaboration at local level between the local
authorities, the Public Health Laboratory Service and the State
Veterinary Service. This already exists. However, the Report
entitled 'Public Health 1in England', which has been accepted in
principle by the Government, contains a number of important
recommendations including the appointment by Health Authorities of
consultants in communicable disease in every district. (This
arrangement has operated in Scotland since 1974,) This is designed
to 1improve 1local co-ordination 1in the field of the control of

infectious disease. We are currently acting on these
recommendations.

21, Statutory measures already taken, 1in particular the Zoonoses
Order 1989, should serve to clarify the respective roles in field
investigations and improve co-ordination. The State Veterinary
Service will continue to 1liaise closely with the Department of
Health, the Public Health Laboratory Service, and local Environmental
Health Officers to identify what further improvements might be

achieved which would lead to an improvement in co-ordination.

Research and Development

2R The Government are in full agreement with the Committee on the

need for research into salmonella in poultry and eggs.

25 That 1is why, in August 1988, the Department of Health
(represented by the Public Health Laboratory Service), the Ministry
of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food and the British Egg Industry
Council agreed to set up a Joint Working Group of scientists and

veterinarians to exchange technical and scientific information

concerning Salmonella enteritidis phage type 4 and to identify areas

”
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where research was required. The Joint Working Group met four times
between September and December 1988 and reported to Ministers on 10
January 1989. A copy of their Report was placed in the Vote Office

at the House of Commons on 7 February 1989.

24. The major contribution made by the Joint Working Group report
was that it summarised the research then currently being undertaken
and made recommendations for future research. Some of this research
has already been commissioned or existing projects amended to take
account of the new evidence which has become available. Urgent
consideration is being given to the remaining proposals and
discussions with potential contractors are under way. The research
which is already under way and the new projects which are under
discussion with potential contractors are listed in the Annex. The

Government announced on 21 March provision of £1 million annually to

meet the cost of this new research.

25. Much interest has been aroused by the decision to end Government
funding for the research project at the AFRC Institute of Food
Research (Bristol) on the manipulation of the microbiological flora
of the gut of young chicks. This followed an extensive review of
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food commissioned research 1n
microbiology which involved consultation with the Department of
Health, the Institute of Food Research itself and Food Research
Assocliations, together with representatives of the food industry. AS
a result of this review it was decided that public funding of this
project should cease from April 1989. The work has been supported by
the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food and the Agriculture
and Food Research Council for more than 10 years; it has now achieved
its objective in so far as the trials have established the principle
of competitive exclusion, by introducing other harmless organisms to
the gut, as a method of control relevant to salmonella in poultry.
This is now at a stage where any further development would be more
appropriately carried out by industry on a commercial basis. The
technique 1is already being used on a trial basis by at least 2

British companies. In addition, an overseas company has applied for

b

an import licence.




The Two Schemes

26. The Government note the Committee's endorsement of the measures
taken by the Government to assist the egg industry in the wholly
exceptional circumstances which existed 1last December. These
measures were designed to bring stability to a seriously disrupted
market, in which sales fell rapidly to around half normal levels.
Hens are not a species sensitive to market fluctuations. They
continue to lay eggs and to require feeding - and feed is by far the
major cost in egg production. As a result of the sudden dramatic
drop in demand, unsold eggs were accurulating in packing stations and
many producers, particularly small ones, faced bankruptcy. Moreover,
there was a real risk that unless over-reaction could be prevented, a
major part of the industry's productive capaclity would be destroyed,
so that when demand recovered we would have had to rely on imports to

meet 1it. This would not have been in the interests of either

producers or consumers.

&7 The Government therefore introduced two short-term schemes.
The purpose of the Egg Industry Scheme was to restore stability to
the market by enabling packers to dispose of the accumulating surplus
of eggs. The Government offered compensation for eggs destroyed
under Government supervision. The compensation of fered was
deliberately set only at a minimum "safety net" level of 30 pence per
dozen, broadly equivalent to the cost of feed, it effectively and

rapidly put a floor in the market. The number of eggs destroyed
totalled nearly 90 million.

28, The complementary scheme, to compensate for slaughter of hens,
was designed to enable egg producers to cull younger birds in order
to adjust production to the lower level of demand which might prevail
for some time ahead. Again, compensation was offered at a modest
"safety net" level of £1.50 a bird. But this provided a way out for
those producers who considered it prudent to plan for a lower 1level
of output over the ensuing six to twelve months. The number of hens

culled under the scheme was 372,120.

29. In the event, as the Committee's Report says, the package "was

designed to put a bottom in the market and did just that". It was,
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moreover, able to achieve this at a much lower cost than at one time
seemed possible - under £3 million compared to the announced ceiling
of £19 million. This reflected in part the nature of the mechanism
adopted. As soon as the scheme had succeeded in raising the market
above the "safety net" level of 30 pence, this automatically removed

the attraction of destruction.

30. In the Government's view these were highly cost-effective
measures which achieved their objectives, and the Government welcomes
the Committee's similar assessment. The market for eggs has not fully
recovered and the industry continues to face serious economic
problems. Egg sales in shell on the UK market are now still only
some 80 to 90% of the levels at November 1988. Prices to producers,
though above the rock bottom levels reached at one stage, are far
from remunerative. A return to normality depends on full restoration
of consumer confidence. This will depend on the success of the major
programme of measures the Government have launched to secure the
highest possible standards of health and hygiene in the industry and

the industry's ability to assure consumers that its own house is 1in

order.

Other Aspects

31. Apart from the main aspects of their Report, the Committee
raised a number of other important points. The Government's views on

these are set out in the following sections.

Cracked, Dirty And Washed Eggs

32. The Committee drew attention to the dangers of selling cracked

or washed eggs direct to the consumer.

33. Council Regulation (EEC) 2772/75 provides that all eggs have tO
be graded and packed by registered packers. But its provisions do
not apply to eggs sold by a producer from his own production directly
to the consumer from his own farm, in a local public market or by
door-to-door selling.

34, Up to 5% of UK production is marketed under this exemption.

Ungraded eggs may well contain many cracked, dirty or washed eggs and
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scientific advice 1is that there 1is a higher degree of risk of

salmonella contamination with such eggs.

35. The British Egg Industry Council has issued a Code of Practice
which recommends that cracked, dirty or washed eggs should not be
sold to the consumer in shell but should be sent for pasteurisation.
There is a similar recommendation in the Code of Practice for the
control of salmonella in commercial laying flocks issued by the
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food. Because of the higher
risk these present the Government is advising consumers not to
purchase cracked or dirty eggs. But we are, in addition, proposing
to make Regulations which would require that eggs sold wunder the
exemption referred to in paragraph 33 should be without visible
cracks. The Government have put proposals for this purpose to all
interested organisations for comment and is also consulting them on

the possibility of banning the direct sale from producer to consumer
of dirty and washed eggs.

Identification Of Origin

36. The Committee recommended that it was necessary to ensure that
contaminated, or apparently contaminated, eggs could be quickly
traced to the farm of origin. The vast majority of eggs are graded
under Council Regulation (EEC) 2772/75 and the packaging for these
€ggs must indicate the code number of the packing station concerned,
which should enable €ggs to be traced back to source. Ungraded eggs
can only legally be sold as shell eggs 1if they are sold directly by
the producer to the consumer. This very short distribution chain
facilitates the task of tracing back the eggs to the farm of origin.

Imported Eggs

37. The Committee recommended that the Government should study how

far imported eggs are contributing to the present problems of

salmonella infection; and whether any tighter restrictions are
needed. They also recommended that MAFF should press for Community
initiatives to prevent the trade of infected products; and should

hold similar discussions with other trading partners.
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38 . Most egg imports come from other Member States of the European
Community which have similar problems of salmonella infection.
Following consultations with the Port Health Authorities and the
Public Health Laboratory Service, imported €eggs are now being
monitored for salmonella infection on a systematic basis. However,
the Government's primary objective is to secure action on a
Community-wide basis to reduce the problem of infection at its
source. The Government are accordingly working with the Commission

and other Member States on new Commission proposals designed to

achieve this.

Pasteurisation of Liquid Egg

39. The Committee considered that pasteurised egg should be used in
all catering establishments in the preparation of uncooked egg dishes
and that pasteurised egg should also be made available to the
domestic consumer. Egg processors already produce packs of
pasteurised egg in catering sizes. The Government have advised
hospitals and caterers that pasteurised egg should be used in the
preparation of uncooked egg dishes. The Government would also urge
those hospitals and other institutions which are currently not
prepared to use shell eggs even in their cooked recipes to make use
of these catering packs for that purpose. Processors are now
producing household-size packs of dried or frozen pasteurised egg and

these are beginning to appear in retail shops.

40, The Government believe that the legislative standards for home
produced and imported pasteurised eggs should be brought up to the
level of the best practices of the major UK egg processors. Thanks
to a UK initiative during our last Presidency, the inclusion of eggs
rejected from incubators in egg products intended for human food 1is
already banned throughout the EC. The Commission have tabled a draft
Directive prescribing hygiene standards for production of egg
products but this has made slow progress in Brussels. In order to
expedite action to safeguard UK consumers, the Government will
shortly consult interested organisations on proposals to amend the
relevant domestic Regulations in advance of the adoption of the
Directive. The intention would be to extend the application of the

domestic Regulations to separated products - albumen and egg yolk; to
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lay down microbiological standards for the £final product; and to
secure other desirable improvements designed to reduce the risk of
contamination of the raw product. Imported products would be
required to be accompanied by a certificate of conformity to the

standards applying under the amended Regulations.

Advice To Retailers

41. The Committee recommended that the Government should actively
discourage retailers from issuing misleading guarantees that eggs
were "salmonella free". In fact, the Agriculture Departments wrote
to associations representing egg producers, retailers, consumers and
enforcement bodies in December, reminding them that, under the lavw,
statements relating to eggs (as for other foods) must be neither
false nor misleading. The Agriculture Departments explained that it
is not feasible for the health status of individual hens to be
assessed 1in relation to the sero-type causing most concern (1e
Salmonella enteritidis); and as individual eggs can only be tested in
a way which destroys them, categoric statements indicating that eggs
offered for sale are free from salmonella, or have been tested for

salmonella, would be open to legal challenge.

Caterers

42. The Committee considered that pasteurised eggs should be used 1n
all catering establishments in the preparation of uncooked €dg
dishes. Advice to this effect has been given to catering
establishments and any caterer who, by wilfully ignoring that advice,

was responsible for an outbreak of food poisoning could be legally
liable.

43. The Government were urged to review current procedures for

inspecting kitchen hygiene in catering establishments, to provide the

resources for more frequent inspections and, if necessary, tougher

penalties, and to ensure that the immunity from prosecution afforded
to catering establishments within some Crown premises does not leave

these kitchens subject to less strict control than those in the
private sector.




44. The Food Act 1984, the Food Hygiene (General) Regulations 1970
and corresponding Scottish 1legislation have been under review for
some time. The final stage of consultation on the Regulations has
been reached and the Government are considering the introduction of
new primary legislation and amendments to the hygiene Regulations.
The review has been wide-ranging and it is expected that the new
legislation will deal with the problems which have emerged over the

years.

45. We accept that powers to deal with such problems as poor kitchen
hygiene in catering establishments can only be effective if there are
adequate resources available to enforce then. The Government are
reviewing the position and considering whether action needs to be

taken to provide additional resources.

46. Catering establishments within Crown premises (other than NHS
premises) are subject to inspection by an Environmental Health
Officer employed by the Department of Health and there are

arrangements for the reporting and correction of problems.

Advice to Consumers

47 . We endorse the Committee's view that the role of consumers 1in

food safety should not be exaggerated.

48, Indeed, the Chief Medical Officer, in his statement to the

Committee, concluded that:

"While it is to be hoped that the health warnings will reduce
the prevalence of this type of salmonellosis, the difficulties
in determining what in practice is a sufficiently cooked egg in
this context make such advice alone inappropriate except as a
short-term measure. Neither can improved hygiene in the
kitchen, highly desirable though that 1is, alone provide the
solution. A key factor will be the control of the infection at

source."

49. The Government's acceptance that the safety and wholesomeness of

food depends upon adequate hygiene controls at every stage of the
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production chain 1is wunderlined by the comprehensive package of
measures we are adopting, described earlier in this response, which

operates at all the critical points in that chain.

50. Nevertheless, the effectiveness of any measures taken in the
production process will be diminished unless sound hygienic practices
are followed in the storage and handling of food in the home.
Moreover, kitchen hygiene is important particularly in the prevention
of cross-contamination from uncooked to cooked foods. It is for
these reasons - and certainly not with any intention of placing undue
responsibilities upon consumers - that the Government are undertaking
the food hygiene education campaign. The Government agree with the
view of the Committee that the campaign must address the problem of
food poisoning as a whole - and this will be done. The Government

agree also that this should include specific advice about eggs.

510% The Committee have made particular mention of a Parliamentary
Answer on the initial cost of the campaign and have suggested that
the sum involved indicates that the Government may not be regarding
the campaign as an important means of reducing food poisoninge. In
fact the Government are proposing to devote some three quarters of a
million pounds to the campaign in order to ensure that it makes a
significant contribution towards raising awareness of safe and
hygienic practices in the kitchen - an area about which official
surveys have revealed that public knowledge is inadequate. The

campaign will be commensurate with the objective to be achieved.

Reporting Infection

52 The Committee recommended that the Department of Health should

consult with the Public Health Laboratory Service and the appropriate

professional bodies on how best to stimulate a more thorough

commitment to reporting infection; and that the Public Health
Laboratory Service should re—-examine the continued confidentiality of

the Communicable Disease Report.
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have been made. Government Departments are represented only through
the two assessors on the Committee: all the remaining members are
independent experts. As to publication of the Committee's findings,
the Government repeat the various statements already made that the

Committee's Reports will be published.

Joint Department of Health and Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and

Food Forum on Food Safety Issues

56. In reviewing the Government's future strategy, the Committee
recommended that a joint forum of the two responsible Departments
should meet at least quarterly under the chairmanship of a Minister
to review food safety issues and to consider any action necessary.
The Government accept that close co-operation between the Departments
is the key to effective action in this area of shared responsibility.
Indeed, there is already frequent contact between the Departments at
Ministerial and official 1level, and regular meetings between the
Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, and
the Chief Medical Officer - each supported by senior officials - at
which all the items of current concern are discussed. Further, a
joint Secretariat from the two Departments has been set up to service
and support the Committee on the Microbiological Safety of Food. The
Joint Secretaries will be in close and regular contact and will bring
into thelir discussions the appropriate experts in each Department
with responsibility for the matters before the Committee at any

particular time.

57. There are, therefore, well developed existing arrangements for
co-ordination of policy between the two Departments. Nonetheless,
the Government are considering whether any further development of the

formal machinery for co-ordination is needed.

Conclusion

58. Confidence in the safety of food is an over-riding concern as

this problem over salmonella in eggs has demonstrated. The

Government are determined to take every measure we can to remove the
risk of infection in eggs. Even though this has been recognised by

the Committee to be "very small", the public health consequences of

contamination are serious because of the large numbers of €eggs
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53'% The need to increase awareness of the importance of reporting
cases has already been identified in the report entitled "Public
Health in England", which also recommended that the 1list of
notifiable diseases should be reviewed. The review is at present
under way and, when new regulations are made, the Department of
Health intend to draw these to the attention of health authorities
and doctors in order to encourage a higher proportion of cases to be
reported. The Communicable Disease Report is compiled from

confidential reports of clinical information collected by the Public

Health Laboratory Service and hospital laboratories in England, Wales
and Northern Ireland. It is not itself a confidential document, but
rather a report with a limited circulation to those involved in the
management of communicable disease. Department of Health are
examining with the Public Health Laboratory Service the question of a
wider circulation. The Public Health Laboratory Service Board had
decided in 1987 to develop the Communicable Disease Report 1into a
published non-confidential report, in association with a major re-
structuring of its reporting, information, analysis and editing
systems using computer technology. The re-structuring process 1s

proceeding according to plan and it is intended that the new CDR
format will be introduced in 1990.

54. In Scotland, these procedures are already in operation.
Laboratories are required to report to the Communicable Diseases
(Scotland) Unit and a surveillance programme for foodborne infections
and intoxications has been in place since 1980. The Report of the
Communicable Diseases (Scotland) Unit is published weekly. The list

of notifiable diseases has been reviewed and a list of reportable

infections was introduced on 1 January this vear.

Committee On The Microbiological Safety Of Food

B The Government are glad to note the welcome given by the
Committee to the creation of the Committee that will be investigating
microbiological safety. The Committee sought assurances on the
independence of the new body and on the publication of its main
findings. Membership of the Committee has been announced since the

Report of the Agriculture Committee was published, and the

independence of the former will be clear from the appointments that

1 £




consumed. The Government have launched a campaign more rigorous and

comprehensive than any other country in the world to ensure the

maximum possible degree of safety at every point in the chain from

breeder to kitchen table. The Government are grateful to the

Agriculture Committee for the wvaluable contribution their very

thorough Report has made towards this campaign.




RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

I - Research already under way

Project Title

Risk assessment of salmonella
in eggs

Thermal destruction of
salmonella in foods made with

eggs.

Contractor Total Cost
(£'000)

Bath
University 50

Leatherhead
Food Research
Association

In addition the PHLS are undertaking a number of studies on

Salmonella enteritidis PT4 including a survey for its presence in

bulk liquid eggs pre- and post-pasteurisation, studies on heat

resistance, virulence studies in hens, the development of an antigen

test for infection in poultry and a study of the genetic markers of

S. enteritidis PT4 virulence.

II - New Projects under Discussion

with Potential Contractors

(a)

Project Title

Pasteurisation conditions for
€egg albumen.

Functionality of pasteurised
albumen

Studies on the effects of chill

distribution and packaging
materials on the penetration of

the egg shell by S. enteritidis

The role of egg shell structure

in the penetration of the shell
by S. enteritidis

Contractor

Leatherhead
Food Research
Association

Exeter Public
Health
Laboratory

Glasgow
University




Development of serological tests
and vaccines.

Epidemiological studies of
S. enteritidis PT4 in laying
flocks.

Central
Veterinary
Laboratory,
Weybridge

Salmonella in feed: re-
contamination and isolations.

Pathogenesis of S. enteritidis
in chicken.

St Nt N N’ i N Nt ad®  Sui® i i o

Genetic basis for virulence Houghton
for chickens of S. enteritidis
PT4,

Pathogenesis of S. enteritidis Bristol
in laying birds. Veterinary School

NOTES
(a)

The Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food will make £1
million per annum available for this work.







Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Whitehall Place, London SW1A 2HH

From the Minister

PRIME MINISTER

CRACKED AND DIRTY EGGS

The meeting of the Group on 22 March agreed that I should consult
on a proposal to prohibit the sale of cracked eggs; but should g9
no further than seeking views on the desirability of legislation
to ban the sale of dirty or washed eggs, explaining the difficulties

involved. A draft consultation document on these lines is attached.

During the meeting it was suggested that consideration should be
given to applying in the case of cracked eggs tolerance limits
similar to those contalned in European Community regulations.
However, the..legal advice I have received is that it is highly
doubtful whether such a tolerance would be appropriate under the
Food Act 1984. That Act provides for regulations "for the protection
of- public health"; and if cracked eggs are regarded as a health

risk, a provision which assumes that it is reasonable for the

housewife to accept up to a specified proportion of cracked €ggds

might be criticised by the Joint Committee on Statutory Instruments

as ultra vires or an unusual or unexpected use of the

powers. I have, therefore, not included any tolerance provision

in+the draft attached to the consultation document.

I will be sending you separately a draft White Paper in response
to the Agriculture Committee's report on Salmonella in Eggs. AS
you know, that report made recommendations on cracked and washed
eggs and on the ability to trace back infected eggs to the farm
of “origins. The draft White Paper assumes that consultation will

proceed on the basis set out in the attached note.

/I am copying ...
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. I am copying this minute to other members C 138 and toO

gir Robin Butler.
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EGG SALES : HYGIENE. CONSULTATION DOCUMENT

THE PROBLEM

| = In accordance with section 118(6) of the Food Act 1984 the
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisherlies and Food and the Department
of Health by this paper are consulting interested organisations
on the attached proposals to prohibit the retail sale by producers
of cracked eggs. ./‘M bece pachers O prohibuted G- 2

5 — i—-f}-.,l “"j.ﬂ_,\'.'.r‘
\,‘rm?j-t.al .

2. Regulation EEC 2772/75 provides thatéglﬁ egés have to be
, who aye vegureedy —-
graded and packed by(ieq;stered}packersﬁ But its provislions do
not apply to eggs sold by a producer from his own production
directly to the consumer from his own farm, in a local publicC

market or by door-to-door selling.

34 Up to 5% of UK production is marketed under this exemption.
Ungraded eggs may well contain many cracked and/or dirty €995
and scientific advice is that there is a much higher degree of

risk of salmonella contamination with such eggs than with sound
and clean eggs.

4, With cracked eggs the cause for risk is evident. The
cracks facilitate entry of bacteria into the inside of the €99,

for example through contact with farmyard manure or dust, which
may contalin salmonella.

B But dirty eggs carry a similar if less obvious risk. The
"dirt" on an egg is often the birds' excreta which may contailn
salmonella bacteria. This tends to come into contact with the
egg when it 1is still warm after laying, and the bacteria pass

through the porous shell while the egg is cooling. The problem

would not therefore be resolved by cleaning the egg, eg DY

brushing. Moreover, if a dirty egg is washed there is an added

risk of external salmonella penetrating through the egg shell,

particularly if the washing water is contaminated.




CODES OF PRACTICE

6. Last December the British Egg Industry Council issued a
Code of Practice which recommended that cracked, dirty or washed
eggs should not be sold to the consumer in shell but should be
sent for pasteurisation. There is a similar recommendation 1n
the Code of Practice for the control of salmonella in commercial
laying flocks which was 1ssued by MAFF in the same month.
However, as has been made clear already, the Government See€S

advantage in giving statutory backing to elements of the Codes.

PROPOSALS FOR LEGISLATION

7 - Stringent measures are being taken at every stage 1in the
production chain to combat the risk of salmonella contamination
from eggs. The Government consider the consumers also need tO
be protected as far as practicable from the potential risk from
dirty or cracked eggs. The Government will be issuing advice
to consumers on the dangers inherent in use of such eggs. But
it is in addition proposing to make reqgulations under the Food
Act 1984 which would require that eggs sold under the exemptlon
referred to in paragraph 2 above shall contain no cracks visible
to the naked eye. The purpose of this legislation would bé to

provide some safeguard against the most serious and evident risk

of infection.

8. The Government have, however, also been considering whether
it would be desirable and feasible also to legislate against

sales of dirty eggs. This would inevitably add further tO the

burden on enforcement authorities. Moreover, a ban on sales of

dirty eggs would risk encouraging the washing of eggs; which

could actually increase the risk of salmonella contamination of
the egg contents. Sales of washed eggs would therefore also
have to be prohibited, but enforcement would be particularly
difficult, since special equipment would be required (using
ultraviolet light) for verification. Because of these factors:
the Government are not putting forward specific proposals for
legislation on dirty eggs, but would welcome views of interested

organisations on the desirability and practicability of such
legislation.

ol




COMMENTS

Q% Comments are invited from your organisation on:-

(a) the Government's proposal to prohibited the sales of

cracked eggs;

(b) the desirability and practicability of seeking to ban

sales of dirty or washed eggs.

10 . Comments should be addressed to Mr M Ring, Ministry of

Fisheries and Food, Room 107 Whitehall Place West,

Agriculture,
[twO

London SW1A 2HH (telephone 01 - 270 8469) to arrive DY

months from the date of issue].







PRIME MINISTER

MINISTERIAL GROUP ON FOOD SAFETY
CRACKED AND DIRTY EGGS AND SURVEILLANCE OF IMPORTED EGGS:
MISC 138(89)9

DECISIONS

1. You will wish the GrOup to take decisions on the Minister of
Agriculture's two proposals:

- A consultation document. Mr MacGregor proposes to issue a

% | consultation document S&Etingrout proposals for prohibiting the
sale of cracked, dirty or washed eggs in markets or at the farm

gate, and for requiring an indication to be given of the origin
of ungraded eggs;

s 10 announcement. He also proposes to make it known that

imported eggs are now being monitored for infection with
salmonella.

BACKGROUND

2. The Group considered at their previous meeting a series of
proposals by the Minister of Agriculture for additional measures to

reduce the risk of salmonella poisoning from eggs. They agreed that

new Regulations should be made to bring the Liquid Eqg (Pasteuri-

-

sation) Regulations up to date, and that arrangements should be

established for the surveillance of imported eggs, without an

announcement. They also agreed that the public should be advised to

clean eggs by brushing rather than washing and to avoid buying eggs

that were cracked, dirty or washed; but they were concerned about




the problems of enforcement and definition that a prohibition on the

sale of such eggs might involve and the Minister of Agriculture was

invited to give further thought to this.

8 The Group's previous meeting took place a few hours before the
publication of the Select Committee on Agriculture's Report on

Salmonella and Eggs. In the event the Select Committee made

recommendations which bear directly on each of the Minister of

Agriculture's current proposals. The Government's response to the
Select Committee will need to be published by about the end of April
to comply with the normal conventions. We are arranging for it to be

considered at a further meeting of the Group in mid-April.

MAIN ISSUES
Cracked, Dirty or Washed Eggs and Labelling Requirements

4. EC regulations provide that cracked, dirty or washed eggs (which
are especially likely to be contaminated with salmonella) should not
be sold for human consumption. But eggs sold by a producer from his

own production direct to the consumer from his own farm, in a local

e —

public market or by door-to-door sale, which together account for

about 5% of UK egg production, are exempt from these regulations.
Some large egg producers divert their cracked or dirty eggs into sale
at the farm gate, and eggs sold in this way accordingly contain a
ey e =
y eggs. The Select
Committee on Agriculture have drawn attention to this éxemption and
recommended that "cracked or washed eggs should only be sold for
pasteurisation". (The omission of a reference to dirty eggs was
presumably an oversight.) Werunderstand that the Chief Medical
hOfficer strongly supports this proposal. You will wish to consider
whether there should be some tightening up of regulations in view of

the Select Committee's recommendation.

Small Producers

o At the last meeting several members of the Group were concerned

about the implications for small producers. Mr Walker, in parti-

cular, suggested that it would be ridiculous if environmental health

officers were enabled to inspect eggs sold, for example, by people




/
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who kept a few chickens in their garden. 'The Minister of Agri-
culture's paper offers no proposals for meeting such concerns. If
the Group still wishes to exempt those who, for example, keep
chickens as a hobby and sell surplus eggs to friends, neighbours etc,

you might ask whether the regqulations could exempt sales which were

not in the course of a business and/or producers with fewer than a
specified number of egg-laying hens.

Enforcement

6. Any new regulations would be_gnforced by environmental heglth

officers who already have the responsibility of enforcing the
.

éxisting prohibition on the sale of cracked and dirty graded eggs.

You may wish to check that environmental health officers could take

this work on without the need for additional resources. If there

were any question of an increase in resources being required, you may
wish to invite Mr MacGregor to clear this with the Chief Secretary

and the Environment Secretary (who has responsibility for EHOs).

Labelling

1 The Select Committee (at paragraph 47 of their Report) suggested
that the public needed reassurance that contaminated eggs could be

quickly traced to their farm of origin and recommended that "the

ge—

Government should ensure with industry that existing arrangements are

reviewed and, if necessary, improved". The draft consultation paper

attached to the Minister of Agriculture's paper suggests that eggs

which are exempted from the EC regulations should be accompanied by a
label stating the producer's name and address. You will wish to
check that the Group are content with this.

Import Surveillance

8. The Select Committee recommend (at paragraph 75 of their Report)

that MAFF should study how far imported eggs were contributing to the

present problem and whether any tighter restrictions were needed; and

that MAFF should press for European Community initiatives to prevent
the trade of infected products and should hold similar discussions

with other trading partners.
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9. At the Group's ﬁféﬁiéus méétihg; it Qas agreed that Mr MacGregor
should implement his proposals for testing an average of 60 eggs from
each lorry entering the country. His paper indicates that this has
been put in hand. You stressed the importance of first finding out
the facts before deciding what, if any, measures were needed toO deal
with infected eggs sent here from abroad, and you accordingly said
that the surveillance arrangements should not be publicised.

However, this was before it was known that the Select Committee would
make recommendations about imported eggs. Mr MacGregor now indicates
that he is also coming under pressure from domestic producers to take
steps to guard against the risks of importing infected eggs. He
therefore believes that it would not be sustainable to fail to
disclose the steps which the Government are taking to monitor

imported eggs. You may wish to consider whether Mr MacGregor should

make an early announcement or whether it would be better to hold this

back for the response to the Select Committee Report.

HANDLING
10. You will wish to invite the Minister for Agriculture to
introduce his paper. The Secretary of State for Health and the Chief

Medical Officer may have comments, in particular on the proposals on

cracked, dirty or washed eggs. The Chief Secretary may wish €O

comment if extra resources are needed for enforcement by environ-
mental health officers. Other members of the Group will have

political points to make.

R

]

R T J WILSON
Cabinet Office
20 March 1989




CONFIDENTIAL

P 03382

PRIME MINISTER

MINISTERIAL GROUP ON FOOD SAFETY
FURTHER MEASURES TO CONTROL THE RISK OF SALMONELLA POISONING

ARISING FROM EGGS: MISC 138(89). 5

DECISIONS

1. You will wish the Group to take a decision on the three

measures proposed by the Minister of Agriculture. These are:

g prohibiting the sale of cracked and dirty eggs, and

requiring the origin of ungraded eggs to be indicated;
‘_-'—‘"“----_.__

R ———

‘_-“'h“h
—

1i. surveillance of imports of €ggs;

L

1ii. amending the Liquid Egg (Pasteurisation) Regula-

tions.

2. The question of import surveillance raises points about the EC

food safety regime. The background on this is set out in MISC

138(89)6, which is a factual note that you commissioned at the

S — ————————
Group's first meeting. If, in the light of the dlSCUSSlOH on the

m——

eggs proposal, you wished to explore any of the EC points 1in

———

1

greater depth, you could either remit them to be Con51dered in
- :
OD(E) under the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary's chairmanship,




| or you could bring them back to a later meeting of MISC 138,
| augmented by the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary (and perhaps

also the Trade and Industry Secretary).

3. On timing and presentation, thesreport on salmonella and eggs

by the Select Committee on Agriculture will be published a few
hours after the MISC 138 meeting. You may wish to ask the
Minister of Agriculture and the Secretary of State for Health to
see that any announcement on the three currently proposed
initiatives on eggs 1s properly co-ordinated with the Government's
overall responsZ::; the Select Committee. (The Secretary of State
for Health may comment that if he is criticised in the Select

Committee's report he would wish to make an immediate reply,

whatever fuller response the Government may make later.)

MAIN ISSUES

4. The three proposals raise separate issues.

a. Cracked and dirty eggs

5. About 5% of UK egg production is sold by the producer directly

to the consumer, and is exempt from the EC regulations that apply

g N

to other egg sales. 1In particular, the direct sales avoid the EC
requirement that eggs for human consumption must not be cracked,

dirty or have been washed; and such eggs are especially likely to

= 3.

be contaminated by salmonella. The Minister of Agriculture is
therefore proposing that Regulations should be made under the Food
Act to prohibit the sale of such eggs, and to require that

ungraded eggs have a mark of origin in the same way as graded




ones, so that eggs responsible for salmonella infection can be
traced back to the producer. Enforcement would be by the

Environmental Health Officers.

6. Given the higher risk of salmonella from cracked, dirty or

washed eggs, there is clearly a public health argument for

extending the prohibition on them down to direct sales by

producers. We understand that Sir Donald Acheson feels quite
Strongly about this. On the other hand, the prohibition might
have such a serious effect on farm gate sales that many small
producers were put out of business, or at least had their
livelihoods severely affected. Werunderstand that the Secretary
of State for Health is troubled by this, and is not persuaded that
the case for action has been made out. Paragraph 5 of the paper
notes that the implications for small egg producers should emerge
more clearly during the consultation process on the proposed new
Regulation. We understand that this was intended as a compromise
formula that would have enabled Mr Clarke to add his name to the

paper, though in the event he declined to do so. You will wish to

consider whether the prohibition should go out to consultation, on

the basis that the effect on small producers will be reviewed at

the end of the consultation period.

7. The Minister of Agriculture's proposal is that the new
prohibition would be enforced by the Environmental Health
Officers. The Opposition have been trying to make capital out of
the fact that the Environmental Health Officers are about 400

under strength. Youw may wish to check that it would be feasible




to give them a new job without any increase in resources. If an

increase in resources were in fact required, it would need tO be

cleared with the Treasury in the normal way.

b. Import surveillance

8. At the Group's first meeting you were particularly concerned
that it would be unfair on the domestic producer if he had to meet
higher standards of hygiene than were applied in the rest of
Europe, while other EC countries were able to send their eggs tO
the United Kingdom without any checks. The Minister of Agri-
culture is therefore proposing that approximately 1 in 5,000
imported eggs should be tested at the point of entry. If infected
eggs were discovered, more intensive surveillance would be mounted
on future consignments from the producer concerned, and 1if further
infected eggs were discovered from the same source, it would be
proposed to raise the matter both with the European Commission and

the other government involved.

9. The background paper (MISC(89)6) spells out the difficulties

in operating any barrier to trade in food in the EC, and notes

that this will become progressively more problematic as 1992

approaches. Any control of this kind that is operated for the

protection of health has to be reported to the European Com-

mission, who will check that the action in question is not a

disguised discriminatory barrier to trade, and that it is

proportional to the mischief at which it is directed.




10. There are a number of aspects which you may wish to explore:

1 does sampling at the proposed rate represent a real

——

safeguard, given the low incidence of infected eggs?

v

11. for how long is it intended to maintain this

T I
surveillance, and 1s the burden on the Public Health

Laboratory Service sustainable?

iii. how does the proposed scale of testing compare with

the testing of domestically produced eggs? (If there is

any doubt on the score of legality, you may wish to ask

o

that the Attorney General's advice should be obtained);

e

i ——

iv. 1if infected eggs were frequently found from the

same producer, would it be sustainable simply to

complain to the Commission and the other government?

Surely the public would expect stronger action in those

circumstances;

V. what implications would the proposed surveillance
have for other foodstuffs? Listeria i1n French cheese

seems to be a good deal commoner than salmonella in eggs

e

; . T o T
from EC countries. Are French cheeses to be similarly

monitored? Does any similar routine monitoring go on at

present for cheeses or other foods?




Pasteurisation of liquid eggq

11. This seems, on the face of it, to be a straightforward
proposal to bring the present Liquid Egg (Pasteurisation)
Regulations up to date to take account of new practices, and
better knowledge, since they were made in 1963. The proposal is
said to be welcome to the industry, and it does not appear to be

controversial.
HANDLING

12. After the MINISTER OF AGRICULTURE, FISHERIES AND FOOD has
introduced the paper, you may wish to ask the SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR HEALTH and the CHIEF MEDICAL OFFICER if they have any comments
to add. You may wish to take the opportunity of asking if either
Minister has any information about the report of the Select
Committee on Agriculture, and any ideas on responding to it.

Other members of the Group may have general views on the

proposals.

@y-:r.

R T J WILSON

Cabinet Office
28 February 1989
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY
Richmond House, 79 Whitehall, London SWI1A 2NS
Telephone 01-210 3000

From the Secretary of State for SARKIH¥¥HXX Health

Andrew Turnbull Esq
Principal Private Secretary
10 Downing Street

LONDON SW1 )Lt February 1989

[\. LS (/ vy AN LD

MISC 138: FURTHER MEASURES TO CONTROL THE RISK OF SALMONELLA
POISONING ARISING FROM EGGS

My Secretary of State and Mr MacGregor will be considering the

attached draft paper for MISC 138 over the weekend, but I thought
you might find it helpful to see an advance copy.

I am copying this letter and attachment to Richard Wilson (Cabinet

Office), Mike Monck (Treasury) and Caroline Sinclair (No 10 Policy
Uit ) .

) ’\.},/‘{:H“\_, i :‘*b
{
.

FLORA GOLDHILL
Private Secretary




CONF IDENTIAL

DRAFT PAPER FOR MISC 138

FURTHER MEASURES TO CONTROL THE RISK OF SALMONELLA POISONING
ARISING FROM EGGS

INTRODUCTION

paper invites the Committee to approve three further
to reduce the risk of salmonella poisoning from eggs:
cracked and dirty eggs; surveillance of

and more stringent rules governing

all eggs to be graded and packed

specifically that "fresh" eggs for

direct human consumption must not be cracked, dirty or have
peen washed. But these regulations do not apply to eggs sold
by producer directly to the consumer at the farm gate, 1n a
local market or door-to-door. This exemption leaves a potentially
dangerous loophole since cracked or dirty eggs carry an enhanced
risk of salmonella contamination. So do dirty eggs which have
een washed, because the shell is porous and there is a risk

salmonella penetrating with the water into the egg. About

of UK production is marketed under this exemption and, 1n

view of the increased risk of salmonella infection, it would

be prudent to close this loophole.

Where eggs are suspected as a source of any human illness

3 -
from salmonella, we need to be able to trace the source of the

eggs, so that the State Veterinary Service can check the position




4. The

Egg Industry Cout

oelong) has already

dirty and washed eggs

pbe sent for pasteurisation.
Assoclation (which does
advice to its members

BEIC have t
following

to ensure

to provide

a sales

'here 1s
Community Regulz

to make

would be
6. Enforcement of the
hands of the Environment
Councilils. Informal soundi:
Health Officers and the
indicated that there wo

They are not yet able to estimate

IMPORT SURVEILLANCE

7 s Flocks 1n other Membez

contamlinated with salmonella, includina

PT4, although we have little evidence on

problem. We have taken stringent measures ¢+

L O




risk of infected eggs reaching consumers from domestic flocks.
In the interests of protecting public health we need equally to

take measures to guard against infection from imported eggs.

8 . It is clearly not feasible to apply in respect of 1mports
measures comparable to those operating domestically, under which
checks are made on farms to check birds, premises and the
environment. Moreover, we are advised that we could not legally
impose a requirement for the exporting countries toO certity
that such tests had been carried out on farms involved 1n
supplying eggs for export; nor we would have any prospect O
securing voluntary agreement to such measures. All we could

is monitor the eggs on i1mport by taking samples

varlies considerably from year to

s reasonably strong 1imports could

eggs (1 million boxes each containing

advice is that to obtain a statistically

would need to test on average 60 €dgs

the country (a total of 75,000 eggs 4

vith the Association of Port

th Authorities 1ndicates that there would be no practical
difficulty in taking samples on this scale provided that the
Public Health Laboratories could cope with this volume of €9gsSs

for testing.

156 - Provided the tests consistently showed negative results,
there would be a degree of reassurance. But in the event that
any test proved positive, our scope for action would be limited

by legal and practical constraints to notifying the Europeall

Commission and the Government of the originating country; and

to alerting other ports of entry into the UK of the packer's
code number so that they could sample a largerproportion of

imports from that source. If a second infected sample Wwas
discovered from the same source, we would need to ralse Ehe

issue bilaterally with the Member State concerned (as well as




notifying the Commission)
problem was 1nvestilgated
contemplate the scope for

that source.

PASTEURISATION OF LIQUID EGG

10 The Liquid Egg (Pasteurilsati

been changed since 1963 and need

increased risk of salmonella 1nfe

require that liquid whole egg should

do not make a similar requirement

albumen are concerned, nor do they
standards for the final product after pasteu
they permit certain practices (such as bulk br
and the bulking of badly crackec
transmission to processing plant

entailing high risk of contamination.

the Regulations to mak

(2 Og | o suadTCREA) Lot (Y

L 2 The British Egg
their members would
in this way. The changes would

the best practices already followec

and so the cost to the industry

135 The Regulations would be made
and enforcement would be 1n
Health Officers. There has been no contact

of District Councils over this proposal

costs are unknown.

CONSULTATIONS and timling

14. Consultation with 1nterested parties 1is mandatory
Regulations made under the Food Act 1984. But it 1s

proposed to consult over the proposals for import surveil lance.
On all three 1issues action, 1f agreed, would be initiated

forthwith.




RECOMMENDATIONS

1nvited to agree that consultation documents
to ban the sale of cracked

-

dirty eggs and bdate the Liquid Egg (Pasteurisation)

a
Regulations; and to agree to proposed import surveillance

arrangements.




Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Whitehall Place, London SW1A 2HH

From the Parliamentary Secretary (Commons)

A Turnbull
10 Downling
LONDON
SWI1A ZAA

SALMONELLA IN EGGS

In your letter of 27 January you asked@d how the
notices on affected farms fits into the overall plan on

ha _ , salmonella
The position is very simple. The restriction notices, issued
=7

27 January, and the compulsory slaughter arrangements which
announced on 10 February, complement the other measures which
had already announced. These measures were listed by Mr
in a written reply on 18 January (copy enclosed),

action does not detract 1n any way from them. F

compulsory registration and bacteriological monitoring
flocks, which we announced earlier,

Sy i . + are valuable steps
own right but are alsoc essential adjuncts to the sort of slaughter

policy announced on 10 February; without a statutory monitoring
requirement backed up by local authority inspections, there would

. - = - : I~~~ LA/ LLO i
be a r;sk that some prounch might try to avoid testing for O
reporting the presence of salmonella in their flocks, and thereby
avoid having their flocks restricted or slauchtered. Thus the

various elements 1n the package in fact hang together very well.

I am copying this to Carys Evans

(Treasury) and Andy McKeoml
(Doil) .

o+ g

/

W F G STRANG

Private Secretary







MINISTE Y OF ACTICU LTURE, FISHERIES AND FOOD
PARIIAMENTARY QUEST' N

Question No: dT2iston  iL/ daty: Wednesday 18 January 198

(On Order Paper: Wednesday 18 January 1989)

: ini f Agriculture, Fishenes
rd (Central Suffolk): To ask the Minister of Aj
M;n%i;'m.lghe(wﬂl list the action he is taking on salmonella in eggs.

Mr MacGregor:

Since the summer of 1988 we have been preparing and adopting:
A series of measures designed to tackle the salmonella
Problem at each Point along the chain from poultry
feedingstuffs, through the breeding flocks and hatcheries to
the laying houses, and then on into the home. I am now
PIroposing a number of further measures to reinforce the

action already taken.

To minimise the risk of salmonella in poultry feedingstuffs,
my Department has doubled the rate of inspections in protein
Processing plants so that Samples are now taken annually
from 20 days production from each Plant instead of 10 days
production as previously. I propose shortly to bring in new
statutory provisions requiring protein Processors to take
samples from each day's production, to have them tested at
MAFF-listed laboratories, and to notify MAFF immediately of
positive results. I also Propose to take powers to stop the
supply of products from Processing plants where salmonella

is found, until action has been taken to ensure that

uncontaminated products are being produced.




New arrangements

l-'\ id 1 ™™oy

ievels 1n material from Particular sources

To minimise the risk of infection through breeding stock

two Codes of Practice have been introduced for poultry

breeders and hatcheries. I propose to introduce secondary
legislation requiring the registration of breeding flocks
and hatcheries, requiring breeders to arrange regular
bacteriological monitoring of their birds and of the
hatcheries, and requiring breeders to supply MAFF with
veterinary certificates setting out the results of that
monitoring. This legislation.will also enable Ministry
officers to restrict sales of poultry and hatching eggs when

invasive salmonellae are found.

For commercial laying flocks, similarly, a Code of Practice
has been introduced. I propose now to introduce a
requirement on operators to carry out regqular
bacteriological monitoring, together with strengthened
statutory requirements about the control of rodents, with

provision for compulsory cleansing and disinfection and

requirements for the hygienic handling of eggs.

In order to underline the importance of hygienic handling of
food in the home, a major education campaign will be
launched early this year. This campaign is designed to

reduce the incidence of food poisoning generally.




Salmonella is an International problem. So I have also been

consulting colleagues in Europe and the United States.

I believe that this range of measures amounts to one of the

most comprehensive programmes for dealing with salmonella in

any country in the world.
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COMMITTEE OQOFEICE
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Thank you for your letters of 25 January and 6 February,

which the Committee considered at ite meeting this afternoon.
|

.While the letters clear up some points, they still leave
questions unanswered. The Committee was of the view that you
should not be excused from giving evidence; and believes it is
for it, not you, to decide whether such evidence is relevant.
The Committee has directed me formally to invite youl tc uppear
before 1t tomorrow, Wednesday 8 February 1989, and be| ;| pared
to answer questions when it has finighed taking evidence from
Ministers. We expect this to be about 5,00 P.M,

I would be grateful if you could indicate by 2,30 p.m.
tomorrow whether you intend to accept this invitation. If you
do not do so, the Committee will have no option but to take
formal steps in the House to seek to secure your attghdance.

I hope you will agree that it 18 in everyone's interest to
avold this course. | |

l/www

Mrs BEdwina Currie MP
Hougse of Commons
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Thank you for your further letter,

| am bound 1o say that I was surprised (as many colle

| = cagues will be) that your Committee
nould feel it is able 1o decide whether or nNot to "excuse" me from attendance.

Fhe rights and immunities of individual Members were established long before the rights
and powers of Seclect Committees to compel certain witnesses,

The House was VEry wisc not to give Departmental Select Committees the power to
eaulre individual Members to attend. This power the House reserves for itself and to
“Cise it would be g VErY serious matter for which ] believe there is no precedent
since 1690, In those circumstances it could well be that the House would wish to seck
the advice of the Select Committec on Parl;’ar'ncﬁtar}-' Privilege before discussing any
such proposition or considering any further action. |

But you, Jerry, are like me a former Minjster and, 1 hope, a friend. To spare you

further embarrassment an riesy I will come to your meeting, | repeat

thal there is no information | can offer the Comitnittee over and above that which they
already have,
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Jerry Wiggin Mp
House of Comimons
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Thank you for your letters of 25 January and 6 February,
which the Committee considered at ite meeting this afternoon,
While the letters clear up some points, they still leave
questions unanswered., The Committee was of the view that you
should not be excused from giving evidence; and believes it is
for it, not you, to decide whether such evidence is relevant.,
The Committee has directed me formally to invite you to appear
before it tomorrow, Wednesday 8 February 1989, and be pared

to answer questions when it has finished taking evidence from
Ministers. We expect this to be about 5,00 p.m,

I would be grateful if you could indicate by 2,30 p.m.
tomorrow whether you intend to accept this invitation. If vou
do not do so, the Committee will have no option but to take
formal steps in the House to seek to secure your attendance.

I hope you will agree that it is in everyone’'s interegt to
avold this course.

'/mmcm/
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Mrs Edwina Currie MP
House of Commons
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ITEM 1: PREVENTION OF RAW EGGS SALES FROM INFECTED POULTRY FLOCKS

(MISC 138(89) 3)

OBJECTIVES AND DECISIONS

1. MAFF has issued notices under the Zoonoses Order 1975 prohibi-
ting the sale of raw eggs from poultry flocks known to be, or
suspected of being, infected with certain strains of salmonella. The
purpose of this item is to decide whether compensation should be paid
to flock owners and, if so, whether this should be financed by the

| Government or whether a Bill should be introduced this Session to

provide for the costs of compensation to be met by the industry.

" BACKGROUND

2. The prohibition notices issued on Friday 27 January will expire

on Friday 10 February Current advice is that if a prohibition in

respect of a partlcular flock is maintained for more than a few days,

e ————

——— e

the eggs will be unmarketable and the flock owner will have no
practical alternative but to slaughter his flock. The Animal Health

Act 1981 provides that compulsory slaughter should always be

accompanied by Government compensation. However, there is no such

_—

B T T —

provision under the Zoonoses Order, under which the notices were

issued. The Attorney General haejadvised that these notices are

dgtéuéigle provided they remain in place for only a few days but that
if they remain in place for any longer then there is a serious risk

Oof successful challenge by way of judicial review. The flock owners

would claim that the Minister had been acting unreasonably in

imposing on egg producers constraints which effectlvely obllged them
to slaughter their poultry, but without recourse to compensation,

when powers were available under the 1981 Act to have provided

compensation.

MAIN ISSUES
3. The first question is whether the Government should simply

continue to act without providing compensation, await any legal

challenges and, if they are forthcoming, seek to fight them off In

favour of this, it can be argued that it is wrong to feather- beglthe

poultry industry and that it would be preferable for the Government

(_CONFIDENTIAL )
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to have its hand forced by the ecourts rather than volunteer a scheme.

On the other hand, Government would ndt wish to embark lightly on a

course which was vulnerable to Judicial review. You will wish tO

invite the Attorney General, the Chief Secretary and the Minister of
Agriculture to comment on this.

4. Even 1f it is decided to seek to fight off any legal challenges,

the prospects may well not be good. You will therefore wish the

meeting to consider the question of compensation. On this, Mr

MacGregor has identified a number of permutations. They amount

essentially either to the making of Orders under t+he 1981 Act to
provide for compulsory slaughter with Government-financed compensa-
tion, or the introduction of immediate primary legislation to amend

the 1981 Act so as to place the burden of compensation on to the
poultry industry itself.

D5 If there is to be a scheme funded by Government, there needs tO

be a decision about how the costs are to be met. MAFF estimate that

the annual cost of compensation might be 5} the order of £1.5-2

million, and that the total cost of measures which they are taklng to
tackle salmonella would be around £5.3 million in a full year. XYou

will wish to probe with the Minister of Agriculture whether they

would be able to bear the costs of a compensation scheme, and invite
the Chief Secretary to comment.

6. The alternative would be to have a compensation scheme funded DY
the poultry industry itself. You will wish to invite the Lord

President and the Lord Privy Seal to comment on the possibilities of

introducing a Bill this Session to force flock owners to reimburse

the Government's expenses 1in relation to salmonella. They may take
the view that, bearing in mind the relatively small amount of money
involved, it would be unwise for the Government to introduce a Bill
on this narrow issue in advance of a general review of compensation

policy, the outcome of which may well require further legislatigg_in
cther le

the next Session. As to the effect on the present Session's

legislative programme, it seems unlikely that the Bill would take up

very much time on the floor of the House of Commons; the time taken
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in the House of TLords is likely to depend on whether it is classified

as a Money Bill.

7. The Minister of Agriculture suggests that a Bill may raise
idfSes of compatibility with EC law and with the European Convention

on Human Rights. You may wish to ask for the Attorney General's

assessment of these risks.

8. Regardless of how it is decided to deal with the immediate
question of compensation for egg producers, the Minister of
Agriculture and the Chief Secretary agree that there is a strong case

for establishing a wider review of Government policy on compensation

for food producers. You may wish to confirm that the Group are

content for such a review to be set up and, if so, to invite the
Minister of Agriculture, in consultation with the Chief Secretary, toO

submit detailed proposals for consideration at the Group's next

meeting.

HANDLING

9. You will wish to invite the Minister of Agriculture toO introduce

his Memorandum. The Attorney General will be able to comment OI the

prospects of success of any legal challenges. You may wish tO invite

the Minister of Agriculture to comment on whether the egg producers

will be capable of financing an industry-financed compensation

scheme. The Chief Secretary will wish to comment on the implications

for the Exchequer of a Government- financed scheme. The Lord

President and the Lord Privy Seal will have comments on the

Parliamentary prospects of a short Bill this Session to establish

self-financing compensation arrangements for egg producers.

6 February 1989
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ITEM 2. PROPOSED INQUIRY INTO THE MICROBIOLOGICAL SAFETY OF FOOD
(Minutes of 30 January and 6 February by Mr Clarke; minute of

1 February from Mr Major; minutes of 6 February from Mr MacGregor. )

% You will wish the Group to decide whether to establish a

Committee of Inquiry, drawing on outside experts, into the micro-
biological safety of food.

MAIN ISSUES

24 It is common ground that the Government needs to draw on outside

expertise to advise it on matters relating to food safety. The

——

Heﬁitﬁﬁgécretary proposes that a Committee should be established to

provide a source of the authoritative advice which is needed. He

also believes that the establishment of such a committee would enable

the Government to regain the initiative.
a —

-

3. Both you and the Chief Secretary expressed doubts about setting
up a committee when the proposal was first put forward last week.

Mr MacGregor was initially in favour, but now believes that such a
committee would merely tend to duplicate the work of existing

committees dealing with particular aspects of food safety.

4, The Health Secretary has not put forward any significant new

arguments. You will wish to consider whether you are convinced about

the benefits of establishing such a committee. It is not completely

clear how it would work, given that Mr Clarke sees it "as operating
— _—= i .
primarily within Government". But there is an obvious risk that a

committee which straddled ‘the whole field would be unwieldy and that

it would take a long time to formulate proposals. Indeed Mr Clarke
only envisages that the committee's interim conclusions would be

covered in the Food Bill next Session You may agree with the Chief

Secretary and the Minister of Agrlculture that it would be preferable

for the Government to continue to make ad hoc arrangements for

drawing on outside expertise as requlred for example in the form of
d___.__-»--""'" ———

research projects on particular toplcs.

—
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5. You will also wish to consider whether the establishment of the

e
f e . s P T

Committee would, as Mr Clarke believes, assist the Government tO

regain the public initiative. You may feel that it might instead be
taken either as a gimmick or as suggesting that the problems in this
area were more profound than the Government had so far admitted; and
it might excite further speculation about possible changes 1n Depart-
mental responsibilities. There is also a risk that the conclusions
of the inquiry would be unwelcome to the Government. This would be
especially embarrassing if the report were submitted after the Food

Bill planned for next Session had been introduced.

HANDLING

6. You will wish to invite the Health Secretary to introduce this

item. The Chief Medical Officer has been closely associated with the
idea of a Committee of Inquiry, and you may wish to invite him tO

comment next. You may then wish to invite the Minister of Agri-

culture and the Chief Secretary to comment. Other members of the

Group will have political points to make.

P

6 February 1989




Richard Ryder Esg MP

Parliamentary Secretary (Commons)
Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries & Food
Whitehall Place

London
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Thank you for copying to us your letter of 29 January to John Major
outlining the issues which need to be addressed in the light of the
decision to impose restrictions on premises known or suspected of
salmonella infection and to prohibit the sale of eggs from such premises.
[ have now seen Kenneth Clarke's response of 30 January.

As you know statutory responsibility for the operation of the Zoonoses
Order 1975, under which the restriction notices are to be served, rests
in Scotland with the Secretary of State, albeit executive responsibility 1s
carried out on his behalf by the State Veterinary Service. [ therefore

welcome the opportunity to comment on the submission which accompanied
your letter.

I note that you are considering the possibility of delegating responsibility
for the registration of poultry units to Local Authorities. My officials
learned of this only a few days ago. [ appreciate that the additional
burdens imposed as a result of the salmonella issue are causing a severe
strain on the resources of the State Veterinary Service but I have major
reservations about the wisdom of assigning responsibility for registration
to LAs. Politically I am concerned that we could be open to the charge
of "passing the buck" but I am also fearful that this could open the way
for local authorities to seek the registration by them of all food
production units including farms. At a time when generally we are
seeking to encourage LAs to cut expenditure this proposal will also be
criticised as a move in the other direction. Certainly I would want to be
clearer on what additional resources might be provided before my officials
engage 1n discussion with COSLA on this.

On the question of compensation, I recognise to some extent the force of
Kenneth Clarke's argument that this is difficult to justify where the
premises concerned are a risk to human health. In saying this I am
particularly conscious that the recent "compensation" scheme attracted a
fair measure of criticism but on the other hand the principle of
compulsory slaughter with compensation is well established (eg TB and
Brucellosis) and T think we have to bear in mind that though premises

DHCO032N7.C




may be classified as infected this might not be the case of the majority of
the birds themselves or ol the eggs. [ think we have to consider this
further. | certainly agree that we need the views of the Law Officers on
the legal position.

As regards the naming of infected premises I am not clear as to what this
Is intended to achieve. Certainly it will satisfy those clamouring for the
naming of "guilty" parties but to what end? Since, presumably, it would
not be the intention to seek to recall eggs which may have been produced
on the premises what will simply happen is that we will heighten public
concern and there could be unjustified panic as members of the public
seek to establish - by no means an easy task - from whence their already
purchased eggs originated. Kenneth's comments that naming infected
premises will prevent the farmer concerned from unloading his henb is not
[ suggest valid. The egg industry, despite the number of birds and
eggs produced, is in fact quite a "small world™ and the motives of anyone
seekKing to unload birds will be closely questioned.

[ am copying this letter to the Chief Secretary, the Secretaries of State

for Health, Wales and Northern Ireland, the Attorney General, Lord
Advocate and Solicitor General for Scotland. e
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COURTS OF JUSTICE

LONDON, WC2A 2LL

IRichard Ryder |

Par ) lament aty f'—'- eCcreétaly.,
Ministry of Agriculture, |
Whitehall Place,

London,

SWIA 2HH

31 January 19&9
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PREVENTION OF RAW EGG SALES FROM INFECTED POULTRY FLOCKS

You copied to me your letter of yesterday to John Major in connection with the
mecasures to be taken in consequence of the decision to prevent the sale of raw
cggs from poultry flocks known to be, or suspected of being, infected with certain
strains of salmonella. You have asked me to advise on two matters, namely those

raised at paragraphs 21 and 25 of the paper you enclosed with your Ictter.

Paragraph 2] essentially invites my assessment of the risk ¢ . successiul challenge
to the notices issued under Article 4 of the Zoonoses Order 1975 on the
assumption that no arrangements are made [or compensation. Any such challenge
is Jikely to be {ounded on the argument that the Minister has acted unreasonably
by adopting a course which will inevitably bring about the slaughter of poultry
without compensation, when it is open to him to apply by order the provisions of
Schedule 3 to the Animal Health Act 1981 where Parllament has conferred an
entitlement 1o compensation for the compulsory slaughter of poultry. 1 have
considered the advice tendered by Treasury Counsel in Conference at the end of
last weck and 1 endorse his conclusions as summarised in the Annex to the paper
circulated with your letter. Since Counsel advised, however, it has become
apparent that eggs from infected {locks are unlikely to be marketable even for
pasteurisation. In consequence, one of the defences envisaged by Counsel as a




that a notice issued under the Zoonoses Order could be successfully challenged by
way of judicial review on the ground that the Minister is acting "Wednesbury
unreasonably' or otherwise improperly by Imposing on egg producers constraints
which effectively oblige them to slaughter their poultry, but without recourse 1o

compensation, despite his power to extend to them the provisions for compulsory

slaughter in Schedule 3.

You asked me to consider also the question raised in paragraph 25 of your paper,
about disclosure of the identity of egg producers on whom notices have been
scrved, I am satisfied that there is no legal constraint against such publication.
However, as there appears to be no likelihood that those eggs which have been
the subject of notices under the Zoonoses Order will reach the market for public
consumption, you will no doubt wish to consider whether the public interest would
be served by such publication, which could seriously undermine confidence both in
the relevant producer's future products and in the products of those of his flocks

to which the notices do not apply.

1 am sending a copy of this letter 10 Kenneth Clarke, John Major, Malcolm
Rifkind, Peter Walker and Torn King, and to Sir Donald Acheson.

[
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
Richmond House, 79 Whitchall, London SWIA 2NS
Telephone 01-210 5150

From the Chief Medical Officer
Sir Donald Acheson KBE DM DSc FRCP FFCM FFOM

Mr D H Andrews CB CBE
Permanent Secretary
MAFF

Whitehall Place
LONDON

SW1A 2HH 3/ January 1989

Yewy Wenih,

PASTEURISATION OF EGGS

Thank you for your letter of 30 January asking for my advice on
the acceptability of pasteurisation of eggs from flocks infected
with salmonella species under the new arrangements being
developed by MAFF.

Pasteurisation of eggs is effective when carried out properly
under well-controlled conditions and when the raw egg being
pasteurised is not too heavily contaminated. Information on the
level of contamination of eggs from infected flocks is not
available. Whereas in the past eggs from infected and uninfected
flocks were likely to be mixed in the pasteurisation process, so
lowering the average level, the restrictions now in place will,
I imagine lead to these eggs being treated separately and
therefore possibly to higher 1levels of contamination in the
material entering the pasteurisation plant when they are being
processed than was the case formerly.

The above would lead one to advise some caution in permitting the
use of pasteurisation, but need not necessarily preclude its use
if suitable information on 1levels of contamination were
available.




However, I*understand.that.theiBritisthgg Producers Association,
which represents about 80% of the industry has refused to handle
these eggs anyway. This would mean that these poorer quality
eggs would be preferentially handled by the smaller pasteurisers
who are likely to be least well able to handle this material and
to have less good quality control.

Clearly it would be undesirable both on public health and
presentational grounds for any questions to be raised about the
acceptability of pasteurised egg at this time.

For the above reasons, I would therefore advise against the use

of pasteurisation for eggs from infected flocks in these
particular circumstances.

QZM&MZ%
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Richard Ryder Esq MP
Parliamentary Secretary

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Whitehall Place

London
SW1 o |

39 January 1989

SALMONELLA IN EGGS

Thank you for your letter of 29 January which enclosed a paper by
your officials on this subject. I note that we are still awaiting
advice from the Chief Medical Officer and from the Law Officers on
a number of issues. We may need to meet later this week when this
advice is available.

However, I think I should make it clear at the outset that I
see very considerable disadvantages in setting up a slaughter and
compensation scheme under the terms of the Animal Health Act 1981
as at present drafted. Such a scheme would inevitably be open to
criticism as further evidence of the Government being more
concerned to protect the 1livelihood of producers than the
interests of consumers (the individual sums involved at the rates
of compensation you suggest could be quite_large for a flock of,
say, 20,000 hens). Other producers outside the agricultural
sector do not expect to receive compensation if they are re
to withdraw potentially dangerous products from the market. .
not clear to me why farmers should be treated differently in thisss

respect. Moreover, I remain concerned both that a slaughter and%i;;gi
compensation scheme would represent poor value for money because® s

of the risk of reinfection referred to in John MacGregor's minute
of 16 December and that it might lead to a very considerable open-
ended public expenditure commitment particularly if it proved
difficult to ringfence action on salmonella in egg laying flocks

from other types of poultry.




CONFIDENTIAL

For all these reasons I do not consider that it would be
advisable to set up a traditional slaughter and compensation
scheme on the lines you suggest. However, I recognise that the
effects of the movement restriction orders which we have announced
could have serious consequences for individual producers 1f
retesting confirms that salmonella remains present in the flocks
which have been notified. I would therefore support the
introduction of compensation or insurance measures if the
producers were prepared to fund them themselves. As you know,
there is a useful precedent for this in the agricultural area 1n
the scheme to control Aujeszky's disease in pigs. If the producers
seek to set up a scheme on these lines I think that we should be
prepared to do all we can to facilitate it, for example by
supporting any necessary legislation.

As regards the additional costs of the rest of the salmonella
control measures outlined in paragraphs 17 to 19 of the MAFF
paper, 1 see no reason why these costs should not be contained
within the existing MAFF PES programme both in 1988-89 and
1989-90. We can discuss how the costs should be absorbed in the
later years in this year's public expenditure Survey.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister,
Kenneth Clarke, Patrick Mayhew, Malcolm Rifkind, Peter Walker and
Tom King and to Sir Donald Acheson and Sir Robin Butler.
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SALMONELLA AND EGGS

I believe that the decision to prevent the sale of eggs from flocks
which are known to be infected by salmonella enteritidis or
salmonella typhimurium is amply justified by the need to reduce the
risk of food poisoning to human consumers. The extent to which this

measure will or will not reduce the extent of salmonella in the
nations laying flocks is of secondary importance.

I shall be extremely surprised if anyone challenges successfully in
the Courts a notice that is served under the Order so long as we are

careful to act on good evidence. On the briefing I have seen, two
farms were very clear candidates indeed.

I see no case at all for going to a compulsory slaughter and
compensation scheme. If we are to contemplate such a scheme, surely

we should know what it is going to achieve in terms of improved
public safety and what it is going to cost.

I am dubious about the arguments in favour of our continuing refusal
to name the farmers. I see no legal reason for not naming them so
long as our public statements are careful and accurate and based on
evidence. There could be a public interest argument if refusal to
name helped to encourage co-operation by farmers with the PHLS and
MAFF. However if farmers prohibited from selling eggs merely sell

their laying hens to other farmers, then in my opinion we will have
to name them.

I am sending a copy of this letter to John Major.

Qe

KENNETH CLARKE




4 e

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food < -
Whitehall Place, London SW1A 2HH sl

/ Py :

From the Parfiamentary Secretary (Commons)

F k- ld

The Rt Hon John Major MP

- ~ R
Chief Secretary to the Treasury - T -
HM Treasury s /QZprvw(,”L“”e Eenan

Parliament Street P
LONDON OW1P 3AG

'4

- Verport

P - /«/Z“v""

= - Se
ﬁ

-
Z,T January 1989

b T,

Following our decision to prohibit the sale of eggs from flocks
known to be, or suspected of being, infected with Salmonella
enteritidis and other similar types of salmonella we must decide
quickly on related measures.

The attached submission has been drawn up by my officials in
consultation with your own.

We will be under immediate pressure to announce if we intend to
introduce compulsory slaughter and compensation, since the sales
ban will force owners to destroy their flocks. You will see from
the submission that my officials, and the PHLS, no longer regard
pasteurisation as a viable sales alternative. However, the CMO's

advice is being sought on this score.

Annex 1 contains the legal advice agreed by our respective legal
advisers, following consultation with Treasury Counsel. This
indicates that there would be a significant risk (under the
Animal Health Act 1981) of legal challenge from a Judicial
Review, with a chance that such a challenge could succeed unless
weé provided for compulsory slaughter with compensation.

There are two points, in particular, where I think it would be
very helpful to receive the views of the Law Officers. They are
set out in paragraphs 21 and 25 of the submission. Indeed, the
Law Officers” opinion on paragraph 21 and Annex 1 is crucial to
further discussions.




I hope that we can reach decisions so that an announcement, one
way or the other, can be made early in the week.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Secretary of State for
Health, the Attorney General, the Secretaries of State for

Sco?land, Wales and Northern Ireland and the Chief Medical
Officer.

Lo 4.

RICHARD RYDER
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PREVENTION OF R. G SALES INFECTED FLOCKS

The Government is 1ng notices on premises with
are known to be, or are suspected of being, infected with certal
strains of salmonella so as to prevent the sale of eggs 1ln a raw
state from these flocks for direct human consumption. The purpose
0T this note is to seek Ministers' agreement on the measures to be
taken in connection with this decision, and to set out the

implications of these measures.
OBJECTIVE

2 o This is one amongst a series of measures to tackle the problem
at all stages of the production chain from feed production through
breeding flocks and commercial laying flocks to packers and
consumers. It is important to emphasise that the objective of these
measures can only be to reduce the burden of salmonella
contamination in the flock and the incidence of egg-related food
poisoning in humans. It is not possible, because of the ubiquitous
and persistent nature of salmonella organisms, to devise measures

which will eliminate salmonella food poisoning.

ACTION

e In accordance with the decisions which Ministers have already
taken, MAFF officials are taking immediate action under powers

available in the Zoonoses Order 1975 to prevent the sale of eggs in
a raw state for direct human consumption from poultryhouses

containing hens known to be, or suspected of being, infected with

Salmonella enteritidis or Salmonella typhimurium. Salmonella
enteritidis and typhimurium are the only serotypes associated with
recent egg-related outbreaks in humans. If, however, a future
outbreak of food poisoning associated with another invasive serotype
is actually traced to eggs it will be necessary to apply similar

measures in that particular case.
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laboratories and to report positive results. It is propost

flock owners should be required to register with their local
authorities. Until this is done - and it will take time TO
complete our negotiations with local suthorities and for the
register to be compiled by them - there will be some uncertainty as
to the extent to which monitoring is taking place and positive
results are being reported. Negotiations with local authorities

have already begun.

B 4 It had already been announced before notices were served under
the Zoonoses Order that requirements will be introduced both to
monitor, and register, flocks which contain more than 25 laying hens

or from which eggs are sold. This formula will include all the

45,000 breeding flocks and commercial laying flocks on agricultural

holdings in Great Britain as well as an unknown number of backyard
flocks not on agricultural holdings. The proposed restrictions

would apply also to the supply to anyone other than the owner,
whether by sale or not, from any infected flock.

PRACTICAL EFFECT OF PROHIBITING EGG SALES

6. In the course of a meeting between the pasteurisation industry
and the Chief Veterinary Officer on Friday 27 January, the British
Egg Products Association made it clear that their members would not
knowingly accept eggs for pasteurisation from infected flocks.
Moreover, very recent doubts have been exXpressed by the PHLS about
the effectiveness of pasteurisation if the material to be processed
is heavily loaded with infection. In the light of the meeting on 27
January, and the views expressed by the PHLS at that meeting, MAFF




T

PHLS views, most

T IV o
L J - ) —
- &L v L -

in practice, for

economic slaughter their hens

providing for compulsory
The arguments are set out in detail by
legal advisers in Annex T. (Our legal adviser 1s clear that under
the Act compensation mist be
slaughtered.

introduce primary legislation.)

COMPULSORY SLAUGHTER WITH COMPENSATION

10. Apart from the value of slaughtered birds, owners would also be
faced with consequential loss,

cost of compulsory cleansing an
substantial;
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took place. ' (¢ as said in the join
tee, there can be no

guarantee that the salmonells in question had been eliminated or

that it would not be reintroduced from outside, for example from

rodents or birds.

11. The precedent, geénerally, when MAFF orders slaughter is that
the Government bears the cost of cleansing and disinfection.
However, legal advisers confirm that under the Zoonoses Order there
18 no requirement on MAFF to compensate flock owners for the costs

of cleansing and disinfection.

12. If Ministers decide to opt for compulsory slaughter it will be
necessary to establish the rate of compensation. Under the Animal
Health Act 1981 it would be possible to pay a flat rate for birds
which are diseased, but for other birds the rate payable must be
'the value of the birds immediately before slaughter'. This
presents two difficulties. As birds are not sold while in lay there
1s no satisfactory way of assessing their value. Furthermore, as
adult birds infected with salmonella usually exhibit no cliniecal
symptoms it is not possible to determine on that basis which are
diseased. 1In fact, very few birds in the flock may be infected. Tt
1s therefore proposed that the proportion of diseased birds should
be assessed by reference to the proportion of the sample found
positive by laboratory examination; compensation would then be paid
at a flat rate for the proportion considered to be diseased and at
the appropriate valuation for the non-diseased proportion. The
flat rate would be fixed; the valuation of the non-diseased birds
would be determined according to the age and type of bird on the

individual holding.
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24's 'If Ministers are cont rned
COllpensation it would be possibl O confine this measure

to a limited duration while consideration was given to the

policy issues involved in reviewing the current compensation
arrangements under the Animal Health Act 1981, and to alternative

ways of funding through the industry.
NAMING OF OWNERS OF INFECTED FLOCKS

25. There is considerable pressure on the Government publicly to
name known infected flocks and this pressure is likely to intensify
now that notices have been served. The SVS has always depended upon
a free flow of information, often of a confidential nature, between
themselves and producers, when the latter have suspected that their
animals are diseased. Legal advisers further consider that since
disclosure can contribute nothing to achievement of the Government's
purpose in reducing infection in animals, but could have a lastingly
damaging effect on the business of the producer concerned, Ministers
should not agree to publish the ldentity of infected flocks. A
claim against MAFF has in fact already been threatened by a flock
owner who considers that, though it was not the Department's
intention, his identity can be deduced from information published by
the Department. Again, this is a matter on which the Law Officers

should advise.
SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

26. (1) Ministers have decided to Prohibit the sale or supply
of eggs from flocks which are known to be, or are

suspected of being, infecteg with certain strains of

salmonella (paragraph 1).
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additional

cost of the
wnich have alreadv be *cided. The provision required for 1989/90
will be as j ar: pl SOE 18 above and there will be
continuing costs in subsequent years. Extra provision will also be
required to cover local authorities' costs. The Treasury consider
that costs of the order sugg8ested can be contained within the

€Xisting PES provision both in 1988/89 and 1989/90.
PROCEDURE AND TIMING

20. Action will have been taken by the evening of 30 January to
Serve notices on 26 commercial laying flocks and 8 breeding flocks.

There will be intense pressure from the industry to know whether the
Government will introduce compulsory slaughter with compensation.
An announcement will therefore be necessary early in the week

beginning 30 January.

21. If it were decided not to compensate, we would need to make
that decision clear. We would also need to explain the
justification. As the legal advice in Annex I (paragraph )
indicates, it would be difficult to do this particularly if
pasteurisation is ruled out as an option. The legal basis of an
announcement of this sort would need further consideration by the

Law Officers.

22 . An Order under the Animal Health Act 1981 to introduce a

compulsory monitoring requirement would not be subject to
parliamentary procedure. An Order under the same Act providing for

compulsory slaughter and compensation would be subject to negative
resolution procedure. Both orders would be introduced as quickly as
possible, though this could be achieved only by giving them absolute
priority over other measures to deal with the salmonella problem

(and some other problems in the animal health sector).

T
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provide indications of the effectiv:
of measures as a whole. But it will not be
quantify the specific contribution which the prohibi

sales and the slaughter of flocks may make.

COSTS

1'7. The cost falling on MAFF's running costs of the series of
feasures which has been decided and announced is estimated at £2.1 M
to cover manpower and running costs and £0.2 M for capital. Details
have been given to the Treasury. In addition, there is a group of
further research projects relating to salmonella which are estimated
to cost a further £1.75 M in 1989/90.

18. If Ministers decide on compulsory slaughter with compensation,

assuming destruction of between 14 million and 2 million birds a
year (ie. up to 5% of the commercigl laying flock) with compensation
at an average £1 per bird the annual cost might be of the order of
£1.5 million to £2 million. These figures assume a range of
payments from £1.75 per bird at the point of lay to 25p on culling
for healthy birds, and a flat rate of 25p per bird for the
calculated proportion of diseased birds in the flock. The figures
(and the running cost figures in paragraph 17) make no provision for
slaughter and disposal costs, which could amount to £} M. They also
assume that no payments would be made for the cost of cleansing and
disinfection. These figures are our best estimates. If, however,
the more extensive monitoring already under way reveals higher
levels of infection than so far disclosed the costs could be
greater. PFurthermore, although other elements in our series of
measures should eventually help to reduce the prevalence of
infection in'flocks; there may not be a drastic reduction at least

within the first year.
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Ministers are invited to agree that owners of flocks of
over 25 birds, or which sell eggs, should be required

to carry out regular bacteriological monitoring and, as

S00n as the necessary legislation is in place, to

register with loecal authorities (paragraph 5).

Ministers are advised that the possibility of

pasteurisation as a permissible use for eggs from
infected flocks has been explored, but that the trade
association has said that its members will not accept

€g88s from known infected flocks for pasteurisation. So

this seems not to be a feasible option (paragraph 6).

Given the recent views €xpressed by the PHLS and
bearing in mind that about 20% of pasteurisation plant
owners are not represented by the trade association,
Ministers will wish to consider in the light of the

CMO's further advice whether the sale of eggs from
infected farms for pasteurisation should be banned
(paragraph 6).

Ministers are therefore advised that the prohibition of

egg sales will force owners to have their flocks

slaughtered (paragraph 7).

Ministers are further advised that the service of

notices prohibiting the movement of eggs or poultry off
infected farms, in the absence of compulsory slaughter

and compensation arrangements, would in these

circumstances be liable to challenge by judicial review
and would give rise to possible animal welfare problems
(paragraphs 14 and 15).

9
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Ministers are also invited to decide whether they would

wish to require compulsorily slaughtered birds to be
destroyed rather than salvaged for human consumption or

animal feed use (paragraph 13).

Ministers are furthermore invited to decide that the

costs of compulsory cleansing and disinfection should
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