Dear 

Official Controls in Slaughterhouses

You are the candidate that I am considering voting for in the forthcoming European Parliamentary elections.  Before I do, however, there is an important issue on which I need to know your views.
The regulations that cover slaughterhouse hygiene and some aspects of consumer protection in Britain are created in Europe and, if elected, you will be asked to vote on any proposed changes to these.

I have been informed by the Association of Meat Inspectors (AMI) that the European Working Community for Food and Consumer Protection (EWFC), the organisation that represents European Food and Meat Inspectors, has written to your party headquarters in Brussels to ask their opinion on certain European developments, you will find the full letter enclosed.  Amongst other things it states:

“We disagree with the proposals from the competent authorities of various member states: “1. to pass the actual performance of meat inspection functions to food business operators (FBO)”, 
The letter further states,
“That the many risks to the consumer associated with producing meat for food from animals should continue to be controlled by officials of the competent authorities, therefore ensuring the controllers are independent from commercial pressure.

In October 2005 the second most serious British outbreak of E.coli food poisoning occurred in Wales, killing one school boy and making 150 other children and adults very ill.  Poor standards of hygiene in a Welsh abattoir were found to have contributed to the outbreak.

“The Food Standards Agency” and “The Meat Hygiene Service” are the government organisations responsible for enforcing the regulations that apply to slaughterhouses.  In a recent report on this outbreak, “Professor Pennington”, the well-known microbiologist, made the following remarks:

“(vi) Despite all this, the position did not improve. The same breaches recurred; the same problems remained embedded. The MHS utterly failed to take the necessary, or any effective steps to secure legislative compliance.
“(ix) The evidence of Mr Hewson and others indicates that a deliberate decision was taken by the FSA not to enforce the legislative requirements. That decision was, and is, unacceptable. The function of the MHS and the FSA was to apply the legislative requirements that Parliament saw fit to impose in order to minimise the risk of unsafe food being produced”.

The AMI believes that the failure of the FSA and MHS is rooted in their “light touch” enforcement attitude to meat industry Food Business Operators (FBOs).  In spite of the “Pennington Report” which was delivered in March this year, in April the FSA published strategic plans entitled, “Meat Official Controls, Program to Deliver More Risk Based Proportionate Controls”, which proposed reducing official controls in slaughterhouses by moving to a system of: 

“3. Auditing FBOs (rather than inspecting) in a flexible, contingent and positive way based upon the principles of earned autonomy, individual FBO characteristics and continuing FBO development;

“4. Designing a measure of “confidence” in FBOs, which operates as an incentive by affecting audit frequency and intensity (i.e. cost to the FBO)

“5. Risk assessing FBOs in order to determine individual FBO characteristics;

“The FSA should develop and implement a strategy actively to engage with other Member States, the European Commission and international partners to secure the regulatory changes necessary to adopt a more risk-based, proportionate, targeted and cost-effective approach to meat regulation”.

The AMI do not think the FSA should be allowed to reduce levels of public protection by reducing official controls in British slaughterhouses, they believe our standards are now worse than in 2005, they further consider Britain needs tough enforcement and support for official staff to protect British consumers.

If you are elected will you oppose the proposed FSA changes?

Yours Sincerely










