BVA
CONGRESS

Presentation at BVA Congress
25-27 September 2008
London, UK

CPD | DEBATE | SOCIAL

PLEASE NOTE:

While this presentation may be quoted
from it cannot be reprinted in full without
the permission of the author and the BVA

Leading the integrated
production process

BVA Congress
27 September 2008
Peter Hewson

=2




ho is responsible for food safety?

Regulation (EC) 178/2002

=) Whereas:

- A food business operator is best placed
to devise a safe system for supplying

- food and ensuring that the food it

- supplies is safe: thus, it should have

g primary legal responsibility for ensuring

= food safety. %

Responsibilities of the fbo
Hygiene and record keeping —
primary production
Food chain information
Examination of wild game

Hazard identification and control —
id, movement restrictions,
cleanliness, health, welfare —

guarantee freedom from
pathology, contamination and %
SRM



My gquestions

*Are there good reasons for official
veterinarians usurping FBOs’
responsibility?

s\WWhere do veterinarians add value?
*\What does the profession have to do to

- take the lead?

Isease risks from Foods, England and
WaleS 1996 T 2000 (Adak et al - Emerging Infectious

Disease March 2005)

1,724,315 indigenous cases per year
21,997 hospitalisations

687 deaths

Greatest impact Campylobacter

Most deaths Salmonella

Chicken 398,420 cases and 141 deaths
Red meat 287,485 cases and 164

deaths %



he prescribed roles of the veterinarian

Ante-mortem inspection (on farm and
at abattoir including FCI)

Post-mortem inspection
Health marking red meat carcases
Communication of inspection results

Audit of slaughterhouses, GHEs and
cutting premises

Enforcement %

Contribution of ante-mortem inspection to
rotecting public health, animal health & welfare

Species |06/07 GB Results of inspection
throughput
Poultry | 778 million

Sheep |15 million

Pigs 8 million

|Bovines |2.2 million a




ection of known hazards and other conditions in
slaughter animals & fresh meat

VTEC

th Salmonella

Trichinella Toxaplasma R uacter

: . Yersinia
Contaminants/residues*

Septicaemia* / C bovis
Toxaemia* M bovis/avium (TB)
Exotic viral disease* Localised inflammatory lesions* - bruising, abscesses
Hydatid cyst/Liver fluke

Low High

Probability of Occurrence

ot detected by organoleptic post-mortem inspection
nd conditions that may be detected by post-mortem inspection

and conditions that may be detected by ante-mortem inspection
»

Campylobacter in poultry processing
What are the critical processes?

H. Rosenguist et al. / Internarional Journal of Food Microbiology 108 (2006) 226-232
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log concentration of Campylobacter

After After After After  After washing  After
bleeding scalding  defeathering evisceration & cooling  packaging



Campylobacter levels in Caeca and neckskins from
consecutive,slaughter batches
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M01039: Reducing Campylobacter ctoss-cohtamination dufing protessing’

Need vets ‘cause can’t trust
- cowboys

3,000 MHS enforcement
== actions Aug 07 to July 08
(down 50% on previous)

50% of actions in 18 premises
Fines and costs no deterrent

Same premises invested heavily when faced
with refusal of approval



An integrated | |
Veterinary approach Private Veterinary

Consultancy
BPHS Scheme
= - Individual
= i Herd Health
Plan
Condition
Validation of score report
Carcase scores by sent to
assesgment database and produc_er Producer pays private veterinary consultant to
by trained dissemination and his develop appropriate herd health improvement
BPHS of condition private plans based on:
assessors score report veterinary *BPHS information
surgeon +On farm veterinary assessment

« Laboratory analysis
All paid by the producer
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Results to date
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Collection and Communication of
Inspection Report (CCIR)

Meat Hygiene Service Feedback Report

Tl

=g *MHS Meat Inspectors record
mssEssees.— ante and post mortem

e == observations

e i *Entered on to MHS database

*BPEX FCI online
automatically retrieves data

== and e-mails to producers and
abattoirs
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Salmonella control

» Covers 92% of pigmeat production

in the UK
_ 18 abattoirs
Processing
I * 1600 farms
_ * Independent Audits to EN45011 on
Abattoir farm and in the abattoirs
e 4 veterinary visits to farms per
Transport annum
Farm
Feed
Conclusions

The prescribed roles of the OV, other than
audit, are contrary to the principle of fbo
responsibility, and, furthermore, do not
address the hazards associated with meat.

'+ \eterinarians are uniquely placed to advise
: on hazard controls and audit application of
those controls, both in primary production and
food processing, but -
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Conclusions

Unless the profession fully endorses the need
for change, it will not happen, and we will
“continue to fail the consumer.
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