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Position

FVE welcomes the Commission proposal for a Regurlatif the European Parliament and
of the Council laying down specific rules for theganisation of official controls on
products of animal origin intended for human congtiom.

FVE supports the aim of the Commission to make nregtection risk-based, to integrate
the stable-to table approach in the meat inspedimtem, to create a clear division of
responsibilities between slaughterhouse operatodscampetent authorities and to bring
meat inspection procedures in line with other newm@wunity legislation. The proposal is a
right step towards achieving that aim.

FVE is however concerned that the changes fores@ehin particular those most welcomed
about the information flows, are very ambitious dnat the farming community as well as
food operators might not be able to move that liat guickly. What might be realistic to
achieve or is already in place in integrated préidacunits operating under quality
assurance schemes will take much more time to de\ald implement in the other sectors.

FVE agrees that meat inspection must be modermisédhat the HACCP principles should
underpin that modernisation. FVE also agrees tietdsources should be properly allocated
and that the role of official veterinarians is uture to evolve into that of management and
supervision of inspection teams. Yet, FVE regrieéd there is still no limit to the number of
auxiliaries that may be included in an inspecteam. Furthermore, FVE cannot support that
technicians employed by the operators themselvelsl @erve as auxiliaries of an inspection
team.

FVE agrees that the approach proposed will havdeocapplied with some degree of
flexibility in the smallest slaughterhouses. Howewvihis flexibility should not result in
lower standards and it is therefore not acceptableave in small establishments the door
open to post-mortem inspections being carried puuxiliaries on their own.

The BSE crisis, the dioxin contamination, the Faod Mouth Disease and Classical Swine
Fever outbreaks, the continuous breaches of thev@tare requirements on the transport of
live animals and the late scandal on the illegal afsveterinary medicinal products in some
Member States clearly demonstrate that there sea to do better in order to ensure a high
level of protection of consumers and protect aninegllith and welfare.

FVE is therefore firmly convinced that only sounddaindependent veterinary controls
throughout the whole food-chain can contributegstare consumer confidence and provide
for a high level of protection of consumers as waslprotect animal health and welfare.



Detailed comments
I nformation flow (amendments 1 and 7)

Although a two-way information flow will be diffidt to implement for many farmers,
slaughterhouse operators and competent authoftés welcomes the emphasise placed on
the information flow between farms and slaughtegesu This should however be extended
to the dairy sector.

FVE especially welcomes the reference to two-waymaoinication systems, with results of
ante- and post-mortem inspection being fed back to the farm of origirdahe veterinary
practitioner attending the animals on that farm.

Alternative meat inspection

FVE supports the envisaged alternative meat inggeprocedures for animals raised under
controlled housing conditions, provided there isatisfactory flow of information between
the holding and the slaughterhouse and a regutarinary supervision of the holding.

FVE wants however to insist that this alternativeaminspection procedures can only be
applied in integrated production system with upd amnning information chain from farms
to slaughterhouses, as recommended by the Sae@iimmittee on Veterinary Measures
relating to Public Health (SCVPH) in its opinion opded on 20-21 June 2001 on
Identification of species/categories of meat producing animals in integrated production
systems where meat inspection may be revised.

Furthermore, considering the guidelines proposedtiyy SCVPH for establishing an
integrated production system, and in particular need forfree flow of information and
transparency between all parties in the system, it must be stressed that only a small part of
European farms today meets these requirementsefbiney the implementation of these
alternative approaches can initially be only lirditdt is thus important to insist that the
existing — yet modernised to take account of s@eard risk (see point below on specific
hazards) - meat inspection procedures must continuapply to the vast majority of
slaughtered animals.

I nvolvement of plant techniciansin official inspection duties (amendment 5)

FVE is also concerned with the proposal that teans employed by the operators could be
part of an official inspection team. Even thougis #ipproach might have now been in place
in the poultry sector for some years, FVE firmhlibees that, at a time where consumer
confidence must be restored, extending such aroapprany further would give a wrong
signal to consumers. Furthermore, there are evidmmiflicts of interests that the
Commission cannot ignore. FVE can therefore notpstipthis part of the Commission
proposal.

Ante-mortem inspection (amendment 2)

FVE fully supports the view that before slaughtdranimals must undergo ante-mortem
inspection performed by a veterinary surgeon. Tdwemt FMD outbreak demonstrates the
importance of thente-mortem inspection and of the veterinary surgeon diagrgpaimmal
disease during thente-mortem inspection.



Regarding the performance afite-mortem inspection at the farm, FVE believes that only
parts of theante-mortem inspection can be transferred from the slaughtesédo the farm
and that there will still be in the slaughterhows@eed for a documentary check, for a
control of the welfare of the animals after theanisport and for verifying that the animals
do not show signs of a disease that may affectgbbhlth or animal health.

This is properly addressed in the proposal. Howevés important to stress that whante-
mortem inspection is performed at the farm, the animalgutd be sent directly from the
farm to the slaughterhouse and not be mixed witmals from another holding. Also, for
pigs, ante-mortem inspection at the farm should be limited to fatignpigs raised indoors,
under controlled housing conditions and with a flofsinformation between the holding of
origin and the slaughterhouse.

Post-mortem inspection

FVE accepts the principle that official veterinasamay be assisted by auxiliaries placed
under their authority and responsibility for camyiout post-mortem inspection. However,
there must be a limit to the number of auxiliamédsd may be included in an inspection team
and the presence of the official veterinarian anlite must be mandatory.

There is otherwise a risk that, in order to redingpection costs, some inspection teams
may become composed of too many auxiliaries with litlle official veterinarian to
supervise their work.

This issue has now been discussed for many yeais e present context and given the
need to restore consumer confidence in food arfidod control procedures, it would seem
important to ensure that inspection teams retaipraper balance between official

veterinarians and auxiliaries allowing the formereffectively supervise the work of their

auxiliaries.

Small establishments (amendments 3 and 4)

Although the provisions concerning the frequencyafitrols in small establishments have
been considerably improved compared to those optéeious Commission proposaFVE

is still concerned that the proposed provisiongsoiorespond to the EU objective of ensuring
the highest level of consumer protection.

FVE is indeed concerned and cannot support thetftaor small establishments Member
States could be relieved from the obligation to ehan official veterinarian present
throughout both theante- and post-mortem inspections. The idea thgtost-mortem
inspections could be performed by anyone but ariciafff veterinarian in small
establishments is a step backward for consumeegtioh. Risk is indeed as high in small
establishments as in large ones and there is somaahy control should be less stringent or
performed by less qualified personnel in such digertpouses.

Residue control, animal health and welfare, BSErobmeasures require the presence of
the official veterinarian throughout both trete- and post-mortem inspection in all
slaughterhouses, be they high- or low-capacitygsieerhouses.

1 Commission proposal for a Regulation of the EaapParliament and of the Council laying down
detailed rules for the organisation of official tafs on products of animal origin intended for
human consumption [Document 2000/180 (COD)].



FVE appreciates that it might not be possible fiateSveterinary officers to be present in all
slaughterhouses. However, in many EU Member Stegésrinary practitioners are also
involved in meat inspection procedures and supihartwork of the competent authorities.
At a time where there are increasing criticismshef Common Agricultural Policy, at a time
where there is growing pressure to limit the tramspf live animals and to have them
slaughtered as near as possible to their placatigning, the EU must support low-capacity
slaughterhouses, which provide for slaughteringacties close to the place of production
and where meat inspection can be performed by l@tatinary practitioners.

This is also a way to contribute to maintain a Ketey network in those rural areas, where
running a veterinary practice might be an unecooahgrospect.

FVE holds the view that a sound veterinary netwsrkhecessary to prevent and control
contagious diseases such as FMD. FVE understaatthtfse views are shared by a number
of Member States and it would therefore be wisentontain the presence of veterinary
surgeons in small slaughterhouses at a time wheasunes must be introduced to re-
establish and maintain this sound veterinary nétworural areas.

Last but not least, there is no longer a definimbra small establishment, which leaves the
room open for all sorts of interpretation. And,itifis intended that the notion amall
establishment will be defined through ‘comitology’ procedures,will however leave the
European Parliament and representatives of thé sogiety, such as FVE or consumer
organisations, no say on decisions, which, if aggpkxtensively, could seriously undermine
consumer protection.

Training (amendment 6)

FVE agrees with and support the training requirdsiproposed for official veterinarians as
well as the obligation for official veterinariane tnaintain up-to-date their professional
knowledge.

These requirements are however set at a very bigh. lIf full time official veterinarians,
with responsibilities for the supervision of largjaughterhouses should in future meet these
requirements, it should however not be forgotteat,thn many small establishments,
practicing veterinarians, employed as part-timeic@f veterinarians, perform meat
inspection. Here again, there will be a need lexilbility for those official veterinarians
involved in small establishments. Although one $thawt compromise on the knowledge
required to ensure a high level of consumer prmtectt would seem however, taking into
account the basic training a veterinary surgeomt thnly part of these additional
requirements need to be met to ensure a proper imgadction in those establishments,
which will slaughter a few animals per week.

Specific hazards

FVE supports the different proposals to deal whith $pecific hazards listed. There is indeed
a need to modernise traditional meat inspectiotherbasis of science and risk and to avoid
operations, such as manipulations and incisionsywthere are unnecessary, in order to limit
contamination of carcasses.



Suggested amendment 1
Annex |, Chapter 1, I, 2, H, 1, footnote 8

Commission proposal Suggested amendment

Where there is the necessity to find evidence for Without prejudice of the need to restrict any
not respecting good veterinary practice or for feedback of information for the purpose of
ilegal use of pharmaceutical substances, theany investigation, which might be conducted
official findings shall not be communicated to by the Competent Authorities.

the private veterinarian and the person

responsible for the holding.

Justification

The purpose of feeding back this information iadalress at farm level problems, which might haenl
identified during the inspection process.

If residues have been found above the tolerateel,lekiis would be in most cases the result of non-
compliance with the recommended waiting period leetwthe treatment of an animal and its slaughter.
In such cases, it would be particularly importatthe veterinarian attending the animals to berméd

of these findings, in order to alert the owner lbé tanimals on the obligation to comply with
recommended waiting periods.

However, if residues of pharmaceutical substanses illegally are found, there migimdeed be a nee
to restrict the circulation of the information fdhe purpose of any investigation, which might
conducted by the Competent Authorities.



Suggested amendment 2
Annex |, Chapter 2, Il, 2, a"@indent, i

Commission proposal Suggested amendment

ante-mortem inspection shall be carried out by ante-mortem inspection shall be carried out by

the official veterinarian, but may take place & th the official veterinarian, but may take place & th

holding of provenance; holding of provenancewhere provided for in
this Regulation;

Justification

Self explanatory.



Suggested amendment 3
Annex |, Chapter 2, II, 2, a@indent, ii

Commission proposal Suggested amendment

the permanent presence of the official delete
veterinarian during post-mortem inspection is not
required, provided that an official auxiliary

carries out post-mortem inspection, and that meat

with abnormalities is put aside and inspected by

the official veterinarian; a documented control
system shall be put in place that allows the
official veterinarian to be satisfied that standard

are being met.

Justification

The proposed provisions do not respond to the Ejgctilie of ensuring the higest level of consume
protection.

The idea thapost-mortem inspections could be performed by anyone but &oialfveterinarian in sma
establishments is a step backward for consumeegtion. Risk is indeed as high in small establistis
as in lage ones and there is no reason why control shauldds stringent or performed by less quali
personnel in such slaughterhouses.

Residue control, animal health and welfare, BSEtrobrmeasures require the presence of the official
veterinarian throughout both thate- andpost-mortem inspection in all slaughterhouses, be they hagh-
low-capacity slaughterhouses.

If it might not be possible for State veterinaryicdrs to be present in all slaughterhouses, inyniad
Member States veterinary ptéioners are also involved in meat inspection pahaes and support tl
work of the competent authorities. At a time whéhnere are increasing criticisms of the Comr
Agricultural Policy, at a time where there is gragiipressure to limit the transport of live animeatsl to
have them slaughtered as near as possible toptlaeie of fattening, the EU must support loapacity
slaughterhouses, which provide for slaughteringaciiges close to the place of production and where
meat inspection can be performed by local veteyipaactitioners.

This is also a way to contribute to maintain a ety network in those rural areaghere running .
veterinary practice might be an uneconomical prospe

A sound veterinary network is necessary to prewt control contagious diseases such as FMD. It
would therefore be wise to maintain the presenceetérinary surgeons in small slaughterhouses
time where measures must be introduced testablish and maintain this sound veterinary netvio!
rural areas.



Suggested amendment 4
Annex |, Chapter 2, 11, 2, a/*ndent

Commission proposal Suggested amendment

In the case of poultry, this flexibility can, oneth  delete
basis of a case-by-case analysis of the risks by

the competent authority, be applied in other
slaughterhouses than small ones.

Justification

The flexibility foreseen for the ant@ertem inspection is already covered under Chapt&f, A on the
specific requirements for the ante-mortem inspeatibpoultry, including inspection at the holding.

The flexibility foreseen for the post-mortem inspeg is not acceptable for the reasons stated under
amendment 3. The postertem inspection must remain under the direct sigien of an official
veterinarian.



Suggested amendment 5
Annex |, Chapter 2, llI

Commission proposal Suggested amendment

[Il. INVOLVEMENT OF STAFF OF THE delete
ESTABLISHMENT

1. Member States may allow staff of the
establishment to carry out activities of official
auxiliaries in the control on the production of
poultry and rabbit meat.

The following conditions apply:

(a) Where the establishment has successfully
been operating, for at least

12 months, good hygienic practices and HACCP-
based procedures, the competent authority may
permit staff of the establishment, having received
a training equivalent to the training of official
auxiliaries, and having passed the same test, to
carry out tasks of official auxiliaries under the
supervision of the official veterinarian. The
official veterinarian then shall be present
throughout ante- and post-mortem inspection,
shall supervise these activities and carry out
regular performance tests to ascertain that the
performance of the staff of the establishment
meets specific criteria set by the competent
authority, and shall document the results of these
performance tests. When necessary, detailed
rules concerning the performance tests shall be
adopted in accordance with the procedure
referred to in Article 6. When the level of
hygiene in the establishment decreases due to the
functioning of this staff, or when tasks are not
properly carried out by this staff, or, in general,
when this staff carries out its activities in a
manner that is not satisfactory according to the
competent authority, this staff shall be replaced
by official auxiliaries.

(b) The competent authority of the Member State
shall decide in principle and on a case by case
basis whether to allow for the implementation of
the system described above. If the Member State
decides to do so in principle, it should inform the
Commission about this decision and the
conditions thereof. For meat establishments in a
Member State where the system described above
is implemented, the actual use of the system is
optional. Meat establishments shall not be forced
by the competent authority to introduce the
system described above. When the competent
authority is not convinced that the meat
establishment meets the requirements, the system
shall not be implemented in the establishment.

To assess this, the competent authority shall
conduct an analysis of production and inspection
records, the type of activities undertaken in the
establishment, history of compliance with
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legislation, expertise, professional attitude and
sense of responsibility as regards food safety of
the staff of the establishment and other relevant
information.

2. Member States with at least five years of
experience with staff of establishments carrying
out inspection tasks in the poultry sector, may
extend the system to the fattening pig and the
fattening veal sectors under the following
conditions:

(a) The Member State concerned shall submit an
evaluation report to the

Commission and the Member States proving that
the system has, during these five years, operated
successfully in the poultry sector.

(b) The Food and Veterinary Office of the
Commission shall, when deemed necessary by
the Commission, carry out an audit of the system
in the Member State to confirm its successful
operation.

(c) The Commission can require that the Member
State returns to inspection of fattening pigs or
fattening veal calves by official auxiliaries or
takes any other appropriate measure, when a
report of the Food and Veterinary Office or other
information indicates that the Member State may
not be able to guarantee adequate hygiene or
inspection in the pig or veal meat establishments.
The conditions applying to the implementation of
the system in the poultry sector, mentioned under
1 (@ and 1 (b), shall also apply to the
implementation of the system in the fattening pig
and fattening veal sectors.

3. Staff of the establishment having received
specific training, under the supervision of the
official  veterinarian, may, under the
responsibility and the supervision of the official
veterinarian, carry out specific sampling and
testing.

Justification

It is of great concerns that technicians employgdhie operators could be part of an official ingjmet
team. Even though this approach might have now liegiace in the potly sector for some year
extending such an approach any further, at a titnergvconsumer confidence in food safety still lue
be restored, would give a wrong signal. Furthermtrere are evident conflicts of interests thatnca

be ignored.
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Suggested amendment 6
Annex |, Chapter 2, IV, A, 8 (new paragraph)

Commission proposal Suggested amendment

8. Member States may derogate from the
obligations of paragraphs 1 to 5 for those
veterinarians appointed as official veterinarian in
small slaughterhouses and small game handling
establishments.

Justification

The requirements of paragraphs 1 to 5 are sevatyahigh level. If full time official veterinarian with
responsibilities for the supervision of large slateghouses should in future meet these requiremignts
should however not be forgotten that, in many smstiablishments, practicing veterinarians, employed
as part-time official veterinarians, perform mewegection. There will be a need for flexibilityr fihose
official veterinarians involved in small establisbnts. Although one should not compromise on the
knowledge required to ensure a high level of coresupnotection, it would seem however, taking into
account the basic training a veterinary surgeaat, ahly part of these additional requirements redue
met to ensure a proper meat inspection in thosbkstiments, which will slaughter a few animals per
week.
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Suggested amendment 7
Annex IV, B, 4 (new)

Commission proposal

Suggested amendment

4. Any information relating to the non-

compliance of raw milk with the agreed

standards shall also be communicated to the
competent authority responsible for supervising
the holding of provenance of the milk and the
private veterinarian attending the holding of
provenance.

Following such communication, action must be
taken by the person responsible for the holding of
provenance, to remedy the situation where
appropriate.

Justification

Like for meat inspection, it is critical that infaation on non-compliance with established standards
shall also be fed back to the veterinarian attemttie animals on the farm and advising the farmer.
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