Consultation on the National Control Programme for
Salmonellain laying flocks

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED BY THE SOCIETY FOR GENERAL MICROBIOLOGY (SGM)

Consultation questions

Do you agree with the analysis and the costs accompanying the options set out in
the RIA?

Yes [] Mostly []
To some extent v No []
Comments

| have no particular comments on the costings of sample collection and processing as
these appear to be based on established costings in line with current practice. | do have
some comments with regard to overall cost estimations. The figure of 8% is quoted
throughout as the current prevalence of Salmonella from the baseline survey. There is an
underlying assumption that this is evenly spread over the whole of the industry. Do the
data so far support this as a reasonable assumption? If particular sectors of the industry
are more of a problem then others would this alter the costings?

In terms of the benefits estimations, in point 103 it is assumed a reported case is likely to
require two weeks off work. However in some sectors there is a need to provide three
clear swabs before return to work (e.g. food sector) and this is likely to take longer than
two weeks to achieve.

Which of the proposed implementation options do you support on the collection of
samples under the control of the Competent Authority?

Option 1 — do nothing (continue with the sampling and testing under current
voluntary arrangements)

Option 2 — for auditing and CA sampling to be under the direct control of
government

Option 3 — for responsibilities for the management and auditing and of the NCP to
be shared between government and industry

Option 4 — for an independent Control Body to conduct auditing and CA sampling

Comments

In general, | am in agreement with the analysis for the options under review and consider
them to have been well conceived taking both the industry and the requirement for public




health into consideration. With regard to the differing options:

Option 1 — no change to current practice — is not an option as this relies on voluntary
action and all eligible producers need to meet the new requirements. Any risk of non-
compliance could impact on trade and set a poor example for other Member States.

The NCP for breeders has already been agreed — the document gives no details of how
this is being implemented; there would be some merit in the schemes being administered
in the same way. The point that food business operators should take responsibility for the
safety of their products is well made and is more in line with options 3 & 4.

Option 4 has a lot of merit to it as it would integrate the sampling process as part of
existing Farm Assurance Schemes and would thus be seen as compliance with a scheme
the producer has already agreed to and which is seen as beneficial. This system also has
advantages in terms of administration as sample collection could be integrated as part of
the current programme of visits and the costs could be centrally collected as outlined.
However the main problem then lies with those producers outside of any Assurance
Schemes. The formation of a group for non-affiliated farmers has the disadvantage that
there are unlikely to be other unifying remits for such a body and therefore it becomes
solely a testing agency. These producers may then need to be covered by Option 3 which
means a single system is not in operation. However, it may encourage some producers to
join Assurance schemes.

Although small producers who sell direct to customers are exempt, there should be a
provision for them to be required to carry out testing if they are shown to be associated
with an outbreak or if they supply an at risk group e.g. schools, old peoples homes as
these are vulnerable groups.

Have any practical or affordable implementation options been left out?
What are they?

Comments

None

Do you believe there ways in which government can support industry to
reduce/control Salmonella prevalence on farm which the RIA does not consider?

Comments

One of the comments that arises regarding Salmonella contaminated flocks is the
occurrence of testing for and identification of the vaccine strains. The frequency with
which this arises is not indicated but it is clearly not beneficial to the industry if this causes
an increase in testing. Improvement to vaccine production which avoids this would benefit
the industry.




Sources

This evidence has been prepared on behalf of SGM by Professor Christine Dodd
(University of Nottingham).
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