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1.  This Second Supplementary Statement dedls with a few minor points which arise
out of the evidence | gave to this Inquiry on 27 July 1999 and which has been
recorded in Transcript 108 [T108(T Vol 11 Tab 8)].

Mr Bradley’sevidence [T42(T Vol 5 Tab 2)]

2. On 27 Jly 1999 a section of the evidence given by Mr Ray Bradley on a previous
day was put to me. This evidence had not been provided to me or to the MLC in
advance. | have however now had an opportunity to consider it properly.

3. It gppears from the transcript of Mr Bradley's evidence that he was being asked
about the infectivity of cattle tissues when Mr Waker asked “....can | ak in this
time in June 1989 what each of your understanding was about the sze of dose that
would be needed in order to be infective? Mr Bradley replied as follows, “1 would
not have had a clue, in a nut shel. But it would not necessarily be expected to be
extraordinarily large. 1 mean | am not thinking of a hundred weight. | mean | am
taking about smdl quantities, less than let us say 100 grams of bran materid. But
what amount would be to cause disease in the same species in regard to BSE was
gpeculaion, which | could not redly comment upon....” [T42(T Vol 5 Tab 2)
pP63-64]



Having consdered this exchange in more detail, | am of the view that the question
which Mr Bradley was answering was effectivdy, “What is the dose likdy to be to
infect a cow? In other words, Mr Bradley was giving an opinion as to the
infectivity intra-speciesand, importantly, not across a species barrier.

Applying this to the science st out in the Schedule atached to the MLC's
datement [W487] then even on today’s knowledge the effect of the species barrier
would be to reduce the effective exposure by a factor of 1,000. (For these purposes
| do not believe tha knowledge has evolved in any materid way since 1995, the
final date to which the Schedule refers). Therefore, if one tekes Mr Bradley's
figure of 100 grams of bran to infect ordly cow to cow, applying a multiplier of
1000 means that it would take 100 kilograms of bran materid to jump the species
barrier by the ord route. This was not my understanding but, even if it had been, it
would not have raised additiona concerns with the MLC.

It dso gppears to me that Mr Bradley's answer (that it would teke less than say 100
grams) was probably given with the benefit of hinddght; paticularly if one
consders that later in the same answer Mr Bradley expresses his surprise that it
could take as little of 1 gram of bran to cause BSE by the ord route within the
sane species.  This information did not become available until the “attack rate’
experiment had been completed in 1995/96. This was a fitration experiment
designed to ascertain the infective dose. A range of dosages was used to ensure
that the actud result was within both a lower and an upper limit within the study
and the desgning scientists would not have expected dl the dose leves to trigger
infection. The dose ranges chosen by the most informed scientists at that time
ranged from 1 gram to three times one hundred grams. It is clear that the designing
scientists must have dso shared Mr Bradley's surprise at the results because dl the
dose levesright down to 1 gram triggered infection.



For avoidance of doubt, | would add that my understanding was never tha the size
of the underlying species to species dose was so small as to remove the reassurance
to consumers effected by the species barrier and the higher doses required to infect
under the oral route. My understanding was based upon the advice of the scientists
which is better described in the Schedule to the MLC' s statement.

“Beef the Facts’ Video [T108(T Vol 11 Tab 8) pp29-33]

10.

Certain questions concerning this video were dso put to me on 27 July 1999. |
have referred again to this video and can confirm that the firs statement put to me
by Mr Maovu [T108(T Vol 11 Tab 8) p31, line 13], after the words “....a any
rik” was not included in the find verson of the video. The datement is, a the top
of YB90/05.22/28.1-28.4 at 28.4, “You would need to eat haf of your body weight
in infected brain in jus eght days Imagine 8 kilos of bran a day. You would
have to be forcefed. And with the offd ban, none of it should be infected

anyway’".

| can however confirm thet the following paragraph did gppear on the find video.
This paragraph read, “One person has suggested that in order to infect cattle the
agent may have changed, mutated, and s0 it can change again to infect humans.
There is now sound scientific evidence that this is amply not the casg’. A full
transcript of both Dr Kimberlin’s and my own didogue from the video can be
found a Y B90/5.22/28.1-28.4 for comparative purposes.

| would dso like to correct something which | sad on 27 July 1999. At page 31
line 22 of the transcript [T108(T Vol 11 Tab 8)] | am recorded as saying thet |
would have removed a cetan passage from the find verson on the advice of
Richard Kimberlin.  In retrospect, | honestly cannot recdl why this particular
passage was removed.



Therdationship between the ML C and Government [T108(T Vol 11 Tab 8) p89]

11.

In this section of the transcript both Mr Curry, who gave evidence with me and is
the current Chairman of the MLC, and | ded with the mechaniams in place, both
for chalenging and questioning Government policy. | have discussed this section
of the transcript with Mr Curry and we both fed that it may asss to add the

following:-

In the firg ingance, MLC daff would chalenge and question Government policy
and peformance by voicing its concerns directly with Government officids.  This
is illusrated for example, by my regular contects with Mr Mddrum as pat of the
informa  scientific network.  If Mr Méddrum’s response was not considered
aufficient, | would then discuss the issue with senior adminigtrators within MAFF.
If MLC remaned disstidfied with the response, then it would, through its
Charman, make direct representations to Agriculture Minigers. It might, if
appropriate, at that point brief industry bodies to lobby in support, particularly
where Government expenditure is involved. MLC has from time to time been
asked to submit a report to the rdevant Sdect Committee and may be asked to
appear before such a Committee.  On occasion, Opposition parties may seek MLC
views and opinions on policy issues which they may then use to lobby Government.
In other words, MLC focuses its activities on ensuring that issues of importance to
the industry are debated by those affecting the outcome with as full knowledge as
possible. Thisisthe casetoday asit wasin the period 1989-1996.

Meat by-products[T108(T Vol 11 Tab 8) pp15-16]

12.

In the lignt of the quetion from Mrs Bridgeman concaning the MLC's
responsibility for by-products the MLC thinks that it may be hdpful to darify ther
role with respect to mest by-products and | have been asked to set this out on its
behdf. The generd duties of the MLC are st out in Section 1 of the Agriculturad
Act 1967. Pat 1 of Schedule 1 to that Act sets out a number of particular functions



13.

14.

of the MLC. These duties and functions are explained in the statement provided by
the MLC [W$487].

Over the years the Commissoners have consdered that the MLC's primary
respongbility relates to the beef, sheep, and pig farming indudtries, auctioneering,
daughtering, meat cutting, meat processing (induding curing), realing and
catering, and the export of mest and mest products.

Secondary to these sectors are areas which affect industry efficiency or profitability
to a greater or lesser extent. These include matters such as by-product disposal,
rendering and feamentation of abatoir waste or waer tretment. More recently
these have extended further to incdude areas such as hide production, tanning
processes, gelatine production and the use of by-products in the chemicd industry.
It is in these arees where the MLC's involvement has incressed with the BSE
crises. The MLC would add, however, that it has the competence, knowledge and
experience to become more deeply involved in these aess. Where its own
knowledge and experience is inadequate in a paticular aea then invaiadly the
MLC will have or will obtain contactsin the rlevant indugtry.

TheMLC’srolein carcass classfication and intervention activities
[T108(T Val 11 Tab 8) pp 59-74]

15.

Agan, this is an area | have been asked to clarify on behdf of the MLC. It is st
out in some detall at paragraphs 21-24 and 35-34 of the MLC's statement [WS487].
However, for the avoidance of doubt, | have been asked to emphasise tha, dthough
the MLC had a presence in abattoirs through officers in its Fatstock Savice (known
as“graders’) a the time when the SBO ban was in force:



(1) it has never been any pat of the MLC's function to remove SBOs, nor were
MLC personnd present in the part of the abattoir where such remova occurred;

(2) the MLC's Fatstock Service did not monitor compliance with SBO controls in
abattoirs,

(3) the MLC's Fatstock Service's records of MAFF/SOAEFD Fatstock inspections

did not give cause for concern about SBO removd;

(4) it has never been any pat of the MLC's function to gpprove any carcass as fir

for human consumption;

(5) it has never been any pat of the MLC's function to scrutinise any carcass for
any (animd or human) hedth, veterinary or food safety purpose;

(6) it has never been any pat of the MLC's function to regulate, control or
upervise abattoir practice (dthough it has advised on the lay-out and fit-out of
abattoirs);

(7) rather, the MLC's function concerned grading, cdassfying and certifying
cacases (predominantly by reference to weight and dressing) for (i) the
Intervention Board and (ii) abattoirs themselves under private contract;

(8) the MLC had a presence in some but by no means dl abattoirs, and

(9 the MLC's Fagtock Service was subject to audit and inspection by the
MAFF/SOAEFD Fatstock Inspectorate.



MLC Press Release — 14 May 1990 [ Y B90/5.14/3.1-3.2]

16. Findly, | would specficdly like to draw the Committegs atention to the find
sentences of this Press Release which read; “Any one of these moves should have
been enough to remove any fears. Taken together they add up to a virtudly
impregnable barrier to further trangmisson.” It may be hdpful for the Committee
to read these sentences in the light of my explanation of the array of controls in
place [T108(T Vol 11 Tab 8) p85, lines 3-22]. | would gress that the MLC was a
pans to emphasse the cumulaive effect of the array of controls to ded with BSE
and to give protection againg it.
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