DFA 14— CONSIDERATION OF THE RISK FROM MECHANICALLY
RECOVERED MEAT (MRM) IN 1989-1990
UPDATE 20 JANUARY 2000

Para Amendment

1A [Insert new para 1A:] In astatement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote 1A:
SMeldrum 6 (184E) paraK2]:

‘2. ... as regards specific responsibility for considering the safety and fitness for human
consumption of MRM, | would comment that ultimate responsibility for the safety of
meat and meat products lay with the Department of Health and executive responsibility
for the inspection of meat lay with Local Authorities. This was taken over by
Government Departments in April 1995 when the Meat Hygiene Service was launched.
So far asMRM is concerned since knowledge of the production systems lay with MAFF
it was not unreasonable for the Department of Health to rely upon MAFF for technical
advice, as it did in many other situations, and for MAFF to offer advice to the
Department of Health. But responsibility for taking adecision on the safety of MRM lay
with the Secretary of State for Health and the CMO. However if |, as CVO, identified a
problem with the production or safety of MRM then | had an obligation to inform the
Department of Health and the CMO about my concerns. In some situations it was
appropriate for MAFF and the Department of Health to ask SEAC for a view on the
safety of aproduct and this did happen in the case of MRM on more than one occasion.’

2 [Insert text after “Mr D Taylor” asfollows:] “(Veterinary Head of the Red Meat Hygeine
Section at Tolworth)”

[Insert text after “Mr K Taylor” asfollows:] “(Veterinary Head of Notifiable Disease Section
a Tolworth)”

5A [Insert new para5A:] In astatement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote 8A:
SMeldrum 6 (184E) paraK4]:

‘4, Itisnot clear whether | received a copy of the 1st February, 1990 (YB90/2.1/2.1-2.11)
letter from the IEHO to Mrs Goodson in Animal Health Division and, although | have seen the
letter when preparing this supplementary statement, | do not recall seeing it at the time it was
received by the Animal Health Division. On the face of the document it does not appear to
have been copied to me and a copy of the letter has not been found on my filesfor the relevant
period. ...’

15A [Insert new para 15A:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mrs Attridge said of the meeting of 9
April 1990 [insert new footnote 15A: S Attridge 5 (78D) para 22]:

22. ‘... | was not present at that meeting although | received a copy of the minutes prepared
by Meat Hygiene Division. | understood that the meeting dealt with the points that had
beenraised. Thisseemsto be confirmed by the letter of 18 April 1990[Y B90/04.18/4.1]
which refers to the meeting as involving an “informative and worthwhile discussion”.
Although | do not recall whether | saw that |etter at thetime, the letter doesraise theissue
of MRM. However, at that time | was not aware of any new information requiring a
revisiting of the original advice and decision regarding MRM.’

20A [Insert new para20A:] On 17 May 1990 SEAC had their second meeting [Insert new footnote
20A: YB90/5.17/1.1-1.4].

20B [Insert new para20B:] During the oral evidence of Mr Robert Lowson the following exchange
took place concerning the minutes of the second SEAC meeting on 17 May 1990
[YB90/5.17/1.1] [insert new footnote 20B:T127 pp69-70]:

‘MR LOWSON: These minutes were actually drafted by Dr Pickles with my agreement.
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MR MATOVU: Thank you. The fourth paragraph: "The committee recommended
additional attention should be directed at abattoir methodsin order to minimise cross-
contamination of meat with banned offal." Then it deals with the committee's concerns
about the lack of ruminant feed ban in the Republic of Ireland. So that was one occasion
when the committee was expressing — would you say that they were expressing some
measure of concern about cross-contamination of meat with banned offal ?

MR LOWSON: Yes.

MR MATOVU: Just out of interest, do you recall whether you passed these minutes on to
other of your colleagues or to Ministersin MAFF?

MR LOWSON: | amsurel did. It wasmy habit to passthe minutesto colleagues whom |
felt would be interested, not to Ministers, at the stage when they were in draft, so as soon as
they were written after meetings, | would circulate them to interested colleagues.
Incidentally, | noted that Mrs Attridge touched on this point in her evidence and | have found
several examples of caseswhen it is quite clear she received the minutesin draft and was
aware of what had happened at these meetings. | think probably what Mrs Attridge said
shedid not get was what we did not produce, which was akind of Hansard of the discussion,
the record of what was agreed. It was normally my habit to circulateit in draft to anumber
of colleagues, one of whom was Mrs Attridge.

MR MATOVU: Thank you. And would you have donethat asa routine or smply on the
basis of whether there was anything in the discussion that might interest and affect them?
MR LOWSON: | cameto do that asaroutine. Thiswasthe second meeting of the
committee and | do not remember whether | did it in thiscase or how | diditin this case, and
I would need to check the documents and find out about that.’

22A

[Insert new para22A:] In a statement to the Inquiry Sir Derek Andrews said [Insert new
footnote 22A: S Andrews Sir D 2 (281A) para 180]:

*180. ...My understanding at the time was that the removal of the specified offas, including
the spinal cord, was technically achievable given proper procedures and care in the
slaughtering and dressing operation. ...’

22B

[Insert new para 22B:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote
22B: SMeldrum 6 (184E) para K6(d)]:

(d) ‘... The veterinary advice mentioned above would not have been obtained from me but
from my colleagues in the Veterinary Meat Hygiene Section. | would not normally
intervene unless | was unhappy with the veterinary advice that had been offered. In this
case | had no reason to intervene because | would have been content with the thrust of the
advice, which followed my own thinking at thetime.’

23

[Replace footnote 23 as follows: YB90/5.23/11.1-11.5]

23A

[Insert new para23A:] In astatement to the Inquiry Mrs Attridge said of Mr Meldrum’s
explanation that zero risk was an impossibility [insert new footnote 23A: S Attridge 5 (73D)
para24]:

'24....1 would not have taken this to reflect problems specific to MRM but to the difficulty of
“guaranteeing” 100% removal in generd. ...’

23B

[Insert new para 23B:] In astatement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote
23B: SMeldrum 6 (184E) paraK6]:

‘6. The note of the meeting held on 21st May, 1990 by the Parliamentary Secretary (Mr
Maclean) with representatives of the meat industry and retailers records the following: "On
MRM, they could not guarantee a 100 per cent. removal of all the specified offal, but Mr
Meldrum explained that zero risk was an impossibility" (YB90/5.23/11.1-11.5). Thiswas
neither new information nor me expressing doubts or even concerns. | alwaystook the view
that total removal of all the spinal cord from every adult carcase on every occasion was not
feasible. Asmentioned in paragraph 1 above, it had been recognised during the first
discussionson MRM at the meeting on 27th September, 1989 that "some nervoustissuewould
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be containedin MRM" (YB89/9.27/6.1-6.7). In the section above on “Mechanically
recovered meat (November 1989)” | explained that it was not possible to achieve zero risk
without taking all bovine products out of the food chain, but for MAFF to act in such away
would not have been proportionate to the scientific evidence then available.’

27

[Amend quotation by insertion of transcript amendments as follows:]

‘... wedid not believeit was athreat at adl | think isthe honest answer at that stage. But to
deal with the perceived concern we started work on the [insert new footnote 27A: Mr
MacL ean has suggested that the word “the” should be deleted: see S MacLean 4 (147B)]
sucking devicesto try to suck the spinal cord out of the column without sagittally [sic]
cutting the carcass. We spent alot of time in our own workshops because we have [insert
new footnote 27B: Mr MacL ean has suggested that theword “a’ be inserted after “because
we have’: see SMacL ean 4 (147B)] cutting plant and cutting roomsin our own offices
where we can obviously [insert new footnote 27C: Mr MacL ean has suggested that the
word “obviously” be deleted: see S MacLean 4 (147B)] do that sort of work. And we
[insert new footnote 27D: Mr MacL ean has suggested that “And we” should read “We':
see SMacL ean 4 (147B)] spent about ayear and a half trying to achieve that [insert new
footnote 27E: Mr MacL ean has suggested that the word “that” be replaced with “removal
of the spinal cord”: see SMaclLean 4 (147B)] in away that could meet the line speeds
[insert new footnote 27F: Mr MacL ean,has suggested that “ of the abattoir” be inserted
after “line speeds’: see S Maclean 4 (147 B)] obviously [insert new footnote 27G: Mr
MacL ean has suggested that “obviously” be deleted: see SMacLean 4 (147B). Itisnot
[insert new footnote 27H: Mr MacL ean has suggested that “just” be inserted after “Itis
not”: see SMacL ean 4 (147B)] amatter of getting it out, it has to meet the commercia
needs of the industry. Wedid not succeed at that stage [insert new footnote 271: Mr
MacL ean has suggested that “ stage” be replaced with “time’;: see SMacLean 4 (147B)].
Therefore we stopped that work [insert new footnote 27J: Mr MacL ean has suggested that
“not” beinserted after “ stopped that work”: see S MaclL.ean 4 (147B)] because | would not
say [insert new footnote 27K: Mr MacL ean has suggested that “1 would not say” be
deleted: see SMaclean 4 (147B)] the problem had gone away but [insert new footnote
27L: Mr MacL ean has suggested that “because” be inserted after “had gone away but”: see
S MacL ean 4: (147B)] the supermarkets had retreated from their area of concern as more
knowledge had been disseminated in the industry that [insert new footnote 27M: Mr

MacL ean has suggested that “that” be deleted: see SMacL ean 4 (147B)] the concern
associated with the sawing of carcasses had receded throughout the industry, and it [insert
new footnote 27N: Mr MacL ean has suggested that “industry, and it” should read
“industry. I1t": see SMaclean 4 (147B)] remained so until probably 1994/1995 when it
actually returned again. So having not been [insert new footnote 270: Mr MacL ean has
suggested that “when is actually returned again. So having not been” should read “when
the challenge returned again”: see SMaclL ean 4 (147B)] able to succeed [insert new
footnote 27P: Mr MacL ean has suggested that “ able to succeed” should read “Despite our
failure’: see SMacL ean 4 (147B)] with that sucking device we actually — well [insert new
footnote 27Q: Mr MacL ean has suggested that “ actually-well” be deleted: see SMacL ean
4 (147B)], kept the equipment and so on and so forth but retreated from the research.’

20A

[Insert new para 29A:] During the oral evidence of Mr Baker the following exchange took
place concerning Mr Baker’ s reactions upon receiving a copy of this minute [insert new
footnote 29A:T107 pp95-97]:

‘MR MATOVU: ... May | ask, Mr Baker, did you share this concern that is expressed there
by the CvVO?

MR BAKER: No, | mean onthe advicethat | had teken previoudy, | would not have shared
that concern, and | am not actually quite sure where the CVO actually took that from.

MR MATOVU: Did you discuss this concern with Mr Meldrum, given that you did not share
it?

MR BAKER: Not that | recal at the time.

MR MATOVU: Do you think it would have been within your responsibility and role to do
so?

MR BAKER: | do not think | would have done at thetime, again because most of the work
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on BSE was being donein the BSE section, and | presume that there must have been some
discussion there. | am not at thisdistancein time sure why Mr Meldrum suddenly went that
way. He must have been receiving the same advice that | had been receiving, or David
Taylor had been receiving.

MR MATOVU: Again| am asking you whether you should have explored this further with
Mr Meldrum or others, given that it was your team that had experience of meat product
manufacturing processes, and you should have been in a position to advise on the efficacy of
the SBO regulationsin relation to MRM on the basis of what you understood to be the real
risks from that process.

MR BAKER: 1 think at thetime | would not have thought that | should have necessarily
discussed it with him. | am not sure actualy at the time whether | received that on the day or
whether | would have received it subsequently.

MR MATOVU: Doesthat matter?

MR BAKER: It doesif the matter has passed, and it isa matter of history. | think | have
indicated previoudly that | was away quite alot, and | suspect that about that time | was
abroad, and | might not therefore have seen it at the time, | might have seen it when | got
back. But | still do not believe that | should necessarily have discussed it with Mr Meldrum.
Wehad discussed it, or David Taylor had discussed it with Kevin Taylor previoudy, and we
had come to someview, and the fact that the CVO was expressing a different view wasan
expression of his particular feelings at the time.

MR MATOVU: Yes. Youwould agree that they were feelings which had to be taken
seriously, given the source from which they came?

MR BAKER: If the CVO was concerned about it, then yes, he would have cometo us
perhaps -- but | do not recall him doing so -- to say we ought to be doing something else. But
| do not actually recall him doing so at the time.

MR MATOVU: Again, why do you think you should not have gone to him, without waiting
for him to come to you?

MR BAKER: | cannot argue with that. | can only say to you that | had aready, or David
Taylor had already taken advice on thisissue and this was another angle on the sameissue.’

29B

[Insert new para29B:] In astatement to the Inquiry Mrs Attridge said [insert new footnote
29B: S Attridge 5 (78D) para 26]:

‘26 ... Asfar as| was aware Mr Meldrum had until this date been satisfied with the decision
in relation to the SBO ban. The concern apparently raised by his minute was that “ small
fragments of nervoustissue would be sucked out” in the MRM process and that therefore “itis
difficult to argue that the resultant material could not be significantly contaminated”
[YB90/6.4/19.2]. | wasnot previously aware of concern at Tolworth onthisissue. Thiswasa
separate issue to that of removal of the spinal cord which was aready required under the SBO
ban. ...’

20C

[Insert new para 29C:] During the oral evidence of Mr Kevin Taylor, the following exchange
took place [Insert new footnote 29C: T122 p102-103]:

‘MR MATOVU: The question concernsthethird from last sentence which says: "Wein
Tolworth are concerned at thispractice [that is MRM] because in the extraction of the MRM
small fragments of nervous tissue would be sucked out and thereforeit is difficult to argue
that the resultant material could not be significantly contaminated.” [Y B90/6.4/19.1] My
guestionis, Mr Taylor, wasthisaconcernthat you had at thistime, being one of thosein
Tolworth?

MR TAYLOR: No, | have said so. Thisdoesnot actually say central nervoustissue, this
say's nervous tissue.

MR MATOVU: Yes.

MR TAYLOR: | do not know, | was not party tothisand | do not know whether the
referenceisto central nervous tissue or to nervoustissue, but | took the extremely simplistic
view, | suppose, that having decided what the specified offal was, the rest was not specified
and we regarded it aslow enough risk to go into the human food chain, so | had no concern
about that and | think | have made that repeatedly clear in the statements. Even from the
personal point of view, as| have said often again and again, if | had personal concerns, |
would have changed my family's eating habitsand | did not.’
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29D

[Insert new para29D:] During the ora evidence of Mr Meldrum, the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 29D: T123 p78-82]:

‘MRWALKER: ... "Wein Tolworth are concerned at this practice because in the extraction
of the MRM small fragments of nervous tissue would be sucked out and thereforeit is
difficult to argue that the resultant material could not be significantly contaminated.”

Then you go on to deal with bovine heads. Can you help on the reference to nervous
tissue there? Isthat areferenceto spinal cord or to things other than spinal cord?

MR MELDRUM: No, it will be areference to peripheral nervoustissue.

MR WALKER: In 1989 peripheral nervous tissue had not been thought to be sufficiently
infective to warrant action for the purposes of the SBO Order. Had something changed?
MR MELDRUM: Yesit had changed. BSE wasand till isa moving target. It does not
stand still, unfortunately. Both perceptions and other facets comeinto play which alter one's
perception. What was happening in 1990, quite clearly the number of cases of BSE was
increasing, and increasing significantly. There was concern being expressed not only in the
UK but also overseas, particularly in Germany; and that had occurred at the back end of 1989
in the context of the implementation of the SBO regulations. On top of that there had been a
meeting of the Scientific Veterinary Committeein January 1990 at which the whole issue of
BSE had been discussed. Papers had been submitted by Richard Kimberlin which you have
seen, and the same risk assessment which he had worked through with uswas discussed
there. Quite clearly there were concerns being expressed about BSE. It followsthat if
you are concerned about BSE you are also concerned as to whether or not theline in the sand
isthe correct line at the correct place. That was part of the ongoing discussion that we had on
BSE throughout the years | wasworking in my old Department.

MR WALKER: | had wondered whether the referenceto "significantly contaminated" at the
end of that sentence was areference to significantly contaminated with spinal cord and SBO?
MR MELDRUM: | believethat | wastalking about peripheral nervoustissue, because |
mentioned just now that | had been in discussion with Keith Baker and others about the
importance of spinal cord removal. | will be assuming at that time that there was avery high
level of compliance with the spinal cord removal requirements.

MR WALKER: Things other than spinal cord were something that SEAC gave
consideration to; that was part of the paper that went to themlater in the year. They
concluded that provided the existing rules were followed and supervised, there is no ground
for further action. That seemsrather different from what you were expecting here, if you
were thinking about material other than the spinal cord. Here you were saying that itis
difficult to argue that the resultant material would not be significantly contaminated?

MR MELDRUM: | am talking about contamination with nervous tissue. By that | would
mean peripheral nervous tissue. Thiswasawarning shot. It wastrying to make Mrs
Attridge aware of theissuesthat | believed would be discussed in Brussels, and where the
sensitive points were. Shewas responsible for preparing me, briefing for meetingsin
Brussels. She had no involvement with the Scientific Veterinary Committee, but she would
in briefings go forward to Ministers on council issues. We all know 6th June 1990, that was
amonth after we had the cat. Therewas massive concernin Brusselsand particularly in
Germany and France, but Italy aswell, about BSE and the safety of beef. Therefore these
issues wereissues that would be discussed, | believed, in either of those three forumsand Mrs
Attridge should be aware of it. Aswith al documents one produces at the time they are
not necessarily perfectly worded. One doesnot expect to be crawling over them and looking
at the detail of the actual wordsten yearslater. Maybeyou could argue about the word
"dignificantly". | am quite clear what | was saying. Increased awareness, increased concern,
we must look at this very carefully.

LORD PHILLIPS: Only aweek or so before you prepared this you had been to ameeting
with Mr David Maclean and members of the Consumers in Europe Group where Mr Godfrey
had focused on that point specifically. Was hisinput of any relevance in your raising this
matter?

MR MELDRUM: Yes, it would have been. Y ou have mentioned that aswell. | am trying to
think of what was happening at the time, why clearly | had this concern. That would be one
more concern to add to that list.’

29E

[Insert new para 29E:] During the oral evidence of Sir Derek Andrews, the following
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exchange took place [Insert new footnote 29E: T124 pp71-72]:

‘MRWALKER: ... Firgt, can you recall, were you aware of concerns on the part of Mr
Meldrum about nervous tissue which was not an SBO?

SIR DEREK ANDREWS: | would not say concerns. It wasa matter that was under
discussion, certainly. How concerned hewas | would not liketo comment on. | think that is
for himto say.

MR WALKER: Then asto the spinal cord, were you aware of a concern that slaughterhouse
practices were such that there would be contamination of parts of the carcass that were
going to enter the human food chain?

SIR DEREK ANDREWS: | was certainly aware that that wasan issue that was discussed

and carefully examined, but my own understanding was that technically it was perfectly
possible to remove the spinal cord, provided it was done properly, and that it was not
technically that difficult athingto do. That wasthe basisupon which | think | was
proceeding at the time.’

30A

[Insert new para30A:] In aletter dated 8 June 1990, Dr G | Forbes, Director of the
Environmental Health (Scotland) Unit wrote to the Assistant to the Agriculture Select
Committee identifying his main concerns regarding BSE and human health. Point (6) of his
list of concernsread as follows [Insert new footnote 30A: IBD 7 ppl87-188]:

“With regard to mechanical ly recovered meat, the question remains can any guarantee be
given that parts of the central nervous system of cattle do not enter this product? | would
suggest that thisis not possible and whether or not the practice of producing mechanically
recovered meat can be considered safe is very much open to doubt.’

32

[Delete existing paragraph and insert as follows:] Mrs Attridge’ s minute continued:

‘2. MRM is a process which has been used not just for beef carcases and other red meat
but also for chickensfor many years. It isan alternative way of getting meat from the areas
near to the bone which is other wise stripped by knife. It would require some research to
ascertain whether the MRM process differsin any major respect from alternative ways of
getting meat from bones. When looked at [from] the hygiene point of view, [MRM] was
considered to be a safe process and it does require to be specifically labelled if it isused in
meat products.

3. Against this background the tightening of existing controlswould not appear
appropriate the question would be whether or not MRM should be prohibited as a process for
obtaining meat from beef carcasses. If we were to take such a step we would need to have a
scientific base on which to take it and this would need research. Since the spinal cord and
other specified offal are removed from the bones before they go through the MRM processon
the face of it the risks would seem to be minimal. However, if the CVO agrees, it would be
worthwhile to find out precisely what parts of the carcass do go for MRM, in particular
whether the head is sent after the removal of the brain. It would not be legal to send it with the
brain still init’

In manuscript at the end of the final paragraph, she added: “We could then give the Mini ster a
better assessment of risk, if any.”

34A

[Insert new para 34A:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote
33A: SMeldrum 6 (184E) paraK11]:

‘11. ...In her minute Mrs Attridge appeared to be taking quite a defensive approach in favour
of the MRM process and whether any changes might be required to the "existing
controls* on the process. | was concerned that Mrs Attridge's minute was too reassuring
a atime when the Minister had already asked SEAC to review saughterhouse practices
(YB90/5.22/5.1-5.2). In addition, at that time, BSE related issues were highly sensitive
both within the industry and amongst the public and there was heightened concern in the
media on therisks from eating beef. MRM was of consumer and mediai nterest, aswere
practices of bovine head splitting, the use of SBOs in feed for pigs and poultry and the
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first case of a naturally occurring SE in cats. In my minute to Mrs Attridge of 4th June,
1990 (Y B90/6.4/19.1-19.3), | had previously recognised the "importance and sensitivity"
of theissue of MRM and difficulties with the arguments involved relating to discussions
on BSE in Europe. It isin this context that one should consider the comments in my
minute of 12th June, 1990 (Y B90/6.12/1.1)that "athough we have accepted, so far, that
the risk is minimal we do need to be guarded on any statement we make since thisis an
issue that will be considered by Tyrrell and may lead to arestriction on the derivation of
MRM from some parts of the bovine carcass." My comments are avery clear indication
of my concerns about the production of MRM and the need to ensure that the safety of
MRM was carefully considered by the experts.

35A

[Insert new para 35A:] During the oral evidence of Mr Capstick the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 34A: T119 pp53-54:

‘MR MATOVU: ... So by June of 1990, were you aware that SEAC were expressing aview
that the risk to humans from spinal  cord was possibly as great as the risk to humans from
brain material, and that precautions needed to be taken to avoid contamination with either of
those tissues?

MR CAPSTICK: Yes, they were both specified offal.

MR MATOVU: Thank you.

MR CAPSTICK: In briefing, | was definitely aware of that. | was also aware that there was
less concern about peripheral nerves. Now, Chairman, | have no anatomical qualifications
at al, but thiswas the advice that was circulating at thetime, so it was clear that if the

spinal cord was removed in a satisfactory manner, then we had, if you like, dealt with a
significant problem, potential problem. The whole question of satisfactorily removing
spina cordsisclearly atechnical matter. As| havetold my advisers, in my youth |
actually personally wasinvolved in attempting to saw down a carcassand | realised the
difficulties, but | also realised that it is perfectly possible to removethe spinal cord. | do
not see what the problemis. When | visited slaughterhouses, | did not see any problem.
There were enough inspectors around, not just meat  hygiene inspectors but also meat and
livestock organisation inspectors, and the carcasses are wiped and  so forth, washed and
wiped, et cetera, putin chilled rooms. | could not see any significant difficulty here. So
when | hear stories of enormous amounts of spinal cord, and so on, | do wonder to what
extent these are one-off -- these are aberrations, these are oddities, arising from
incompetence or whatever, or  someone not doing his job in some slaughterhouse. | cannot
believethat it was aroutine problem. So when it comesto MRM, asmall proportion of
spina cord presumably were going for MRM, of which aminute proportion might have
been carrying the disease. After all, they were all fit animals being slaughtered, or
apparently fit. We are getting down to the thousandth of thousandth of per cents. | could
understand why MRM  was not proscribed at that time.’

37A

[Insert new para37A:] In astatement to the Inquiry Sir Derek Andrews said [Insert new
footnote 36A: S Andrews Sir D 2 (281A) para194]:

‘194. At the meeting with the Minister on 14th June, 1990 (which | did not attend), the CVO
indicated that that there was a need for further work on the possible problem of contamination
of MRM with nervous material. The note of the meeting indicates that the Minister wanted
the CVO to prepare urgently a detailed assessment of the possible hazard from MRM
[YB90/6.14/2.1-2.3]. Thisshowsthat MAFF were taking the matter seriously.’

37B

[Insert new para37B:] In astatement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said that his comment at this
meeting concerning the need for further work on possible contamination with nervous materia
isan indication that he was taking the issue of MRM seriously [Insert new footnote 36b: S
Meldrum 6 (184E) paraK15].

43

[Deletetext after the end of the first sentence and replace text asfollows:] The minute read as
follows [Insert new footnote 40A: YB90/6.18/2.1-2.2]:

‘1. Y our minute of 11 Juneto Mr Harrison and copied to Dr Knowlesrefers.
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2. There are two types of machine used in the production of mechanically recovered
meat (MRM). Thefirst type uses pressure from a piston to extract the flesh from the bones
and forces the resultant slurry through afine-mesh sieve which removes some of the
connective tissue (collagen). Beef and other red meat MRM is produced only by thiskind of
machine. The second type of machine is based on a diminishing auger screw which applies
the pressure at the end of the screw and causes alot of damage to the bones. The latter
machineis used exclusively for poultry MRM production.

3. Food Science has aready commissioned research work at |FR-Bristol (completed
Aug '89) which studied the compositional differences between MRM and hand deboned meat.

4, Somedifferencesin gross composition were noted but there was no consistent pattern
with regard to the fat, water, protein, or ash contents.

5. The only consistent differencesin al types of MRM were the higher levels of
calcium, iron, and total purines detected in the MRM samples. The levels of these
components will vary depending on the operating parameters of the machine.

6. Although it isnot yet proven, it is probable that these increased levels of iron,
calcium and purines are derived from bonefluids expelled under pressure. A full report of this
work isavailable from Dr M Woolfe.

7. The majority of beef MRM manufacturers adhere to the British Meat Manufacturers
Association draft code of practice regarding which bones can be used for MRM production.
This code requires the removal of the spinal cord and specifically excludes the use of the
linger bones, ie bones with higher marrow content, and also head bones. Thereisno evidence
to suggest that heads are used for the production of MRM.

8. Food Science are embarking on a project to extend thiswork to develop a method to
detect the presence of MRM in meat products. Severa approaches are currently being
evaluated and it is hoped to commission the work by the end of June. Thisanaysiswill
provide enforcement officers with amethod of analysisto quantify MRM in meat productsto
prevent consumers being deceived. It could of course equally be used to enforce a ban on the
use of MRM, should this be necessary.

9. If the risk of BSE from muscle meat is regarded as negligible, then the use of MRM
would not seem to add to that risk provided the MRM was prepared in accordance with para 7
above’

43A

[Insert new para43A:] In astatement to the Inquiry Mrs Attridge said [insert new footnote
40A: S Attridge 5 (78D) para 31]:

‘31. | believe that the mgjority of MRM producers did adhere to the BMMA Code. Under that
Code, heads were excluded for usein MRM (see above). Thistied inwith what | understood
the practicalitiesto be, asthe Inquiry has been told (Para. 3 of DFA 14, “heads are not really
suitable for the production of MRM ... because the enamel of the teeth was such asto damage
the machine.” T 37 [vol T4, tab 7] p 55) This view was supported by Mr Clak, a Deputy
Senior Meat Hygiene Inspector (also quoted in Para. 3 of DFA 14; T 62 [vol T7, tab 2] p23).
Since the code of practice also excluded the long limb bones the question of whether MRM
posed a unique and unacceptable risk in respect of BSE would have related to the vertebral
column only. The vertebral column (once the spinal cord was removed) was not prohibited
from the food chain and if residual meat was not recovered mechanically it would have been
recovered by other means....’

49A

[Insert new para49A:] In astatement to the Inquiry Sir Derek Andrews said [Insert new
footnote 47A: S Andrews Sir D 2 (281A) para 187]:

*187. A number of organisations expressed opinions at thistime about MRM. However, itis
not clear what experience individual organisations had of slaughterhouse practices or on
what basisthey offered their assessments of risk. Consideration of the submissions made
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by the organisations to the Select Committee suggests that several of the submissions
relied on the general circumstantial evidence about MRM which was at that time being
reported in the media.’

49B

[Insert new para49B:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote
47B: SMeldrum 6 (184E) paraK9:

19. Inaddition, there isthe evidence submitted to the Agriculture Committeein the
memorandum from the Meat and Livestock Commission (see page 91 of the Fifth Report(1BD
7,Vol.IBD1, Tab 7)). Paragraph 19 of that memorandum reads as follows: "Following
dressing the carcassis split either by saw or by chopping. Thisinvolves exposure of and
damageto the spinal cord. At thisstageit ispossiblethat avery few fragments of spinal cord
could be | eft on the carcass but these will be removed by wiping or washing asthe carcassis
processed. The spinal cord isthen removed under hygienic conditions and disposed of as
'specified offal’." Thiswas also discussed during oral evidence to the Agriculture Committee
on 20th June, 1990. Mr Cracknell (of Anglo Beef Processors Limited which operated nine
abattoirsin the UK) said the following, "I am satisfied that in the abattoirsthat | visit regularly
in the act of splitting a carcass the saw moves backwards and forward through the backbone
and undoubtedly there is some raking of the spinal column. That is then followed by a
cleaning process. The spineisactually hosed from theinside down...that aso removes any
remaining pieces of spinal cord that the actual scraping process has failed to remove" (page
119 of the Fifth Report, question 420(1BD 7, Vol. IBD1, Tab 7)). Mr Cawthorne (of the
Fresh Meat Company Limited and Chairman of the British Meat Export Council) said the
following: "It is possible to account for the spinal cord, whether it has been split or whether it
comes out whole. Inagreat many cases- and | mean agrest many - the spinal cord falsinto
the left hand or right hand side of the channel and can be taken out from neck to sternumin
one piece and cut into bits. That happensin most cases' (pages 119 and 120 of the Fifth
Report, question 421(1BD 7, Vol. I1BD1, Tab 7)).

52A

[Insert new para52A:] In astatement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote
48A: SMeldrum 6 (184E) paraK7]:

‘7. 1 would not have seen the evidence submitted to the Agriculture Committee by outside
parties, with the possible exception of the evidence from the British Veterinary Association.
Also, | doubt whether | read al the annexes and appendices to the Fifth Report published in
July 1990 (I1BD 7, Vol. IBD1, Tab 7) detailing all the memoranda and correspondence
received by the Agriculture Committee relating to MRM, because there was no reason to do so
asthe narrative in the Fifth Report did not address the matter of MRM in any detail (see
paragraph 10 below). Put simply, it was not an issue. Despite the various pointsraised in
some of the evidence received by the Agriculture Committee, | do not appear to have been
guestioned on the issue of MRM during my appearances before the Agriculture Committeein
June 1990. It was however discussed by the Agriculture Committee with the CMO (Sir
Donald Acheson) in the context of his statement on the safety of beef (see page 125 of the
Fifth Report of the Agriculture Committee(IBD 7, Vol. IBD1, Tab 7)). The CMO told the
Agriculture Committee that his statement applied to "any type of bovine material that isfor
human consumption” and that included MRM.’

52B

[Insert new para 52B:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote
48B: SMeldrum 6 (184E) paraK10]:

‘10. Intheevent, having received al this evidence, the Agriculture Committee did not
include a specific recommendationin relation to MRM inits Fifth Report, although in contrast
theissue of head splitting and brain removal had been looked at in some detail (see paragraphs
50 to 54 of the Fifth Report (IBD 7, Vol.1BD1, Tab 7)). The Agriculture Committee did note
that SEAC was "engaged in its own review [of slaughterhouse practices] which will no doubt
lead in due course to supplementary guidance" (paragraph 52 of the Fifth Report (IBD 7, Vol.
IBD1, Tab 7)). It therefore follows that MAFF were following the advice of those
organisations that recommended that the procedures for the production of MRM should be
reviewed. Thiswas a proper courseto follow in order to ensure that the consumer was fully
protected.’
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58A

[Insert new para58A:] On 25 June 1990, the Consumers Association issued a press release
calling for the government to take urgent action on BSE. The CA recommendations were
stated to include measures to i mprove consumer confidence, disease investigation and
slaughterhouse practices. Among the recommendations made was that the government “ban
the use of beef spinal bones for making Mechanically Recovered Meat (MRM) — scraps
stripped from the bones- and revi ew the safety of the process’[Insert new footnote 54A:
YB90/6.25/17.1].

61A

[Insert new para61A:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote
52A: SMeldrum 6 (184E) paraK12]:

‘12. ... | had no reason to doubt the opinion of Mr Bremner who was an acknowledged
expert in meat hygiene and knew a great deal about the processes for the production of MRM.
In particular, it wasimportant to note that Mr Bremner had accompanied Mr Curry on the visit
to Canvin and was therefore in avery good position to comment on what had been seen.’

63

[Insert after “Mr F Taylor” the text (“Meat Hygeine Division)”]

66A

[Insert new para66A:] In astatement to the Inquiry Sir Derek Andrews said [Insert new
footnote 64A: S Andrews Sir D 2 (281A) para 193]:

193. Mr Maclean correctly drew attention to the fact that MRM was disliked by many
consumersin hisminute ... But this was not sufficient grounds for banning its
production as asafety risk. Thiswas the background against which a paper was being
prepared for SEAC's consideration.’

66B

[Insert new para 66B:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote
64B: SMeldrum 6 (184E) paraK14]:

‘14. ... The"didike" of MRM did not relate solely to BSE. In truth there were genera
concerns about the use of MRM in food which were totally unrelated to BSE.
Organisations which would not immediately appear to be ones that would be expected to
have any detailed knowledge or expertise in slaughterhouse practices or the systems
available for the production of MRM, raised concerns about MRM to the Agriculture
Committee, for example Consumers in the European Community Group, the National
Consumer Council, the Food Safety Advisory Centre and the British Federation of
University Women. As Mr Maclean's comments suggest, there was "increasing media
interest” at this time, and the logical assumption/supposition is that the concerns
expressed by some of these organisations may well have stemmed largely from such
"media interest” as opposed to first hand knowledge of the production processes
(YB90/6.00/2.2).’

68A

[Insert new para 68A:] In astatement to the Inquiry Mr Lowson said [Insert new footnote
66A: S Lowson 3 (104B) para80]:

‘80. ... the responsibilities of my Division related to animal health. | therefore had no
Divisional responsibility for considering the safety and fitness for human consumption of
MRM derived from bovine carcasses from 1990 onwards. AsJoint Secretary of SEAC, it was
my job to ensure that SEAC’ s views on these matters were conveyed to those with policy
responsibility and that SEAC had the necessary advice availabletoit. My minute of 9 July
1990 (YB90/7.9/13.1-13.2) reflects my activity inthisarea'.

68B

[Insert new para68B:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Lowson said [Insert new footnote
66B: S Lowson (104D) paras 36-37]:

‘36. At thetime | had no grounds for believing that local authority enforcement was such
that the industry could not be relied upon to comply rigorously with the SBO Regulations;
and | was aware that SV S colleagues were active in monitoring the situation. Mr Meldrum’s
evidence referred to above supportsthis.
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37.  Atthetimel was aware that there was a need to improve standardsin
slaughterhouses but believed that this was primarily driven by a need to meet European
standards. My belief was that the standards in question related to the handling of meat fit for
human consumption rather than, for example, the removal and continued separation of
material unfit for human consumption.’

69

[Delete the first sentence of the quotation; Immediately before the quotation replace “ The
minute said” with “In his covering minute, Mr Cockbill referred to the proposed paper for
SEAC which had been circulated by Mr F Taylor with his minute of 27 June to Mr Lowson,
and continued”]

[After the end of the quote insert further quote as follows:]
‘Please therefore find attached arewrite of the paper which neverthelessfollows the format of

the paper submitted by Mr Taylor. To that extent therefore we have continued to conclude a
recommendations section although | am not certain of the appropriateness of that.’

83

[Insert theinitial “F” before“Taylor” in the text]

83A

[Insert new para83A:] On 30 July 1990 Mr Meldrum minuted Mr Lowson, Mr Baker and Mr
Dugda e under the heading “BSE: Food Safety Advisory Centre”. The minute included the
following [Insert new footnote 76A: Y B90/7.30/12.1]:

‘4. Research. The Centre have money available for research and asked whether there were
any areas on BSE for which we were seeking outside funding. | wonder whether we
should be seeking an R & D project on slaughterhouse hygienic practices and particularly
development of equipment for removal of residual spinal cord from the cut spinal column.
| would be grateful for advice from Mr Baker.’

83B

[Insert new para83B:] On 7 August 1990 Mr Baker minuted Mr Meldrum in reply to Mr
Meldrum’s minute of 30 July 1990. Mr Baker’s minute included the following [I nsert new
footnote 76B: YB90/8.7/4.1]:

3. ‘Paragraph 4 indicates that the Centre have money available for research. Y ou will be
aware that there are already commercially produced devicesfor the removal of pig spinal
cord and in at least one slaughterhouse this has been modified to removal of sheep spina
cord. Theoretically this could be extended to cattle carcases but | believe that the main
problem with such adevice isthe variation in accuracy in splitting the spinal column
exactly down the middle.

4.  There has been a suggestion that an alternative method of spinal column removal could
be to use adouble saw cut to remove the cord intact but | am aware that thiswould create
problems of support for the resulting sides of beef. They would become extremely
difficult — if not impossible—to handle.

5. If any basic research was to be considered then it might be conceivable to think of some
technique for removing the spinal cord from theintact carcases before splitting. | am not
quite sure how thiswould function but | would suspect that some form of engineering
knowledge would be required. On first thought | do not see how a suction device could
operate unless both ends of the vertebral canal were open.’

83C

[Insert new para83C:] On 28 August 1990 Mr Meldrum minuted Mr Lowson, Mr Baker, Dr
Shannon, Dr MacOwan, and Mr Dugdal e, under the heading “BSE: Food Safety Advisory
Centre”. The minute included the following [Insert new footnote 76C: Y B90/8.28/6.1]:

‘Mr Baker has minuted me on funding of research into removal of the spinal cord. Could he
please take this discussion forward with Dr MacOwan as to how the proposal could be
progressed and Dr MacOwan may wish to cover thisin his discussions with Nicola Harrison.
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I note that Drs Shannon and MacOwan were not included in the original circulation, for which
my apologies.’

84A

[Insert new para 84A:] During the ora evidence of Mr Meldrum, the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 77A: T123 p91]:

‘LORD PHILLIPS: ... First of al you had referred in your minute of 3rd September to
commenting on the advice giventolocal authorities on removal of spinal cord tissue. | think
you said amoment ago that that showed you assumed there had been such advice. Had there
been such advice?

MR MELDRUM: | am having difficulty in finding what | wanted to find. | have been
searching and searching and searching because at that time when | madethat comment |
assumed that to be the case. And nobody came back to me and said "that is not the case”. |
am certain that there was agreat deal of discussion between Veterinary Officers who were
working, doing auditsin slaughterhouses between themselves, and EHOs and mesat
inspectors at thetimethey did their routine inspections both of export approved and domestic
premises. | am certain that was an ongoing discussion. | have failed to find any specific
instructions of the nature that | had been driving at in the papersthat | have reviewed so
far’

85A

During the oral evidence of Mr Meldrum, the following exchange took place [Insert new
footnote 78A: T123 pp91-93]:

‘LORD PHILLIPS: Yes. Couldwejustlook ontoYB 90/9.6/3.2? Thiswas Mr Cockbill's
reaction to the draft paper. Theorigina draft that SEAC had had some options at the end of
it, one of which was legislating to prohibit using this spinal column for making MRM. This
paper shows Mr Cockbill had some reservations about that being present as a simple option
wheninfact it involved considerable practical and legal complexities. What he says at the
bottom, he suggests the paper isfar more tentative in its conclusions as regards possible
legidation and it ought to develop rules and guidance and controls on ensuring that spinal
cord material is properly removed from the carcass at the slaughtering stage. Our
concern, | think, isthis: you have pointed out that when attention was really focused on this, it
has proved possible to do thejob cleanly. Weare concerned that attention was not focused on
really emphasising the need to do the job cleanly and making sureit was done cleanly at a
much earlier stage.

MR MELDRUM: Yes, | understand full well the question. Commenting upon what you
have said, Chairman, the action that was taken post July/August 1995 was extreme insofar as
asignificant number of additional staff weretaken on, and we are talking about hundreds of
additional staff were taken on to ensure that spinal cord was removed. So, it isdifficult for
me now to compare the two. | hopeit isclear that | was concerned about spinal cord. | was
suggesting that other avenues should be pursued to try to ensure that the last remnants, if they
were there, were removed. | know that that particular research project with the Meat and
Livestock Commission did not in fact come to fruition although it wasresurrected againin
1996 and more work was done by the Meat and Livestock Commission on avariety of
equipment and we also looked at equipment in France. At that particular time we were
working within the resources at our disposal, bearing in mind of course that it waslocal
authorities then who were responsible for carrying out the inspection of carcasses and
therefore also to check upon spinal cord removal. We were one stage back from that as you
are, | know, very well aware. We did have some difficultiesin this respect. There are other
papers in the documentsthat you have seen indicating the difficulties that we sometimes
experienced with local authoritieswho said: "Not you, it is not you, get off our patch.
Domestic premises are not your responsibility, whereisyour right of access?' Wedid have
difficulty. It had to be dealt with in avery careful and circumspect manner.’

85B

[Insert new para 85B:] During the oral evidence of Mrs Brown, the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 78B: T129 pp4 - 6]:

‘MR MATOVU: Sowhen you joined the Meat Hygiene Division what did you know about
slaughterhouses?
MRS BROWN: Weéll, | had a certain amount of knowledge because | had worked in that
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area at an earlier stagein my career, inthe mid to late 1970s. | had had two yearsin the
Animal Health Group, where part of my responsibilities related to slaughterhouses. So | had
an idea of the way the system worked, if you like, and | had at that stage also visited
slaughterhouses. So | was not coming to it completely cold.

MR MATOVU: Thank you. When you joined the Meat Hygiene Division in September
1990, how important an issuein the work of that Division was the question of ensuring
compliance with the SBO ban in slaughterhouses?

MRS BROWN: | wasaware, when | joined the Division, that this had been an areawhich
had taken up agreat deal of effort during the year since the 1989 regulations had been made;
and there had been extensive discussions with the local authority enforcement organisations
and with the meat industry about the practicalities of enforcing thelegislation. By thetimel
joined, apart from the ongoing consideration with SEAC, things had quietened down and the
impression | had was that after quite alot of teething troubles, if you like, whilst the local
authorities became familiar with the legislation and got to gripswith it, and the industry
similarly; after that stage had been passed, the regulations appearedto be working pretty well
in practice. Anditwasno longer anissuethat was being raised by the local authorities or
indeed by the industry. It had become if you like part of the background. Animportant part
of the background, but not something that was causing difficulties on a day-to-day basis.
MR MATOVU: Yes. Yousaid whenyou gave oral evidencelast year that your Division
worked extremely closely with the vets at Tolworth inthe Meat Hygiene Veterinary Section.
Y ou mentioned you were both collocated in Tolworth and that facilitated close working
relationships.

MRSBROWN: Yes’

85C

[Insert new para85C:] On 19 September 1990 the fifth meeting of SEAC took place. The
minutes included the following [Insert new footnote 78C: Y B90/9.19/2.1-2.5]:

“1f the Committee was to reach worthwhile views about the implications of those
slaughterhouse practices which it had not examined, it would need both to see the papers on
the topic that had been promised by the Secretariat, and to see at first hand how the practices
under review worked.”

86

[Insert theinitial “F" before“Taylor's’ in the text]

86A

[Insert new para 86A:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Robert Lowson said [Insert new
footnote 86A: S Lowson (104D) para 33]:

‘33. | should first recall the division of responsibility in these matters:

- Department of Health took the lead in Government on matters relating to human
hedth;

- within MAFF, my Divisiona responsibilitiesrelated to animal health and | had no
responsibility for considering the safety and fitness for human consumption of MRM
derived from bovine carcases. However, asjoint Secretary of SEAC, it was my
responsibility to ensure that the Committee had adequate opportunity to consider all
mattersin which they were interested, or which Ministers wanted to draw to their
attention;

- itwasfor local authoritiesto enforce most slaughterhouse legislation, including
ensuring adherence to the SBO ban in human and animal food; and

- within the constraints of the legislation, it was for SV'S colleagues to monitor
activitiesin dlaughterhouses (see above); and within MAFF, legislation relating to the
human health aspects of slaughterhouse practices was the responsibility of Meat
Hygiene Division.’

90A

[Insert new para 90A:] During the oral evidence of Mrs Brown, the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 82A: T129 ppl0-12]:
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‘MRMATOVU ...

Were you aware, Mrs Brown, by November 1990 that Mr Meldrum was keen to ensure that
remnants of spinal  cord were removed in order that any residual risk to man was
minimised?

MRS BROWN: | was certainly aware that consideration was being given to whether there
were any particular pieces of equipment that might be available to improvetheway that this
was being done, not just spinal cord but other aspects of slaughterhouse practices. Removal
of the brain for example. It was not something that | was directly involved in, because it
was very much amatter for the veterinary team who obviously had much more direct
experience of the practicalitiesof slaughterhouse operations. | am not quite clear, from
having read paragraph 19 out of context, asit were, exactly what time Mr Meldrum istalking
about here. It looksasif it was possibly May/June, rather than November. Obvioudly |
do not know precisely what was going onin May or June because | was not there at the time.
But during my period in Meat Hygiene Division | knew that my veterinary colleagueswere,
from timeto time, in detailed discussions with people with aparticular interest, like the
University of Bristol who had ameat research department there, about possibl e pieces of
equipment which could be designed; the Meat and Livestock Commission were also involved
a varioustimes onwork on this. It wasan ongoing issue. | think it was happening before
November 1990. It continued after SEAC provided its advicein November 1990. There was
a continuous hunt for ways of doing this better. A lot of theseidess, | think, proved to
come to nothing or were not practical, but it was an item that remained onthe agendaif you
like.

MR MATOVU: Just focusing on November 1990 and the views of the CVO, wereyou
aware at that stage that one of the thingsthat prompted this research was a concernin his
mind that remnants of spina cord should be removed in order to minimise any residual risk
toman? Canyou recall whether you knew that?

MRSBROWN: Weéll, | can certainly recall that | knew that the CVO wastaking avery
close personal interest inthe slaughterhouse end of the BSE story, if you like; and that he
was very concerned to minimise or to make sure that the residual risk was being minimised.
| cannot honestly recall whether | was specifically awarethat spina cord, fragments of
spinal cord was a particular issue as distinct from other types of possible contamination. It
isvery difficult now to remember exactly how detailed my understanding was in those very
early days. Asl say, you know, | had been involved inthe preparation of the paper from
SEAC -- not directly involved because | did not have agreat deal to contribute but |
certainly had been awarethat it was going on and had looked at the drafts. So | did have

that level of understanding.’

93 [Replace footnote 85 as follows: SEAC 6/1 para 3]
94 [Replace footnote 86 as follows: SEAC 6/1 para 6]
95 [Replace footnote 87 asfollows: SEAC 6/1 para 8]
96 [Replace footnote 88 as follows; SEAC 6/1 para 9(a)]
97 [Replace footnote 89 as follows. SEAC 6/1 para 14]
98 [Replace footnote 90 as follows. SEAC 6/1 para 15]

[After the second sentence, insert new text as follows:] Paragraph 18 of the paper read as
follows [Insert new footnote 90A: SEAC 6/1 para 18]:

‘18. A MAFF project at IFR-Bristol has shown that there is no consistently significant
differencein gross composition between MRM and hand deboned meat. However,
significantly higher levels of calcium, iron and total purines, coupl ed with lower nitrogen and
connective tissue levels, were noted in the MRM samples. Althoughit isnot yet proven, itis
probable that these increased levels of calcium, iron and purines are derived from bone fluids
expelled under the higher pressures generated by the machine. The actual level of these
components varies depending on the part of the animal used and its condition (e.g. whether or
not it istrimmed of fat, cooked or frozen) as well as the type of machine used and the
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conditions under which it is operated.’

[Replace footnote 91 as follows. SEAC 6/1 para 19]

99

[Replace footnote 92 as follows: SEAC 6/1 para 23-4]

101A

[Insert new para 101B:] In astatement to the Inquiry Sir Derek Andrews said [Insert new
footnote 92B: S Andrews Sir D 2 (281A) paras 198-199]:

‘198.  ...MAFF weretaking appropriate steps to ensure that SEAC werein possession of
therelevant facts. Papers| havereviewed in preparing this statement (but which |
did not see at the time) show that the paper prepared for SEAC was widely circulated
in draft within MAFF and DoH and that much detailed consideration of risk went
into its preparation with contributions from various areas of expertise within the two
departments.

199.  Asfar asl| was aware the paper submitted to SEAC presented an accurate assessment
of what MAFF and DoH knew at the time about the MRM process and the scientific
evidencerelating toit. The paper refersto the draft code of practice of the BMMA to
which the magjority of MRM processors adhered [SEAC 6/1].

101B

[Insert new para 101B:] During the oral evidence of Mrs Attridge the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 92B: T117 pp63-64]:

‘MR MATOVU: ... were you aware in 1990 of concernswithin MAFF that general standards
in UK dlaughterhousesand the enforcement of slaughterhouse regulationsby local authorities
were certainly variable and in some cases inadequate?

MRSATTRIDGE: | think most peoplein dealing with the anima health hygiene areawould
have been very well aware of the variable standards. We had raised thisin relation to again
the Whetnall discussions, and the status quo, which was arather untidy division between

local authorities and central Government, was maintained. It was clear to me then that we
were going to have to change the arrangements to meet EC standards. There was very little
intheway of Parliamentary will to move the authority of thelocal authoritiesin terms of
enforcement, but it was obvious that we were going to have to have aunified system. Andin
that respect the way which | felt wasthe best way to deal with it wasto encourage-- alot of
the argument was: thiswill be far too costly to run centrally but if we create a mass of
bureaucracy, a terrible cost, and it will totally cripple the industry. So the way forward in
my opinion wasto set up afeasibility study. That in fact had been set up in the spring of
1990; and | think Mrs Brown will have given you information about that. And she was within
my Group and resources were made available to have that Price Waterhouse survey of costs,
which brought out that the costs were not going to be that enormous, and therefore thiswasa
perfectly good and feasible option to having an advice service. Mr Capstick carried this
forward after | left the -- in fact he carried it forward at the tail end when | wasin the Animal
Health and Veterinary Group. That was the only way in which we could actualy directly
tackle the uneven standards in slaughterhouses. Indirectly, and this comes back to the
informal ways of trying to ensure that concerns are met, the situation with export
slaughterhouses | think | have aready set out in my statements; the non-export
slaughterhouses were more difficult because we actually had no powers of entry. Therefore
we had to come along, | say we this was effectively the Field Service, the meat hygiene vets,
would have had to tag along with the local authority inspector, so that it was alittle bit of an
informal arrangement. But the position was that the visits to slaughterhouses had been
stepped up considerably.’

101C

[Insert new para 101C:] During the oral evidence of Mr Kevin Taylor, the following exchange
took place [Insert new footnote 92C: T122 p105-108]:

‘MR MATOVU: Thank you. My question iswhether that reflected your understanding at
the time of the position in slaughterhouses. Y ou have previously given evidence just alittle
earlier saying that it wasyour view at  the time that the spinal cord could be properly
removed?
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MR TAYLOR: Yes. Wdll, thefirst thing to say isthat some of the areasin this report to
SEAC were outside my area  of experience. | have certainly read the wholething for the
purposes of this hearing. There were several pointsthat | noticed. Onewas in (2), and
you have not asked but it said that part of the Government's strategy was "to ensure that
possible human exposure to the BSE agent is reduced to the minimum practicable level".
So it was not saying zero--

MR MATOVU: Sorry, whereisthat?

MR DAVISWHITE: Paragraph 2 of the minute.

MR TAYLOR: Thefinal sentencein paragraph 2, whereit says: "... the Government's
strategy [is] to ensure that  possible human exposure to the BSE agent isreduced to the
minimum practicable level." It was not talking about zero at al. Goingto the point that
you have made, if you look at 23, it makes a clear distinction between nervous tissue
remaining and central nervoustissue. It says: "Inevi tably when bovine carcases are split
through the centre of the vertebral column in the slaughterhouse some nervous tissue can
remain and some contamination of the vertebrae with central nervous system tissue can
occur." Those are two quitedifferent things. Itisnot working on the basis that the SBO
cannot be removed, it isworking on the basisthat it can. Sowhat we are actually talking
about isthe question -- then, if you goto 24, again it says--

LORD PHILLIPS; Just beforewe do, actualy it goesonto say: "Thiswill be asaresult
of :- "(a) small pieces of spinal cord inadvertently remaining..."

MR TAYLOR: Yes, | do seethat.

LORD PHILLIPS: Never mind.

MR TAYLOR: Nevertheless, the distinction is made thereand it also talksthen, in 24, about
some peripheral nervous tissue still present within the vertebral column. As | say, from my
experience from what | saw over subsequent years, from what we know from 1996 onwards,
there is no doubt that the spinal cord can be removed. Equally, thereis no doubt that in
splitting the carcass there is some damage to the spinal cord but alot less, inmy view, than
is often suggested because the consistency of it -- it sort of rideswith the saw blade.
Although it saws through the solid tissue, the rest of it sort of jogsin time and does not get
damaged to the extent that people suggest.’

101D

[Insert new para 101D:] During the oral evidence of Mr Keith Meldrum, the following
exchange took place [Insert new footnote 92D: T123 p83-84]:

‘MRWALKER: Then at page 10, | think, of our document SEAC 6/1 wefind paragraph

23: "Inevitably when bovine carcasses are split  through the centre of the vertebral
columninthe slaughterhouse some nervous tissue can remain and some  contamination of
the vertebrae with central nervous system (CNS) tissue can occur. Thiswill be asaresult
of..." There are three reasons why CNS contamination can  occur: "(a) small pieces
of spinal cord inadvertently remaining in the vertebral column; "(b) contamination from
carcass splitting ... "(c) the failure to remove nerves from between the vertebrae". It
is (@) that | wanted to focus on, Mr Meldrum. Asl understand it, this paper recognises that
even after-- wasit Mr Bremner'sdirective that you mentioned earlier -- there would be
small piecesof spinal cord inadvertently remaining in the vertebral  column. That was your
understanding at thetime, is that right?

MR MELDRUM: | think | have explained | hopethat what | expected at the time was that it
was perfectly reasonable in the context of this paper to expressitin thisway, because one
cannot give 100 per cent guarantee.’

101E

[Insert new para 101E] During the oral evidence of Mrs Brown, the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 92E: T129 pp18-20]:

‘MR MATOVU: Thank you. Then at the end of the draft paper, onthelast page, itis
suggested that: "The Committeeisinvited to consider on the basis of the available
evidence whether any action or guidance isrequired in relation to slaughterhouse practices,
and whether any new R&D is needed." May | just ask: did you consider that that last
guestion was appropriate for agroup of scientistslike SEAC to advise on?

MRS BROWN: | certainly did not think that it was inappropriate that they should be asked.
I mean, | think | understood this paper to be spelling out in  some detail precisdly what the
practical implications of slaughterhouse operations were. | think it madeit quite clear, for
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example by using theword "inevitably" in the section that you have just quoted from, that
some contamination was bound to occur. | think the context was set out quite clearly in the
first paragraph of this draft of the paper, which refersto the Government's  strategy to ensure
that the possibility that people might be exposed to the BSE agent isreduced to the
minimum practicablelevel. What we werereally looking at iswhat isthe minimum
practicable level given the way that slaughterhouses are currently operating, and inthe light
of that does the committee think that there are any additional actions which need to be taken?
Now those actions could presumably beto say: well, thisis totally unacceptable, because it
isinevitable that you get acertain level of contamination, then you know you will haveto
stop this altogether. Or you can say: well, provided that things are done carefully and
properly and the legidation is observed, then wethink that the level of risk is acceptable.

| think they could have said: wethink it isvery important that one or more of those three
theoretical alternative methods of removing the spinal cord are developed; and therefore
research and development should be carried forward as a matter of urgency. Thesewere all
questions, | think, that arose out of this paper, which SEAC could, if they thought it
appropriate, have highlighted in their response.

MR MATOVU: Sowereyou looking to receive advice from SEAC asto what wasthe
minimum practicable level of exposure to the BSE agent that they thought acceptable?
MRSBROWN: | think what | was expecting from this-- and it is quite difficult to put
myself back into the position that | wasinin November 1990 -- but | think that what | was
expecting was either an endorsement that  the controls that were currently in place were
adequate or a statement that a further step change, if you like, inthelevel of control was
required, which could have been either aban on the use of bovine MRM or a requirement
that as amatter of urgency somenew equipment should be developed or whatever. That was
the sort of thing that | think | thought before that 1st November meeting might come out of
SEAC's consideration.’

102A

[Insert new para 102A:] In astatement to the Inquiry Dr Tyrrell on behalf of SEAC said
[Insert new footnote 93A: S Tyrrell 3 (11B) paras 100-101]:

100."Mr Pepper joined SEAC in September 1990 and was a practising field veterinary surgeon
who had experience of slaughterhouse practices.

101. The other members had no relevant professional experience that would have enabled
them to feel comfortable giving advice without making avisit. Not all the members of an
advisory committee could have relevant experience for all issues; to do so would defeat the
purpose of acommittee.’

102B

[Insert new para 102B:] In a statement to the Inquiry Dr Tyrrell on behalf of SEAC said
[Insert new footnote 93B: S Tyrrell 3 (11B) paras 112-117]:

112.'The conclusion of SEAC, at the meeting, did not cover research and development or its
priority. It gave advice, from the perspective of its expertise, which was properly
qualified.

113.The Minister had told the House of Commons that he would seek the advice of SEAC and
in these circumstancesit is unreasonable to expect SEAC to have declined to give the
Minister the advice which he sought.

114.The advice given by SEAC was expressed to be subject to a proviso or condition. That
condition or proviso is set out above and isin the use of thewords“if” and “provided”. It
is necessary to read the conclusion in full to understand it. It was for Ministers and their
officialsto consider SEAC’ s advice and decideif the provisos or conditions explicitly
mentioned could be met. Sir Derek Andrews said, in Witness Statement No 281 (At
paragraph 132), that SEAC’s conclusion was that:

“So long as the rules were properly observed and proper supervision was
maintained, there was no need to recommend further control measures on grounds
of food safety”.
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It isclear that he understood, at the time, the conditions or provisos attached to the
advice.

115.SEAC members regarded givi ng advice, in the qualified termsin which it was expressed,
to be within their role and expertise. The conclusion was, essentially, negative.

116.The advice given by SEAC left it open to those considering the advice, who knew the
composition and expertise of the Committee, to seek other advice.

117. Within MAFF there was a specialist meat hygiene section responsiblefor the oversight of
dlaughterhouse standards. MAFF appointed practising veterinarians as OV S who were,
or should have been, regularly visiting slaughterhouses and had the opportunity to view
abattoir practicesin the course of their ordinary work at first-hand. The opportunity to
acquire information at first-hand available to MAFF employees was known to members
of SEAC, particularly Dr Watson, who had been a MAFF employee and Mr Pepper, who
was apractising field veterinarian.’

102C

[Insert new para 102C:] During the oral evidence of SEAC the following exchange took place
[Insert new footnote 93C: T109 pp99-100]:

‘LORD PHILLIPS: ... Wearerather more interested in the principle, but your conclusion
wasthat it ispossible to remove the spinal cord. Y ou were not saying, "Weare satisfied
that throughout the country what is possible isbeing done properly and satisfactorily".
DRTYRRELL: Exactly.

MR MATOVU: If you had been made aware that therewas considerable anxiety about
standards in daughterhouses, would that have coloured the advice that you gave?

DR TYRRELL: I think it would be bound to. It hasbeen quiteinteresting and i nformative
to meto read the Inquiry documentswhich show that at the very timeal thiswas going on,
there was also concern in Whitehall about the pressure they were under from the European
Community to raise standards, and | have mentioned that, again onthisonevisittoa
particular abattoir, which we thought was avery good one, we weretold that they were at
times pressurised by the supermarketsto improve the standards of some of the things they
did, and that the bacteriological contamination levelsthat they were using were perhaps
tenfold higher than those in some other countries; | think they mentioned New Zealand.
But those were just little hints, we did not pick them up, that there were serious concerns
about theway that abattoirswere run.’

102D

[Insert new para 102D:] During the oral evidence of SEAC the following exchange took place
[Insert new footnote 93D: T109 ppl02-105]:

‘MRS BRIDGEMAN: ... Canyou remember -- | recognise that, as you said, you have not
looked at this detail -- whether you had any kind of briefing before you went to this
slaughterhouse about what was the state of the daughtering industry, what were the most
difficult aspects of it and so on? Did you just go absolutely cold or did you have a briefing
from the Ministry?

DR TYRRELL: We had had these papers asking us questions which had revealed to us how
much was going on or was being proposed that we did not know about, but | do not think
we had -- it was afairly well structured visit. When we got there, we were taken through the
whole process and told how it was al done, how the animals were brought in and stunned
or whatever it was, but no, therewas not aformal presentation of slaughterhouse practice, |
think.

MRS BRIDGEMAN: | can understand you would be shown the logical processes asthey
were gone through, but | think from what you are saying, you were expected asa committee
to extract from this paper what were the things you might particularly want to look at
because they would be bothersome. Perhaps| am asking, did you feel sufficiently
equipped, or would you have expected more on moving into an area which was not very
familiar, frankly, to most of the members of the committee?

DR TYRRELL: That paper covered such arange of things, there was no way we could have
seenitall inone abattoir, because one abattoir would tend to use one type of process. |
think David would probably be-- he went to a different abattoir, but | think he knows about
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enough of them to say that they tended to have different practices and they stayed with them.
So without going to alot of different abattoirs, we would not have been ableto cover the
full range of things on which wewere being questioned. We had, aswas said earlier, to look
at the thing on the basis of broad principlesand get a bit of afeel of it by going to one or two
particular abattoirs.

PROFESSOR FERGUSON-SMITH: Would you see the process of mechanically recovered
meat, for example?

DR TYRRELL: We saw machines pounding away, yes.

LORD PHILLIPS: That isaspecific areathat you were asked to advise on, one of great
interest to us.

DRTYRRELL: Wedid seethat.

LORD PHILLIPS: Could we perhapsjust explorethat alittle?

MR MATOVU: Yes. Thisisreferredto asointhe document wewerelooking at at SEAC
6/1, the process of production of mechanically recovered meat. Wasthis something you
were familiar with, Mr Pepper?

MR PEPPER: No, it was not part of my inquiry or visitsto slaughterhouses to look at that
sort of thing. | was going there with aclinical viewpoint, not witha commercial hat on,
looking at what they did with the bits; not at all.’

102E | [Insert new para 102E:] During the ord evidence of SEAC the following exchange took place
[Insert new footnote 93E: T109 ppl06-108]:
‘MR MATOVU: ... | wonder whether you can recall, Mr Pepper or Dr Tyrrell, what
consideration SEAC gaveto MRM at that meeting?
MR PEPPER: My answer isno, | do not remember.
MR MATOVU: Dr Tyrrell?
DR TYRRELL: I do not think it was much anyhow. Maybethat iswhy it isnot mentioned
intheminutes. | seemto remember that MRM — we could check thislater -- wasa matter
which returned on later meetings. Aswe have mentioned before, sometimes the meetings
were very busy, and if it was something we did not fedl like giving an instant answer on, it
may have been left over for another meeting; perhaps even forgotten, | do not know.
LORD PHILLIPS: It cameback, | think, in 1994.
MR MATOVU: Wereyou aware, either of you, in 1990 that various senior officials and
Ministersin MAFF had expressed considerable concern about the process of MRM; were
you aware of that? The Parliamentary Secretary, Mr Curry, had visited an MRM plant and
he had been very worried by what he saw. Had anybody told you that?
DRTYRRELL: No, | do not think so, no.
MR MATOVU: Mr Medrum, we have seen documents where heis shown as expressing
anxiety about the MRM process, production process, in relation to BSE.
DRTYRRELL: Inrelationto BSE, yes.
MR MATOVU: Wasthat something you were awvare of ?
DR TYRRELL: | do not think so, no.
MR MATOVU: Do you think it ought to have been mentioned to you that the CVO had
anxieties about MRM?
DR TYRRELL: | should think so.
MR PEPPER: Could you repeat that?
MR MATOVU: | was asking whether you believed that it should have been mentioned to
you that the CV O had anxieties about the MRM production process.
MR PEPPER: It would seem fundamental, but not inevitable, because that isto do with
policy, not to do with science.
MR MATOVU: Although he has obvious scientific qualifications which --
MR PEPPER: It isareasonablething to tell anybody.’

102F [Insert new para 102F:] During the oral evidence of SEAC the following exchange took place

[Insert new footnote 93F: T109 ppl09-111]:

‘DRTYRRELL: Chairman, trying to guessreally what happened -- | will call it "recdl" --
we had at about that time this visit to an abattoir where we saw the technique applied
satisfactorily. Sir John has mentioned, we were told that the regulations were being applied
and | suspect that what happened wasthat we reckoned that there was not really aproblem
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with MRM if the vertebral column was being cleanly cut and dissected. So that wasreally
in asense-- the MRM was in asense covered by our comment that if the regulations were
satisfactorily carried out, and they were properly monitored, then there was not a problem.
LORD PHILLIPS: That was your proviso; it was not up to you to decide whether that
proviso was satisfied or not.

DR TYRRELL: No. It could be advisable, but wasit done; that was the question which was
not for us. Sir John and | were both there at the time when we suddenly had the jolt of
realising that when the local health authorities overworked inspectors were replaced by the
Meat Hygiene Service, suddenly all sorts of facts about the failures were brought to our
attention. Ithad dipped through the net prior to that.

MR MATOVU: Going back to 1990, if you had been -- Mr Pepper saysthat it was
fundamental that SEAC should betold the CVO had concerns. If that information had been
given to SEAC, can you say what advice might have come from SEAC, or what different
consideration might have been givento MRM asaresult?

DR TYRRELL: My thought would bethat if the CVO had actually come with a complaint --
not atheoretical one, but one where he could say, "I have observed the process and in the
abattoir | went to, | could see that the CNS  was not being adequately removed”, if we had
any sort of well documented statement of that sort, we would have probably much earlier
said, "Thisrequires further investigation". | mean, asit was, peoplelike David Pepper
could say -- and he did, good for him -- from time to time, " The abattoirs are not as good as
the oneyou saw", and we said, "Yes, but David, we havehad reports that there is ameat
inspection servicewhich saysthey aredl right, you have just been unlucky". Hewas
unlucky in what we said about him rather than anything else.’

102G | [Insert new para102G:] In astatement to the Inquiry Sir Derek Andrews said [Insert new

footnote 93G: S Andrews Sir D 2 (281A) paras 200-201]:

‘201 | was aware of the reservations that some people held about MRM. The adviceto
Ministers was based on careful assessment of risk by officialsin MAFF and in DoH,
in consultation with independent experts outside the two departments. | had no
reason to question the advice that was given at the time.

202.  Any action by Government to ban or otherwise restrict the production of MRM in
1990 would have had to be justified and proportionate. | was not aware, during my
period as Permanent Secretary, that there was a scientific justification for further
measures that would have prohibited or restricted the production and sale of MRM.’

102H | [Insert new para 102H:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mrs Attridge said [insert new footnote

93H: SAttridge 5 (78D) para 33]:

‘33. ...Fromthisit would be reasonable to conclude that the MRM process, in itself, was not
inherently more of arisk than other processes, nor was use of the vetebral column, and
the essential element was the enforcement of the SBO ban, in particular the removal of
the spinal cord which has been dealt with in my earlier statement.

34. Insummary, | have aready dealt with enforcement of the SBO banin my
Supplementary Statement paragraphs 50 to 54 [W S 78B]. There was no reason to
consider that the regulations were not being effectively enforced. The need for guidance
on certain slaughterhouse practi ces was recognised following discussion with the IEHO
and others and Ministers decided in May 1990to refer these to the Tyrrell Committee.
With regard to MRM | understand this had been considered before | joined the Animal
Health Group in relation to the SBO ban in 1989 [L 2 tab 3B] and a decision taken in the
light of that consideration not to include it in the SBO ban. This decision was revisited
in June 1990 by the CV O when considering variousissues that could beraised in the
European Community forum and also in June 1990 the Minister, in response to aminute
from me[YB90/6.11/1.1] suggesting further information was needed on the process asiit
related to bovines decided that a detailed assessment needed to be undertaken and that no
immediate controls should beimposed. The matter was referred to SEAC in the paper
SEAC 6/1 and SEAC considered that the spinal cord could be extracted satisfactorily
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and provided the rules were properly followed and supervised, there was no need to
recommend further measures on the grounds of consumer protection.’

102I

[Insert new para 102l:] In astatement to the Inquiry Mr K Taylor said [insert new footnote
93I: STaylor K 5(98D) para45]:

'45. | was aware of the advice given by SEAC following consideration of the matter at the
sixth meeting on 1 November 1990 (YB90/11.1/7.1-7.9). Their advice was the same asthe
opinion which | had already reached on the basis of my practical experience of MRM
production during the period 1978 to 1986, even though at the time the subject was of personal
interest only and formed no part of my official responsibilities. Because the SEAC advicewas
the same asthe opinion | aready held, it did not influence my views. Whether it would have
done so if | had held a different opinion before it was given must be conjectural, but | expect
that | would have been influenced as | held the scientific expertise of the Committeein high
regard.’

1023

[Insert new para 102J:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote
93J: SMeldrum 6 (184E) paraK 17]:

‘17. ... 1 would comment that in addition to the members of SEAC who visited
slaughterhouses on 29th October, 1990 both Dr Watson and Mr Pepper would have some
knowledge of slaughterhouse practices, although | do not know the extent to which they would
be au fait with MRM production systems.’

102K

[Insert new para 102K:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Meldrum said [Insert new footnote
93K: SMeldrum 6 (184E) paras K18-21]:

‘18. ...l take the view, which is supported by the facts, that | had no evidence that spina
cord was not being completely removed from the spinal column until July 1995. Thisis
hardly surprising since at that time each and every carcase received an inspection by a
local authority inspector before the carcase was stamped. This would include a visual
inspection of the spinal canal for abnormalities and at that time the inspector would be
able to check that the spinal cord had been removed.

19. | was aware of the risk of residua nervous material remaining in the spinal canal once
the spina cord was removed in accordance with the SBO regulations. This had been
recognised when MRM had been discussed back in late 1989 and subsequently (for
example see paragraphs 1 and 6 above). At the time of the discussions in late 1989 |
believed that MAFF had gone as far as was possible on the evidence available at the time
in moving away from the initial advice on baby food that was contained in the
Southwood Report to the introduction of the SBO regulations. However, by May/June
1990 the situation had moved on, as explained in paragraph 11 above. For that reason,
whilst | did not have doubts about the use of MRM derived from bovine carcasses, and
more particularly the vertebral column, | was keen to ensure that remnants of spina cord
in the spina canal were removed in order that any residual risk to man was minimised.
It was for this reason that | was so keen to pursue the possibility of the use of suction
devices/pumps. Whilst recognising that zero risk was an impossibility, if such amethod
of removing any residual tissue was viable it was worth pursuing to reduce an already
minimal risk even further - the same sort of principleled tothe SBO regulations(L2 Tab
3B) being introduced in the first place.

20. | believed, and had no reason not to believe, that the vast mgjority of the spinal cord
could be removed from the carcase without undue difficulty. In my oral evidenceto the
Inquiry, | referred to a video produced by the MHS on the removal of SBO's, including
the spinal cord. | went on to say thefollowing: "Thosethat say it isadifficult operation
to remove the spinal cord, | do not think that to be true. It istime consuming and needs
to be donewith great care. Itisnot difficult to ensurethat al the spinal cord isremoved”
(T68, Vol. T7, Tab 8, page 33). The failure of slaughterhouses to comply with, and
Local Authoritiesto enforce, the SBO regulations such that spinal cord was not removed
properly and fragments were l€eft in the spinal canal, was not something which had been
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21.

made known to me at the time SEAC were considering MRM in 1990. It was not until
1995 that these worrying failures were brought to my attention (see my previous
statement; WS 184A, section F). Although | was aware of many daughterhouse
practices | would not claim to be an expert in the splitting of the bovine carcase nor the
removal of the spinal cord. | relied on colleagues in the Veterinary Meat Hygiene
Section and in the Veterinary Field Service who frequently visited slaughterhouses and
were expert in thisareafor advice. If they had concerns on the removal of the spinal cord
or the safety of MRM | would have expected these concerns to be brought to my
attention.

As explained in paragraphs 18 and 19 above, my concerns at the time related to risks
related to the use in food for human consumption of MRM derived from bovine
carcasses as a result of fragments of spinal cord inadvertently remaining in the spinal
cana and contamination from carcass splitting. All the background information
available at the time which was pertinent to an assessment of these risks and which had
been put together as aresult of extensive consultation within MAFF had been provided
to SEAC in SEAC 6/1, the paper on slaughterhouse practices (see paragraph 16 above).
SEAC had been asked to consider "on the basis of the available evidence whether any
action or guidance is required in relation to slaughterhouse practices, and whether any
new R& D was needed, and if so, with what priority". Having received the information in
SEAC 6/1, coupled with the visit of several members of SEAC to slaughterhouses, the
Committee had concluded that there was no need to recommend further measures on the
grounds of consumer protection. Thisallayed my concernsto the extent that it indicated
that SEAC were not unduly worried about any risks raised in SEAC 6/1, in particular
those risks arising from the fact that "inevitably when bovine carcasses are split through
the centre of the vertebral column in the slaughterhouse some nervous tissue can remain
and some contamination of the vertebrae with central nervous system (CNS) tissue can
occur" (SEAC 6/1, paragraphs 23 to 24). SEAC made the important caveat that they
were content provided that al the rules were properly followed and supervised. | had no
reason to believe that thiswas not the case. ...’

102L

[Insert new para 102L :] In a statement to the Inquiry Mrs Brown said [Insert new footnote
93L: SBrown K 3 (79B) paras 14-16]:

14,

15.

‘I had responsibility for advising Ministers directly, in consultation with Meat Hygiene
Veterinary Section, on hygiene aspectsof MRM production. | would also have regarded
it as my responsihility to draw the attention of colleaguesin Animal Health Division and
the CVO to any specific concerns over MRM in relation to BSE, if such concerns were
raised with me or came to my attention for any reason. In practice no such concernswere
raised, to the best of my recollection. In the absence of any external factors which might
cause doubt about the policies which we were operating, | did not seeit asmy roleto
second-guess the scientific advice of SEAC or the technical advice of my veterinary
colleagues who were much more expert than | was on the practicalities of slaughterhouse
operations.

| was aware that agreat deal of detailed consideration had been given to the safety of
MRM inthe period before | joined Meat Hygiene Division in September 1990 (SEAC
Vol 6 Tab 1). | saw the paper which went to SEAC in November 1990 and was aware of
their conclusion that there was no need to recommend further measures on the grounds of
consumer protection. That paper had outlined possible risksin relation to MRM
production and members of the Committee had visited a slaughterhouse to observe the
removal of SBOs. | believed that SEAC had considered the issues properly and that their
conclusion was proportionate to the risk associated with MRM. | took thisview because:

the generally accepted scientific advice was that the risk to human health from
BSE was remote and theoretical

the requirements of the Bovine Offal (Prohibition) Regulations were a
precautionary measure
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theinitial concerns about the practicality of removal of the spinal cord had
disappeared and the monitoring reports produced by MHV S together with my
contactswith local authority enforcement officers and the meat industry gave me
no reason to think that there were significant difficulties over compliance with
the legal requirements

consumer concern about MRM (on grounds other than BSE) was relatively high
and | believed that for that reason local authoritieswere likely to supervise its
production more carefully than they supervised other aspects of slaughterhouse
operations.

16. | did not therefore consider that there was any need for me to raise concerns over the
acceptability of MRM derived from bovine carcasses. The picture changed, of course, in
1995 when the results of the attack rate experiments showed that the infective dose was
much lower than anticipated.’

102M

[Insert new para 102M:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Capstick said [Insert new footnote
93M: S Capstick 5 (102D) para 28-29]:

‘28. The Animal Health Division (from November 1989) and SVS (from 1990) were both
within the Food Safety Directorate, and therefore aspects of MRM were within my
command. | had, however, no technical knowledge or expertise on MRM, and thus
relied heavily on advice proffered by Southwood and SEAC, and also SVS dtaff. | was
technically in no position to second guess those who possessed anatomical knowledge
and/or who had acquired expert knowledge of the process. In fact, in spite of many
visits to daughterhouses and meat plants that | made, the MRM process had
unfortunately never been operating when | was present.

29. After much consideration during 1990 including that by SEAC a decision was made by
Ministers not to proscribe MRM derived from the vertebral column. | agreed with that
decision at the time on the basis of what SEAC and those with expertisein the system
advised. Once Ministers had made a decision, and where this decision was based on the
advice of scientific advisors, it was the responsibility of officialsin the Food Safety
Directorate to carry out thisdecision. | did not have any doubtsthat SEAC’ s advice
derived from a thorough look into the matter, and it was appropriate that that advice
should inform policy.’

102N

[Insert new para 102N:] During the oral evidence of Mrs Attridge the following exchange took
place concerning the proviso in SEAC' s advice [Insert new footnote 93N: T117p70-73]:

‘MR MATOVU: ... how important did you believe the provisoin SEAC's adviceto be? The
proviso that all the rules should be properly followed and supervised?

MRSATTRIDGE: That was obviously asensible proviso, because given, as| have aready
indicated, the need to ensure that the SBO ban was working well and various other things
were working well, | would have thought that that was a sensible proviso for themto add. As
| say, there were arrangements put in hand to check what was the position at slaughterhouses.
And the reports indicated that problems were being dealt with asand when they arose.

MR MATOVU: Thereportsdid not comein -- thefirst summary did not comein until |
think April 19917

MRSATTRIDGE: That wasintheformat-- prior to that it had been a more informal report
back. Particular problemsthat had been identified with particular local authorities were |
think addressed on the direct person to person basis. But the formal reports cameininthe
spring. But it was not that there were no reports coming in prior to that, it was just the formal
reports with the sort of checklist camein in the spring.

MR MATOVU: What confidence did you have that those reports would be painting atrue
and accurate picture of what was happening in slaughterhousesin relation to the removal of
spinal cord?

MRSATTRIDGE: Every confidence. | mean our own veterinary staff were very anxiousto
ensure that the regulations were met. Thiswas not, asit were, alocal authority inspection of
local authority staff; it wasthe Meat Hygiene and the vets, Central Government checking. So
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I had every confidence in those reports.

MR MATOVU: Itwasorigindly just aone off visit, random visitsto slaughterhouses which
the SVSwas asked to carry out. It isnot clear that they were unannounced visits, where they
suddenly turned up to take out spot checks?

MRSATTRIDGE: | aready told you they have no powersof entry. Y ou cannot make spot
checksif you have no powersof entry. Y ou will have the door shut in your face, and what
do you do?

MR MATOVU: That wasmy point?

MRSATTRIDGE: That may be your point, but that wasthe law.

MR MATOVU: Sodid that cause some concern asto whether the true picture was being
portrayed?

MRSATTRIDGE: No, | do not think it would have done, | think for two reasons. Thisis
really very much amatter on which Mr Meldrum isvery much better to go into the details. |
would make that caveat, because the whole question of veterinary certification isavery
important point in relation to veterinary ethics. You can have your veterinary certificate
taken away from you if you mis-certify. Itisamatter of concernto vetsthat they do not mis-
certify things. In relation to the export slaughterhouses where there were what are known
as Official Veterinary Surgeonsin operation, those we had much better direct contact with.
And they would have an interest -- | mean they were people who were part of large veterinary
practicesin the country; and quite apart from the need to make sure they certified things
correctly, they also would have had avery lively interest in ensuring that there was no
potentialy diseased material getting back to animals. | mean, the whole of the veterinary
profession in this country is sensitised to animal disease recycling through animal products.
| therefore think it would be most unlikely that we would not have picked up areas which
were clearly showing that the regulations were not working, in 1990/1991, because | think
theinspections we had and feedback that we had would have identified those. But again this
isamatter which | really do think would be more appropriate to pursue with my veterinary
colleagues.’

1020

[Insert new para 1020:] During the oral evidence of Mrs Attridge the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 930: T117 pp75-78]:

‘MR MATOVU: Atthetimeyou were aware, a any rate, of the view that inevitably spinal
cord material would be left on carcasses and meat intended for human consumption?
MRSATTRIDGE: | am sorry, that | think isarather mideading question. | was aware of
the discussions which we had with -- | think it was-- no, it would be the renderers. | cannot
remember the particular trade organisation, at which they said they could not guarantee 100
per cent removal. | think in that aspect, it wasthe meeting with Mr Maclean, referred toin
paragraph 24 of my supplementary statement 78D. If that iswhat you arereferring to, if there
issomething else you are actualy referring meto, fine. That smply indicated that a
guarantee of 100 per cent of all specified offal was not a guarantee they could give. That
seemed to me an honest way of looking at it, because, asthe SV O responded, zerorisk isan
impossibility.

MR MATOVU: | wasreferring to the paper that went to SEAC.

MRSATTRIDGE: Thefind paper that went to SEAC?

MR MATOVU: Yes, or even the draft.

MRSATTRIDGE: | did not seethe-- | do not know to what extent the final paper that went
to SEAC indicatesthis, again, thispoint whether it is 100 per cent or not. | think it probably
would have brought out the problems, | think it did bring out the problemsin the draft that |
saw. So SEAC did havetheinformation in front of them.

LORD PHILLIPS: 1 think you ought perhaps just to remind Mrs Attridge and us of the
precise language used in that draft.

MR MATOVU: Thank you Chairman. Maybewe should look at that paper. Thebundlein
question is SEAC 6, whichis aslim bundle.

MR DAVISWHITE: Could | intervene here? | think thisisa paper Mrs Attridge has not
seen recently. The paper she has seen is an earlier draft which iswithin the FAD. | put that
caveat on what sheisnow being asked to look at.

MR MATOVU: Maybewe should look at the earlier draft. Since we have SEAC 6, let us
look at that if we may. | would liketo refer you, Mrs Attridge, to paragraph 23. Perhapsyou
could read that through to yourself?
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MRSATTRIDGE: Hmm (Pause). Yes, paragraph 23 | have read.

MR MATOVU: Isthat something of which you were aware before SEAC gaveitsadvicein
November 19907?

MRSATTRIDGE: Yes, because that was part of the inability to guarantee the 100 per cent
removal. But | mean| do want to make the point undoubtedly made ad nauseum by cther
witnesses that these animals were ones which were clinically hedthy. | meanthisisa
guestion of what point in terms of zero you wish to settle on. But that doestie in with the
statement which was made by the meat industry that they could not guarantee 100 per cent.
MR MATOVU: And so bearing that in mind my final question is, again, what view did you
take of SEAC'sprovisoin its advice that the rules should be properly followed and
supervised?

MRSATTRIDGE: | am sorry, we have aready dealt with this, | think. | do not think | can
add anything further other than to say that vertebrae were not banned. There were other
ways of recovering meat than through mechanically recoveringit. And if there was aworry
about these other bits and pieces being till inthe vertebrae, it extended much wider than
mechanically recovered meat. The question which SEAC waslooking et is: Is there
something inherent in the production of mechanically recovered meat that makesit inherently
more difficult or more dangerous or more potentialy likely to have something in it which
should not be there? | mean that was the question which they were asked to look at.

MR MATOVU: They were asked to look at slaughterhouse practices generally aswell?
MRSATTRIDGE: Yes, but onthe MRM it was the question as to whether or not the MRM
process was onewhich raised what | suppose one would term unacceptable risks. And they
did not -- what they said was provided that the slaughterhouse processes, the practicesin
slaughterhouses, are carried out correctly, the MRM process of itself did not appear to be
inherently more dangerous than other ways. That is certainly what | would have taken out of
that.

MR MATOVU: So by rules, you understood daughterhouse practices?
MRSATTRIDGE: Yes. Sorry, when areyou referring to rules, in which context?

MR MATOVU: SEAC'sadvice, provided the rules were properly followed.
MRSATTRIDGE: That isshorthand for saying practices.’

102P

[Insert new para 102P:] During the oral evidence of Mr Capstick the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 93P: T119p56-59]:

‘LORD PHILLIPS: ... If the question is: isthe processof removing the spinal cord one that
isbeing done effectively throughout the industry, it would seemto us that SEAC are not the
right people to form aconclusion on that.

MR CAPSTICK: Weéll, they infact | think ducked that question by saying: "Provided the
rulesare applied"; in other words, they were not going to say, "Yes, we have judged the
rulesare always applied”. | think that was the responsibility of the meat inspectors and
ourselves who sometimes had powers of entry, sometimes did not have powers of entry into
slaughterhousesto seethat there were satisfactory arrangements. | think all  you can do,
Chairman, isto ensure that there are  satisfactory procedures and supervision of the peoplein
the plant who are inspecting.

LORD PHILLIPS: They made that proviso. Who should have become aware of it and who
should have asked the question: are we happy that we can satisfy it?

MR CAPSTICK: WEéll, the question came from SEAC, or the  Recommendation came from
SEAC, with the proviso that went to the Meat Inspection Service and Enforcement  Service
and local authorities. Now, | cannot honestly say whether this particular proviso was
transmitted saying, "Hey, we have another statement from SEAC and hereisawakeup call
to you all to devote moretimeto theinspection of the removal of spinal cordsfrom
carcasses'.

LORD PHILLIPS: Isit something with which you personally were concerned?

MR CAPSTICK: | doubtit. | donotthink | was. | am afraid not. No, | am afraid not.

MR MATOVU: Sowhosejobwould it have been, again, to ensure that the meat inspectors
and other local authority officers were aware that there was awakeup call that had been
indicated by SEAC?

MR CAPSTICK: Weéll, first of all, themselves. Themselves, the Environmental Health
Officers. Heisincharge, heis--

MR MATOVU: With respect, sir, they would not know SEAC's advice unlessthey were
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told.

MR CAPSTICK: Wéll, it would be published. It would be published. | am not aware-- |
have not seen apress notice relating to this specific issue, but | would be surprised if it was
not published or made widely known.

MR MATOVU: If it was not published, who in MAFF would make it widely known to these
Environmental Health Officers and others? Whose job would it be?

MR CAPSTICK: Department of Hedlth.

MR MATOVU: And loca authority meat inspectors?

MR CAPSTICK: Yes. Well, yes-- yes, local authority. We are talking here about a human
health issue.

MR MATOVU: Yes.

MR CAPSTICK: Potentialy. Soitwould befor the Department of Health, who had
responsibility for food hygiene, to tackle that issue. They also had amuch closer
relationship with Environmental Health Officers than wedid in MAFF. Wetended to have a
very close relationship with Trading Standards Officers from afood contamination side,
labelling, et cetera, et cetera, whereas they were more involved in food hygiene which was
the responsibility of Environmental Health Officers. Sothey would, | think, have the
primary responsibility for tackling that problem.

LORD PHILLIPS: We have had evidence that, as a matter of practicalities, the Department
of Health would leaveit to MAFF to overview, if you like, what was happeningin the
slaughterhouses.

MR CAPSTICK: Yes, we had pretty seriousresponsibilities for meat hygiene, but when it
comes to communicationson SEAC business to the local authorities and therefore the
Environmental Health Officers, | would have thought the Department of Health had arole. |
do not think they could just abdicate the responsibilities there.

MR MATOVU: Did MAFF aso havearole?

MR CAPSTICK: | think wedid. Not so much asinspectorsbut as supervisors, if you like.
Itisdifficult tofind words, but as supervisors, if you like, of thewhole meat hygiene area.
But here we are not so much talking about ina sense meat hygiene. We are going beyond
themeat hygiene, we are going into the production of adifferent type of product; of
mechanically recovered mesat, in another plant.’

102Q

[Insert new para 102Q:] During the ora evidence of Mr Capstick the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 93Q: T119p59-62]:

‘MR MATOVU: ... Mr Lowson was the SEAC Secretary at thetime. Hewas aso Head of
the Animal Health Division which had lead responsibility for BSE. Therewasdso in the
Food Safety Directorate the Meat Hygiene Division, which was led by Mrs Brown at that
time, and they had experience of saughterhouses and how things worked in
slaughterhouses. Do you think that either of those two Divisions might have had aroleto
play in ensuring that SEAC's proviso, or the wakeup call implied in SEAC's  proviso, was
clearly disseminated to those with responsibility for enforcement in slaughterhouses?
MR CAPSTICK: Wéll, | think, yes-- | think it goesabit further than that. It goesto the
meat hygiene inspectors who were headed by Keith Baker and histeam, spread out across
the country.

MR MATOVU: So areyou saying thereisathird group, a veterinary group?

MR CAPSTICK: Yes, thatisright, yes. ...

MR MATOVU: ... of thethree groups identified, the Animal Health Administrative
Division, the Meat Hygiene Administrative Division and the Meat Hygiene Veterinary
Section, are you ableto help usas to which of those might have had aroleto play in
ensuring that peoplein slaughterhouses were made aware of the concern that spinal cord
should be removed?

MR CAPSTICK: Okay. The Animal Hedlth Division had arole inthisareaonly because
Robert Lowson was Secretary to  SEAC. The Meat Hygiene Division was responsible for,
shall | say, policy ontheregulations and therulesin law, the legidation if you like, and the
genera policy of the area; whereas the meat inspectors out in the field, who had a
headquartersteam in Tolworth under Keith Baker, had the problem of liaising with local
authorities and visiting the export approved slaughterhouses and a so the visits to non-export
approved daughterhouses, which | am sure you have been briefed on, Chairmen.
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LORD PHILLIPS: Yes.

MR CAPSTICK: Soinasensel think that the message should have got through and
probably did get through to people like Keith Baker and they would respond by checking this
matter when they visited the slaughterhouses, and  presumably reminding the inspectors at
those slaughterhouses.’

102R

[Insert new para 102R:] During the oral evidence of Mr Kevin Taylor, the following exchange
took place [Insert new footnote 93R: T122 pp99-100]:

‘MR MATOVU: ...You have said that— may | ask you, who onthe veterinary side did you
believe had responsibility for advising on the risksinvolved in slaughterhouse practices and
the production of mechanically recovered meat asfar as BSE was concerned?

MR TAYLOR: Thefirstthingis, itisvery clearly not my areaof responsibility. Itispublic
healthanditis downstream from the abattoir. Asl tried to make clear in my opening
statement, in general the division of responsibility was at the door of the abattoir. That is
thefirst thing. The second thing isthat quite clearly we all actually had an input on the
veterinary side, even into things which were not our own areas of responsibility, so | do not
want to be appearing to just shrug my shoulders and saying, "It had nothingtodo with me”,
but my feeling was that the primary responsibility would clearly rest with the Meat Hygiene
Division and the vetsin that section who advised meat hygiene. Of course, Mr Meldrum --
you know, the senior  officers woul d be very much involved aswell.

MR MATOVU: But would the position bein 1990 that, again, Mr Baker or any other
veterinary colleagues might approach you for specific advice on BSE-related matters?

MR TAYLOR: Of course, yes.

MR MATOVU: Eveninrelation to human health concerns?

MR TAYLOR: You cannot make that sort of distinction. What you are asking for is
information about BSE and what we knew about BSE.

MR MATOVU: Yes.

MR TAYLOR: What you use that information for isadifferent thing, sol do not make that
distinction. If anybody asks mefor information about what | knew about BSE, | would give
them the advice and the information. There isa difference between information and what
you usethe information for.’

102S

[Insert new para 102S:] During the oral evidence of Mr Meldrum the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 93S: T123 pp85-87]:

‘MRWALKER: ... SEAC [made] the important caveat that they were content, provided that
all the rules were properly followed and supervised.

That cavest, if | have understood it correctly, was saying: provided that the operation you,
Mr Meldrum, thought was time consuming and needed to be donewith great care was done
in that way?

MR MELDRUM: Yes.

MR WALKER: To the extent that it was not, you had not got Any reassurance from SEAC?
MR MELDRUM: To the extent that it was not?

MRWALKER: Yes.

MR MELDRUM: | did not have any evidence at thetimethat It was not happening.

MR WALKER: That seemed to me to be the sub-paragraph (a) In our SEAC 6/1 document,
that to some extent it would  be happening, small pieces of spinal cord inadvertently
remaining in the vertebral column?

MR MELDRUM: | saidjust now | did not have any evidence That it wasnot. It was
perfectly reasonableto putto SEAC this paper in the way it was expressed. If wehad Said
to them thereis 100 per cent complianceat all Times, that was totally misleading. What we
weredoing was advising SEAC intheway that we werethat my advisersin Meat Hygiene
Division took the view that you could not provide a 100 per cent guarantee, hence this
comment in here about small piecesinadvertently remaining in the vertebral column. | think
it goeson, doesit not, later on in paragraph 24 of that same document which went to SEAC,
about line 9: "It is «till not known however if even where the spinal cord isremoved
cleanly, any risk exists from the remaining nervous tissuein the vertebral column”. So
we were putting apicture, asituation, a description to SEAC | hope fairly and openly and
explaining the situation as we understood it.
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MRWALKER: Yes. That last point, that last sentencein paragraph 24, when SEAC
replied: providing the existing rules are followed and supervised, | understand it is giving
you comfort about the last sentence of paragraph 247?

MR MELDRUM: Yes, | was comforted by the conclusionsof SEAC, but bearing in mind a
number of other factorsthat we have not yet come to, which arerelevant to my view at the
time.

MRWALKER: Yes.

LORD PHILLIPS: | wouldliketocomeinheretotry toget Someclarification. You saidto
SEAC: therewill bethe occasional small bit of spinal cord leftin. SEAC did not come
back in terms and say: that does not matter if itisonly asmall bit. They said: we have seen
the operation done and seen it done cleanly, and provided it isdone cleanly, we have no
worries. Isthat afair summary of the exchange asfar as spinal cordis concerned?

MR MELDRUM: Yes, absolutely right.’

102T

[Insert new para 102T:] During the oral evidence of Mr Meldrum the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 92F: T123 pp89-91]:

‘MR MELDRUM: ...'Therefore | did believethat there was no evidence that spinal cord was
not being properly removed, nor supervised. But having said... | was going to say but of
course as you will know from the papers hereit did not stop at that, asfar as| was
concerned, because there was continuing dialogue between myself and Keith Baker on the
importance that | attached to equipment to ensure that all pieces of spinal cord were being
removed.

MRWALKER: Thesame appliesto the other slaughterhouse practicesthat you were asking
SEAC about, concerns about contamination of material from the brain for example. SEAC
were not coming back intermsand saying it does not matter if it isonly asmall bit.
Effectively they are saying: provided that the rulesare complied with, thereis no causefor
concern.

MR MELDRUM: But by that time surely we had already given advice, and that became
legidation, on how head meat should be obtained. That had already been dealt with at

earlier meetings of SEAC. That issuewas not onthe agendaon that occasion. We had
already dispensed with that and required that the head meat should be harvested before the
brain were to be removed from the skull.

MR WALKER: | think it was pithing that was referred to them  along with mechanically
recovered meat?

MR MELDRUM: Yes, there were anumber of matters herethat were discussed apart from
the very important issue of mechanically recovered meat.

MR WALKER: SEAC had not addressed concernsthat the rules may not be properly
followed; wasit not desirable, given their caveat, to take further stepsto satisfy yourself
that time consuming tasks, tasks that required care, were indeed being done with the
necessary care and that people were told: you must devote proper timeto it?

MR MELDRUM: | am having to reconstruct afair bit asto what was happening at the time,
| haveto say, because | havelooked very carefully at the papers which have been retrieved
for meto examine. And yes, therewasa thread running through the evidence | have given to
the Inquiry and athread running through my activitiesin 1990 relating to the importance of
hygiene precautions being taken to avoid contamination of food.’

102U

[Insert new para 102U:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Lowson said [Insert new footnote
93U: S Lowson (104D) paras 40-44]:

‘40. The Inquiry has asked what view | took of the proviso in SEAC' s advice concerning
the need to ensure that the rules were properly followed and supervised. | thought the proviso
concerning the need to ensure that the rules are properly followed was clear and logical.

41, The Inquiry has asked how | applied this [presumably the proviso in SEAC' s advice]
to my knowledge of current attitudes and practicesin the slaughterhouse industry, and the
variability in standards acrossthe industry. My Divisional responsibility did not require meto
have detailed knowledge of these issues but see also above.

42, The Inquiry has asked whether, on receipt of SEAC' s advice subject to the proviso, |
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considered it necessary to check that all the rules were followed and supervised. | did not
consider that this action needed to be pursued by me personally, as thiswas not my Division's
responsibility. Clearly it was my responsibility to ensure that SEAC' s advicewas relayed to
those with relevant responsibilities within Government, and this | did.

43. The Inquiry has asked whether | believed SEAC to be quaified to advise definitively
on slaughterhouse practices and the MRM production process. | would not have regarded it as
SEAC' sroleto advise definitively on all aspects of these matters. Nor | suspect would they.

44, I confirm that the concernsthat SEAC were asked to consider went wider than MRM,
and | ensured that the paper offered to SEAC, and the format of the visit which SEAC
members made to slaughterhouses, covered these other aspects.’

102v

[Insert new para 102V:] During the oral evidence of Mr Lowson the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 93V: T127 pp72-75]:

‘MRMATOVU: Yes. | wonder if you could just briefly tell the Committee about what you
remember of the slaughterhouse visit. Professor Barlow hastold usthat he visited what he
described as agood abattoir where the staff had been appraised of the visit.

MR LOWSON: | think that is quite clear, yes.

MR MATOVU: And that there was adiscussion over lunch afterwards; do you recall that?
MR LOWSON: It isworth pointing out first, | think, that the purpose of this visit was not to
look at the way the average abattoir operated in practice. The purpose of thevisit wasto
familiarise members of the group with the physical realities of the process. Nobody would
have supposed that people would work normally with a group of government inspectors
standing besidethem, watching what they were doing, and nobody was under any illusion
that that was what was happening. My impression of this being ahigh quality abattoir, that
was certainly borne out. | think that one had export approval, which was a minority of the
abattoirsat that stage. The committee divided into at least two groupson their visit that
| participated in. The group that | went around the abattoir with saw the range of processes
on theline, the handling of the specified offal and the preparation of mechanically recovered
meat. It appears from Professor Barlow's |etter that  the group that he was in did not see that
last element.

MR MATOVU: Soitwasredly atextbook presentation?

MR LOWSON: Yes, yes, nobody was suggesting that thiswas what you would expect to see
in any abattoir on any day of the week.

MR MATOVU: Yes. Soyou did not attend the abattoir which Professor Barlow attended?
MR LOWSON: | think I did not. | suppose this becausethe group that | waswith did see
mechanically recovered meat and Professor Barlow said he did not seeiit.

MR MATOVU: Professor Barlow has also told usthat his concernsinvolved the risk of
cross-contamination, and he said that he was particularly concerned about the preparation of
sides of beef?

MR LOWSON: Yes.

MR MATOVU: And the possibility that spinal cord might be smeared on to the saw and not
removed, and another of his concerns was operator safety?

MR LOWSON: Yes.

MR MATOVU: Werethese sorts of issues, do you recall, discussed by members of SEAC
after the slaughterhouse visit?

MR LOWSON: | do not remember the detail either over the lunch immediately afterwards
orinthefollowing SEAC meeting. But the question of operator safety was touched uponin
the conclusions that the committee drew, they said operator safety isamatter for HSE.

MR MATOVU: Indeed.

MR LOWSON: Asfar as cutting methods were concerned, | think most of the members of
the committee were constrained by their acceptance that they werenot  experts on
slaughterhouse machinery, so therewasa limit to how much they could usefully say about
this. But whatever the discussion, the conclusion that they reached did not suggest that there
would inevitably bea level of contamination such asto justify additional measuresto
protect public health, because they concluded overall that if the rules were followed, there
would not be a need to take any further measuresto protect the public.’
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102w

[Insert new para 102W:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mrs Brown said [Insert new footnote
93W: SBrown K 4 (79C) paras 10, 11, 13 and 14]:

10. | considered that the proviso in SEAC's advice concerning the need to ensure that the
ruleswere properly followed and supervised was an endorsement of the 1989 Regul ations.
The paper which SEAC considered had made it plain that in practice there was arisk that
some contamination with fragments of spinal cord or nervous tissue could occur. |
believed that if SEAC considered that these risks (which related both to MRM and to
slaughterhouse practices affecting the production of carcase meat) were unacceptable,
they would have phrased this conclusion in stronger terms, stressing the need to ensure
100% avoidance of thistype of contamination.

11. As explained in paragraph 6 above, | was not aware of significant deficiencies in
compliance with the SBO Regulation by the slaughtering sector or of failures by the local
authorities to enforce these Regulations (as opposed to the Slaughterhouse (Hygiene)
Regulations) effectively.

13. As the Committee is aware, primary responsibility for monitoring local authority
enforcement of the SBO ban lay with Meat Hygiene Veterinary Section. On receipt of
SEAC' s advice subject to the proviso concerning the need to ensure that the rules were
properly followed and supervised, Mr Baker sent atelex to Divisional Veterinary Officers
on 12 November 1990, asking for visits to be made to slaughterhouses to check on the
handling of specified offals and for a return to be made to Mr Hutchins by 17 December
1990. | cannot now recall whether | wasinvolved in discussion of thisinstruction beforeit
was issued but | would certainly have been aware of it. This was an entirely appropriate
response to SEAC’ s advice.

14. The Committee has asked whether | believed SEAC to be quaified to advise definitively
on slaughterhouse practices and the MRM production process. | was not involved in the
appointment of membersto SEAC, or in deciding which issues should be referredtoit for
advice. | was however aware that SEAC comprised awide range of expertise, including at
least one member with first hand experience of daughterhouse operations, and that
arrangements had been made for a number of its members to make a daughterhouse visit.
SEAC could also call on technical advice from Ministry officials or elsewhereif it felt it
necessary. If SEAC itself, MAFF or the Department of Health had had any doubts about
whether SEAC was qualified to advise on any issue put to the Committee, | would have
expected these doubts to be raised and dealt with before the advise was given.’

102X

[Insert new para 102X:] During the oral evidence of Mr Brown, the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 93X: T129 ppl5-16]:

‘MR MATOVU: My questionis: were you awarein November 1990 that SEAC had
expressed aview that spinal cord wasjust aslikely to carry infection as brain material, and
that for that reason it made sense to avoid contamination of meat fit for human consumption
with spinal cord aswell aswith brain?

MRS BROWN: | am not sure whether | wasaware of itin precisely thoseterms. | was
aware, in general, that SEAC considered that this was an areathat needed to be considered
carefully; and that that was the background  to the paper which was being prepared for the
November meeting.

MR MATOVU: SEAC havetold usthat they thought that the SBO ban was an important
measure for the protection of public health. Were you aware of that view by November
19907

MRS BROWN: Yes, | think | was!’

102y

[Insert new para 102Y:] During the oral evidence of Mrs Brown the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 93Y: T129 p25-27]:

‘MR MATOVU: ... ‘Read it to yourself, but that doesnot, as| seeit, mention the fact that
members of SEAC have formed thisview, that spinal cord could be extracted without
difficulty.
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MRSBROWN: Yes. Certainly the document that | saw wasthe one which Robert Lowson
sent to Mr Maclean's office.

MR MATOVU: Yes

MRS BROWN: | cannot now recall whether | knew that this particular sentence, that the
spinal cord could be extracted from the carcass without difficulty, was contained in the
SEAC minutes.

MR MATOVU: Whether it was therefor you?

MRS BROWN: | simply do not know whether | knew that at the timeor not. | think the
understanding that | can now recollect having is that SEAC had reached the conclusion that
no additional measures needed to be taken in order to ensure that the Government's strategy
of minimising therisk of exposure was fulfilled.

MR MATOVU: If you had been made aware that they were taking this view that spinal

cord could be extracted without difficulty, do you think that one could reasonably have
expected that to be achieved acrossthe industry?

MRS BROWN: | think | was aware that there had been agreat deal of discussion about the
mechanics of removing spinal cord during the period since the 1989 regulations had come
into force, and that initially, you know, there had been anumber of people saying: "Thisis
not workable" and | was aware of the general view which my veterinary colleagues and
others had reached wasthat provided areasonable amount of care was taken, yesit could be
done. | think you have had quite alot of evidence from veterinary colleagues who are
obvioudly better equipped than | am to go into the detail of this, to the effect that actually it
isnot as difficult as you might think it would be.

MR MATOVU: Mr Medrum said that one needed to take particular care, and that it could
bealengthy jobto ensurethat that care was taken?

MRSBROWN: Yesit needed to be done with proper care, yes, but it wasnot an
impractical measure. It could be done.’

1027

[Insert new para 102Z:] During the oral evidence of Mrs Brown the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 93Z: T129 p21-23]:

‘MR MATOVU: ...First of al do you recall receiving acopy of these minutes?

MRS BROWN: | do not think | received acopy of thefull minutes. | do not think | ever
saw aset of full SEAC minuteswhile | was at Meat Hygiene Division. What | did receive
was a copy of anote from Robert Lowson reporting this particular conclusion. But | do not
think | saw the complete minutes.

MR MATOVU: Mr Lowson told uslast week that hewould copy minutesin draft to those
of hiscolleagueshefelt would beinterested in the matters discussed. Doesthat make you
any more clear as to whether or not you would have received these minutes?

MRS BROWN: Asl| say, | do not think that | received them, but | cannot be absolutely sure
at thisdistancein time. | do not remember ever seeing detailed SEAC minutes. | certainly
do remember from time to time seeing bits of paper which recorded their conclusions.
Normally | saw it at the stage that advicewentto Ministers.

MRS BRIDGEMAN: Could | ask aquestion there? We have been interested in exactly
how these SEAC minuteswere handled. We are told what mattered was the SEAC
conclusions. When you had the conclusions sent to you in whichever way they were
disseminated, did you also receive an explanation of the background argument or concerns
that lay behind that, or wasit simply conveying the bottom line advice?

MRS BROWN: Weéll it wasthe advice that we needed to know about; and it was the advice
that | wasnormally aware of. Asfar asthisparticular meeting is concerned, | think | can
remember a discussion with colleagues around the time of the meeting, just, you know, |
think | asked someone: how did it go? What came out of it? Because obvioudly it wasa
matter of some concernto us. And the answer was, you know: well it was okay, thisis
what the conclusionis. But | wasnot very frequently involved, of course, directly with
SEAC's advice. Usually the action that flowed from SEAC meetingsfell to other parts of
the Animal Health or Veterinary Group rather than to Meat Hygiene Division. So there was
not usually much occasion for meto know very much about the detail of what had been
discussed. | needed to know the conclusions, because | needed to  know what the general
picture on the BSE story was obviously.’

102AA

[Insert new para 102AA:] During the oral evidence of Mrs Brown the following exchange
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took place [Insert new footnote 93AA: T129 pp 27-32]:

‘MR MATOVU: | wasgoing to bring you then to the proviso which we seein SEAC's
advice, that provided all the ruleswere properly followed and supervi sed, therewas no need
to recommend further measures on the grounds of consumer protection. Mr Lowson told us
last week that he understood from that that SEAC were saying it was important that one did
one's best to remove the spinal  cord. |Isthat how you saw the proviso?

MRSBROWN: Yes, | think so. | think they were saying that by implication they were
saying that these 1989 regulations are important, and they do need to be observed; and that
reflected, very much, the sort of discussions that my colleaguesin Meat Hygiene Division
had been having with the Local Authority Associations and theindustry during the earlier
part of theyear, beforel cameinto post.

MRMATOVU: Soif it could not be said that the SBO regulations were being properly
observed and supervised across theindustry, how would you have read SEAC's advicein
those circumstances?

MRS BROWN: | think if we had had evidence to suggest that the regulations were not
being properly observed, we would have had to take some sort of new initiative with the
industry and the local authoritiesto reemphasise the importance of making sure that the job
was done properly.

MR MATOVU: Yes

LORD PHILLIPS: Can| just try to make asummary about this? SEAC were not
approached and told: "Standards are  so variablein theindustry and supervision is so

variable that we simply cannot be sure that the removal of SBOsis going to be done properly
everywhere, doyou think that matters?' They were approached, as | understand it, on my
reading of this paper: "The process of removing spinal cord inevitably maybe on occasion
will involve a degree of contamination. Can you live with that or do you have to have some
new processor stopit?' Their reaction was. "Wemust look at the processto seewhat isthe
nature of this inevitable contamination that may occur, or may occur from timeto time".
They looked at it. They said: "The processitself does not worry us. Provided it isdone
properly and properly supervised, we can live with that". Isthat afair summary?
MRSBROWN: Yes, | thinkitis. But | think the paper that went to them made it quite clear
that even when the processwas done properly and carefully, therewas inevitably arisk of
some small degree of contamination. We were talking about minimising risk. We were not
talking about getting rid of therisk completely. | think itisimportant to draw a distinction
between the enforcement and supervision of  the hygiene standardsin slaughterhouses and the
enforcement and supervision of the SBO controls, because asyou have received alot of
evidence on problems relating to hygiene and inspection and veterinary supervisionin
slaughterhouses, | think it isfair to say that we did not have similar concerns about the way
in which local authorities approached the enforcement of the SBO regulations. | think
the discussions that we had had, that my colleagues had had in the early part of 1990 withthe
Local Authority Associations, indicated quiteclearly that the local authorities regarded these
regulationsas avery important part of the mechanism to protect human health; and the
reason that there were these obviously  at times quite difficult discussions with the Institute
of Environmental Health and so on were because they were concerned about the practicalities
of enforcement, and were keen to see that the protection worked properly.

LORD PHILLIPS: Thisiswhere, speaking for myself, | have some difficulty inthe
reasoning. It wasthe same individuals who were doing both jobs, wasit not?

MRS BROWN: It was the meat inspector who was checking on that, on the removal of the
spinal cordinthe dlaughterhouse. And he wassupervised by the Environmental Health
Departments.

LORD PHILLIPS: Washe not also responsible for general hygiene?

MRS BROWN: Hewas, but actually the way the dlaughterhouses were staffed by

inspectors meant that  actually the inspector had very littletimeto do anything other than
inspect the carcass and make periodic checks on the disposal of waste and so on, whichis
something that we will no doubt come onto. But they were not staffed to alevel which
alowed them to spend agreat dedl of time on genera supervision of hygiene standards; and
indeed my impression wasthat in some instances meat inspectors did not really seethat as
part of their job. They had to do the actual inspection. They had to look at the correct bits of
the carcass and incise the lymph nodes and do al thevery detailed list of things that meat
inspectors have to do, which of courseincluded checking on removal of the spinal cord.
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What we werereally asking themto dointhe context of hygiene wasto take, if you like, a
step back and look across the operation of the premises asawhole and make sure that the
management standards wereright, and that the whole process was operating correctly. It
was a much more complicated sort of requirement. Andit wasthat which was not being very
well fulfilled; and also there were the structural requirements wherethere were problems as
well. That is perhaps not relevantto what we are talking about here.

LORD PHILLIPS: If the onewas lamentable asit seemsto have been, how could one be
confident that the other was perfect?

MRS BROWN: | think because our surveillance was carried out by the meat trained VOsin
thefield, Veterinary Officersinthefield. The same personwasgoingintoa saughterhouse
to check on all aspects of the operation of that daughterhouse. And | havein fact got with
me an example copy of the report formswhich were used. There are anumber of copies
here.’

102BB

[Insert new para 102BB:] During the oral evidence of Mrs Brown the following exchange took
place [Insert new footnote 93BB: T129 pp 40-41]:

‘MR MATOVU: Just going back to the SEAC advice, you may have seenthat in his
evidence, Mr Capstick referred to it colloquialy, the proviso wasawakeup call. Is that the
view you took of the advice?

MRS BROWN: No, | do not think it was. | think | took the view that if you like the local
authoritieswere dready pretty well awake on this and that thiswas smply an  endorsement
of the need to maintain that level of awareness, rather than a requirement to make a step
change in the way the enforcement was being carried out.

MR MATOVU: If SEAC were effectively saying that therewas aneed to maintain
awareness of the SBO regulations, did you think that that was something that needed to be
relayed to slaughterhouse operatorsand local  authoritiesin thefield, to say something to the
effect of: well done, | know you are observing these SBO regulations, but you really must
make sure you continue to do so; that isthe advice we have had from SEAC?

MRS BROWN: | think that what was done on thiswasthat Keith Baker sent atelex out to
thevetsin thefield, inwhich he asked them to remind the local authorities of the
importance of enforcing the SBO regulations; and that seemed to me to be the best way of
getting this message across, because after all itisand wasthe local authoritieswho werethe
people who were going into every single slaughterhouse on adaily basisand who were
thereforein the best place to make surethat the slaughterhouses were complying.’

105A

[Insert new para 105A:] During the oral evidence of Mr Kevin Taylor, the following exchange
took place [Insert new footnote 96A: T122 p108-109]:

‘MR MATOVU: May | summariseyour view inthisway, and pleasetell meif | an doing it
wrong. When you saw the SEAC advice saying that provided dl therulesare properly
followed and supervised thereisno needto recommend further measures, you were satisfied
that al the rules could be properly followed and supervised and were being properly
followed and supervised; isthat correct?

MR TAYLOR: There are several different pointsyou have put to methere.

MRMATOVU: Yes.

MR TAYLOR: Again, | did not pay very close attention to any of this at thistime because it
was quite clearly, inmy opinion, something that was outside my direct area of
responsibility, so | wasaware of it. Having read the paper, which | do not think | had any
great partin producing, perhaps no part at al, | till think it was avery fair presentation of
the problems which were put to SEAC. It also struck me, reading them now with the
benefit of hindsight, that they were questions very often which were alot easier to ask than
they wereto answer, so | did not particularly envy them. However, within the
limitations of what | have said and what | was doing at thetime, | was aware of the advice
that they had given and really thought no more about it because what they had said was no
different than the conclusion that | already held, which | have made clear. So their
conclusion wasthesameas what | thought. At that stage, when you have other thingsto
worry about, you do not really know about it.

MR MATOVU: Soyou agreed with them that one had to have regard to the proviso-- sorry,
your view was that one had to have regard to the proviso; is that correct?
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MR TAYLOR: Of course. You know, it isinconceivable that -- if you say that thisisarisk
tissue, you cannot say that something is safeif it containsthe risk tissue. It isso self-
evident. Youputitinbut everybody knowsitistrue. It doesnot need discussion or
thinking about. If the purpose wasto removethe risk tissue, if therisk tissue was till there,
clearly you have not achieved your objective. Their view was that if the risk tissue had
been removed then thismaterial could still be used for the production of mechanically
recovered meat, and at the time | agreed with them.’

105B

[Insert new para 105B:] During the oral evidence of Sir Derek Andrews, the following
exchange took place [insert new footnote 96B: T124 pp75-77]:

‘MRWALKER: ... Itdid not say, "Contamination with the spinal cord is something that we
can livewith"?

SIR DEREK ANDREWS: No. | think you are now twisting the thing, if | may say so. What
it actually did wastwo things. It said, "It is perfectly technically possible to carry out these
proceduresin the daughterhouse”, point one. That was something, of course, which
Ministerswere very concerned to know. We needed to be satisfied that this was something
that one could defend astechnically feasible, and they put in the proviso-- | cannot
remember the words, but "providing itisdone properly", or wordsto that effect.

MR WALKER: Mr Lowson setsit out for you.

SIR DEREK ANDREWS: | do not know whether these are exactly thewords. "Solong as
therules are properly observed and proper supervision maintained”, | think those were the
words. So the second part of the answer wasthat proviso. At onelevel, of course, it was
avery obvious point to make and | think all of us accepted that we wanted to know whether
it could be donetechnically. It could be done technically, but obviously thereisno pointin
it being capable of being done unlessit was being done properly, so that | think was the way

| read it atthetime.

MR WALKER: Thank you. The remaining questionis. given that proviso, did it not occur
toyou that it wasrather important that the Ministry should make sure that the ruleswere
properly observed and that adequate supervision was maintained?

SIR DEREK ANDREWS: Yes, it wasimportant and of coursethat iswhat we were doing.

It was part of the responsibilities of the-- let me start at the beginning. First of al, |
repeat what you have been told many times. our powersin this areawere strictly limited by
the legislation. We were not the enforcement authorities, we were dependent on the district
councils inthiscasefor carrying out the enforcement role. First of all, we made the
laws. Inthat sense, we had to besatisfied that the laws were sensibleand practicable. That,
of course, lay behind seeking SEAC's view on the daughterhouse practices point. Then
we had aresponsibility for overseeing, to the extent that we were able to under the
legislation, what was going on in the industry, whether the functions were being carried out
properly by thelocal authorities. We had very limited powers. Wedid not have rights of
access and secondly, of course, wedid not have staff in every slaughterhouse, so our ability
to supervise comprehensively what was going on just was not there, but we took these
responsibilities seriously and from before this period, from shortly after the SBO
regulations came into being, and more generally in relation to slaughterhouse practices, the
State Veterinary Service had responsibilities for seeing that things were being carried out
sensibly and properly in  theindustry and for reporting back. | was not involved in any

of that. | have, of course, seen thereportsbecause preparing myself for aperiod beforeyou,
| inevitably have read papers | never saw at the time, and those papers seem to me to

confirm what my understanding was at the time, that these functions were, in fact, being
carried out  satisfactorily; not with 100 per cent efficiency, 100 per cent success. | would
never have expected that in acomplex industry of this sort, but nevertheless all the reports
indicate that it was not asubject for concern. | think that isthe background from my point
of view.’

105C

[Insert new para 105C:] In a statement to the Inquiry Mr Lowson said [Insert new footnote
105BA: S Lowson (96C) paras 38 & 39]:

*38.The Inquiry has asked what precisely were my views or concerns regarding the matters
raised in the SEAC paper (SEAC 6 Tab 1) and whether (and if so, in what respects) my
concerns or views had changed since November 1989. Asindicated above, my key concern
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was to ensure that the paper provided to SEAC covered dl the relevant issues. Hencel
ensured that it was subject to very wide consultation before it was submitted.

39.TheInquiry has asked how | interpreted SEAC' s advice on 1 November 1990 with
reference to my views or concerns (SEAC 6 Tab 1). | did not believe that SEAC' s advice of
1 November required interpretation, and if | had | would have asked the Committee to provide
it. What was significant was that SEAC confirmed that relevant SBOs (and especialy spinal
cord) could be removed without causing contamination.’

105D

[Insert new para 105D:] During the ora evidence of Mr Lowson, the following exchange took
place concerning advice from SEAC. [insert new footnote 96D: T127 pp75-79]:

‘MRMATOVU: ... They werenot saying alittlebit of spinal cord left onthe carcassis
nothing to worry about; isthat how you read their advice?

MR LOWSON: They had been advised in apaper that was presented to them that such
contamination was unavoidable in some cases.

MR MATOVU: Yes.

MR LOWSON: | remember that passage going in to the paper. Asthey said that they did not
see any need for further measuresto protect public health, my conclusion was that they
shared the view -- | cannot remember whether it was expressed in the paper but it was
reached inthe September 1989 meeting -- they shared the view that total avoidance of
contamination was not necessary. But that is not written down in so many wordsin the
minutes of the SEAC meeting or of the advice which they offered.

LORD PHILLIPS: Could| just interveneto ask --

MR LOWSON: | am sorry, perhaps | could go on and say they did watch the removal of the
spinal cord and | think some members of the committee were actually quite surprised how
cleanly the spinal cord could in fact be removed. Thiswas| think quite an important factor
in the conclusions that they reached.

LORD PHILLIPS: | think we have always had concern asto whether thiswasredly a
sensible thing to have SEAC looking at at all. | know it was not your decision for usto look
a it. One can understand the sense of asking acommittee like SEAC to advise whether a
degree of contamination or the occasional piece of spinal cord getting through would
matter, but to ask them to advise on slaughterhouse practices seemsto us arather strange
areafor them to be involved with.

MR LOWSON: It would certainly have been astrange areato have asked them to be
involved with if they were the only people being asked to advise on thisissue and the
Government would be guided only by what they said, but | think we have to come back to
what Mr Davis-White said inthe beginning. Let usremember the context in which this
activity was being carried out. AsMr Matovu rightly said, there was concern about  this
issue within MAFF through 1990, and a brisk debate about thisissue during 1990. The
preparation of the paper that was presented to SEAC itself occasioned a good deal of
discussion among the experts within MAFF  and the preparation of that paper was
commissioned by the Permanent Secretary specifically asaresult of his belief that SEAC
were not qualified, and they would never claim to be, | do not think, to give definitive
advice on this subject without abasis of information from the Department. Some of the
papers which we discussed beforethe break illustrate the discussion that was going on within
MAFF about thisissue quite separately from asking SEAC to look at it. Onewould haveto
ask Mr Gummer why he did it because it was Mr Gummer who announced that he would be
asking SEAC to look at the slaughterhouse practicesin a debate in the House of Commons.
LORD PHILLIPS: I think he announced that they had done, that they were looking at it?
MR LOWSON: Yes. But |l read that as being aperfectly reasonable step to ask laymen to
validatefroma layman's point of view the conclusions which his predecessor had reached
about the specified offals ban. | think we have to remember too we are not talking  about
rocket science here. Perhaps the members of the committee did not know about how you
designa reciprocating saw to split acarcass, but you can see whether or not it is possible to,
for example, removea spinal cord cleanly from the carcess. Sothefact that the members of
the committee had not been professional  slaughterhouse experts did not invalidate the advice
which they might have to offer. And since September of 1990, the membership of the
committee had been strengthened by the addition of Professor Barlow and David Pepper,
both of whom had more practical experience of thiskind of area. So it was not the only
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advice which the Government was seeking on thisissue, point one. Point two, | think
within their limitsit was quite clear that the committee would have had a useful job to do.
MRS BRIDGEMAN: When you say that it was not the only advice you were seeking, was
anybody else being asked to say how risky wasit?

MR LOWSON: How risky was?

MRS BRIDGEMAN: How risky are daughterhouse practices, what is happening during the
harvesting of these brainsand spinal cord?

MR LOWSON: Weéll, there was the wholerange of dlaughterhouse legislation policed by
Local Authorities designed to secure hygienic practicesin slaughterhouses.

MRS BRIDGEMAN: But perhaps | am not quite making myself clear. | mean scientifically
risky, how much risk is attached of this mattering? That isreally the point.

MR LOWSON: For example, we referred before the break to the meeting of November
1989, and Dr Kimberlin's views about  the risk associated with mechanically recovered meat
being no greater than the risk associated with other products to which the ban did not apply.
MRS BRIDGEMAN: Yes, | wasjust trying to build up apicture when you said other people
werelooking in paralel, so thefact that they wrotethisin a particular way did not matter?
MR LOWSON: The process of discussion through 1989 involved MAFF experts, the
involvement as | said before the break of Dr Kimberlin of Department of Health, for
example. The conclusions of the 27th September meeting were sent by my colleague Alan
Lawrenceto Dr Picklesin the Department of Health, so the debate was widened among
those whom the Department felt had a contribution to offer on this.

PROFESSOR FERGUSON-SMITH: Wasthere a Mr Johnston involved, or wasthat later?
MR MATOVU: | think that was 1990.

MR LOWSON: | think it was 1990, yes.

LORD PHILLIPS: | think hewasinvolved asadirect consequence of the Minister saying
that SEAC weregoing to be asked to look at this. The point was then made that they are
going to need some expert help.

MR LOWSON: Thatisright. Thephasing, as| recal, was that aMAFF expert drew up a
paper and Matt Johnston was asked to examineit.’

105E

[Insert new para 105E:] The following exchange also took place during the oral evidence of
Mr Lowson [insert new footnote 96E: T127 pp83-85]:

‘MRMATOVU: ... Andwe started exploring this. Mr Capstick's view, as he expressed it
to us, wasthat SEAC had ducked the question that was put to them, as he understood it, that
they did not say whether or not it was acceptable to have adegree of inevitable
contamination.

MR LOWSON: Yes.

MR MATOVU: Wasthat your view?

MR LOWSON: Not at thetime, nor wasit Mr Capstick'sview as he expressed it at the time.
Asl said, it wasmy habit to circulate minutes of SEAC meetingsin draft. | have checked
and Mr Capstick did receive thedraft minutes of thismeeting. He did not say, "I believe you
should go back and ask that question™. | mean, itis truethat they did not seek to make an
assessment of the effect of daily slaughterhouse practices not supervised by six government
officials standing next to them on the level of contamination that was taking place, but then
one could not have expected them to do that because their visit to the slaughterhouse and
their knowledge of the slaughterhouse practiceswas limited, so | would not say that they
ducked theissue. | think they sensibly realised that it was one that they werenotin a
position to tackle and that that matter was a matter for the enforcement authorities.

LORD PHILLIPS: Asl understand it, your reading of their answer was. "Having seen it
done, we are satisfied that providing it is done properly and properly supervised, thisdegree
of small pieces getting through the net is not going to be something that one need worry
about"; is that it?

MR LOWSON: They did not, as| said before, talk about small  pieces getting through the
net. What they did say was -- theway | interpret it now and interpreted it then wasthat it
would not inevitably be the case that arisk was produced in applying the specified offal ban
that required further public protection measures to be taken.

MR MATOVU: Did you understand them to be saying that it was important to make sure
that you did your best to remove spinal cord?

MR LOWSON: Yes, | think that isimplied by the conclusions. They did not actually say it
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insomany words, but | think that isaclear indication of what they said.

MR MATOVU: Picking up from your more recent answer tomy question, bearing that in
mind, would you have had a responsibility to take up the message as you understood it and
ensure that it got out to the peopleinthe field?

MR LOWSON: Not directly from meto the peopleinthe field. If | had believed that this
advicerequired further specific action in addition to simply drawing the advice to the
attention of those concerned, | would have taken it so that for example if the committee
reaches a conclusion that something should be done which clearly was not being done, |
would not just have said to my colleagues, "Here is the committee's advice”, | would have
said to therelevant colleague, "I now assume that you will pursuethis’. Inthiscase-- | an
sorry, perhaps we could stop there and you can goonto ask methe question | was about to
answer.

MR MATOVU: You can probably remember the note you circulated of SEAC's advice, YB
90/11.9/3.1. Mr Capstick referredto-- Mr Capstick referred colloquially to what he
understood the message from SEACto beasbeinga wake-up call.

MR LOWSON: Yes.

MR MATOVU: Did you think it wasthat or did you not take such aview?

MR LOWSON: No, | believethose responsible were already aware and | think if you look at
the measures that were being carried forward in the context of the time, there isagood deal
of evidence of that, and thisisnot intended asacompletelist of all the action that might
have been taken. For example, the Chief Veterinary  Officer asked Mr Baker to check on the
enforcement of the regulationsin February of 1990, that is YB 90/02.06/6.1. In June of
1990, YB 90/6.21/18.1, there had been atelex sent out from Tolworth calling for checkson
slaughterhouse practices that had been sparked off by concerns relating specifically to
mechanically recovered mest. At the time that the SEAC dlaughterhouse visit took
place, we were of course setting in hand the measure to remove specified offals from the
animal feed chain which wasimplemented in September of that year, and that was
associated with further instructions from headquarters, Mr Baker and Mr Crawford, to the
Veterinary Serviceto ensurethat specified offal measureswere being correctly enforced, and
aletter from my Divisionto Local Authorities, again drawing their attention to the need to
enforce the regulations. Although these were in the context of theanimal feed
regulation, the part of the process which happened in the slaughterhouse was the same, and
the measures that had to be enforced in the slaughterhouse were not  changed as a result of
the introduction of thefeed ban. Soinstructionsto thefield and requeststo local authority
enforcement agencies to check on the enforcement of the SBO ban in the context of
introducing afeed measure were equally relevant to the enforcement of the SBO ban that it
was already in existence. So | was satisfied in brief that those responsible for enforcement
did not need to be reminded of the importance of adequate enforcement implied by the SEAC
advice.

LORD PHILLIPS: Did anyone say to them, "SEAC have advised that it is essential from the
point of view of human health that the removal of spinal cord isdone properly"?

MR LOWSON: SEAC did not advise that in so many words. It istheimplication of their
advice. | do not remember any of these instructions including amention of what SEAC had
said. But that does not mean it did not happen because they would not have issued from me.
MR MATOVU: We have heard evidence from vetsinthe Meat Hygiene-- sorry, just
consider that document. (Pause). | wasjust saying that we have heard from vets inthe Meat
Hygiene Veterinary Section that when they were monitoring what was going onin
slaughterhouses from 1990, they were focusing mainly onthe handlingand disposal of SBO
and not on the removal of SBO fromthe carcass. Just for the transcript the referenceis T34,
page 131 to 133. Were you aware of that in or shortly after November 19907

MR LOWSON: Certainly not at the time.

MR MATOVU: Did you become aware of that prior toleaving your post?

MR LOWSON: | do not remember that, no.’

105F

[Insert new para 105F:] During the oral evidence of Mrs Brown, the following exchange took
place about the general view regarding the risks from MRM at this time [insert new footnote
96F: T129 ppl2-14]:

‘MR MATOVU: Wewill cometothat injust aminute. Could | then ask you about your
awareness of SEAC'sviewson slaughterhouse practices? You have mentioned thisin a
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previous answer. How wasit that you became aware when you joined the Meat Hygiene
Divisionin September 1990 that SEAC had been considering these mattersin May and June
of that year?

MRS BROWN: Almost certainly by talking to my colleagues. | mean whenyoustartina
new post obviously you are very reliant on the people you are working with to tell  you what
aretheliveissues. | am surethat thiswould have come up in my early discussions with the
Meat Hygiene Veterinary Section and with my own staff, the people who were reporting
directly to me. Bronwen Jones in particular was the person who was responsible for  this
area

MR MATOVU: Would you have seen copies of the SEAC minutes for those meetings, can
you recall?

MRS BROWN: | cannotrecall. | would not necessarily have seenthem. You know, |
would not necessarily have gone back and said, "Can | seethe minutes?' | probably would
have relied on discussion with my colleaguesto give me ageneral idea of what the
background was of what was obviously an ongoing issue at thetime | joined the Division.
MR MATOVU: You referred to your colleaguesinthe Meat Hygiene Division and Miss
Jonesin particular. Didyou have discussions with Animal Health Divisionand Mr Lowson
in particular?

MRSBROWN: | amsurel did. And| recall that he addressed his minutes circulating the
draft SEAC paper tome. | cannot now remember whether we actually spoke about it. Itis
quite possible that we did, although you know at that stage | would have probably said to
him: "Y es, of course we will respond, but | will be passing it to colleagues who know more
about it than | do" at that stage, to comment in detail on the draft.’

106A

[Insert new para 106A:] During the oral evidence of Mr Baker, the following exchange took
place about the general view regarding the risks from MRM at this time [insert new footnote
97A: T107pp90-92]:

‘MR MATOVU: ... Could | ask you, Mr Baker: as you understand it, what was the general
view on MRM?

MR BAKER: | think the general view at the time was, after discussion, that it did not
congtitute arisk. | have indicated in my statement that | would have taken the advice of
others and, with the fact that | wasnot involved in any of the research work, it would have
been very difficult for me to second-guess other opinionson this matter.

MRMATOVU: Yes. Who were the others from whom you would have taken advice?

MR BAKER: | would have normally gone to somebody like Kevin Taylor, who probably in
turn would have goneto somebody at Weybridge if he did not have the information himself.
That would be the way in which | tried to keep informed.

MR MATOVU: Yes. Could| show you afew documents emanating in 1990 which ded
with MRM? Youwill find thesein abundlewe have not yet been to, which is FAD 14.
LORD PHILLIPS: Just before we do that, the general view that MRM did not constitute a
risk might have existed for at least two reasons. Onewould be MRM isnorisk because you
are never going to find any trace of nervous tissuein MRM. The alternative explanation
might have been, "WEell yes, of course, occasionally you will get a bit of nervoustissuein
MRM, but it will not be enough to matter". Can you comment on whether either of those
was the general approach?

MR BAKER: Yes, | would have thought the second one was more likely to apply, and if you
look at some of the minutes, you will find the words "dilution factor”. | think that wasthe
onethat probably applied at thetime. One would be very silly, | think, to say that there was
not the chance that something might bein there.

PROFESSOR FERGUSON-SMITH: Becauseinfectivity wasknown to bein the spinal cord,
and of coursethe nervesin the spinal cord, the neurons, are connected through and extend
through the mechanically recovered meat in the vertebral column to the dorsal root ganglia
They are al part of the same neural network, and so it would be expected that if the neurons
in the spinal cord were ineffective, as it was known, then these other bits would be also; is
that right?

MR BAKER: | think the work on dorsal root gangliawas considerably later, so one might
have speculated at the time--

PROFESSOR FERGUSON-SMITH: But knowing about the anatomy, how the neural
connections work, and that was known at that time, it would have been appreciated that these
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were the same nerves and they were also connected to other nervesin the ganglia, so one
might assumethat because of the connection, they would be infective.

MR BAKER: Yes, | agreewithyou. It would be an assumption or aspeculation, but it was
not actually proved until much later.’
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