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Written evidence

Further written evidence submitted by Paul Smith

I have submitted evidence previously and emphasise that the approach to inspection by multiple retailers
must change. Engaging 3rd party audit companies selected by the auditees and auditees pay has lead to:

(a) Very questionable relationships between meat companies and audit companies, both with
auditors and senior management of such audit companies.

(b) Very questionable relationships between senior technical and purchasing management of
multiple retailers and meat companies.

(c) Auditing that focuses on paperwork at the expense of traceability and food safety.

I firmly believe the retailers know about the poor standards of auditing. It facilitates the production of
products at a ridiculous price as demanded by them knowing the specification they specify it is not possible to
produce at that price. Further, the retailers perceive the value in the current approach is that it also provides a
“Due Diligence” defence as demanded by legislation in the event things go wrong. It is possible that courts
might consider a 3rd party certificated approval following inspection as meeting this requirement where a
prosecution lax in challenging the merits of this certification.

I have very frequently gone into certificated meat plants to find numerous non-conformance issues concerning
both traceability and food safety despite same holding BRC certification with as little as one minor non-
conformance in such certification reports. The gap is massive and I have not yet seen any traceability exercise
undertaken that I would consider as evidence of conformance to traceability requirements. My view is the
established requirements are either contrived to facilitate abuse or those specifying the requirements, and those
undertaking auditing, have no idea how the industry works.

My objective is solely to ensure things are done right and both the farmer and consumer are fairly treated.
I have no doubt senior personnel in retail and audit body organisations make strenuous efforts to stop my
involvement in meat industry auditing by “advising” suppliers engaging me in inspection or consultancy is not
a good idea. My view however is that it is for the CEO’s of these organisations to demonstrate they are
independent of such action by taking appropriate action, as publicly stated.

March 2013

Written evidence submitted by Bob Forsyth

As a former supermarket supplier I have been following the current food fiasco with great interest; our
experience of regulation in the “food chain” was as follows:

1. Defra has lots of regulations, controls like tagging & animal passports to ensure that animal for
food production is safe—there will always be the rogue producer but on the whole the system
is pretty resilient.

2. Food processors supplying retailers are almost invariably required to adhere to the British Retail
Consortium Global Food Standard, this is a really tiresome form filling & box ticking farce
that is policed by independent auditors—usually at highly variable levels of stringency & focus
eg if the auditor you get has a bee in his bonnet about risk assessments you will be in trouble!!

The main problems with this standard are it looks good & credible but:

(a) It is designed specifically to enable retailers to push responsibility for any problems onto
those lower down the chain, ideally all the way down to the primary producer who is
usually the safest link in the chain.

(b) Any scheduled audit once a year is ludicrously easy to falsify results for.

(c) Any food testing carried out is arranged by & paid for by the processor being audited—
they won’t test anything that’s wrong.

(d) All product should be fully traceable through production codes, back trace was always
down to the audited, there were never any “secret shopper” tests where product was bought
off the shelf, tested & traced back to the primary producer.

3. Environmental Health only do pre-arranged look & see inspection for obvious problems &
check that paperwork is up to date their role in crises is reactive not pro-active. They simply
don’t have the resources or the levels of expertise required to do a proper food safety regulation
job & shouldn’t be made the scapegoat in this.

4. The Food Standards Agency—the real culprits—they have systematically abdicated their
responsibilities to the retail and food industry power blocks. They have allowed the BRC Global
Food Standard charade to flourish as “The Standard” when it has little to do with actual food
safety—it was a standing joke that the most dangerous place in the supply chain was the
supermarket itself. They have allowed their standards to be dictated by industry blocks:
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I questioned them about why the FSA has ruled that red meat cannot be sold as fresh if it has
ever been frozen while fish, a far more volatile meat, can be frozen & thawed as often as you
like but still sold as fresh fish—I was told that the responsible FSA manager had an
“agreement” with the White Fish Industry.

If food standards are to be enforced you need a properly co-ordinated enforcer independent of but paid for
by the food industry and there must be criminal penalties & severe sanctions.

No more cosy relationships with pre-arranged audits, start at the shop counter & work backwards
thoroughly & without notice.

It isn’t rocket science but it is not going to be easy given the entrenched influence the power blocks have
gained within the FSA.

February 2013

Written evidence submitted by the National Pig Association

The National Pig Association (NPA) is the representative trade association for British commercial pig
producers and is affiliated to the National Farmers Union (NFU) and represents the interests of NFU members
who produce pigs. We welcome the opportunity to make a submission to the Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs Committee’s inquiry on the contamination of beef products.

1. General Remarks

The NPA fully supports the comments made by the National Farmers Union in their submission and wishes
to reiterate them via our own submission. We also have some additional points that we would like to raise.

1.1 Traceability of product—the search for cheaper meat

The fact that beef products have been found to contain both horsemeat and pork over the last few weeks has
shaken the food industry, compromised integrity and undermined consumer confidence. Although, aside from
possible “bute” contamination, this has largely not been a human or animal health issue, we believe that it
could have been and still could be. If products of unknown origin are being substituted, what is to stop meat
contaminated with notifiable disease from entering the food chain? This may not cause undue concern for
consumer health but would certainly be of great concern to the livestock industry. There are all manner of
diseases circulating from Foot and Mouth Disease in Turkey to African Swine Fever and Classical Swine Fever
in Russia. Retention times of these diseases in meat vary but in the case of ASF, the virus can live for up to
1000 days in frozen meat. We believe that this is a risk which we cannot afford to overlook. In addition the
apparent ineffectiveness of current systems to reliably and rapidly trace the source of such illegal meat does
not bode well if it did indeed contain exotic disease.

1.2 Shorter, dedicated supply chains

The fundamental issue throughout the recent beef contamination debacle is undoubtedly the long and
convoluted supply chains involved (through many different countries) which have assisted any intended
deception and prevented accurate traceability processes. The route to sale for British Red Tractor product
however is via much shorter and more transparent supply chains. The pig industry has also worked hard to
convince retailers to develop dedicated supply chains, fostering direct relationships with the farmers that supply
their pork. This not only ensures a fair and sustainable price for the pigs, giving farmers the confidence to
invest and strengthen UK businesses, but also provides a clear demonstration of provenance and traceability.

1.3 Continued flouting of EU pig welfare legislation

Whilst not directly related, the continued flouting of new EU Pig Welfare legislation partially banning the
use of sow stalls, not only disadvantages UK producers (who have been completely compliant since 1999) and
compliant European producers, it also questions the integrity of existing supply chains, traceability and
labelling. More importantly such disregard by the 17 Member States who have failed to implement the Directive
shows a lack of interest in preserving the integrity of EU pork production and further misleads the consumer.
Clarity of labelling and origin on packaging and responsible sourcing policies are vital to ensure fair play for
all involved throughout the supply chain and provide confidence for those purchasing pork in good faith.

1.4 NPA’s wall of fame

To counteract the issue detailed above, the NPA have written over 200 letters to all facets of the pork supply
chain within the UK including retailers, processors, food service, manufacturers and restaurants to invite them
to confirm their commitment to sourcing legally produced pigmeat by signing the “pork pledge”:

We pledge that all the pork products we use or sell are sourced from farms that are compliant with
Council Directive 2008/120/EC laying down minimum standards for the protection of pigs. We are
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completely confident that our sourcing policy is robust enough to ensure that all of the pork we use
has come from legal farms.

The businesses are then listed on the NPA Wall of Fame (and Shame) to promote confidence and enable
consumers to make informed purchasing decisions. So far only 44 businesses have responded and of the four
retailers, The Cooperative and Sainsbury’s will only commit their own label products as they are unable to
confirm the origin of pork in branded products, despite David Heath’s affirmation at the last stakeholder
meeting (held on the 06.02.13) that provenance of all products containing pork is the responsibility of the
retailer/food service company. We fear many other retailers will follow suit.

1.5 Added cost of increased testing

The NPA is also very concerned that increased DNA testing and traceability exercises required to
demonstrate provenance will incur costs that will be imposed upon the livestock industry. Indeed Tesco has
already confirmed that any testing conducted will not be at the expense of the consumer. We believe that such
costs should be passed down to those within the supply chain that caused the issue, not borne by farmers who
are part of fully traceable supply chains. 92% of the pigs produced in the UK are assured via the independently
audited Red Tractor scheme from the grain that the pigs eat directly through to the product in the pack. Every
stage in the process is regularly monitored and checked against defined standards to ensure full traceability.

Modern technology means that the sensitivity of DNA testing goes far beyond what was currently available.
And whilst DNA testing is undoubtedly a highly valuable tool we would urge that, without compromising the
integrity of such tests, caution is applied to the absolute level of what constitutes acceptability. The NPA is
already aware of dedicated species specific mince lines being installed in processing plants where even with
thorough hygiene and cleaning, minute traces of DNA of a different species are still being detected.

February 2013

Written evidence submitted by McAdam Food Products Ltd

Thank you for your letter of 20 March, 2013. I am grateful for the invitation extended by the Committee. I
note from your website that the Committee will hear evidence from the Food Safety Authority of Ireland
(FSAI) on Wednesday 23 April. The FSAI is the compitent authority in relation to all matters arising in Ireland
in respect of the contamination of beef products, having investigated these matters thoroughly in this
jurisdiction to date together with inspectors of the Irish Department of Agriculture and An Garda Síochána.

I can confirm to you that McAdam Food Products unknowingly, unwittingly and unintentionally imported
some beef products into Ireland which were subsequently found to have contained equine DNA. The recent
report of the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (March 2013: “Equine DNA & Mislabelling of
Processed Beef Investigation”) stated “there is no evidence that this company (McAdam) knowingly traded
processed meat product that was subsequently found to have tested positive for equine DNA.”

McAdam Foods is a small, reputable and well run business and is compliant with all required food industry
standards and regulations. We do not store or process meat products and our orders of products are dispatched
directly to our customers from source. In recent years, beef products formed a relatively small proportion of
our business. Certified Irish produced pork would form the majority of product that we have traded in the past
two years.

The sources of the beef products that we ordered, and some of which has been identified to have contained
equine DNA, were two factories in Poland and a meat trading company in the UK, the names of which have
been provided to the authorities in Ireland.

McAdam Food Products had no awareness or knowledge whatsoever of any possibility of there being equine
content in meat products imported and supplied by McAdam to any other company. Any such products were
bought and imported on the basis of their being ordered, paid for, documented, labelled and understood to be
beef, and nothing else.

As you will be aware, from the revelations that arose initially in Ireland, the issue of contamination of beef
products has expanded across Europe. The unwittng involvement of my small company in the entire matter is
a microcosm of the wider issues now faced by the entire food industry.

On a personal basis, I was utterly shocked and horrified to discover that equine content had been identified
in products which had been imported and supplied by us to our onward trade customers. While I was of course
obliged to co-operate with the authorities in their investigations, I can tell you that I did so openly and willingly
and in the full knowledge that I would be exonerated. I provided details of all orders, supplying companies
and original documentation to inspectors of the Department of Agriculture and the FSAI and I have co-operated
fully with their Investigations.

I have found the entire experience to be deeply traumatising and it has had a profound impact on me
personally and on my family. At this stage I am attempting to re-establish my business and livelihood.
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I do not believe that I could enlighten the Committee any further than the Department of Agriculture Report
referred to above, or any further than the expert testimony that you will receive from the FSAI who have
investigated matters in Ireland.

With the maximum courtesy intended to the Members of the Committee, I therefore wish to decline the
Committee’s invitation most respectfully and thank you once again for your consideration in inviting me.

Martin McAdam

March 2013

Written evidence submitted by Greencore Group PLC

Further to an invitation to our Chief Executive, Patrick Coveney, to provide oral evidence to the
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee on the matter of contamination of beef products and to
subsequent dialogue with Dr. Anna Dickson, please accept the following as Greencore’s formal response.

Attached is a detailed memorandum that lays out how Greencore was affected by the horsemeat issue,
including all the significant testing that it carried out itself and that was carried out by its customers on its
products. As the memorandum explains, we identified absolutely no contamination in our supply chain
whatsoever and all test results were clear. At one stage it appeared that one of our products—a Beef Bolognese
sauce that we supply to Asda—had tested positive for traces of equine DNA. However, extensive subsequent
tests undertaken by both Greencore and the brand owner showed that the original result was in fact erroneous.

We would like to make it clear that Greencore firmly supports the inquiry being carried out by your
Committee and indeed we are happy for this letter and the attached memorandum to be used as written
evidence. However, given it was conclusively proved that we actually had no contamination in our supply
chain, we do not feel it would be either appropriate or a good use of the Committee’s time to provide any
additional oral evidence.

As a leading food manufacturer in the UK, we are currently working with all industry bodies and with the
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs to ensure best practice going forward and will continue
to do so.

Executive Summary

Greencore is a major food manufacturer in the UK. It has 16 food manufacturing facilities in the UK,
producing products such as chilled ready meals, chilled soups, chilled sauces, sandwiches, chilled quiche and
ambient sauces. It is largely a “private label food manufacturer”, ie it manufactures products for brand owners,
in most cases the major multiple retailers in the UK. It is a leading member of the Chilled Food Association
(“CFA”).

When the issue of horsemeat was uncovered in mid to late January of this year, Greencore, along with all
food producers in the UK, undertook the rigorous testing exercise on ingredients and finished products as per
the Food Standard Agency’s guidelines. There were two groups of tests regarding Greencore products: a) tests
that were instructed by Greencore on raw materials and ingredients and b) tests carried out by the brand owners
on finished products produced by Greencore. To date, 222 tests have been conducted for the presence of equine
and the results have been and will continue to be submitted to the FSA. All test results were clear (negative at
the 1% threshold) except one (positive) test on a finished product carried out by the brand owner—in this case
Asda. A thorough and detailed investigation on this positive test concluded that there was absolutely no
evidence of contamination and that the only explanation for the positive test was that there must have been an
error of some sort with the original test.

Although this has been a difficult time for the company and has caused much distraction and indeed expense,
we are immensely proud that Greencore has had no issues with contamination at a time when it is clear that
the country’s food-chain has been compromised. Notwithstanding this, we feel it is our responsibility to support
and, indeed lead, the industry’s response to the issue and will continue to work with all industry bodies in
this regard.

Supply Chain and FSA Testing

Greencore sources all raw material and ingredients, including beef, for its products from approved suppliers.
The process of approval is detailed and includes the supplier being regularly audited. Greencore also insists
that its suppliers in turn audit their own suppliers where relevant and that they can demonstrate full traceability.

When the issue of horsemeat was uncovered in mid to late January of this year, Greencore, along with all
food producers in the UK undertook the rigorous testing exercise of ingredients and products as per the Food
Standard Agency’s guidelines. Effectively, there were two groups of tests regarding Greencore products: a)
tests that were instructed by Greencore on raw materials and ingredients and b) tests carried out by the brand
owners on finished products produced by Greencore. In the case of Greencore tests, the results were submitted
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to the FSA through the representative body, the CFA and, in the case of the brand owner tests, the results were
submitted via the respective industry body, in most cases the British Retail Consortium (“BRC”).

In total to date, 163 tests have been carried out by Greencore for equine with the results being submitted to
the FSA (140 tests as at the last submission). These tests relate to both beef and other meat related raw
materials and ingredients in the Greencore supply chain and beef and other meat related finished products
produced by Greencore where Greencore is the brand owner or manages the brand. Other brand owners,
including Tesco, Asda, Sainsbury’s and the Co-op also shared with Greencore the results of a further 59 tests
for equine conducted on products manufactured by Greencore but where they are the brand owners.

In addition to this total of 222 tests, Greencore has also conducted both 82 “hygiene” PCR tests for both
equine and other meat species (using both swabs and samples of cleaning rinse water) to validate our cleaning
regimes and a significant number of ATP and rapid protein swabs.

All test results were clear (negative at the 1% threshold) except one (positive) test on a finished product (a
Beef Bolognese sauce) carried out by the brand owner—in this case Asda.

A thorough and detailed investigation on this positive test concluded that there was absolutely no evidence
of contamination and that the only explanation for the positive test was that there must have been an error of
some sort with the original test. Notwithstanding the fact that we uncovered no evidence of contamination in
our supply chain after all these tests, Greencore is working with all industry bodies to ensure and protect the
integrity of the supply chain going forward. To this objective, Greencore has, in conjunction with its customers,
introduced many new procedures in its supply chain including more audits and testing on beef and other meat
ingredients before they are “released” into the supply chain.

The “Positive” Test

Greencore was informed by Asda, the brand owner, on 16 February 2013 that a product produced by
Greencore at its facility in Bristol had shown a result of 4.8% of equine DNA in a quantitative PCR test. The
full name of the product was Asda’s Chosen By You 350g Beef Bolognese Sauce).

Greencore subsequently carried out an intensive investigation as to how a positive test could have occurred.
The investigation was overseen by an independent expert. There were a numbers of elements to this
investigation:

1. An investigation including an audit of ABP Food Group’s plant in Nenagh, Ireland, the
approved supplier of the meat in the sauce;

2. An investigation of the processes, including further testing, at the facility in Bristol; and

3. Further testing on the product that had tested “positive”.

In all elements of the investigation, no evidence of contamination was found in the supply chain.

There was only one beef (or indeed meat) related ingredient in the sauce and that was beef supplied by ABP
from its plant in Nenagh in Ireland. The plant was designated and approved to supply beef in the product as
was documented in the product specification. During the investigation, Greencore audited the ABP plant and
found no evidence of equine contamination. This was backed up by a separate investigation at the ABP plant
by the Department of Food and Agriculture, Food and the Marine in Ireland who also found no evidence of
equine contamination.

In Bristol, Greencore carried out an extensive programme of testing of other finished product and raw
material at the facility to determine if it was possible that there may have been some form of cross-
contamination. Again, all testing, referenced above, produced negative results for the presence of equine
protein/DNA.

The brand owner had informed Greencore that, as well as the positive test result, they had also had a negative
test result on the sauce that had been withdrawn. In addition, they had tested another beef product produced
with the same batch of mince beef as the alleged contaminated product and this too tested negative.

Greencore therefore instructed further multiple tests on two reference samples of the same batch of the same
product that had tested positive. Greencore instructed that these two samples be tested at three separate
independent accredited laboratories. In total, six tests were carried out: four PCR tests and two Elisa tests. All
six tests showed negative results.

Finally, the brand owner also informed Greencore that they had also carried out a further test on a retained
sample of the product with the same date code and that this test result also came out with a clear result.

The sauce is a homogenous mix, ie the ingredients in the sauce are mixed together and cooked for
approximately one hour whilst being continuously stirred. Therefore, had equine been present, especially at a
4.8% level, it would be expected to have been found in the reference samples also.

This detailed investigation therefore came to the conclusion that there was in fact no evidence of
contamination and that the only explanation for the original positive test is that there must be an error of some
sort with the test itself rather than actual contamination. The brand owner is supportive of these findings and
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has been working with Greencore to reinstate the product onto shelves (the product is expected to be back on
shelf this week).

More about Greencore

Greencore is a leading manufacturer of convenience foods. Its primary operations are in the UK but it also
has food manufacturing operations in the US. It has some legacy ingredients businesses in Ireland, although
no food manufacturing there. The company is a public listed company, listed on the London Stock Exchange,
and had revenue of £1.2 billion in the year ending December 2012.

In the UK, it operates out of 16 manufacturing facilities, producing the following products: chilled ready
meals, chilled soups, chilled sauces, sandwiches, salads, sushi, chilled quiche, chilled desserts, beef spreads,
ambient sauces, ambient pickles, ambient cakes and frozen Yorkshire puddings. It is not a primary beef (or
other protein) processor.

It is largely a “private label food manufacturer”, ie it manufactures products for brand owners, in most cases
the major multiple retailers in the UK. In fact, it supplies all the major retailers in the UK.

Greencore is a major employer in the UK, employing c.10,000 people. It continues to make significant
investment in its business and facilities in the UK, most recently with an £11m investment in its Chilled
Desserts facility at Evercreech, Somerset. All of Greencore’s UK manufacturing facilities have achieved the
highest BRC Grade A standards.

It plays a leading role in a number of industry trade bodies, including the Institute of Grocers and Distributors
(“IGD”) and the CFA, where it is represented on and chairs a number of industry working groups and sub-
committees. Greencore takes a leading role in supporting the

Government’s health initiatives and is a signatory of the Responsibility Deal on Public Health.

Greencore also plays a leading role in the IGD’s “Feeding Britain’s Future” initiative, which last year offered
skills and employability training opportunities for 10,000 young unemployed people in the UK. Greencore has
links with Reading, Leeds, Nottingham and Norwich Universities through its participation on industry advisory
boards and providing graduate sponsorship.

April 2013

Written evidence submitted by ZooTrack Systems

Introduction

1. ZooTrack Systems comprises of a number of experienced and committed individuals focused on creating
a universal online network that embraces the domestic, recreational, commercial and sporting horse
communities. Our group is drawn from inside and outside of the equine community. It contains specialists
from industry, IT, and the public and private sectors.

2. Horse Passport legislation was created to prevent equines contaminated with toxic veterinary drugs
entering the human food chain. Since its inception the passport system has broadly failed to achieve its
objective. This is a widely recognised fact that is borne out by the recent horsemeat scandal. Our evidence is
to aid the Committee’s thinking as to how to deal with this problem.

3. There is an amount of commercially sensitive and confidential information lying behind ZooTrack’s plans
and developments. Some matters cannot be divulged at this point. We are pleased to share the following
overview, our solution, and our knowledge of the current status quo.

4. ZooTrack has developed a system to address the extant horse passport and animal welfare arrangements
in conjunction with a “social network” for owners and industry stakeholders. The system we envisage will
enable horse owners to communicate and share data. It will also enable NGOs, trade organisations and
Government agencies to target keepers, owners and breeders with information on a range of practical animal
care topics and welfare issues.

5. In 2012 the “static” National Equine Database (“NED”) was scrapped. Since then ZooTrack has focused
its attention on developing a solution that can track and trace all “live” equines from birth to death and monitor
each equine’s suitability to enter the human food chain. This new system would form the UK component of
the EU-wide solution currently being planned. By combining the creation of a secure horse identification
system with a secure equine database that can be accessed remotely and in real-time, it is possible to achieve an
all-encompassing self-funded system in a single developmental step. This single step can fulfil all governmental
objectives for stopping unfit horses from entering the food chain and also overhaul the discredited equine
passport system that serves little current purpose for owners or UK food safety.
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Horse Passports Verified by a Single Equine Database

6. All equines in the UK and throughout the EU are required to have a horse passport and a unique identity
microchip. This horse passport is currently a paper document. Since the NED was scrapped, no horse or
passport needs to be registered on a centrally-held database. There are many passport issuing organisations
(“PIOs”) licensed to issue horse passports in the UK. There are most definitely too many PIOs, and the
Government and equine industry is considering ways to reduce these.

7. A horse passport is somewhat of a misnomer. Unlike a human passport, it is not merely a travel or ID
document. Its regulatory function is to record and monitor the horse’s veterinary history, particularly if it is
destined to enter the human food chain. The flaws in a paper passport system are obvious and numerous,
but a live central database containing up-to-date independently verified information will eliminate almost all
of them.

8. These paper “passports” are required by law to include information relating to veterinary procedures and
inoculations, specifically whether an animal has received phenylbutazone (or “bute”), a substance that has been
identified as a risk to human health. There are other potentially harmful veterinary substances administered to
horses that are also known to be hazardous to human health, and these are legally required to be logged in
passports when administered.

9. The NED was costly to administer and limited in its utility. What is required is a real-time central database
that can be accessed remotely and which securely holds ID, ownership and veterinary information, most
especially detailed veterinary information, for any horse that might enter the food chain or, more specifically,
is not barred from the food chain by its previous veterinary treatment(s).

10. The plethora of paper-based PIOs need to be phased-out, or radically reduced in number. There is,
anyway, a pressing need for a central database that holds all the key data online for real-time inspection. All
paper-based systems, not backed by IT or real-time, remote checking, are unreliable and easily open to fraud.
It seems likely that this weakness is being exploited by criminal gangs.

11. We envisage a new e-passport system that is quick and inexpensive to implement. It simplifies the whole
system of paper equine passports, making it more secure and valuable for all users, dramatically increasing
human food safety and animal welfare within the confines of the existing Zoo-Technical, EU and UK Horse
Passport and Borders (animal import) legislation. It provides Government Agencies with a robust platform to
monitor and prosecute fraud and criminality.

12. Our system would provide law enforcement agencies with a rigorous, secure and dependable
identification system that can be accessed remotely in real-time—enabling them to stop and prosecute non-
compliance with the new horse passport/ID system on the spot. It can also alert the officials to possible theft,
smuggling, unlawful-movement, passing-off, cruelty, fraud and potential food-chain contamination all without
the need for expensive new equipment and all within a few seconds. This will save significant agency time
and money whilst increasing performance effectiveness.

13. The parties that will have secure and verifiable access to this new database will include owners, vets and
welfare agencies, law enforcement and border agencies, food standards officers, DEFRA, abattoirs, dealers,
trading standards officers and the police. It will reform the way horses are tracked, treated, traded and
transported. Existing hand-held devices, backed by bespoke software solutions, will enable secure, auditable
look-up, data validation and information updates in real-time by scanning the horse’s implanted microchips.

Current Passport Issuing Organisations

14. There are many licensed PIOs but they can be split into three main types: stud books (such as Weatherbys
and the Welsh Pony & Cob Society), equine organisations (eg BHS and BEF) and commercial PIOs, including
Pet ID Equine and The Horse Passport Agency.

15. The ZooTrack solution enables security and service to be maintained alongside previously-issued paper
passports from multiple agencies. The confusion, the opportunity for fraud and other untrustworthy information
will be reduced. The old paper “passports” can eventually be phased-out over a practical and commercially
political timetable, as and when the existing Zoo-Technical and EU passport legislation allows.

16. There are strong arguments for treating racehorses differently and fully accommodating the role of the
recognised stud books and key equine agencies in their zoo-technical capacity. It might also be possible to
allow approved commercial PIOs to work with the new system for a period of grace.

17. Stud books and particularly Weatherbys will continue to play their vital role. Stud books can continue
to issue paper IDs and sign-up breed-owners and thoroughbreds as they do already. They can retain their
important role as verifiers and keepers of the various breed stud books. We know from our conversations with
stud book organisations that this would relieve a lot of administrative pressure on them in their role of updating
and issuing paper passports. Most racing horses are unsuitable for human consumption and do not often enter
the food chain as meat.
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18. Whilst foals born in the future will not be required to have a paper passport “in addition” to their online
registration, many stud books and horse organisations will have their own horse registration schemes for
competitions, stud book records, and other recreational and horse welfare purposes.

Veterinary & Food Chain Safety Issues for UK Horses

19. Each and every equine in the UK will be required to be part of the new online database system.

Under EU law if a national central database exists, there is a requirement for all equines to be on it.

Owners will be required to register online. PIOs will be required to upload their data onto the secure
centralised database (“SCD”).

20. All existing horses with paper passports will be required to register on the SCD for a nominal annual
fee. Online annual renewal will be mandatory but inexpensive. The renewal requirement helps check the online
record, rather like a company annual return or MOT certificate for vehicles. It verifies ownership records, the
current status of the horse, changes in particulars and its veterinary treatments. Currently very few owners
register a death. This leaves an opportunity for criminals to clone identities and pass-off unfit horses as healthy
ones—making it relatively easy to insert “Bute” contaminated horses into the food chain under the guise of
“clean” horses. DEFRA attempted to address this by assuming that all horses on the NED died on their 25th
birthday. This in turn led to “ghost” horses that were still alive, and dead horses being unlawfully resurrected
for slaughter.

21. The information on the SCD can be printed and retrieved at will by authorised individuals. The database
will include the following information: horse name and date of birth, markings, microchip number, owner
information and a unique online ID number. Importantly there will be a clear indication as to whether certified
as fit or unfit for human consumption, based on its veterinary history. Once deemed unfit by a vet, or the owner
elects to give the horse unfit status, this classification is irreversible—thereafter the horse cannot be lawfully
slaughtered for human consumption by any UK abattoir. All this information can be accessed remotely in
real-time.

22. Horses ruled out of the human food chain, either by owner election or veterinary record, can keep their
online vet records updated, as an option. Horses that remain fit for the food chain will have a different
registration fee and status. Vets treating these horses will be required to update online records every time they
administer drugs, as is the case with all paper passports. Any doubts over online vet records will require an
independent test, at the owner’s expense.

23. Most thoroughbreds will likely remain out of the food chain. The majority of UK-owned horses will
also remain out of the food chain but still be tracked. A relatively small number of horse owners will wish to
keep open the option of selling for meat. The system will focus on these horses and these owners. Vets will be
required to record drugs administered to horses that are marked as potential “food chain” or if the owner
requests that the vet do so for a full “online history” of the horse. Such veterinary histories will be valuable at
re-sale or transfer of ownership, in the same way that cars carry full service records and history.

Meat Trade Equines & Overseas Horse Owners & Importers

24. For any horse, new-born or elderly, to be declared “fit for the food chain” at online registration, it must
have: a clean passport, a unique chip, a vet to verify that the animal has not been treated with banned drugs
and substances. This horse will then be “monitored” closely, utilising the SCD, at every stage.

25. At time of slaughter the horses’ online records, rather than any paper document, is key to the food chain
safety and public reassurance that the horse is bona fide and fit for human consumption.

26. ZooTrack’s system has built-in significant, but easily implemented plans and procedures to deal with
equines entering the UK from abroad whether temporarily and short term (ie for competing, breeding, training,
acclimatising etc); or permanently and long term (as in the case of purchases and polo horses etc); or for
slaughter. There are even provisions to track transiting equines. These procedures have been developed with
the status quo as a starting point but to take into account future developments with France and Ireland under
the tripartite agreement and developments for equine data to be shared across the EU. Ireland is already
working on their national database.

Implementation of the ZooTrack system would see an immediate reduction in the opportunities for organised
crime to import fraudulent and/or unfit horses into the UK’s human food chain. It would also enable law
enforcement agencies to catch criminals in the act. As with all aspects of the ZooTrack system this is self
funding.

27. Importers of horses for meat will register on the SCD at or prior to reaching UK borders as part of the
existing UK Border veterinary checks. To be declared “fit for the food chain” the horse must have a clean and
verifiable non-UK passport, a unique chip, a vet to verify it and a negative test for banned drugs and
substances—this test would be funded by the owner.

28. In the first instance ZooTrack would focus on securing the UK’s borders within and for equines entering.
Until credible systems like ours are adopted nationally across Europe, we would treat all animals entering the
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UK for slaughter into the human food chain with suspicion and test accordingly at the owners’ expense. Our
aim is to arrest the problem of contaminated equines being passed off and entering the food chain. ZooTrack’s
system would see the UK being able to secure its borders and its human food chain quickly and effectively,
no matter how many years that it takes the EU and/or tripartite system to be created and established.

Finance & Development Costs & Future Revenue Implications

29. Every aspect of our solution is fully recoupable and need not be seen as a tax on the law-abiding horse
owner, as some believe it to be now. We are encouraged by feedback received that our solution will be seen
as a real force for good. It provides a range of useful services, it deals with security for the food chain, and it
raises welfare standards and increases horse value for the private owner.

30. DEFRA estimates there are approximately 1.75 million equines in the UK. It is easy to see how capital
funding of the infrastructure can be recouped. We envisage a commercial fundraising model and with the right
annual registration tariff, the database cost will also be revenue neutral.

31. Capital recoupment time will depend on the route or choices the Government is minded to take.

For example, how long PIO amnesties shall last, the scale of the PR and publicity campaign, and the
transition period between wholly paper passports to wholly online passports. The choices made will impact on
the time it takes to implement. Another example: the option of one single PIO, versus multiple PIOs, is equally
possible—remembering the implementation of the SCD is always essential.

32. Aside from the design of the infrastructure, the critical stage is the launch and adoption process.

This will essentially dictate the success and take-up time of the new system. We have identified a number
of promotional and marketing activities to propagate the information, support the owners and smooth the
integration of the e-passport system.

33. Our proposal combines a single inexpensive registration fee with a rolling annual fee. The rolling annual
fee enables owners to make as many updates as they want. The information alerts will provide value on a
range of topics including crime, disease outbreak and vet alerts. Agencies like DEFRA, FSA, BEVA, the
Police, Trading Standards etc can dramatically increase their effectiveness whilst simultaneously reducing
their costs.

34. The public awareness “launch” and publicity can begin as soon as the decision to build is made.

The operational revenues will cover the core IT infrastructure running costs. These will reduce considerably
over time, as fewer existing horse owners join the new infrastructure and use the helplines, and as the
“transitional” arrangements and teething problems fall away. The commercial capital is required to cover the
build and launch before the revenues from e-passports come on stream. The expenditure and income “dials”
can all be adjusted to suit a politically acceptable timeframe for adoption as well as considerations of perceived
public value for the new proposals.

35. Our solution is self-funding and deliverable without the need for Government money or the adoption of
new, expensive or complicated technology. A social enterprise approach to the “Horse Facebook” and optional
horse owner add-ons will allow investment of some future profits into the grass roots: horse welfare and
improving the services offered to the horse owners. The industry itself will be invited to determine the shape
of the underlying social network as well as how the investable surpluses are distributed to charities and
community activities of the horse-owning public.
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