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July 25, 2005

Division of Dockets Management (HFA-305)
Food and Drug Administration

5630 Fishers Lane, Room 1061

Rockville, Maryland 20852

Re: [Docket No. 20000N-0504] (formerly Docket No, 00N-0504)
Dear Sir or Madam:

These comments are submitted on behalf of United Egg Producers
(UEP). UEP is a farm cooperative whose members account for
some 90 percent of shell egg production in the United States. We
appreciate the opportunity to submit additional comments on the
Food and Drug Administration’s (FDA) proposed rule of
September 22, 2004, entitled “Prevention of Salmonella Enteritidis
in Shell Eggs During Production.” We previously filed extensive
comments on the proposed rule.

In the Federal Register of May 10, 2005, FDA reopened the
comment period for the proposed rule to receive comments and
other information regarding industry practices and programs that
prevent SE-monitored chicks from becoming infected by SE
during the period of pullet rearing until placement into laying hen
houses. Beginning in May, UEP conducted a survey of shell egg
producers to obtain answers to the questions posed by FDA. In
these comments we have compiled information from the survey
that responds to the Agency’s request without revealing data that
would identify individual firms.

We appreciate and strongly support FDA in seeking as much
information as possible about current industry practices to control
SE before publishing a final rule. A thorough analysis of the issue
will result in a more effective program that can be applied in the
most practical manner and assure the safety of eggs produced in
the United States.

The UEP survey included a series of questions designed to elicit
the information FDA indicated it was seeking in the May 10
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survey. The 40 respondents that included the number of layers on their farms collectively
represent 105 million egg laying hens, over 40 percent of the total U.S. layer industry. The
nation’s total flock size, including flocks producing eggs for table use and those dedicated to
producing eggs for further processing into egg products, is 285 million birds. While the survey
was anonymous, certain identifying information indicated that surveys were submitted by firms
producing primarily for the table egg market as well as companies whose production is largely
dedicated for egg breaking and processing into pasteurized liquid, frozen, and dried egg
products. The average number of hens owned by each of these producers is 2.6 million,
somewhat higher than the national average. Producer size ranged from 130,000 owned by the
smallest to in excess of 10 million birds owned by the largest.

Not all producers that returned the surveys provided complete answers to every question. In
using survey results to prepare these comments, only complete and valid responses to the
question asked were considered. For clarity, we have repeated in bold type below each question
raised by FDA in the May 10 Federal Register notice, followed by a discussion of the survey
response for that question.

1. How many pullet growing facilities are there in the United States? What is the range in
the number of houses on those facilities?

The survey asked producers to identify the source of pullets for their layer farms. The vast
majority of respondents secure pullets from company owned grow-out facilities. These
producers own 258 pullet houses with a total annual grow out capacity. of 52 million pullets.
(Since the majority of birds have over a 2-year life span, required pullet rearing capacity is only
about half of total layer flock size.) On average, each company has 6 houses, with the actual
number per company ranging from 1 house to 38 houses. In many cases, more than one house is
located on the same geographic site. Respondents indicated that they purchase an additional 3
million pullets each year from commercial pullet grow-out firms.

An extrapolation of the nurribers compiled by the survey from respondents with 258 barns
representing 40 percent of U.S. egg production suggest there may be approximately 700
producer-owned pullet rearing barns in the United States.

One commercial pullet rearing facility responded to the survey. This respondent did not indicate
total capacity, but reported 11 houses. This firm described its cleaning and disinfection,
biosecurity, testing, and vaccination programs and we have included this information in
preparing responses to subsequent questions: The 420 respondent indicated that it acquires
pullets only from a commercial pullet growing firm and we have not included any information
from that respondent in subsequent answers.

*What percentage of pullet growers are under programs or have practices aimed at
preventing SE-monitored chicks from becoming infected by SE during the period of pullet
rearing until placement into layer hen houses?

All 41 respondents (40 producers and one commercial pullet grower) have implemented
practices aimed at preventing infection of SE-monitored chicks by SE during the period of pullet
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rearing. Of this number, 39, including the commercial provider, follow a state, industry, or
company egg quality assurance program (EQAP) directed at preventing SE. Of the two
producers that indicated they do not follow an EQAP, one nevertheless described preventative
measures comparable to those in the formal EQAPs. The other producer has vaccination and
biosecurity programs, but does not perform any testing.

*Do State or regional Egg Quality Assurance Programs include provisions te
prevent SE-monitored chicks from becoming infected by SE during the period of pullet
rearing until placement into layer hen houses?

In their responses, 28 said that the EQAPs they follow include provisions to prevent infection of
SE-monitored chicks during pullet rearing. Nine responded no to this question. However, some
of the responses appear to be in error or the question was misunderstood because other
respondents following the same EQAP indicate that it does include such provisions.

*How effective have the pullet programs (whatever the programs entail — cleaning,
testing, etc.) been in reducing the prevalence of SE in layer flocks? How is effectiveness
measured? A

The programs appear to be highly effective, as demonstrated by the presence or absence of SE.
Twenty six of the respondents provided information on testing they have employed to determine
whether SE is present in their pullets. In 25 instances, testing beyond chick papers was reported.
The tests include environmental testing (for example, equipment or manure) and tests of birds or
organs, any of which may occur between 4 and 15 weeks of-age. One reported bird testing
whenever signs of disease are observed.

Results of the testing programs are discussed in greater detail in the response to question 2.
2. During pullet rearing, what programs or industry practices are currently taken to
prevent SE-monitored chicks from becoming infected by SE during the period of pullet
rearing until placement into layer hen houses?

Following are practices currently employed to prevent SE infection of pullets:

Chicks - All respondents reported that they acquire SE-monitored chicks from flocks
participating in the National Poultry Improvement Plan (NPIP).

Cleaning and Disinfection — All respondents reported that they clean and disinfect before each
new pullet flock. :

Biosecurity Measures — All but two respondents reported extensive biosecurity measures. One
of the two did not address this question and the other reported only minimal biosecurity
measures. These include one or more of the following:

Employee measures —
e Uniform or other clothing restricted to the work site only



¢ Prohibition against bird contact outside the work site

Foot baths
¢« Employee movement between work sites (houses, processing plants, etc.) at the
facility is restricted
Showering in
¢ Training
Equipment measures — :

¢ Cleaning and disinfection of equipment
¢ Equipment is not shared between houses
¢ Washing of transportation vehicles

Measures to prevent entry by wild birds —
e Screens on air intakes and other openings
¢ Monitoring and measures to prevent bird nest building
¢ Quick removal of feed spills

Pest and rodent control -
¢ Bait stations
e Type of baits are varied
¢ Monitoring programs with adjustments in program as necessary

While most respondents have extensive biosecurity programs, not all of the respondents reported
employing all of these practices.

*Are pullets or their environment tested for SE between the time they are procured
as chicks and the time they enter layer houses? If so, when? When tested, approximately
how often do pullets or pullet environments test positive? What happens after a positive
test?

All respondents secure chicks from National Poultry Improvement Plan SE-monitored breeder
flocks and 26 test chick papers at or shortly after receipt of the SE-monitored chicks. Additional
testing at chick placement or later in the rearing cycle is practiced by 24 of the respondents.
Environmental or bird testing is generally conducted at 15 weeks of age, but one tests as early as
4 weeks and another just prior to placement in the layer house.

Of those respondents indicating that they test chick papers and perform subsequent or
simultaneous environment or organ testing, seven reported that they have had positive
environmental samples. Twenty reported that they have not encountered positive environmental
or organ samples. Of the seven firms reporting positives —

e Two had them a number of years ago, but none in recent years.

e One reported none have been found since implementation of a vaccination

program.
e One respondent has identified SE in houses only before cleaning and disinfection.



¢ Another respondent noted that the farm has encountered only one environmental
positive,

Respondents described actions they have taken upon a positive environmental sample and many

included actions in plan that would be taken if a positive sample is found. These actions include-
¢ Depopulation

Movement to a farm dedicated to production for egg breaking

Retesting

Vaccination
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*Is vaccination uses as preventative measure, if so, when and how?

Vaccination is used as a preventative measure by 31 or 78 percent of the respondents that
answered this question. The one commercial grow-out firm that responded to the survey has a
strict regimen for vaccination. Therefore, some of the nine respondents answering no to this
question no doubt receive vaccinated pullets. Attenuated live vaccine alone is used by 19 of the
firms, killed alone by 2, and both programs are employed by 9 respondents. One respondent that
vaccinates did not describe the protocol.

Of those who administer the live vaccine, they generally give 1-3 doses at different ages during
the rearing cycle, with most giving at least 2-3 doses. The time of vaccination varies by
producer with some giving the first dose to day old chicks and others administering the first dose
as late as 4 weeks. The last dose is as late as 16 weeks and a few indicated that the last dose in a
three dose series is given prior to molt in the layer house. None reported giving the initial dose
after placement in the layer house, indicating vaccination is normally part of a pullet house SE
prevention program as well as providing protection during the laying cycle.

The killed vaccine is administered in a single dose between 9-16 weeks with most between 12-14
weeks.

Analysis of individual survey results indicates that a strong vaccination program is a major part
of the control program in the pullet house, particularly for those farms producing for the table
egg market. U.S. producers positive experience with vaccination — at both pullet and layer stages
of growth — mirrors that in the United Kingdom (U.K.), where vaccination is a requirement of
that nation’s successful Lion Program. A recent study by the U.K.’s Food Standards Agency,
attached to these comments, found no Salmonella in eggs and traces on the shells of just nine
eggs out of 28,000 tested (0.032 percent). Also attached are releases from the British Egg
Industry Council and the Food Standards Agency that discuss results of the study.

*What cleaning and disinfection practices are common?

Following are responses to survey questions on cleaning and disinfection —
s 36 wet clean only ‘
e 5 dry clean only
e 9 dry and wet clean



In the surveys returned, wet cleaning or a combination of dry and wet cleaning is much more
common than dry cleaning only. Of those who reported both dry and wet cleaning, other
information in the surveys indicate that a combination is frequently used. It is probable that
some vary the method dependmg on the season, particularly in northern climates where freezing
weather is an issue.

Methods of disinfection and disinfectants reported include —
Thermal fogging

Fogging

Pressure sprays

Phenolic compounds

Quaternary ammonia compounds

Seven survey respondents also fumigate after cleaning and disinfection is completed and before
placement of a new pullet flock.

*Are measures taken to reduce the prevalence of rodents and pests in the pullet
rearing houses? :

Forty survey responses reported on their rodent and pest control programs. This was previously
discussed under biosecurity measures. Most respondents have pest and rodent control programs
that include cleaning and maintenance of facilities and perimeter grounds, buffer zones on the
outside of buildings, bait stations, and monitoring programs that dictate adjustments when as
necessary. These adjustments can include changes in the type of baits used, the number and
placement of bait stations, and additional building security. Several respondents reported
protocols that require the immediate clean-up of feed spills.

UEP commends FDA for its efforts to seek information about existing practices to control SE
during pullet rearing before proceedmg with rule making. Thank you for your consideration of
the information presented in these comments.

Sincerely,

Howard M. MagWIr%uw

Director of Government Relauons

Attachments
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The FSA’s survey of Salmonella contamination of UK-produced shell eggs on
retail sale was carried out over a period of 5 months, between March and July
2003. The main objective was to establish the prevalence of Salmonella
contamination in these eggs and whether this had changed since the previous
retail survey conducted in England in 1995/96.

A total of 4753 samples (mostly boxes) of six eggs were purchased from a
representative cross-section of retail outlets throughout the UK and the shell
and contents tested for Salmonella contamination. In terms of different
production types of eggs 50.0% were from caged production, 16.9% were from
free-range systems, 16.6% were from organic systems and 16.5% were from
barn systems.

The overall UK flndmg was that 9 samples (0. 34%) were contaminated with
Salmonella, whlch is equivalent to approximately 1 in every 290 “boxes” of 6

egds.

In the last major 'survey, conducted in 1995/96, the eggs were. sampled in
England only. On this occasion eggs were sampled from all four countries in
the UK. If the findings from the current survey are compared on an England
only basis then there has been a 3-fold reduction in the level of Saimonella
contamination since 1995/96 and this is likely to reflect the measures
introduced by the UK egg industry to control Saimonella.

Factors that might have influenced whether or not eggs were: contaminated
with Salmonella were also examined. However, where differences were found
these tended to be small and much larger sample sizes would have been
required to demonhstrate a statistically significant difference. There was no
statistically significant difference between the prevalence of Salmonelia
contamination in samples purchased in England, Scotland, Wales or Northern
Ireland; or between the prevalence of Salmonella contamination in samples
from different egg production types; or between non-Lion code eggs and Lion
code eggs; or between eggs that were stored chilled or at ambient
temperature. However, thére was a statistically significant higher prevalence of
Salmonella contamination of eggs from medium sized retailers™ than large
retail outlets.

Of the 9 isolates from Salmonella positive samples 7 (78%) were S. Enteritidis
and of these, 3 were S. Enteritidis phage type 4 (PT4). There were also single
isolates of S. Infantis and S. Livingstone. All of the Salmonella- isolates were
fully sensitive to 10 antimicrobial agents and none of the 3 S. Enteritidis PT4
isolates corresponded to known vaccine strains. Salmonella Infantis, S.
Livingstone and S. Enteritidis PTs 4, 6 and 12 were found in previous egg
surveys.
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In addition to the 9 Salmonella positive samples there were a further 5 egg
samples which were reported as. positive for S. Dublin. This was an unusual
and unexpected finding and on further investigation there appeared to be no
evidence to support this finding in laying flocks. Whilst it is not possible to
provide a definitive explanation for the S. Dublin findings, it is most likely to
have resulted from cross-contamination during the handling and testing of
eggs. The Agency considers that there is sufficient doubt about the validity of
the S. Dublin findings to justify excluding them from. the main analysis. The
interpretation of the main findings from the statistical analysis remam the same
with or without the inclusion of the S. Dublin findings.

All Salmoneila positive samples were from egg shells. Comparison with the
1995/96 survey indicated that the prevalence of S. Enteritidis PT4, which is
most commonly associated with eggs and human iliness, in samples of 6 eggs
have fallen sharply from 0.58% of samples to 0.11% in 2003.

It is not unusual for Salmonella to-be present in the environment and therefore
not surprising that a few lso!ates were found from egg shells. The small
number of positive samples points towards random contamination from the
production envnronment rather than any systemic contamination from infected
flocks.

*independent/iocal shops
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Human salmonellosis is a significant cause of morbidity, mortality and
economic loss (Roberts and Sockett 1994; Adak et al. 2002; Roberts et al.
2003). Between 1981-1991 the number of cases of salmonellosis in humans in
the UK rose by approximately 170% and remained high throughout most of the
1990s. In March 1991, the Advisory Committee on the Microbiclogical Safety of
Food (ACMSF) agreed to set up a working group to consider the extent to
which eggs were responsible for this problem. Their report was published in
1993 and the Committee concluded that much of the rise in human
salmonellosis was due to Salmonella Enteritidis, mostly phage type 4 (PT4),
which can invade the reproductive tract of chickens (ACMSF 1993). The
Committee’s work was informed by a Department of Health (DH) funded
survey undertaken between February and November 1991 to assess the
prevalence of Salmonella contamination of UK-produced eggs from high street
retail outlets in England and Wales. This involved testing 7045 groups of 6
eggs of which 0.92% were found to be contaminated with Salmonella with an
estimated contamination rate per individual egg of 1 in 850 eggs on either the
shell and/or in the contents (de Louvois, 1993). Salmonella Enteritidis and S.
Enteritidis PT4 compnsed 72% and 51% of the Salmonella isolates
respectively. >

1.2 A further DH funded retail survey of UK-produced eggs in England was
undertaken between May 1995 and April 1996. Salmonella was detected ‘in
0.99% of 13970 samples of 6 eggs giving an estimated contamination rate per
individual egg of 1 in every 100 boxes (ACMSF 1993). A survey of retail eggs
in Northern Ireland between April 1996 and October 1997 found Salmonelia in
0.43% of 2090 samples of 6 eggs (Wilson et al. 1998). This finding suggested
that contamination rates might vary between different parts of the UK.

1.3 The retail survey in England in 1995/96 showed that there had been no
significant change in Salmonella contamination of UK-produced eggs since the
previous survey in 1991. Following these findings the ACMSF set up the
second Salmonelia in eggs working group in 1998. The working group were
aware that vaccination of chickens against S. Enteritidis commenced in the mid
1990s and that the number of laboratory confirmed cases of human
salmonellosis in the UK, particularly those due fo S. Enteritidis PT4, showed a
steady decrease from 1998 onwards (ACMSF 2001). This trend has continued,
and laboratory reports of S. Enteritidis PT4 are now at their lowest level since
the late 1980s (Cogan and Humphrey 2003).

1.4  The second ACMSF report on Salmonella in eggs published in 2001
concluded that the reduction in the number of laboratory-confirmed cases of
salmonellosis was probably mainly due to the impact of vaccinating laying hens
against S. Enteritidis under the British Egg Industry Council (BEIC) Lion code
scheme. However, it should be noted that some producers who are not under
the BEIC Lion code scheme also vaccinate against Salmonella. It is estimated

1
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that at least 80% of all laying hens in the UK -are vaccinated against S.
Enteritidis. In addition, it should also be recognised that the earlier introduction
of controls on laying flocks and improved biosecurity could also have made a
contribution to the reduction in human saimonellosis. In their second report, the
ACMSF recommended that surveillance should be undertaken to assess
whether the overall level of Salmonella prevalence of eggs has reduced since
the 1995/96 survey and therefore the present survey was undertaken to
address this recommendation. The primary objective of the survey was
therefore to determine the level of Salmonella prevalence of UK-produced shell
eggs on retail sale. The design of the survey was based on detecting a 50%
reduction in Salmonella contamination compared to the 1995/96 survey. The
possibility of comparing Salmonella prevalence between countries and
between production types (e.g. caged, free range, barn, organic) was also
considered when planning the survey design although it is important to
emphasise that this was not the main objective.

12
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2. SURVEY DESIGN

21 The survey was designed to take into account the number of egg
samples that needed to be tested to achieve the objective of the survey. This in
turn depended on the degree to which the contamination rate had changed
since the last survey in 1995/86. To detect a 50% reduction in Salmonelia
contamination from the prevalence in 1995/96 Agency statisticians calculated
that 2500 boxes of 6 eggs should be tested. To detect a 25% reduction in
Salmonella contamination the figure would have risen to 20000 boxes of six
eggs. Since the degree of change was unknown, it was decided that a 50%
reduction was a realistic target.

2.2 The sampling plan was initially based on 2500 boxes of 8 eggs. These
would be sampled according to the proportion of the market share for each
production type as follows according to Defra data for 2000 (Defra Egg
Statistics notices):

s Caged ‘ 69%
+ Free Range (excluding organic) 23%
e Barn 6%
e Organic’ ’ 2%

23 However, in order to gain enough data to investigate differences
between production types, it was necessary to over-sample the minority
production types (barn, free range and organic). The. core sample for this
survey was therefore 3600 boxes, made up of 1800 boxes of caged eggs and
600 samples each of free range, barn and organic eggs.

24 The UK core sample-of 3600 was distributed amongst the countries,
according to a weighed percentage based on population size multiplied by egg
consumption (National Food Survey 2000) and these were as follows:

e England 2966 boxes (82.4%)
o Scotland 339 boxes (9.4%)
s Wales 180 boxes (56.0%)
» Northern Ireland 115 boxes  (3.2%)

25 The Food Standards Agency in Scotland and Northern Ireland required
additional sampling in order to pfo'yide data that could be examined in terms of
the different countries. It was decided that the sample size should be 778 in
both Scotland and Northern Ireland. These figures were based on 600 boxes to
provide an effective sample size for the individual country, plus the additional
178 samples to even out the distribution of the minority production types

13
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across these countries. This gave a total of 4702 boxes, with the following
additional samples required in each of the countries.

e Scotland 439 boxes
» Northern Irelarid 663 boxes

2.6 The original sample plan is shown in Annex E. This was calculated
based on the total market share amongst the retailers taking into account, as
far as possible, sales of the individual production types at these outlets and the
availability of stores across the UK

27 The lead contractor, Direct Laboratories Services, Wolverhampton,
ensured that the appropriate number of samples were collected in accordance
with the sampling plan and that samples were distributed as uniformly as
possible throughout the survey. period. To facilitate sampling, the lead
contractor designed a regional sampling plan and informed the Agency of any
deviations from this, for example, due to a retailer not being available in a
particular area or a retailer not having a particular production type. The
sampling plan was amended accordingly as the project progressed whilst
maintaining a geographical and retailer spilt as close as possible to the original
sampling plan. The final sampling plan showing the changes is shown in Annex
F. As far as possible, retail outlets were not sampled more than once and from
most outlets no more than four samples were collected from any one store.
Where possible, a variety of price ranges were sampled and samplers did not
collect samples from retail outlets when they were unsure of the production
types.

2.8 Retailers received payment for the eggs at the time of sampling and
contractors were responsible for arganising these payments. After purchase of
the samples, retailers or a representative of the owner of the premises were
given a Food Standards Agency Food Survey leaflet to inform them that
samples had been taken from their premises in order {o carry out a survey. For
larger retail chains, a letter was sent to the relevant contact at the head office
with a list of their premises from which samples would be obtained for the
survey. The Agency provided retailers and brand owners with survey results
obtained from their retail outlets prior to publication of the report.
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3. SAMPLING

31  Sample Collection and Transportation

311 Expenenced samplers were employed to collect samples for the survey.

National Milk Records (NMR) were responsible for purchasing and transporting
samples to Direct Laboratories in Wolverhampton for England and Wales.

Some of the egg samples were taken from local retail outlets by laboratory staff
at Direct Laboratories. Charis Food Research and Queen's University Belfast
(QUB) were responsible for purchasing, transporting and testing samples in
Scotland and Northern Ireland respectively. Retail sampling of eggs was
carried out from 2™ March 2003 to 8" July 2003.

3.4.2 Samplers collected eggs of UK origin and these were identified on each
box of eggs by an initial “9” in the packing station number. For samples that
were bought in trays i.e. those from market stalls and farm shops, samplers
made enquiries from the retailers to ensure that the eggs collected were UK
produced.

3.1.3 During collection of the eggs, samplers ensured that cross-
contamination was minimised by taking precautions at all stages to ensure that
the equipment used during sampling, transportation and storage of the eggs
was not contaminated with Salmonella. For example, by transporting 6 egg
samples in separate bags within a box, prevented contamination during
transportation.

3.1.4 Samples consisted of intact eggs with no evidence of damage or
contamination. Samplers examined the eggs without touching the contents in
the box and rejected any boxes of damaged eggs. Each box was placed in a
separate sterile sampling bag to avoid the risk of cross-contamination during
transport and storage. Each sampler was expected to sample boxes of 6 eggs.
Larger boxes were only sampled when boxes of 6 were not available and the
extra eggs discarded at the laboratory.

3.1.5 The contractor prepared a regional sampling plan and the appropriate
number of different retailers for each region was then selected. The plan
included details of the. retailers, details of egg production system, sampler
details, weeks in which sampling. visits were to be made, number of boxes of
eggs to be collected on each visit. The sampling plan was designed to ensure
that the volumes of eggs to be tested were similar for each week.

3.1.6 Samplers visited each retailer during the agreed week to collect
appropriate samples and all relevant information was added to the sampling
form (Annex D). They aimed to collect samples in a pseudo-random fashion
from the shelves and not necessarily at the front of the display. There was no
requirement to select specific sizes of eggs, as there was no available scientific
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evidence of any association between egg size and the prevalence of
Salmonella. Information on whether the eggs were displayed in a temperature
control envnronment was also recorded. \

3.1.7 At some retail outlets (e.g. market stalls or farm shops) it was not
possible to buy pre-packaged eggs and retailers packed boxes of eggs from
larger trays on demand. These were examined as above. Samplers noted that

it was not 2 Inggl nhhnaﬁcn 'Fnr ;-ni-mlla‘r‘e to state the prnrlquGn typns when

selling eggs loose in thns way, and therefore endeavoured to find out the
production types of the eggs from the retailers when buying these eggs.

3.1.8 The contractors put in place a contingency plan to ensure that enough

samples were collected (e.g. to allow for any eggs broken in transit) by
purchasing extra boxes of eggs from the retailers when required.

3.1.9 Each box of 6 eggs was labelled with a peel-off adhesive label attached
to the sampling form and packed into a clean unused polythene bag. The bags
were each sealed and packed into insulated boxes along with foam cushioning.
lce packs were added where necessary to ensure the temperatures of the
eggs remained between 5° and 20°C during transport to- the laboratory.

Samples were kept dry and out of direct sunlight. A temperature data logger
was placed with some of the samples to monitor compliance with these
requirements. Samples were normally delivered to the testing laboratory within
24 hours of sampling.

3.1.10 Samples from England and Wales were sent to Direct Laboratories in
Wolverhampton. Samples from Scotland were sent to the Charis Food
Research in Auchincruive and samples from Northern lreland were sent to the
Queen’s University in Belfast for Salmonelfa testing.

3.2 Sampile Information

3.214 All relevant information available from the sample was entered onto a
sampling form (Annex D). The information on the form included details of the
retailer, sampler details, date and time of purchase, size of eggs, pack size,
packing station number, lion code, purchase date, production types, best
before date, price and brand name. Other information included, the
temperature of the egg storage area of the laboratory, a reference sampling
number, a laboratory number for each sample and the date and time the
sample was received in the laboratory. The form also included a section for the
laboratory Salmonella test results. The contractor entered all data onto a
purpose-designed . database then converted the data onto an Excel 97
spreadsheet. The updated Excel spreadsheets were sent to the Agency on a
fortnightly basis.

3.2.2 Each sample was given an unique identification code that included
letters (e.g. EF2000 Engiand, Free range), in order to clearly link it to a
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particular sample and production type. The reference number was retained
throughout testing and also when Sa/monella isolates were sent for typing to
the Health Protection Agency (HPA) Laboratory of Enteric Pathogens,
Colindale.
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4. METHODOLOGY

41  Receipt of Samples

4.1.1 On receipt at the laboratory, the samples were taken to a dedicated egg
storeroom or specimen reception and the temperature data logger information
was recorded. The temperature of the storeroom or specimen reception was
monitored regularly to ensure that it dld not exceed 20°C.

4.1.2 Most eggs reached the laboratory within 24 hours of sampling. In
exceptional situations (e.g. journeys from some Scottish Islands) this period
was extended to within 48 hours. The temperature of the eggs were held
between 5° - 20°C and the laboratory testing procedure was expected to begin
within 24 hours of arrival at the laboratory. All eggs were expected to be tested
within their best before dates at the time of analysis.

4.1.3 Laboratories completed their section of the sample form and any other
information that was not entered by the sampler. Additional information on the
form included date and time sample was received at the laboratory,
appearance of the eggs, Defra packing station number (starts with a “9” for UK
produced eggs), egg size, Lion code or any other markings, organic reference
number and address of packer/producer where available etc.

4.1.4 A high-resolution digital photograph was taken of the egg packaging and
stored on CD-ROM under the appropriate sample number for samples
collected in England, Wales and Scotland. This ensured that the labelling
details could be checked at a later date. Where this was not possible the
contractor was expected fo retain ‘all packaging (or a photocopy/photograph of
it). In Northern Ireland, the egg packaging was scanned. All photographs and
scanned images of the egg samples were sent to the Agency after the data
had been logged

42 Egg Examination

4.21 On receipt at the laboratory, eggs were examined visually before
testing. This was to confirm the absence of cracks and any eggs with marks
(e.g. faecal material, feathers, dust, mud, blood and the contents of other eggs)
other than natural markmgs or printed marks were considered dirty. If any egg
from a box of 6 was considered dirty or cracked, then the entire box was
discarded and one of the contingency samples was used in its place. In the
1995/96 egg survey there were no statistically significant differences in
Salmonella prevalence between clean and ‘dirty/soiled’ eggs. Laboratory staff
were expected to check that eggs collected were within their best before date
on the day of testing.
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4.2.2 Laboratory  staff ensured that there was no cross-contamination
between boxes and from the surrounding environment. Disposable gloves
were worn and changed between each box of six eggs. Thorough cleaning and
disinfection of equipment and work surfaces was undertaken regularly
Environmental testing of the laboratory for Salmonella contamination prior to
egg testing was also carried out regularly throughout the survey.

4.2.3 All three contractors used a dedicated laboratory for testing of the egg
samples. The laboratory control strain used was Salmonella Poona, a serotype
rarely associated with eggs

4,3 Microbiological Analysis

4.3.1 The standard operating procedures used for Salmonefla testing by the
contractor is set out in Annex C. Preliminary work was carried out prior to the
survey to determine the most appropriate method for testing the shell and
contents of eggs for Salmonelia. Details of this work and comments by the
ACMSF are presented in Annex H and | respectively. The Agency considered
the ACMSF’s comments and also consulted with the relevant industry
stakeholders on the methodology. The conclusion was that there are no
satisfactory techniques that could effectively differentiate between Salmonella
contamination on the shell and that in the contents and the methods used in
the validation study (Annex H) had the potential to give false positives or
negative results. In view of this, the Agency decided that the method used
should be the same as in the previous UK egg surveys (de Louvois 1993;
ACMSF 2001). This would give an indication as to the relative proportion of
contamination on the shell or in the contents and was considered to offer the
best chance of picking up all Salmonella contaminated eggs. There was also
the advantage that the method would allow a direct comparison to be made
with the 1995/96 survey in which shell and contents were tested separately. It
is recognised that contamination of the shell is likely to occur more commonly
than contamination of the contents because there are -more opportunities for
faecal and environmental contamination to occur. Confirmed isolates of
Salmonella were sent to the Health Protection Agency (HPA) Salmonella
Reference Unit within the Laboratory of Enteric. Pathogens (LEP), Colindale,
for serotyping, phage typing, antimicrobial resistance screening and archiving.

4.3.2 Direct Laboratories in Wolverhampton, Charis Food Research in
Auchincruive, Ayr and the Food Microbiology Unit of Queen’'s University,
Belfast (QUB) are all laboratories accrediied by the United Kingdom
Accreditation Service (UKAS) to undertake microbiological tests of food and
animal feeds for Salmonella. In addition to UKAS accreditation, all three
laboratories participate in External Proficiency Testing Schemes and routinely
test external QA samples. Direct Laboratories participates in the Food
Examination Performance Assessment Scheme (FEPAS®) for microbiological
examination for which test matetials are real food samples such as beef,
chicken, fish etc. or freeze dried cultures. Charis participates in the Health
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Protection Agency (formerly PHLS) Food EQA Scheme which cffers a regular
series of freeze dried simulated food samples of known but undisclosed
content for proficiency testing to challenge everyday laboratory procedures.
QUB participates in the Quality in.Microbiology Scheme run by QM who are an
independent UKAS accredited provider of proficiency testing schemes for
microbiology and chemsstry for food, water and environmental industries. All of
these schemes involved proficiency samples for Saimoneila in food

44  Survey spécific External Quality Assurance (EQA) samples

441 Central Science Laboratory (CSL) York were contracted to prepare and
label 3 batches of 10 samples (total of 30 samples) of pasteurised liquid whole
egg with varying cell concentrations. Each sample was given a-code generated
by the Agency. The pasteurised liquid whole eggs were inoculated with low
levels of either Salmcnella Poona or Escherichia coli in preparation for
detection and enumeration tests by participating laboratories. Once the
pasteunsed liquid whole egg samples had been inoculated, they were stored at
4’C until dispatch (with each batch containing an ice pack to maintain a cool
temperature).

4.4.2 The samples were sent to the three contractor laboratories blinded and
a separate “blind” set was sent to a different microbiology laboratory at CSL,
York. Only the Food Standards Agency (FSA) and the CSL preparation
laboratory knew how many samples were positives with their sample codes.

4.4.3 In each laboratory every technician involved in the testing of eggs
examined at least two of the- bhnded EQA samples. Prior notice was not given
to the laboratories as to when the samples were due to arrive and how many
samples would be tested. The FSA also visited each of the laboratories during
the course of the survey to assess how the work was being carried out.

4.4.4 Batches of EQA samples were inoculated and dispatched on Monday
3rd March 2003, Monday 14th April 2003 and Monday 19th May 2003. The
samples were dispatched using the Royal Mail special delivery service and
arrived at each laboratory before midday on a Tuesday.

4.4.5 To ensure quality of the samples, CSL analysed 10 coded samples for
each dispatch. The first batch had the same coding as those sent to the
participating laboratory and the second and third batches were coded
separately. CSL recovered the target organism from all the ‘positive’ samples
and none from the 'negative’ samples.

45 Zoonoses Order 1989
4.5.1 Under the Zoonoses Order 1989, laboratories, which isolate Salmonella

from foodstuffs, must provide Defra (Scottish Executive Environment and Rural
Affairs Department (SEERAD) in Scotland and Department of Agriculture and
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Rural Development in Northern Ireland (DARDNI)) with details of the subtype
found together with the name of the retailer where the eggs were purchased.

4.6 StatisticaI:Methods

46.1 The final sample distorted the real market share for country and
production type (see Chapter 2). For all statistical analyses the individual
samples were weighted according to the market shares. Weighted data
analyses adjust the raw survey data to represent the population from which the
sample is drawn.

4.6.2 Agency statisticians estimated the prevalence of Salmonella
contamination of boxes of 6 eggs for potential factors of interest. The
prevalence was estimated in percentages and frequencies in the form 1 per n
boxes of 6 eggs, with n rounded to the nearest 10 with their respective upper
and lower 95% conﬁdence mterva!s

4.6.3 Salmonella prevalence between different factor of interest were compared

using Fisher's exact test (2-tailed) and, where appropriate, p-values were
corrected for multiple comparisons using a Bonferroni correction.

4.6.4 The prevalence of Salmonella per box was considered to be more
reliable than estlmatmg prevalence at the individual egg level because the
survey was designed to test boxes of 6 eggs. To estimate the contamination
rate of individual eggs we modelled the box prevalence as a binomial variate
with a complementary log-log link function, with offset ‘log (batch size)
(Farrington, 1992). This method is likely to under-estimate the correct
prevalence at the individual egg level. The results per egg should be seen as
a “best case” scenario.

4.7 Data Handling and Reporting

471 At fortmghﬂy intervals the lead contractor submitted to the Agency a
spreadsheet containing details of the samples collected to date. A summary
report on the survey was received from the contractor on a monthly basis. Data
on serotyping and phage typing and antimicrobial resistance of Salmonella
isolates were received from the LEP and the resuits incorporated into the
spreadsheet by the contractor.

4.7.2 In order to ensure a high level of accuracy in data entry, the Agency
ensured that the contractor provided a specific standard operating procedure
(SOP) and distributed this to all the participating laboratories. Staff inputting
data were trained and experienced with the database package. All data were
entered into an Excel spreadshest and checked by the laboratory manager at
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Direct Laboratories Services. Data entry was controlled through a purpose-
designed database with in-built checks to minimise data entry errors.

4.7.3 The lead contractor was responsible for collating all the results and a
draft final spreadsheet of the survey results was sent to the Agency on 31 July
2003. Data provided to the Agency was then cross-checked against the
photographs and sampling forms to ensure that they were accurate. Further
random spot checks of 120 of 4753 (2.5%) sample datasets were also
performed by the Agency. Each dataset was cross-checked for accuracy after
discussion with Agency statisticians.
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5. SURVEY RESULTS

5.1 Distribution of samples in the survey

5.1.1 4753 boxes of six or more eggs were sampled in the survey and the
shell and contents of these eggs were tested for Salmonelfa. This figure
excludes four packs of 4 eggs (the microbiological analysis required 6 eggs
from the same box) which were purchased and tested but were later removed
from the survey, leaving a final figure of 4753 samples. The final sample figure
was higher than expected due to over-sampling in the different production
types and retailers, however in cases other than the boxes of four eggs, it was
relevant to include the data in the survey. In terms of production types 50.0%
were caged, 16.9% were free-range, 16.6% were organic eggs and 16.5% of
the eggs were barn.

5.1.2 63% of the egg samples were purchased in England, 17% in Scotland,
16% in Northern Ireland and 4% in Wales. Table 1 below summarises the

number of samples of each production type collected from different parts of the
UK.

Table 1: Summary of total number of egg samples of each production
type that were included in the survey.

Production Types

Country Barn Caged Free Range Organic Total
England 497 (16.7%) 1496 494 494 (16.6%) 2981

: (60.2%) (16.6%) (62.7%)
Northern 130 (16.6%) 389 133 130 (16.6%) 782 (16.5%)
Ireland (49.7%) (17.0%)
Scotland 130 (16.0%) 401 148 132 (16.3%) 811 (17.1%)

‘ (49.4%) (18.2%) ’ ’
Wales 28 (15.6%) 90(50.3%) 30(16.8%) 31 (17.3%) 179 (3.8%)
Total 785 (16.5%) 2376 805 787 (16.6%) 4753

: (50.0%) (16.9%) (100.0%)

5.2 Packing stations

5.21 The eggs were packed at various packing stations and the packing
station registration number was recorded from the egg boxes. Businesses
covered by the EU regulations on marketing standards for hen eggs are
required to register premises where eggs are packed and must place their
unique registration number on the label of each box of eggs.

5.2.2 These numbers can therefore be used to trace eggs back o the packing
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station. The first number in the packing station code indicates the country of
origin and the number “9” represents the UK. The second number indicates the
UK region and the final number refers to the actual packing station. This
number can also be suffixed with a letter to further define it as a substation
within the same location or group. If an egg had not been packed at a packing
station because it was sold direct to the final consumer by the producer, at a
market for example, then it might not have a code on the label.

§.2.3. The retail eggs sampled in the survey came: from 259 identified packing
stations, 149 (57.5%) in England, 56 (21.6%) in Scotland, 35 (13.5%) in Wales
and 19 (7.3%) in Northern Ireland. In addition, 4.1% of the samples (194) did
not have packing station numbers.

5.2.4 There were five UK packing stations in the survey that also pack non-
UK eggs (packing stations 9/0/402, 9/8/135, 9/8/971, 9/5/066 and 9/4/463).
Their details were checked with Defra and it was confirmed that they had eggs
in the past, but were no longer doing so. A total of 26 samples originating from
these packing stations were purchased in the survey, of which 22 were not
Lion coded. The Egg Marketing Inspectorate (EMI) within Defra confirmed that
all these eggs were produced in the UK and they were therefore included in the
survey.

5.3 Pack size and egg size

5.3.1 The 4753 egg samples compnsed 4396 boxes of 6 eggs, and 357 egg
samples (8%) from boxes larger than 6 eggs. Out of the 4396 boxes of 6 there
were 42 samples (1%) where the eggs were sold from frays.

5.3.2 Samplers collected packs of various sizes of eggs, ranging from smaill to
extra large eggs. ‘The percentages of eggs of different sizes sampled during
the survey were 41.2% medium, 30.8% large, 20.8% mixed sized, 4.2% extra
large, 2.7% small, 0.2% unknown and <0.1% very large. Where the egg sizes
were unknown this was because it was not stated at the point of sale or on the
box.

54 Retailers

5.4.1 The retailer.categories were classified according to market share by the
Agency and can be described as:

¢ Large - Supermarketsf/Large retailers
¢ Medium - Independent/Local shops, small chains and multiples

o Small ~ Farm shops, market stalls, butchers, milkmen, garages, mobile
grocer vans, greengrocers.

24



"18/03/04

5.4.2 Of 4753 boxes of eggs included in this survey, 75.4% were from large
retailers, 12.5% from medium retailers and 12.2% from small retailers.

5.4.3 Figure 1, compares the sampling plan based on the market share of
egg sales within the UK in 2002 with the actual number of samples taken
during the course of the survey. The market share was defined through the UK
egg data supplied by Taylor Nelson and Sofres (TNS) (see Annex A Tables
A1-A12 for raw figures).

Figure 1: The proportion of eggs sampled from different retailer
categories based on the market share of egg sales

Medium

5.4.4 The distribution of samples taken in the survey differed slightly from the
original plan, with 5% fewer samples taken at large retailers and 5% more at
smaller retailers than expected. This change in the sampling plan was due to
barn, free range and organic eggs not being available at some of these outlets.
There was also a regional effect where retailers in some regions tended to be
smaller outlets, which led to more samples being collected at these retail
shops. From the data collected, 28 retailers sold their own brand of eggs.

5.4.5 Interms of best before date 96.6% of all the eggs purchased carried a
best before date either on the egg or the packaging. For production types,
90.6% of barn, 98.5% of caged, 96.4% of free range and 97.1% of organic
eggs carried a best before date.
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5.5 Production Systems

6.5.1 The samples in the survey comprised 50.0% caged production 16.9%
free range 16.6% organic and 16.5% barn production. However, due to the
over production of some egg types, cascading down of eggs may occur i.e.
organic/free range eggs may be cascaded down to barn. Due to the practice of
cascading, the production type at retail level is an assumption made from the
labelling on the egg box. The frequency of cascading is unknown, although it is
not considered to.be a common practice. Where the egg boxes did not have
the production types stated on the boxes, the retailer provided information on
the production type to the sampler. There were 8 samples that fell into this
category.

5.5.2 The sampling plan was designed on the basis of statistics provided by
TNS (see Annex A Tables 1-12) for raw figures of the breakdown by country of
sampling. A comparison between the pro;ected sampling plan and actual
samples taken by production type'is shown in Table 2 below.

Table 2: The number of egg sampies from different production systems
relative to the sampling plan*

Production System _Sampling plan __ Survey sample

Barn 784 (16.6%) 785 (16.5%)
Caged 2350 (50.0%) 2376 (50.0%)
Free range 784 (16.6%) 805 (16.9%)
Organic - 784 (16.6%) 787 (16.6%)

* A more detailed breakdown is provided in Annexes E and F

5.5.3 Figure 2 shows the number of samples purchased by size of retailer and
production types. Caged eggs were the most sampled production type,
reflecting the market share of this category. However, difficulties were
encountered in obtaining . sufficient samples of other production types
especially in Scotland and Northern Ireland. Figure 2 highlights the fact that
barn eggs were hard to obtain from medium and smaller (except in farm shops)
retail outlets and had tc be obtained from larger retailers and farm shops.

In Scotland and Northern Ireland there were difficulties in obtaining organic
eggs from large  retail outlets, as they did not stock them. Also, during
sampling, it was observed that organic eggs were less common in Northern
Ireland, especially amongst the smaller retail outlets e.g. butchers.
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Figure 2: Number of samples in the survey according to egg production
types and retail outlet in the UK
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5.6 Egg Assurance schemes

5.6.1 4030 (84.8%) of the egg samples had the Lion Code mark on the egg
boxes, which indicated that the eggs were laid by hens vaccinated against S.
Enteritidis or an S. Enteritidis / S. Typhimurium combined vaccine as part of
the BEIC's Lion Code scheme. The proportion of non-Lion Code eggs that
were from vaccinated layers is not known. Six (0.13%) of the egg samples
were labelled as having been produced under the “Laid in Britain” Quality
Assurance scheme of the United Kingdom Egg Producers (UKEP).

5.7 Storage conditions

571 For 95% of the samples the eggs were kept at ambient temperatures at
retail outlets with only 5% sold chilled. Further breakdown of the data shows
that in the case of chilled eggs these comprised 2.4% caged, 1.0% free range,
0.9% organic and 0.7% barn. Samples sold at ambient temperatures

comprised 50.1% caged, 16.7% barn, 15.9% free range and 15.7% organic
eggs.
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5.8  Salmonella positives

5.8.1 A total of 14 egg samples were reported as positive for Salmonelia
contamination and in all cases these were from the shell. - Five of the positive
samples were of Salmonella Dublin, which although common in cattle is very
rarely seen in poultry, whether layers or broilers. Salmonella Dublin was not
isolated in the previous UK egg surveys in 1991 (de Louvois, 1993), 1995/96
(ACMSF 2001), 1996/97 (Wilson et al. 1998 or in recent testing of UK and non-
UK eggs from catering estabmhments by the HPA (PHLS 2003). The
Salmonella Dublin isolations were unusual and unexpected and a thorough
investigation was carried out to try to establish whether the presence of S.
Dublin was likely to be a true finding. This is detailed in Annex Q.

6.8.2 Salmonella Dublin belongs to the same serogroup as S. Enteritidis.
Although rarely found in poultry, there remains a theoretical possibility that
such a contamination event might occur on one or possibly two occasions.
However, this would not explain the 5 positive samples originating from a
number of different retail outlets, packing stations, producers and
geographically scattered flocks. Moreover, detailed follow-up testing of
surviving or replacement flocks and their environment failed to find any
evidence of S. Dublin contamination on the farms that produced the implicated
eggs. Molecular typing suggested that the five isolates were indistinguishable
and comparable to recent isolates seen in cattle {Annex P and Q). On this
basis, it was concluded that, whilst a definitive explanation could not be
provided for the presence of S. Dublin on eggs, it was most likely to have
occurred as a result of cross-contamination during handling and/or testing. The
Agency therefore considers that there is sufficient doubt about the validity of
the S. Dublin results to exclude them from the main analysis .of the survey.
However, a statistical analysis of the survey data including the five S. Dublin
positive samples is prowded in Annex R for completeness. It is important to
emphasise that the main conclusions to be drawn from the survey remain the
same with or without the S. Dublin positive samples.

6.8.3 Of the nine remaining positive samples, seven were purchased in
England and two in Wales. There were no positive.samples from Scotland and
Northern Ireland. The nine positives were from six packing stations and six
retail outlets. Table 3 summarises the positive results in terms of country of
sampling, packing station, Salmonella serotype, retailer, brand name and price
of the eggs. Salmonella positive samples were all from the caged production
type and from the large and medium retailer category.
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Table 3: Information on the Salmoneila contaminated egy samples from
retail outlets.

Date . ~ Country Retailer Price Packing - Production  Salmonella
sampled  Where size* per 6 Station type Serotype
Sampled _eggs number
04/03/03  England Large -£052 9/1/898H  Caged Enteritidis
12/03/03  England  lLarge £0.85 9/1/993A  Caged Enteritidis
17/03/03  England  Medium . £0.89 9/1/998N  Caged Livingstone
07/04/03 England Large £044 9/1/998M  Caged Enteritidis
07/04/03  England Large £0.44 9/1/998M  Caged Enteritidis
10/04/03  England  Medium £0.85 9/1/988H  Caged Enteritidis
24/04/03 England Large £0.49 9/1/993A Caged Enteritidis
04/06/03  Wales Medium £0.87 9/8/135 Caged Enteritidis
.20/06/03  Wales Medium - £0.69 9/4/463 Caged ___Infantis

*See section 5.4.1 for classification of retailer size

5.8.4 Salmonella positives in England were all Lion Coded eggs, whilst those
in Wales did not have the Lion Code mark on the eggs or egg boxes. All
positive samples were from eggs displayed at ambient temperature and from
pack sizes of 6 eggs; except for one sample, from packing station 9/8/135,
which was from a pack size of 10.

5.9 Salmonella ‘serotypes and phage types.

5.91 The 9 Salmonella isolates comprised 3 different serotypes (Table 4).
Seven of the 9 (78%) isolates were S. Enteritidis and comprised of 3 phage
type (PT) 4 isolates, one PT8, one PT12, one possmle PT23, and one
untypeable isolate.

5.9.2 Table 3, a!so shows the packing station numbers relatmg to the
Salmonella positive samples, The nine positive sampies came from 6 packing
stations supplying 30% (998/4753) of the eggs sampled in the survey. The S.
Enteritidis PT4 isolates came from 2 packing stations supplying 8.8%
(417/4753) of the .eggs sampled in the survey. Three packing stations each
packed 2 egg samples that tested positive for Salmonella Enteritidis.
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Table 4: Details of the Salmonella subtypes found in the survey*

Salmonelia —_Phage typés __Number of

S. Enteritidis All phage types 7
S. Enteritidis 4 3
S. Enteritidis : 6 1
S. Enteritidis 12 1
S. Enteritidis Untypeable 1
S. Enteritidis . Possibly 23 1

S. Infantis - - 1

S. Livingstone - 1

* England and Wales data
' Five isolates of S. Dublin were excluded (see section 5.8.1)

5.10 Antimicrobial susceptibility testing

5.10.1 All Salmonella isolates wére tested for sensitivity to a panel of 10
antimicrobial drugs using a breakpoint method (Threlfall et al. 1999). The
breakpoint concentrations for the antimicrobial drugs are shown in Annex K.

All isolates including those of S. DUbiin were fully sensitive to the agents at the
concentrations used. In addition, the three isolates of S. Enteritidis PT4 were
screened for rifampicin resistance since this is a marker for the live S.
Enteritidis vaccine strain used in the layer sector. None of the isolates showed
evidence of rifampicin resistance. The HPA LEP considered that the isolates
did not conform to the resistance pattern of known vaccine strains.

5.11 External Quality Assurance Resuits

5.11.1 Direct Labératory Services, Charis Food Research, Queen’s University

of Belfast and Central Science Laboratory analysed 10 coded samples for
each dispatch. All participants recovered the target organism from all the
‘positive’ samples and none from the ‘negative’ samples.

5.11.2 No false positives or false negatives were recorded from the quality
assessment of participating laboratories.
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6. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

6.1 Statistical analysis of survey results

6.1.1 Statistical analys:s of the contamination rate of Sa/monelia in a box of 6
eggs showed that the overall prevatence of Salmonella in.a box of six eggs
was 0.34% for the. UK as a whole, i.e. around 1 box in every 290 boxes.

6.2 Prevalence of Salmonella per box of 6 eggs

6.2.1 Table 5 shows the prevalerice of Salmoneila in a box of 6 eggs and the
95% confidence intervals (Cl) (the lower and upper values) for the UK,
England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland. The lower and upper values
represent the boundaries of the 95% confidence interval assuming that the
observed prevalence followed a binomial distribution.

6.2.2 There were no statistically significant differences in Salmonelia
prevalence between England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland (all p >
0.10). The UK figure of 0.34% (95% Cl: 0.17% - 0.62%) is. equivalent to 1 in
290 boxes (95% Cl: 1 in 590 boxes to 1 in 160 boxes).

6.2.3. It should be noted that Wales had the highest Salmonella prevalence
(1.53%) and the smallest sample size of all the countries (179 samples) The
consequences of this are that:

e The confidence interval for Salmonella prevalence for eggs sampled in
Wales is wider than the other countries.

» To identify statistically significant difference between Wales and the other
countries, the Salmanella prevalence for eggs sampied would have to be at
least 2%.

Table 5: The prevalence of Salmonella per box of 6 eggs in the UK and in
England, Wales, Scotland and :Northern Ireland. Figures shown include
95% confidence intervals.

Country (sample size) Lower 95% Cl Prevalence Upper 95% CI

UK (4753) 0.17% 0.34% 0.62%
England (2981) 0.13% 0.32% 0.65%
N. Ireland (782) 0.00% 0.00% 0.61%
Scotland (811) 0.00% 0.00% 0.58%

Wales (179) . 0.21% 1.53% 5.25%
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6.3 Prevalence of Salmonelia Enteritidis and 8. Entei'itidis PT4

6.3.1 The prevalence of Salmonella S. Ententldls and ‘S. Enteritidis PT4 per
box is shown in Table 6. The S. Enteritidis and S. Enteritidis PT4 prevalence
figures are equivalent fo 1 in every 370 and 910 boxes respectively.

Table 6: The prevalehce of Salmonella Enteritidis and Salmonella
Enteritidis PT4 per box of 6 eggs Figures shown include 95% confidence
intervals.

' Lovérer 95% Cl Prevalence Upper 95% ClI
Salmonella - - 047% 0.34% 0.62%

S. Enteritidis - 0.12% - 0.27% 0.52%
S. Enteritidis PT4 0.03% 0.11% 0.31%

6.4 Salmonella prevalence and egg production types /

6.4.1 Table 7 shows the prevalence of Sa/lmonefla contamination per box of 6
eggs for the four production types. Although Salmonella contamination was
only found on eggs from caged production, no statistically significant
differences in Salmonella contamination of eggs was found between the four
production types (p > 0.20). The Salmonelia prevalence of caged eggs would
have had to be at least 1% to show statistically significant d:fferences from
other production types.

Table 7: The prevalence of Salmonella per box of 6 eggs from caged, free
range, barn and organic productton systems. Figures shown include 95%
confidence intervals.

Production type ‘Lower 95% Cl Prevalence Upper 95% Cl
(sample size)
Barn (785) - 0.00% 0.00% 0.56%
Caged (2376) 0.24% 0.50% 0.92%
Free Range (805) ' 0.00% 0.00% "~ 0.56%
Organic (787) . 0.00% 0.00% 0.56%
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6.5 Prevalence of Salmonelia per egg

6.5.1 The UK figure for individual egg prevalence was 0.06% for Sa/monella
(95% Cl: 0.03% - 0.10%). The estimated prevalence of Salmonella per egg
was based on the assumption that the rate of cross-contamination. between
eggs within the box was equivalent to the contamination rate between boxes.
Given the low prevalence of Salmonelia within boxes, we can assume that the
source of contamination within a box of 6 eggs is from one egg only. In
performing this calculation the assumptnon is that, although eggs are packed in
a quasi-random order, the presence of more than one contaminated egg in a
box is unlikely to occur frequently when the incidence of contamination is as
low as in this study. In reality this may not be the case and the overall figure
may be somewhat higher than indicated. This assumption might underestimate
the true Salmonella prevalence at single egg level.

6.6 Salmonella prevalence for other factors of interest

6.6.1 The following factors of interest were considered to ‘evaluate whether
there were differences in presence/absence of Salmonella on eggs:

e Lion Code (Yes, No)

e Size of retaii outlet (Large, Medium, Small) (as categorised in 5.4.1)
¢ Storage temperature (Ambient, Chilled);

¢ Price peregg;

o Date of purdhase;

e Remaining shelf-life (best before date - date of purchase).

6.6.2 Since the survey was not designed to compare Salmonella prevalence
among these factors; all results should be considered with care. To enable the
calculation of Salmonella prevalence and 95% confidence intervals in each
factor one important assumption was made:

e The egg market shares for individual countries and production types
(see Chapter 2) were considered to be constant in the different
categories within the factors of interest. For example, in the storage
temperature factor, chilled eggs were assumed to have the same
distribution across the UK and across the different product types as the
ambient eggs. In some cases this may be an unlikely assumption, so
reported prevalence and confidence intervals should be interpreted with
care.

6.6.3 Table 8 shows the prevalence of Salmonella in a box of 8 eggs and the
95% confidence intervals for Lion Code/Non-Lion Code eggs, ambient/chilled
eggs and large/medium/small retailers. There were no statistically significant
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differences in Salmonella prevalence between Lion Code/Non-Lion Code eggs
(p > 0.30) and between ambient/chilled eggs (p > 0. 50). However, medium
category retailers had a statistically significant higher prevatence than large
retail outlets (p = 0.028). No other retail size comparison was statistically
significant (ali p > 0.10).

Table 8: The effect of Lion Code, storage temperature and retailer
category on the prevalence of Salmonella per box of 6 eggs. Figures
shown include 95% confidence intervals.

Factors of Interest (sample Lower 96% Ci Prevalence Upper 95% ClI

s;ze)

Lion Coded (4753) ‘

Yes (4030) : 0.12% 0.29% 0.59%

No (723) : 0.09% 0.63% ( 2.13%
Storage Temperature (4753) ‘

Ambient (4515) 0.17% 0.35% 0.63%

Chilled (238) 0.00% 0.00% 5.87%
Retail Category (4753) )

Large (3582) 0.08% 0.23% 0.52%

Medium (593) " , 0.46% 1.58%. 3.90%

Small (578) ‘ 0.00% 0.00% 1.11%

6.6.4 To calculate the prevalence and 95% confidence intervals for the
continuous variables (price per box, date of purchase, remaining shelf-life), the
data were divided into broad meaningful categories.

¢ Price per box was divided into two categories: boxes that cost less than £1
and boxes that cost more than or equal to £1.

¢ Date of purchase was divided into 3 categories of 30 days each and a
fourth category iof 39 days. Each 30 day period represented approximately
a month of the sampling period, except for the fourth category.

» Remaining shelf-life was divided into 2 categories: 14 days or less and
more than 14 days. This was based on dividing the 28 days shelf life of
eggs in two. ‘

6.6.5 Table 9 shows the prevalence of Sa/monella in a box of 6 eggs and the
95% confidence intervals for price per box, date of purchase and remaining
shelf-life. There were no statistically sngnlf‘ cant differences in Salmonella
prevalence in the pnce per box (p > 0.90), in the date of purchase (all p > 0.10)
and in the remaining shelf-life (p > 0.10).
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Table 9: The effect of price, date of purchase and remaining shelf-life on
the prevalence of Salmonella per box of 6 eggs. Figures shown include
95% confidence intervals.

Factors of Interest (samp!e ?Lower 95% ClI Prevalence Upper 95% CI

size)
Price per box (4744)
Less than £1 (3670) 0.17% 0.35% . 0.65%
More or equal than £1(1074) . 0.00% 0.00% 3.32%
Date of purchase (4753) , \
First 30 days (1773) ' 0.11% 0.36% 0.90%
Second 30 days (1278) \ 0.03% 0.44% 1.86%
Third 30 days (1172) - 0.00% 0.00% 0.58%
Fourth 39 days (530)* : 0.00% 0.25% 2,04%
Remaining shelf-life (4591)
Less or equal than 14 days \ 0.21% 0.55% 1.15%
(1745) '
More than 14 days (2846) 0.05% - 0.21% 0.56%

*Includes the last nine days of the survey.

6.7 Comparison with the 1995/96 shrvey

6.7.1 The findings from the samples taken in England in this survey were
compared to those in the previous egg survey in England in 1995/96. Statistical
analysis showed that the prevalence of Salmonella contamination of eggs in
the 2003 survey was statistically significantly lower than the prevalence in
1995/96 (p < 0.001). Table 10 compares the Salmonella prevalence for the
two surveys at the box dlevel using England data from the 2003 survey. A
statistical comparison with the findings of an earlier. survey in England and
Wales 1991 (de Louvois 1993) has-not been undertaken as the earlier survey
only sampled eggs from high street retail outlets.

Table 10: The prevalence of Salmonella per box of eggs in England in
2003 compared to the previous survey in 1995/96. Figures shown include
lower and upper 95% confidence intervals.

Box Level

Lower 95% Cli Prevalence Upper 95% CI
2003 England 1/770boxes  1/310boxes 1/150 boxes
2003 England 0.13% 0.32% 0.65%
1995/96 1/120 boxes 1/100 boxes  1/90 boxes

1995/96 ‘ 0.83% 0.99% 1.17%
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7. DISCUSSION
71 Overail results of the survey.

7.1.1 The results of this survey showed a statisticaily significant reduction in
Salmonella contamination of UK produced eggs in England compared to the
previous egg survey in 1995/96. : With only 9 isolates throughout the survey,
the overall prevalence of Salmonella in a box of 6 eggs was 0.34% for the UK
as a whole. This. would: suggest that the package of measures, including
vaccination, put into plac:e by the UK egg industry, since the early 1990s has
had a significant impact on Salmonella in the laying sector.

7.1.2 Because the survey was carried out at retail, it is not possible to
establish the exact proportion of eggs tested in the survey that were
vaccinated. 84.8% of the samples tested were Lion Coded (vaccination of
laying hens against S. Enteritidis is compulsory in this scheme). However,
vaccination status cannot be ascertained for those eggs which were not Lion
Coded and therefore the results will tend to underestimate the effect of
vaccination because some of the non-Lion Coded eggs will have been from
vaccinated flocks. This could in part account for the lack of any statistically
significant difference in the rate of Salmonella isolations between Lion Code
and non-Lion Code eggs although the smaller number of non-Lion Code eggs
sampled could also be a factor. In terms of non-Lion-Coded eggs, very few of
these (0.13%) were labelled as being produced under the “Laid in Britain
Quality Assurance” scheme. The scheme is aimed specifically at independent
egg producers, and is run by the UK Egg Producers (UKEP) Ltd. it is reported
to use a competitive exclus;on and HACCP-based approach for the control of
Salmonella.

71.3 There was also no statistically significant difference in Salmonella
contamination between eggs from different productnon types although
Salmonella positive samples were only found in samples from caged
production, which represented 50% of the egg. samples in the survey. There
were no statistically sngnn‘” icant differences in Salmonella prevalence in the.
price per box (p > 0.90), in the date of purchase (all p > 0.10) and in the
remammg shelf-life (p > 0.10). There were no statistically. significant differences
in Salmonella prevalence between Lion Code/ non-Lion Code eggs (p > 0.30)
and between ambient /chilled eggs (p > 0.50). However, medium category
retailers had a statistically significant higher prevalence than large retail outlets
(p >0.028).
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7.1.4 Temperature at retail level, appearance of the eggs prior to testing and
time remaining before the best before date appeared to have no significant
impact on whether eggs were positive for Salmonella or not.

7.1.5. Although the findings in paragraphs 7.1.2 - 7.1.4 are real statistical
effects it is important to emphasise that the underlying sample contains a small
number of positive egg samples and in some comparisons there were large
differences in the numbers of samples examined.

7.1.6 It should be noted that it is not unusual for Salmoneila to be present in
the environment and therefore not surprising that a few isolates were found.
The small number of positive samples points towards some contamination from
the production environment rather than any systemic contamination from
infected flocks. Davies and Breslin (2003) have shown that Salmonella can
persist on layer farms even after the introduction of vaccination for S.
Enteritidis.

7.2 Characteristics of the serotypes isolated

7.21 Of the nine Salmonella isolates on which this report focuses, the
serotypes found were those known to have been associated with eggs before.
These were mainly Salmoneﬂa Enteritidis but there were also single isolates of
Salmonelfa Livingstone and Salmonella infantis. These findings were not
unexpected as both S. Livingstone and S. Infantis were isolated in the previous
UK and non-UK egg surveys (de Louvois 1993; ACMSF 2001) '

7.2.2 Seven of the isolates were Salmonella Enteritidis, and three of these
were phage type 4 (PT4). It is this serotype that was the major focus of
concern in the early nineties as it made up the largest proportion of Salmonella
isolates from human cases, including those linked to eggs (ACMSF 2001).
Vaccination was specifically introduced to provide a control measure for this
phage type in line with other biosecurity measures, such as environmental
monitoring, disinfection, etc, which would have had an impact on all
salmonellas. The vaccines are also expected to show activity against other
phage types of Salmonella Enteritidis and other Group D serotypes of
Salmonella. Other Salmonella Enteritidis phage types isolated in the survey
were PT6, PT12, a probable PT23 and an untypeable isolate. PT6 was isolated
in the 1995/96 survey and has been found recently in human cases in an
outbreak in 2003 linked to eggs.

7.2.3 Five samples were excluded from the overall results of the survey as
their serotyping results and further testing confirmed Sa/monella Dublin. This is
a highly unusual and unexpected finding, as this serovar has never been
isolated in previous surveys of UK and non-UK eggs and is normally
associated with cattle and to a lesser extent sheep. In addition, the farms from
which the samples were taken were all dedicated layer farms, which
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subsequently all tested negative for Salmonella Dublin. It is not possible to
rule out the occurrence of S. Dublin on eggs on theoretical grounds, however,
follow-up investigations have cast doubt on the validity of the finding. The data
have therefore been excluded from the overall results and the results and
further investigations reported in Annexes P and Q. This could have
implications for the findings from the statistical analysis, the analysis was re-
run with the S. Dublin isolates included. Apart from differences in the
prevalence of contamination the main statistical findings remain unchanged.

7.24 Antimicrobial resistance profiles indicated that all of the isolates were
sensitive to the antibiotics tested. This is not surprising, as previous egg
surveys have shown that antimicrobial resistance is uncommon in isolates of S.
Enteritidis from UK-produced eggs (de Louvois 1993).

7.3  Distribution of the isolates

7.3.1 Of the 9 positive samples, 7 were purchased in England and 2 in Wales.
All but two of these isolates originated from large supermarket chains, which
accounted for the' vast majority of eggs sold at retail sale (see Table 3). The
findings do not suggest any recognisable geographical pattern across the UK.
Statistical analysis indicated that there was a significantly higher prevalence of
Salmonefla positives in “medium-sized” retailers. Although this finding is based
on a small number of positives it would repay further investigation.

7.3.2 The packing stations from which the positive eggs originated were all
based in England, as are the large majority of all packing stations (see 5.2.3).
There does not appear to be an obvious link between the Salmonella isolates
based around the 6 packing stations implicated due to the different time-points
when Salmonella was isolated from the samples. Three of the packing stations
had packed two of the positive egg samples each, which in two cases were
destined for the same retailer. The other three packing stations had packed
one of the positive egg samples each.

7.4  Nature of the contamination of eggs that tested positive

741 Of the eggs that tested positive, all of the isolates were found on the
outside of the shell and it is encouraging that there were no posmve isolates in
the contents of the eggs. Due to limitations with the methodology, an absolute
distinction cannot be drawn between contamination of the egg shell and
contents. and reportlng all pos;twes together without distinguishing shell from
contents also facilitates comparison with previous surveys. However, separate
shell and content testing was carried out at the request of the egg industry,
following consultation on the protocol.
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7.4.2 Despite commissioning work to evaluate the best method of testing both
shell and contents and taking the advice of the ACMSF on the basis of these
results (Annex H and 1), it is not possible to be certain that either part would not
contaminate the other. Further information is given in Annex J. Nevertheless,
these results do give us a very good indication that Salmonella, if present, is
more likely to be due to environmental contamination of the shells. Although,
shell contamination may not initially appear to be an issue, as consumers do
not eat shells, there is still a risk of cross-contamination to other foods and
surfaces in the kitchen and into the contents when the egg is broken. FSA
advice to consumers is that eggs are raw products that should be handled with
care. Consumer- perceptnon may be that handling of shells does not represent a
risk to food safety. The Agency has commissioned research to look at this
issue although it seems likely that there is a potential risk of cross-
contamination from the surface of the egg to the contents, ready to eat foods,
work surfaces and containers if standard hygiene advice is not followed.
Salmonella Enteritidis is also well-adapted to survive in egg contents, and has
the potential to survive and grow if stored incorrectly or for too long.

7.5 Traceback of positive samples

7.5.1 All of the egg samples that tested positive were traced back to their
original source. The trace back was conducted, after the results had been
thoroughly cross-checked analysed and verified, via the retailers where the
eggs were purchased (in most cases this was also the brand owner). The
retailers were asked to provide details of packing stations, farms if known and
the flocks. The results of this traceback provided no common factors linking
the small number of positive samples in the survey.

7.6 Non-UKeggs

7.6.1 There was little evidence of non-UK eggs being sold at retail outlets and
these were excluded from the survey. The numbers of packing stations which
the Egg Marketing Inspectorate were aware had packed non-UK eggs at some
stage in the past were provided to the Agency. In the cases where samples
were identified as originating from these packing stations and they were not
Lion-Coded (i.e. it was not absolutely certain they were from the UK). This only
occurred on 21 occasions confirming that retail is a very uncommon source for
these eggs. Two of the eggs that may have been of non-UK origin tested
negative but it was not possible to draw any conclusions from these results as
the origin is not guaranteed and the numbers are so few.

7.6.2 In Autumn 2002, whilst this survey was being planned, there were a
number of outbreaks of salmoneliosis in the UK, which were mainly linked to
eggs used at catering outlets (PHLS 2003). On a number of occasions the
source of the egygs was traced to Spain. The Health Protection Agency
followed up these outbreaks by carrying out testing on eggs taken from the
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outlets linked to the outbreaks. . In 2003 the HPA set up a co-ordinated study
with Local Authorities Co-ordinators of Regulatory Services (LACORS) to
sample and test eggs from catering establishments. Whilst. this provides
valuable information on the potential for contamination of non-UK eggs it is not
the purpose of the HPA study to establish the source of the eggs or to compare
eggs from dlfferent countries with the UK.

7.6.3 The Agency intends to undg,artake a survey of non-UK eggs incorporating
a sampling plan that will allow enough eggs to be taken from individual
countries in order to compare them with this survey of UK produced eggs.
From January 2004, under new EU legislation, all eggs must be stamped
indicating the country in which they were produced. In addition, there will be a
requirement to label egg boxes with a code indicating the country in which they
were packed. This will assist in identifying non-UK eggs at whatever point in
the chain they are. sampted from. The Agency hopes to begin this non-UK egg
survey in 2004.

7.7  Comparison with previous egg surveys

7.7.1 Table 11 provides a comparison between the three major surveys of
Salmonella contamination of UK-produced eggs on retail sale. For comparative
purposes the data in Table 11 has been adjusted to contain numbers sampled
for England in the 2003 survey. The data shows the substantial reduction in
Salmonella contamination of eggs between the 1995/96 and 2003 surveys and,
in particular, the reduction in S. Enteritidis PT4.
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Table 11: Comparison between the Salmonella subtypes isolated in the
1991, 1995/96 and 2003 retail surveys of UK-produced eggs.

England -

Total Salmonella isolates 66 (0.94%)° 9 (0.39%)°

144 (1.07%)°

7 (0.32%)°

~ England & Wales UK
1991 . 2003 1995/6 2003 2003
Total boxes tested 7,054 3,160 13,970 2,981 4,753
No. samples positive for: (
Salmonella Enteritidis (
PT4 - 33(0.47%) 3(0.13%) 82 (0.58%) 3 (0.14%) 3(0.11%)
Other PTs 15 (0.21%) 4 (0.17%) 37 (0.26%) 3 (0.14%) 4 (0.15%)
. Total 47 (0.6%) 7 (0.30%) 115 (0.82%)° 6(0.28%) 7 {0.27%)
Salmonella Typhimurium
DT104 , 1(0.01%) 0 (0.00%) 5(0.04%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%)
Total ‘ 6 (0.09%) ;. 0 (0.00%) 6 (0.04%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%)
Salmonella infantis . ‘
Total \ 1(0.01%) 1 (0.04%) 1(0.01%) 0 (0.00%) 1 {0.04%)
~ Salmonella Livingstone
Total 8(0.11%) -~ 1(0.04%) 4 (0.03%) 1 (0.05%) 1 (0.04%})
Other Salmonella Types
Total j 3(0.04%) 0(0.00%)° 12(0.09%)° 0 (0.00%)° 0 (0.00%)°
Total Salmonella detected 65 (0.92%) 9 (0.39%)° 138 (0.99%) 7 (0.32%)° 9 (0.34%)°

9 (0.34%)°

* High street retailers only

% One sample had two different Salmonelfa Enteritidis phage types.

® Four samples had two different Salmonelia strains isolated from shell and contents.

© Figures do not include Saimonella Dublin isolates which have been excluded from the dataset

((jsee 5.9.1)

Two samples had two different Salmonella strains from shell and contents

® Six samples had two separate Salmoneila strains.
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7.8  Limitations of the sample plan

7.8.1 The core sample number was 2500 as this was the minimum number
required to observe accurately whether there had been a 50% reduction in
Salmonella contamination since the previous survey in'1995/96. The survey
met its aims as the study was able to show that there had been a greater than
50% reduction from the previous survey. The study was designed to take into
account the market share of eggs on an UK-wide basis. Whilst every attempt
was made to follow the suggested number of samples, the UK egg market is a
fast moving one, and there were occasions where changes to sampling were
required. However, whilst certain retailers may have been slightly over- or
under-sampled, this is not considered to have had a material effect on the
results.

7.8.2 The map produced showing where sampling took place (see Annex G)
clearly indicates that the whole UK has been covered on a population
representative basis, with most samples taken from the main conurbations. At
no time in the survey did the number of samples taken represent a handling
problem for any of the 3 laboratories contracted.

7.9 Cross-contamination

7.9.1 The Agency originally wished to carry out this survey at packing
stations in order to improve traceability of the samples and reduce sampling
costs. Unfortunately it was not possible to gain packers’ and producers’ co-
operation to carry out this survey under the terms on which the Agency
operates. One of the potential criticisms in this case is that the further away
from the packing station samples are taken, the higher the risk that any
Salmonella found is due to cross-contamination. However, the added
advantage of taking samples at retail is that a more realistic picture can be
drawn of the eggs entering consumers’ kitchens. it should also be noted that
the likelihood of consumers carrying Salmonella on their hands and these
being transferred to eggs when they are handled in the shop is extremely low.
Nevertheless, the contractors tried to- minimise any such risk by not taking
samples from the front of the shelves. -

7.10  External Quality Assurance

7.10.1 As an additional measure the Agency implemented an external quality
assurance (EQA) programme A separate contractor was commissioned to
develop and produce the samples for this scheme. On three occasions during
the survey ten samples were sent.fo each of the three laboratories taking part
in the survey and blind tested by a‘laboratory at the contractor who developed
the EQA. Some of the samples sent to the laboratories contained very low
levels of Salmonella Poona (an isolate very rarely found on eggs, which can
be distinguished should there be any possibility of cross-contamination).
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Further details of the EQA scheme used can be found at Annex L. All three of
the laboratories performed to a high standard in these EQA trials and all
results were correct

7.10.2 It should also be noted that the laboratories all had their own Quality
Assurance systems in place and full measures were taken to avoid cross-
contamination occurring at all stages of the survey as outlined for Direct
Laboratories in Annexes B, C and O.

7.11  Impact of the survey findings on FSA advice

7.11.1 The FSA’s current advice to consumers is that cooking eggs properly
will kill any bacteria. This means cooking eggs until both the white and yolk
are solid and cooking dishes that contain egg until they are piping hot all the
way ' ’ through
(http:/ivww.food.gov. uk/safereating/foodadvice/eggs2002advice). The FSA
has also recently issued a leaflet for caterers on the use of eggs
(www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/eggleaflet.pdf). General food handling and
cooking advice is also given to consumers. The FSA believes that if the above
advice is adhered to the risk to consumers from Salmonella in eggs is low but
it is never possible to guarantee that any food is risk free. The Agency will
consider the results of this survey along with those of other surveys (such as
the forthcoming non-UK egg survey) and the resulis of available research

when considering its advice to consumers on egg consumption. ‘

7.11.2 The FSA intends to review the findings of its research programme on
eggs in 2004 and as part of this review will consider the findings of funded
research projects in relation to the current advice on the use of eggs and egg
products.
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8. CONGCLUSIONS

81 Inthe last major survey, conducted in 1995/96, the eggs were sampled
in England only. On this occasion eggs were sampled from all four countries
in the UK. If the findings from the current survey are compared on an England
only basis then there -has been a 3-fold reduction in the level of Salmonella
contamination since 1995/96. This is likely to reflect the measures introduced
by the UK egg industry to control Salmoneila.
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Embargoed until 0001 Friday 19 March

NEW TESTS SHOW UK BEATS SALMONELLA IN EGGS
UK egg producers call for same standards on imported eggs

The British Egg Industry Council (BEIC) has welcomed a new report by the Food
Standards Agency (FSA) which has cépnﬁnned the success of the UK egg industry in
overcoming salmonella in eggs.

UK egg producers are now calling on the Government to ensure that all eggs sold in
the UK are produced to the same high safety standards as those stamped with the
British Lion mark.

More than 28,000 UK-produced eggs were tested by the FSA and no salmonella
was found inside any. of them. Only nine eggs had salmqneﬂa on the shell; these
would not normally pose a health risk-if the eggs were handled correctly.

This contrasts with the most recent Health Protection Agency tests on imported
Spanish eggs, of which nearly severiper cent tested positive for salmonelia.
Spanish eggs have also been linked this year with é food poisoning outbfeak/at a
cafe in central London, with one-third of the Spanish eggs used by the café testing
positive for salmonelfa.

The British ‘Egg Information Service
126 — 128 Cromwell Road, London SW7 4ET
Tel: 020 7370 7411, Fax: 020 7373 3926, e: kevinc@britegg.co.uk
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More than 80% of UK eggs are currently produced under the industry’s voluntary
Lion Code of Practice, a comprehensive programme incorporating the highest
standards of food safety. British Lion.egg producers now believe that two of the
Lion Code’s key elements — saimonelia vaccination and a ‘best before’ date
stamped on every egg — should be imposed on all eggs sold in the UK.

“‘We are delighted that this important report has acknowledged the huge success of
the UK egg industry’s saimonella eradication programme,” says Andrew Parker.

“The investment made by BEIC producers has been entirely voluntary, and
salmonella vaccination alone has cost our industry £20 million over the past five
years. ’

“It is now time for the Government to insist that all eggs sold in the UK are produced
to these very high safety standards.”

A previous report in 2001 by the Government's Advisory Committee on the
Microbiological Safety. of Food showed that human cases of saimonella in England
and Wales more than halved in the three years following the introduction of the
British Lion programmé. ‘

“The British Lion is the one good news story for UK agriculture. Not only have we
effectively eradicated salmonella, but we have also increasgd consumer confidence
which means that egg sales are now rising,” says Andrew Parker.

~ends-

For further information please contact Amanda Cryer or Kevin Coies, British Egg
Iinformation Service on 020 7370 7411; mobiles 07770 432405 or 07776 026012

672/pressreleases/fsalfsaeggsurveyrelease
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Note fo editors:

More than 80% of UK eggs (90% of retail egg sales) are produced to the British Egg
Industry Council (BEIC) Lion Quality Code of Practice. The scheme covers 760
laying farms and 47 packing centres. -

The Lion Quality Code of Practice sets stringent food safety standards including -
vaccination of laying hens against salmonella; tesﬁng of hens and eggs;‘ full
traceability; time and temperaturé controls; and extensive biosecurity measures,
including control of rodents and effective cleansing and disinfection between flocks.

In 2003 the BEIC sigﬁiﬁcanﬂy increased the level of independent monitoring of the
Lion Quality scheme. As part of the accreditation of the Lion scheme té the EN
45011 quality standard, BEIC has moVed to independent auditing of 100% of all Lion
Quality feed productidn, hatching, pullet rearing, egg production and egg packing
units.

-ands-

For further information please contact Amanda Cryer or Kevin Coles, British Egg
Information Service on 020 7370 7411; mobiles 07770 432405 or 07776 026012

The British Egg Information Service
126 —~ 128 Cromwell Road, London SW7 4ET
Tel: 020 7370 7411, Fax: 020 7373 3926, e: kevinc@britegg.co.uk
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Salmonella contamination of UK-produced shell eggs on retail sale
Thursday, 18 March 2004

Food Survey Information Sheet 50/04

Executive Summary

The FSA'’s survey of salmonella contamination of UK—produced shell eggs on retail sa!e was carried
out over a period of 5 months, between March and July 20083.

The main objective was to establish the prevalence of saimonena contamination in these eggs and
whether this had changed since the previous retail survey conducted in England in 1995/96.

A total of 4753 samples (mostly boxes) of six eggs were purchased from a representative cross-
section of retail outlets throughout the UK and the shell and contents tested for saimonella
contamination.

In terms of different production typés of eggs. 50% were from caged production, 16.9% were from
free-range systems, 16.6% were from organic systems. and 16.5% were from barn systems.

The overalt UK finding was that mne samples (0.34%) were contaminated with salmonella, which is
equivalent to approximately one in every 290 “boxes” of six eggs.

In the last major survey, conducted.in 1995/96, the eggs were sampled in England only.
On this occasion eggs were sampled from all four countries in the UK.

If the findings from the current survey are compared on an England only basis then there has been a
threefold reduction in the level of saimonella contamination since 1995/96 and this is likely to reflect
the measures introduced by the UK egg industry to control saimonelia.

Factors that might have influenced whether or not eggs were contaminated with salmonella were also
examined.

However, where differences were found these tended to be small and much larger sample sizes
would have been required to demonstrate a statistically significant difference.

There was no statistically significant difference between the prevalence of salmonella contamination
in samples purchased in England, Scotland, Wales or Northern Ireland; or between the prevalence of
salmonella contamination in samples from different egg production types; or between non-Lion code
eggs and Lion code eggs, or between eggs that were stored chilled-or at ambient temperature.

However, there was a statistically significant higher prevalence of salmonella contamination of eggs
from medium sized retailers* than large retail outlets.

Of the nine isolates from salmonella-positive samples, seven (78%) were S. Enteritidis and of these,
three were S. EnteritidisM phage type 4 (PT4). :

There were also single isolates of S. Infantis and S. Livingstone. All of the salmonella isolates were
fully sensitive to ten antimicrobial agents and none of the thre S. Enteritidis PT4 isolates
corresponded to known vaccine strains.

http://www.food.gov.uk/science/surveillance/fsisZOO4branch/fsisSOQ4eggs?view=printerfri... 7/25/2005
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Salmonella Infantis, S. Livingstone and S. Enteritidis PTs 4, 6 and 12 were found in previous egg
surveys.

In addition to the nine salmonella positive samples there were a further § egg samples which were
reported as positie for S. Dublin.

This was an unusual and unexpected finding and on further investigation there appeared to be no
evidence to support this finding in laying flocks.

Whilst it is not possible to provide a definitive explanation for the S. Dublin findings, it is most likely to
have resulted from cross-contamination during the handling and testlng of eggs.

The Agency considers that there is sufficient doubt about the validity of the S. Dublin findings to justify
excluding them from the main analysis. )

The interpretation of the main findings from the statistical analysis remain the same with or without
the inclusion of the S. Dublin findings.

All salmonella positive samples were from egg shells.

Comparison with the 1995/96 sunjrey indicated that the prevalence of S. Enteritidis PT4, which is most
commonly associated with eggs and human iliness, in samples of six eggs have fallen sharply from
0.58% of samples to 0.11% in 2003.

It is not unusual for salmonelia to be present in the environment and therefore not surprising.that a
few isolates were found from egg shells.

The small number of positive samples points towards random contamination-from the production
environment rather than any systemic contamination from infected flocks. -

“independent/local shops

& 50/04 Egg survey - report
Read the full report (pdf file 398kb)

i 50/04 Egg survey - report annexes
Read the annexes to the report (pdf file 417KB)

% 50/04 Egg survey - results
Read the data tables (Excel spreadsheet 1.4Mb)

=% FSA survey shows very low level of salmonella contammatlon of eggs
Read the full press release and notes to editors
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