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From the Chief Executive, 

Tim J Smith 
 
Tel: 020 7276 8200   Fax: 020 7276 8104 
E-mail: Tim.Smith@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk 

 

10 November 2010 
 
Dear Stakeholder 
 
This consultation seeks your views on our proposals for the charging for meat 
hygiene and animal welfare at slaughter official controls in meat plants. 
 
Official controls are carried out by vets and meat inspectors in slaughterhouses, 
meat cutting plants and game handling establishments. They are a legal requirement 
under EU law.  The controls help ensure that the business is meeting its legal 
obligations on meat hygiene and animal welfare. 
 
The Food Standards Agency (FSA) is responsible for the controls in the UK and 
charges the businesses for the cost of delivery of these controls. Or rather, part of 
the cost, as for many years there has been a shortfall between the cost of providing 
the controls and the income from charges. In 2010/11 the shortfall is estimated to be 
£31.8m. 
  
In November 2009 the FSA decided that this gap between the costs and our income 
should be closed. The FSA’s decision was one of principle. The shortfall is, in effect, 
a subsidy to the industry. As the regulator of the industry the FSA does not believe it 
should be providing a subsidy. 
 
This point of principle is given added focus by the current economic situation and the 
Government’s objective to reduce the deficit. The FSA’s subsidy is of course a cost 
to the taxpayer, and one which is now increasingly difficult to justify. 
 
The FSA does recognise that implementing this decision places a burden on 
businesses. In putting these proposals forward for consultation the FSA has 
therefore put in place a number of measures and commitments. 
 

1. The option of phased introduction of full cost recovery for meat hygiene and 

animal welfare at slaughter official controls. 

We are seeking views on options for the timing of the introduction of full cost 
recovery, including the option of a staged introduction in 3 steps. 

 
2. Delivering efficiency 

We have already made substantial progress in recent years in reducing the 
costs of our operations. We are now going further and making a firm 
commitment to reduce the costs of our delivery of meat hygiene and animal 
welfare official controls in GB to £50 m and in NI by £275 k per annum by 
2014. This will limit the cost increases to businesses. 



 

 

 
3. Joint working on efficiency 

Businesses can reduce their bills by making their own operations more 
efficient. We will continue to commit to effective joint working with all 
businesses to support them with this. 
 

4. Reduction on charges for low throughput plants 

We are legally obliged to consider the impact of charges on low throughput 
plants. These proposals set out how we would propose to do this, including a 
proposed reduction of charges for these plants amounting to £1.4m. 

 
5. Working for reform of EU meat official controls 

We agree that there is scope for reforming EU meat official controls, making 
them more proportionate while enhancing protection of public health. This 
would reduce the costs to industry. We report on the progress on our work in 
this area in this consultation and renew our commitment to prioritise this work 
in the Agency’s new strategic plan. 

 
We hope that you consider the proposals in the round, taking account of these 
commitments. We look forward to your comments. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Tim J Smith 
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If you would prefer to receive future FSA consultations by e-mail, 
or if you no longer wish to receive information on this subject please 

notify the named person in this consultation. 

 
 

FOOD STANDARDS AGENCY CONSULTATION 
A new approach to charges for official controls on meat: delivering efficiency 

and reform 
 

CONSULTATION SUMMARY PAGE 
 

Date consultation launched: Closing date for responses: 

10 November 2010 1 February 2011 
 

Who will this consultation be of most interest to? 

The operators of approved slaughterhouses, cutting plants and game handling establishments, 
the industry organisations that represent their interests, their suppliers and customers, 
livestock producers and consumers, who are our first priority. 

 

What is the subject of this consultation? 

Proposed changes to the charging arrangements and charging levels for meat hygiene and 
welfare at slaughter official controls carried out in Great Britain by the Food Standards Agency, 
and in Northern Ireland by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Development Veterinary 
Public Health Unit on behalf of the Food Standards Agency, to apply from January 2012 

 

What is the purpose of this consultation? 

To obtain comments and views on the proposals for the method of moving to full cost recovery 
of meat hygiene and welfare at slaughter official controls, and for the provision of a maximum 
70% reduction of the full cost charge, subject to the EU minima for those establishments which 
process fewer than a specified number of animals or less than a specified amount of meat ('low 
throughput' establishments), where possible accompanied by supporting evidence. 

 

Responses to this consultation should be sent to: 

Karen McCallum-Smith 

Hygiene & Microbiology Division 

FOOD STANDARDS AGENCY 

Tel:  01224 285191    

Fax: 01224 285168 

Postal address:  

Food Standards Agency 

6th Floor, St Magnus House, 

25 Guild St, Aberdeen AB11 6NJ 

Email:meatchargingconsultation@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk   
 

Is an Impact Assessment included 
with this consultation?  

Yes  No  See Annex A for reason. 
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A NEW APPROACH TO CHARGES FOR OFFICIAL CONTROLS ON MEAT: 
DELIVERING EFFICIENCY AND REFORM  

 
DETAIL OF CONSULTATION 

 
 

Contents 

1 Summary of proposals 

 1 The proposals 

 2 Implementation of proposals, if they are agreed 

2 Background 

 1 Legal position 

 2 Meat official controls – current charging position 

 3 Minimising costs 

 4 Modernising controls 

 5 FSA Board decision and Treasury guidance 

3 The Proposals 

 1 Option 1:Do nothing: 

 2 Option 2: a move to full cost recovery for meat official controls in 
one step 

 3 Option 3: a staged move to full cost recovery for meat official 
controls in  3 steps 

 6 Option 4: a move to a maximum 70% reduction of the full cost 
charge for low throughput establishments, subject to EU minima , in 
one step 

 7 Option 5: a staged move to a maximum 70% reduction of the full 
cost charge for low throughput establishments, subject to EU 
minima, in 3 steps 

 8 Comments requested 

 
 
Summary of proposals 
 
1. This consultation sets out our proposals for moving towards full cost recovery 
of the cost of meat hygiene and welfare at slaughter official controls (referred to in this 
consultation as ‘meat official controls’) in meat establishments. The proposals are 
introduced with a number of measures and commitments: 

 the option of phased introduction of full cost recovery; 

 delivering greater efficiency in the costs of official controls, from further 
reduction of our own costs and collaborative working with industry; 

 a reduction in charges for those establishments that process fewer than a 
specified number of animals or less than a specified amount of meat, 
determined on the basis of a three year rolling average (’low throughput’ 
establishments); and  

 continued effort to influence reform of European Union official control 
requirements. 
 

2. Options are set out for removal of the current discount (including the 
allowances currently made for poultry plants using plant inspection assistants) in one 
step, or in a staged move.  The latter option would be achieved in three approximately 
equal monetary steps.  
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3. The Food Standards Agency (FSA) proposes definitions of ‘low throughput’ 
establishments, in terms of the quantity of carcases or amount of meat processed per 
year, assessed on a rolling three year average, and a maximum 70% reduction of full 
cost charges, subject to the EU minima, for meat official controls at those 
establishments, to be implemented in tandem with movement to full cost recovery for 
all other establishments. 
 
4. The proposals are intended to be implemented with effect from the charges 
made for the January 2012 charging period1.  
 
5. The FSA is committed to reducing the cost of delivering meat official controls 
(i.e. those controls for which charges are currently applied, and which are the subject 
of this consultation) for the meat industry in GB from the £55.5 million cost estimated 
for 2010/11 to £50 million over the next four years with no inflationary increases (a 
9.9% reduction in real terms).  The Department of Agriculture and Rural Development 
Veterinary Public Health Unit (DARD VPHU) is committed to reducing the cost of 
delivering meat official controls for the meat industry in Northern Ireland and has 
developed a plan to deliver efficiencies between 2010/11 and 2013/14. This will 
reduce the current yearly cost by £275,000 by 2014, resulting in total savings of at 
least £850,000 over 4 years.  

 
6. Without factoring in the reductions in cost outlined above, the FSA estimates 
that removing the current discount would cost the UK meat industry approximately 
£31.84m, and that the introduction of a maximum reduction for low throughput 
establishments would reduce the support provided to those establishments from 
approximately £1.8m to £1.4m.2  A detailed draft Impact Assessment is attached to 
this document.  
 
7. The Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs (Defra) is currently 
discussing with the FSA and Rural Affairs Departments across the UK the potential to 
recover Transmissible Spongiform Encephalopathy (TSE) official control costs. Any 
such proposals will be subject to separate consultation at a later date. This means 
that TSE costs (including specified risk material (SRM) controls) are excluded from 
this consultation. There is also the potential for increased testing for Trichinella in 
pigs. This would have implications for meat hygiene charges payable by operators of 
slaughterhouses that slaughter pigs. Any future proposals will result in further public 
consultation. 
 
Background 
 
Legal position 
 
8. Food business Operators (FBOs) are responsible for complying with the 
legal requirements governing the hygienic production of meat, animal welfare at 
slaughter and the removal and handling of animal by-products, including specified risk 
material (SRM). European legislation requires the national ‘Competent Authority’ to 
carry out ‘official controls’ to verify that food businesses meet their responsibilities. 
These official controls include the inspection of animals and meat in slaughterhouses 

                                                           
1
 The FSA works in accounting periods of 4 or 5 weeks, and an invoice is issued approximately 3 weeks after an 

accounting period for official controls delivered during that period.  The January charging period is the accounting 
period which covers all or most of January, and so the first invoice showing the new charging rates would be 
received in February. The accounting timeframe is different in NI. 
2
 Discount figures are based on 2010 estimates; inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 GDP 

deflator forecasts (inflation forecast on previous year of 2.1% in 2011 and 2.1% in 2012). Latest forecast 
can be accessed via: http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm 

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
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and game handling establishments, and verification and audit of procedures and 
processes at these premises and at meat cutting plants. The FSA is the Competent 
Authority for the UK, and this work is carried out in Great Britain (GB) by the FSA and 
in Northern Ireland (NI) by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Development 
Veterinary Public Health Unit (DARD VPHU) on behalf of the FSA. 
 
9. EU law3 requires the Competent Authority to charge food businesses for 
carrying out meat hygiene and welfare at slaughter official controls. The charge must 
not be more than the total cost of the controls and must not normally be less than the 
amount calculated from minimum EU charge rates. EU law requires that, in setting 
charging rates, the Competent Authority consider various factors, including the 
interests of businesses with a low throughput.  EU law permits, but does not require, a 
charge to be made for other official controls, such as controls relating toTSEs, 
including SRM controls.  The proposals in this consultation document take account of 
these EU requirements. 
 
EU Review of charging provisions 
 
10. The European Commission has begun a review of the EU provisions for 
charging for official controls. It is anticipated that the Commission will produce a 
proposal by the end of 2011, with a view to achieving agreement and adoption by the 
end of 2012, and implementation to follow in subsequent years.  The FSA is working 
actively with the Commission on the review, and will follow the normal UK 
consultation procedure once a proposal has been produced. 
 
Current UK charging position 
 
11.  In 2009, following consultation, a system of time-based charging for meat 
hygiene and animal welfare at slaughter official controls was introduced via national 
legislation in the four countries of the UK. Time-based charging was introduced in 
such a way as to ensure that establishments retained their previous level of discount 
that was calculated according to the Maclean formula4.  This included continuing the 
arrangement whereby poultry slaughterhouses using their own staff as plant 
inspection assistants (PIAs) had the time-costs of the PIAs, plus an allowance for 
administrative overheads, offset against the discounted charge for official controls.  
 
12. The Maclean formula was originally intended as a limited support for a 
limited time for the small and medium sized red meat slaughterhouses that could not 
use official controls efficiently due to their limited throughput.  However, in practice the 
benefit has been provided to the vast majority of establishments.   
 
13. Charges are made for meat official controls (as defined in paragraph 1) but 
do not cover the full costs of those controls. Charges are not made for either official 
controls on SRM removal from cattle, sheep and goats, or the additional Bovine 
Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) controls that apply to cattle slaughtered for human 
consumption that are required to be tested for BSE (the FBO pays the cost of both 
sample despatch and the BSE test itself, but not the cost of the related official 
controls).   
 

                                                           
3
 Regulation (EC) No. 882/2004 of the European Parliament and the Council of 29 April 2004 on official 

controls performed to ensure the verification of compliance with feed and food law, animal health and 
animal welfare rules (as amended)  
4
 Colin Maclean was Chairman of the Meat Inspection Charges Task Force, which produced a report and 

recommendations in 2001 - see http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/meatinspectionchanges.pdf 
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Current costs 
 
14. The difference between the current FBO charges and the cost of all official 
controls is funded by the taxpayer.  For the year 2010/11, the estimated total cost of 
delivering meat and TSE official controls in GB and meat and SRM controls in NI  is 
as follows: 
 

2010/11 estimated total official controls cost and funding 

Current Cost (£m) Funded by (£m) 

GB 67.3   

NI 6.6   

  FSA 35.9 

  Other 
Government 
Departments 
(GB)  

6.5 

  FSA in NI  3.0 

  Industry (GB) 24.9 

  Industry (NI) 3.6 

Total 73.9  73.9 

 
The above costs include those official controls for which charges are not currently 
applied (£11.8m in GB and £0.5m in NI).  The current total cost of delivering those 
official controls for which charges are applied, and which are the subject of this 
consultation, is estimated to be £55.5m in GB and £6.1m in NI.  
 
Minimising costs 
 
15.    The FSA’s key objective is to deliver the best possible protection for 
consumers and does not consider that providing this should be based on economic 
circumstances or the ability of industry to pay.  Recovery of the full costs of official 
meat controls complies with Government policy, and carries a clear benefit to 
taxpayers. However, the FSA does not wish to place an undue burden on business, 
and has itself achieved significant efficiencies in the delivery of official meat controls 
and will continue to drive down its own costs.  The FSA participates in the UK 
Government’s reducing regulation initiative, and these proposals will be referred to 
the Reducing Regulation Committee, a UK Government Cabinet sub-Committee.    
 
Efficiencies to date 
 
16. The cost of delivering all official controls for meat establishments in Great 
Britain reduced significantly from £91.3m in 2006/7 to £68.1m at the end of 2009/10, 
and is expected to reduce further to an estimated £67.3m by the end of 2010/11.  The 
vast majority of these efficiencies result from management initiatives within the old 
Meat Hygiene Service (MHS). In Northern Ireland the cost of delivering official 
controls reduced from £7.1m in 2007/8 to £6.6m at the end of 2009/10. 
 
Future efficiencies 
 
17. The FSA is committed to reducing the cost of delivering meat official controls 
(i.e. those controls for which charges are currently applied, and which are the subject 
of this consultation) for the meat industry in GB from the £55.5 million estimated for 
2010/11 to £50 million over the next four years including absorbing the impact of 
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inflation. Subject to the assumptions outlined below, this is the maximum the industry 
would be expected to pay. This reduction in cost is based on changes that the FSA 
can make itself.  Any reductions in expenditure that both the industry and FSA can 
deliver by making joint changes to working practices would be in addition to this. The 
following assumptions form part of this commitment: 
 

 Throughput remains reasonably static.  Any large-scale increases in 
throughput would bring an increase in demand for controls which would 
increase overall costs; 

 European legislation does not change in a way that increases the regulatory 
requirement; 

 Some changes may require consultation and the pace at which they can be 
implemented may be difficult to predict at times. Otherwise it has to be 
assumed that all change initiatives are deliverable and can be delivered 
within the required timescale; 

 Existing overhead costs, such as pension liabilities, remain reasonably static; 
and 

 There are no major outbreaks of animal disease in GB. 
 

18.   DARD VPHU is committed to reducing the cost of delivering official controls 
for the meat industry in Northern Ireland and has developed a plan to deliver 
efficiencies between 2010/11 and 2013/14. This will reduce the current yearly cost by 
£275,000 by 2014, resulting in total savings of at least £850,000 over 4 years. The 
FSA and DARD VPHU will also continue to work closely with industry to identify the 
scope for efficiency savings in individual establishments.  
  
Business Agreements 
 
19. The introduction in 2009 of Business Agreements (agreements between the 
food business operator (FBO) and the FSA which ensure effective delivery of official 
controls whilst minimising the use of official control resources required) has 
contributed an estimated reduction in charges of £1.3m in GB. Business Agreements 
provide opportunities for collaboration to increase efficiency at an individual business 
level. The FSA identified significant opportunities for changes by FBOs to reduce the 
resources required in a number of establishments and we work with industry to realise 
these efficiencies. 
 
Earned recognition 
 
20. The FSA intends to increase the use of third party assurance arrangements 
to reduce the level and cost of controls. Meat official controls require the audit of 
FBOs’ food safety management systems as well as official inspection of animals and 
meat.  Audit frequency is determined on a risk basis, taking into account FBO 
compliance history. Third party assurance schemes could be useful in helping to 
identify compliant businesses and assessing risk.  Slaughterhouses and cutting plants 
have an opportunity to influence the cost of official controls, since there is a link 
between their management and compliance levels and the frequency of official control 
audits. The FSA recognises that the scope to influence control costs in 
slaughterhouses is more limited than in cutting plants, because of the prescriptive EU 
requirements for official inspections in the former.  
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Modernising controls 
 
21. Official controls, including requirements for official inspection and audit of 
FBOs’ controls, are set out in EU legislation so any changes must be proposed by the 
European Commission and agreed with other European member states and 
international partners.  The FSA commits resources to working actively with the 
European Commission, the European Food Safety Authority and other member states 
to develop a basis for a more risk-based, modernised, set of controls.  
 
FSA Board decision and Treasury guidance 
 
22. In the 2009 public consultation that led to the introduction of the current 
charging arrangements, the FSA stated that an increasing level of cost sharing by 
industry would be appropriate, and developed policy with industry bodies with the 
intention of consulting on proposals for future implementation. 
 
23. In November 2009 the FSA Board reviewed this matter and agreed that: 
  

 it is not a function of the FSA to subsidise industry and if a continuing 
subsidy is to be provided it should come from elsewhere;  
 

 providing the best possible protection for consumers from food risk 
should not be based on economic circumstances or the ability of an 
industry to pay; and 
  

 the FSA should consult with industry and government stakeholders on 
proposals for implementing the Board’s decision to recover full costs for 
official meat controls. 
 

24. HM Treasury guidance5, which applies to all UK countries, requires full cost 
recovery for publicly provided goods and services.  The guidance advises that if 
Ministers decide on a financial target short of full cost recovery, there should be a 
plan to achieve full cost recovery within a reasonable period. 
 
25. Accordingly, the following proposals outline options for achieving full cost 
recovery for meat official controls, taking into account EU requirements and HM 
Treasury guidance.  Please see the attached draft Impact Assessment for a detailed 
explanation of the proposals, including the proposed method of determining ‘low 
throughput’ status.  
 

                                                           
5
 http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/psr_managingpublicmoney_publication.htm 



 

8 

 

Proposals 
 

Options: 
  
1.  Do nothing 
 
2.  A move to full cost recovery for meat official controls in one step 
 
3.  A staged move to full cost recovery for meat official controls in three steps. 
 
4.  A move to a maximum reduction of the full cost charge for low throughput 
establishments, subject to EU minima, in one step. 
 
5.  A staged move to a maximum reduction of the full cost charge for low 
throughput establishments, subject to EU minima, in three steps. 
 

 
 
Impact Assessment 
 
26. Full analysis of all options in this consultation can be found in the attached 
draft Impact Assessment.  All estimates and illustrations in this document and the 
draft Impact Assessment take as their baseline 2009/10 throughput data for animals 
and meat, and estimated costs and charges for meat official controls in 2010/11. 
 
27.   The estimates and illustrations do not factor in those efficiencies to which 
the FSA and DARD VPHU are committed.  
 
28. This is because savings from these efficiencies may not be distributed evenly 
over the years or across establishments, and their effect on individual establishments 
will vary depending upon a combination of factors, including current discount, 
throughput, resources required, and the effect of the EU minima.  In addition, the draft 
Impact Assessment does not take into account efficiency savings which may be 
achieved by industry working in collaboration with the FSA to reduce the amount of 
official control resource required in individual establishments. Therefore the estimates 
and illustrations demonstrate the highest costs that could be expected, and the 
potential impact of full cost recovery could be less than the estimates provided.  
 
29. Food Business Operators of meat establishments in GB may request an 
estimate of the potential effect on their business by post or email from the FSA 
Finance (Charges) at Foss House, King’s Pool, 1-2 Peasholme Green, York, YO1 
7PR, email address: charge.estimates@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk  
 
The preferred option of the FSA 
 
30. Options 3 and 5 are our preferred options, because they would align with the 
timescale for the FSA planned efficiencies, and would allow establishments more time 
to adjust to paying the full costs of official controls.  The final decision on which 
options to recommend to Ministers will be taken by the FSA Board, and will take into 
account the comments received in response to this consultation. 
 
31.   We would greatly appreciate comments with supporting evidence on 
the impact of these options on the establishments that will pay the increased 
charges and on any other indirect impacts. 

mailto:charge.estimates@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk
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Comments requested 
 
32. Please provide comments and views on the above proposals to increase 
charges for meat official controls, and on the further information provided in the 
attached draft Impact Assessment.  In particular, the FSA would be grateful for 
comments on the questions set out below. 
 
33. Where possible, please provide evidence in support of your views: this is 
particularly important in relation to any comments you make on the financial or other 
impacts of the proposals. 

 
 

Questions asked in this consultation: 
  
Q1 Do you consider an immediate, or a staged move to full cost recovery to 

be preferable, and on what grounds? 
 

Q2    Do you have any comments on the distribution of impact of full cost 
recovery across the supply chain?  Please provide evidence, if 
possible. 

 
Q3 Have you any comments on the FSA’s proposed definitions of low 

throughput establishments? 
 

Q4    Have you any comments on the FSA’s proposed use of a rolling 3 year 
average to identify low throughput establishments? 

 
Q5    Have you any comments on the FSA’s proposed restriction of the low 

throughput reduction to a maximum of 70%? 
 
Q6   Have you any proposals for mechanisms which would mitigate the 

impact of full cost recovery on establishments which will fall just 
outside the low throughput definition?  

 

 
 
Consultation Process 
 
34. The FSA established a Meat Charging Stakeholder Group, with 
representation from industry sectors and consumers to provide a forum for discussion 
on how to implement the decision of the FSA Board.  The Group met on 8 July 2010, 
and again on 29 September 2010, and will continue to meet at intervals as required. 
Details of the Group’s membership and terms of reference, together with minutes of 
meetings, will be published on the FSA’s website.    At the close of this public 
consultation, the FSA will consider all responses received, together with the views 
expressed by the Meat Charging Stakeholder Group, and will develop a 
recommendation to Ministers on future charging for meat official controls. 
 
 
35. If possible, please respond using the electronic form attached at Annex D, as 
this would make it easier for us to summarise your comments and to ensure that none 
are overlooked.  The form lists the proposals and matters on which your views would 
be particularly appreciated with spaces for responses.   
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Other relevant documents 
 
36. Regulation (EC) 882/2004 on official controls performed to ensure the 
verification of compliance with feed and food law, animal health and welfare rules 
http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:2004R0882:20090807:EN:P
DF  
Minutes of the FSA Board meeting, 10 November 2009 
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/board/boardmins091110.pdf  
 
 
Responses 

 
37. Responses are required by close 1 February 2011.  Please state, in your 
response, whether you are responding as a private individual or on behalf of an 
organisation/company (including details of any stakeholders your organisation 
represents). 
 

 
Thank you on behalf of the Food Standards Agency for participating in this public 
consultation. 
 
Yours, 
 
Karen McCallum-Smith 
 
Hygiene & Microbiology Division 
 
Enclosed 
 
Annex A: Standard Consultation Information 
 
Annex B: Schedule of terms and acronyms 
 
Annex C: Draft Impact Assessment  
 
Annex D: Consultation response form 
 
Annex E: List of interested parties 
 

http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/board/boardmins091110.pdf
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Queries 
 

1. If you have any queries relating to this consultation please contact the person named 
on page 1, who will be able to respond to your questions.  

 
Publication of personal data and confidentiality of responses  
 

2. In accordance with the FSA principle of openness our Information Centre at Aviation 
House will hold a copy of the completed consultation. Responses will be open to 
public access upon request. The FSA will also publish a summary of responses, 
which may include personal data, such as your full name and contact address details. 
If you do not want this information to be released, please complete and return the 
Publication of Personal Data form, which is on the website at   
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/worddocs/dataprotection.doc Return of this 
form does not mean that we will treat your response to the consultation as 
confidential, just your personal data. 
 

3. In accordance with the provisions of Freedom of Information Act 2000/Environmental 
Information Regulations 2004, all information contained in your response may be 
subject to publication or disclosure. If you consider that some of the information 
provided in your response should not be disclosed, you should indicate the 
information concerned, request that it is not disclosed and explain what harm you 
consider would result from disclosure. The final decision on whether the information 
should be withheld rests with the FSA. However, we will take into account your views 
when making this decision.   
 

4. Any automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will not be 
considered as such a request unless you specifically include a request, with an 
explanation, in the main text of your response.  
 

Further information 
 

5. A list of interested parties to whom this letter is being sent appears in Annex E.  
Please feel free to pass this document to any other interested parties, or send us 
their full contact details and we will arrange for a copy to be sent to them direct.  
 

6. A Welsh version of the consultation document can be found at www.food.gov.uk   
 

7. Please contact us for alternative versions of the consultation documents in Braille, 
other languages or audiocassette. 

 
8. Please let us know if you need paper copies of the consultation documents or of 

anything specified under ‘Other relevant documents’. 
 

9. This consultation has been prepared in accordance with HM Government Code of 
Practice on Consultation, available at: http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file47158.pdf   
The Consultation Criteria from that Code should be included in each consultation and 
they are listed below: 
 

The Seven Consultation Criteria 

Criterion 1 — When to consult 
Formal consultation should take place at a stage when there is scope to influence 
the policy outcome. 

http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/worddocs/dataprotection.doc
http://www.food.gov.uk/
http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file47158.pdf
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Criterion 2 — Duration of consultation exercises 
Consultations should normally last for at least 12 weeks with consideration given 
to longer timescales where feasible and sensible. 

Criterion 3 — Clarity of scope and impact 
Consultation documents should be clear about the consultation process, what is 
being proposed, the scope to influence and the expected costs and benefits of 
the proposals. 

Criterion 4 — Accessibility of consultation exercises 
Consultation exercises should be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted 
at, those people the exercise is intended to reach. 

Criterion 5 — The burden of consultation 
Keeping the burden of consultation to a minimum is essential if consultations are 
to be effective and if consultees’ buy-in to the process is to be obtained. 

Criterion 6 Responsiveness of consultation exercises 
Consultation responses should be analysed carefully and clear feedback should 
be provided to participants following the consultation. 

Criterion 7 Capacity to consult 
Officials running consultations should seek guidance in how to run an effective 
consultation exercise and share what they have learned from the experience. 

 
 

10. The Code of Practice states that an Impact Assessment should normally be 
published alongside a formal consultation. Please see the Draft Impact Assessment 
at Annex C.  

 
11. For details about the consultation process (not about the content of this consultation) 

please contact: Food Standards Agency Consultation Co-ordinator, Room 1B, 
Aviation House, 125 Kingsway, London, WC2B 6NH.  Tel: 020 7276 8140. 

 
Comments on the consultation process itself 

 
12. We are interested in what you thought of this consultation and would therefore 

welcome your general feedback on both the consultation package and overall 
consultation process.  If you would like to help us improve the quality of future 
consultations, please feel free to share your thoughts with us by using the 
Consultation Feedback Questionnaire at 
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/worddocs/consultfeedback.doc  

 
13. If you would like to be included on future Food Standards Agency consultations on 

other topics, please advise us of those subject areas that you might be specifically 
interested in by using the Consultation Feedback Questionnaire at 
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/worddocs/consultfeedback.doc   The 
questionnaire can also be used to update us about your existing contact details.  

 

mailto:consultationcoordinator@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/worddocs/consultfeedback.doc
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/worddocs/consultfeedback.doc


 SCHEDULE OF TERMS AND ACRONYMS  ANNEX B 

Approval Recognition by the Competent Authority that an 
establishment handling food of animal origin meets the 
requirements specified in the EU Hygiene Regulations 

BSE Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy - a disease which 
affects cattle, and is one of the group of brain diseases 
known as Transmissible Spongiform Encephalopathies 

Business 
agreements 

An agreement between a food business operator and 
the FSA which establishes the working hours and 
practices for which official control hours would be 
required 

CA Competent Authority - the national central body 
responsible for the delivery of official controls under the 
EU Food Hygiene legislation 

Charging period The period for which charges for official controls are 
calculated - normally 4 or 5 weeks 

Cluster Meat establishments are grouped into geographical 
areas known as clusters for the purpose of 
management of delivery of official controls 

DARD Department of Agriculture and Rural Development 
Northern Ireland 

DARD VPHU Department of Agriculture and Rural Development 
Northern Ireland Veterinary Public Health Unit 

Defra Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs 

Division Business area for purposes of delivery of DARD 
Veterinary Office services in Northern Ireland 

Divisional 
Veterinary Officer 

DARD Veterinary Officer, covering one of the business 
areas known as Divisions (see above) 

EAC Equivalent Annual Cost - the calculation of ’one-off’ 
transition costs for comparison on an annualised 
equivalent basis of policies covering differing time-
spans. 

Establishment The premises of a business, in a particular location (a 
business may have one or more establishments) 

EU European Union 

Familiarisation 
costs 

Those costs incurred in understanding a new procedure 
or policy 

FBO Food Business Operator 

FSA Food Standards Agency 

GB Great Britain - England, Scotland and Wales 

Lead Veterinarian Team leader, managing delivery of official controls for 
meat establishments in a cluster 

Maclean Colin Maclean was Chairman of the Meat Inspection 
Charges Task Force, which produced a report and 
recommendations in 2001 - see 
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/meatinspection
changes.pdf 

MHS Meat Hygiene Service - until April 2010, an executive 
Agency of the FSA, responsible for delivery of meat 
official controls 



 SCHEDULE OF TERMS AND ACRONYMS  ANNEX B 

NI Northern Ireland 

Official controls Inspection, verification and audit carried out to verify 
that FBOs comply with the legal requirements 
governing the production of food 

OGD Other Government Departments 

PIA Plant Inspection Assistant - a person directly employed 
by an FBO, who assists the FSA or DARD VPHU with 
certain specified elements of official controls 

Reducing 
Regulation 
Committee 

A UK Government Cabinet sub-Committee 

SRM Specified Risk Material - the parts of cattle, sheep and 
goats most likely to carry BSE. SRM must be removed 
when an animal is slaughtered  

Throughput The number of animals or amount of meat which is 
processed at a particular establishment 

TSE Transmissible Spongiform Encephalopathies - a group 
of brain diseases that affect a number of different 
mammals 

UK United Kingdom - England, Northern Ireland, Scotland 
and Wales 
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Summary: Intervention and Options 
  

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary? 

Consumers and food manufacturers need to be confident that meat is of the nature, substance and quality 
that they wish to buy. Official controls prescribed in EU Hygiene Regulations are carried out to ensure that 
meat is of the standard necessary and to provide a good level of confidence that the food business 
operators of slaughterhouses, cutting plants and game handling establishments are managing the risk of 
food-borne disease appropriately. Government intervention is needed to ensure that the cost of meat official 
controls is met by the establishments where the controls are carried out, rather than by the regulator and 
ultimately the taxpayer. 

 

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects? 

The main objective of the policy is for approved meat establishments rather than taxpayers to pay the cost 
of meat official controls in recognition of the benefit that they derive from them and in line with FSA Board 
and HM Treasury policy. This would have the effect of relieving taxpayers of costs properly borne by those 
establishments, and of increasing efficiency in the conduct of official controls at those establishments. 

 

What policy options have been considered? Please justify preferred option (further details in Evidence Base) 

Option 1 - do nothing 
Option 2 - a move to full cost recovery for meat official controls in one step 
Option 3 - a staged move to full cost recovery for meat official controls in three steps. 
Option 4 - a move to a maximum 70% reduction of the full cost charge for low throughput establishments in 
one step  
Option 5 - a staged move to a maximum 70% reduction of the full cost charge for low throughput 
establishments in three steps. 
Options 3 and 5 in combination are preferred because they would align with the timescale for the FSA 
planned efficiencies and allow establishments more time to adjust to the new level of charges for official 
controls. The final decision on which options to recommend to Ministers will be taken by the FSA Board, 
and will take into account the comments received in response to this consultation. 

  
When will the policy be reviewed to establish its impact and the extent to which 
the policy objectives have been achieved? 

It will be reviewed   

05/2015 

Are there arrangements in place that will allow a systematic collection of 
monitoring information for future policy review? 

Yes 

 
 

SELECT SIGNATORY Sign-off  For consultation stage Impact Assessments: 

I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it 
represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options. 

Signed by the responsible Chief Executive: ..........................................................  Date: 3/11/2010
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Summary: Analysis and Evidence Policy Option 2 
Description:   

A move to full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in one step 

Price Base 

Year  2010 

PV Base 

Year  2012 

Time Period 

Years  1 

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m) 

Low: N/A High: N/A Best Estimate: -0.01 
 

COSTS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 
 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Cost  
(Present Value) 

Low  N/A 

1 

N/A N/A 

High  N/A N/A N/A 

Best Estimate 

 

0.01 31.42 31.43 

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

Total cost of policy option: £31.43m (constant price). Total industry: £12,844 in one-off familiarisation costs; 
£31.42m for on-going full recovery costs (meat hygiene controls). Food Standards Agency: £1,771 in one-
off familiarisation costs.  

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

Non-monetised costs were not identified.  

BENEFITS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 
 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Benefit  
(Present Value) 

Low  N/A 

N/Optional N/A 

N/A N/A 

High  N/A N/A N/A 

Best Estimate 

 

N/A N/A 31.42 

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

Total benefit of policy option: £31.42m (constant price) in revenue for exchequer and reduced cost to 
taxpayer. 

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

Full cost recovery could act as an incentive to industry to invest to maximise efficient use of official controls 
and encourage businesses to review their business agreement with FSA to reduce the resources required. 

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate (%) 

 

3.5 

Cost and charge figures are based on 2010 estimates; inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 GDP 
deflator forecasts. Time taken for Industry and FSA to familiarise themselves with proposal: two hours. We 
assume that one-third of the cost associated with full cost recovery would be absorbed by slaughterhouses 
(£10.47m), leaving two-thirds to be passed down the chain to livestock producers (£20.94m).  
 
Potential impact of full cost recovery estimates could be less than indicated; as cost and benefits have not 
been adjusted to take account of efficiency savings.   

 
Impact on admin burden (AB) (£m):  Impact on policy cost savings (£m): In scope 

New AB:       AB savings:       Net:       Policy cost savings:       Yes/No 
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Enforcement, Implementation and Wider Impacts 

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? United Kingdom       

From what date will the policy be implemented? 01/01/2012 

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? FSA 

What is the annual change in enforcement cost (£m)? Minimal1 

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? No 

Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? Yes 

What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions?  
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)   

Traded:    

      

Non-traded: 

      

Does the proposal have an impact on competition? Yes 

What proportion (%) of Total PV costs/benefits is directly attributable to 
primary legislation, if applicable? 

Costs:  
   N/A 

Benefits: 
   N/A 

Annual cost (£m) per organisation 
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

 

Micro 

      

< 20 

      

Small 

      

Medium 

      

Large 

      

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No No No No 
 

Specific Impact Tests: Checklist 
Set out in the table below where information on any SITs undertaken as part of the analysis of the policy 
options can be found in the evidence base. For guidance on how to complete each test, double-click on 
the link for the guidance provided by the relevant department.  

Please note this checklist is not intended to list each and every statutory consideration that departments 
should take into account when deciding which policy option to follow. It is the responsibility of 
departments to make sure that their duties are complied with. 

Does your policy option/proposal have an impact on…? Impact Page ref 
within IA 

Statutory equality duties 

Statutory Equality Duties Impact Test guidance 

No     

 

Economic impacts   

Competition  Competition Assessment Impact Test guidance Yes 37 

Small firms  Small Firms Impact Test guidance Yes 38 
 

Environmental impacts  

Greenhouse gas assessment  Greenhouse Gas Assessment Impact Test guidance No     

Wider environmental issues  Wider Environmental Issues Impact Test guidance No     
 

Social impacts   

Health and well-being  Health and Well-being Impact Test guidance No     

Human rights  Human Rights Impact Test guidance No     

Justice system  Justice Impact Test guidance No     

Rural proofing  Rural Proofing Impact Test guidance Yes 38    
 

Sustainable development 

Sustainable Development Impact Test guidance 

Yes 38    

                                            
1
 Minimal once FBOs adjust to the new charging arrangements but it is recognised there may be an initial amount of work for FSA operations in 

providing advice in response to enquiries. 

http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/statutory-Equality-Duties-Guidance
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Competition-Assessment
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Small-Firms-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Greenhouse-Gas-Impact-Assessment
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Wider-Environmental-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Health-and-Well-Being
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Human-Rights
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Justice-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Rural-Proofing
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Sustainable-Development-Impact-Test
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Summary: Analysis and Evidence Policy Option 3 
Description:   

A staged move to full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in 3 steps 

Price Base 

Year  2010 

PV Base 

Year  2012 

Time Period 

Years  3 

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m) 

Low: N/A High: N/A Best Estimate: -0.01 
 

COSTS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 
 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Cost  
(Present Value) 

Low  N/A 

1 

N/A N/A 

High  N/A N/A N/A 

Best Estimate 

 

0.01 10.47 30.42 

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

Total cost of policy option: £31.43m (constant price). Total industry: £12,844 in one-off familiarisation costs; 
£31.42m for ongoing full recovery costs (meat hygiene controls) at an annual average cost of £10.47m. 
Food Standards Agency: £1,771 in one-off familiarisation costs.  
 
Over a 3 year period the total equivalent annual cost of familiarisation is approximately £5,217 

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

Non-monetised costs were not identified. 

BENEFITS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 
 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Benefit  
(Present Value) 

Low  N/A 

N/A 

N/A N/A 

High  N/A N/A N/A 

Best Estimate 

 

0 10.47 30.40 

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

Total benefit of policy option: £31.42m (constant price) in revenue for exchequer and reduced cost to 
taxpayer. 

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

Full cost recovery could act as an incentive to industry to invest to maximise efficient use of official controls 
and encourage businesses to review their business agreement with FSA to reduce the resources required. 

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate (%) 

 

3.5 

Cost & charge figures are based on 2010 estimates; inflated to 2012 prices using Sept 2010 GDP deflator 
forecasts. Time taken for Industry and FSA to familiarise themselves with proposal: 2 hours.  Equivalent 
Annual Costs (EAC) is applied to ‟one-off‟ transition costs (familiarisation)  in order to compare, on an 
equivalent basis, across policies spanning different time periods i.e. policies in excess of a one year time 
period. We assume that one-third of the cost associated with full cost recovery would be absorbed by 
slaughterhouses (£10.47m), leaving two-thirds to be passed to livestock producers (£20.94m).  Potential 
impact of full cost recovery estimates could be less than indicated; as cost and benefits have not been 
adjusted to take account of efficiency savings.   

 
Impact on admin burden (AB) (£m):  Impact on policy cost savings (£m): In scope 

New AB:       AB savings:       Net:       Policy cost savings:       Yes/No 
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Enforcement, Implementation and Wider Impacts 

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? United Kingdom       

From what date will the policy be implemented? 01/01/2012 

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? FSA 

What is the annual change in enforcement cost (£m)? Minimal2 

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? No 

Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? Yes 

What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions?  
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)   

Traded:    

      

Non-traded: 

      

Does the proposal have an impact on competition? Yes 

What proportion (%) of Total PV costs/benefits is directly attributable to 
primary legislation, if applicable? 

Costs:  
   N/A 

Benefits: 
   N/A 

Annual cost (£m) per organisation 
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

 

Micro 

      

< 20 

      

Small 

      

Medium 

      

Large 

      

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No No No No 
 

Specific Impact Tests: Checklist 
Set out in the table below where information on any SITs undertaken as part of the analysis of the policy 
options can be found in the evidence base. For guidance on how to complete each test, double-click on 
the link for the guidance provided by the relevant department.  

Please note this checklist is not intended to list each and every statutory consideration that departments 
should take into account when deciding which policy option to follow. It is the responsibility of 
departments to make sure that their duties are complied with. 

Does your policy option/proposal have an impact on…? Impact Page ref 
within IA 

Statutory equality duties3 

Statutory Equality Duties Impact Test guidance 

No     

 

Economic impacts   

Competition  Competition Assessment Impact Test guidance Yes 37 

Small firms  Small Firms Impact Test guidance Yes 38 
 

Environmental impacts  

Greenhouse gas assessment  Greenhouse Gas Assessment Impact Test guidance No     

Wider environmental issues  Wider Environmental Issues Impact Test guidance No     
 

Social impacts   

Health and well-being  Health and Well-being Impact Test guidance No     

Human rights  Human Rights Impact Test guidance No     

Justice system  Justice Impact Test guidance No     

Rural proofing  Rural Proofing Impact Test guidance Yes 38 
 

Sustainable development 

Sustainable Development Impact Test guidance 

Yes 38 

                                            
2
 Minimal once FBOs adjust to the new charging arrangements but it is recognised there may be an initial amount of work for FSA operations in 

providing advice in response to enquiries. 
3 Race, disability and gender Impact assessments are statutory requirements for relevant policies. Equality statutory requirements will be 

expanded 2011, once the Equality Bill comes into force. Statutory equality duties part of the Equality Bill apply to GB only. The Toolkit provides 
advice on statutory equality duties for public authorities with a remit in Northern Ireland.  

http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/statutory-Equality-Duties-Guidance
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Competition-Assessment
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Small-Firms-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Greenhouse-Gas-Impact-Assessment
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Wider-Environmental-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Health-and-Well-Being
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Human-Rights
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Justice-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Rural-Proofing
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Sustainable-Development-Impact-Test
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Summary: Analysis and Evidence Policy Option 4 
Description:   

A move to a maximum reduction of 70%, subject to the EU minima, for low throughput establishments in 
one step 

Price Base 

Year  2010 

PV Base 

Year  2012 

Time Period 

Years  1 

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m) 

Low: N/A High: N/A Best Estimate: -0.02 
 

COSTS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 
 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Cost  
(Present Value) 

Low  N/A 

1 

N/A N/A 

High  N/A N/A N/A 

Best Estimate 

 

0.02 N/A 0.44 

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

Total cost of policy option: £0.44m (constant price). Total industry: £15,673 in one-off familiarisation costs; 
£0.42m for ongoing full recovery costs (meat hygiene controls). Food Standards Agency: £1,771 in one-off 
familiarisation.  

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

Non-monetised costs were not identified 

BENEFITS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 
 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Benefit  
(Present Value) 

Low  N/A 

N/A 

N/A N/A 

High  N/A N/A N/A 

Best Estimate 

 

0 N/A 0.42 

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

Total benefit of policy option: £0.42m (constant price) in revenue for exchequer and reduced cost to 
taxpayer. 

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

Increase in cost recovery could act as an incentive to industry to invest to maximise efficient use of official 
controls and encourage businesses to review their business agreement with FSA to reduce the resources 
required. 

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate (%) 

 

3.5 

Cost and charge figures are based on 2010 estimates; inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 GDP 
deflator forecasts. Time taken for Industry and FSA to familiarise themselves with proposal: two hours.  We 
assume that one-third of the cost associated with full cost recovery would be absorbed by slaughterhouses 
(£0.14m), leaving two-thirds to be passed down the chain to livestock producers (£0.28m). 
 
Potential impact of increase in cost recovery estimates could be less than indicated; as cost and benefits 
have not been adjusted to take account of efficiency savings. 

 
Impact on admin burden (AB) (£m):  Impact on policy cost savings (£m): In scope 

New AB:       AB savings:       Net:       Policy cost savings:       Yes/No 
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Enforcement, Implementation and Wider Impacts 

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? United Kingdom       

From what date will the policy be implemented? 01/01/2012 

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? FSA 

What is the annual change in enforcement cost (£m)? Minimal4 

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? No 

Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? Yes 

What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions?  
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)   

Traded:    

      

Non-traded: 

      

Does the proposal have an impact on competition? Yes 

What proportion (%) of Total PV costs/benefits is directly attributable to 
primary legislation, if applicable? 

Costs:  
N/A 

Benefits: 
   N/A 

Annual cost (£m) per organisation 
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

 

Micro 

      

< 20 

      

Small 

      

Medium 

      

Large 

      

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No No No No 
 

Specific Impact Tests: Checklist 
Set out in the table below where information on any SITs undertaken as part of the analysis of the policy 
options can be found in the evidence base. For guidance on how to complete each test, double-click on 
the link for the guidance provided by the relevant department.  

Please note this checklist is not intended to list each and every statutory consideration that departments 
should take into account when deciding which policy option to follow. It is the responsibility of 
departments to make sure that their duties are complied with. 

Does your policy option/proposal have an impact on…? Impact Page ref 
within IA 

Statutory equality duties5 

Statutory Equality Duties Impact Test guidance 

No     

 

Economic impacts   

Competition  Competition Assessment Impact Test guidance Yes 37    

Small firms  Small Firms Impact Test guidance Yes 38    
 

Environmental impacts  

Greenhouse gas assessment  Greenhouse Gas Assessment Impact Test guidance No     

Wider environmental issues  Wider Environmental Issues Impact Test guidance No     
 

Social impacts   

Health and well-being  Health and Well-being Impact Test guidance No     

Human rights  Human Rights Impact Test guidance No     

Justice system  Justice Impact Test guidance No     

Rural proofing  Rural Proofing Impact Test guidance Yes 38 
 

Sustainable development 

Sustainable Development Impact Test guidance 

Yes 38 

                                            
4
 Minimal once FBOs adjust to the new charging arrangements but it is recognised there may be an initial amount of work for FSA operations in 

providing advice in response to enquiries. 
5 Race, disability and gender Impact assessments are statutory requirements for relevant policies. Equality statutory requirements will be 

expanded 2011, once the Equality Bill comes into force. Statutory equality duties part of the Equality Bill apply to GB only. The Toolkit provides 
advice on statutory equality duties for public authorities with a remit in Northern Ireland.  

http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/statutory-Equality-Duties-Guidance
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Competition-Assessment
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Small-Firms-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Greenhouse-Gas-Impact-Assessment
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Wider-Environmental-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Health-and-Well-Being
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Human-Rights
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Justice-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Rural-Proofing
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Sustainable-Development-Impact-Test
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Summary: Analysis and Evidence Policy Option 5 
Description:   

A move to a maximum reduction of 70%, subject to the EU minima, for low throughput establishments in 
3 steps      

Price Base 

Year  2010 

PV Base 

Year  2012 

Time Period 

Years  3 

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m) 

Low: N/A High: N/A Best Estimate: -0.02 
 

COSTS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 
 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Cost  
(Present Value) 

Low  N/A 

1 

N/A N/A 

High  N/A N/A N/A 

Best Estimate 

 

0.02 0.15 0.42 

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

Total cost of policy option: £0.44m (constant prices). Total industry: £15,673 in one-off familiarisation costs; 
£0.42m for ongoing full recovery costs (meat hygiene controls) at an annual average cost of £0.14m. Food 
Standards Agency: £1,771 in one-off familiarisation.  
 
Over a 3 year period the total equivalent annual cost of familiarisation is approximately £6,227 

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

Non-monetised costs were not identified. 

BENEFITS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 
 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Benefit  
(Present Value) 

Low  N/A 

N/A 

N/A N/A 

High  N/A N/A N/A 

Best Estimate 

 

0 0.14 0.4 

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

Total benefit of policy option: £0.42m (constant price) in revenue for exchequer and reduced cost to 
taxpayer. 

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

Increase in  cost recovery could act as an incentive to industry to invest to maximise efficient use of official 
controls and encourage businesses to review their business agreement with FSA operations to reduce the 
resources required. 

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate (%) 

 

3.5 

Cost and charge figures are based on 2010 estimates; inflated to 2012 prices using Sept 2010 GDP deflator 
forecasts. Time taken for Industry and FSA to familiarise themselves with proposal: two hours. Equivalent 
Annual Costs (EAC) is applied to ‟one-off‟ transition costs (familiarisation)  in order to compare, on an 
equivalent basis, across policies spanning different time periods i.e. policies in excess of a one year time 
period. We assume that one-third of the cost associated with full cost recovery would be absorbed by 
slaughterhouses (£0.14m), leaving two-thirds to be passed down to livestock producers (£0.28m). Potential 
impact of increase in cost recovery estimates could be less than indicated; as cost and benefits have not 
been adjusted to take account of efficiency savings. 

 
Impact on admin burden (AB) (£m):  Impact on policy cost savings (£m): In scope 

New AB:       AB savings:       Net:       Policy cost savings:       Yes/No 
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Enforcement, Implementation and Wider Impacts 

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? United Kingdom       

From what date will the policy be implemented? 01/01/2012 

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? FSA 

What is the annual change in enforcement cost (£m)? Minimal6 

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? No 

Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? Yes 

What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions?  
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)   

Traded:    

      

Non-traded: 

      

Does the proposal have an impact on competition? Yes 

What proportion (%) of Total PV costs/benefits is directly attributable to 
primary legislation, if applicable? 

Costs:  
   N/A 

Benefits: 
   N/A 

Annual cost (£m) per organisation 
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

 

Micro 

      

< 20 

      

Small 

      

Medium 

      

Large 

      

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No No No No 
 

Specific Impact Tests: Checklist 
Set out in the table below where information on any SITs undertaken as part of the analysis of the policy 
options can be found in the evidence base. For guidance on how to complete each test, double-click on 
the link for the guidance provided by the relevant department.  

Please note this checklist is not intended to list each and every statutory consideration that departments 
should take into account when deciding which policy option to follow. It is the responsibility of 
departments to make sure that their duties are complied with. 

Does your policy option/proposal have an impact on…? Impact Page ref 
within IA 

Statutory equality duties7 

Statutory Equality Duties Impact Test guidance 

No     

 

Economic impacts   

Competition  Competition Assessment Impact Test guidance Yes 37    

Small firms  Small Firms Impact Test guidance Yes 38 
 

Environmental impacts  

Greenhouse gas assessment  Greenhouse Gas Assessment Impact Test guidance No     

Wider environmental issues  Wider Environmental Issues Impact Test guidance No     
 

Social impacts   

Health and well-being  Health and Well-being Impact Test guidance No     

Human rights  Human Rights Impact Test guidance No     

Justice system  Justice Impact Test guidance No     

Rural proofing  Rural Proofing Impact Test guidance Yes 38    
 

Sustainable development 

Sustainable Development Impact Test guidance 

Yes 38    

                                            
6
 Minimal once FBOs adjust to the new charging arrangements but it is recognised there may be an initial amount of work for FSA operations in 

providing advice in response to enquiries. 
7 Race, disability and gender Impact assessments are statutory requirements for relevant policies. Equality statutory requirements will be 

expanded 2011, once the Equality Bill comes into force. Statutory equality duties part of the Equality Bill apply to GB only. The Toolkit provides 
advice on statutory equality duties for public authorities with a remit in Northern Ireland.  

http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/statutory-Equality-Duties-Guidance
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Competition-Assessment
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Small-Firms-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Greenhouse-Gas-Impact-Assessment
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Wider-Environmental-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Health-and-Well-Being
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Human-Rights
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Justice-Impact-Test
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Rural-Proofing
http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/better-regulation/policy/scrutinising-new-regulations/preparing-impact-assessments/specific-impact-tests/Sustainable-Development-Impact-Test


 

10 

References 

Include the links to relevant legislation and publications, such as public impact assessment of earlier 
stages (e.g. Consultation, Final, Enactment).

Evidence Base 

 

Option 2 - A move to full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in 
one step 

Annual profile of monetised costs and benefits* - (£m) constant prices  

 

Y0 Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 

Transition costs  0.01                                                       

Annual recurring cost 31.42                                                       

Total annual costs 31.43                                                       

Transition benefits 0.00                                                       

Annual recurring benefits 31.42                                                       

Total annual benefits 31.42                                                       

* For non-monetised benefits please see summary pages and main evidence base section 

Note: totals may not sum due to rounding 

 

  

No. Legislation or publication 

1 Regulation (EC) No. 882/2004 of the European Parliament and the Council of 29 April 2004 on official controls 
performed to ensure the verification of compliance with feed and food law, animal health and animal welfare 
rules (as amended)  http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:2004R0882:20090807:EN:PDF 

2 Meat Inspection Charges Task Force – Report and Recommendations 
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/meatinspectionchanges.pdf 

3 Managing Public Money 
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/psr_managingpublicmoney_publication.htm 

4 Minutes of the FSA Board meeting, 10 November 2009 
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/board/boardmins091110.pdf 

5 Meat (Official Controls Charges) (England) Regulations 2009   
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2009/1574/pdfs/uksi_20091574_en.pdf 

6 The Fresh Meat (Hygiene and Inspection) Regulations 1995  
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/539/contents/made 

7  

8  

9  

+  "Add another row"  

http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/board/boardmins091110.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/539/contents/made
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Option 3 - A staged move to full cost recovery for establishments other than low 
throughput in 3 steps 

Annual profile of monetised costs and benefits* - (£m) constant prices  

 

Y0 Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 

  Transition costs(EAC)
8
 

 

0.01 0.01 0.01                                           

Annual recurring cost 11.39 9.70 10.33                                           

Total annual costs 11.39 9.71 10.33                                           

Transition benefits 0.00 0.00 0.00                                           

Annual recurring benefits 11.39 9.70 10.33                                           

Total annual benefits 11.39 9.70 10.33                                           

* For non-monetised benefits please see summary pages and main evidence base section 

Note: totals may not sum due to rounding 

Option 4 - A move to a maximum reduction of 70%, subject to the EU minima, for low 
throughput establishments in one step 

Annual profile of monetised costs and benefits* - (£m) constant prices  

 

Y0 Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 

Transition costs 0.02                                                       

Annual recurring cost 0.42                                                       

Total annual costs 0.44                                                       

Transition benefits 0.00                                                       

Annual recurring benefits 0.42                                                       

Total annual benefits 0.42                                                       

* For non-monetised benefits please see summary pages and main evidence base section 

Note: totals may not sum due to rounding 

 

Option 5 - A move to a maximum reduction of 70%, subject to the EU minima, for low 
throughput establishments in 3 steps      

Annual profile of monetised costs and benefits* - (£m) constant prices  

 

Y0 Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 

  Transition costs(EAC)
9
 

 

0.01 0.01 0.01                                           

Annual recurring cost 0.07 0.16 0.19                                           

Total annual costs 0.08 0.16 0.20                                           

Transition benefits 0.00 0.00 0.00                                           

Annual recurring benefits 0.07 0.16 0.19                                           

Total annual benefits 0.07 0.16 0.19                                           

* For non-monetised benefits please see summary pages and main evidence base section 

Note: totals may not sum due to rounding 

 

                                            
8
 Equivalent Annual Cost – the profile shows the combined total EAC for FSA Operations and Industry in the UK: approximately 

£5,217 
9
 Equivalent Annual Cost – the profile shows the combined total EAC for FSA Operations and Industry in the UK: approximately 

£6,227 
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Evidence Base (for summary sheets) 
 

Rationale for government intervention and intended outcomes 

 
1. Meat hygiene and welfare at slaughter official controls (referred to in this consultation as „meat 

official controls‟) and transmissible spongiform encephalopathy (TSE) official controls are carried out 
in Great Britain (GB) by the Food Standards Agency (FSA) and in Northern Ireland (NI) by the 
Department of Agriculture and Rural Development Veterinary Public Health Unit (DARD VPHU) on 
behalf of the FSA. 
 

2. Approved meat establishments derive benefit (in terms of maintenance of standards, management 
of risk of meat-borne disease, reputation and consumer confidence) from meat and TSE official 
controls, and they are currently required to pay a proportion of the cost of meat official controls. 
However, most establishments are charged much less than the full cost of these controls, and none 
are currently charged for TSE controls (the FBO pays the cost of both sample despatch and the 
BSE test itself, but not the cost of the related official controls).  The difference between the current 
FBO charges and the full official control cost is funded by the taxpayer.  
 

3. This Impact Assessment considers approaches for full recovery of the cost of delivering meat official 
controls.  The cost of delivering meat official controls (i.e. those controls for which charges are 
currently applied) for the meat industry in GB is estimated to be £55.5 million at the end of 2010/11. 
TSE costs (including specified risk material (SRM) controls) are not included in the proposals for full 
cost recovery in this consultation. 

 

4. The proposed transfer of the burden of costs of meat controls is consistent with HM Treasury10 
guidance on fees and charges. This is based on the principle that it is right that those regulated 
should pay for their regulation. 
 

5. Treasury guidance states that the purpose of charging for services is to ensure that resources are 
allocated efficiently. Other benefits include: 
 

 greater visibility of the costs and benefits of services; 
 

 encouraging users and the service providers to work cooperatively to examine critically the level of 
controls required in each business, which in turn enables the service providers to better assess 
whether more or less resources should be allocated to the business; 
 

 that it relieves taxpayers of costs properly borne by users who benefit directly from a service, enabling 
public resources to be allocated elsewhere, or lower public expenditure and borrowing. 
 

6. In November 2009 the FSA Board reviewed the question of charging for meat official controls and 
agreed that: 

 

 it is not a function of the FSA to subsidise industry and if a continuing subsidy is to be provided it 
should come from elsewhere; 
 

 providing the best possible protection for consumers from food risk should not be based on economic 
circumstances or the ability of an industry to pay; and 
 

                                            
10

 http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/psr_managingpublicmoney_publication.htm 
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 the FSA should consult with industry and government stakeholders on proposals for implementing the 
Board‟s decision to recover full costs for official meat controls.11 

 
7. It is therefore proposed to move to full cost recovery of meat official controls within 3 years. It is also 

proposed, in accordance with EU charging provisions, to modify the charge for those establishments 
which process fewer than a specified number of animals or less than a specified quantity of meat 
(„low throughput establishments‟) by means of a maximum 70% reduction of the full cost charge, 
subject to the EU minima. Full cost recovery would comply with FSA Board and wider Government 
policy, relieve taxpayers of costs properly borne by establishments that benefit directly from official 
controls, and provide an incentive for each establishment to reduce the number of official control 
hours that it requires, and to work co-operatively with the FSA or DARD VPHU to achieve that end.  
 

8. The FSA is committed to reducing the cost of delivering meat official controls for the meat industry in 
GB from an estimated £55.5 million at the end of 2010/11 to £50 million over the next four years with 
no inflationary increases. Subject to certain assumptions outlined in paragraph 20, this is the 
maximum the industry would be expected to pay.  This reduction in cost is based on changes that 
the FSA can make itself.   Any reductions in expenditure that both the industry and FSA can deliver 
by making joint changes to working practices would be in addition to this. DARD VPHU is committed 
to reducing the cost of delivering official controls for the meat industry in Northern Ireland and has 
developed a plan to deliver efficiencies between 2010/11 and 2013/14. This will reduce the current 
yearly cost by £275,000 by 2014, resulting in total savings of at least £850,000 over 4 years.  
 

9. The Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs (Defra) is currently discussing with the 
FSA and Rural Affairs Departments across the UK the potential to recover Transmissible 
Spongiform Encephalopathy (TSE) official control costs.  Any such proposals will be subject to 
separate consultation at a later date. This means that TSE costs (including specified risk material 
(SRM) controls) are excluded from this consultation. There is also the potential for increased testing 
for Trichinella in pigs. This would have implications for meat hygiene charges payable by operators 
of slaughterhouses that slaughter pigs. Any future proposals will result in further public consultation. 
 

Background 
 

Legal position 

 
10. The EU requirements for charges for official controls are set out in Regulation (EC) No. 882/200412, 

known as the OFFC Regulation. 
 

11. The Regulation: 
 

 Requires that charges be made to establishments for the cost of meat official controls carried out at 
approved meat premises. These charges must be no more than actual costs and in general no less 
than the amount calculated from specified minimum rates (the minima); and 
 

 Permits charges to be made for other controls, including TSE controls such as those on Specified 
Risk Material (SRM) in cattle, sheep and goats and the additional BSE controls that apply to cattle 
slaughtered for human consumption that are required to be tested for BSE at approved meat 
premises. These charges must be no more than actual costs. (The minima do not apply.) 

 

12. The proposals in this document are made on the basis of the powers provided in Regulation (EC) 
No. 882/2004 and the domestic implementing regulations made in 2009, i.e. the Meat (Official 
Controls Charges) (England) Regulations 200913 and equivalent legislation in Northern Ireland, 

                                            
11 http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/board/boardmins091110.pdf 
12

 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:2004R0882:20090807:EN:PDF 
13

 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2009/1574/pdfs/uksi_20091574_en.pdf 
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Scotland and Wales.  
 

EU review of charging provisions 
 

13. The European Commission has begun a review of the EU provisions for charging for official 
controls. It is anticipated that the Commission will produce a proposal by the end of 2011, with a 
view to achieving agreement and adoption by the end of 2012 and implementation in subsequent 
years.  The FSA is working actively with the Commission on the review, and will follow the normal 
UK consultation procedure once a proposal has been produced. 

 

Current costs 
 

14. As outlined in paragraph 11 above, Competent Authorities are required by EU regulations to 
charge food business operators (FBOs) for meat official controls, and are permitted to charge 
FBOs for TSE controls.  However, the charges currently levied do not cover the full cost of 
delivering meat official controls, and do not cover any of the costs of TSE controls (with the 
exception of the BSE test – see paragraph 2).  The difference between the current FBO 
charges and the full official control cost is funded by the taxpayer.  For the year 2010/11, the 
estimated total cost of delivering meat and TSE official controls in GB and meat and SRM 
official controls in NI  is as follows:  
  

 
Table 1 – 2010 estimated total official controls cost and funding (including TSE costs) 
 
 

Current Cost  £m Funded by £m 

GB 67.31 FSA 35.91 

NI   6.60 GB OGDs * 6.5 

  
FSA in NI  3.0 

  
GB Industry 24.9 

  
NI Industry 3.6 

    
Total 73.91 Total 73.91 

 
*Other Government Departments 
 
Notes: The sums in the table above include TSE official control costs.  The current total cost of 
delivering the meat official controls for which charges are currently applied, and which are the 
subject of this consultation, is estimated to be £55.5m in GB and £6.1m in NI. 

 

Minimising costs 

 
15. The FSA‟s key objective is to deliver the best possible protection for consumers and does not 

consider that providing this should be based on economic circumstances or the ability of an industry 
to pay.  Recovery of the full costs of meat official controls complies with Government policy and 
carries a clear benefit to taxpayers.   However, the FSA does not wish to place an undue burden on 
business and has achieved significant efficiencies in the delivery of official meat controls and will 
continue to drive down its own costs.  

 

Efficiencies to date 
 

16. The cost of delivering all official controls (including TSE controls) for meat establishments in GB 
reduced significantly from £91.3m in 2006/7 to £68.1m at the end of 2009/10, and is expected to 
reduce further to an estimated £67.3m by the end of 2010/11.  The vast majority of these efficiencies  
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result from management initiatives within the old Meat Hygiene Service (MHS). In Northern Ireland 
the cost of delivering official controls reduced from £7.1m in 2007/8 to £6.6m at the end of 2009/10, 
due to efficiencies achieved by DARD VPHU.  

 

Business agreements 

 
17. The introduction in 2009 of Business Agreements (agreements between the FBO and the FSA 

which ensure effective delivery of official controls whilst minimising the use of official control 
resources required) has contributed an estimated reduction in charges of £1.3m in GB. Business 
Agreements provide opportunities for collaboration to increase efficiency at an individual 
establishment level. The FSA identified significant opportunities for changes by FBOs to reduce the 
resources required in a number of establishments and we work with industry to realise these 
efficiencies. 
 

Earned recognition 
 

18. The FSA intends to increase the use of third party assurance arrangements to reduce the level and 
cost of controls. Meat official controls require the audit of FBOs‟ food safety management systems 
as well as official inspection of animals and meat.  Audit frequency is determined on a risk basis, 
taking into account FBO compliance history. Third party assurance schemes could be useful in 
helping to identify compliant businesses and assessing risk.  Slaughterhouses and cutting plants 
therefore have an opportunity to influence the cost of official controls, since there is a link between 
their management and compliance levels and the frequency of official control audits. The FSA 
recognises that the scope to influence control costs is more limited in slaughterhouses than in 
cutting plants, because of the prescriptive EU requirements for inspection in the former. 
 

Modernising controls 
 

19. The FSA is progressing a programme of work to review the current system of regulation of meat 
hygiene inspection activities and enforcement.  This work is aimed at improving public health 
protection while delivering a more risk-based, effective and proportionate system for meat official 
controls. As well as consumer protection, proposals for a new inspection regime will take account of 
animal health and welfare considerations.  Official controls, including requirements for official 
inspection as well as audit of FBOs‟ controls, are set out in European legislation so any changes 
must be agreed with other European member states, the European Commission and international 
partners.  The FSA commits resources to working actively with the European Commission, the 
European Food Safety Authority and other member states to develop a basis for a more risk-based, 
modernised, set of controls.  
 

Future efficiencies 

 
20. The FSA is committed to reducing the cost of delivering meat official controls (i.e. those controls for 

which charges are currently applied, and which are the subject of this consultation) for the meat 
industry in GB from the £55.5 million estimated for 2010/11 to £50 million over the next four years 
with no inflationary increases. Subject to the assumptions outlined below, this is the maximum the 
industry would be expected to pay.  This reduction in cost is based on changes that the FSA can 
make itself.  Any reductions in expenditure that both the industry and FSA can deliver by making 
joint changes to working practices would be in addition to this.  The following assumptions form part 
of this commitment: 
 

 Throughput remains reasonably static.  Any large-scale increases in throughput would bring an 
increase in demand for controls  which would increase overall costs; 

 European legislation does not change in a way that increases the regulatory requirement; 



 

16 

 Some changes may require consultation and the pace at which they can be implemented may be 
difficult to predict at times.  Otherwise it has to be assumed that all change initiatives are deliverable 
and can be delivered within the required timescale; 

 Existing overhead costs, such as pension liabilities, remain reasonably static; and 

 There are no major outbreaks of animal disease in GB. 

 
21. There will be many different drivers and initiatives that will deliver this reduction in cost, the main 

themes of which are: 

 Reduction in absence levels, facilitating a lower need for short-term contractual or casual work and 
the costs associated with that; 

 Review of all current methods of delivery, implementing changes where food safety is not adversely 
impacted but costs can be reduced14; and 

 Reduction in overhead costs. 

 
22. DARD VPHU is committed to reducing the cost of delivering official controls for the meat industry in 

Northern Ireland and has developed a plan to deliver efficiencies between 2010/11 and 2013/14. 
This will reduce the current yearly cost by £275,000 by 2014, resulting in total savings of at least 
£850,000 over 4 years.  
 

23. The FSA and DARD VPHU will also continue to work closely with industry to identify the scope for 
efficiency savings in individual establishments.  In addition, the FSA will also continue to commit 
resources to working actively with the European Commission, the European Food Safety Authority 
and other member states to develop a basis for a more risk-based, modernised, set of controls.  
 

Current UK charging arrangements  
 

24. In 2009, following consultation, a system of time-based charging for meat official controls was 
introduced via national legislation in the four countries of the UK. Time-based charging was 
introduced in such a way as to ensure that establishments retained their previous level of discount.  
This included continuing the arrangement whereby poultry slaughterhouses using their own staff as 
Plant Inspection Assistants (PIAs) had the time-costs of the PIAs, plus an allowance for 
administrative overheads, offset against the discounted charge for official controls. 
 

25. Charges are made for meat official controls (as defined in paragraph 1) but do not cover the full cost 
of those controls. Charges are not made for either official controls on SRM removal from cattle, 
sheep and goats, or additional Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) controls that apply to 
cattle slaughtered for human consumption that are required to be tested for BSE (the FBO pays the 
cost of both sample despatch and the BSE test itself, but not the cost of related controls). 

 

Background to the current system of discounts and PIA allowances  

 
26. Prior to the introduction of time-based charging in 2009, the method of calculation for meat official 

controls was by „the Maclean formula‟15, a system of comparing time-costs and throughput based 
charges and charging the lesser of the two. This method of calculation was introduced in 2001 when 
the slaughterhouse industry was rapidly rationalising in response to changing market needs and was 
facing a sudden significant rise in official controls charges due to the need in 1999 for the 
Government to implement an EU law which required full time veterinary supervision in 
slaughterhouses.   

 

                                            
14

 The FSA Board has ruled out a change of overall delivery model, such as outsourcing. 
15 Colin Maclean was Chairman of the Meat Inspection Charges Task Force, which produced a report and recommendations in 2001 - see 
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/meatinspectionchanges.pdf 
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27. The subsidised throughput rate was intended as a limited support for a limited time for the small and 
medium sized red meat slaughterhouses that could not use official controls efficiently due to their 
limited throughput.  However, in practice the benefit has been provided to the vast majority of 
establishments.  
 

28. Since 2009, charges for meat official controls have been determined for all establishments by 
calculating time costs and applying an individual discount rate which is intended to match the 
discount applied under the Maclean formula, and is arrived at by a complex calculation using 
historical throughput and discount data.  A further deduction from the discounted charge is made in 
cases where a poultry slaughterhouse incurs costs due to their employment of Plant Inspection 
Assistants (PIAs) who assist the FSA or DARD VPHU with the carrying out of official controls.  In 
these cases, the deduction represents the time costs for the PIA, plus an additional amount for 
administrative overheads.  
 

Responsibility for costs 
 

29. The proportion of meat official control costs charged to industry has fallen substantially since the 
meat hygiene charging system was introduced in 2001. As meat controls are a legitimate cost to 
industry, as explained in paragraphs 1 to 5 above, these costs should be paid by businesses, in line 
with HM Treasury policy. 

 

Context 
 

30. The UK meat market (excluding game) is worth around £5.9 billion, with £3.1 billion16 accounted for 
by red meat and £2.85 billion17 by white meat. Tables 2 and 3 below display the UK retail sales of 
red meat and white meat (poultry) respectively; broken down by meat type showing value and 
volume sales.  

 
Table 2 - UK retail sales of red meat, by type, value and volume, 2007 

Red Meat £m 000 tonnes 

Beef 1,630 313 

Pork 753 172 

Lamb 625 106 

Offal 49 23 

Total 3,057 614 
Source:  Mintel 

 

Table 3 - UK retail sales of poultry, by type, value and volume, 2009 

Poultry £m 000 tonnes 

Chicken 2,440 935 

Turkey 340 116 

Duck and Goose 66 21 

Total 2,846 1072 
Source:  Mintel 

 
 

31. Charging systems in other EC Member States vary.  The proposals are fully compliant with EU 
Regulations, which all Member States have to follow.  Our assumptions are that the proposed levels 
of increases in charges will not be sufficient to create incentives to export animals for slaughter or 
carcases for cutting.  
 

                                            
16

 Mintel 2008: Red Meat - UK.  Market value is from 2007.   
17

 Mintel 2010: Poultry and Game Meat - UK 
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32. The proposals have been designed to continue to provide significant support to low throughput 
establishments, i.e. those establishments which the Maclean formula was originally intended to 
support.   

 

The proposals 
 

33. These proposals outline options for full recovery of the cost of delivering meat official controls.  TSE 
costs (including SRM controls) are not included in these proposals. The Department for Food, 
Environment and Rural Affairs (Defra) is currently discussing with the FSA and Rural Affairs 
Departments across the UK the potential to recover Transmissible Spongiform Encephalopathy 
(TSE) official control costs. Any such proposals will be subject to separate consultation at a later 
date. 
 

34. It is proposed to move to full cost recovery for meat official controls, by removal of current discounts 
and PIA allowances, within 3 years for all establishments. The only exception will be for those 
establishments falling within the definition of „low-throughput‟, where the charge will be modified, in 
accordance with EU charging provisions, by a maximum 70% reduction, subject to the EU minima.  
 

35. There are 2 options for achieving this objective, i.e. in one step, or in a staged move in 3 steps. 
 

36. The Agency believes that the introduction of full cost recovery with reductions applied only to low 
throughput establishments would be simpler and easier to administer than the current system, would 
comply with the EU Regulation, would relieve the taxpayer of an inappropriate burden, and would 
encourage industry to make more efficient use of resources for the delivery of official controls. 
 

Plant Inspection Assistants (PIAs)  
 

37. Some poultry slaughterhouses employ PIAs, who assist FSA or DARD VPHU to carry out certain 
elements of official controls, and these establishments receive an allowance, representing the direct 
and indirect costs of employing those PIAs, against the official controls charge otherwise payable.  
Encouraging establishments to employ PIAs is in line with the policy of encouraging FBOs to take 
responsibility for controls in their premises.  Under the move to full cost recovery, the deduction of a 
„PIA allowance‟ from the official controls charge would cease, but the use of PIAs is still expected to 
yield savings for the establishment under full cost recovery, because the establishment has direct 
control of the costs and deployment of directly employed staff. 
 

Public Health 

 

38. The scope of official controls will not be affected in any way by these proposals to amend the 
charging system, and so there will be no reduction in the level of consumer protection and the health 
benefits afforded by meat controls.  The FSA believes that the move to full cost recovery would 
strengthen incentives for FBOs to comply with food hygiene and animal welfare at slaughter 
requirements, since levels of compliance affect the time and resources required to deliver official 
controls (see paragraph 18 above).   
 

Legislative context 
 

39. The proposals do not require additional legislation, and are made on the basis of the powers 
provided in Regulation (EC) No. 882/2004 and the domestic implementing regulations made in 
2009, i.e. the Meat (Official Controls Charges) (England) Regulations 2009 and equivalent 
legislation in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales. Ministers of all four UK countries will be 
informed of the outcome of this consultation and of the FSA Board‟s subsequent deliberations, and 
will be consulted before any changes are introduced. The FSA participates in the UK Government‟s 
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reducing regulation initiative, and these proposals will be referred to the Reducing Regulation 
Committee, a UK Government Cabinet sub-Committee.   

 

Overall costing of the proposal 
 

40. The extent to which industry is able to respond to the additional cost of full cost recovery would vary 
according to the type, scale and size of establishment. Theoretical analysis suggests that large 
scale establishments may look to spread this cost to reduce their average operating costs through 
economies of increasing scale thus in part offsetting the impact of full cost recovery charging.  

 

41. In the last 25 years a significant structural change has taken place in the industry with the 
consolidation and rationalisation of large scale establishments as the number of smaller scale 
operations diminish.  Thus as smaller scale establishments continue to operate on narrow margins, 
some may no longer find it viable as the concentration of larger scale establishments increases, and 
larger establishments may not have the scope to expand further in order to minimise costs.  
 

42. All estimates and illustrations in this impact assessment take as their baseline the 2009/10 
throughput data for animals and meat, and estimated costs and charges for meat official controls in 
2010/11.   
 

43. They do not factor in the efficiencies to which the FSA and DARD are committed, and which are 
outlined in paragraphs 20 to 22 above. This is because savings from these efficiencies may not be 
distributed evenly over the years or across establishments, and their effect on individual 
establishments will vary depending upon a combination of factors, including current discount, 
throughput, resources required, and the effect of the EU minima.  These are therefore the highest 
costs that can be expected. Subject to the assumptions listed in paragraph 20 above, industry will 
not be expected to pay more than the reduced costs to which the FSA is committed. 
 

44. In addition, the estimates do not take into account efficiency savings which may be achieved by 
industry working in collaboration with the FSA to reduce the amount of official control resource 
required in individual establishments, and so the potential impact of full cost recovery could be less 
than the estimates provided. 

 

Distribution of costs across the supply chain   

 
45. Empirical evidence suggests that the demand for most meat products tends to be relatively 

unaffected by price changes, enabling slaughterhouses to pass on this cost up the supply chain to 
consumers. However, the scope for passing on this cost to the consumer is constrained by factors 
such as: the rate of import substitution; a high concentration of large scale retailers accounting for a 
significant share of the retail sale of meat; and limited scope for livestock farmers to adjust supply in 
response to output prices. 
 

46. To contribute to an assessment of the impact of full cost recovery, and to obtain a better 
understanding of the structure of the meat product supply chain, businesses from the meat industry 
were asked to complete a survey questionnaire. The purpose of the survey was to enable the 
collection of data across different businesses to analyse the differing impact and distribution of full 
cost charging in the sector, taking account of different business models, markets, scale and size of 
operations.  Responses to the survey indicated that larger operators would pass all additional costs 
to livestock producers, while low throughput establishments would pass on at least half the 
additional costs to consumers, and others would expect to absorb the full cost.  The survey was 
designed in consultation with the industry but, for a range of reasons including concerns about 
confidentiality, received a low response rate, which has implications for the statistical validity of the 
results, as the sample size is too small and biased to be representative of industry.  
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47. We have therefore based our assessment of the impact of full cost recovery on a working 
assumption derived from Defra, which assumes that one-third of the additional cost associated with 
regulation would be absorbed by slaughterhouses, leaving two-thirds to be passed down the chain 
to farmers, and have applied that assumption across the UK. We are aware that this assumption 
may not represent the situation for all sectors and sizes of establishment, in all countries of the UK 
(for example, the red meat slaughter establishments in NI are expected to pass all increased costs 
to the farmer), and so would particularly welcome comments, with supporting evidence, from 
industry sectors and consumer representatives on the potential distribution of impact of full cost 
recovery.  

 

48. We estimate that removing the current discount would cost the UK meat industry approximately 
£31.84m18.  Applying the Defra working assumption that slaughterhouses will absorb approximately 
one-third of the cost and farmers the remaining two-thirds, we assume that slaughterhouses will 
absorb £10.61m of the cost, and pass on £21.23m to livestock producers.   
 

49. Tables illustrating the distribution of impact of full cost recovery estimated on the basis of the Defra 
working assumption may be found in Annex A.  In addition, and for illustrative purposes only, Annex 
A contains examples from either end of the „farm to fork‟ chain which estimate the impact if all of the 
additional costs were passed on to either farmers or consumers (although we consider the latter to 
be extremely unlikely).  
 

Options  

 
50. In summary the options considered were: 

 
i. Option 1 – do nothing; 
 
ii. Option 2 – A move to full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in one step;  
 
iii. Option 3 – A staged move to full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in 
three steps; 
 
iv. Option 4 – A move to a maximum reduction of 70% of the full cost charge, subject to the EU 
minima, for low throughput establishments in one step; 
 
v. Option 5 – A move to a maximum reduction of 70% of the full cost charge, subject to the EU 
minima, for low throughput establishments in three steps. 

 
51. The options set out below are for alternative methods for moving to full cost recovery (Options 2 and 

3) and for alternative methods of moving to a maximum reduction for low throughput establishments 
(Options 4 and 5). The Agency envisages introducing Option 2 and 4, or 3 and 5 in tandem. 
 

52. Each option is outlined below, and further analysis of the financial impact of the various options for 
the move to full cost recovery with a maximum reduction for low throughput establishments is given 
in tables in Annexes A to D.  The calculations of the various options are predicated on the level of 
official controls remaining constant.  However, we expect that many establishments, through 
efficiency gains and improved compliance, will see a reduced level of official controls, which will 
mitigate the effect of the increase.   

 

Option 1 - Do nothing  
 

53. The do nothing option would not comply with FSA Board and HM Treasury policy and the taxpayer 
would continue to bear the burden of the cost of official controls from which the industry derives 

                                            
18

 Discount figures are based on 2010 estimates; inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 GDP deflator forecasts (inflation forecast on 
previous year of 2.1% in 2011 and 2.1% in 2012). Latest forecast can be accessed via: http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm   

 

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
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benefit. Charges would not be increased (except in line with any increases in EU minima, exchange 
rates, and increases in time costs) and there would be an increasing funding gap which would have 
a significant impact on the work of the FSA in other areas of food safety at a time when its budget is 
decreasing.  
 

Option 2 - Full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in one step   
 

54. This option would be implemented with effect from charges made for the January 2012 charging 
period19.  The FSA believes it would be clearer to understand, and reduce administrative and 
familiarisation costs, since the system of calculating charges (and the associated guidance) would 
be established and would not need to be adjusted annually during a transitional period. Savings 
would be realised more quickly.  However, establishments would be required to adapt to full cost 
recovery immediately, and there is a risk that some establishments would find it difficult to adapt this 
quickly. 
 

Option 3 – A staged move to full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in 3 
steps  
 

55. This option would be implemented with effect from charges made for the January 2012 charging 
period, with full costs charged from the April 2014 charging period, and would have the effect of 
staggering the impact of increases in charges.  A staged move to full cost recovery would give time 
for establishments to adapt to increases, and would reduce the risk that the charges would be 
unaffordable by establishments with the possible consequences that might bring. It would also give 
establishments time to adjust their practices in order to reduce the time required for official controls. 
However, administration and familiarisation costs would increase, and savings to the taxpayer would 
not be realised as quickly. The staged move would be achieved by increasing charges in 
approximately equal steps in monetary terms. 
 

Options 4 & 5 –A move to a maximum 70% reduction of the full cost charge for low throughput 
establishments, in accordance with EU charging provisions and subject to the EU minima 
 

56. In setting charging rates for official controls, EU law requires us to consider the interests of 
establishments with a low throughput. 

 

Definition of ‘low throughput’ 
 

57. The term „low throughput‟ is not defined in current EU legislation and it therefore falls to each 
member state to do so. The FSA has accordingly developed definitions of the term based on those 
in earlier hygiene legislation20.  We propose that establishments be categorised as “low throughput” 
if their throughput of any species or, as the case may be, type of meat, does not exceed the limits 
listed in the tables below, and that determinations of low throughput status should be made by 
reference to a 3 year rolling average, which should both provide fairness and stability for those 
establishments that hover around the low throughput threshold and also prevent the threshold from 
creating a barrier to expansion.  At the implementation stage, the FSA will consider historical 
throughput data for the preceding 3 years in determining initial low throughput status.  
 

 

                                            
19

 The FSA works in accounting periods of 4 or 5 weeks, and an invoice is issued approximately 3 weeks after an accounting period for official 
controls delivered during that period.  The January charging period is the accounting period which covers all or most of January, and so the first 
invoice showing the new charging rates would be received in February. The accounting timeframe is different in NI. 
20

 The Fresh Meat (Hygiene and Inspection) Regulations 1995 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/539/contents/made 
The Poultry Meat, Farmed Game Bird Meat and Rabbit Meat (Hygiene and Inspection) Regulations 1995 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/540/contents/made 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/539/contents/made


 

22 

Table 4 – Low throughput limits 

Establishment Throughput limit (per year) 

Red Meat 
Slaughterhouse 

No more than 1,000 units* 

Poultry/Rabbit 
Slaughterhouse 

No more than 150,000 birds/300,000 
rabbits 

Game Handling 
Establishment 

No more than 3,000 deer, 3,000 boar, 
150,000 small game, 250 tonnes  

Cutting Plant No more than 250 tonnes 

*See Table 5 below  
 

 
 
Table 5 – Livestock units 

1 livestock unit  is 
equivalent to: 

Animals 

Adult bovine 1 

Calf 2 

Horse/donkey 1 

Sheep/goat 12kg or more 10 

Sheep/goat less than 12kg  20 

Pig 25kg or more 5 

Pig less than 25kg 20 

Boar  7 

Deer 3 

 
 
 

58. We recognise that applying this definition on its own could lead to a “cliff edge” effect, with 
establishments falling just outside the definition facing the largest proportionate increases in charges 
as we move towards full cost recovery.  We will give due consideration to any proposals that would 
further mitigate this effect through mechanisms such as taper relief, or modifications to the low 
throughput definition.   
 

Reduction of the full cost charge for low throughput establishments 
 

59. The FSA proposes a reduction of the full cost charge for low throughput establishments defined as 
above, in accordance with EU charging provisions. This would be by means of a reduction at a 
maximum rate of 70% of the full cost, subject to the minimum throughput-based charging rates set in 
the EU OFFC Regulation (the EU minima). The average discount currently provided to low 
throughput establishments stands at approximately 77%, and it would be reasonable to expect an 
increased contribution to costs from low throughput establishments, since all other establishments 
would be expected to meet the full costs of meat official controls.  
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60. Those low throughput establishments currently receiving a discount which is more than 70% would 
move to a reduction of 70% of full cost within the same timescale as other establishments move to 
full cost recovery.  The reduction would thenceforth remain at 70%, unless the establishment ceased 
to be defined as low throughput.  Those low throughput establishments currently receiving a 
discount of 70% or less would move to a reduction set at the same rate as their current discount.  
The reduction would remain at that rate, unless the establishment ceased to be defined as low 
throughput. For example, an establishment with a current discount rate of 65% would receive a 
reduction of 65% of the full cost charge, and the reduction would remain at 65% as long as the 
establishment remains „low throughput‟.  No establishment would move to a reduction higher than 
their current rate of discount.  
 

61. In all cases the reduction would be subject to the EU minima.  Where a 70% reduction would reduce 
charges for a particular establishment to a rate below the EU minima, then charges would be set at 
the EU minimum rates.  

 
Option 4 – A move to a maximum reduction of 70% of the full cost charge, subject to the EU 
minima, for low throughput establishments in one step 

 
62. This option proposes that low throughput establishments, defined as above, should, subject to the 

EU minima, move to a maximum reduction of 70% of the full costs of meat official controls in one 
step.  Charges would be increased accordingly for low throughput establishments currently 
benefiting from a discount in excess of 70%, and low throughput establishments currently in receipt 
of a discount of 70% or less would retain their current rate of reduction in charges. 
 

63. This option would be implemented from charges made for the January 2012 charging period.  A 
move to the maximum reduction in one single step would have the benefit of clarity, and reduced 
administrative and familiarisation costs, since the system of calculating charges (and the associated 
guidance) would be established and would not need to be adjusted annually during a transitional 
period. The taxpayer would benefit as costs to the public purse would be recovered immediately. 
However, there is a risk that some establishments would find it difficult to adapt to increased costs 
this quickly. 
 

Option 5 – A move to a maximum reduction of 70% of the full cost charge, subject to the EU 
minima, for low throughput establishments in 3 steps 
 

64. This option proposes that low throughput establishments, defined as above, should, subject to the 
EU minima, move to a maximum reduction of 70% of the full costs of meat official controls in 3 
steps.  A maximum reduction of 90% would be applied in Year 1, a maximum reduction of 80% 
would be applied in Year 2, and a maximum of 70% in Year 3. Thus low throughput establishments 
currently benefiting from a discount in excess of 90% would experience a staged increase in 
charges over 3 years, while those currently benefiting from a discount in excess of 80% but less 
than 90% would experience a staged increase in charges over Years 2 and 3, and those currently 
benefiting from a discount in excess of 70% but less than 80% would experience an increase in 
charges in Year 3.  Establishments currently in receipt of a discount of less than 70% would retain 
their current rate of reduction in charges. 
 

65. This option would be implemented from charges made for the January 2012 charging period, with 
the maximum 70% reduction applied (subject to the EU minima) from the April 2014 charging period. 
A staged move to a 70% maximum reduction would give time for establishments to adapt to 
increases, and would reduce the risk that the charges would be unaffordable by establishments with 
the possible consequences that might bring. It could also give establishments time to adjust their 
practices in order to reduce the time required for official controls. However, administration and 
familiarisation costs would increase, and savings to the taxpayer would not be realised as quickly. 
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Cost and benefits  

 

Sectors and groups affected 

 
66. Full cost recovery measures will affect: 

 

Industry 

 

Livestock sector 

 
67. The proposals outlined are likely to impose additional costs on livestock producers as 

slaughterhouses look to pass on a share of these costs down the chain to farmers.  

 

Approved Establishments (Slaughterhouses and Cutting plants) 

 
68. Larger businesses have integrated their facilities and operations to benefit from economies of scale 

to minimise their cost base and potentially offset some of the cost associated with full cost recovery. 
Smaller businesses may not be in a position to offset this cost on a scale comparable with larger 
scale operators.  The number of approved establishments directly affected by the proposal 
excluding and including low throughput are set out below in tables 6 and 7 respectively by country. 

 
Table 6 - Number of approved establishments (including low throughput) 

 

Country 

Total no. 
of 

approved 
sites 

No. of approved 
sites at full cost 

recovery (no 
discount) 

No of 
approved 

sites 
receiving 
discount 

% of 
approved 

sites at full 
cost 

recovery 

% of 
approved 

sites 
receiving 
discount 

England 818 251 567 31% 69% 

Northern Ireland 81 29* 52 36% 64% 

Scotland 141 44 97 31% 69% 

Wales 75 18 57 24% 76% 

UK 1115 342 773 31% 69% 

 
* This includes 4 approvals that have not yet been allocated a discount rate. 
 
Note: the numbers for  England, Scotland and Wales do not include any establishments not operating, or operating under conditional 
approval 
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Table 7 – Number of low throughput approved establishments 
 
 Key: LTP = Low Throughput; RSL = Red Meat Slaughter; PSL = Poultry Slaughter; OFS = On Farm Slaughter; GHE = Game 
Handling Establishment; CP = Cutting Plant 

 
*’Approval’ denotes an approved activity – an establishment may hold more than one approval, e.g. separate approvals for 
slaughter and for cutting, and therefore the number of approvals will exceed the number of sites. 

 

Consumers 

 
69. In the short to medium term it is unlikely that additional costs would be passed on to the consumer. 

Cost sharing is likely to remain strictly between slaughterhouse and farmer. 
 

Competent Authority 

 

70. There would be a reduced cost to the Competent Authority, since the proposed system would be 
simpler and easier to administer. 

 

Taxpayer 

 
71. Reduced cost to taxpayer as the cost of operating Official Controls is transferred directly to the meat 

industry.   

Cost and benefits of options 

Costs 

 

Option 1 – Do nothing.  

 
72. There are no incremental costs. This option is the baseline for comparison. 

 

Option 2 - Full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in one step 
 
Costs to industry 

 
73. Costs from this option will fall only on approved establishments currently receiving a discount on 

charges for meat official controls.  

 

  

Country RSL & OFS PSL GHE CP 
Total No. of  

LTPs 
Total No. of  
Approvals 

England 65 27 20 197 309 978 

Northern Ireland 1 2 0 20 23 81 

Scotland 13 1 12 32 58 154 
Wales 6 1 0 27 34 80 
UK 85 31 32 276 424 1293 
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Full cost recovery charge  

 
74. We estimate that removing the current discount on charges for meat official controls in one-step 

would cost the UK meat industry approximately £31.41m21. Applying the Defra working assumption 
that slaughterhouses will absorb approximately one-third of the cost and farmers the remaining two-
thirds, assume that slaughterhouses will absorb £10.47m of the cost, and pass on £20.94m to 
livestock producers. The range of impact of full cost recovery by sector and scale in the UK is 
presented in annex B (table 1.1B) Table 8 presents the impact of this proposal by sector.  A further 
breakdown by establishment size and country may also be found in Annex C.    

 
 
Table 8- Estimated increase in charges/revenue by sector 2012 – UK (excluding low throughput) 

Sector Slaughterhouses 
Livestock 
Producers 

Total 
impact 

Red Meat Slaughter (incl. 
On Farm Slaughter) 

£6,767,872 £13,535,743 £20,303,615 

Poultry Slaughter £3,596,993 £7,193,986 £10,790,979 

Game Handling £76,665 £153,330 £229,996 

Cutting Plants £30,324 £60,648 £90,972 

Total impact £10,471,854 £20,943,708 £31,415,562 

*including On Farm Slaughter & Game Slaughter) 
 

Familiarisation costs 

 
75. There will be a reading and familiarisation cost to approved establishments associated with 

introducing the full cost charging arrangements. It is estimated that it will take one hour per business 
to read and familiarise themselves with the new arrangements and a further one hour disseminating 
to key staff. This means a total of two hours for familiarising. There are currently 345 approved 
establishments operating in the UK currently receiving a discount that would be directly affected by 
the proposal. Table 6 above displays the number of businesses (excluding low throughput) affected 
in the UK broken down by location. 

 

76. To quantify the one off familiarisation cost to industry we calculate the familiarisation cost per 
business by multiplying the hourly wage rate of a „manager of a farm‟ of £18.6122  by the two hours 
taken to understand the new charging arrangements, resulting in a familiarisation cost per business 
of £37.2323.  To quantify the overall one off familiarisation cost to industry we multiply the 
familiarisation cost per firm by the number of businesses affected by the regulation.  This results in a 
one off familiarisation cost in the UK to businesses of £12,844.  Table 9 displays the familiarisation 
cost to industry broken down by location. 

  

                                            
21

 Cost and charge figures are based on 2010/11 estimates; inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 GDP deflator forecasts (inflation 
forecast on previous year of 2.1% in 2011 and 2.1% 2012). Latest forecast can be accessed via: http://www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm   
22

 Wage rate obtained from The Annual Survey of Household Earnings (2009) (http://www.statistics.gov.uk/StatBase/Product.asp?vlnk=15313).  
Median hourly wage of a „Manager in Farming, Horticulture, Forestry and Fishing‟ (£13.31 which has been up-rated by 30% to cover overheads: 
£13.31 * (1 + 0.3)) = £17.30.  The wage rate is based on 2009 data; inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 GDP deflator forecasts 
(inflation forecast of 3.2% in 2010,  2.1% in 2011 and 2.1% 2012). Latest forecast can be accessed via: http://www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm   
23

 £37.23 = £18.61 (inflated hourly wage rate) * 2 hours (familiarisation time) 

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
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Table 9 - Familiarisation cost to industry (Excluding low throughput) 

Country 

Affected 
Premises           
(Approved 

Establishments) 

Total Familiarisation cost 

England 258 £9,605 

Northern Ireland 25 £931 

Scotland 39 £1,452 

Wales 23 £856 

UK 345 £12,844 
 
Note: Costs are estimated by multiplying wage rates uplifted by 30% to account for overheads.   This means that the wage rates 

reported in the text are approximate to 2 decimal place (d.p.) and when grossed may result in a rounding error. 

 

Costs to Competent Authority  

 

Familiarisation costs 

 
77. There will be a small one-off cost to FSA Operations and DARD VPHU for reading and familiarising 

themselves with the full cost charging arrangement. It is expected that one Lead Veterinarian (LV) 
from each cluster area in GB, and 3 Divisional Veterinarian Officers (DVOs) in NI, will read the 
revised charging arrangements and disseminate the information to staff. We estimate that each LV 
or DVO will invest one hour reading and familiarising themselves and a further one hour 
disseminating to key staff in the organisation. This means a total of two hours for familiarising. The 
familiarisation cost per LV or DVO is calculated by multiplying the reading time, two hours, by the 
wage rate applied to a LV of £22.14, generating a familiarisation cost per cluster area or division of 
£44.28.  To quantify the overall familiarisation cost to enforcement authorities we multiply the 
familiarisation cost per cluster area or division by the total number of cluster areas and divisions in 
the UK. There are 40 cluster areas and divisions in the UK with responsibility for the enforcement of 
official meat hygiene controls. The total one off familiarisation cost for the Competent Authority (CA) 
in the UK totals £1,771. By country this equates to £1,638 in Great Britain (GB) and £133 in 
Northern Ireland.  Table 10 displays familiarisation cost to the CA in the UK. 

 

 

 

Table 10 – Familiarisation cost to Competent Authority in the UK 

Region 
Number of Cluster 

Areas* 
Total Familiarisation cost 

Great Britain 37 £1,638 

Northern Ireland** 3 £133 

UK 40 £1,771 
* Cluster areas are not defined by devolved administration i.e. operate at GB level.  
** Northern Ireland operations organised at divisional level, led by Divisional Veterinarian Officers (DVOs) 
Note: Costs are estimated by multiplying wage rates uplifted by 30% to account for overheads.   This means that the wage rates 

reported in the text are approximate to 2 d.p. and when grossed may result in a rounding error. 
 
 

Total costs 

 
78. The total cost of policy option 2 equates to £31.43m. Table 11 displays the one-off and on-going 

costs associated with this option.  
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Table 11 – Costs of Option 2  

Costs Year 1                   
2012/13 

One-Off Costs  

Familiarisation costs to industry £12,844 

Familiarisation costs to FSA Operations £1,771 

Total  One-Off Costs £14,615 

  

On-going Costs  

Full Cost Recovery charge to industry £31,415,562 

Total Cost £31,430,178 

 
 

Option 3 – A staged move to full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in 
3 steps 

 

Costs to industry 

 
79. Costs would fall only on businesses currently receiving a discount on meat official control charges. 

We estimate that removing the current discount on charges for meat official controls in a staged 
move in three steps would cost the UK meat industry approximate annual average of £10.48m24. As 
in option 2 we assume that abattoirs will absorb approximately one-third of the cost and farmers the 
remaining two-thirds. We estimate that abattoirs will absorb an average annual cost of £3.50m, and 
pass on £6.98m to livestock farmers. The range of impact of full cost recovery by sector and scale 
staged over three steps is presented in Annex B (Tables 2.1B – 2.3B).   

80. Table 12 presents the impact of this proposal by sector. A further breakdown by country may be 
found in Annex C. 

 
Table 12 - Estimated increase in charges/revenue by sector – UK (excluding low throughput) 

 
 

 

Familiarisation costs 

 
81. As per option 2, there will be a reading and familiarisation cost to approved establishments of 

familiarising themselves with full cost recovery charging arrangements. We estimate a total one-off 
familiarisation cost in the UK to businesses of £12,844.  

 

                                            
24 Cost and charge figures are based on 2010/11 estimates; inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 GDP deflator forecasts (inflation 
forecast on previous year of 2.1% in 2011 and 2.1% 2012). Latest forecast can be accessed via: http://www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm   

Slaughter-

houses

Livestock 

Producers
Total

Slaughter-

houses

Livestock 

Producers
Total

Slaughter-

houses

Livestock 

Producers
Total

Red Meat Slaughter 

(incl. On Farm 

Slaughter)

£2,439,651 £4,879,302 £7,318,954 £2,072,263 £4,144,526 £6,216,790 £2,255,957 £4,511,914 £6,767,872

Poultry Slaughter 

(with PIA)
£333,874 £667,748 £1,001,622 £293,632 £587,264 £880,896 £240,488 £480,976 £721,464

Poultry Slaughter 

(without PIA)
£983,737 £1,967,474 £2,951,212 £835,596 £1,671,192 £2,506,787 £909,666 £1,819,333 £2,728,999

Game Handling £27,636 £55,272 £82,908 £23,474 £46,948 £70,423 £25,555 £51,110 £76,665

Cutting Plants £10,923 £21,847 £32,770 £9,293 £18,586 £27,878 £10,108 £20,216 £30,324

Total impact £3,795,822 £7,591,643 £11,387,465 £3,234,258 £6,468,516 £9,702,774 £3,441,775 £6,883,549 £10,325,324

Year 1 - 2012 Year 2 - 2013 Year 3 - 2014

Sector

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
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Table 13 - Familiarisation cost to industry (Excluding low throughput) 

Country 
Affected Premises           

(Approved 
Establishments) 

Total Familiarisation cost 

England 258 £9,605 

Northern 
Ireland 25 £931 

Scotland 39 £1,452 

Wales 23 £856 

UK 345 £12,844 
Note: Costs are estimated by multiplying wage rates uplifted by 30% to account for overheads.   This means that the wage rates 

reported in the text are approximate to 2 d.p. and when grossed may result in a rounding error. 

 

Equivalent Annual Costs (EAC) 

 

82. In order for ‟one-off‟ transition costs to be compared on an equivalent basis across policies spanning 
different time periods, it is necessary to „equivalently annualise‟ costs using a standard formula25.  
Under Standard HMT Green book guidance a discount rate of 3.5% is used.   

83. A total one-off cost to industry affected by this proposal is an estimated £12,844.  This yields an 
EAC of approximately £4,584 in UK over 3 years, which per country equates to £3,428 in England, 
£306 in Wales, £518 in Scotland and £332 in Northern Ireland. Table 14 displays the breakdown of 
the EAC per country. 

 

Table 14 – Equivalent Annual Cost (EAC) for Industry by location 

Location EAC 

England £3,428 

Northern 
Ireland £332 

Scotland £518 

Wales £306 

UK £4,584 
 

 

Costs to Competent Authority  

 

Familiarisation costs 

 
84. As per option 2 there will be a small one-off cost to FSA Operations and DARD VPHU for reading 

and familiarising themselves with the full cost charging arrangement. It is estimated that the total 
one-off familiarisation cost for the CA in the UK totals £1,77126. By region this equates to £1,638 in 
Great Britain27 and £133 in Northern Ireland.   

85. As for industry (see above), the one-off cost to the CA must also be expressed as equivalent annual 
costs (EAC). Total one-off costs to the CA have been estimated as £1,771.  This yields an EAC for 
the CA for the UK as a whole of approximately £632 over 3 years. 

 
 

                                            
25

 The equivalent annual cost formula is as follows: EAC=PVC/A, where A =[1-1/(1+r)^t]/r, where PVC is the present value of costs, r is the 
social discount rate and t is the time period over which the policy is being appraised. 
26 Multiplying a reading time of two hours, by the hourly wage rate applied to a Lead Veterinarian of £22.14. This equates to a familiarisation cost per cluster area of £44.28. 
There are 40 cluster areas or divisions in the UK with responsibility for the enforcement of meat official controls. The total one off familiarisation cost for the Competent Authority 
in the UK totals £1,771. 
27

 Cluster areas are not defined by devolved administration i.e. operate at GB level 



 

30 

Total costs 

 
86. The total cost of policy option 3 equates to £31.43m at an average annual cost of £10.48m. Once 

these costs are discounted at a rate of 3.5% over three years we obtain a present value cost of 
£30.42m. Total one-off and on-going costs associated with option 3 are presented in table 15. 

 
 
Table 15 – Costs of Option 3  

Costs 
Year 1 

2012/13 
Year 2 

2013/14 
Year 3 

2014/15 
Annual 

Average 
Total 

Present 
Value 

One-Off 
Costs       

Familiarisation 
costs to 
industry 

£12,844 £0 £0 N/A* £12,844 £12,844 

Familiarisation 
costs to FSA 
Operations 

£1,771.12 £0 £0 N/A* £1,771 £1,771 

Total  One-Off 
Costs £14,615 £0 £0 N/A* £14,615 £14,615 

 
      

On-going 
Costs       

Full Cost 
Recovery 
charge to 
industry 

£11,387,465 £9,702,774 £10,325,324 £10,471,854 £31,415,562 £29,372,875 

 
      

Total Cost £11,402,080 £9,702,774 £10,325,324 £10,476,726 £31,430,178 £30,415,541 
*Annual average cost is not applicable to one-off familiarisation costs see EAC calculation (table 14) 

  

 

Option 4 – A move to a maximum reduction of 70% of the full cost charge, subject to the EU 
minima, for low throughput establishments in one step 

 
 

Costs to industry 

 
87. The cost of option 4 will impact only on approved establishments defined as low throughput currently 

receiving a discount on meat official control charges.  

 

Increase in cost recovery charge  

 
88. We estimate that reducing the current discount on charges for meat official controls in one-step 

would cost the UK meat industry approximately £0.42m28. As in options 2 and 3 we assume that 
abattoirs will absorb approximately one-third of the cost and farmers the remaining two-thirds. We 
estimate that abattoirs will absorb £0.14m of the cost, and pass on £0.28m to livestock farmers. The 
range of impact of a reduction in the discount on charges by sector in the UK is set out in Annex B 
(table 3.1B). Table 16 presents the impact of this option by sector. A further breakdown by country 
may be found in Annex C.    

 

                                            
28 Cost and charge figures are based on 2010/11 estimates; inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 GDP deflator forecasts (inflation 
forecast on previous year of 2.1% in 2011 and 2.1% 2012). Latest forecast can be accessed via: http://www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm   

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
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Table 16 - Estimated increase in charges/revenue by sector 2012 – UK low throughput 

Sector Slaughterhouses 
Livestock 
Producers 

Total 
impact 

Red Meat Slaughter (incl. 
On Farm Slaughter) £57,402 £114,804 £172,205 

Poultry Slaughter £71,179 £142,358 £213,537 

Game Handling £6,938 £13,875 £20,813 

Cutting Plants £4,461 £8,923 £13,384 

Total impact £139,980 £279,959 £419,939 
 

Familiarisation costs 

 
89. There will be a reading and familiarisation cost to approved low throughput establishments. It is 

estimated that it will take one hour per business to read and familiarise themselves with the new 
arrangements and a further one hour disseminating to key staff. This means a total of two hours for 
familiarising. There are currently 421 approved establishments operating in the UK currently 
receiving a discount that would be directly affected by the proposal. Table 7 above displays the 
number of businesses affected in the UK broken down by location. 

 

90. To quantify the one off familiarisation cost to industry we calculate the familiarisation cost per 
business by multiplying the hourly wage rate of a manager of a farm of £18.6129 by the two hours 
taken to understand the new charging arrangements, resulting in a familiarisation cost per business 
of £37.2330.  To quantify the overall one off familiarisation cost to industry we multiply the 
familiarisation cost per firm by the number of low throughput establishments affected by the 
regulation.  This results in a one off familiarisation cost in the UK to businesses of £15,673.  Table 
17 displays the familiarisation cost to industry broken down by location. 

 

Table 17 - Familiarisation cost to industry (low throughput) 

Location Affected Premises           
(Approved 

Establishments) 

Total Familiarisation cost 

England 309 £11,504 

Northern 
Ireland 20 £745 

Scotland 58 £2,159 

Wales 34 £1,266 

UK 421 £15,673 
Note: Costs are estimated by multiplying wage rates uplifted by 30% to account for overheads.   This means that the wage rates 

reported in the text are approximate to 2 d.p. and when grossed may result in a rounding error. 

  

                                            
29 Wage rate obtained from The Annual Survey of Household Earnings (2009) (http://www.statistics.gov.uk/StatBase/Product.asp?vlnk=15313).  
Median hourly wage of a „„Managers in Farming, Horticulture, Forestry and Fishing‟ (£13.31 which has been up-rated by 30% to cover 
overheads: £13.31 * (1 + 0.3)) = £17.30.  The wage rate is based on 2009 data; inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 GDP deflator 
forecasts (inflation forecast of 3.2% in 2010,  2.1% in 2011 and 2.1% 2012). Latest forecast can be accessed via: http://www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm   
30 £37.23 = £18.61 (inflated hourly wage rate) * 2 hours (familiarisation time) 

 

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
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Costs to Competent Authority  

 

Familiarisation costs 

 
91. As per option 4 there will be a small one-off cost to FSA Operations and DARD VPHU for reading 

and familiarising themselves with the full cost charging arrangement. The total one off familiarisation 
cost for the CA in the UK totals £1,771. By country this equates to £1,638 in Great Britain (GB) and 
£133 in Northern Ireland.   

Total costs 

 
92. The total cost of policy option 4 equates to £0.44m. Table 18 displays the one-off and on-going 

costs associated with this option.  

 
Table 18 – Costs of Option 4  
Costs Year 1                   

2012/13 

One-Off Costs  

Familiarisation costs to 
industry 

£15,673 

Familiarisation costs to FSA 
Operations 

£1,771 

Total  One-Off Costs £17,445 

  

On-going Costs  

Full Cost Recovery charge to 
industry 

£419,939 

Total Cost £437,383 

 

 
Option 5 – A move to a maximum reduction of 70% of the full cost charge, subject to the EU 
minima, for low throughput establishments in a staged move in 3 steps 

 

Costs to industry 

 
93. The cost of option 5 will impact only on approved establishments defined as low throughput; 

currently receiving a discount on charges for meat official controls. 

 

Increase in cost recovery charge  

 
94. We estimate that reducing the current discount on charges for meat official controls staged over 

three steps would cost the UK meat industry an approximate annual average of £0.14m31. As per 
the above options, we assume that abattoirs will absorb approximately one-third of the cost and 
farmers the remaining two-thirds .We estimate that abattoirs will absorb an average annual cost of 
£0.05m, and pass on £0.09m to livestock farmers. An overview of the range of impact of this 
proposal by sector over three years is shown below in Annex B (Tables 4.1B – 4.3B). Table 19 
below presents the impact of this proposal by sector. A further breakdown by country may also be 
found in Annex C. 

 

                                            
31 Cost and charge figures are based on 2010/11 estimates; inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 GDP deflator forecasts (inflation 
forecast on previous year of 2.1% in 2011 and 2.1% 2012). Latest forecast can be accessed via: http://www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm   

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.htm
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Table 19 - Estimated increase in charges/revenue by sector – UK low throughput 
 

 
 

 

Familiarisation costs 

 
95. As per option 4, there will be a reading and familiarisation cost to approved low throughput 

establishments. We estimate a total one-off familiarisation cost in the UK to businesses of £15,673.   

 

Equivalent Annual Costs (EAC) 

96. In order for ‟one-off‟ transition costs to be compared on an equivalent basis across policies spanning 
different time periods, it is necessary to „equivalently annualise‟ costs using a standard formula32.  
Under Standard HMT Green book guidance a discount rate of 3.5% is used.  

  

97. A total one-off cost to industry affected by this proposal is an estimated £15,673.  This yields an 
EAC of approximately £5,594 over 3 years, which per country equates to £4,106 in England, £452 in 
Wales, £771 in Scotland and £226 in Northern Ireland. Table 20 displays the breakdown of the EAC 
per country. 

 

Table 20 – Equivalent Annual Cost (EAC) for Industry by location 

Location EAC 

England £4,106 

Northern 
Ireland £266 

Scotland £771 

Wales £452 

UK £5,594 

 
 

Costs to Competent Authority   

 

Familiarisation costs 

 
98. As per option 4 there will be a small one-off cost to FSA Operations and DARD VPHU for reading 

and familiarising themselves with new charging arrangements. It is estimated that the total one-off 
familiarisation cost for the CA in the UK totals £1,77133. By region country this equates to £1,638 in 
Great Britain and £133 in Northern Ireland. 

                                            
32

 The equivalent annual cost formula is as follows: EAC=PVC/A, where A =[1-1/(1+r)^t]/r, where PVC is the present value of costs, r is the 

social discount rate and t is the time period over which the policy is being appraised. 
33

 Multiplying a reading time of two hours, by the hourly wage rate applied to a Lead Veterinarian of £22.14. This equates to a familiarisation cost per cluster 

area or division of £44.28. There are 40 cluster areas or divisions in the UK with responsibility for the enforcement of meat official controls. The total one off 
familiarisation cost for the Competent Authority in the UK totals £1,771 

Slaughter-

houses

Livestock 

Producers
Total

Slaughter-

houses

Livestock 

Producers
Total

Slaughter-

houses

Livestock 

Producers
Total

Red Meat Slaughter 

(incl. On Farm 

Slaughter)

£2,979 £5,958 £8,936 £22,883 £45,765 £68,648 £31,540 £63,081 £94,621

Poultry Slaughter (with 

PIA)
£7,004 £14,007 £21,011 £8,556 £17,112 £25,668 £10,709 £21,417 £32,126

Poultry Slaughter 

(without PIA)
£12,614 £25,228 £37,842 £16,011 £32,023 £48,034 £16,285 £32,570 £48,855

Game Handling £1,020 £2,040 £3,061 £2,759 £5,517 £8,276 £3,159 £6,317 £9,476

Cutting Plants £581 £1,161 £1,742 £1,483 £2,966 £4,448 £2,398 £4,796 £7,194

Total impact £24,197 £48,395 £72,592 £51,691 £103,383 £155,074 £64,091 £128,182 £192,273

Year 1 - 2012 Year 2 - 2013 Year 3 - 2014

Sector
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99. As for industry (see above), the one-off cost to the CA must also be expressed as equivalent annual 
costs (EAC). Total one-off costs to the CA have been estimated as £1,771.  This yields an EAC for 
the CA for the UK as a whole of approximately £632 over 3 years. 

 
 

Total costs 

 
100. The total cost of policy option 5 equates to £0.44 at an average annual cost of £0.14m. Once 

these costs are discounted at a rate of 3.5% over three years we obtain a present value cost of 
£0.42m. Total one-off and on-going costs associated with option 5 are presented in table 21. 

 
Table 21 – Costs of Option 5  

 
Costs Year 1 

2012/13 
Year 2 

2013/14 
Year 3 

2014/15 
Annual 

Average 
Total Present 

Value 

One-Off Costs       

Familiarisation costs 
to industry 

£15,673   N/A* £15,673 £15,673 

Familiarisation costs 
to FSA Operations 

£1,771   N/A* £1,771 £1,771 

Total  One-Off Costs £17,445   N/A* £17,445 £17,445 

       

On-going Costs       

Full Cost Recovery 
charge to industry 

£72,592 £155,074 £192,273 £139,980 £419,939 £401,911 

       

Total Cost £90,037 £155,074 £192,273 £139,980 £437,383 £419,355 

       *Annual average cost is not applicable to one-off familiarisation costs see EAC calculation (table 20) 

Benefits  

 

Option 1 – Do nothing.  

 
101. There are no incremental benefits. This option is the baseline for comparison. 

 
 
Option 2 - Full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in one step;  

 

Benefits to Industry 

 
102. Full cost recovery could act as an incentive to industry to invest to maximise efficient use of 

official controls and encourage businesses to review their business agreement with FSA to reduce 
the resources required. As it is not possible to quantify this reduction, the benefit remains non-
monetised.   

 

Benefits to consumer 

 
103. Full cost recovery should act as an incentive to improve compliance, since there is a link between 

compliance and the cost of official controls (see paragraph 18 above), which would enhance 
consumer protection.  
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Benefits to Taxpayer  

 
104. Full cost recovery would transfer the cost from the taxpayer directly to the meat industry.  

Savings would be realised more quickly for the taxpayer as this proposal would be implemented in 
one step.  The related savings to taxpayers are estimated at £31.42m in 2012 with a net benefit of £-
0.01m. This is shown in table 22 below. 

 

Table 22 – Costs of Option 2 

Benefits Year 1                   
2012/13 

  

Revenue/ Savings to taxpayer £31,415,562 

  

Total benefits £31,415,562 

  

Net benefits -£14,615 

 
 

 
Option 3 – A staged move to full cost recovery for establishments other than low throughput in 
3 steps 
 

105. Similar benefits realised as per option 2. However, savings to taxpayers would be staged over a 
three year period.  

 

106. The total benefit of policy option 3 equates to £31.42m at an average annual benefit of £10.47m. 
Once these benefits are discounted at a rate of 3.5% over a three year period we obtain a present 
value benefit of £30.4m and a net present value estimate of -£0.01m. Benefits associated with 
option 3 are presented in table 23. 

  
Table 23 – Benefits of Option 3  
 
Benefits Year 1 

2012/13 
Year 2 

2013/14 
Year 3 

2014/15 
Annual 

Average 
Total Present 

Value 

       

Revenue/ 
Savings to 
taxpayer 

£11,387,465 £9,702,774 £10,325,324 £10,471,854 £31,415,562 £30,400,926 

       

Total 
benefits 

£11,387,465 £9,702,774 £10,325,324 £10,471,854 £31,415,562 £30,400,926 

       

Net benefits -£14,615 £0 £0 -£4,872 -£14,615 -£14,615 

 

 

 

 

 



 

36 

Option 4 – A move to a maximum reduction of 70% of the full cost charge, subject to the EU 
minima, for low throughput establishments in one step 

 
107. Similar benefits realised as per options 2 and 3. However, savings to taxpayers would be limited 

to a maximum reduction of 70% for low throughput establishments. The related savings to taxpayers 
are estimated at £0.42m in 2012 with a net benefit of -£0.02m. This is shown in table 24 below. 

 
Table 24 – Benefits of Option 4  
 
Benefits Year 1                   

2012/13 

One-Off Benefits  

Revenue/ Savings to taxpayer £419,939 

  

Total benefits £419,939 

  

Net benefits -£17,445 

 

 
Option 5 – A staged move to a maximum reduction of 70% of the full cost charge, subject to the 
EU minima, for low throughput establishments in 3 steps 

 
108. Similar benefits realised as per option 4. However, savings to taxpayers would be staged over a 

three year period. The total benefit of policy option 5 equates to £0.42m at an average annual 
benefit of £0.14m. Once these benefits are discounted at a rate of 3.5% over three years we obtain 
a present value benefit of £0.4m and a net present value estimate of -£0.02m. Benefits associated 
with option 5 are presented in table 25. 

 
Table 25 – Benefits of Option 5 
 
Benefits Year 1 

2012/13 
Year 2 

2013/14 
Year 3 

2014/15 
Annual 

Average 
Total Present 

Value 

Revenue/ Savings to 
taxpayer £72,592 £155,074 £192,273 £139,980 £419,939 £401,911 

 
      

Total benefits £72,592 £155,074 £192,273 £139,980 £419,939 £401,911 

 
      

Net benefits -£17,445 £0 £0 £0 -£17,445 -£17,445 

 

Implementation 
 

109. The FSA will implement the proposals in the UK in accordance with their usual procedures.  This 
includes producing charging guidance for FBOs, and notifying establishments of the increased 
charge rates that will affect them. 
 

110. It is anticipated that there will be familiarisation costs amounting to approximately £30,000 for 
industry and £2,000 for the public sector.  
 

111. It is possible that the proposals will result in some increase in the cost of pursuing debt recovery.  
It is estimated that increasing the overall charging level, and the basis for applying discounts, would 
lead to an increase in the cost of debt recovery of £100,000 in the year, due to an increase in the 
number of disagreements and queries about charges owed. 
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Monitoring 
 

112. The FSA will monitor the delivery of the proposal in UK in accordance with their usual 
procedures.  The policy will be reviewed within one year of completion of implementation to 
establish its actual costs and benefits and the achievement of its desired objectives. 

 

Enforcement 
 

113.  These proposals will be implemented under the existing Meat (Official Controls Charges) 
(England) Regulations and equivalent legislation in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales.   

 

Sanctions 
 

114. Sanctions are contained in the current Regulations, which are considered to be proportionate and 
the minimum needed to enable charging policy to be implemented effectively. 

 

Competition Assessment 
 

115. In the last 25 years a significant structural change has taken place in the industry with the 
consolidation and rationalisation of large scale establishments as the number of smaller scale 
operations diminish.  The industry appears to have become a two tier market where only large scale 
abattoirs can service the needs of large retailers and have integrated their facilities and operations 
to benefit from economies of scale and take advantage of the increasingly value added processes 
along the supply chain, while the majority of small and low throughput establishments do not have 
the scale and resources to do so. Instead they have opted for niche markets increasingly providing a 
local slaughter facility service to farmers who sell their meat directly to the consumer, through farm 
shops, market stalls and farmers markets.  
 

116. The current charging arrangement allocates relatively larger subsidies to businesses with smaller 
throughput compared to larger scale operators who currently receive lower discounts. Full cost 
recovery would clearly have a greater impact on smaller abattoirs, which may not be able to offset 
this cost on a scale comparable with larger abattoirs. This may have implications for some 
businesses, who may no longer find it viable to remain in the industry, while others will attempt to 
absorb, share or pass on these costs.  

 

117. In the FSA‟s survey of meat businesses, some respondents from the low throughput sector 
(though unrepresentative of industry due to a low response rate) indicated that they would look to 
pass on some the cost to consumers to partially offset the financial impact of full recovery. 
 

118. We consider that the proposals are unlikely to affect significantly the ability of suppliers to 
compete or affect their incentives to do so, as all UK approved meat establishments will be affected 
by the move to full cost recovery, and the low throughput reduction will continue to provide 
significant support for the smallest establishments.  We do not anticipate that these proposals will 
directly or indirectly limit the number or range of suppliers, although we welcome evidence from 
consultees which may indicate that this is not the case.   
 

119. There may be some small impact on the competitiveness of meat exported to other countries and 
of imports to this country, due to the increased level of charges applied to domestic producers.  
However, the value of sterling has declined by over a fifth against the Euro in the last three years, 
which could help improve or maintain the competitiveness of exports for the industry, and since the 
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level of meat official control charges compared to the retail price of meat is very small the overall 
impact is expected to be minimal.  
 

Small Firms Impact Test 
 

120. Support will be more effectively targeted to smaller, low throughput establishments under these 
proposals.  

 

Sustainable development  
 

121. Impacts under the three pillars of sustainable development (environmental, economic and social) 
have been, and continue to be, considered in the development of this Impact Assessment. Only 
economic impacts have been identified. The proposed increases are not expected to be a 
determinant factor in any business closure.  The move to full cost recovery is more sustainable 
because it gives FBOs an incentive to use FSA and DARD VPHU resources more efficiently, which 
will enable resources to be reduced without compromising the level of health benefits and 
protection. 
 

122. The transfer to industry of that element of the cost of meat official controls currently borne by 
taxpayers is more sustainable because it allows decisions to be taken with regard to a greater 
proportion of the total costs of meat production.  If costs are not borne by those taking the decisions, 
this can lead to over- or under- supply and so transferring the costs to industry should contribute to 
more sustainable decision making. 

 

Race/disability/gender equality 
 

123. We do not envisage an impact. 

 

Rural proofing 
 

124. Many larger slaughterhouses are located on the outskirts of towns, and many cutting plants are 
urban.  Smaller slaughterhouses and game handling establishments may be more likely to be rural.  
The proposed increases in charge rates are likely to have little impact on the rural economy as the 
increased charges will affect all similar establishments and the present rural/urban balance seems 
likely to be unaffected.  A number of rural establishments will come within the low throughput 
definition, and will receive support accordingly.  
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ANNEX A 

DISTRIBUTION OF IMPACT OF FULL COST RECOVERY  
 
Distributional Impact at Product Level between Slaughterhouse and Livestock Producer 

Tables 1.1A and 1.2A show estimates of the distributional impact of full cost recovery charging at 
product level, assuming slaughterhouses absorb one third of the cost and farmers the remaining two-
thirds based on the Defra working assumption.  

   
Table 1.1A Distribution of Full Cost Charge per Type of Meat Cut* 

Animal Meat Cut 
Estimated Full Cost 

Recovery Charge per 
Cut per (pence/KG) 

Cost to 
Slaughterhouse 
per (pence/KG)* 

Cost to 
Livestock 

Producer per 
(pence/KG)* 

Cost to 
Consumer 

per 
(pence/KG) 

Cattle 

Topside 4.632 1.544 3.088 0.000 

Rump steak 6.266 2.089 4.177 0.000 

Sirloin steak 9.412 3.137 6.275 0.000 

Fillet steak 14.548 4.849 9.699 0.000 

Best braising steak 3.741 1.247 2.494 0.000 

Diced (stewing steak) 3.607 1.202 2.405 0.000 

Premium minced beef 3.016 1.005 2.010 0.000 

Standard minced beef 1.926 0.642 1.284 0.000 

Sheep 

Whole leg 5.822 1.941 3.882 0.000 

Loin chops 7.966 2.655 5.311 0.000 

Cutlet chops 7.974 2.658 5.316 0.000 

Shoulder 4.100 1.367 2.733 0.000 

Leg steaks 5.813 1.938 3.876 0.000 

Diced lamb 6.602 2.201 4.401 0.000 

Pigs 

Leg (boneless) 7.752 2.584 5.168 0.000 

Shoulder (boneless) 6.421 2.140 4.280 0.000 

Loin chop 7.628 2.543 5.086 0.000 

Diced pork 7.571 2.524 5.048 0.000 

Loin steaks 9.923 3.308 6.616 0.000 

Minced pork 5.981 1.994 3.987 0.000 

Poultry Whole Chicken 0.014 0.005 0.009 0.000 

 Source: Calculated based on MHS throughput charge rates, Defra dressed carcase weights, AHDB saleable yield proportions data and 
producer prices, wholesale and retail prices from the Meat Trades Journal. 

 

Table 1.2A Distribution of Full Cost Charge per Animal* 

Animal 
Estimated Full Cost 

Recovery Charge per 
Animal 

Cost to 
Slaughterhouse per 

Animal 

Cost to 
Livestock 

Producer per  
Animal 

Cost to 
Consumer per 

Animal 

Poultry £0.07 £0.02 £0.05 £0.00 

Bovine £9.41 £3.14 £6.28 £0.00 

Sheep £0.85 £0.28 £0.56 £0.00 

Pig £2.20 £0.73 £1.47 £0.00 

Source: Maximum MHS throughput charge rates, 

 

 



 

40 

Distributional Impact at Product Level between Slaughterhouse, Livestock Producer and Consumer 

Tables 2.1A and 2.3A show estimates of the distributional impact of full cost recovery charging at 
product level, assuming all costs would be passed to the farmer or to the consumer.  

 
If all additional costs were to be passed on to the farmer, the cost per animal would be estimated to rise 
as follows (please note products prices are approximate, and for illustrative purposes only): 
 
Table 2.1A Full Cost Recovery Charge as a Percentage of Estimated Producer Value* per Carcase 

Animal 
Estimated 

Producer Value 
per Carcase 

Element of price attributable to official control 
costs 

Price increase 

Current Proposed In cash terms 
As percentage 

of Value 

Chicken £1.97 £0.03 £0.07 £0.03 1.72% 

Bovine £443.56 £4.71 £9.41 £4.71 1.06% 

Sheep £52.07 £0.42 £0.85 £0.42 0.81% 

Pig £79.81 £1.10 £2.20 £1.10 1.38% 

Source: Maximum MHS throughput charge rates, Defra dressed carcase weights, AHDB saleable yield proportions data and producer prices, 
wholesale and retail prices from the Meat Trades Journal. 

 

 
Table 2.2A Full Cost Recovery Charge as a Percentage of Estimated Producer Value* per Carcase 

Animal 
Estimated Producer 
Value per Carcase 

Estimated Full Cost 
Recovery Charge per 

Animal 

As percentage of 
value 

Chicken £1.97 £0.07 3.4% 

Bovine £443.56 £9.41 2.1% 

Sheep £52.07 £0.85 1.6% 

Pig £79.81 £2.20 2.8% 

 Source: Maximum MHS throughput charge rates, Defra dressed carcase weights, AHDB saleable yield proportions data and producer prices, 
wholesale and retail prices from the Meat Trades Journal. 
 
 *Estimated producer value is calculated by taking the saleable carcase weight (kg) and multiplying this by the average producer 
price per kg.  

 
 

If all additional costs from full cost recovery were to be passed on to the consumer (we consider this to 
be extremely unlikely), prices would be estimated to rise as follows (please note products prices are 
approximate, and for illustrative purposes only): 
 
Table 2.3A Distribution of Full Cost Charge per Type of Meat Cut 

Product and price 
Product 

and price 

Element of price attributable to official 
control costs 

Price increase 

Current Proposed In cash terms 
As percentage 

of price 

Whole chicken £4.17 £0.007 £0.014 £0.01 0.16% 

500g lean mince (£1.92) £3.88 £0.010 £0.019 £0.01 0.25% 

Pork loin chop per kg (£6.15) £6.35 £0.038 £0.076 £0.04 0.60% 

Source: Maximum MHS throughput charge rates, Defra dressed carcase weights, AHDB saleable yield proportions data and producer prices, 
wholesale and retail prices from the Meat Trades Journal. 

 
Notes:  
(1) Double the current maximum MHS charge has been used as a proxy for full cost recovery rates. Throughput charge of 
£4.707 for an adult bovine, £0.423 for a sheep> 18kg and £1.101 for a pig ≥ 25kg. Rates include uplift to reflect 2010/11 hourly 
wage rates of OVs and MHIs and inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 HMT GDP deflator forecasts.  
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Distribution of Impact by Establishment Type and Size (Excluding Low Throughput Establishments) 
 
Estimates of the distributional impact of full cost recovery charging by establishment type and size 
(excluding low throughput establishments) per country are shown in tables 3.1.A to 3.5.A below. 
 
Table 3.1A Distribution of impact of full cost recovery by establishment type and size (England) 

 Establishment Type and 
Scale 

Count of 
Approval 

Sum of 
Estimated 

Discount in 
2012 prices

†
                     

(£) 

Cost to 
Slaughter-      

house      
(£) 

Cost to 
Livestock 
Producer  

(£) 

Cost to 
Consumer 

(£) 

E
N

G
L

A
N

D
 

CUTTING PLANTS 
     

Total* 57 £65,244 £21,748 £43,496 £0 

      
GAME HANDLING 

     
Total* 9 £195,251 £65,084 £130,167 £0 

      
POULTRY SLAUGHTER 

     
Small +  Medium* 15 £1,649,204 £549,735 £1,099,469 £0 

Large 6 £1,676,948 £558,983 £1,117,965 £0 

V Large 5 £3,663,137 £1,221,046 £2,442,091 £0 

Total 26 £6,989,289 £2,329,763 £4,659,526 £0 

      
POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
(PIA)      

Small 8 250,109 £83,370 £166,739 £0 

Medium 7 498,431 £166,144 £332,287 £0 

Large + V Large* 11 1,444,356 £481,452 £962,904 £0 

Total 26 2,192,896 £730,965 £1,461,931 £0 

      
RED SLAUGHTER 

     
Small 44 £1,855,014 £618,338 £1,236,676 £0 

Medium 78 £10,679,854 £3,559,951 £7,119,903 £0 

Large 18 £2,716,600 £905,533 £1,811,067 £0 

Total 140 £15,251,468 £5,083,823 £10,167,645 £0 

     
£0 

TOTAL ENGLAND 258 £24,694,148 £8,231,383 £16,462,766 £0 

†
 2010 estimated discount figures inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 HMT GDP deflator forecasts.  

*No. of plants are consolidated if count of approval is less than 5 in order to comply with commercial confidentiality  
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Table 3.2A Distribution of impact of full cost recovery by establishment type and size (Scotland) 

 Establishment Type 
and Scale 

Count of 
Approval 

Sum of 
Estimated 

Discount in 
2012 prices

†
                     

(£) 

Cost to 
Slaughter-      

house      
(£) 

Cost to 
Livestock 
Producer 

(£) 

Cost to 
Consumer 

(£) 

S
C

O
T

L
A

N
D

 

CUTTING PLANTS 
     

Small 8 £2,554 £851 £1,702 £0 

Total 8 £2,554 £851 £1,702 £0 

      
OTHER** 

     
Total* 8 £572,511 £190,837 £381,674 £0 

      
RED SLAUGHTER 

     
Small + Medium* 17 £1,250,725 £416,908 £833,817 £0 

Large + V Large* 6 £314,535 £104,845 £209,690 £0 

Total 23 £1,565,260 £521,753 £1,043,507 £0 

      
TOTAL SCOTLAND 39 £2,140,325 £713,442 £1,426,883 £0 

†
 2010 estimated discount figures inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 HMT GDP deflator forecasts.  

*No. of plants are consolidated if count of approval is less than 5 in order to comply with commercial confidentiality  
**Consolidation of Game Handling and Poultry Slaughter including PIA plants to comply with commercial confidentiality 

 
 
Table 3.3A Distribution of impact of full cost recovery by establishment type and size (Wales) 

 Establishment Type 
and Scale 

Count of 
Approval 

Sum of 
Estimated 

Discount in 
2012 prices

†
                     

(£) 

Cost to 
Slaughter-      

house      
(£) 

Cost to 
Livestock 
Producer 

(£) 

Cost to 
Consumer 

(£) 

W
A

L
E

S
 

      
RED SLAUGHTER 

     
Total* 18 £2,043,019 £681,006 £1,362,013 £0 

      
OTHER** 

     
Total 5 £132,542 £44,181 £88,361 £0 

      
TOTAL WALES 23 £2,175,561 £725,187 £1,450,374 £0 

†
 2010 estimated discount figures inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 HMT GDP deflator forecasts.  

*No. of plants are consolidated if count of approval is less than 5 in order to comply with commercial confidentiality  
**Consolidation of Cutting Plants and Poultry Slaughter including PIA plants to comply with commercial confidentiality 
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Table 3.4A Distribution of impact of full cost recovery by establishment type and size (Northern Ireland) 

 Establishment Type 
and Scale 

Count of 
Approval 

Sum of 
Estimated 

Discount in 
2012 prices

†
                     

(£) 

Cost to 
Slaughter-      

house       
(£) 

Cost to 
Livestock 
Producer 

(£) 

Cost to 
Consumer 

(£) 

N
O

R
T

H
E

R
N

 I
R

E
L

A
N

D
 

CUTTING PLANTS 
     

Small 9 £22,900 £7,633 £15,267 £0 

Total 9 £22,900 £7,633 £15,267 £0 

      
RED SLAUGHTER* 

     
Total** 11 £1,443,867 £481,289 £962,578 £0 

      
OTHER** 

     
Total 5 £937,950 £312,650 £625,300 £0 

      
TOTAL NORTHERN 
IRELAND 

25 £2,404,717 £801,572 £1,603,144 £0 

†
 2010 estimated discount figures inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 HMT GDP deflator forecasts.  

*The industry in Northern Ireland has indicated that red meat slaughter establishments are expected to pass all costs from full 
cost recovery back to the livestock producer.  Therefore, in relation to red meat, the amount in column 3 would represent the 
cost to the livestock producer, and the cost to the slaughterhouse and to the consumer would be £0. 
**No. of plants are consolidated if count of approval is less than 5 in order to comply with commercial confidentiality  

 
 
 
Distribution Impact by Low Throughput Establishment Type  
 
Estimates of the distributional impact of an increase cost recovery charging by establishment type for low 
throughput establishments) per country are shown in tables 4.1.A to 4.4.A below. 
 
Table 4.1A Distribution of impact of increase in cost recovery by low throughput establishment type 
(England) 

 

 
Establishment Type and 

Scale 
Count of 
Approval 

Sum of 
Estimated 
Discount 
in 2012 
prices

†
                     

(£) 

Cost to 
Slaughter-      

house      
(£) 

Cost to 
Livestock 
Producer 

(£) 

Cost to 
Consumer 

(£) 

E
N

G
L

A
N

D
 

CUTTING PLANT 197 £4,787 £1,596 £3,191 £0 

GAME HANDLING 20 £17,663 £5,888 £11,775 £0 

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 15 £128,234 £42,745 £85,489 £0 

RED SLAUGHTER 65 £130,777 £43,592 £87,184 £0 

POULTRY SLAUGHTER PIA 12 £63,783 £21,261 £42,522 £0 

      
ENGLAND TOTALS 309 £345,244 £115,081 £230,162 £0 

†
 2010 estimated discount figures inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 HMT GDP deflator forecasts.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

44 

 

 
Table 4.2A Distribution of impact of increase in cost recovery by low throughput establishment type 
(Scotland)  

 Establishment Type and Scale 
Count of 
Approval 

Sum of 
Estimated 
Discount 
in 2012 
prices

†
                     

(£) 

Cost to 
Slaughter-      

house      
(£) 

Cost to 
Livestock 
Producer 

(£) 

Cost to 
Consumer 

(£) 

S
C

O
T

L
A

N
D

 CUTTING PLANT 32 £1,576 £525 £1,051 £0 

OTHER* 14 £11,231 £3,744 £7,487 £0 

RED SLAUGHTER 12 £17,238 £5,746 £11,492 £0 

      
SCOTLAND TOTALS 58 £30,044 £10,015 £20,030 £0 

*Consolidation of On Farm Slaughter, Game Handling and PIA plants to comply with commercial confidentiality 
†
 2010 estimated discount figures inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 HMT GDP deflator forecasts.  

 

 
Table 4.3A Distribution of impact of increase in cost recovery by low throughput establishment type 
(Wales)  

 Establishment Type and Scale 
Count of 
Approval 

Sum of 
Estimated 
Discount 
in 2012 
prices

†
                     

(£) 

Cost to 
Slaughter-      

house      
(£) 

Cost to 
Livestock 
Producer 

(£) 

Cost to 
Consumer 

(£) 

W
A

L
E

S
 

CUTTING PLANT 27 £757 £252 £505 £0 

RED SLAUGHTER & POULTRY 
SLAUGHTER 

7 £22,647 £7,549 £15,098 £0 

      
WALES TOTALS 34 £23,404 £7,801 £15,603 £0 

†
 2010 estimated discount figures inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 HMT GDP deflator forecasts.  

 

 
 
 
Table 4.4A Distribution of impact of increase in cost recovery by low throughput establishment type 
(Northern Ireland) 

 
Establishment Type and Scale 

Count of 
Approval 

Sum of 
Estimated 
Discount 
in 2012 
prices

†
                     

(£) 

Cost to 
Slaughter-      

house      
(£) 

Cost to 
Livestock 
Producer 

(£) 

Cost to 
Consumer 

(£) 

N
. 
IR

E
L

A
N

D
 

OTHER* 19 £21,257 £7,086 £14,171 £0 

      

TOTAL NORTHERN IRELAND 19 £21,257 £7,086 £14,171 £0 

*Consolidation of Cutting Plants, Red Slaughter, and Poultry Slaughter including PIA plants to comply with commercial 
confidentiality 
†
 2010 estimated discount figures inflated to 2012 prices using September 2010 HMT GDP deflator forecasts.  
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ANNEX B 
 

 

RANGE OF IMPACT OF FULL COST RECOVERY  
 
The range of impact of a reduction in the discount on charges by sector in the UK is set out in tables 
1.1B to 4.3B below:  
 
 
Table 1.1 B – Option 2 Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – UK (excluding low 
throughput) 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER 
   Small £124,142 £1,616 £37,284 

Medium £459,455 £15,420 £119,326 

Large £475,426 £21,243 £157,133 

V Large £264,491 £18,399 £67,662 

    POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
   Small £93,438 £21,397 £42,061 

Medium £291,269 £52,671 £121,617 

Large £415,457 £206,579 £253,541 

V Large £1,090,735 £456,337 £565,795 

    POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA 

   Small £66,769 £9,249 £16,841 

Medium £91,393 £54,921 £66,337 

Large £85,345 £9,543 £42,872 

V Large £692,340 £69,112 £225,958 

    GAME HANDING 
   Small £7,440 £1,601 £4,400 

Medium £56,080 £1,431 £38,975 

Large £42,064 £16,631 £29,347 

    CUTTING PLANTS 
   Small £5,615 £13 £449 

Medium £860 £38 £138 

V Large £53,886 £53,886 £53,886 
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Table 2.1 B – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – UK (excluding low 
throughput) Year 1  

 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER £171,379 £583   

Small £44,750 £583 £13,440 

Medium £165,622 £5,558 £43,014 

Large £171,379 £7,658 £56,642 

V Large £95,343 £6,632 £24,391 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER £393,183 £7,713   

Small £33,682 £7,713 £15,162 

Medium £104,995 £18,987 £43,840 

Large £149,762 £74,467 £91,395 

V Large £393,183 £164,498 £203,955 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA £254,224 £3,083   

Small £29,755 £3,083 £6,928 

Medium £39,501 £21,053 £26,201 

Large £35,975 £3,895 £17,594 

V Large £254,224 £29,656 £80,998 

        

GAME HANDING £20,216 £516   

Small £2,682 £577 £1,586 

Medium £20,216 £516 £14,050 

Large £15,163 £5,995 £10,579 

        

CUTTING PLANTS £19,425 £5   

Small £2,024 £5 £50 

Medium £287 £14 £150 

V Large £19,425 £19,425 £19,425 
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Table 2.2 B – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – UK (excluding low 
throughput) Year 2 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small £38,011 £495 £11,416 

Medium £140,681 £4,721 £36,537 

Large £145,571 £6,504 £48,113 

V Large £80,985 £5,634 £20,718 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small £28,610 £6,551 £12,879 

Medium £89,184 £16,127 £37,238 

Large £127,209 £63,253 £77,632 

V Large £333,973 £139,726 £173,241 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Small £22,992 £3,083 £5,754 

Medium £31,238 £18,508 £22,455 

Large £29,144 £3,288 £14,608 

V Large £233,183 £23,519 £76,208 

        

GAME HANDING       

Small £2,278 £490 £1,347 

Medium £17,171 £438 £11,934 

Large £12,880 £5,092 £8,986 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £1,719 £4 £42 

Medium £287 £12 £149 

V Large £16,500 £16,500 £16,500 
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Table 2.3 B – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – UK (excluding low 
throughput) Year 3 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER £158,475 £539   

Small £41,381 £539 £12,428 

Medium £153,152 £5,140 £39,775 

Large £158,475 £7,081 £52,378 

V Large £88,164 £6,133 £22,554 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER £363,578 £7,132   

Small £31,146 £7,132 £14,020 

Medium £97,090 £17,557 £40,539 

Large £138,486 £68,860 £84,514 

V Large £363,578 £152,112 £188,598 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA £204,933 £2,360   

Small £17,485 £3,083 £4,932 

Medium £25,620 £15,286 £17,681 

Large £20,227 £2,360 £11,218 

V Large £204,933 £15,937 £68,752 

        

GAME HANDING £18,693 £477   

Small £2,480 £534 £1,467 

Medium £18,693 £477 £12,992 

Large £14,021 £5,544 £9,782 

        

CUTTING PLANTS £17,962 £4   

Small £1,872 £4 £46 

Medium £287 £13 £150 

V Large £17,962 £17,962 £17,962 

 
 
 
Table 3.1 B – Option 4: Range of a reduction in the discount on charges by low throughput sector– UK  

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £7,725 £0 £1,488 

Poultry Slaughter £36,761 £584 £3,989 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA £18,867 £361 £4,553 

Game Handling £6,184 £0 £330 

Cutting Plants £1,675 £0 £0 

 
 
Table 4.1 B – Option 5:  Range of a reduction in the discount on charges by low throughput sector– UK 
Year 1 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £1,355 £0 £0 

Poultry Slaughter £11,668 £0 £639 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA £4,446 £121 £1,246 

Game Handling £1,670 £0 £0 

Cutting Plants £532 £0 £0 
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Table 4.2 B – Option 5:  Range of a reduction in the discount on charges by low throughput sector– UK 
Year 2 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £3,843 £0 £579 

Poultry Slaughter £12,546 £31 £1,352 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA £7,313 £120 £1,402 

Game Handling £2,257 £0 £107 

Cutting Plants £640 £0 £0 

 
 

Table 4.3 B – Option 5:  Range of a reduction in the discount on charges by low throughput sector– UK 
Year 3 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £3,882 £0 £853 

Poultry Slaughter £12,546 £211 £1,352 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA £7,108 £120 £1,877 

Game Handling £2,257 £0 £169 

Cutting Plants £640 £0 £0 
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ANNEX C 

IMPACT ON MEAT ESTABLISHMENTS (EXCLUDING LOW THROUGHPUT) BY SECTOR 
AND COUNTRY 

 
Note: the information which can be provided here is limited, for reasons of commercial confidentiality. 
Individual businesses may contact the FSA for further information about how the proposals will affect 
their establishments (see paragraph 29 of the consultation letter for contact details).  

 
The range of impact of a reduction in the discount on charges by sector per country is set out in tables 
1.1C to 8.3C below:  

 

Table 1 Option 2 – Estimated increase in charges/revenue by sector (excluding low throughput)  

Sector England N. Ireland Scotland Wales 

Red Meat 
Slaughter £15,251,468 £1,443,867 £2,103,001 £0 

Poultry 
Slaughter  

£9,182,798 £937,950 £0 £0 

Game Handling £195,251 £0 £34,744 £0 

Cutting Plants £65,244 £22,900 £2,554 
 

Total impact £24,694,761 £2,404,717 £2,140,299 £2,175,785 
 

Table 1.1 C – Option 2 Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale England (excluding low 
throughput) 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small £124,142 £1,616 £35,961 

Medium £459,455 £18,217 £126,418 

Large £475,426 £45,874 £157,133 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium £291,269 £60,075 £122,603 

Large £415,457 £206,579 £253,541 

V Large £1,090,735 £564,311 £592,317 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Small £66,769 £15,114 £21,191 

Medium £91,393 £54,921 £66,337 

Large £85,345 £9,543 £46,806 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £846 £13 £4,387 

Medium £860 £38 £38,975 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

GAME HANDLING       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium N/A N/A N/A 

Large N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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Table 2.1 C – Option 2 Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale Northern Ireland (excluding 
low throughput) 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Medium N/A N/A N/A 

Large £231,846 £40,395 £166,317 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Medium £116,714 £52,671 £84,692 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £5,615 £149 £2,448 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
 
Table 3.1 C – Option 2 Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale Scotland (excluding low 
throughput) 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium £143,134 £33,841 £68,648 

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £757 £53 £290 

        

GAME HANDLING       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Large N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
 
  



 

52 

Table 4.1 C – Option 2 Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale Wales (excluding low 
throughput) 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small £71,658 £17,845 £50,360 

Medium £204,935 £63,761 £118,069 

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
Table 5.1 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – England (excluding low 
throughput) Year 1  
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small £44,750 £583 £12,963 

Medium £165,622 £6,567 £45,571 

Large £171,379 £16,537 £56,642 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium £104,995 £21,656 £44,196 

Large £149,762 £74,467 £91,395 

V Large £393,183 £203,420 £213,516 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA 

      

Small £29,755 £5,872 £8,400 

Medium £39,501 £21,053 £26,201 

Large £35,975 £3,895 £19,557 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £305 £5 £26 

Medium £287 £14 £150 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

GAME HANDLING       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium N/A N/A N/A 

Large N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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Table 5.2 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – England (excluding low 
throughput) Year 2 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small £38,011 £495 £11,011 

Medium £140,681 £5,578 £38,708 

Large £145,571 £14,046 £48,113 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium £89,184 £18,395 £37,540 

Large £127,209 £63,253 £77,632 

V Large £333,973 £172,787 £181,362 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA 

      

Small £22,992 £5,141 £7,186 

Medium £31,238 £18,508 £22,455 

Large £29,144 £3,288 £15,941 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £259 £4 £22 

Medium £287 £12 £149 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

GAME HANDLING       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium N/A N/A N/A 

Large N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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Table 5.3 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – England (excluding low 
throughput) Year 3 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small £41,381 £539 £11,987 

Medium £153,152 £6,072 £42,139 

Large £158,475 £15,291 £52,378 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium £97,090 £20,025 £40,868 

Large £138,486 £68,860 £84,514 

V Large £363,578 £188,104 £197,439 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA 

      

Small £17,485 £3,975 £5,991 

Medium £25,620 £15,286 £17,681 

Large £20,227 £2,360 £11,856 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £282 £4 £24 

Medium £287 £13 £150 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

GAME HANDLING       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium N/A N/A N/A 

Large N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
 
Table 6.1 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – Northern Ireland 
(excluding low throughput) Year 1 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Medium N/A N/A N/A 

Large £83,575 £14,561 £59,953 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Medium £42,072 £18,987 £30,529 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £2,024 £54 £883 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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Table 6.2 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – Northern Ireland 
(excluding low throughput) Year 2 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Medium N/A N/A N/A 

Large £70,989 £12,369 £50,925 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Medium £35,737 £16,127 £25,932 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £1,719 £45 £750 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
 
Table 6.3 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – Northern Ireland 
(excluding low throughput) Year 3 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Medium N/A N/A N/A 

Large £77,282 £13,465 £55,439 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Medium £38,905 £17,557 £28,231 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £1,872 £50 £816 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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Table 7.1 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – Scotland (excluding low 
throughput) Year 1 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium £51,596 £12,199 £24,746 

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £273 £19 £105 

        

GAME HANDLING       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Large N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
 
Table 7.2 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – Scotland (excluding low 
throughput) Year 2 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium £43,826 £10,362 £21,019 

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £232 £16 £89 

        

GAME HANDLING       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Large N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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Table 7.3 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – Scotland (excluding low 
throughput) Year 3 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Medium £47,711 £11,280 £22,883 

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small £252 £18 £97 

        

GAME HANDLING       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

Large N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
 
Table 8.1 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – Wales (excluding low 
throughput) Year 1 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small £25,831 £6,433 £18,154 

Medium £73,874 £22,984 £42,561 

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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Table 8.2 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – Wales (excluding low 
throughput) Year 2 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small £21,941 £5,464 £15,420 

Medium £62,749 £19,523 £36,152 

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
 
Table 8.3 C – Option 3:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale – Wales (excluding low 
throughput) Year 3 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

RED SLAUGHTER       

Small £23,886 £5,948 £16,787 

Medium £68,312 £21,254 £39,356 

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER       

Small N/A N/A N/A 

        

POULTRY SLAUGHTER 
WITH PIA       

Large N/A N/A N/A 

V Large N/A N/A N/A 

        

CUTTING PLANTS       

Small N/A N/A N/A 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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ANNEX D 
 

LOW THROUGHPUT ESTABLISHMENTS 
 

Option 4 – move to maximum reduction in one step 
 
Table 1 D – Estimated increase in charges/revenue by sector (low throughput establishments only)  

 
UK England Northern Ireland Scotland Wales 

Total impact £419,949 £345,244 £21,257 £30,044 £23,404 

Establishments 
requiring both 
inspection & audit (e.g. 
slaughterhouses) 

£406,565 £340,457 £14,993 £28,469 £22,647 

Establishments 
requiring audit only 
(e.g. cutting plants) 

£13,384 £4,787 £6,264 £1,576 £757 

 
Table 1.1 D – Option 4:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput England 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £7,725 £0 £1,405 

Poultry Slaughter £36,761 £584 £4,053 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA £18,867 £361 £4,324 

Game Handling £6,184 £0 £419 

Cutting Plants £363 £0 £0 

 
Table 2.1 D – Option 4:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Northern 
Ireland 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £4,053 £4,053 £4,053 

Poultry Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £1,675 £0 £134 

N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
Table 3.1 D – Option 4:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Scotland 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £2,955 £309 £1,005 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA N/A N/A N/A 

Game Handling £807 £0 £227 

On Farm Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £282 £0 £2 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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Table 4.1 D – Option 4:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Wales 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £7,338 £1,368 £2,828 

Poultry Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £173 £0 £3 

N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
 

Table 5.1 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput England - 
Year 1 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £1,355 £0 £0 

Poultry Slaughter £11,668 £0 £639 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA £4,446 £121 £1,246 

Game Handling £1,670 £0 £0 

Cutting Plants £39 £0 £0 

 
Table 5.2 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput England - 
Year 2 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £3,843 £0 £576 

Poultry Slaughter £12,546 £31 £1,427 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA £7,313 £120 £1,246 

Game Handling £2,257 £0 £133 

Cutting Plants £171 £0 £0 

 
Table 5.3 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput England - 
Year 3 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £3,882 £0 £835 

Poultry Slaughter £12,546 £211 £1,427 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA £7,108 £120 £1,573 

Game Handling £2,257 £0 £204 

Cutting Plants £171 £0 £0 

 
Table 6.1 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Northern 
Ireland - Year 1 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £836 £836 £836 

Poultry Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA 

N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £532 £0 £0 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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Table 6.2 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Northern 
Ireland - Year 2 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £1,608 £1,608 £1,608 

Poultry Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £640 £0 £46 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
Table 6.3 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Northern 
Ireland - Year 3 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £1,608 £1,608 £1,608 

Poultry Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA 

N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £640 £0 £73 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
Table 7.1 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Scotland - 
Year 1 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £374 £0 £28 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA N/A N/A N/A 

Game Handling £136 £0 £0 

On Farm Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £22 £0 £0 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
Table 7.2 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Scotland - 
Year 2 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £1,290 £0 £330 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA N/A N/A N/A 

Game Handling £377 £0 £98 

On Farm Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £131 £0 £0 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
Table 7.3 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Scotland - 
Year 3 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £1,980 £230 £473 

Poultry Slaughter with PIA N/A N/A N/A 

Game Handling £377 £0 £98 

On Farm Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £131 £0 £2 
N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
  



 

62 

Table 8.1 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Wales - 
Year 1 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £344 £0 £0 

Poultry Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £3 £0 £0 

N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
Table 8.2 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Wales - 
Year 2 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £3,562 £529 £959 

Poultry Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £85 £0 £0 

N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   

 
Table 8.3 D – Option 5:  Range of full cost recovery impact by sector and scale –low throughput Wales - 
Year 3 
 

Sector/Size Max Min Median 

Red Slaughter £3,562 £839 £1,783 

Poultry Slaughter N/A N/A N/A 

Cutting Plants £85 £0 £3 

N/A - too few plants (less than 5 approved establishments) to analyse range of impact without breach of commercial 
confidentiality.   
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Annex 1: Post Implementation Review (PIR) Plan 
A PIR should be undertaken, usually three to five years after implementation of the policy, but 
exceptionally a longer period may be more appropriate. A PIR should examine the extent to which the 
implemented regulations have achieved their objectives, assess their costs and benefits and identify 
whether they are having any unintended consequences. Please set out the PIR Plan as detailed below. 
If there is no plan to do a PIR please provide reasons below. 

Basis of the review: [The basis of the review could be statutory (forming part of the legislation), it could be to review existing 

policy or there could be a political commitment to review]; 

The policy will be reviewed on an ongoing basis during the implementation phase, and will be formally 
reviewed following full implementation.   

Review objective: [Is it intended as a proportionate check that regulation is operating as expected to tackle the problem of 

concern?; or as a wider exploration of the policy approach taken?; or as a link from policy objective to outcome?] 

The review will check that the objective of the policy, to ensure that the cost of meat official controls is met 
by approved meat establishments rather than the taxpayer, has been achieved. 

Review approach and rationale: [e.g. describe here the review approach (in-depth evaluation, scope review of monitoring 

data, scan of stakeholder views, etc.) and the rationale that made choosing such an approach] 

There will be ongoing monitoring of accounting and other economic data. 

Baseline: [The current (baseline) position against which the change introduced by the legislation can be measured] 

Approved meat establishments currently pay a proportion of meat hygiene and welfare at slaughter official 
control costs (see paragraph 14 of the Impact Assessment). 

Success criteria: [Criteria showing achievement of the policy objectives as set out in the final impact assessment; criteria for 

modifying or replacing the policy if it does not achieve its objectives] 

Approved meat establishments, with the exception of low throughput establishments, will pay the full costs 
of meat hygiene and welfare at slaughter official controls 

Monitoring information arrangements: [Provide further details of the planned/existing arrangements in place that will 

allow a systematic collection systematic collection of monitoring information for future policy review] 

FSA charging and accounting processes and records, and FSA Annual report and accounts. 

Reasons for not planning a PIR: [If there is no plan to do a PIR please provide reasons here] 

N/A 

 
 

 
 



 CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM ANNEX D 

 

 

www.food.gov.uk 

 
 

 

 

 

FOOD STANDARDS AGENCY CONSULTATION 
A new approach to charges for official controls on meat: delivering 

efficiency and reform 
 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
 

For response by 1 February 2011 to: 
meatchargingconsultation@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk 

 
Or by post to: 

 
Karen McCallum-Smith 

Hygiene & Microbiology Division 
Food Standards Agency 

St Magnus House 
25 Guild Street 

Aberdeen 
AB11 6NJ 

 
Please note that the boxes below will expand to accommodate the length of 
your responses. It would be helpful if you would be as concise as possible.  
 
Please insert the following details: 
 

Your name:  

Organisation/Company (if 
appropriate) 

Position (if appropriate) 

  

Address:  
 
 
 
 

 

Q1 Do you consider an immediate, or a staged move to full cost 
recovery to be preferable, and on what grounds? 
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 CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM ANNEX D 

Q2    Do you have any comments on the distribution of impact of full 
cost recovery across the supply chain?  Please provide evidence, 
if possible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q3 Have you any comments on the FSA’s proposed definitions of low     
throughput establishments? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q4    Have you any comments on the FSA’s proposed use of a rolling 3 
year average to identify low throughput establishments? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q5    Have you any comments on the FSA’s proposed restriction of the 
low throughput reduction to a maximum of 70%? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q6   Have you any proposals for mechanisms which would mitigate the 
impact of full cost recovery on establishments which will fall just 
outside the low throughput definition?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 LIST OF INTERESTED PARTIES   ANNEX E 

Agriculture and Horticulture Development  
Anglo Beef Processors Ltd  
Association of British Abattoir Operators  
Association of Independent Meat Suppliers (AIMS)  
Association of Meat Inspectors (UK) Ltd  
Board of Deputies of British Jews  
British Association for Shooting and Conservation  
British Cattle Veterinary Association  
British Deer Farmers Association  
British Deer Society  
British Domesticated Ostrich Association  
British Leather Confederation  
British Meat Processors’ Association (BMPA)  
British Pig Association  
British Poultry Council (BPC)  
British Retail Consortium (BRC)  
British Veterinary Association (BVA)  
British Wild Boar Association  
Campden & Chorleywood FRA  
Chartered Institute for Environmental Health (CIEH)  
Cold Storage and Distribution Federation  
Country Land and Business Association  
Deer Initiative  
Deer Management Qualification  
FACE – UK Countryside Alliance  
Federation of Wholesale Distributors  
Foodaware  
Food Commission  
Haemolytic Uraemic Syndrome Help (HUSH)  
Halal Food Authority  
Human BSE Foundation  
Humane Slaughter Association & Council of Justice to Animals  
International Meat Trade Association  
Islamic Cultural Centre  
Kashrus Committee of the Union of Orthodox Hebrew Congregations  
Livestock Auctioneers Association  
Local Authorities Co-ordinators of Regulatory Services (LACORS)  
Meat Trades Journal  
Meat Training Council  
Muslim Council of Britain (MCB)  
National Association of British Markets Authorities  
National Association of Catering Butchers  
National Association of Poultry Suppliers  
National Beef Association  
National Consumer Federation  
National Council of Schechita Board (NCSB)  
National Council of Women (GB)  
National Farmers Union (NFU)  
National Federation of Meat and Food Traders (NFMFT)  
National Federation of Women’s Institutes  



 LIST OF INTERESTED PARTIES   ANNEX E 

National Game Dealers Association  
National Gamekeepers Organisation  
National Pig Association  
National Sheep Association  
National Trust  
Rare Breeds Survival Trust  
Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons (RCVS)  
Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA)  
Royal Society for Public Health (RSPH)  
Small Abattoir Federation (SAFe)  
Small & Family Farms Alliance  
Soil Association  
Sustain  
Tenant Farmers Association  
Townswomen’s Guild  
UNISON  
Vegetarian Economy & Green Agriculture  
Veterinary Public Health Association  
Vion UK Ltd  
Which? (formerly Consumers Association) 
 

All approved meat businesses at which FSA delivers official controls in 
England 
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