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Executive Summary 

This report summarises the food and feed sampling data collected by 224 

Enforcement Authorities1 (EAs) throughout the UK during 2012-13 under the Food 

Standards Agency’s (FSA’s) National Coordinated Risk based sampling programme.   

The surveillance of imported food and feed provides an essential contribution to 

public health protection. This programme supports the FSA’s science and evidence 

strategy for 2010‐15, which sets out key evidence and actions required to deliver our 

strategic objectives that imported food, is safe to eat.  

The objective for this sampling programme is to raise the importance of EA 

sampling, surveillance and controls for particular imported food/feed both at the port 

of entry and ‘inland’. This report demonstrates the benefits of collaborative working 

and illustrates the high level of regulatory compliance of food and feed. It also 

provides continued confidence to the consumer that effective measures are in place 

to protect public health, and provides useful information to EAs tasked with food and 

feed safety enforcement. 

The priorities for sampling as part of the programme take into account the principles 

of the EA’s own sampling policy and the requirements in both the Food Law and 

Feed Law Codes of practice for risk-based sampling. 

Levels of compliance found were similar to previous years: 97% for food 

microbiological samples, 96% for food chemical analysis, 83% for food labelling and 

98% for feed samples. EAs took appropriate enforcement action in all cases.  All the 

samples taken were targeted at areas of known or suspected risk and, therefore, 

represent a higher level of non-compliance than would be expected for food and 

feed generally in the UK supply chain.  Consumers can therefore, be reassured of 

the safety of food during this period. 

 

 

  

                                                           
1
  Wherever enforcement authorities (EAs) are mentioned in this report they include Local Authorities, Port 

Health Authorities and groups of Local Authorities. 
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1.0 Introduction 

The FSA has continued to work with EAs to improve the effectiveness of controls on 

imported feed and food entering the United Kingdom. This National Coordinated 

Risk based sampling programme provides financial support in the form of grant 

funding to support and coordinate EAs’ sampling and surveillance across the UK. It 

addresses the main outcomes from the FSA’s 2010-15 Strategic Plan that imported 

food is safe to eat and also that food produced or sold in the UK is safe to eat. The 

FSA helps by supporting additional risk-based targeted checks at ports and 

monitoring of imports throughout the food chain. This period covered in the report 

was significant because it covered preparations for and successful running of the 

2012 Olympic Games.  As a result the sampling programme priorities were 

extended from being focused mainly on imported foods to include UK produced 

goods. 

 

In 2012-13 the FSA made £1.6 million funding available for food sampling and 

£400,000 for feed sampling by EAs. This brings the total investment over the past 

eight years to £10.5 million.   

 

Sampling and surveillance of food and feed is an essential approach to protecting 

public health and the priorities for this year’s programme were based on information 

and intelligence gathered by the Agency, including emerging risks.   

 

Intelligence is gathered from various sources such as:the FSA’s Incidents and Food 

Fraud databases; EAs; Surveillance programmes (including 2011/12 imported food 

and feed sampling programme);  UK Food Surveillance System (UKFSS); EU 

reported rapid alert system for food and feed (RASFF) and Other Governmental 

establishments (including Health Protection Agency, Department for Environment, 

Food and Rural Affairs and Department of Health).  The objectives for this 

programme were: 

 

 to improve overall EA sampling, surveillance and controls for food and feed; 

 to determine compliance around areas of concern within the UK food and feed 

chain; 

 to help increase controls in areas of higher risk; 

 to enhance our understanding of the level of chemicals present in food and feed, 

which will be used to develop our policies and to inform UK negotiating positions 

with the European Commission in Brussels; 

 to protect the food chain in the run-up to the Olympics; 
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The following priority areas for sampling food were identified: 

 
Priority Example 

1.  Using local knowledge and 
expertise 

EAs may use local knowledge or intelligence to 
identify ‘risk-based’ local imported food sampling 
issues.   

2.  Mycotoxins  
 

Aflatoxins in maize and maize products from 
countries in Africa  

Aflatoxins and ochratoxin A in spices  

 Zearalenone in high-fibre/bran-based breakfast 
cereals  

Ergot alkaloids in rye- and oat-based products 

3. Contact Materials  
 

Formaldehyde in melamine cookware  

PAAs in nylon kitchen utensils  

4. Biotoxins in Shellfish Whole King Scallops and testing  and the risk of  
Amnesic Shellfish Poisoning (ASP) toxins 

5. Food Adulteration  
 

Milk products from the Indian Sub-Continent 
(including Infant formula and Follow-on formula) 

Food Supplements - Body Building Products 

6. Inorganic Contaminants Heavy metals in edible clay/chalk products 

7. Micro-biological contaminants Testing across a range of food products for – Listeria 
monocytogenes, salmonella & TVC 
 

Testing of catering establishments that undertake the 
‘sous vide’ cooking process for microbiological food 
borne pathogens 

Paan Leaves for Salmonella 

8. Organic contaminants Dioxins and dioxin-like PCBs  

Poly aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH)s  

9. Allergens 
 

Foods with  ‘free from’ claims  
 

Sampling of non-pre-packed foods for allergens  

10. Imported food Issues - general A range of issues which will affect imports of 
products from Third Country of Origin.  

11. Irradiated Foods Food irradiation sampling of herbs and spices, food 
supplements and dried noodle meals 

12. ‘Residual’ Meat Testing Microbiological testing and label checks of ‘residual’ 
meats 
 

13. Mis-description and 
Adulteration 
 

Olive Oil and extra virgin olive oil testing 

Fruit Juice  - freshly squeezed Orange juice, 
pineapple juice , pomegranate juice  
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The animal feed sampling priorities for 2012-2013 were: 

 Additives Substance/Hazard 

1. Copper carbonate. 
Heavy metals and dioxin-like 
polychlorobphfenyls (PCBs) 

2. Authorised copper chelates. Dioxins and dioxin-like PCBs 

3. Copper oxide. Heavy metals and dioxin-like PCBs 

4. Copper sulphate pentahydrate. Heavy metals and dioxin-like PCBs 

5. Dicalcium phosphate. 
Heavy metals including arsenic and 
cadmium. 

6. Iron oxide. Heavy metals including lead. 

7. 
Manganous oxide or manganic 
oxide. 

Heavy metals. Dioxins and dioxin-like 
PCBs 

8. 
Manganous sulphate 
monohydrate. 

Dioxins and dioxin-like PCBs 

9. Monocalcium phosphate. Fluorine and heavy metals 

10. Sepiolite. Lead 

11. Tagetes (Red colouring for feed). Dioxins and dioxin-like PCBs 

12. Zinc oxide/zinc sulphate. Heavy metals including cadmium. 

Dioxins  and dioxin-like PCBs 

13. 

Other authorised trace elements 
belonging to the functional group 
of compounds of trace elements 
referred to in Annex I, 3 (b) of 
Regulation (EC) No 1831/2003. 

Undesirable substances (heavy metals) 

 Other feeding stuffs Substance/Hazard 

14. Feed Premixtures. 
Dioxins and dioxin-like plus level of 
declared ingredients 

15. Groundnuts. Aflatoxin B1 

16. Maize and maize products. Unauthorised GM, and mycotoxins 

17. Oils and vegetable fats. Dioxins and dioxin-like PCBs. 

18. Palm Kernel Expeller (PKE). Arsenic. 

19. Soya and soya products. Unauthorised GM and mycotoxins. 
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2.0 Food Sampling Data  

2.1 Overall data trends 
During this programme a total of 5560 samples were submitted for either microbiological or 

chemical testing, of which 30% were taken formally. Of these 5560 samples 1233 were 

submitted for microbiological testing, of which 3% were found to be unsatisfactory, that is 

not complying with legislative requirements, for microbiological contamination. 4% of the 

4327 samples submitted for chemical analysis were found to be non-compliant for chemical 

contamination or composition reasons. 17% were found to be non-compliant for labelling 

requirements.  

 
Table 1: Overall sample results  

 No. of 

samples 

No. of overall 

satisfactory 

results 

% compliance 

Microbiological 1233 1196 97% 

Chemical 4327 4170 96% 

Total  5560 5027* 91% 

*This figure gives the overall sample results as some samples were submitted for both 

microbiological and chemical analysis 
 

It can be seen from Table 3 below that in comparison with previous years the overall 
% non-compliance rate has persisted. 
 
Visual checks on product labels are routinely carried out by public analysts on 

samples submitted for chemical examination. Whilst the focus in this report is on the 

results for microbiological and chemical analysis, the labelling non-compliance rate 

is shown in Table 2. The food labelling data is discussed in Section 3. 

 

Table 2: Labelling compliance 

 No. of 

samples 

No. of overall 

satisfactory 

results 

% 

compliance 

Labelling 4447 3691 83% 
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Table 3: Breakdown of sampling statistics from 2007-08 – 2012-132 

 

                                                           
2 It is important to recognise that while the main focus of the programme remains on imports, from 2011-12 sampling of UK-produced food was considered 
where potential risk was identified.  

 

 

 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 

No. of 

samples 

taken 

No. of 

failures 

(% 

non-

compli

ance 

rate) 

No. of 

samples 

taken 

No. of 

failures 

(% non-

complianc

e rate) 

No. of 

samples 

taken 

No. of 

failures 

(% non-

complia

nce 

rate) 

No. of 

sampl

es 

taken 

No. of 

failures 

(% non-

complia

nce 

rate) 

No. of 

samples 

taken 

No. of 

failure

s (% 

non-

compli

ance 

rate) 

No. of 

samples 

taken 

No. of 

failures (% 

non-

compliance 

rate) 

Microbiological 280  20   (7

%) 

719  32 (4%) 501 16  

(3%) 

302 10 (3%) 882 25 

(3%) 

1233 37 (3%) 

Chemical 3876  346 

(9%) 

5078  292 (6%) 5345 245 

(5%) 

4534 214 

(5%) 

5514 264 

(5%) 

4327 157 (4%) 
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The most commonly sampled food groups were meat and meat products, fruit and 

vegetables, bakery products and cereals, herbs and spices. 

Figure 1: Breakdown of product types sampled 

 

 

29% 

20% 

11% 

10% 

6% 

6% 

6% 

3% 
3% 3% 2% 1% 

Fruit and Vegetables Others

Herbs and Spices Meat and Meat Products, Game and Poultry

Bakery  and Cereal Products Fish and Shellfish

Prepared Dishes Drinks

Cakes and Confectionery Materials and Articles in Contact with Food

Nuts and Nut Products, Snacks Foods for Particular Nutritional Uses

Table 4: Breakdown of overall sample results*  

 

  

 UK (%) Rest of EU 

(%) 

Non – EU (%) 

Satisfactory 9 30 40 

Unsatisfactory 2 5 10 

 

 

 

 

*4% are unknown 

Imported feed and food are still the main priority for this programme; however, 

UK-derived products were included where a significant risk is suspected.  Half 

the samples taken originated from outside the EU and compliance rates were 

highest for EU and UK products.  As seen in past years, Asia was the source of 

the highest number of non-compliances, which indicates that further work 

targeting these countries is merited.  The majority of samples were from China, 
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2.2 Microbiological sampling data 
 

1233 samples of various food products were taken for microbiological testing, on 

which 4159 microbiological analyses took place.  The breakdown on the level of 

compliance is given in the table below: 

Table 6: Microbiological samples level of compliance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A more detailed breakdown of the borderline and unsatisfactory samples according 

to the products tested can be seen below in Table 7. 

  

India and Thailand. The proportions of samples from the main exporting Asian 

countries are given below. 

 

Table 5:  Breakdown for top three countries of samples imported from Asia 

Country No. of 
samples  

No. 
unsatisfactory 

% of samples taken 
from Asia  

China 265 42 26% 

India 685 73 18% 

Thailand 394 74 18% 
 

 No of samples 

(% compliance) 

Satisfactory 1112 (90%) 

Borderline/Acceptable 80 (7%) 

No. of unsatisfactory  39 (3%) 

TOTAL 1233 
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Table 7: Breakdown of analyses by pathogens 

 

Pathogen Product Type  Borderline Unsatisfactory 

Aerobic Colony Counts Bakery  and Cereal Products 2 1 

Dairy Products 9  

Fish and Shellfish 4  

Fruit and Vegetables 4 1 

Meat and Meat Products, Game and 
Poultry 

132 30 

Others 17 6 

Prepared Dishes 13 1 

Total for Aerobic Colony Counts 181 39 

Campylobacter Meat and Meat Products, Game and Poultry 3 

E.coli Fruit and Vegetables 10  

Herbs and Spices 3 2 

Meat and Meat Products, Game and Poultry 3 

Others  24 

Total for E.coli  13 29 

Enterobacteriaceae Dairy Products 6 

Fruit and Vegetables 9  

Ice Cream and Desserts 38 2 

Meat and Meat Products, Game and 
Poultry 

16 2 

Others  2 

Prepared Dishes 1 

Enterobacteriaceae Total 63 13 

Enterobacteriaceae and 
Aerobic Colony Count 

Bakery  and Cereal Products 2 

Fish and Shellfish 1 

Herbs and Spices 1 

Meat and Meat Products, Game and 
Poultry 

1 7 

Others  1 

Total  of Enterobacteriaceae and Aerobic Colony Count  1 12 

Listeria species Bakery  and Cereal Products 1 

Meat and Meat Products, Game and 
Poultry 

1 1 

Others  1 

Total  of Listeria species  1 3 

RTE Guidelines - 
Acceptable/Borderline 

Fruit and Vegetables 9  

Others 3  

Soups, Broths and Sauces 2  

Total  of RTE Guidelines - Acceptable/Borderline 14  

salmonella Fruit and Vegetables 41 

Yeast Fruit and Vegetables 11  

GRAND TOTAL 284 140 
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2.3 Chemical sampling data 

4170 out of 4327 of the samples submitted for chemical analysis were reported as 

satisfactory.  Fruit and vegetables (26%), fats & oils (14%) meat and meat products 

(12%), fish and shellfish (6%), and herbs and spices (11%) were the most frequently 

sampled categories.  Various analyses were carried out on these samples as 

specified in this programme’s survey requirements.  The failure rate of 3% is a 1% 

reduction compared to previous years’ tests carried out and the general level of non-

compliance can be seen below: 

 

Table 8: A breakdown summary of samples by analyte 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The sampling programme is targeted and the types of analyses and the specific 

areas covered by this programme and their level of compliance are presented in 

Table 9.

 No. of tests No. of 
unsatisfactory  

% non-
compliance 

Additives 1915 8 0.4 

Contaminants 2293 58 2.5 

Food Contact 
Materials 

866 40 4.6 

Food Irradiation 339 9 2.6 

Inorganic 
contaminants 

841 21 2.5 

Mycotoxin 4102 33 0.8 

Organic contaminant 4949 174 3 

Pesticide 2122 11 0.5 

Process 
contaminants 

66 0 0 

Radioactivity 6 0 0 

Undesirable 
substances 

2332 341 15 

 19831 695 3.5 
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Table 9: Details of non-compliance for each sampling priority 

Priority  Specific priority No of 
samples 

No of non-
compliances 

Comments 

 Mycotoxins  
 

Aflatoxins in maize and maize 
products from countries in Africa  

979 27 3 % non-compliance rate 

Contact 
Materials  
 

Formaldehyde in melamine 
cookware / PAAs in nylon 
kitchen utensils  

168 11  
64% 
Formaldehyde 
36% PAAs 

 

Biotoxins in 
Shellfish 

Whole King Scallops and testing  
and the risk of  Amnesic 
Shellfish Poisoning (ASP) toxins 

78 3  3% non-compliance rate 

Nutrition and 

Health claims  

Milk products from the Indian 
Sub-Continent (including Infant 
formula and Follow-on formula) 

147 
 

10  Non-compliant with the Nutrition and 
Health Claims (England) Regulations 
2007.  

Food Supplements - Body 
Building Products 

118 19 The samples’ labelling did not meet the 
requirements of the Food Supplements 
Regulations 2003 and/or Food Labelling 
Regulations 1996 in that the nutrition 
information was not presented in the 
prescribed format and/or a number of 
health claims, some of which are 
approved claims some of which are not 
approved under the requirements of the 
Nutrition and Health Claims Regulations 
2007. 

Inorganic 
Contaminans 

Heavy metals in edible clay / 
chalk products 

227 15 9 products were Calabash chalk 
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Priority  Specific priority No of 
samples 

No of non-
compliances 

Comments 

Organic 
contaminants 

Dioxins and dioxin-like PCBs  169 0  

Poly aromatic Hydrocarbons 
(PAH)s  

345 0 17 products failed subsequently on minor 
labelling faults and 11 failed due to 
pesticide levels exceeding the relevant 
limits  Pesticides (Maximum Residue 
Levels) Regulations 2008 

Allergens 
 

Foods with  ‘free from’ claims/ 
Sampling of non-pre-packed 
foods for allergens  

810 32 This work has continued into further 
programmes 

Irradiated 
Foods 

Food irradiation sampling of 
herbs and spices, food 
supplements and dried noodle 
meals 

179 5 3% non-compliance 

Mis-
description 
and 
Adulteration 
 

Olive Oil and extra virgin olive 
oil testing 

131 5 5 samples failed for not meeting the virgin 
olive oil requirements (4% failure rate) 

Fruit Juice  - freshly squeezed 
orange juice, pineapple juice , 
pomegranate juice  

127 5 5 samples were found to contain 
undeclared added water, acids or 
colouring. Reports have also been made 
of mandarin or tangerine juice being 
added to orange juice to improve colour. 
 29 Samples did not contain the % fruit 
pulp declared in the list of ingredients. 
Nutrition information was not in the 
prescribed format and not with the 
requirements of The Food Labelling 
Regulations 1996 
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2.4 Labelling 

All of the samples taken were also assessed for compliance with food labelling 

legislation, as previous programmes have identified poor or inappropriate labelling in 

a significant number of samples.  These checks were carried out by the Public 

Analysts - no related chemical examination was undertaken to verify the labelling.  

Technically an offence is only committed at the point of sale so, where a food is 

checked on import, advice can only be given to the importer and the matter rose with 

the EA of destination.   

17% (756) of all samples submitted for checks were found to be inappropriately 

labelled to some extent.  This is a slight increase from 16% last year.  A breakdown 

of the precise nature of labelling faults can be seen below.  It is important to stress 

that a number of samples were found to be unsatisfactory for more than one labelling 

fault.  For this reason the number of failures listed is higher than the number of 

samples that failed. 

Table 10: Breakdown of labelling non-compliance 

Nature of labelling fault Total 

Minor labelling fault (specific reason for failure not specified) 317 

Durability indication incorrect  205 

Nutritional information format 192 

Errors in ingredients list, QUID declaration 165 

Name insufficiently precise 159 

Additive declaration  109 

Foreign language 70 

Unauthorised health claim 59 

Field of vision 41 

Name and/or address of manufacturer not sufficiently precise 34 

Allergens declaration 24 

Language 21 

Wholly or partly illegible 14 

Net quantity: incorrect format 14 

Instruction 10 

Place of origin not sufficiently precise 4 

Product or ingredient in product has been irradiated 2 

Grand Total 1440 
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2.5 Enforcement action 

A range of enforcement action took place with respect to the samples found to be 

unsatisfactory, summarised in Table 11.  Since more than one type of enforcement 

action was taken on many of the samples, the incidence of follow-up action is greater 

than the number of non-compliant samples. 

Table 11: Breakdown of follow up action 

Description of follow up action taken Incidence of follow-up action 
taken 

Minor labelling – no follow-up considered 
necessary 

158 

Letter/advice to 
business/company/importer/retailers 

91 

Acceptable/borderline 80 

Home Authority referral 69 

FSA notification: Actioned 31 

Consignment destroyed: Actioned 21 

Product no longer stocked/withdrawn 19 

Advice to business on cross contamination 
and allergens 

13 

Further investigation - Follow up visit 19 

Prosecution: Actioned 6 

Product destroyed/detained 5 

Formal sample proved satisfactory 4 

Further investigation - resampled proved 
satisfactory 

3 

Revisit made -  No further product on sale  4 

Consignment re-exported: Actioned 1 
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3.0 Feed Sampling 

3.1 Programme Outline 

The FSA collaborated with EAs across the United Kingdom to monitor and improve 

checks on feed materials originating primarily from outside of the EU. As part of the 

2012-2013 sampling programme, the Agency distributed additional funding to 107 

authorities in England, Wales, Scotland and the Department of Agricultural and Rural 

Development in Northern Ireland (DARDNI). The authorities involved are listed in 

Annex I. Funding was provided to determine the level of undesirable substances and 

undeclared/unauthorised genetically modified material. The FSA will continue to 

work with EAs to support the delivery of official controls.  The feed categories are 

reported as below with the number of samples taken against type of feed: 

Figure 2: Proportion of samples taken by feed category in the official 

programme 2012-2013 

 

The priorities for sampling and the tests to be carried out were based on the FSA’s 

National Enforcement Priorities for 2012-133. These priorities were produced using 

information from the feed alerts issued by the European Commission’s Rapid Alert 

System for Food and Feed (RASFF) system and other intelligence available to the 

Agency. This includes results of analysis from previous years’ enforcement 

programmes and proposed changes to legislation.  

A selection of RASFF incidents reported to the European Commission during 2011 

has been included for information in Appendix 2 of the National Enforcement 

                                                           
3
 http://multimedia.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/enforcement/enfe12008.pdf  

 

72.5% 

10.5% 

10.5% 

5.8% 

0.7% 

Feed Materials (288)

Feed Additives (42)

Not Specified (42)

Compound Feeds (23)

Pre-Mixtures (2)

http://multimedia.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/enforcement/enfe12008.pdf
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Priorities. The majority of samples have tested feed materials. Feed materials cover 

straight feeding stuffs intended for feeding to animals and also feed ingredients 

intended for use in the manufacture of compound feeds. There are compulsory 

declarations of analytical characteristics that must accompany traded consignments 

of feed materials. 

3.2 Summary findings 

During the 2012/2013 programme, of the 397 official samples uploaded onto 

UKFSS, 393 passed and 4 informal samples failed to meet legislation criteria. This is 

based on the overall result of the sample rather than specific analyses. A breakdown 

is included below: 

Table 12:  Breakdown of animal feed inland sampling results in 2012-2013 

2012-2013 

Substance 

Number 
of 

samples 
analysed 

Number of 
non-

compliant 
samples 

% non-
compliant of 
undesirable 
substances 

sampled 

GM feed 2     

Hazardous metals 129 4 3% 

Mycotoxins 145     

PCB/Dioxins 41 3  7.3%  

Pesticide Residues 2     

Salmonella 13     

Other undesirable 
substances 

65     

Grand Total 397 7   

 

Below is a comparison of the sampling results over the past four years for total 

samples taken in addition to those uploaded onto UKFSS. The rates of failure are 

similar and thus levels of sampling should continue to be used as a tool to support 

enforcement. An increasing number of official samples are being reported through 

UKFSS year on year as seen below: 

  



19 
 

Figure 3: Summary of the official sampling programmes completed over the 

past four years 

 

The increasing use of the system has created a stronger tool and a better system for 

identifying national trends. The FSA will continue to provide funding for the 

installation of UKFSS and will support authorities by delivering training and working 

with users to achieve the most from the system. Non-compliant samples in 2012-

2013 reported on UKFSS are as below: 

Table 13: Details of animal feed samples that were non-compliant in 2012-2013 

 

Undesirable Substance 
Non-compliant sample 
information Type of feed 

Hazardous metals (lead) Copper Sulphate Feed Material  

Hazardous metals (lead) Complementary feed Compound Feed 

Hazardous metals (lead) Copper Feed Material  

Hazardous metals 
(mercury) Soya Feed Material  

 

During the 2012-2013 programme, three samples failed for Aflatoxin B1 at points of 

entry in England. These were not reported through UKFSS but the Agency has made 
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contact with the authorities and taken action through direct engagement with the 

authorities involved. Details of these non-compliances are below in Table 14: 

 

Table 14 Samples that failed due to Aflatoxin B1 at point of entry 

Undesirable 
Substance Type of feed 

Country of 
Origin 

Type of 
Check 

Aflatoxin B1 
Groundnut 

Kernels Sudan Point of entry 

Aflatoxin B1 
Groundnut 

Kernels Nigeria Point of entry 

Aflatoxin B1 
Groundnut 

Kernels Nigeria Point of entry 

 

The groundnuts samples were identified at two separate Designated Points of Entry 

and were inspected at the decision of the border inspector. Appropriate enforcement 

action was taken in all three incidents to ensure that these feedingstuffs did not enter 

the feed chain. 

The Agency will continue to encourage all authorities to use the UKFSS system. The 

samples that invoked follow up action during the 2012-2013 programme were part of 

the evidence base for the National Enforcement Priorities 2013-2014 

(ENF/E/13/018). These priorities are to steer the delivery of official controls in 

subsequent years and support officers in the identification of high risk products 

entering the United Kingdom. 

4.0 Overall conclusions and future work on food sampling 

The consistency of reporting has improved which is a direct result of the increased 

use of UKFSS (88% of results were submitted using UKFSS).  This allowed the 

results to be available on a real time basis and in the required amount of detail and 

format, which allows rapid evaluation. Grants were available to support the 

installation and use of UKFSS and it is hoped that these grants will increase the 

take-up of UKFSS for food and feed samples in future sampling grants programmes.  

The majority of the sampling taken as part of this programme was found to be 

compliant and the information gathered from this programme has provided a 

beneficial insight into compliance.  The results show that ongoing surveillance is 

necessary in order to establish trends in non-compliance and provide assurance that 

the food chain is safe.  

The Agency has allocated additional funding in 2013/14, to work in collaboration with 

EAs and support them in protecting the food chain.  EAs were invited to bid for this 

work in early 2013 ENF/E/13/015. 

http://food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/enforcement/enfe13015a.pdf
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In 2013 it was decided to delay the rollout of feed sampling grants in order for this 

work to be considered as part of the Feed Review Implementation Programme which 

was being undertaken and EAs were invited to bid for this work in March 2013 

separately ENF/E/13/18. 

http://food.gov.uk/archived/enforcementarchive/enf/e/13

