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MINUTES OF THE FSA BOARD MEETING HELD ON 15 JULY 2015 AT AVIATION 
HOUSE, LONDON FROM 09:00-12:50 

Present:  

Tim Bennett, Chair; Henrietta Campbell; Jim Smart; Heather Peck; Ram Gidoomal; 
Paul Wiles; Roland Salmon 

Officials attending: 

Catherine Brown, FSA Chief Executive 
Jason Feeney, FSA Chief Operating Officer 
Steve Wearne, FSA Director of Policy 
Professor Guy Poppy, FSA Chief Scientific Adviser 
Linden Jack, FSA Head of Food Hygiene Policy Branch 
Kevin Hargin, FSA Head of Foodborne Disease Control 
Stephen Humphreys, FSA Director of Communications 
Michelle Patel, FSA Head of Marketing Communication and Consumer Insight 
Veronica Martell, FSA Head of Openness 
Rebecca Merritt, FSA Head of Private Office 
 
Apologies: 
Jeff Halliwell 
 
Also in attendance: 
Richard Macdonald, Chair of Acting on Campylobacter Together Board 
Sue Davies, Chief Policy Adviser, Which? 
Aodhan O’Donnell, Consumer and Public Affairs Consultant, and Northern Ireland 
Food Advisory Committee member 
 
WELCOME AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

1. The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting and gave apologies on behalf of Board 
member, Jeff Halliwell.  The Chair reminded all Board members to declare any 
relevant conflicts of interest before discussions. 

 
MINUTES OF MEETING HELD ON 3 JUNE 2015 (FSA 15/07/01) 
 

2. The Minutes were agreed as an accurate record of the 3 June meeting. 

ACTIONS ARISING (FSA 15/07/02) 
 

3. The Chair intimated that Jason Feeney would report on the action regarding the 
whistleblowing policy during the discussion on paper FSA 15/07/07 Freedom of 
Information Requests, Complaints and Internal Whistleblowing. 
 

4. The Chair confirmed that the action for the Director of Policy regarding a paper on 
the sale of burgers other than well done would be brought forward from November to 
September 2015. 
   ACTION: Board Secretariat 
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    CHAIR’S REPORT  
 

5. The Chair gave thanks on behalf of the Board to Lynne Bywater, FSA HR Director, 
and John Barnes, FSA Head of Local Delivery Division, both of whom were leaving 
the FSA, for all the tremendous work they had done and advice they had given the 
Board.  

 
6. The Chair said the list of engagements he had undertaken since the last Board 

meeting had been published on the website.  He also mentioned visits he and fellow 
Board members had undertaken to the oyster beds at Southend, and to Heathrow 
airport; and he thanked the Local Authorities involved for their warm welcome, 
enthusiasm and dedication to keeping the public safe. 
 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S REPORT (FSA 15/07/03) 
  

7. Catherine Brown said since her report had been written, an outbreak of avian flu had 
occurred at an egg-laying farm in Lancashire which Defra along with APHA were 
investigating.  The FSA’s advice remained that based on current scientific evidence 
bird flu did not pose a food safety risk for UK consumers and properly cooked poultry 
and poultry products, including eggs remained safe to eat. 

 
8. Catherine agreed to come back to the Board with further details of Judicial Reviews 

in the FSA including costs of the Judicial Review mentioned in the Report which the 
FSA had recently won. 

ACTION: Director of Legal Services  
 

9. A Board member asked when the Board might receive the results of the pilot 
producing skin on sheep meat in an abattoir setting.  Catherine replied it would 
depend on how long it took to get the derogation from current EU requirements and 
how long it took to do the desk study; we would progress the pilot as quickly as 
possible but it would have to done robustly in order to make headway on this issue. 

 
10. The Chair agreed it was good to see progress on this policy which was important for 

Wales and if we could make safely produced skin on sheep legal, it could be better 
regulated with better consumer protection than the illegal trade.  
 
UPDATE ON FSA REVIEW OF CONTROLS FOR RAW DRINKING MILK (FSA 
15/07/04) 
 

11. The Chair stated that as recorded on his register of interests, 11 years ago he used 
to own dairy cows, and in the past he also used to chair a Defra body which raised 
statutory levies from dairy farms.  He said he had no involvement, and had not had 
any involvement, with those activities for some time now. 

 
12. The Chair said the Board had been discussing Raw Drinking Milk (RDM) since 2012 

and this paper now sought a decision from the Board, based on the findings of the 
review which had been ongoing since then, to bring those discussions to an end. 

 
13. The Chair welcomed Linden Jack to the table and asked Steve Wearne to introduce 

the paper. 
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14. Steve said the paper recommended that the Board agreed to conclude the review of 
RDM.  The Board had recently adopted a framework for the control of risky foods 
which posed two questions: 
 

• What is the level of risk, and is it acceptable? 
• If the risk is acceptable, what controls are needed to maintain consumer 

protection? 
 

15. On the first of those two questions, the EFSA opinion concluded that the 
microbiological hazards associated with RDM were well characterised but that a 
Quantitative Risk Assessment could not be carried out due to gaps in the current 
evidence base.  In addition to the EFSA opinion, further evidence had been reviewed 
and our conclusion was that the body of evidence relating to risks of RDM was 
relatively robust; further information might add further precision but it was unlikely to 
change the direction of the evidence. 

 
16. The conclusion which it was recommended the Board agreed was that levels of risk 

associated with consumption of unpasteurised drinking milk were acceptable where 
there were effective hygiene controls in place except in the case of vulnerable 
consumers. 
 

17. Communication of risks to vulnerable consumers should be improved, including 
adoption of point of sale labelling in England and Northern Ireland that mirrored that 
currently used in Wales; indicating the heightened risks for vulnerable consumers 
and advising against consumption by these groups. 

 
18. In terms of maintaining the risks at levels that were acceptable for consumers other 

than those that are vulnerable, we were not convinced that an appropriate level of 
consumer protection could be maintained if controls, particularly in relation to sales 
restrictions, were relaxed.  We were not recommending any relaxation of controls at 
present, but recommended principles that we might apply to any consideration of 
new routes of supply in the future, and in particular that any extension of supply 
should be balanced by tighter regulatory controls. 

 
19. Any relaxation of controls should also only be considered where there was a high 

degree of compliance with current official controls across the sector.  Recent 
surveillance data from PHE and our own official controls test data and inspection 
results indicated that this was not the case, and so we proposed our first focus 
should be on supporting compliance in the sector 

 
20. Linden said an extensive evidence base had been collected since 2012 including 

consumer research and the EFSA opinion.  Using the Advisory Committee on the 
Microbiological Safety of Food (ACMSF) scales, the evidence was of moderate 
quality and medium uncertainty.  Our assessment using the Spiegelhalter scale was 
that the evidence underpinning the review corresponds to a ‘3 star’ rating i.e. we 
were reasonably confident in our analysis: we could expect numbers to change as 
we learned more, but not sufficiently to justify major policy shifts. 
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21. Since the last time the Board had discussed RDM, Public Health England (PHE) had 
undertaken a small survey which was still ongoing but more data was not going to 
add to the certainty of our analysis. 

 
22. Regarding high levels of non-compliance and enforcement, Linden said advice for 

Dairy Hygiene Inspectors had been issued to support consistent approaches and 
future compliance.   

 
23. The Board asked how quickly the production of RDM could increase.  Linden said 

that new producers of RDM must first register to move into the sector and that Dairy 
Hygiene Inspectors were on farms quarterly and would notice any increase in herd 
size. 

 
24. Linden said there were around 100 RDM producers in 2006 and there were currently 

around 100 so it appeared that the market was relatively stable. 
 

25. In response to questions from the Board, Linden said campylobacter had not been 
found in any PHE surveillance samples of RDM, E coli was found in 11 samples of 
which 10 had levels <100cfu/ml.  One sample contained 200cfu/ml and this also 
contained unacceptable levels of coliform and high aerobic colony count.  Dairy 
Hygiene Inspectors routinely tested RDM for aerobic colony and coliform counts.  
Official control samples are not routinely tested for pathogens. 

 
26. Linden said that following the outbreak and subsequent inspection, sampling and 

testing across the sector last Autumn, the FSA had developed advice for Dairy 
Hygiene Inspectors to clarify expected Food Business Operator (FBO) responses 
and appropriate enforcement action in response to non-compliances with the 
legislation to support consistent approaches and future compliance.   

 
27. In response to a question on whether it was possible to quantify risk per consumption 

event Steve said that there had only been one outbreak recorded in the last ten 
years, involving nine people, and so the confidence interval on any estimates of risk 
would be very large indeed. 

 
28. Steve said that, as a key part of the improved communication of risks to vulnerable 

people, we were proposing that the current wording of labelling of RDM in England 
and Northern Ireland should be extended to reflect the wording on labelling in Wales 
which read: “This milk has not been heat-treated and may therefore contain 
organisms harmful to health.  The Food Standards Agency strongly advises that it 
should not be consumed by children, pregnant women, older people or those who 
are unwell or have chronic illness.” 

 
29. Linden said that work was already in hand to drive up compliance across RDM 

producers however Dairy Hygiene Inspectors (DHI) felt that an increase in their 
powers would help as the current requirements indicated it was an offence for RDM 
that did not comply with the microbiological criteria to be placed on the market but 
there was no specific provision to prevent future production and/or sales from non-
compliant premises.   
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30. Prosecutions had taken place but this required evidence to be gathered over a period 
of time and intervention often relied on voluntary suspension of sales by the 
producer.  It would be helpful if the current controls were amended to provide specific 
powers for formal action to be taken to prevent further sales when necessary 
standards are not being met. 

 
31. Linden said that prosecutions had also been taken against the unregistered sellers of 

RDM the FSA had detected. 
 

32. Linden said that there was no evidence that the risk from drinking RDM from species 
other than cows (e.g. goats and sheep) was unacceptable at current levels of 
consumption and so we concluded that current controls were effective in mitigating 
the risk. 

 
33. Professor Guy Poppy said in terms of the hazard and likelihood of exposure to it of 

non-vulnerable groups, in the absence of a quantitative risk assessment, compliance 
had to be as robust as possible to manage the risk effectively. 
 

34. In terms of trying to increase compliance, Catherine said we had to be careful about 
increasing regulation across the sector as it would potentially increase costs on those 
who were compliant while not changing the behaviour of those who were non-
compliant.  However, we were clear that no level of non-compliance was acceptable 
and the RDM sector was an example of where regulatory powers could be improved 
in consumers’ interests. 
 

35. A Board member said that pasteurisation of milk had been important in controlling 
outbreaks of disease across the world and noted that most states in the USA, and 
Scotland, banned sales of RDM outright.   

 
36. Nevertheless, the Board member believed that the proposed status quo was 

acceptable on the condition that that there should be clear criteria under which the 
Board would re-open the discussion on RDM if necessary.  The Board should be 
kept appraised of performance against these criteria by means of quarterly reports to 
the Business Committee.  It was suggested that these criteria might include: 
numbers of outbreaks in a year, with more than one outbreak a year being a trigger; 
the isolation of any level of campylobacter in samples, in the event that pathogens 
were looked for; a frequency, to be determined, of threshold failures for E coli 
species (which is a sign that the milk has been contaminated by faeces) in control 
samples; and a material increase in the size of the market. 
 

37. A Board member said the claimed benefits of drinking RDM were evidentially weak 
while there was robust evidence of the risks of drinking it.  Nevertheless, he believed 
that even if the evidence pertaining to the risk of drinking RDM was better 
communicated, many of its current consumers would still choose to drink it.   

 
38. The cost of enforcing a total ban was disproportionate especially if the consumers 

were informed of the risks.  A ban could also create a black market which would be 
worse than having a small regulated market.  Therefore the proposed status quo was 
acceptable. 
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39. Steve summarised that the Board wanted to keep a watchful eye by means of regular 
reports on: levels of compliance; the speed of resolving non-compliances; the 
isolation and detection of microbiological hazards in products; and the market size. 

 
40. Steve said it would be difficult and take time but we would continue to state the case 

for legislative change to not only make it an explicit offence to sell RDM which did not 
comply, but also to make provisions to prevent future production and/or sales from 
non-compliant premises. 
 

41. Steve pointed out that this was a discussion on principles as well as a pragmatic one 
and the paper had followed the framework the Board had agreed to use when 
looking at how to control risky foods. 

 
42. Steve noted that RDM was unique among risky foods in that it had labelling to guard 

against unwitting consumption but that many RDM consumers were highly informed 
and held such strong values that they would continue to drink RDM regardless of the 
labelling. 

 
43. A Board member said that the FSA must make it clear that RDM should not be fed to 

children.   
 

44.  In response to the Board’s concern over the levels of compliance, Linden said we 
were looking at publishing lists of farms producing RDM along with their inspection 
scores and ratings. 

 
45. A Board member said she accepted the status quo, subject to the points raised by 

the other Board members and the principle that there would be no wider access to 
RDM unless further measures, which EFSA said did not exist, were introduced to 
reduce the risks.  The Board member also said a further discussion on the framework 
for risky foods would ensure consistent decision making. 

 
46. Catherine said the discussion of RDM was important in its own right but also in terms 

of how we took the Strategy forward.  The Strategy championed informed consumer 
choice.  RDM consumers were motivated and engaged so we had a good chance of 
reaching them with our information.  Labelling was also important in ensuring that 
new consumers were informed of the risks when making their decisions to consume. 
 

47. The Chair concluded by saying the reason the Board had been discussing this issue 
since 2012 was because it was not straightforward.  The Board supported the 
recommendations in the paper subject to the following: 
 

• Explicit communications on the website that the FSA recommends the 
consumption of pasteurised milk 

• Recognition of the central importance  of compliance with the regulatory 
framework in  managing the risks 

• Monitoring of compliance and the marketplace via Business Committee 
Reports 

• A list of trigger points so that if the evidence shows the risks are changing, the 
Board can re-open the discussion 
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48. The Chair said he was aware that, in line with the Board, the RDM sector also 
wanted to drive up its levels of compliance. 

 
49. The Chair said this discussion was representative of discussions on risky foods 

where the Board had a difficult choice to make to protect people from unacceptable 
levels of risk while recognising consumer choice and supporting informed choice. 
 
UPDATE ON THE CAMPYLOBACTER CAMPAIGN (FSA 15/07/05) 
 

50. The Chair welcomed Kevin Hargin and Richard Macdonald (Chair of the ACT Board) 
to the table and invited Steve to introduce the paper. 

 
51. Steve said there was a lot of activity in the industry on Campylobacter reduction, with 

information being shared through the Acting on Campylobacter Together (ACT) 
Board.  Several retailers had published their own results on reducing Campylobacter 
in chicken as set out in the paper, the latest being Aldi on 13 July which had reported 
a year-on-year reduction in the proportion of its whole fresh chicken at retail with 
Campylobacter in the highest band of contamination (above 1000 cfu/g) from 10.8% 
to 3% between Spring 2014 and Spring 2015.  This was similar to results reported by 
some other retailers.  

 
52. Notwithstanding these very welcome reports of progress, our prediction was clear 

that the target of no more than 10% of whole fresh chicken with Campylobacter in the 
highest band of contamination at the end of processing would not be met by the 
industry as a whole by the end of the year.  The information and intelligence we had 
received, including the announcement from Tesco that they had implemented a new 
specification for suppliers of no more than 5% of whole fresh chicken with 
Campylobacter in the highest band of contamination by the beginning of 2017, meant 
it was likely that the target would be met in 2016.  It was important therefore to 
continue to check on retailers’ progress through a further retail survey as set out in 
the paper. 
 

53. If we then did not see progress in some supply chains, we had outlined in the paper 
some of the legislative and non-legislative measures, the FSA might consider. 
 

54. Richard stated he was at the meeting in his capacity as the Chair of the ACT Board 
but declared his interests as a Non-Executive Director of Moy Park; a former Director 
General of the National Farmers Union; and a member of the Board of the 
Environment Agency. 

 
55. The ACT Board included senior representatives from the FSA, Defra, retailers 

(except Marks and Spencers) and processors.  The ACT Board was driving through 
changes at pace and seeing real progress against the shared target; there was no 
supply chain that was not doing something. 

 
56. Richard was a lay member of the ACT Board but appreciated that there was no 

single silver scientific bullet to reduce Campylobacter in chickens.  The approach to 
reduce Campylobacter had to be taken from farm to fork and a single factory 
intervention by itself would not be enough.  
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57. Although there was a good degree of sharing information amongst the members of 
the ACT Board, the environment was becoming increasingly competitive, which 
mitigated against open sharing of information at the early stages of design and 
implementation of new interventions.  Richard said the FSA was right to keep the 
pressure on but would have to do it thoughtfully to prevent this competition becoming 
a barrier to further progress. 

 
58. Richard said there had been significant progress on measures that improved 

biosecurity on farms and attention was now turning to countering contamination of 
crates and modules used to transport chickens from farms and processors, to 
eliminate this as a source of recycling of contamination within the supply chain.  
There had been trials carried out on some capital intensive factory interventions such 
as thermal and rapid surface chilling but the situation a year from now was unlikely to 
be uniform as these interventions often typically required significant space within 
factories and different technologies were suitable to different sites.   There had also 
been developments in terms of modified atmosphere packaging and further research 
was underway. 

 
59. In concluding Richard said there had been a reduction in Campylobacter in chicken 

reported recently by retailers and processors, although we had yet to see figures for 
summer when, due to increased temperatures, incidence and levels of 
Campylobacter contamination were usually at their highest.  He supported the 
continuation of the retail survey in 2016 but cautioned against advising consumers on 
where to shop.  The question for the FSA would be how to keep up momentum 
through the eventual transition from the ACT Board, which inevitably would have a 
finite life, to whatever the successor arrangements would be. 

 
60. The Chair thanked Richard for his presentation and for all his work on the ACT 

Board. 
 

61. A Board member asked Richard if there was something the FSA could do to strike an 
appropriate balance between competition and sharing of information.  Richard said 
the FSA was right to continue the pressure which may not always have to be applied 
publicly.  The FSA was effective in recognising those doing well but also needed to 
give some encouragement to the industry as a whole. 

 
62. The Board confirmed its support to continue with the retail survey into 2016 

particularly as the recent results from retailers had not been demonstrated in the 
earlier FSA survey, which covered the sampling period from February 2014 to 
February 2015.  The Board also supported a continuing focus of our work onto inform 
and advise consumers on how to handle and prepare chicken at home in order to 
mitigate the risks from Campylobacter. 

 
63. Steve confirmed that telling consumers where to shop had only been listed as a 

possible future action if insufficient traction was gained by current efforts.  
Campylobacter in chicken had been the subject of the FSA’s last two Food Safety 
Week campaigns as well as the current Chicken Challenge.  Steve drew attention to 
the report in the paper of the development of analytical models that are allowing us to 
demonstrate a reduction in foodborne disease linked to our campaigns. 
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64. Steve confirmed for the Board that the design of the new survey would improve our 
ability to identify improvements quarter by quarter and differences between retailers 
in Campylobacter levels.  An equal number of chickens (100) for each of the main 
retailers would be sampled per quarter, allowing for retailers’ performance to be 
reported from the end of the first quarter of sampling and analysis.  Additionally, to 
reflect changes in market share, Aldi and Lidl would be included in the list of named 
retailers.  Sampling for the second survey would begin in July and a first report was 
expected in November 2015. 
 

65. Professor Guy Poppy said that original lack of evidence had resulted in modelling 
work in the FSA to identify the stages in the supply chain where interventions might 
have the greatest effect, and had allowed us to focus efforts on testing interventions 
and gathering evidence.  This was an important lesson to learn that when we had no 
evidence, rather than collect it all, we should target key intervention stages. 
 

66. A Board member asked if we were going to include chicken portions and cooked 
chicken in the survey. 

 
67. Kevin responded that we would not include cooked chicken as cooking kills the bug.  

We would also not include chicken portions since a high proportion of them were sold 
as skinless portions and so would have very little Campylobacter on them as that is 
largely associated with the skin of the bird.  Our advice to consumers on the handling 
of raw chicken applied to all the raw meat including the portions and not just whole 
birds. 

 
68. A Board member asked about the level of risk of Campylobacter from ducks and 

given how widespread the practice of serving duck pink was, if we would issue 
advice on how duck should be cooked thoroughly. 

 
69. Kevin said the data prevalence of Campylobacter in live ducks was not dissimilar to 

that of chickens but the risk of cross contamination during processing was lower due 
to the difference in line speed. Our advice to consumers on the cooking of raw 
poultry applied to all poultry.  Steve said that although the risk profile for duck was 
different, the microbiological risks should still be mitigated by cooking it thoroughly.  
 

70. The Chair said at the recent ACT on Farm event there had been many presentations 
on all the farm and factory interventions being trialled and it would be useful for the 
Board to receive a briefing on them. 
 

ACTION: Director of Policy 
 

71. Steve said that a third of participants at that event a third of participants had been 
poultry farmers. Many independent farmers were highly engaged in efforts to improve 
biosecurity and over 60% so far had enrolled for independent on-farm testing under a 
scheme funded by FSA and NFU.  This high level of engagement was due in large 
measure to Gary Ford at the National Farmers Union who was very engaged with the 
campaign. 

 
72. In response to a question from a Board member, Steve agreed that we should be 

reasonably confident that the consequences of the reported fall in levels 
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Campylobacter in chicken would be seen in public health statistics before too much 
longer.  On the basis of our modelling, we might expect a reduction to 10% in the 
proportion of whole fresh chicken with Campylobacter in the highest bracket of 
contamination to lead to a reduction of up to 30% in reported cases of 
campylobacteriosis in people. 

 
73. Richard said the FSA should not ease up on consumer messaging.  He concluded 

that there was much good work that was going on at Board level across the industry 
to tackle Campylobacter in chicken, which had been triggered by the work of the 
FSA.  Richard made clear that he thought real progress had been made across the 
industry and that this should be very positively recognised.  The Board agreed this. 

 
74. In response to a question from a Board member, Catherine said that we would 

discuss further action after the achievement of the current target to reduce the impact 
of Campylobacter in chicken as a serious human health problem once we had 
delivered the current target, and in doing so we would need to consider where more 
generally the FSA might act to deliver the greatest consumer benefits. 

75. Catherine also gave credit to Gary Ford of the NFU whose organisational and 
personal commitment to the campaign was matched by our own.  In terms of 
reaching the smaller independent poultry producers, Catherine also gave credit to 
FSA Meat Hygiene Inspectors and Official Veterinarians who were getting good 
responses from their work with small slaughterhouses. 

 
76. Catherine said that it is ultimately the responsibility of industry to ensure that the 

chicken they produce is safe and to demonstrate that and be transparent with 
consumers.  She said that retailers and producers should commit to publish their own 
monitoring data on a regular basis, because in the fullness of time we would need to 
invest the taxpayers’ money we are currently spending on campy monitoring on other 
consumer protection priorities. 
 

77. The Chair thanked Steve, Kevin and the team for the paper and confirmed that the 
Board accepted all the recommendations.  The Chair concluded by thanking Richard 
for presenting to the Board at the meeting and thanking the ACT Board for all its 
work. 

ENGAGING WITH CONSUMERS (FSA 15/07/06) 
 

78. The Chair welcomed Stephen Humphreys, Michelle Patel, Sue Davies and Aodhan 
O’Donnell to the table and invited Stephen to introduce the paper. 

 
79. Stephen said this was the first update on our engagement with consumers since the 

new Strategy had been agreed.  The FSA had a good track record of informing 
consumers through our campaigns but this was an exciting time now as the Strategic 
Plan pushed us to: listen and be more open to consumers’ views; and to empower 
consumers. Historically we had informed consumers and now we would look to 
empower them by giving them the information they wanted, in the way they wanted it, 
to use to achieve benefits to themselves and other consumers. 
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80. A Board member said consumer engagement was important in ensuring the 
legitimacy of the FSA as a non-ministerial department.  
 

81. Stephen said that we were able to communicate with consumers directly more 
frequently now and we had set up a new Consumer Panel to enable more frequent 
and cost effective engagement on-line and face to face.  We were looking at 
engaging with consumers via their mobile phones so for example asking them to 
respond to some questions while they were out shopping.   

 
82. The Board were pleased to note the year on year increase in the FSA’s reputation 

score and Michelle confirmed that the reputation study was also a perception study 
with numerous factors informing it.   

 
83. In answer to a question Michelle said the FSA had been asked to present at the 

Government Communications Service Leadership Conference on the metrics the 
FSA were using to assess impact and value for money because they were seen as 
forward thinking. 

 
84. Sue Davies said she had been pleased to see the FSA’s commitment to put 

consumers’ interests first reiterated in the Strategic Plan and that the FSA was 
unique among regulators in doing this.  Sue said she was pleased to see that the 
principles of consumer engagement as listed in the Which? document in the annex to 
the paper were reflected throughout the paper. 

 
85. Sue said the FSA’s new innovative consumer panel sounded interesting.  The 

engagement of consumers in the FSA’s scientific committees was welcome, as were 
the open Board meetings which allowed consumers to see how their interests were 
taken into account in policy making. 

 
86. Sue said the FSA could be clearer on where in the policy process it was best to 

engage with consumers to ensure the FSA engaged with them at the right time. 
 

87. Aodhan said since he had become a member of the Northern Ireland Food Advisory 
Committee six months ago, he had seen the strength of the FSA’s focus on the 
consumer in every paper written.  He said the FSA’s genuine interest in consumer 
interests would be important to consumer organisations when deciding whether to 
work with the Agency or not. 

 
88. Aodhan said the Strategy was really ambitious and stressed the important of being 

able to measure its impact - what would be the sum of it all; what would be the 
impact of all the work on consumers.  He said the FSA had to build partnerships with 
consumer advocates to use social media effectively and build on the FSA’s good 
reputation. 

 
89. A Board member said if we listened to consumers and then ignored them that would 

be a waste of time and damaging to our reputation; we should review the decisions 
we made annually and how consumers had input into them. 
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90. A Board member said there was an inherent risk of bias in engaging with the public 
as there was no one public rather a series of publics and we needed to remain alert 
to this issue in our engagement work as well as our social science.  
  

91. Professor Guy Poppy said that the FSA social science research unit worked closely 
with the communications team. 

 
92. We were working with a range of partners including the Wellcome Trust to develop a 

shared understanding of what the impact of medium-term changes to the global food 
system could be on consumers.  The FSA’s uniqueness as a trusted consumer 
protection body  made it well placed to host a conference in 2016 based on this work 
entitled ’The Future of Our Food’.  

 
93. Michelle said we were aware of the issue of bias and that we seek to triangulate our 

understanding through using different ways of getting insight.  The new Consumer 
Panel is made up of 2500 people to facilitate direct access to a wide variety of views 
and segments. 

 
94. A Board member said it was good to hear the approach get approval from Sue and 

Aodhan, and she looked forward to testing papers which came to the Board to see 
how they demonstrated that the FSA had listened to and taken into account the 
views of consumers in drawing up recommendations. 

 
95. A Board member asked about prioritisation and whether we were at risk of spreading 

ourselves too thinly.   
 

96. Stephen responded that the priorities had been drawn up in line with the priorities in 
the Strategic Plan such as Campylobacter, listeria risky foods and food crime.  The 
Communications Plan had been drawn up to address them and also to look more 
broadly such as with “The Future of Our Food” conference. 

 
97. Steve said consumer engagement and being clear about outcomes was inherent in 

all the Executive Team did.  As head of the policy profession in the FSA he is 
committed to the principles of open policy making, including particularly the 
engagement of consumers in the policy development process.   
 

98. In answer to a comment from a board member Sue said rather than having parallel 
consumer board discussions, she felt that the FSA Board itself should be the 
consumer’s panel in the FSA.  She said the Strategy was ambitious but she thought 
this was necessary to fulfil all that was required of the FSA under the Food 
Standards Act.  Sue said she thought the priorities made it clear what the FSA 
wanted to achieve and how it was going to do it.   

 
99. Aodhan said understanding consumer issues around access, affordability, and 

technology would help the FSA frame its priorities.  He suggested the FSA could 
feedback on what it had delivered over the year and what its priorities were for the 
coming year in a consumer friendly format. 
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100. Catherine said rather than reviewing every decision made over a year, we would 
challenge ourselves to come up with measures of impact and outcomes to help us 
prioritise our resources.  

 
101. We had had input from consumers in defining consumers’ interests in food when 

drawing up the Strategy and this had been taken into account in prioritisation. 
 

102. Catherine said there would be times when the ideas of consumers would diverge 
from those of the FSA as a science and evidence based organisation and we would 
have to grapple with decisions where we would need to weigh both aspects and that 
the Board would wish to respect consumer views even when they diverged from their 
own views. 

 
103. Catherine agreed that to speak as advocates for consumers and represent the 

diversity of consumers, the relevancy of the FSA was as important as people’s trust 
in us and we would have to work in partnership to get our messages across to 
diverse groups.  

 
104. The Chair said we would revisit how to review our decision making in terms of 

consumer input and concluded by thanking Sue and Aodhan for joining the 
discussion.  

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS, COMPLAINTS AND INTERNAL 
WHISTLEBLOWING (FSA 15/07/07) 

105. The Chair welcomed Veronica Martell to the table and invited her to introduce the 
paper. 

 
106. Veronica said this annual report was usually an information paper but this year there 

was a decision to be made around the participation of Board members in handling 
complaints against the FSA Complaints Co-ordinator, FSA Directors and the Chief 
Executive.   

 
107. Under the complaints handling process, any complaints that could not be resolved 

locally were escalated to the FSA Complaints Co-ordinator and then to the Chief 
Executive, unless the complaint was about the FSA Complaints Co-ordinator, FSA 
Directors or the Chief Executive in which case the Board member complaints panel 
became involved. 

 
108. The proposed change was that there should no longer be a standing panel, but that 

in future the Chair should nominate Board members to these roles in the event that a 
complaint was received.  Complaints at this level were extremely rare.  The change 
to the process would provide greater flexibility, particularly to avoid the logistical 
challenges of assembling a panel should any complaints be received in the future. 

 
109. Veronica also drew attention to the fact that under the provisions of the Small 

Business Enterprise and Employment Act (SBEE), the Government would be 
appointing a Small Business Appeals Champion to each non-economic regulator.   
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110. The Champion would be responsible for reviewing the effectiveness of the regulator’s 
formal and informal procedures for handling and resolving complaints and appeals 
made by businesses to the regulator in connection with the exercise of its regulatory 
functions.  The Champion would also be responsible for producing an annual report 
about the findings of the review.  

 
111. The Better Regulation Executive was currently developing guidance on the 

appointment of the Champions and how they would carry out their functions but the 
Champion was expected to be a Non-Executive Director. 

 
112. Veronica said that no whistleblowing complaints had been received within the scope 

of the whistleblowing policy in 2013 or 2014.  Until recently, the FSA had had an 
external independent complaints investigator, whose role was to advise on and 
investigate complaints raised under the whistleblowing policy.   

 
113. However, a revised version of the whistleblowing policy was introduced on 1 April 

2015 and the FSA had taken the opportunity to more closely align the FSA’s 
procedure with practice in other government departments through the appointment of 
an internal Nominated Officer who was the FSA’s Complaints Co-ordinator. 

 
114. The Chair agreed with Veronica that complaints requiring the Board member 

complaints panel were extremely rare.  He said that since he had been a member of 
the FSA Board, the panel had only had to be convened once and it had been the 
difficulty in assembling the standing members of the panel at that time which had 
prompted the proposed change. 
 

115. The Board asked how the FSA’s whistleblowing policy worked in relation to concerns 
FSA staff might have about the conduct of Food Business Operators (FBO), for 
example in relation to animal welfare, and how visible the policy was to staff, 
particularly those out in the field. 

 
116. Jason said the FSA’s internal whistleblowing policy related to FSA staff who wanted 

to blow the whistle on other members of FSA staff.  If a member of FSA staff had 
concerns about the conduct of an FBO, then it was part of their normal enforcement 
duties to take the appropriate action against the FBO.  If that FSA member of staff or 
contractor then failed to act or acted inappropriately, then the internal whistleblowing 
policy would be relevant. 

 
117. Jason said we had the facility on our external website for FBOs and consumers to 

make complaints and complaints about animal welfare were explicitly referenced. 
 

118. Jason said the launch of the revised internal whistleblowing policy in April had been 
well publicised with posters being displayed in plants to remind FSA staff about the 
policy and reassure them of confidentiality in raising concerns either by email or 
telephone. 

 
119. Veronica confirmed that the internal whistleblowing policy could be found easily by 

searching for it on the FSA internal intranet and on Yammer, and that staff’s 
awareness of the policy was ascertained every year through the Civil Service People 
Survey.  Veronica said she had also spoken to HR about the need to talk to 
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managers in the field to make them aware of when to raise concerns under the 
whistleblowing policy. 

 
120. A Board member said that the FSA was missing out on the opportunity for 

continuous improvement by not having a structure in place to share the learning from 
the handling of both informal and formal complaints across the Agency.  She said it 
would be helpful for the Board to see trends in areas of complaint every so often. 

 
121. Veronica agreed that there should be a structure in place to capture and share the 

information and said that work would be taken forward to address this gap.. 
122. The Chair said once we had more information on the appointments process for the 

Small Business Appeals Champion, we would come back to the Board with it. 
 

123. The Chair confirmed that the Board agreed with the recommendation in the paper 
and thanked Veronica and her team for their meticulous handling of FOIs and 
complaints. 

REPORTS FROM THE CHAIRS OF THE FOOD ADVISORY COMMITTEES (INFO 
15/07/01–02) 

124. Henrietta Campbell, Chair of NIFAC, drew attention to the successful outcome of the 
prosecution of Freeza Meats Ltd and thanked the FSA in Northern Ireland Director, 
Maria Jennings, and her team for the immense contribution they had made to it.  

 
125. Roland Salmon, Chair of WFAC, paid tribute to Phil Morgan, former Assistant 

Director of FSA Wales, who had sadly passed away recently after a fight against 
cancer and said Phil would be sadly missed by all who had known him. 

ANY OTHER BUSINESS 
 

126. The Chair advised that there was no other business and closed the Board meeting. 
 

DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 

127. The next meeting of the FSA Board would take place on Wednesday 9 September 
2015 in Aviation House, London. 
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