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Foreword 
 
Audits of local authority (LA) feed and food law enforcement functions are part of the Food 
Standards Agency’s arrangements to improve the consistency and effectiveness of 
enforcement. These arrangements recognise that the enforcement of UK feed and food law 
relating to feed and food safety, hygiene, composition, labelling, imported food and feeding 
stuffs is largely the responsibility of local authorities. These local authority regulatory 
functions are principally delivered through Environmental Health and Trading Standards 
Services. The Agency’s website contains enforcement activity data for all UK local 
authorities and can be found at; www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/auditandmontioring  

The main aim of the audit scheme is to maintain and improve consumer protection and 
confidence by ensuring that local authorities are providing an effective feed and food law 
enforcement service. The scheme also provides the opportunity to identify and disseminate 
good practice and to provide information to inform Agency policy on food safety, standards 
and feeding stuffs. Parallel local authority audit schemes are implemented by the Agency’s 
offices in all the devolved countries comprising the UK. 

The power to set standards, monitor and audit feed and food law enforcement authorities 
was conferred on the Food Standards Agency by the Food Standards Act 1999. The 
Agency’s audits of LAs are undertaken under section 12(4) of the Act. Regulation (EC) No. 
882/2004 on official controls performed to ensure the verification of compliance with feed 
and food law includes a requirement for competent authorities to carry out internal audits, or 
to have external audits carried out. The purpose of these audits is to verify whether official 
controls relating to feed and food law are implemented effectively. To fulfil this requirement, 
the Food Standards Agency, as the central competent authority for feed and food law in the 
UK has established external audit arrangements. In developing these, the Agency has taken 
account of the European Commission guidance on how such audits should be conducted.1 

Agency audits assess LAs’ conformance against the Food Law Enforcement Standard (‘the 
Standard’), the Food Law Code of Practice and relevant official enforcement guidance. ‘The 
Standard’ was published by the Agency as part of the Framework Agreement on Local 
Authority Food Law Enforcement and is available on the Agency’s website at: 
www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/enforcework/frameagree It should be acknowledged that there will be 
considerable diversity in the way and manner in which local authorities may provide their 
food enforcement services reflecting local needs and priorities. 

Further information on the Agency’s LA audit scheme, including Questions and Answers on 
the operation of the scheme and details of good practice identified during audits, is available 
on the Agency’s website at: www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/auditandmonitoring 

                                                 
1 Commission Decision of 29 September 2006 setting out the guidelines laying down criteria for the 
conduct of audits under Regulation (EC) No. 882/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council 
on official controls to verify compliance with feed and food law, animal health and animal welfare rules 
(2006/677/EC) 
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1. Background 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
1.1.1 The report of the Public Inquiry into the major outbreak of E.coli O157 in South 

Wales, which occurred in September 20052, was published in March 2009. The 
Inquiry report included recommendations aimed at the food industry and various 
official bodies, including the Agency and food enforcement authorities, considered 
necessary to help prevent such an outbreak from happening again. 

 
1.1.2 This programme of audits was developed to assess the extent to which local 

authorities (LAs) were meeting their regulatory responsibilities with regard to the 
relevant Inquiry report recommendations.  
 

 
The Public Inquiry into the September 2005 Outbreak of E.coli O157 in South Wales:  

 
Inquiry Recommendations Directly Relevant to  

Local Authority HACCP Enforcement 
 

 Regulatory and enforcement bodies should keep the choice of ‘light touch’ 
enforcement for individual food businesses under constant review 
(Recommendation 7); 

 
 The inspection of HACCP plans must be audit-based (8); 

 
 Training provision should be developed to ensure that all officers who check 
HACCP and HACCP-based plans, including those responsible for overseeing 
the work of those officers, have the necessary knowledge and skills (9); 

 
 EHOs should obtain a copy of a business’s HACCP/FSM plan at each 
inspection, which should be held on the business’s inspection file (10); 

 
 A system of logging issues, concerns or potential problems, whether by ‘red 
flagging’ specific documents or by file notes, should be standard practice (11); 

 
 Decisions about confidence in a business’s management of food safety 
should be evidence-based (12); 

 
 All inspections, primary and secondary, must be unannounced unless, 
exceptionally, there are specific and justifiable circumstances or reasons why 
a pre-arranged visit is necessary (13); 

 
 Discussion with employees must be a standard part of food hygiene 
inspection visits (14); 

 
 The Food Standards Agency should develop, as part of its audit scheme or as 
an adjunct to it, a means of assessing how food hygiene inspections are 
undertaken by local authorities, including assessment of HACCP and 
HACCP-based plans (15); 

 
 All local authorities should review their policies, procedures and systems 
against issues raised by this report (19). 

                                                 
2 http://wales.gov.uk/ecoliinquiry/?lang=en  
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1.1.3 The programme examined the LAs’ training provision for officers assessing hazard 

analysis and critical control points (HACCP) and HACCP-based food safety 
management (FSM) plans, including those responsible for overseeing and managing 
the work of those officers. Also, that existing inspection arrangements and processes 
to advise food businesses, assess, and enforce HACCP related food safety 
requirements in food businesses were risk based, implemented effectively and were 
effecting the changes necessary to secure improvements. 
 

1.1.4 This summary report records the key findings and areas where audit 
recommendations were made during the programme of 25 audits in England carried 
out between January and June 2010. The authorities were selected to represent a 
geographical sample of different types of local authorities responsible for food safety 
and hygiene enforcement, including those which had not previously been audited by 
the Agency, or on the basis of monitoring information. Following the audits the 
individual LAs have been working towards completing their agreed action plans to 
address any recommendations for improvement. 

 
1.2 Scope and Key Objectives of the Audit Programme  
 
1.2.1 The audits sought to gain assurance that key LA food hygiene law enforcement 

systems and arrangements were effective in supporting food business compliance 
and that local enforcement was managed and delivered effectively. That: 

 
• LA inspection and assessment of HACCP based systems at food 

establishments and their follow-up actions were appropriate, risk based and 
effectively managed; 

• Authorised officers were sufficiently qualified, trained and competent to assess 
HACCP based systems;    

• LA food establishment and enforcement records in relation to HACCP based 
systems were sufficiently detailed, accurate, up to date and effectively 
managed; 

• Internal service monitoring/peer review arrangements were appropriate and 
effective, and that corrective actions were identified and implemented. 

 
1.2.2 Activities that support the effective management of LA HACCP enforcement regimes 

were also considered: 
 

• Service planning;  
• Third party or peer review activities; 
• Oversight, management and technical competency of food service managers.  

 
1.2.3  In addition to the examination of LA food business, inspection and enforcement 

records, the audit programme included a total of 25 food business ‘reality checks’ 
carried out by auditors in conjunction with each LA, and interviews with LA managers 
and frontline staff to gain further insight into how inspections were conducted and 
managed. 
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1.3 Audit Methodology and Design 
 
1.3.1 An ‘Audit Programme Logic Model’3 is included at Annexe ii. Details of the audit 

methodology, design, and the evaluation and assessment framework used during the 
audits are set out in Annexe iii. 

                                                 
3 A systematic and visual method of presenting and understanding the relationships between the 
inputs and resources planned activities and expected changes or outcomes relating to the audit 
programme. 
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2. Executive Summary 
 
 
2.1 This audit programme was developed following publication of the report of the Inquiry 

into the 2005 E. coli outbreak in South Wales that considered local authority (LA) 
food hygiene law enforcement systems; the LA arrangements for evaluating and 
supporting food business compliance with food safety management systems 
(FSMS)/HACCP related requirements, their management and delivery. 

 
2.2 There was widespread awareness of the Pennington Inquiry and around 75% of LAs 

audited had already reviewed their service in light of the Report recommendations, 
often across all the LAs within regional liaison groups. Most of these had already 
implemented improvements and others were in the process of doing so. 

 
2.3 A range of innovative and useful good practice relating to FSM practice was identified 

and these are included at Annexe iv of this report.  Around a third of the LAs had 
undergone FSMS related third party or peer review process within the preceding two 
years. These were implemented by internal audit, Inter-Authority Audits, or 
consistency exercises within the food liaison groups, such as regional HACCP 
evaluation and business risk rating exercises.  

 
2.4 There was reliable evidence and good quality documented records showing detailed 

and thorough assessments of FSMS at approximately 25% of the LAs audited.  
 
2.5 For the remainder, where effective assessments and action could not be fully 

evidenced, this appeared largely attributable to deficiencies in recordkeeping rather 
than officer competence. Around 80% of audited LAs received recommendations 
concerning their record keeping practices. These deficiencies ranged in significance 
from relatively minor and easily rectified amendments to improve data capture, to 
major gaps in the inspection and compliance records of food establishments, which 
obscured the actual standard of any interventions and follow-up actions undertaken. 
It should be noted that the audit necessarily encompassed compliance and LA 
enforcement activities that had preceded publication of the Inquiry findings (March 
2009), however all Agency audit recommendations addressed LA practices at the 
time of the audit.  

 
2.6 Auditor ‘reality checks’ at food businesses and officer interviews indicated that front-

line officers generally had good levels of HACCP understanding at around 85% of 
these LAs, but the application of these competencies could not be verified 
satisfactorily from the HACCP assessment, compliance and enforcement records. 
Sufficiently detailed records were often not maintained because record keeping 
tended to be ‘by exception’. There was also a marked inconsistency in record  
keeping between individual officers within LAs where the local procedures did not 
prescribe adequately the format and the level of detail required, and when the forms 
used were inappropriate or not fully completed. 

 
2.7 There was evidence of good LA representation at recent Agency HACCP refresher 

training, but it was not clear that this knowledge had been routinely shared through 
cascade training within LAs. Around 25% of LAs had authorised one or more food 
law enforcement officers who appeared to lack recent training related to FSMS 
and/or did not currently meet the Food Law Code of Practice requirements for 
continuing professional development (CPD), although the officer training and CPD 
records maintained by around 50% of LAs were incomplete. 
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2.8 While there was much anecdotal evidence of informal monitoring and documented 

evidence of quantitative monitoring, there were few records of qualitative monitoring 
and/or any corrective actions taken. Over 70% of LAs received recommendations for 
deficiencies in their internal monitoring arrangements, which in many cases related 
specifically to the qualitative monitoring of FSMS/HACCP activities. Most of the 
issues identified by the Agency could have been identified and addressed through 
effective local internal monitoring. 

 
2.9 Premises requiring approval under Regulation (EC) No. 853/2004 are generally 

higher risk due to inherent hazards arising from their food operations.  Around 65% of 
the LAs could not evidence from their files that all establishments had been inspected 
and/or approved or re-approved in full accordance with the Food Law Code of 
Practice and relevant legislation. A similar proportion had not used appropriate aides-
memoire or inspection forms for the type of establishments inspected, which were 
deficient in guiding officers against all the food specific legislative requirements for 
the process subject to approval. This was the main contributory factor in most of the 
inspection record keeping deficiencies, including the retention of information 
confirming key business operations and evidence to demonstrate that the more 
stringent HACCP evaluation requirements had been met. 

 
2.10 All LAs had an enforcement policy based on a graduated approach to non-serious 

contraventions, and when informal advice had failed to secure compliance with 
FSMS requirements. On the basis of their inspection records, almost half of LAs 
appeared to have some establishments with no indication of formal enforcement 
action, although the compliance history and current inspection findings suggested 
this course of action had become necessary. In a minority of cases (<10% of the 
total), instances were identified where officers had recorded continuing food safety 
failures over successive inspections, some of which appeared to be of a serious 
nature, without evidence of appropriate enforcement follow-up. These cases were 
referred back to the LAs during the audit for immediate attention. 

 
2.11 LAs were generally providing appropriate and effective reactive services when FSMS 

related complaints were received, in terms of thorough investigation and the use of 
well considered targeting of food sampling activity.  

 
2.12 The audits highlighted the importance of local management and oversight in 

achieving and maintaining a satisfactory quality of officer inspections, including 
FSMS assessment, follow-up action and record keeping. There is an increasing trend 
in the appointment of non-specialist LA managers with wider regulatory remits. Of the 
LAs audited, the CPD records indicated that around 15% of lead officers responsible 
for the operational and managerial lead on food hygiene and safety matters had not 
received recent food related and/or FSMS/HACCP refresher training.  

 
2.13 All issues identified during the individual LA audits have been or are being addressed 

through the LAs’ implementation of their agreed audit action plans. These are subject 
to Agency follow-up audits to review timely progress and verify necessary 
improvements in service delivery.  
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Summary of Recommendations  
(see section 4 ‘Conclusions and Recommendations’) 
 
Recommendation 1:  
LAs should clearly define the key information and level of detail necessary to ensure that 
compliance and enforcement records are sufficient to inform subsequent inspections, follow-
up action and enforcement decisions.  
 
The Agency to discuss with Local Government Regulation (LGR formerly LACORS) any 
further central guidance necessary.  
 
Recommendation 2:  
LAs must ensure that all identified instances of serious or persistent non-compliance are 
addressed, through use of formal enforcement powers where appropriate and effective 
internal monitoring. 
 
Recommendation 3:  
LA Inspection and intervention procedures need to clarify the format of recordkeeping and 
the level of detail required, including a mechanism for flagging significant high risk activities, 
areas of ongoing concern and those food establishments serving vulnerable persons.   
 
The Agency to give this issue consideration during the next review of the FLCoP, and make 
any amendments necessary to further emphasise the importance of this practice.   
 
Recommendation 4:  
LAs should ensure that officer competencies are maintained and developed in accordance 
with FLCoP requirements. 
 
The Agency to consider LA officer training needs and priorities in the context of continuing 
reductions to LA training budgets. The Agency should continue to provide and promote 
HACCP training etc. 
 
Recommendation 5:  
LA Inspection/intervention aides-memoire and procedures should include provision for 
enforcement officer discussions with food business staff, particularly in association with 
FSMS assessments, and the retention of related records as a routine part of the inspection 
process. 
 
The Agency should give consideration of this finding during the next review of the FLCoP, 
and make any necessary amendments to help ensure effective investigation and verification 
of food business HACCP based FSMS. 
 
Recommendation 6:  
LAs should ensure that their food services managers have the necessary technical 
competency and specialist knowledge, in line with FLCoP requirements, where they are 
responsible for monitoring their food law enforcement officers; or organise and structure their 
team so that those with specialisms can provide the necessary peer support and qualitative 
checks.    
 
Recommendation 7:  
LAs should implement effective systems of internal monitoring to check the quality of 
inspections and address problems and inconsistencies relating to officer HACCP 
assessment, follow-up action and record keeping. 
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3. Summary of Findings 
 
Core Activities 
 

3.1 Inspection/Intervention and Local Authority Records of Compliance 
 

3.1.1 LAs are required to carry out a planned inspection and intervention programme of the 
food establishments in their area at intervals based on an assessment of risk. 
Inspections must cover key areas of business activity to enable the inspecting officer 
to make an evidence based judgement on current and future risk. Central to this 
should be an assessment of the establishment’s food safety management system 
(FSMS), based on HACCP principles.  

 
3.1.2 All LAs audited in this programme generally planned and prioritised their inspection 

programmes on a risk basis. In practice, around half were not routinely inspecting all 
establishments at the minimum frequencies set out in the Food Law Code of Practice 
(FLCoP), including some premises identified as high risk, although most were 
ensuring that these were inspected ahead of their lower risk businesses where 
resource constraints was the limiting factor. The evidence of LA monitoring returns 
supports this finding; that LAs are increasingly directing their resources toward 
dealing with their highest risk establishments.  
 

3.1.3 Around 25% of the LAs were able to provide clear evidence of detailed and thorough 
assessments of FSMS based upon HACCP principles. From LA records, officer 
interviews and ‘reality checks’ at food businesses, auditors were satisfied that the 
frontline authorised officers at most LAs audited demonstrated sufficient 
understanding of HACCP to carry out adequate assessments of food business 
compliance. However, where this could not be evidenced fully, the audit reality 
checks at businesses and officer interviews suggested that this was due to the 
inadequacy of food business assessment and enforcement records retained by LAs, 
rather than a significant deficiency in frontline officer knowledge and competence. 
Almost 80% of LAs received recommendations concerning record keeping practices, 
mostly in relation to deficiencies in the records of inspection, enforcement and 
compliance of inspected establishments, although this failing also encompassed 
officer competency assessment and training records, internal monitoring and other 
service activities. 

 
3.1.4 In accordance with FLCoP requirements, most inspections and interventions were 

undertaken without prior notification, and this practice was generally reflected in the 
LAs’ documented inspection procedures. The typical exception to this approach was 
when the presence of specific establishment personnel was necessary e.g. for the 
purposes of discussing and agreeing work plans. 

 
3.1.5 LAs must notify food business operators (FBOs) of their inspection findings and 

ensure that adequate records of business compliance are maintained, including key 
details of the nature and scale of food activities, and any enforcement actions. The 
record keeping deficiencies stemmed largely from the format of the inspection aides-
memoire and forms used for recording inspection findings in general food 
establishments. Frequently, there were inadequate prompts and/or space to record 
evidence of a comprehensive HACCP assessment, or officers simply did not fully 
complete all sections of well designed forms.  
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3.1.6 Where LA procedures did not adequately define record keeping requirements, there 

were inconsistencies between officers at the same authority in the format, location 
and detail of the records held. In authorities where no inspection aides-memoire were 
prescribed, officers noted key information in their personal notebooks, on loose leaf 
pages inserted into files or recorded limited details on the LA’s database. Many 
authorities were reporting ‘by exception’, that is, only recording information that 
related to identified non-compliance, and often only those issues deemed to be 
serious breaches of legal requirements.  

 
3.1.7 Consequently, these LAs lacked the level of documented records necessary to 

adequately inform subsequent inspecting officers and, where appropriate, the basis 
for the LA to take a properly graduated approach to enforcement, specifically with 
regard to FSMS requirements, but also more widely. This lack of detail also made it 
difficult in some cases to assess whether intervention risk-rating scores had been 
correctly allocated and if follow-up action was needed or appropriate.  
 

3.1.8 The Inquiry recommended that LAs should keep up to date records of businesses’ 
current HACCP plans on file. Although full copies of HACCP plans were not always 
retained on file - these were more in evidence on the LA files for the larger 
manufacturers and approved establishments - in general, those LAs that used 
comprehensive and properly completed inspection forms were able to satisfy the aim 
of this recommendation. The inspection forms could provide a satisfactory level of 
detail, identifying all key food operations and the controls in place, together with the 
scope and findings of the officer’s assessment. In the absence of a consistent and 
sufficiently detailed approach to the documentation, it was not clear from the 
inspection records whether the information on file relating to HACCP was complete 
or up to date.    
 

3.1.9 Whilst record keeping deficiencies inhibited auditors in being able to determine fully 
some aspects of LA food service standards, more importantly, they undermined the 
ability of LA managers themselves to routinely monitor the qualitative standards of 
inspections and their officers’ judgement, and ultimately, to demonstrate all ‘due 
diligence’ in the event of a local food related incident.  
 

3.1.10 All LAs had documented inspection and enforcement policies and procedures, but 
about a third needed to review and expand their procedures to cover the full range of 
formal enforcement options available to officers. A similar proportion needed to 
review their inspection procedures to ensure that they included inspection guidance 
specific to all types of food businesses, including approved establishments, with 
adequate prompts to guide officers on the assessment of FSMS.  

 
3.1.11 These findings reflected wider issues involving the updating and reviewing of policies 

and procedures in general, with half of LAs receiving a recommendation to improve 
their system for ensuring that all policies and procedures are regularly reviewed and 
updated in a timely manner, particularly following changes to legal requirements and 
central guidance.  
 

3.1.12 Around 75% of LAs had reviewed their processes following publication of the Inquiry 
Report and most officers said that they routinely spoke to food handlers in addition to 
the food establishment operator when carrying out inspections, to verify that food 
handlers had sufficient understanding of their key food safety responsibilities. 
However, this was often not documented and in these cases this practise could not 
be fully verified.  
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3.1.13 Many LAs had not implemented a reliable system for ‘red-flagging’ key inspection 

issues at establishments in line with the Inquiry recommendation, and did not have a 
specific means of highlighting businesses that supplied vulnerable groups. However, 
most considered that officers could take these criteria into account in practice, 
through their local knowledge of the businesses in their district and by checking 
whether the relevant FLCoP food safety risk weighting had been applied following the 
previous inspection, respectively. Although these widespread practises worked 
reasonably well for most LAs, more positive and proactive mechanisms for flagging 
key inspection issues and vulnerable groups, as recommended by Pennington, would 
better eliminate some of the potential risks arising from an over reliance on staff 
diligence. For example, from staff turnover that results in the loss of corporate 
knowledge and practical understanding of the compliance history of individual 
establishments, or short-cuts taken by individual officers in checking and preparing 
for an inspection.   

 
3.1.14 For approved establishments (which are generally premises of higher inherent risk, 

usually producing meat, dairy fish or egg products), up to 85% of LAs were identified 
with issues around the way in which they inspected approved establishments, the 
approvals process, and/or the records retained. However, the full nature and extent 
of the problems affecting approvals were obscured due to record keeping 
deficiencies with the majority of this sub-set. The most frequently identified issue 
relating to ‘due process’, albeit in a small minority of LAs, concerned use of the 
‘conditional approval’ status. This was extended beyond the six month permissible 
limit, either through oversight or as a means of providing FBOs with additional time to 
remedy problems that precluded full approval.   
 

3.1.15 Just over half of LAs had not used aides-memoire fully relevant to the specific types 
of food establishment and attendant legal requirements. In some cases, the record 
forms were missing from the retained records and/or the prescribed forms had not 
been fully completed. Around 50% of the audited LAs were not maintaining records in 
accordance with the additional information provisions for enforcement authority 
records of approved establishment (Annexe 12 of the FLCoP Guidance).   
 

3.1.16 Consequently, round 65% could not evidence from their files that all establishments 
had been inspected and/or approved or re-approved in accordance with the FLCoP 
and relevant legislation, including the enhanced HACCP requirements. In many 
cases, the establishment files showed significant differences in the quality of 
inspection and record keeping between different officers at the same LA. This 
suggests that at least part of the remedy lies in better internal monitoring and 
management. 
 

3.1.17 LAs were generally providing appropriate and effective ‘reactive’ services when 
FSMS related food and food premises complaints were received, carrying out 
thorough investigations and utilising well considered proactive and reactive targeted 
food sampling. These activities were usually underpinned by documented policies 
and procedures, supplemented by annual food sampling plans for food surveillance. 
Good examples of useful food business advisory letters were noted that explained 
the significance of poor sampling results, the likely causes and practical suggestions 
for improvement. 
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3.2 Enforcement 
 

3.2.1 A range of formal enforcement tools are available to LAs where informal advice or 
voluntary undertakings by the FBO are either not appropriate, due to the relative 
seriousness of the contraventions identified, or where informal advice has not 
achieved a satisfactory outcome over a reasonable period of time. These include the 
option of serving statutory notices, emergency prohibition powers, simple (formal) 
cautions and/or prosecution.  
 

3.2.2 The audit programme sought to examine a range of formal enforcement actions 
undertaken by LAs linked to FSMS assessments. Most LAs had served hygiene 
improvement notices in circumstances that were appropriate. In a minority of cases 
there were some inconsistencies in due process and follow-up actions, for example 
timely checks were not always carried out upon expiry of the notice (thereby 
undermining the LA’s ability to enforce the notice), the wording of notices was not 
always in accordance with centrally issued guidance, withdrawal procedures were 
not always correctly followed and there was not always a letter sent to confirm 
compliance of the notice with the FBO. 

 
3.2.3 Subject to the quality of the documented enforcement records, LAs’ use of prohibition 

procedures, prosecutions and/or simple cautions were found to be appropriate in the 
cases that could be assessed, and were taken in accordance with the LAs’ 
enforcement policies and centrally issued guidance. LA records of cautions and 
prosecutions were generally complete and of a higher standard than those for 
emergency prohibition actions. This may reflect the very short timeframes in which 
emergency prohibitions need to be undertaken relative to prosecution and caution.  

 
3.2.4 In a small number of cases where LAs had accepted undertakings of voluntary 

closure from FBOs, the circumstances were not adequately recorded and it was not 
clear that the proprietor had understood the full legal implications, nor whether the 
voluntary closure had been undertaken in accordance with the authority’s 
enforcement policy and centrally issued guidance.   
 

3.2.5 On the basis of the LAs’ records of inspection, some instances were identified at 
almost half of LAs where formal follow-up action did not appear to have been 
implemented when informal advice had failed to secure compliance with FSMS 
requirements. Generally, the poor standard of record keeping did not enable auditors 
to easily differentiate between those businesses that could reasonably and safely be 
permitted more time to achieve compliance, from those where formal enforcement 
had become a clear necessity. A positive file note to that effect would provide a 
simple means for officers to verify that there had been proper consideration of these 
options and the basis on which the final decision was made.  However, there were a 
minority of instances (less than 10%) where the inspecting officer/s had identified 
issues of non-compliance over successive inspections, in addition to the absence of 
a FSMS without recourse to enforcement action. These were isolated cases within 
each LA concerned, due to the decisions of individual officers rather than of local 
policy, however, it is an issue that would be addressed by effective internal 
monitoring. These cases were brought to the attention of managers for immediate 
attention at the time of the audit. 
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3.3 Business ‘Reality Checks’ and Officer Interviews 
 

3.3.1 The programmes of audits included interviews with enforcement officers with an 
emphasis on their approach to, and understanding of, HACCP assessment. 
Verification visits (‘reality checks’) to food establishments identified by LAs as higher 
risk were also undertaken with the officer who carried out the most recent inspection. 
The purpose of these visits was to gain an insight into the effectiveness in practice of 
the LAs’ previous assessments of food business compliance with FSMS 
requirements, and to assess the reliability and accuracy of LA inspection and 
enforcement records.  
 

3.3.2 As outlined above (3.1 Inspections/Interventions and Local Authority Records of 
Compliance), the officer interviews and establishment visits provided evidence that 
frontline officers generally had an appropriate understanding of the principles 
involved in developing and assessing FSMS based upon HACCP systems and 
sufficient knowledge of their Authority’s procedures and policies, including the 
importance of a risk-based and graduated approach to enforcement.  
 

3.3.3 In virtually all cases, officers informed auditors that they would speak to food 
handlers during an inspection, for example to confirm their training, to establish 
temperature monitoring checks or the controls and corrective actions at critical 
control points, and this approach was generally borne out in the accompanied visits 
to food businesses.  
 

3.3.4 At most of these visits, officers generally demonstrated sufficiently detailed, thorough 
and appropriate inspection assessments, covering all relevant food law requirements 
including FSMS issues. FBO progress in addressing issues and any legal 
contraventions identified at previous interventions were checked by the inspecting 
officers, and where appropriate, officers were advising and supporting FBOs in their 
implementation of FSMS. However, notwithstanding these findings from the 
accompanied food establishment checks carried out for the purpose of this audit 
programme, the auditors were unable to fully evidence the scope, nature and 
effectiveness of previous LA assessments and follow-up activity where the inspection 
and enforcement records were deficient.  
 

3.3.5 Officers’ earlier assessments of FSMS compliance were found to be significantly 
flawed in records checks prior to two of the 25 business visits. These and additional 
food safety contraventions were identified by the LA officer during the subsequent 
accompanied on-site visits to the businesses and addressed satisfactorily through 
appropriate and prompt LA follow-up actions.  
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FSMS Delivery Support Processes  
 
3.4   Officer Authorisation and Training 
 
3.4.1 Officers must be correctly authorised to carry out their range of duties and formal 

enforcement actions under the relevant legislation at a level that is commensurate 
with their individual levels of training, qualification and experience. Failure to 
authorise officers correctly could result in officers conferred with powers that they do 
not have the necessary skills and knowledge to exercise, thereby providing scope for 
formal enforcement actions to be successfully challenged and possibly compromising 
public health. 
 

3.4.2 One of the programme objectives was to examine a key recommendation of the 
Inquiry relating to training and officer responsibilities: 
 
•  ‘Training provision should be developed to ensure that all officers who check 
HACCP and HACCP–based plans, including those responsible for overseeing the 
work of those officers, have the necessary knowledge and skills’.  
(Inquiry Recommendation 9). 

 
3.4.3 The audits therefore sought to confirm that all food law enforcement officers and their 

managers had received adequate training in the evaluation of FSMS based on 
HACCP principles appropriate to their level of authorisation and responsibilities. 
 

3.4.4 In general, records of qualifications, training and experience of authorised officers 
were being maintained by authorities.  All but one had documented procedures for 
officer authorisation; however, almost 70% of LAs received at least one 
recommendation requiring review of their authorisation procedures. In most cases 
the LA authorisation processes did not address one or more of the following: 

 
• Confirmation that officer authorisations were determined by a structured 

assessment of individual competencies;  
 

• The need to develop, review or implement authorisation procedures that ensure 
officers are authorised in line with their individual levels of competency, including 
HACCP/FSMS related training, and in accordance with the relevant FLCoP 
requirements; 

 
• That officers should be authorised under all legislation relevant to their actual 

responsibilities, and that schedules of authorisation accurately reflect the extent 
and limitations of individual officers duties based on their individual qualifications, 
experience and competency. 

 
3.4.5 Although there was widespread LA representation on the Agency’s ‘Effective 

Evaluation of Food Safety Management Systems’ training courses, approximately 
25% of LAs had not ensured that all professional officers authorised to carry out food 
law enforcement activities had completed a minimum 10 hours relevant training per 
year in accordance with FLCoP requirements, and/or that they had received recent 
training directly related to HACCP principles.  
 

3.4.6 The FLCoP requires that LAs with responsibility for food hygiene and safety appoint 
a suitably qualified and experienced officer to take lead operational and management 
responsibility for these matters. Recent audits have identified an increasing trend for 
LAs to appoint non-specialist managers with wider regulatory remits. For example, 
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managers responsible for food law enforcement are invariably responsible for a 
range of Environmental Health functions, such as food and occupational health and 
safety, often including licensing and pollution control at commercial premises. The 
training records of lead food officers suggested that up to 15% of LAs audited in this 
programme had not appointed lead food officers with recent food related training or 
HACCP refresher training. Many LAs mitigated the potential disadvantages of this by 
nominating specialist officers within their food team with responsibilities for 
monitoring defined areas of enforcement activity, and as sources of technical advice.  

 
 

3.5   Service Planning 
 

3.5.1 Effective service planning is important in ensuring that national enforcement priorities 
and standards are addressed and delivered locally. It also provides an essential link 
with the LAs’ local corporate aims, a basis for appropriate local resource allocation 
and sets a framework for performance management and service improvement 
through performance comparisons.  

 
3.5.2 All audited LAs carried out some form of food service planning and most had 

mechanisms to ensure that their plans were documented, considered and endorsed 
at an appropriate higher level within the LA. A number of LAs used their Service Plan 
as a means of informing elected Members of the findings and recommendations 
identified by the Pubic Inquiry.  Most LAs had reviewed their service in light of the 
Inquiry Report, and around 75% had taken measures to implement the 
recommendations in the Report, where they were not already doing so.  
 

3.5.3 Almost 70% of LAs received at least one recommendation relating to their service 
planning arrangements. In almost all of these cases, the LA Service Plans and 
associated documentation did not include an assessment of the resources required 
to meet anticipated service demands with regard to the resources available i.e. an 
objective basis for prioritising known workloads, to inform local resource allocation 
decisions and crucially, to identify resource shortfalls.  
 

3.5.4 In addition, Service Plans failed to address one or more of the following: 
 

• Identification of all the key areas of demand placed upon the service necessary to 
fully determine work plans, priorities and resource requirements; 

 
• Confirmation of the risk profiles of food businesses in the authorities’ areas, 

which is a key determinant of the LA’s annual inspection programme. However, in 
practice this was generally achieved ‘on the ground’, outside of the formal service 
planning arrangements, by alternative means such as through reports derived 
from the LA’s food business database; 

 
• Reference to a process for annual performance review and the measures to be 

taken to address any variance in meeting the preceding year’s service plan. This 
is necessary to ensure that corrective actions are undertaken and to provide a 
mechanism for continual improvement. 

 
3.5.5 Resourcing levels were difficult for external auditors to assess within the HACCP 

context and focus of this audit scope, and because they are determined by a number 
of variable factors such as the local food business risk profile, and influenced by each 
food authority’s local enforcement policies and local priorities. It should be further 
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noted that the audit programme was implemented at a time when significant public 
spending cuts were anticipated. 

 
3.5.6 Although outside the scope of the audit programme, auditors noted that in a small 

proportion of LAs there were inconsistencies between the figures documented in the 
authorities’ Service Plans and those formally submitted to the Agency for the 
2008/2009 Local Authority Enforcement Monitoring System (LAEMS) returns. These 
mainly related to discrepancies in the number and/or risk profile of food businesses in 
the authority’s area (which appeared to be due in most cases to errors in data 
management), and the accuracy of figures for staff resources regularly deployed on 
food related work. 

 
 
3.6 Internal Monitoring and Third Party or Peer Review 

 
3.5.7 LAs need to carry out appropriate quantitative and qualitative internal monitoring 

checks to verify conformance with their legal obligations, official guidance and their 
own policies and procedures across the full range of service activities. There are also 
benefits to LA performance management in participating in relevant peer review and 
inter-authority audit (IAA) schemes, although these were not a requirement and have 
not been established within all LA liaison groups. 
 

3.5.8 Virtually all LAs had some form of documented internal monitoring procedure or 
stated that they carried out monitoring in practice, but over 70% received audit 
recommendations involving the review and implementation of their internal 
monitoring procedures and/or recording of monitoring activity and corrective actions. 
In most of these cases, the LAs’ qualitative monitoring procedures did not cover all 
relevant food law enforcement activities, including in a minority of cases, measures 
that could identify problems related to FSMS enforcement. Over half did not retain 
evidence to record any routine qualitative checks carried or the issues identified and 
addressed.4  
 

3.5.9 Around 30% of LAs had undergone some form of third party or peer review process 
within the preceding two years, most of which were directly or indirectly relevant to 
FSMS enforcement. Two LAs had carried out HACCP consistency rating exercises 
as part of peer review exercises. These were implemented either through internal 
audits, or peer review and consistency exercises developed within LA food liaison 
groups.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
4 The Agency has issued guidance to LA managers which draws on good practice identified in 
previous audit programmes, including effective internal service monitoring: ‘Making Every Inspection 
Count’ (Audit and Monitoring Branch January 2010):  
http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/enforcement/everyinspection.pdf  
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4.  Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
4.1  The conclusions that can be drawn from this audit programme are qualified and 

constrained by the poor standard of records of inspection, compliance assessment 
and enforcement maintained by a high proportion of the LAs audited. The omissions 
and lack of detail included key aspects of food establishment assessments, 
particularly those relating to FSMS and the reasons that determined the final 
judgements reached, and more generally in relation to follow-up actions and 
enforcement decisions.  

 
Recommendation 1: LAs should clearly define the key information and level of detail 
necessary to ensure that compliance and enforcement records are sufficient to inform 
subsequent inspections, follow-up action and enforcement decisions..  
 
The Agency to discuss with Local Government Regulation (LGR formerly LACORS) 
any further central guidance necessary.  
 

4.2 In most cases where a decision to escalate to formal enforcement had been made 
the reasons were readily apparent, but this was not always the case, and in a 
minority of instances there was evidence to suggest that no action had been taken to 
deal with repeated instances of significant non-compliance over successive 
inspections. Although the overall findings showed that LAs generally addressed 
identified instances of serious or longstanding non-compliance, a minority of cases 
where action is not taken can result in an unacceptable risk to public health and an 
undermining of the enforcement regime.   

 
 Recommendation 2: LAs must ensure that all identified instances of serious or 
persistent non-compliance are addressed, through use of formal enforcement powers 
where appropriate and effective internal monitoring. 

 
4.3 For a minority of LAs, more record keeping is required, but for the majority it is merely 

a case of better records. Although time spent on maintaining records is frequently 
regarded as a distraction from the ‘real work’, the two tasks are not mutually 
exclusive and the correct balance needs to be struck. LAs must ensure that: 

 
• key operations undertaken by food establishments are logged, reviewed and 

updated when they change;  
• the overall scope of each inspection, particularly where a partial inspection is 

undertaken; 
• key findings are recorded, together with 
• the conclusions reached, and  
• the reasoning that underpins enforcement decisions.  

 
4.4 These requirements need to be clearly set out and documented in the LAs’ 

inspection/intervention procedures. Most LAs had not implemented a system for ‘red-
flagging’ key issues in line with the Inquiry recommendation, and did not have an 
easy means of identifying whether businesses supplied vulnerable groups, other than 
through local knowledge or by officers remembering to check whether the additional 
food safety risk weighting had been applied following the previous inspection. 
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Recommendation 3: LA Inspection and intervention procedures need to clarify the 
format of recordkeeping and the level of detail required, including a mechanism for 
flagging significant high risk activities, areas of ongoing concern and those food 
establishments serving vulnerable persons.   
 
The Agency to give this issue consideration during the next review of the FLCoP, 
and make any amendments necessary to further emphasise the importance of this 
practice.   

 
 
4.5 The 25% of LAs audited that had good record systems were able to demonstrate that 

their officers had the necessary level of understanding of HACCP principles, that they 
were carrying out effective assessments in practice and, when appropriate, following 
up on instances of identified non-compliance. In the absence of clear documented 
evidence at the remainder of LAs, the officer interviews and accompanied visits to food 
establishments provided some support to the conclusion that frontline officers generally 
had the competencies to enforce FSMS requirements.  

 
4.6 However, around 25% of LAs had not ensured that their officers received post- 

qualification or recent refresher training in HACCP principles/auditing of HACCP based 
FSMS, or that they maintained their continuing professional development. This is 
surprising given the availability of relevant low cost courses funded by the Agency and 
the high numbers of LAs that have been represented, and possibly suggests that there 
is a need for LAs to ensure that, through in-house cascade training, knowledge is 
shared with all relevant officers. Cascade training across regional liaison groups would 
be a cost-effective way of ensuring better sharing and dissemination of knowledge. 

 
4.7 However, it can be anticipated that the likely reduction in LA training budgets for the 

foreseeable future will result in greater scarcity of training opportunities for LA officers, 
and a need for greater provision of low cost courses/refresher training and more peer 
sharing of expertise, in-house and across LA liaison groups. 

 
Recommendation 4: LAs should ensure that officer competencies are maintained and 
developed in accordance with FLCoP requirements. 
  
The Agency to consider LA officer training needs and priorities in the context of 
continuing reductions to LA training budgets. The Agency should continue to provide 
and promote HACCP training etc. 

 
4.8 Three quarters of LAs had reviewed their processes following publication of the Inquiry 

Report and most officers said that they routinely spoke to food handlers, in addition to 
the food establishment operator, when carrying out inspections to verify that food 
handlers had sufficient understanding of their key food safety responsibilities. 
However, this was often not documented and therefore, generally, it could not be 
verified.  

 
Recommendation 5: LA Inspection/intervention aides-memoire and procedures 
should include provision for enforcement officer discussions with food business staff, 
particularly in association with FSMS assessments, and the retention of related 
records as a routine part of the inspection process. 
 
The Agency should give consideration of this finding during the next review of the 
FLCoP, and make any necessary amendments to help ensure effective investigation 
and verification of food business HACCP based FSMS.  
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4.9 A significant proportion of LA food enforcement services are increasingly being 

managed by non-food specialist officers, invariably as a result of flatter organisational 
structures and salary cost saving. There is strong evidence from Agency LA audit 
programmes that the competency of the food service team manager is a key 
determinant of the performance of the teams they manage. In most circumstances, the 
level of assurance in an LA’s service standards can be largely and reliably determined 
by the technical understanding, experience and know-how of the team manager. 

 
5.0 There is, therefore, a cause for concern that, notwithstanding the competency of 

frontline officers, their managers increasingly lack sufficient understanding of food 
technical issues, such as HACCP, and cannot always provide advice, support and 
informed oversight to food service activities and enforcement. Some LAs were 
cognisant of this problem and had designated lead officers with delegated 
responsibilities for defined areas of enforcement and monitoring, commensurate with 
their expertise.  

 
Recommendation 6: LAs should ensure that their food services managers have the 
necessary technical competency and specialist knowledge, in line with FLCoP 
requirements, where they are responsible for monitoring their food law enforcement 
officers; or organise and structure their team so that those with specialisms can 
provide the necessary peer support and qualitative checks.    

 
5.2 The finding from this programme of general deficiencies in the qualitative monitoring of 

officer activity in general, and specifically in relation to HACCP assessment and 
enforcement, is likely in part to be a symptom of the trend toward non-specialist LA 
management. Although most LA managers reported that internal monitoring was 
undertaken routinely and there were some indications of this at the majority of LAs, 
much of this was anecdotal with very few LAs having documented records to confirm 
any qualitative issues identified and addressed. However, whatever the actual level of 
monitoring, it is clear that the standard of monitoring at many LAs was not sufficient to 
identify problems that could have been picked up through an effective process.  

 
Recommendation 7: LAs should implement effective systems of internal monitoring to 
check the quality of inspections and address problems and inconsistencies relating to 
officer HACCP assessment, follow-up action and record keeping. 
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Annexe i  
Spread of Audit Recommendations across LAs in the Programme 
 
 
LA activity and related section of the Standard5 

Findings 
No of LAs with 

recommendations* 
No of LAs without 
recommendations 

Service Planning 
• service plan [3.1] 
• approved performance review [3.2] 
• variances addressed [3.3] 

 
 

16 

 
 

9 

Reviewing and Updating Policies and Procedures 
• review policies and procedures [4.1] 
• control system [4.2] 

 
12 

 
13 

Training and Authorisation  
• documented authorisation procedure [5.1] 
• specialist officers [5.2] 
• authorised officers [5.3] 
• training and competency [5.4] 
• records of qualifications and training [5.5] 

 
19 

 
6 

 
 

13 

 
 

12 

Interventions and Inspections  
• inspection frequencies [7.1] 

 
• assessments of compliance [7.3] 

 
• inspection frequencies [7.1] 
• conformance with legal & FLCoP requirements 

[7.2] 
• assessments of compliance [7.3] 
• documented procedures [7.4] 
• recordkeeping [7.5] 

 
13 

 
12 

 
17 

 
8 

 
 

23 

 
 

2 

Food and Food Establishments Complaints 
• investigation [ 8.2]  

 
4 

 
21 

Food Inspection and Sampling  
• documented procedure [12.3] 
• policy and programme [12.4] 
• control of samples [12.5] 
• sampling [12.6] 
• appropriate action [12.7] 

 
 
 
4 

 
 
 

21 

Enforcement  
• conformance with official guidance [15.3] 

 
• enforcement policy [15.1]  
• procedures[15.2] 
• conformance with official guidance [15.3] 
• adherence to local enforcement policy [15.4] 

 
14 

 
11 

 
 

17 

 
 

8 

Internal Monitoring  
• internal monitoring procedures [19.1] 
• verify conformance [19.2] 
• recordkeeping[19.3] 

 
21 

 
4 

 
*NB:  

                                                 
5 LAs are audited against the Standard in the Framework Agreement of LA Food Law Enforcement – 
this table gives an indication of the broad spread of recommendations for improvement LAs received 
in this audit programme, against some key sections of the Standard.  
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• Where an LA received more than one recommendation from the same section of the 

Standard, this has been counted only once for the purposes of this table. 
• Some sections of the Standard contain references to overlapping activities and actions. 

Consequently, similar or related issues may be subject to recommendations under different 
sections of the Standard.  
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Totals of Audit Recommendations by Service Activity 

3
E
+

19

Service Planning and Review (28)

Documented Control (17)

Officer Authorisation Procedures (17)

Competency & Training (24)

Officer Training Records (8)

Intervention Procedures (10)

Inspection & Intervention (45)

Enforcement Records (29)

Formal Enforcement (25)

Internal Monitoring (44)
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Annexe ii: Audit Programme Logic Model  

More robust LA implementation of OFFC requirements; 
Strengthened partnership between the Agency, LAs and key stakeholders; 
Improved business compliance with food/feed hygiene requirements/advice contributes towards reducing incidence of foodborne illness; 
incidence reduction and prevention of food fraud. 
Contribute towards FSA strategic risk management and compliance with UK obligations under OFFC requirements & the exercise of powers 
under the Food Standards Act 1999 
Contributes to the Agency being a world class regulator 
Help ensure that the Agency’s strategic priorities on food/feed safety are delivered locally

Assurance gained of the measures in place at LAs to effectively inspect and evaluate compliance of Food Business Operators with Regulation 852/2004, with clear focus on the requirement to 
implement and maintain a permanent procedure or procedures based on HACCP principles; 
Dissemination of good practice between LAs on methods for the effective evaluation of food safety management systems; 
Improvements made by LAs locally in response to the recommendations and issues raised by the Pennington inquiry report (March 2009) and the ‘post-Pennington’ guidance from the FSA; 

Better informed FSA policy making. 

Audit brief agreed and circulated to internal and external 
stakeholders; 
Completed PVQs and supporting documents received; 
Identify issues for further enquiry during on-site audits; 
Audit documentation compiled and files prepared. 

Draft 25 Audit reports and send to LAs; 
LAs develop and implement action plans; 
Summary report prepared and published; 
Periodic reports to Audit Committee (AC); 
Annual audit reports to FSA Board; 

Collect information for programme design and management; 
Develop audit scope & objectives, and develop audit brief; 
Pre-audit meetings; 
Establish auditor resources required for programme; 
Develop, review and update protocols, checklists, structured 
questions and related documents; 
Selection of LAs for audit; 
Schedule the audits. 

Immediate 
Outcomes 

Stakeholder views/comments incorporated, as appropriate; 
Records and feedback from stakeholder meetings; 
Develop appropriate guidance;  
Identify and disseminate good practice among LAs; 
Customer satisfaction responses. 

Consultation with LACORS, CIEH, LAs, other 
external stakeholders;  
Internal FSA colleagues; 
Negotiate arrangements with selected Las;  
Consult relevant policy branches/divisions on audit 
scope, objectives, brief and arrangements.  
 

Carry out 25 LA Audits:  
• Review arrangements for food law enforcement work, 

focusing on the effectiveness of food safety management 
system evaluation by LA officers; 

• Assess the appropriateness of actions taken by officers 
upon the identification of a food business with a non-
compliant food safety management system;       

• Review arrangements for the management and internal 
qualitative monitoring  of officers; 

• Gain views on issues and good practice via interviews 
with appropriate LA staff; 

• Undertake ‘reality check’ visits at relevant businesses; 
• Review/verification of progress on action plan 

implementation; 
• Close audits on completion of action plans. 

Partner/stakeholder Engagement 
Programme Delivery Programme Design and Management 

Strategic Outcomes 

Ultimate Outcome 
(Benefit for the Public) Safe food

Components 

Activities 

Outputs 
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Annexe iii: Audit Methodology and Design 
 
The audits assessed LA implementation of official controls through: 
 
(i) Use of structured audit protocols and checklists [FSA/HACCP(v1)] for checks of LA file 

and database records relating to routine official controls, approvals, approved 
establishments audits/inspections and any resulting follow-up enforcement activities; 

 
(ii) Structured interviews with LA officers; 
 
(iii) Document reviews including all relevant LA food law enforcement policies and 

procedures; 
 
(iv) An accompanied reality visit to a higher risk food premises, which included an 

assessment of the officers preliminary interview with the proprietor, general hygiene 
practice checks to verify compliance with the structure and hygiene practice 
requirements, and checks carried out to verify compliance with HACCP based 
procedures (2009/2010 programme). 
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Annexe iv – Examples of Good Practice Identified 
 
This section lists examples of good practice, identified in LAs during the audit programme, 
and set out in two parts: 
 

1) That which is directly relevant to LA FSMS/HACCP evaluation and enforcement, 
and 
  

2) more general food service activities. 
 
Good practice has been published within the individual LA audit reports and will be further 
disseminated in liaison with Local Government Regulation (LGR - formerly LACORS).   
 
 
(1) LA Good Practice: FSMS/HACCP Evaluation  
 

Local 
Authority 

Good Practice Identified 

Arun District 
Council 

• The Authority had developed and implemented a form to capture 
information from the internal monitoring of food inspection files. The 
method of internal review had highlighted issues which had subsequently 
been corrected by inspecting officers who were expected to feedback on 
the findings from internal review of their inspection reports. The practice 
assisted in prompting discussion on particular issues and also helped to 
facilitate the process of continuous improvement. 
 

Ashfield 
District 
Council 

• Using in-house staff and software supplied with the Authority’s database, 
the Service had developed a method of recording officers assessments of 
business compliance with FSMS based on HACCP, training and 
temperature controls, following inspections. The information recorded 
provided officers with an easy method of reviewing a business’s progress 
with key legal requirements prior to inspection, and allowed the Authority 
to analyse and plan future initiatives targeted upon HACCP 
implementation. 

 
Liverpool City 

Council 
In response to the recommendations and issues raised by the Public 
Inquiry Report into the 2005 Wales E. coli outbreak and following the 
subsequent guidance issued by the Food Standards Agency, the authority 
had visited butchers within the City known to have dual use vacuum 
packers. Officers had discussed with the FBOs the food safety risks 
associated with dual use equipment and the measures of control expected 
to demonstrate the safety. These discussions had resulted in the practice 
of using dual use vacuum packers ceasing at all of the food businesses 
where advisory visits were carried out. 

The Authority had also reviewed the level of food safety compliance of 
FBOs which were providing meat to council owned premises.  
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Maidstone 
Borough 
Council 

• The Authority in conjunction with other Kent and Medway Local authorities 
had developed a Memorandum of Understanding which provided a 
framework for joint working between Local Authorities. The purpose was 
to enable food officers within the group to provide support and share 
knowledge in specific areas of competency, namely the requirements 
relating to the approval of food establishments in relation to the provisions 
of Regulation (EC) No. 853/2004.  
 

South  Norfolk 
District 
Council 

• The Authority had reviewed and trialled an aide-memoire form to capture 
information relating to FSMS based on HACCP principles. Although the 
form had only recently been finalised, it should enable officers to record 
comprehensive detail in relation to the evaluation of HACCP. 

 
South 

Northampton-
shire Council 

• A ‘HACCP (Confidence in Management Rating) consistency exercise had 
been carried out by the team. Officers had individually risk scored 
scenarios developed using various examples of different types of food 
establishments eg butchers, takeaway, wet sales pub. The exercise 
established what FSMS documentation would be expected at each type of 
establishment and the confidence in management scores expected, 
depending on the level of documentation maintained by that business. 
Officers were then able to use this agreed scoring system to consistently 
risk rate the confidence in management score.  

 
• Northamptonshire Food Liaison Group was currently participating in a joint 

inspection peer review exercise. This consistency exercise had been 
implemented in response to the Pennington Report and involved all the 
District and Borough Councils of Northamptonshire shadowing one 
another in ‘round robin’ inspections at butchers’ shops. The Food Liaison 
Group hoped that the outcome of the exercise would be to share best 
practice with one another as well as to ensure consistency in the manner 
in which inspections were carried out, advice and enforcement 
implemented, and information collated. 

 
South 

Tyneside 
Council 

• To support its enforcement actions and to provide FBO’s with the 
opportunity to contact the Department for further advice, the Authority had 
developed and implemented a voluntary inspection report receipt form. 
FBO’s were requested to sign the form and return it to the Service to 
confirm that they were aware of any legal contraventions found during the 
inspection, including issues relating to HACCP and FSMS, and that they 
agreed to take appropriate and timely action to ensure issues were 
addressed. The form also gave FBO’s an opportunity to request further 
help and guidance regarding any concerns that they had. It also provided 
the Authority with the opportunity to follow up any establishments that had 
not returned the form to the Department. 
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Westminster 
City Council 

• The Authority had developed a range of templates to assist officers with 
drafting Hygiene Improvement Notices, including those specifically relating 
to Regulation (EC) No.852/2004 Article 5. 

 
• The Authority had developed and completed a sampling survey on ready 

to eat raw meat dishes. The Service had identified that traditional ethnic 
raw meat dishes were being served in a significant number of 
establishments in the area. The Authority’s officers had also confirmed the 
absence of adequate controls in relation to these high risk operations 
during visits to the associated food premises. A sampling project was 
therefore developed to further investigate these issues and how any 
controls could be incorporated into the businesses’ HACCP based food 
safety management systems. 

 
Wychavon 

District 
Council 

• The Authority had used one of the four monthly appraisals meetings that 
they undertook with each officer to review all establishments that were 
scored as a one star rating under their ‘Scores on the Doors’ rating 
system. The review included an agreed course of action to be undertaken 
at the next intervention visit.  

 
• The Authority had produced a Food Safety ‘Scores on the Doors’ 

Progress Record which was used to discuss and agree outcomes with the 
FBO on their progress towards compliance. The form was subsequently 
signed off by the Commercial Services Manager. 

 
• The Authority encouraged two officers to attend the Food Liaison Group 

(FLG) in order for operational officers to gain experience in regional 
issues. 
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(2) General LA Good Practice 
 

Local 
Authority 

Good Practice Identified 

Arun District 
Council 

• In response to the recommendations and issues raised by the Public 
Inquiry Report into the 2005 Wales E. coli outbreak and following the 
subsequent guidance issued by the Food Standards Agency, the Authority 
had written to all of the butchers within their District detailing the key 
findings from the Inquiry. In addition, each business was reminded of the 
requirement to maintain effective food safety management systems and 
practices to properly segregate raw and cooked foods.  

 
Bournemouth 

Borough 
Council 

• Bournemouth Borough Council was the lead authority on the SFBB project 
conducted by the eight local authorities in Dorset, with the aim of 
improving FSMS and food hygiene standards in a range of businesses. 
The project, undertaken using grant money from the Food Standards 
Agency targeted new and non compliant businesses in the Chinese, 
Bengali and Turkish business communities in Dorset. A mix of seminars, 
using ethnic language speakers, and one to one direct coaching sessions 
with FBOs were positively received by the local communities, with 84% of 
invited businesses attending the free seminars. An initial evaluation of 
25% of participating business showed a significant increase in confidence 
in management with a corresponding decrease in the premises risk scores 
for this element. 

 
East Dorset 

District 
Council 

Following the Public Inquiry Report into the 2005 E. coli outbreak in Wales, 
the Authority had been proactive in providing food safety advice to food 
business operators, including: 

• Development and dissemination of HACCP guidance packs for 
butchers, which were intended as an educational tool to promote 
business compliance. The pack contained useful HACCP related 
document templates and an officer visited all butchers premises to 
offer assistance in identifying any gaps in the business’s food safety 
management systems.  

• In addition, the Authority was planning to introduce training seminars 
specifically for butchers. 

• The programme was being considered for roll-out to other business 
types e.g. sandwich makers. 
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Maidstone 
Borough 
Council 

• In response to the recommendations and issues raised by the Public 
Inquiry Report into the 2005 Wales E. coli outbreak and following the 
subsequent guidance issued by the Food Standards Agency, the Authority 
had written to butchers within the Borough detailing the key findings from 
the Inquiry and reminded them of the requirement to maintain effective 
food safety management systems and practices to properly segregate raw 
and cooked foods. In addition butchers had been offered a one day 
training course on the requirements relating to maintaining a food safety 
management system based on the principles of HACCP provided by the 
Kent Local Authorities. 
 

• The Authority had produced guidance for officers to ensure that notices 
were served correctly and were consistent. The detailed guidance 
included a checklist to follow during notice preparation which was then 
checked and countersigned by an appropriately qualified officer. 

 
South 

Northampton-
shire Council 

The Authority had been proactive in providing food safety advice to food 
business operators. These included a range of innovative means: 
 
• The Environment Manager Commercial chaired a working party with the 

Northamptonshire Childminders Association. The aim of the Group was to 
develop mutually beneficial shared insight into the regulation of 
childminders. The Environment Manager Commercial had delivered a 
training presentation at the Association AGM and devised case studies 
and a quiz to facilitate childminders’ understanding of the food law and 
relevant food safety documentation requirements. 

 
• The Authority had produced and distributed a new food safety guidance 

checklist for village halls and other community facilities to assist providers 
in ensuring that the food they served was safe. 

 
• For the last three years the Authority had produced a regular newsletter 

for food businesses. The newsletters had included updates and useful 
advice on various initiatives, including the issues highlighted by the Public 
Inquiry Report on the 2005 South Wales E. Coli O157 outbreak.  
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Taunton Deane 

Borough 
Council 

• Where issues were found on inspection that required action by the FBO, 
the Authority invited the business to complete and return an action plan 
detailing the works that had been carried out to address the issues, along 
with documentary evidence. High risk premises were visited to check that 
the works had been completed, whereas in businesses with a good record 
of compliance and high confidence in the business management, the 
action plan and supporting documentation were accepted as evidence, 
removing the necessity of carrying out a visit to the premises.  
 

• The Service had produced ‘Grab and Go’ packs for officers undertaking 
action under hygiene emergency prohibition procedures and for the 
surrender, detention or seizure of foods. These contained clear guidance 
for officers and the appropriate forms necessary for the intended 
enforcement action. 

 
• The Service sent out letters to identified ‘poor performer’ food businesses 

inviting them for informal discussions on the poor standards existing at the 
business and to agree a way forward to ensure improvements. Where 
businesses failed to contact the Service, visits were made to the premises 
to encourage improvements in food hygiene standards and to consider 
more formal enforcement approach. 
 

Westminster 
City Council 

• The Authority had developed an intervention programme using a variety of 
projects and partnership approaches to both identify and target the highest 
risk food businesses in the Authority’s area. The range of initiatives aimed 
to address local needs and the scale of the demands of the Service. More 
specifically, the programme was designed to maximise the effective use of 
the Service’s resources in relation to the large number of high risk 
premises in the area and the significantly high turnover of food business 
ownership. 

 
• The Authority had identified areas in Westminster with specific problems 

that contributed to a concentration of non-compliant food businesses. 
These were targeted on a project basis, using dedicated officers, 
additional training resources and consultation meetings with all relevant 
businesses. The aim of the business consultations was to seek business 
views and to identify issues and potential barriers to successful 
enforcement in order to inform the project and maximise its success.  

 
• The Authority had developed and implemented comprehensive and 

detailed documented procedures on investigations/prosecutions, the 
emergency closure of food premises and the cautioning of offenders. 

 
• The Authority had developed a detailed and comprehensive sampling 

manual. This provided extensive practical guidance to officers undertaking 
sampling activities. This included step by step information on how to take 
a variety of samples as well as guidance on the interpretation of results. 
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Annexe v: Local Authorities in Audit Programme  
(January – June 2010) 
 
The Agency is grateful for the assistance and views provided by officers of the following LAs 
who were audited during the programme:  
 
Arun Borough Council 
Ashfield District Council 
Brentwood Borough Council 
Bournemouth Borough Council 
Epping Forest District Council 
East Dorset District Council 
London Borough of Camden 
London Borough of Hackney 
Liverpool City Council 
Maidstone District Council 
New Forest District Council 
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council  
Rugby Borough Council 
Runnymede Borough Council 
South Norfolk Council 
South Northamptonshire Council 
South Tyneside Council 
Tamworth Borough Council 
Taunton Deane Borough Council 
Test Valley Borough Council  
Walsall Metropolitan Borough Council 
Waveney District Council 
Westminster City Council 
West Lindsey District Council 
Wychavon District Council 
 
 
Annexe vi: Summary Report Circulation 

 
All local authorities participating in this audit programme 
Local Government Regulation (LGR – formerly Lacors) 
Chartered Institute of Environmental Health (CIEH) 
Trading Standards Institute (TSI)  
Copyright Library 
British Library 
Library of the House of Commons 
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Annexe vii: Glossary 

 
CIEH        Chartered Institute of Environmental Health 

CPD         Continuing Professional Development 

EC           European Commission 

EH           Environmental Health 

EHO/P     Environmental Health Officer/Practitioner 

EU            European Union 

FBO(s)     Food Business Operator(s)  

FLCoP     Food Law Code of Practice 

FLG          Food Liaison Group 

FSMS      Food Safety Management System 

HACCP    Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point 

LA            Local Authority 

LGR         Local Government Regulation (formerly LACORS) 

TS            Trading Standards 

TSO         Trading Standards Officer   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


	Audits of local authority (LA) feed and food law enforcement functions are part of the Food Standards Agency’s arrangements to improve the consistency and effectiveness of enforcement. These arrangements recognise that the enforcement of UK feed and food law relating to feed and food safety, hygiene, composition, labelling, imported food and feeding stuffs is largely the responsibility of local authorities. These local authority regulatory functions are principally delivered through Environmental Health and Trading Standards Services. The Agency’s website contains enforcement activity data for all UK local authorities and can be found at; www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/auditandmontioring 
	The main aim of the audit scheme is to maintain and improve consumer protection and confidence by ensuring that local authorities are providing an effective feed and food law enforcement service. The scheme also provides the opportunity to identify and disseminate good practice and to provide information to inform Agency policy on food safety, standards and feeding stuffs. Parallel local authority audit schemes are implemented by the Agency’s offices in all the devolved countries comprising the UK.
	The power to set standards, monitor and audit feed and food law enforcement authorities was conferred on the Food Standards Agency by the Food Standards Act 1999. The Agency’s audits of LAs are undertaken under section 12(4) of the Act. Regulation (EC) No. 882/2004 on official controls performed to ensure the verification of compliance with feed and food law includes a requirement for competent authorities to carry out internal audits, or to have external audits carried out. The purpose of these audits is to verify whether official controls relating to feed and food law are implemented effectively. To fulfil this requirement, the Food Standards Agency, as the central competent authority for feed and food law in the UK has established external audit arrangements. In developing these, the Agency has taken account of the European Commission guidance on how such audits should be conducted.

