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FSA 07/09/07                                                                            20 SEPTEMBER 2007 
 
FOOD FRAUD TASK FORCE: FINAL REPORT 
 
Executive Summary 
   
1. At its April 2006 meeting, the Board agreed to establishing a Food Fraud Task 

Force that should consider and report on all issues which are likely to impact 
significantly on food fraud.  Specific terms of reference were also agreed.    The 
Task Force was subsequently established and met for the first time in June 
2006.  A progress report was presented to the Board in October 2006 by the 
Chairman of the Task Force in an Information Paper1.  The Board received an 
Interim Report in December 20062 which summarised the initial progress of the 
Task Force.  This paper now reports the findings of the Task Force.  Whilst the 
Task Force did not find any evidence of widespread food frauds affecting public 
health, it has identified 16 recommendations to raise the awareness of food 
fraud amongst food enforcement authorities and to further protect consumers. 

 
2. A summarised list of the recommendations can be found at Annex A and the 

Final Report is provided separately. 
 
3. The Board is asked to: 
 

• consider and comment on the recommendations within the report of the 
Chairman of the Task Force; 

 
• request officials analyse the recommendations, taking into account the level 

of risk and cost implications of implementation and report their findings to the 
Board. 

 
 
Enforcement Division 
Contacts: 
 
 David Statham Tel: 020 7276 8300 (GTN 276 8300) 
 Email: david.statham@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk 
 Julie Monk Tel: 020 7276 8439 (GTN 276 8436) 
 Email: Julie.monk@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk 
 Shaheen Zar Tel: 020 7276 8452 (GTN 276 8452) 
 Email: Shaheen.zar@foodstandards.gsi.gov.uk 
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FSA 07/09/07                                        20 SEPTEMBER 2007 
 
FOOD FRAUD TASK FORCE: FINAL REPORT 
 
Issue 

1. To report the findings of the final report and recommendations of the Food Fraud 
Task Force (FFTF) 

 
Strategic Aim 

2. To fulfil the Agency’s commitment in its Strategic Plan to 2010, ‘improve 
consumer protection from food fraud and illegal practices’ and to implement an 
action plan to deliver recommendation of the Food Fraud Task Force’. 

 
Background 

3. At the Board’s February 20063 meeting, a paper was presented, recommending 
the establishment of an independent Food Fraud Task Force to primarily address 
the ongoing issue of meat fraud and to make recommendations for tackling food 
fraud. 

4. The Board agreed at its April 20064 meeting, specific terms of reference for the 
Task Force and its proposed membership.  That same month, Dr P J Barlow was 
appointed as an independent Chairman of the Food Fraud Task Force and 14 
members from the proposed membership list were considered and appointed by 
the Chairman. 

5. Under its agreed terms of reference, the Task Force considered the various 
issues which are likely to impact on food fraud and in particular, the current 
controls in place and their suitability to deter food fraud.  The terms of reference 
also stipulated that the Task Force would initially focus on the meat sector and 
draw lessons which would then be expanded more broadly to the rest of the food 
industry. 

6. The Task Force held its first meeting in June 2006 and has met on 10 
subsequent occasions.  The group has been advised by representatives from 
other relevant organisations as and when required. 

7. In October 20065 the Board was updated on the progress that had been made by 
the Task Force and a subsequent interim report outlining the initial, information 
gathering phase was presented in December 20066.  The Task Force 
consequently embarked on a second phase of deliberation which ultimately 
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resulted in the production of a report and recommendations for consideration by 
the Board. 

 
Report of the Food Fraud Task Force 

8. The Report of the Food Fraud Task Force reviews current arrangements in the 
UK for identifying, controlling and reducing food fraud.  During its deliberations, it 
did not find any evidence that food fraud is a widespread public health risk in the 
UK.  However, it identified a number of measures that it suggests should be 
introduced to help protect consumers, increase consumer confidence and deter 
fraudulent activity.  The Task Force has therefore made 16 recommendations, 
none of which requires legislative changes in order to be realised.  The Task 
Force has also proposed a number of ‘suggestions’ for further consideration. 

9. The report has been structured to show how the Task Force arrived at its 
recommendations and by considering each of the terms of reference under 
separate chapters.  Following these, each chapter concludes with the discussion 
behind the development of the recommendations. 

 
Summary of Recommendations 
 

10. The recommendations (see summary at Annex A) can be grouped under two 
main headings, those to be actioned directly by the FSA, and those which fall to 
local authorities to implement.  Recommendations for the FSA include 
development of its existing Food Fraud Database into a more comprehensive 
Food Fraud Intelligence Unit (recommendation 9).   The Task Force considers 
that the proposed Unit may be best placed to take forward a number of other 
related recommendations, namely 3, 4, 5 10 and 12. 

 
Task Force recommendations for action by the FSA: 

11. The Food Fraud Database was established in 2005 as one of the objectives in 
the Agency’s Strategic Plan.  Having reviewed the effectiveness of the existing 
Database, the Task Force recommends that it should be part of a wider Food 
Fraud Intelligence Resource Unit (FFIRU) to undertake the following objectives: 

• increase awareness amongst enforcement bodies of the need for intelligence; 
 

• share intelligence between the various enforcement bodies including local 
authorities, Government departments and indeed other Member States. 

 

12. The Task Force also recommends the development of the current Illegal Meat 
Task Force (a team of specially trained enforcement officers available upon 
request to advise other enforcers whilst investigating illegal meat activity) into a 
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Rapid Response Food Fraud Investigation Team (RRFFIT), by extending its remit 
to cover all types of food frauds and co-option of additional relevant experts.  The 
Task Force intend for the RRFFIT to be comprised of experts who are available if 
and when required, to assist local authorities in investigating large scale food 
fraud cases.  This team would require a range of expertise including software 
forensics, investigative experience and analytical skills. 

13.  It is the view of the task force that the proposed FFIRU could also have a 
proactive role in increasing awareness of the importance of intelligence gathering 
and sharing with food enforcers.  This is one of the key roles of the Welsh Food 
Fraud Co-ordination Unit (WFCCU). It is another of the Task Force’s 
recommendations that the WFCCU be used as a model for the rest of the UK. 

14. The Task Force further recommends that the profile and importance of the food 
fraud should be increased amongst food enforcement officers by highlighting the 
potential for food fraud through the provisions of specific training and/or 
guidance. 

15. The Task Force also recommends that a freephone fraud line is set up, so that 
informants could report directly to the FSA on food fraud incidents.   

16. Recommendations 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 11 and 12 would also be for the FSA to take 
forward and may be considered together under a sub-heading of ‘improving 
intelligence handling’.  The Task Force identified that improved intelligence 
gathering and better sharing of information between food enforcement agencies 
is a vital element in the control of food fraud.  

17. The Agency was already committed to participation of a European Food Fraud 
Conference. Recommendation 8 strengthens this proposal by suggesting that this 
conference should be jointly hosted by the FSA in conjunction with the European 
‘Food Law Enforcement Practitioners’ (FLEP) organisation and Heads of 
European Food Agencies.  

18. The conference has a number of aims: to share the experiences of different 
European countries in dealing with food fraud; to identify good practice; to 
increase international co-operation in food fraud prevention and to understand 
the issues of food fraud across the European Union and Non-EU Countries.  
These aims and the ways forward will be considered further during workshop 
sessions to be held during the conference. 

19. A further recommendation (16) for consideration by the FSA calls for the current 
status on staining of animal by-products to remain unchanged. 

 
 
 
 
Task Force recommendations for action by local authorities: 
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20. Recommendations 6 13, 14 and, 15 are primarily aimed at local authorities; 
including a proposal that each local authority appointments a Lead Food Fraud 
Officer as champion for food fraud investigations (recommendation14).  The Task 
Force recognises that implementing these may place greater demands on their 
resources in investigating food fraud.  To assist local authorities, it proposes that 
the FSA Fighting Fund should be retained and kept under review.   

 
Implications for devolved administrations 

21. Membership of the Task Force included representatives from all four nations 
within the United Kingdom and also from the Republic of Ireland.  This helped to 
ensure that implications for the whole of the UK were taken into consideration in 
developing the recommendations. 

22. If agreed, it is expected that most recommendations would in the main, in liaison 
with the Devolved Administrations will be taken forward centrally, from FSA 
Headquarters. 

23. It should be noted that in Wales, a well developed intelligence system is already 
in place (Welsh Fraud Co-ordination Unit) and work closely with Welsh local 
authorities in the gathering and sharing of intelligence. 

24. It is not envisaged that there would be any significant sustainability implications 
for the FSA, other enforcement bodies or devolved administrations in 
implementing the recommendations. 

 
Work in Progress 
 
25. The Board may wish to be aware that some of these recommendations are 

currently being or are due to be implemented in the near future. For example, 
planning for the European Food Fraud Conference. A one and a half day 
conference will be held in Birmingham on 29 and 30 January 2008.The FSA 
Deputy Chair, Dr Ian Reynolds has already agreed to attend to give the keynote 
speech 

 
26. A dedicated food fraud e-mail address already exists which allows local 

authorities to forward intelligence reports to the FSA to populate the Food Fraud 
Database. 

 
27. Collaborative work with the WFFCU is already in progress, in that the Food Fraud 

Database utilises the same Intelligence Management system.  Furthermore, the 
FSA is working closely with the WFFCU to establish a formal agreement on 
intelligence sharing. 
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28. Improving awareness of the importance of food fraud has already begun.  The 
FSA’s Enforcement Division has recently incorporated into the programme for its 
Local Authority Investigation Skills training course, a presentation and discussion 
on the role of the Agency’s Food Fraud Database and the importance of LAs in 
forwarding all information to populate this. 

29. It is proposed that a proportionate action plan to consider the resource 
implications for the recommendations will be produced by FSA officials including 
those in devolved administrations and presented to the Board for its 
consideration, after the European Food Fraud Conference. 

30.  Board Action Required: 
• consider and comment on the recommendations within the report of the 

Chairman of the Task Force; 
 
• request officials analyse the recommendations, taking into account the level 

of risk and cost implications of implementation and report their findings to the 
Board. 
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A Summarised list of the recommendations of the Food Fraud Task Force 
 

 
Recommendation 1 
Increase the profile and importance of food fraud amongst food enforcement officers. 
 
Recommendation 2 
The FSA and other appropriate Government Departments should provide training for UK 
food enforcement officers to highlight the potential for food fraud.  

 
Recommendation 3 
The activity and operation of the Welsh Food Fraud Co-ordination Unit (WFFCU) should 
be considered by the FSA as a potential model for food fraud detection and investigation 
in the remainder of the UK. 
 
Recommendation 4 
Improved liaison between Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC) and other food 
enforcement officers at UK ‘borders’ (sea ports and airports) where food products enter 
the country.  In addition, links with food enforcement authorities from other countries 
should be strengthened. 
 
Recommendation 5 
Establishing and maintaining a freely available register of successful food fraud related 
prosecutions. 

 
Recommendation 6 
To improve compliance with traceability requirements, local authorities should give a 
greater priority to ensuring the registration of all food business operators, especially food 
brokers. 
 
Recommendation 7  
The FSA to continue to allow local authorities flexibility in achieving inspection and audit 
targets as long as a public health risk assessment approach is used to set priorities, 
allowing a greater focus on food fraud investigations where appropriate. 

 
Recommendation 8 
A European wide Food Fraud Conference to be jointly hosted by the FSA, in conjunction 
with the Food Law Enforcement Practitioners (FLEP) organisation and Heads of 
European Food Agencies. 
 
Recommendation 9 
The Food Fraud Database to be further developed and resourced as a more proactive 
and effective intelligence gathering and processing team and be re-named the Food 
Fraud Intelligence Resource Unit. 
 
Recommendation 10 
The setting up of a Rapid Response Food Fraud Investigation Team comprising a group 
of experts to assist any appropriate authority to investigate major food fraud incidents. 

 
Recommendation 11 
Sharing of food fraud intelligence between appropriate authorities in the UK, across 
Europe and globally. 
 
 

ANNEX A
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Recommendation 12 
Encourage whistle-blowing from members of the public or legitimate traders and other 
sources of intelligence gathering, for food fraud activities facilitated by the provision of a 
national freephone fraud-line and a dedicated Email address. 

 
Recommendation 13 
The scope and range of sanctions in relation to food fraud to be extended and the 
Macrory Report suggestions concerning Enforceable Undertakings, Profit Orders and 
Publicity Orders are considered for use in food fraud cases (when implemented).  Where 
appropriate, the applications under the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 should be routinely 
considered following successful food fraud prosecutions. 
 
Recommendation 14 
Each local authority to appoint a Lead Food Fraud Officer to act as a champion for food 
fraud investigation and as a receiver and evaluator (using local knowledge and 
experience) of information before such material is submitted to the FSA Food Fraud 
Intelligence Resource Unit.  Appropriate points of contact should also be identified from 
other enforcement agencies e.g. DEFRA, Animal Health and HMRC. 
 
Recommendation 15 
The current practice of using risk based unannounced inspections and audit visits to food 
and animal by-product establishments, farms and cold storage establishments should be 
increased and adopted where intelligence suggests that food fraud activity may be taking 
place. 
 
Recommendation 16 
The current UK requirements for staining of Category 1 and 2 animal by-products to 
remain unchanged and that no requirement for Category 3 material to be stained should 
be introduced. 
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Disposal of out of date and unfit food 
 
37) All food which is past its use by date or is otherwise unfit must be 

properly disposed of so as not to cause a public health problem of waste 
disposal or offer opportunity for food fraud.  There may be a temptation 
by unscrupulous producers, distributors or retailers to divert such food 
back into the human food chain, even though the food may have 
exceeded its use by date or been rejected due to quality defects. 

 
38) Food producers, food service companies and retailers should be working 

closely together to ensure that any rejected or sub-standard food is 
properly destroyed or disposed of or there may be an opportunity for food 
fraud to occur.  Only collaboration between the sectors can prevent an 
accumulation of unwanted food at a particular point in the food chain. 

 
39) The disposal route of any out of date or otherwise unfit food is an 

important part of traceability and food control and should always be 
considered as part of the quality/safety management system.  During 
their inspection and audit visits, enforcement officers should satisfy 
themselves that adequate provision for the proper disposal of such foods 
is in place. 

 
Social Marketing – a complementary approach to limiting food fraud? 
 
40) Social marketing is an approach that seeks to influence social behaviours 

to benefit the target audience and society in general. It seeks to clearly 
identify what people want and need.  It goes beyond raising awareness to 
understanding and dismantling the barriers that prevent people from 
changing their behaviour and actions for the better i.e. what motivates 
people to change.  The Task Force  considered that there are possibly four 
areas where the social marketing approach might be of value in reducing 
food fraud: 

 
• What encourages people to become ‘whistle blowers’? 
• How can new sanctions and deterrents impact on food fraud 

activities? 
• What will persuade consumers to be more vigilant of provenance of 

foods? 
• What can encourage enforcement officers to raise the profile of food 

fraud within their responsibility portfolio? 
 

Another possible area for targeting this approach is towards those people 
who are on the fringes of opportunistic food fraud. It is these people who 
need to be persuaded not to take that opportunity and at whom the Social 
Marketing approach might be aimed. 

 
41) The FFTF suggests that to improve the understanding of the occurrence of 

food fraud and provide more effective ways of reducing it, the concept of 
Social Marketing might be used to underpin a new education and 
enforcement strategy. 

 
42) The concept of Social Marketing is customer focused and concentrates on 

changing behaviour and would seem an appropriate approach to 
addressing some aspects of food fraud.  Social marketing has already 
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been adopted by many government departments (e.g. the Department of 
Health) as a key tool to help understand the people that are trying to be 
reached and what motivates them to make long term changes. 

 
43) Social Marketing can be used to inform and assist in policy formulation, 

strategy development and subsequent implementation and delivery.  Time 
spent in the scoping stage avoids generating and crafting messages or 
interventions before gaining a deep understanding and insight into the 
target audience.  Its approach seeks to make a greater impact by 
focusing on and addressing the real issues. 

 
Food Fraud Prevention and Control in other EU countries 
 
44) As part of the Food Fraud Task Force’s remit to consider and report on all 

issues which are likely to significantly impact on food fraud, the Chairman 
and an officer from FSA made fact finding visits to OLAF (The European 
Anti-Fraud Office in Brussels) and to France and Italy in order to identify 
common areas of interest regarding food fraud. Additionally, the degree 
of, and the types of food fraud found within other specific member states 
and the different measures that exist for countering such activity were 
investigated. 

 
The European Anti-Fraud Office 
 
45) The mission of the European Anti-Fraud Office is: 
 

“To protect the financial interests of the European Union, to fight fraud, 
corruption and any other illegal activity including misconduct within the 
European institutions that has financial consequences.  In pursuing this 
mission in an accountable, transparent and cost-effective manner, OLAF 
aims to provide a quality service to the citizens of Europe” 

 
46) Whilst the main focus of OLAF is in dealing with financial issues, its remit 

does extend to issues such as food fraud, particularly if the consequences 
of fraudulent activities could affect public health which in turn could have 
financial consequences for the EU (e.g. the supply of meat from non-
approved establishments in third countries which could bring infection 
into the EU). 

 
47) OLAF gathers and analyses strategic and operational information. (e.g. 

shipping movements, container movement and details of businesses)  
Such intelligence is then used within the EU institutions or passed on to 
the relevant Member State’s enforcement authority for them to consider 
when taking appropriate action.  Cases of fraud and other irregularities 
are most often detected as a result of cooperation between OLAF and the 
national investigation services.  Access to a wide range of databases 
allows OLAF to construct intelligence from a range of information sources 
unlikely to be available to national authorities. 

 
48) OLAF has a range of multidisciplinary investigators available which allows 

it to take a wide view of activities and apply a broad knowledge to 
combat fraud. 
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49) Recognising that many fraud activities operate on a cross-border basis 
OLAF has set up an antifraud communicator’s network between the main 
national investigative bodies with which OLAF cooperates.  Its objective is 
to generate synergies and establish regular constructive contacts 
between OLAF and the national bodies.  In addition, OLAF has a free-
phone number in each Member State for reporting information which 
might help in the fight against fraud (the UK number is 0800 96 35 95). 

 
50) The FFTF suggests that a closer working relationship with OLAF would be 

beneficial and contribute to the value of the intelligence on food fraud 
that is produced.  Currently the major agency in the UK with which OLAF 
has contact is HMRC but in line with Recommendation 4, a wider sharing 
of OLAF information where food fraud is suspected, would be 
advantageous. 

 
51) As fraudulent operators are often involved in more than one type of 

fraud, it is suggested that OLAF data on all types of fraud relating to food 
businesses are notified to the FSA and added to the Food Fraud 
Intelligence Resource database and shared with the whole enforcement 
community. 

 
52) OLAF have organised roundtable/workshops on anti-fraud 

communication.  M Siim Kallas, Vice President of the European 
Commission Responsible for Administrative Affairs, Audit and Anti Fraud 
has stated: 

 
“Workshops such as ‘Deterring Fraud by Informing the Public’9 
provides a precious analysis forum on communication and information 
as a means of preventing fraud and corruption, and as such it 
constitutes an important element of the OLAF Anti-Fraud 
Communications Network.  I truly believe that communication can 
help to deter and prevent fraud and irregularities by raising awareness 
and promoting public debate”. 

 
The FFTF supports this statement and feels confident that the proposed 
conference on food fraud (see Recommendation 8), will make a positive 
contribution to raising the profile of food fraud and help to increase its 
detection and prevention and provide an excellent opportunity for the 
sharing of best practice amongst enforcement officers from Member 
States. 

 
French and Italian approaches to Food Fraud 
 
53) Four separate meetings, arranged by the appropriate British Embassy in 

France and Italy took place in order to meet with representatives from 
the French Agriculture and Finance ministries, and the Italian Health and 
Agriculture ministries.  Several important issues came to light as to how 
food fraud is both perceived and controlled in both countries. 

 
54) France and Italy were chosen for closer study as both are known to have 

experienced serious food fraud incidents: wine adulteration in Italy in 
1986 which led directly to the Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Forestry 

                                                 
9 http://ec.europa.eu/anti_fraud/olaf-oafcn/rt/4thts/program.pdf  
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Policies establishing the Central Inspectorate for the Quality Control of 
Agri-Food Products (ICQ) in France there has recently (2007) been 
problems with corned beef (inclusion of unfit meat in the product) and 
allegedly falsely declared Halal Foods. 

 
55) As a result of the meetings an understanding of the different approaches 

to controlling food fraud in France and Italy was gained reflecting their 
different organisational structures with responsibilities for food safety, 
their priorities and their cultural approaches to deal with such problems 
(e.g. the reluctance to encourage whistle blowers in France). 

 
France 
 
56) In France, fact finding visits were made to the Ministère de L’Agriculture 

et de la Pêche, Directorate-General for Food at which the Brigade 
Nationale d’Enquetes Veterinaires et Phytosanitaires (BNEVP) (National 
Brigade for Veterinary and Phytosanitary Investigations) was also 
represented, and  the Ministère de L’Économie des Finances et de 
L’Industrie, a body responsible for consumer protection issues. 

 
57) Responsibility for food control in France is shared between a number of 

bodies but which closely co-operate. These being primarily, the Direction 
Générale de la Concurrence, de la Consummation et de la Répression des 
Fraudes (DGCCRF) (Office of Competition, Consumption and Fraud 
Prevention); and Direction Générale des Douanes et des Droits Indirects 
(DGDDI) (Directorate General of Customs and Indirect Duties). 

 
58) At local level, most French départments (akin to UK counties) operate 

within a framework involving close cooperation and coordination of  the 
DDCCRF and the Direction des Services Vétérinaire (Directorate of 
Veterinary Services - DDSV) as well as with the customs authorities and 
the DDASS (Directions Départmentales des Affairs Sanitaires et Sociales, 
or Departmental Directorates of Health and Social Affairs). 

 
59) In addition to the local activities, the BNEVP has as its mission the 

function of carrying out investigations to fight against “organised 
delinquency” (widespread food contamination and/or fraud) in the health 
domain as well as providing technical support to the health control 
services. Originally the BNEVP’s actions were focused principally at 
facilitating controls when a case covered several départments (i.e. cross 
border between enforcement responsibilities).  Subsequently, at the 
request of the judicial authorities and in order to provide support to the 
police services, it has gradually assumed responsibility for carrying out 
investigations within the scope of surveillance or initial case 
investigations.  The officers of the BNEVP are now legally authorised to 
intervene throughout the whole country. 

 
60) This arrangement seems to work effectively and there is a well 

established system of information sharing between the different 
organisations with information at a local level, including the monitoring of 
companies placing food on the market, being fed back centrally, ensuring 
rapid dissemination of intelligence. 
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61) Food fraud control in France relies on the following: 
 

• A range of sanctions available depending upon the level of fraud, 
from fines to imprisonment. 

• Economic sanctions that are used to deter rogue traders. 
• Publicity orders which seem very efficient as a deterrent. 
• Public notifications may also be posted on the doors of the premises 

and, in some cases, the closure of the business for a specified 
period. 

 
62) As long delays can occur in bringing food fraud cases to court, instant 

penalty fines can be used instead.  Food businesses can be offered the 
choice between paying fixed penalty fines or going to court.  Food 
businesses can also be prosecuted more than once for continuing 
offences. 

 
63) In France, where businesses seem especially keen to protect their 

reputations, an effective culture of two-way information exchange with 
the enforcement authorities has developed so that as food fraud becomes 
known to the legitimate industry, such information can quickly be 
forwarded to the authorities and appropriate action taken. 

 
64) In France, food broker businesses are not as important as in the UK and 

they are not perceived as a particular problem.  Food brokers are 
generally integrated into the powerful distribution sector.  Manufacturers 
are less likely to use food brokers at times of increased or unexpected 
demand.  The meat industry, in particular tend to stick to well 
established buyers whilst the food sector generally, can utilize the Marché 
d'Intérêt National de Rungis (International Market of Rungis), the largest 
wholesale food market in Europe, located just outside of Paris. 

 
Italy 
 
65) In Italy, visits were made to the Ministero Delle Politiche Agricole 

Alimentari e Forestali (Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Forestry Policies) 
with representatives from the Central Inspectorate for the Quality Control 
of Agri-Food Products (ICQ) and to the Directorate General for Food 
Safety and Nutrition within the Ministry of Health. 

 
66) The ICQ Inspectorate is the official body within the Ministry of 

Agricultural, Food and Forestry Policies, which answers directly to the 
Minister and is responsible for the prevention of fraud relating to agri-
food products.  The Italian central government directs and co-ordinates 
the operational activity of the Inspectorate by drawing up general 
principles and guidelines for the annual planning of the control activities 
and for the monitoring of the performance of the controls carried out.  
The plan is based on findings from previous years.  The central 
administration oversees the co-ordination of inspections and laboratory 
testing and applies penalties and sanctions. 

 
67) However, an annual programme of controls in the various sectors is 

managed at a peripheral level with 12 local offices which have inspection 
responsibilities.  This system is believed to ensure a uniform approach in 
combating fraud relating to agri-food products. 
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68) The Ministry were anxious to stress that they promoted the enforcement 

officers as “friends” of the legitimate industry and had built up trust and 
respect from the industry over the years resulting in a good dialogue 
between them and encouraged feedback on suspect activities which could 
then be rapidly investigated. 

 
69) The Inspectorate also operates in collaboration with other control bodies 

such as the Carabinieri Health Department (NAS), the Tax Police Squads, 
the State Forestry Corps, the State Police and Carabinieri, the Carabinieri 
Department for Agricultural Policies, the Customs Agency and the Italian 
Agency for Agricultural Aid (AGEA). 

 
70) It was explained that in Italy not all sanctions are fully effective as 

sometimes financial penalties may be too burdensome for smaller 
businesses resulting in a refusal to pay and lengthy appeals.  For larger 
companies, such penalties were ineffective as the same fines are less of a 
deterrent.  In such instances, publicity orders can be more effective.  
However, legal restraints mean that companies can only be named once 
a judge has given his final decision in a case and, as cases can take a 
long time to get to court, they become ineffective if issued any 
considerable time after the offence has occurred. 

 
71) Both France and Italy are particularly proud of their national reputations 

for high quality foods and it was quite apparent that in addition to food 
safety concerns, a key priority in both France and Italy was in tackling 
the counterfeit food business – especially as regards Protected 
Geographical Indications (PGIs).  This is a considerable problem to both 
countries with an increasing number of poor quality fakes of French and 
Italian foods being discovered that are produced and sold in other 
countries often claiming false country of origin.  Added to this there is the 
problem of fake foods which are found to be produced internally within 
France and Italy.  Such fraud results in unfair competition in the market, 
damaging the legitimate export trade and undermining the reputation of 
their genuine counterparts.  Products identified as being counterfeited 
include Italian Parmesan cheeses, Prosciutto hams and French truffles. 

 
72) Similar to the UK, neither country was able to accurately quantify the 

level of fraud within the food sector.  Both countries gave examples of 
where they had only become aware of food fraud activities after having it 
brought to their attention by workers or other persons outside the 
enforcement authorities, in their case often by the legitimate food 
businesses within the country. 

 
73) In addition, both countries clearly recognised that as food fraud operates 

across national boundaries, closer cooperation with the UK and between 
all Member States, with improved intelligence sharing, is required to 
counter such activities.  The proposal for a European conference on food 
fraud (see Recommendation 8) met with considerable enthusiasm from 
both the French and Italian authorities. 
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Food Fraud Experiences from the Netherlands 
 
74) A representative from both the Ministerie van Landbouw, Natuur en 

Voedselkwaliteit (Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality) and 
the Voedsel en Waren autoriteit (Food and Consumer Product Safety 
Authority) departments in the Netherlands addressed a FFTF meeting.  
They suggested monitoring cash flows might be helpful as a means of 
highlighting areas where fraudulent activity may be taking place and 
reinforced the value in sharing of information between authorities.  It was 
also pointed out that describing imports as animal feed is often used as a 
cover for fraudulent food products entering a country as Customs may 
pay less attention to these compared with foods for human consumption. 

 
75) Information on past frauds and practice is also an excellent method of 

focussing attention on suspect goods.  Careful examination of supporting 
documents can often lead to suspicion that all is not right with imported 
foods and attention to detail in such documents can pay dividends. 

 
76) Often food fraud is a difficult matter to detect and research in the 

Netherlands has been aimed at trying to identify why food fraud occurs in 
the first place.  It was highlighted that it is most important to detect and 
deal with food fraud in a particular sector as soon as possible or the 
practice will quickly spread – opportunistic fraud, if not dealt with rapidly, 
soon becomes systematic fraud.  Experience in the Netherlands has also 
shown the advantage of focussing on a particular sector (e.g. meat 
products or restaurants) and dealing with irregularities.  Such an 
approach seems highly effective in “cleaning up a whole sector” and has 
a widespread and lasting beneficial effect. 

 
Organic Foods 
 
77) Organic foods are defined as the products of a farming/production 

system which avoids the use of man-made fertilisers, pesticides, growth 
regulators and feed additives.  Rather the production relies on traditional 
farming practices such as crop rotation, natural manures, and pest 
control. 

 
78) Over recent years there has been a growing interest in organic foods 

(currently UK sales of circa £1.6 billion per year), and in 1991 the EU 
produced a Regulation (Council Regulation (EEC) 2092/91 as amended) 
to define the inputs and practices which must be applied to allow the 
designation “organic”.  This involves a detailed inspection system and 
traceability of such foods through the whole food chain.  All food sold as 
organic must originate from growers, producers and/or importers who 
are registered with an approved certification body.  In the UK the above 
EEC Regulation is applied under the Organic Products Regulations 2004 
(SI 2004/1604). 

 
79) Visual inspection of a product cannot guarantee that it is indeed organic 

and as such products normally command a premium price, this provides 
potential motivation for non-organic food traders to commit food fraud.  
However, during its deliberations the FFTF did not become aware of any 
widespread fraud in relation to organic food and any cases occurring 
seem to be limited to small retailers and /or at retail markets.  In 
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general, the organic food trade in the UK seems to be a well controlled 
activity with the stated certification procedure along with peer pressure 
playing an important part in ensuring compliance – organic fraudsters 
seem small scale and indeed few and far between.  The organic sector is 
most anxious not to lose credibility in this specialist market and are well 
aware of certification requirements and the importance of traceability for 
their products. 

 
80) Each EU member State must designate an authority for the approval and 

supervision of the bodies which over see the organic inspection system.  
In the UK Defra, aided by the Advisory Committee on Organic Standards 
(ACOS,) is responsible for the approval and supervision of (as at August 
2007) the nine private inspection bodies.  Organic producers have to pay 
for their annual certification inspection which is partly recouped by the 
price premium charged for such foods. 

 
81) It is likely that the market for organic foods will continue to rise with a 

possible small increase in new producers, but more likely, an increase in 
the output from existing producers.  It is therefore important that to 
prevent food fraud sufficient resources are available to ensure that the 
regulations are complied with and that certifications are properly awarded 
and controlled.  Fraudulent traders may pass off non-organic produce as 
organic.  Regular food hygiene inspections, audits of farms etc should 
include a consideration of organic status and this aspect should be 
included in the awareness raising campaign referred to in 
Recommendation 1. 

 
82) On 12th June 2007 European Agricultural Ministers reached political 

agreement on a new regulation on organic production and labelling.  The 
EU organic logo will become mandatory but it may be accompanied by 
national logos.  Foods will only be able to carry the organic logo if at least 
95% of the ingredients are organic.  The catering sector will still be 
excluded but this will be reviewed by 2011.  The proposed regulations 
will also set out a new, permanent import regime, allowing third 
countries to export to the EU market under the same or equivalent 
conditions as EU producers. 

 
Halal Foods 
 
83) Another group of foods open to possible fraudulent mis-description is 

Halal food. 
 
84) Halal is an Arabic word which means ‘permissible’.  Food described as 

Halal, means food that Muslims are permitted to consume under Islamic 
law.  The opposite of Halal is Haram, which means ‘prohibited by God, 
unwholesome, or foul’. 

 
85) It follows that for example, any meat that has not been rendered Halal 

by Islamic slaughter or that is liable to cause ill health, e.g. meat that is 
contaminated and unfit for consumption or is past its use by date cannot 
be considered Halal.  If Muslims are sold Haram food, it is viewed very 
seriously, as it causes them to eat food prohibited by Islam and, in 
addition, it may be a form of fraud or deception. 
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86) There is no legal definition of Halal or defined standard within the UK.  
This is partly because in relation to meat and poultry, opinions differ 
among Muslims on whether animals electrically stunned prior to slaughter 
can be deemed to be Halal.  There are legal exemptions10 from pre-
slaughter stunning on religious grounds. 

 
87) In the absence of a mandatory Halal accreditation requirement in the UK, 

there exist a number of independent certifying organisations, who 
operate their own standards.  However, there is no requirement for any 
food business operator to be certified in order to sell Halal food and it is 
possible for any trade organisation or individual to self-certify as being 
Halal.  Nevertheless, the benefits of being certified are that an FBO can 
demonstrate to consumers that his business meets the required criteria 
of a given certification body. 

 
88) Foods bearing a Halal certification will generally command a premium 

price within the Muslim community, compared with a similar product not 
bearing the mark.  It is a guarantee (if correctly applied) that the product 
has a recognised origin and has been treated in an appropriate manner 
up to the point of sale, (e.g. for meat, that the animal was slaughtered 
by a Muslim in the prescribed manner, and is totally free of pork products 
such as lard). 

 
89) In the UK specific legislation11 makes it an offence to falsely describe and 

label food and thus the application of the Halal label on foods which do 
not meet the specific requirements will constitute an offence.  The FSA 
issued guidance for local authorities in 2003 to assist them in their 
enforcement responsibilities when encountering foods labelled or 
otherwise described as being Halal. 

 
90) The FFTF recognises the difficulties of establishing a unified scheme for 

Halal food marking in the UK and suggests that currently there are 
opportunities for such foods to be fraudulently described.  The suggestion 
is that the issue remains an active item for discussion within the Muslim 
Community in conjunction with the Meat Industry and the FSA, through 
its Muslim Organisations Working Group, which is currently undertaking 
development of a voluntary national Halal code of practice. 

 
Internet Fraud 
 
91) A further area with potential for food fraud is that of advertising and 

selling foodstuffs, such as food supplements, via the internet.  In some 
cases the seller of the products is resident in another country and thus 
not subject to the UK legislation.  Buying from overseas via the internet 
can be a  problem and is not unique to fraudulent actions in relation to 
food but is an aspect that currently has no easy solution.  The FFTF would 
merely draw the attention of consumers to the need for caution when 
purchasing food via the internet, and in particular when the supplier is 
not physically present in the UK.  NB: the FFTF are keen to stress that 

                                                 
10 Welfare of Animals (Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995 (SI 1995/731) (as amended). 
11 Food Safety Act 1990 and the Food Labelling Regulations 1996 (SI 1499/1996 as amended) 

(which implement the European Community Food Labelling Directive 2000/13/EC). 
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internet sales from UK supermarkets and other such legitimate traders 
are not the subject of the above concern. 

 
Discussion for Recommendations 1-8 
 
92) Many enforcement officers visit food premises to monitor compliance with 

EU and national legislation which covers food safety, compositional 
requirements or animal health and welfare, but rarely in relation to food 
fraud. 

 
93) We have seen from recent high profile cases that if one inspection body 

does not notice or report behaviour, which is outside the normal terms of 
business trading, this can result in food fraud activities going undetected 
for a considerable period of time and possibly public health being 
compromised for an unacceptably long period.  In some cases another 
inspection body may raise suspicions, of food fraud and by sharing such 
information, an investigation can be instigated and appropriate action 
taken. 

 
94) We recognise that when departments interact and share information, that 

fraud and criminality is detected and dealt with far quicker and usually in 
a more cost effective manner than when one organisation attempts to 
work alone. 

 
95) The resources of the FSA, as regards food fraud, should be focused on 

gathering and disseminating intelligence and providing relevant training 
particularly on issues impacting on public health and consumer trust.  
Local authority officers and other regulators are already in a position to 
gain access to crucial information on food fraud and, with the correct 
focused training and encouragement, food fraud can be more effectively 
targeted. 

 
96) In addition to the enforcement community, all food business operators 

and consumers should have their awareness of the risks and importance 
of food fraud raised (Recommendation 1). 

 
97) In many cases of food fraud, the evidence for what was taking place was 

available but the officers who may have been visiting premises for other 
purposes, failed to detect it.  This allowed the fraudulent activity to 
continue and develop whereas if evidence had been identified and passed 
to the appropriate authority the activity may have been curtailed.  Often 
the “evidence” for food fraud activity is hard to identify and in the initial 
stages presents more as a suspicion rather than hard evidence that 
would stand up in a court of law.  Reference to the Food Fraud 
Intelligence Resource Unit (Recommendation 9) may be valuable here in 
helping to add credence and confidence to the suspicion and assist in 
deciding if the suspicion is worthy of follow up action. 

 
98) Training of enforcement officers as regards food fraud should include 

reference to possible illegal/suspect practices, review of legislation to 
deal with the problem, details and use of the Food Fraud Intelligence 
Resource Unit and the availability of backup facilities and support for 
individual officers or agencies to deal with the situation.  For example, in 
relation to some practices it is only with the support of expert laboratory 
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facilities that an act of food fraud can be proven - the determination of 
rice variety or potato species for example, cannot be made by the officer 
on the ground. 

 
99) We recommend that food fraud issues are published in LA newsletters 

and news flash releases to the appointed lead food fraud officers (see 
later) with specific reference to how the fraud has been detected to 
facilitate easier understanding of how, what, where and why the 
detection came about.  We recommend that as part of the training 
programme on food fraud, a case scenario for each detection would make 
recognition of food fraud more easily understood at local level. 

 
100) We suggest that discussion of food fraud activity is included, where 

appropriate and which does not jeopardise ongoing investigations, in LA 
cross-departmental and wider liaison group meetings to enable 
information to be shared as one department’s suspicion may well be 
confirmed by another’s findings and thus trigger appropriate action. 

 
101) We suggest that animal welfare enforcement officers target their ‘on 

farm’ inspections on a risk assessment basis and DEFRA should 
encourage farmers to become part of the ‘whistle blowing’ operation to 
combat illegal slaughter operations that many legitimate farmers may 
well be aware of.  In addition to food fraud issues, illegal slaughter 
compromises animal health and welfare. 

 
102) A large majority of farms are members of quality assurance schemes and 

are subject to audits from third party certification bodies.  These bodies 
should also be encouraged to report unusual activities and suspicions 
picked up on their inspections.  Such suspicious activity must also be 
added to the Food Fraud Intelligence Resource Unit database. 

 
103) In some cases illegal slaughter operations are at the heart of certain 

meat frauds that may be injurious to public health and when successful 
prosecutions have been brought it is often with an unscrupulous farmer 
that the chain of events begins. 

 
104) Many cases of food fraud have commenced as opportunistic crimes which 

have gone unchecked, undetected or under investigated and these have 
therefore grown and developed into large and sophisticated operations. 
Those criminals involved have learnt to cover their tracks and remain 
undetected for long periods, putting public health in jeopardy.  The 
longer fraud goes undetected the better adapted the criminals become to 
changing circumstances and masking their operations.  Financial gain 
becomes more lucrative and further encourages other operations. 

 
105) Enforcement officers must be adequately trained to look out for 

suspicious activity and act accordingly (Recommendation 2). 
 
Experiences from the Welsh Food Fraud Co-ordination Unit (WFFCU) 
 
106) The WFFCU has shown that food fraud will remain largely undetected 

unless a proactive approach is taken by the authorities or it is brought to 
the attention of the authorities by a whistle-blower.  Since its inception in 
2005, a large amount of work has been done by the WFFCU to build 
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networks of agencies (LAs, DEFRA, SVS, MHS, FSA, Police, HMRC etc) 
and to train and encourage officers to supply intelligence to the unit.  
This has lead to some 253 intelligence reports in the 2005/6 year 
resulting in follow-up operations in 6 Welsh LAs, investigation of 14 
separate incidents and the arrest of 11 suspects by the police.  The first 
of the two cases brought to court resulted in fines and costs awarded to 
the local authority in excess of £40 000. 

 
107) Whilst it is recognised that the simple transposition of the WFFCU 

activities and approach to other parts of the UK may not be completely 
appropriate, (due to differences in predominant activities and number of 
authority districts), the FFTF believes that the lessons learnt in Wales 
should be used as a model to further develop the rest of the UK system 
(Recommendation 3). 

 
Imported Foods 
 
108) Ports of entry represent critical control points within the supply chain for 

imported food and provide a focus for control.  The FFTF were informed 
of particular problems in relation to imported traditional medicines and 
healthcare products particularly in relation to label claims and the 
presence of toxic materials.  Also many products claimed as food 
products may be unfamiliar or not produced under acceptable food 
hygiene controls.  One of the difficulties met by inspectors is that under 
current food labelling legislation, offences only arise under Part II of the 
Regulations, at point of delivery to the ultimate consumer or catering 
establishment, not at point of import.  This is an issue that may require 
further consideration by food import authorities (Recommendation 4). 

 
Food Fraud Related Prosecution Database 
 
109) The FFTF considered that a centralised food fraud related prosecution 

data base would be practical and beneficial in helping to deter food fraud 
activities. Whilst it was recognised that the database may only be 
sparsely populated (in view of the few cases of food fraud related 
prosecutions identified and brought before the courts) the adverse 
publicity for those businesses appearing on the database would act as a 
deterrent for others considering food fraud.  Although general consumers 
are unlikely to make use of the database, it should be publicly available 
in order to provide consumers with information about food businesses 
and help them make informed choices. 

 
110) The approach is also supported by the recent Macrory report (page 91: 

Transparency through publishing enforcement actions) which states: 
 

“When regulators make a decision to enforce and impose a formal 
sanction, I believe this should be a matter of public record. This will: 

 
• Ensure that the public knows the regulator is taking action in 

cases where regulatory non-compliance has occurred; 
• Demonstrates to industry that the regulator will take action and is 

doing so against firms that do not comply; and 
• Publicly holds industry to account for its behaviour” 
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A number of regulators have made this part of their current practice, 
e.g. the HSE has a database of enforcement actions available on its 
website (http://www.hse.gov.uk/prosecutions/) for prosecutions that 
the regulator has taken forward and where statutory notices have 
been applied. I believe that disclosure of when and against whom 
enforcement action has been taken should not be isolated to criminal 
prosecutions but should also be used for other enforcement action 
such as administrative penalties, enforcement or improvement 
notices or any other formal sanction in order to be consistent and 
transparent in the approach to enforcement and publishing 
sanctions.” 

 
111) The FFTF also noted that the Office of Fair Trading does maintain a 

Central Register of Convictions (CRC) which collects and stores data over 
a wide range of Trading Standards legislation.  However, this is only 
available to other Trading Standards Officers.  Until recently (2007) the 
database also contained information relating to animal health and food 
hygiene offences.  However following an internal review it was 
established that the database may only contain data relating to the 
functions of OFT.  This adds weight to the FFTF recommendation that a 
similar database be established by the FSA to cover its scope of 
operation. 

 
112) Whilst strictly outside of the scope of this Task Force’s remit, the FFTF 

suggests that it would be useful to enforcement authorities and 
consumers to maintain a web based register of all food related 
prosecutions (including food fraud).  This should be available for anyone 
to consult.  It was recognised that the maintenance of this would be 
reliant on enforcement authorities supplying the necessary up to date 
information unless the courts were able to provide this information 
directly.  The supply of information for this database should be part of, 
but separate from, the Food Fraud Intelligence Resource as described 
above. 

 
113) Such a database may include a high level of minor offences (e.g. 

mislabelling of products) from the larger retailers as most food is sold 
through these outlets.  Where possible, it would be useful to differentiate 
between those offences which are fraudulent (i.e. deliberate) and those 
which are accidental.  However, the FFTF concluded that such a database 
would be useful and allow consumers to find out and compare non-
compliance activities in relation to food activities.  The inclusion of the 
sanctions applied to the various companies would give an indication of 
the severity of the offence (Recommendation 5). 

 
Food Brokers 
 
114) One of the most important aspects in identifying and controlling food 

fraud is traceability.  Full traceability of food products and the registration 
of all food businesses are legal requirements (Regulation (EC) 
No.178/2002)_.  However, a problem identified during FFTF discussions, 
was that of keeping track of and identifying all legitimate food 
businesses, especially food brokers.  All food businesses are required to 
be registered with the local authority for the area from which they 
operate, and this requirement extends to all food businesses whether 
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they are involved in production, manufacture, further processing, 
distribution or placing on the market of food for human consumption and 
includes food importers and food brokers.  Access to a register of food 
businesses allows any food business to find out if its supplier is a bona 
fide registered food trading company and helps to avoid the accidental 
use of suspect suppliers for food.  However, merely registering food 
businesses should not be seen as a substitute for businesses carrying out 
their supplier checks such as audits. 

 
115) The FFTF recognised the difficulty of identifying and informing food 

business operators and food brokers in particular of this requirement.  
However, the FFTF were strongly of the opinion that this is an important 
issue and to aid in full food traceability and all food brokers should be 
identified and informed of their registration requirement and registered 
by the local authority in the area from which they operate.  The FFTF 
suggests that the FSA encourage interested parties to set up an 
Association of Food Brokers and that it should be involved in the 
development of a Code of Practice defining the needs for registration and 
traceability to help food brokers understand their responsibilities and 
requirements (Recommendation 6). 

 
Food Business Registration 
 
116) Registration of all food businesses enables enforcement authorities to 

keep track of companies in their area.  Many local authorities seem 
hesitant in taking action against non-registered operators and the courts 
seem to treat the non-registration as a trivial matter.  We recommend 
that non compliance should be dealt with and not treated as a trivial 
matter.  In addition magistrates may need to be further informed of the 
importance of this requirement and encouraged to apply maximum 
sanctions.  There may be an advantage in providing an administrative 
penalty for this offence that reduces the involvement of the courts and 
makes the costs of non-registration of a food business more appropriate. 

 
Encouraging the supply of food fraud information 
 
117) If food fraud is to receive a higher profile and, when detected, to be 

followed up in an appropriate manner, it is important that enforcement 
officers be given the resources to do this.  Whilst LAs have had to comply 
with strict targets for numbers of hygiene inspection etc., this has 
restricted the LA diverting resources to an area, such as food fraud 
activity, that may be posing a greater risk.  The change in approach by 
the FSA to LAs to allow more flexibility is a sign that a greater trust and 
understanding has developed between the organisations and should be 
instrumental in allowing LAs to become more risk assessment focussed 
and to tackle equally important areas as they become apparent.  The 
positive contribution of local authorities in food fraud investigations 
should be recognised in some way in the FSA Monitoring Return 
(Recommendation 7). 
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Proposed European Food Fraud Conference 
 
118) Food fraud is not unique to the UK and some of the legal and 

enforcement approaches suggested above could have wider application 
across the whole of the EU.  The FFTF believes that a greater sharing of 
intelligence and expertise in dealing with the problem would benefit all 
EU members and recommends that the FSA take the lead in organising a 
workshop where representatives of various countries can come together 
and share ideas and best practice to deal with the whole range of food 
fraud activities.  Such a meeting will have a number of advantages: 

 
• sharing of food fraud intelligence on activities that may involve more 

than one country 
• dissemination of best practice in dealing with such issues 
• encouraging links between competent authorities in the various 

countries 
• helping to raise the profile of food fraud and giving the public more 

confidence that the issue is receiving appropriate attention. 
 
119) Some possible topics that might be addressed at such a conference 

include the value of focussing on a particular sector of the food industry 
across Europe to identify and reduce food fraud activity, a production of a 
check list for food fraud audits, the value of rewarding whistle-blowers on 
food fraud and the value of adopting the US Food and Drug 
Administration A.L.E.R.T. scheme (see post at paragraph 144). 

 
120) A further outcome of such a conference might be to establish a Food 

Fraud European Network to exchange information and intelligence on 
incidents of food fraud. An involvement of The European Commission in 
such a network would strengthen its effectiveness.  Whilst it is recognised 
that the European Commission already has the RASFF network for food 
safety problems, there is currently no similar arrangement for 
disseminating information on food fraud incidents which do not have 
health implications (Recommendation 8). 

 
121) The FFTF noted that a recent (2007) OECD Report12 on counterfeiting and 

piracy of all types of products (including food, drink and agricultural 
products), came to similar conclusions as the FFTF on improving control 
of such matters.  They suggest that the issues that need investigation are 
a) better co-ordination between authorities, b) the need for a clear policy 
on the subject, c) international co-operation as such activities are not 
bound by national boundaries, d) raising awareness of the problem, and 
e) good co-operation between the legitimate industries and enforcement 
agencies. 

 

                                                 
12 ‘The Economic Impact of Counterfeiting and Piracy’ Part IV dated 4 June 2007. (Ref: 
DSTI/IND(2007)9/PART4/REV1). 
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TOR 2: A review of the roles and effectiveness of the Illegal Meat Task 
Force, the Food Fraud Database and the Agency’s local authority 
‘Fighting Fund’. 
 
 
Recommendations made under the above heading: 
 
Recommendation 9 
We recommend that the FSA further develop and resource the Food Fraud 
Database as a more proactive and effective intelligence gathering and 
processing team and that this is re-named the Food Fraud Intelligence 
Resource Unit  
 
Recommendation 10 
We recommend the FSA set up a Rapid Response Food Fraud 
Investigation Team comprising a group of experts who can be called upon 
as and when necessary, following a specific request, to assist any appropriate 
authority to investigate major food fraud incidents. 
 
Recommendation 11 
We recommend and believe that it is imperative that food fraud intelligence is 
shared between appropriate authorities both in the UK, across Europe and 
globally. 
 
 
Background 
 
Current Food Fraud Database 
 
The FFTF recognised that one of the major resources to detect and 
subsequently deal with food fraud is intelligence about what is going on and 
who may be involved with the various alleged activities.  Without a database 
that is populated and the intelligence sifted on a regular basis, food fraud may 
go undetected and that in turn may allow an opportunistic fraud to become an 
ongoing activity, with possible public health concerns.  
 
122) In line with the commitment of the FSA’s Strategic Plan, a food fraud 

database has been established.  However, a database of information 
about suspect activities is, on its own, of limited value.  It is only when 
the information is assessed and small amounts of information from 
different sources are drawn together within an intelligence management 
system, that it may provide sufficient evidence to take action.  The FSA 
has begun the development of its intelligence system by purchasing 
specialist intelligence software and this is now “live”. 

 
123) In order to try and evaluate the significance of any intelligence 

developed, the use of the standard 5x5x5 Information / Intelligence 
report forms, defined by the National Intelligence Model (NIM)13, should 
be obligatory amongst all food enforcement authorities and duly 
promoted.  Such a reporting system is used already by a number of other 
enforcement authorities and has now been introduced by the FSA. 

 
                                                 
13 http://www.acpo.police.uk/asp/policies/Data/nim2005.pdf 
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124) Failure to use an appropriate reporting system may result in the following 
problems: 

 
• A less effective pool of useful data because incomplete and /or 

inaccurate information is gathered and entered into the database.  
 
• Identities of persons providing intelligence may be compromised 

during dissemination of the intelligence, thus breaching the recognised 
duty of care owed to persons providing intelligence to law 
enforcement bodies. 

 
• Particularly when sharing information, non-adoption of the 5x5x5 

system and recognised source handling procedures will demonstrate a 
non-professional approach to intelligence gathering and lead to a lack 
of confidence in the whole procedure.  Inappropriate handling and use 
of intelligence may also result in litigation or other problems for 
enforcement authorities. 

 
125) The FFTF reviewed the current data/intelligence base but felt this was 

under used but had much potential to be expanded to provide a useful 
resource in the search for, and reduction, of food fraud activity. 

 
126) Database development is underway and a series of training events on the 

intelligence management system is being provided.  However, to make 
this system effective the FFTF suggest that further development and 
consideration of the design, utilisation and resources for operating the 
intelligence base are necessary.  It is necessary that the system provides 
more than a database.  The system needs to be truly designed for 
purpose and it is not clear that currently the FSA have defined the range 
of intelligence and outputs that are expected/required from the system.  
In order to gain a better use of resources, it might be useful for the FSA 
to consider the holding of an internal workshop to carry out a strategic 
assessment of the system required, to clearly articulate what it is that is 
expected of the system and who within the FSA, might benefit from the 
development of the system.  It is also most important that the 
information and intelligence gained from the system can be properly 
evaluated and shared with other organisations such as OFT, HMRC etc. to 
truly make an impact on food fraud.  Even when in place, the system will 
need to be subject to frequent reviews (at least annually) to ensure that 
it is meeting requirements and satisfying stakeholder requirements. 

 
127) To date there is little evidence that local authorities and other 

organisations involved in potential food fraud investigations know of the 
database resource nor make any use of it.  It is accepted that the value 
of such a resource is only as good as the data contained in it.  Thus, 
there is an urgent need for the FSA to further publicise the database 
availability, to encourage appropriate officers and organisations to supply 
intelligence (using the standard 5x5x5 intelligence gathering form used 
by other organisations such as the Police, Office of Fair Trading etc.) and 
to allow appropriate access and use of the data.  All LAs have been 
written to by FSA (mid 2006) indicating the provision of the database but 
use of the system has to date been minimal.  This is most likely due to 
the insufficient promotion and resources for the system.  Its further 
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development will provide assistance and help to relevant authorities and 
individuals. 

 
Local Authority Fighting Fund 
 
128) A “Fighting Fund” is provided by the FSA, to assist LAs with investigations 

of food issues including that of food fraud.  Since its inception in 2003, 23 
applications have been made for funds. 19 applications have been 
approved resulting in the allocation of circa £0.5 million.  Funds to pay 
for surveillance, extra staff, legal fees and specialist assistance (public 
analyst fees) have been awarded. 

 
The FFTF recognise the value of this fund and commends the FSA in providing 
this assistance for LAs.  The scheme should be kept under review to: 
  

a) ensure that sufficient funds are available to meet requests 
b) see if any particular area of activity is frequently highlighted and 

which might need to be addressed in some other way. 
 
The Illegal Meat Task Force (IMTF) 
 
129) The Illegal Meat Task Force was set up in 2003 (following meat fraud 

cases and their complexity, cross border nature and potential cost to a 
single LA). It comprises 28 enforcement officers trained by the FSA in 
advanced investigation skills and relevant legislation.  The members are 
contracted to provide up to 2 weeks per year but only act as an advisory 
and support team for LAs.  Up to September 2007, there have been 45 
requests for assistance from the Illegal Meat Task Force, 9 of which have 
resulted in prosecutions. 

 
130) The FFTF is of the opinion that the design and function of the IMTF is no 

longer appropriate.  A review of its scope, membership, roles and 
responsibilities should be carried out and, as appropriate, resources 
allocated by the FSA to take forward this work in all areas of food fraud.  
Recommendations for its development are described in paragraphs 138 – 
141. 

 
Intelligence Sharing 
 
131) Intelligence sharing is another issue addressed by the Hampton Report 

and which has particular relevance as regards the recommendations of 
this Task Force.  A number of enforcement authorities (e.g. local 
authorities, MHS, SVS (Animal Health from 27/3/07) and HMRC) are 
involved in the control of meat, meat products and other foods so that 
there may be confusion and missed opportunities to identify problems.  
Sharing of information may help to prevent this and contribute to tackling 
rogue businesses.  However, due regard must be paid to the legal 
capacity of bodies to share information, the Data Protection Act 1998 and 
the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act 1996 as well as the 
National Intelligence Model. 

 
132) The FFTF also suggests that it is important to raise awareness of food 

fraud issues among food safety and animal welfare officers (e.g. Animal 
Health staff).  This could be achieved through a series of workshops and 
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an awareness campaign for the officers concerned.  The production of a 
series of Case Studies of recent food fraud activities for distribution to 
appropriate enforcement authorities may be beneficial in raising the 
profile of food fraud and highlighting lessons to be learned. 

 
Food Fraud Control Co-operation 
 
133) The identification of food fraud is usually made at a local level but 

controls to eliminate the activity may be required at regional, national (or 
even international) level.  There is a need for co-operation between a 
range of enforcement authorities and perhaps in particular the centralised 
FSA and LAs.  The recently signed Statement of Intent between the FSA 
and the Local Government Association (March 2007) should be helpful in 
allowing a more mutually agreed approach to such problems and this, 
along with the better use by LAs (and other enforcement authorities) of 
the FSA Food Fraud Intelligence Resource should allow more effective 
partnerships to be developed.  

 
134) Co-operation between all relevant authorities is important in keeping food 

safe and preventing the sale of fraudulent products to consumers.  For 
example, the European Crop Protection Authority (ECPA) have recently 
reported that as many as 1 in 20 pesticides sold in the EU could be fake 
and have potential harmful effects on public health if inappropriately used 
on food crops. 

 
Discussion for Recommendations 9 – 11 
 
135) As many food fraud activities are not confined by local authority 

boundaries or even country borders, it is only by having a centralised 
Intelligence Resource that the various activities can be related and cross 
referenced and major food fraud activities controlled. 

 
136) Whilst letters of encouragement to use the system have been sent to all 

LA’s and departments, it appears, to date, to have drawn a poor 
response.  We therefore recommend that the lead food fraud officers (see 
Recommendation 14) of all LA’s and all appointed representatives of 
government departments should be responsible for populating the 
database with information.  If this is not forthcoming then further action 
must be taken by the FSA to promote information returns to be 
completed and posted on the system. 

 
137) To encourage the provision of information, the database needs to allow 

inputting authorities to have appropriate access to the intelligence 
developed. 

 
138) In view of the scope and information to be contained in the database, 

which is more than simply a collection of data, the FFTF recommends that 
the designation of the resource be the Food Fraud Intelligence 
Resource Unit (FFIRU) (Recommendation 9). 

 
139) Currently the FSA has an established Illegal Meat Task Force whose 

function is to advise local authorities when issues of meat fraud occur, 
but the suggestion of the FFTF is that this group is now replaced by a 
Rapid Response Food Fraud Investigation Team (RRFFIT) whose 
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remit should extend to all types of food. (Recommendation 10).  (See 
Figure 2 below explaining the relationships between the FFIRU and the 
RRFFIT). 

 
140) This team should be an ad hoc team formed to meet specific 

requirements.  It should constitute a group of experts who can be called 
upon for assistance when required.  One of the potential team members 
should be an expert on software forensics and the team should include 
someone who has investigative experience.  Other co-opted experts 
might be from the FSA Authenticity Branch, from the Legal Department 
and from other appropriate outside bodies.  In addition appropriate 
persons with experience of dealing with food fraud from the various 
enforcement authorities should be available to assist as and when 
required (in a similar manner to the current Illegal Meat Task Force 
members).  The expertise of the group would be across all types of food 
and not restricted to meat.  It may also be necessary, from an early 
stage of an investigation, to involve the Police and/or Custom and 
Revenue Authorities in order to assist and advise a local authority and 
provide additional intelligence. 

 
141) The team would be able to advise a local authority when their expertise 

might be appropriate and then assist the authority to set up the 
investigation by helping them on the ground and not merely acting as 
advisors.  There should be developed a means of authorising the team 
members to act on behalf of the authority or where necessary a group of 
authorities.  It should be the authority in conjunction with the FSA that 
decide when and how the team becomes involved and the approach 
should in no way diminishes the authority’s responsibility in relation to its 
statutory duties.  

 
142) Many enforcement bodies both in the UK and across Europe have 

experience of intelligence gathering and how to use this to curtail illegal 
activities in their own sphere of operation.  The proposed Food Fraud 
Intelligence Resource Unit should make better use of this intelligence and 
there should be regular meetings between the various authorities to 
share experience and to recognise best practices.  It is not unusual for 
those involved in illegal activity to be doing so across a range of areas 
e.g. food fraud and tax avoidance and sharing of intelligence (where 
legally permitted) may be mutually beneficial to the various authorities 
(Recommendation 11). 
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Figure 2. Food Fraud Identification and Response at FSA 
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TOR 3 Arrangements for encouraging “whistle-blowing” 
 
 
Recommendation made under the above heading: 
 
Recommendation 12 
We recommend that whistle-blowing from members of the public or legitimate 
traders and other sources of intelligence gathering, for food fraud activities is 
encouraged. Such information might, on occasions, be accepted anonymously.  
A national free-phone fraud-line and a dedicated Email address should be 
provided and publicised to allow suspected food fraud to be reported more 
easily. 
 
 
Background 
 
Information sources for Food Fraud Issues 
 
143) The FFTF considered the value of educating the public about food fraud, 

and enlisting their help in identifying and reporting suspicious activities.  
Making complaints to the enforcement authorities allows them to develop 
a better picture of food fraud in their area.  It was recognised that 
publicising the outcome of successful legal proceedings of food fraud 
cases may have a deterrent effect on others contemplating such activities 
-as long as the sanctions are recognised as sufficient to truly deter rather 
than suggest ways of making money. 

 
Food Businesses Role in Food Fraud Detection 
 
144) The majority of food businesses operate in a legitimate manner and are 

as concerned about food fraud and the impact it is likely to have on the 
whole sector as are the enforcement authorities.  If businesses suspect 
fraudulent activity they should pass this information to the FSA or other 
enforcement authorities.  In 2006, the US Food and Drugs Administration 
(Dept of Health and Human Services) launched the ALERT initiative.  This 
is a procedure to raise awareness of food defence and preparedness 
issues (See http://www.cfsan.fda.gov/~dms/alert.html). ALERT identifies 
five key points that all food businesses can use to decrease the risk of 
intentional food contamination (and possibly fraud) within their facilities: 

 
Assure – ensure that all supplies and ingredients from safe and 

reliable sources,  
Look – maintain the security of products and ingredients is 

maintained at all times, 
Employees – check carefully check on all people entering and 

leaving the facility,  
Report – have the evidence to support security of products and; 
 
Threat – have procedures on what and whom to notify when 

something suspicious is discovered. 
 
145) The ALERT system is complementary to the HACCP system but its focus 

is different.  Whilst HACCP is focussed on food safety, ALERT is focussed 
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on food security.  The FFTF suggests the further investigation of this, or a 
similar system, for use in the UK food industry may be helpful in 
identifying food fraud activity. 

 
146) The detection of food fraud, especially in its early stages, is not easy. 

Most of the major food frauds detected to date have only come to light 
because of information from a private individual and not from an 
enforcement activity.  In the light of this the FFTF recommends that 
“whistle-blowing” should be encouraged and the methods of passing 
information should be made as easy as possible including the provision of 
a FSA food fraud telephone line with a free telephone number and an 
Email address that can be used for passing on intelligence - anonymously 
if required.  It was noted that some other Government organisations, e.g. 
the NHS, do already have such a provision for the reporting of suspicious 
or suspected fraudulent activities.  Discussion with such bodies to 
establish best practice would seem a sound approach. 

 
147) The FFTF recognises that information might be supplied maliciously and 

all information must therefore be treated with care.  However, as part of 
the Food Fraud Intelligence Resource Unit, and particularly if supplied 
using the 5x5x5 Information / Intelligence Report form, such information 
can be assessed, rated and cross-referenced with other information to 
help to decide its intelligence value. 

 
148) Under the provisions of the Public Interest Disclosure Act 1998, workers 

may “blow the whistle” about wrongdoings and in certain cases the 
information supplied remains  “protected” and the informant is provided 
with a degree of protection from dismissal by the company for whom 
they work, if they raise their concerns in accordance with the Act’s 
provisions.  The FSA is specifically listed in the Act as one of the 
Prescribed Persons to whom disclosures can be made.  However it seems 
that the provision is rarely if ever used in relation to food fraud activity.  
Details of the FSA policy on Whistle-blowing may be found at: 
http://www.food.gov.uk/foodindustry/regulation/whistleblowing. 

 
149) A further aspect discussed by the FFTF was the involvement of many 

workers in the food sector that do not have English as their mother 
tongue. There is therefore a need to inform all persons working with food 
of their responsibilities as regards food safety, quality and food fraud in a 
language that they understand.  It is suggested that information about 
whistle blowing, reporting bad practices etc. be provided in appropriate 
languages as well as English. 

 
Discussion for Recommendation 12 
 
150) By its very nature food fraud is undertaken by people who are setting out 

to hide the activity and deceive the purchaser, and ultimately the 
consumer.  So it is very difficult, time consuming and expensive to 
detect. Authorities should be using a risk assessment approach to target 
their resources and intelligence gathering, including the input by whistle-
blowers. 

 
151) Enforcement Authorities are not present in food businesses 24/7 so they 

may not be fully aware of activities taking place at a premises.  
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Information from customers and staff may help to provide evidence to 
support targeted, timely and effective enforcement. 

 
152) The FFTF also recognises that compliant companies may be tarnished 

with the activities of food fraudsters within the same or similar sectors, 
so they should be encouraged to provide information on their dishonest 
competitors.  The FFTF noted that this is already considered an important 
source of intelligence on food fraud in some other EU countries.  Self 
regulation through Trade or sector support bodies is an important 
method of discouraging food fraud as other companies within a food 
chain may become aware of fraudulent activity by being offered cheap 
and/or sub-standard foods. 

 
153) The FFTF noted the similar comments to the above as regards meat 

hygiene control in the Review of the Delivery of Official Controls in 
Approved Meat Premises14 that FBOs should be encouraged to take more 
responsibility for compliance with greater levels of earned autonomy and 
more effective sanctions against those guilty of persistent or high risk 
non-compliance. 

 
154) Together with other inputs into the Food Fraud Intelligence Resource, the 

general public and concerned industry individuals can broaden the depth 
of intelligence and make the gathering of information more transparent 
and acceptable.  The more this is promoted the more information will be 
received and lead to more effective food fraud control.  The Food Fraud 
Intelligence Resource will also help to accurately determine the true 
scope of food fraud nationally.  It will also give a clearer picture of any 
potential ‘hot spots’ in particular sectors, with specific companies or 
individuals or parts of the country where immediate targeting of 
enforcement resources would be most effective. (Recommendation 
12). 

 
155) The FFTF considered the possibility of recommending payments to 

informants who pass on reliable information that result in successful 
prosecutions for food fraud activity but at this stage felt that this was not 
likely to contribute in a positive manner to the supply of additional 
information. 

 

                                                 
14 http://www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/fsa070706.pdf 
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TOR 4: The adequacy of the existing legal framework for prosecution 
and the suitability of penalties to act as a deterrent to food fraud. 
 
 
Recommendation made under the above heading: 
 
Recommendation 13 
We recommend that the scope and range of sanctions in relation to food fraud 
is extended and the Macrory Report suggestions concerning Enforceable 
Undertakings, Profit Orders and Publicity Orders are considered for use in food 
fraud cases.  Where appropriate, the powers under the Proceeds of Crime Act 
2002 should be routinely considered following successful food fraud 
prosecutions. 
 
 
Background 
 
The Hampton Report 
 
156) The political climate has changed since the production of the Waste Food 

Task Force Report in 2003.  In particular the Hampton Report examined 
the effectiveness of controls over rogue businesses which undercut 
and/or undermine honest operators and raised the issue of penalties.  
Regulators have been concerned for some time that the financial 
penalties in many cases do not exceed the financial benefit of non-
compliance and do not act as sufficient deterrents to acting illegally. In 
addition, there is the difficulty, in some cases, of confusion of 
responsibility for enforcement functions. 

 
157) The Hampton Report concluded that the existing penalty regime in many 

areas of regulation fails to provide effective deterrence for the following 
reasons: 

 
• the penalties handed down by courts seem not to reflect either the 

severity of the offence nor the economic benefit a business or individual 
has gained from its non-compliance 

• the application of regulators’ penalty powers is sometimes slow and can 
be ineffective in targeting persistent offenders 

• the range of enforcement tools available to many regulators is limited, 
giving rise to the disproportionate use of criminal sanctions 

• the structure of some regulators, especially local authorities, makes 
effective and co-ordinated action against persistent offenders difficult. 
For example, an offender breaking the law in different regions may be 
pursued for similar charges by different local authorities.15 

 
Sanctions for Food Fraud 
 
158) Whilst prevention of food fraud is ideal, past experience suggests that 

this will not be possible in all cases and therefore it is important to have 
better detection systems and appropriate sanctions available to: 

 
a) deter food fraud as far as possible and 

                                                 
15 Regulatory Justice: Making Sanctions Effective.  The Macrory Report  November 2006 
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b) punish/change the attitude of food fraudsters. 
 

159) The FFTF considered the current penalties available for dealing with food 
fraud perpetrators.  It was felt that the penalties for non-compliance, 
which are normally applied, do not act as a sufficient deterrent and in 
some cases may give a fraudulent operator an incentive to continue to 
fail to comply in return for a profit and thus other ways of changing 
offender’s behaviour need to be explored. 

 
160) The FFTF noted the introduction of the Fraud Act 2006 and its penalties 

giving a maximum custodial sentence of 10 years but suggest that this 
new legislation does not significantly change the current legal situation in 
relation to food fraud and is unlikely to make any significant difference to 
the way in which food fraud issues are dealt with. 

 
The Macrory Report  
 
161) The FFTF were mindful of the recent (2006) Macrory Report (Regulatory 

Justice: Making Sanctions Effective).  It is recognised that regulatory 
sanctions are an essential part of enforcement and should be effective as 
a deterrent. 

 
162) The FFTF considered this issue and agreed that additional sanctions 

should be considered in relation to food fraud.  There was general 
support for the Macrory suggestions including the use of Enforceable 
Undertakings, Profit Orders, Corporate Rehabilitation Orders, Publicity 
Orders and the use of the provisions of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002.  
Some of theses sanctions are not yet available but the general 
recommendations of the Macrory Report have been accepted by the 
Government.  The FSA should actively consider recommending the use of 
the range of penalties to penalise and deter food fraud  

 
163) In particular the FFTF suggest that the following sanctions, once adopted 

into the enforcement toolkit/legislation, would be useful and effective 
deterrent / punishments for food fraud offences. 

 
164) Enforceable Undertakings16 are a flexible sanction that enable 

regulators to tailor their enforcement response to individual 
circumstances taking into account industry considerations and resources 
and would seem to be highly appropriate to deal with food fraud. 

 
165) Profit Orders aim to ensure that any financial gain that arose as a result 

of the non-compliance was removed.  This approach separates the 
financial gain from the fine (i.e. the punishment aspect).  This sanction 
may be used alongside the use of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002. 

 
166) Publicity Orders.  It is the view of the FFTF that this proposed sanction 

may be especially useful for food fraud offences.  Macrory states that the 
Publicity Order would allow a court in addition to, or in place of any other 
sentence, to order that a notice (with wording agreed between the 
enforcement authority and the company) be placed in an appropriate 

                                                 
16 Restorative Justice in Business Regulation? The Australian Competition and Consumer 

Commission’s Use of Enforceable Undertakings. Parker C. Modern Law Review 67  No 2 2004 
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publication (including web-site) stating the nature of the offence and the 
steps taken to prevent future occurrence.  Such an approach may be 
more effective as a deterrent and a punishment in that it has an impact 
on the reputation of the company, an asset usually carefully guarded.  

 
167) Current legislative sanctions do not always reflect the seriousness of food 

fraud activities nor reflect the amount of work and effort needed by 
enforcement authorities to gather the necessary evidence to secure 
convictions.  The infrequency of prosecutions means that magistrates 
rarely see cases of food fraud and this may lead to inconsistency in 
judgment or sanctions that do not reflect the gain a business has accrued 
from its illegal activity.  The FFTF suggest that the FSA write to the 
magistrates association to inform them of food fraud issues with 
examples of case studies. The FSA may also offer to address them and 
provide further information so they may keep fine levels under review. 

 
168)  Whilst the courts do not often use the maximum penalties available, the 

FFTF suggests that the levels of fines and other punishments be kept 
under review to reflect inflation and increased costs of enforcement.  The 
suggestion by Macrory for the establishing designated magistrate courts 
and specialist magistrates that have responsibility for a particular area 
e.g. food offences, has some merit but as there are only circa 800 food 
prosecutions per year and only a tiny fraction of these relate to food 
fraud, the FFTF does not see this as a practical or cost effective approach 
in relation to food fraud activities. 

 
Discussion for Recommendation 13 
 
169) The potential profit to be made from food fraud is considerable, thus it is 

important that any sanctions applied following successful prosecution of 
offenders have the desired punishment and future deterrent effect.  Lack 
of use of appropriate sanctions may be in part because the courts do not 
appreciate the significance of food fraud offences or the amount of gain 
that perpetrators may accrue.  The FFTF recommends that there is a 
need to increase alternative sanction for offenders to reflect the amount 
of illegal gain that offenders can achieve.  Unless this approach is 
encouraged then there is no real deterrent to future food fraud activities 
(Recommendation 13). 
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TOR 5: Frequency of inspection of food businesses as part of the 
review of the Statutory Food Law Code of Practice, having particular 
regard to food fraud risk. 
 
TOR 6: Inspection and audit arrangements for MHS and DARD to 
ensure sufficient regard is paid to food fraud risks. 
 
TOR 7: A review of Health Marking and Identification Mark 
requirements. 
 
TOR 8: Inspection and audit arrangements for meat plants particularly 
cold stores, including inspection facilities. 
 
These TORs are considered together as they are all closely interrelated and 
relevant to enforcement authorities. 
 
 
Recommendations made under the above TORs 
 
Recommendation 14 
We recommend that each local authority appoint a Lead Food Fraud Officer to 
act as a champion for food fraud investigation and as a receiver and evaluator 
(using local knowledge and experience) of information before such material is 
submitted to the FSA Food Fraud Intelligence Resource Unit.  Appropriate 
points of contact should also be identified from other enforcement agencies 
e.g. DEFRA, Animal Health and HMRC. 
 
 
Recommendation 15 
We recommend that the current practice of using risk based unannounced 
inspections and audit visits to food and animal by-product establishments, 
farms and cold storage establishments is increased and adopted where 
intelligence suggests that food fraud activity may be taking place. 
 
 
Background 
 
Risk Assessment 
 
170) Another highly relevant issue addressed in the Hampton report, is the 

importance of risk assessment.  The fundamental principle of risk 
assessment is that scarce resources are focussed on high risk businesses. 
Such resources should not be used to inspect or require data from 
legitimate businesses that present a low-risk.  It was noted that practices 
in some of the other EU countries do place greater emphasis on trade 
organisations to self regulate food fraud within a particular sector. 

 
The Food Business 
 
171) The FFTF recognised that much of the activity of the food manufacturing 

sector is influenced by the large retailers (the supermarket chains in 
particular) and that profit margins across the whole food sector, have, in 
real terms, reduced over the years.  This financial pressure may be an 
important factor in persuading some less than honest manufacturers to 
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seek sub-standard supplies of raw material.  The FFTF recognises the 
desirability of food costs being kept as low as possible but also recognises 
that forcing costs below a certain level is not realistic in an environment 
that maintains quality of supply. 

 
172) Over the last few years there has been a greater consumer awareness of 

the importance of quality food to health status.  Indeed, food sector 
activity is slowly, but surely, being driven by consumer demands about 
quality, health effects and environmental impacts of the food that they 
supply.  This was further highlighted at a recent farming conference 
(January 2007) by David Miliband, (then Environment Secretary) that the 
consumer wanted more information on where his/her food came from, 
how it was produced, its nutritional value and its effects on the 
environment during its production.  The FFTF commends this approach by 
consumers and believes that it can help to reduce the incidence of food 
fraud.  However, it is of course vitally important that the information 
given is true and accurate. 

 
173) In some food fraud cases the enforcement officer may have been remiss 

in not identifying the activity at an early stage and thus allowing the 
activity to continue for an extended time before it is finally dealt with.  
However, it is clear that it is the FBO who has the responsibility for 
compliance with all necessary legal requirements.  The enforcement 
officer audits and inspects to verify compliance (the only exception to this 
is for ante and post mortem inspection of meat where an official has 
personal responsibility for the outcome of his/her actions).  Frequency of 
audit will depend on a risk assessment. 

 
174) The FFTF saw no reason to alter any of the suggested audit frequency 

regimes but it is recommended that more emphasis during inspection and 
auditing should be placed on potential food fraud activity. 

 
Waste Food Task Force Report 2003 
 
175) A highly relevant previous document relating to food fraud was the Waste 

Food Task Force (WFTF) Report which was presented to the FSA Board in 
2003.  The WFTF was established in 2001 as part of the FSA’s seven 
point action plan on the diversion of unfit food into the food chain.  Whilst 
action on most of the recommendations has been completed, there are 
some recommendations that are awaiting the results of a pilot exercise 
(see below) and which have some bearing on the activities of the Task 
Force.  The Report suggested that a risk rated inspection scheme is set 
up to enforce EU and domestic Animal By-products Regulations.  Since 
January 2006, the MHS has been using a risk based audit scheme that 
covers the requirements for handling, storage and disposal of animal by-
products in slaughterhouses. 

 
176) With effect from 1 July 2007, the FSA also began a 6 month pilot animal 

by-product traceability/tracking exercise involving the collaboration of 
Animal Health and MHS The aim of the project was to make sure that 
consignments of animal by-products that leave the slaughterhouse arrive 
at the specified/correct Intermediary plant.  The pilot will consist of 12 
such traceability audits.  Once the pilot has been evaluated and any 
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problems resolved, it is expected that there will be 24 traceability audits 
undertaken each year - one in each AH Regional area. 

 
177) Additionally, the WFTF recommended (their number 11) more MHS 

funding to allow extra time for MHS staff in licensed meat premises to 
supervise all aspects of animal by-product handling and this, together 
with the FFTF Recommendation 1 on awareness raising, should assist in 
detecting and dealing with food fraud. 

 
178) Since the production of the WFTF report, there has been the publication 

of The Macrory Report and The Hampton Report, both of which have a 
bearing on future actions and recommendations which are likely to be 
acceptable.  Macrory was anxious to ensure that no longer should rogues 
find it cheaper to ignore regulations and take the penalty than comply.  
The FFTF fully supports this approach and suggests, where appropriate, 
the greater use of the Proceeds of Crime act 2002 in cases of food fraud. 

 
Health / Identification Marking 
 
179) The Food Fraud Task Force considered the current requirements for the 

health marking and identification marking of red meat and poultry meat. 
 
180) Generally, the current arrangements are considered satisfactory. 

However, some concern was expressed at the apparent ease with which 
the Identification Marks in particular, might be forged – anyone with a 
computer system and the desire to act fraudulently, could easily produce 
fake marks.  This places a high degree of responsibility on enforcement 
officers to check on their authenticity and use.  While the introduction of 
more secure marking technology (e.g. holographic marks) does have 
some attraction it would add to the cost of the legitimate businesses 
without necessary deterring the serious fraudster.  Investigation of such 
developments was felt to be outside the scope of the FFTF but may be 
worthy of future exploration. 

 
181) The Health Mark is a stamp applied by an official veterinarian or meat 

inspector only to red meat (and large farmed and wild game carcasses) 
after ante and post mortem inspection to indicate that, at the time of the 
inspection, the meat was fit for human consumption.  The Health mark is 
applied to the surface of carcasses and each primal cut of meat leaving 
the slaughterhouse.  Subsequent poor handing of the meat may change 
its status to unfit. 

 
182) The application of the Identification Mark is the responsibility of the Food 

Business Operator (FBO) and means that the food has been produced / 
manufactured in accordance with the food regulations.  The official’s role 
in this case is to check and verify the FBO’s compliance through a risk 
based audit process  Identification marks are required for labels of foods 
of animal origin in approved establishments (including poultry 
slaughterhouses, all cutting plants and meat processing plants).  As with 
the health mark, the Identification mark must be legible and indelible. It 
must indicate the country of production of the food, give the approval 
number of the premises, and for the UK, include the letters EC. 
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183) One important requirement for identification marks is that they must be 
applied to the food packaging in such a manner that if the packaging 
containing cut meat or offal is opened, the identification mark or 
packaging is destroyed. 

 
184) The FFTF suggests that where food bearing a health or identification 

mark ceases to become fit for human consumption and enters non-food 
areas of processing establishments, it should have its mark or the 
packaging bearing the mark defaced or destroyed in order to prevent any 
re-use of either the food or the containers bearing the mark in the 
human food chain.  This becomes especially important when food to be 
used for pet food is processed within the same curtilage as human food. 

 
CIEH Meat Crime Survey (2005) 
 
185) The FFTF were pleased to receive and consider a copy of the Meat Crimes 

Survey carried out by the Chartered Institute of Environmental Health in 
2005.  This study, in part, reflected on the recommendations of the 
Waste Food Task Force Report 2003 and was undertaken to assess UK 
local authority approaches to meat crime.  Some 183 local authorities, 
representing a 42% response rate, supplied information.  Meat crime was 
defined to include illegal slaughter of animals including the production of 
“smokies” (illegally slaughtered, smoked sheep carcases), and the re-
introduction of food waste and condemned meat into the human food 
chain. 

 
186) One key finding of the survey was that the majority of local authorities 

(86%) only took a reactive approach to meat crimes and 75% of the 
intelligence received was from “tip-offs” from the public – a finding 
supporting the FFTF recommendation for further encouragement of 
whistle-blowers. 

 
187) The survey also investigated what barriers might prevent local authorities 

taking action as regards meat crime.  The four barriers identified were 
insufficient financial and staff resources, insufficient specialist expertise 
within the local authority legal team and concern that the outcomes of 
their investigations were unlikely to act as a future deterrent.  These 
findings support the FFTF recommendations for the provision of a 
specialist FSA support team for local authorities and the application of a 
range of sanctions to deal with offenders. 

 
188) When asked what might encourage them to tackle meat crime, the three 

most popular responses were enhanced training for enforcement officers, 
reimbursement of all reasonable costs (of investigating and dealing with 
the meat crime) from the public purse and enhanced training for legal 
teams. 

 
Inspections and Audit Frequency in Meat Plants 
 
189) It was felt that currently the various enforcement officers who carry out 

inspections and audits do not give food fraud a high enough priority.  The 
main aim of the inspections and audits is to confirm compliance with local 
and /or EU food regulations which focus primarily on food safety and 
hygiene.  Recent cases relating to cold stores have made it clear from the 
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equipment and articles present that a re-packaging operation was taking 
place – a clear contravention of the terms of the license issued to the 
premises and a valid warning sign for the enforcement staff that food 
fraud was likely to be taking place. 

 
190) The FFTF came to the conclusion that the inspection and audit 

arrangements for meat cutting plants, repackaging premises and cold-
stores must be more focused as regards the detection of food fraud. 

 
Discussion for recommendations 14 and 15 
 
191) It is the view of the FFTF that whilst information processing is best 

carried by a centralised body (FSA) where links and cross references can 
be seen more easily, local intelligence also plays an important role.  Such 
an approach should help to eliminate the known malicious and clearly 
wrong intelligence being input to the national database.  The FFTF 
therefore recommends that local authorities designate a Lead Food Fraud 
Officer to act as the local information collector and evaluator of food 
fraud information.  In addition, an appropriate contact point in the other 
food enforcement agencies should be identified.  FSA will provide 
guidance for the proposed lead food fraud officers on the necessary 
issues (Recommendation 14). 

 
192) The FFTF also discussed the issue of prior notification to FBOs of 

inspection/audit activities.  Whilst it is recognised that prior notification 
ensures the presence of appropriate staff and the availability of all 
necessary records, it is recommended that additional unannounced visits 
to food manufacturing / processing establishments be made (N.B Not all 
such visits need to be unannounced but a greater proportion should fall 
within the unannounced category and especially to those establishments 
that risk assessment and/or intelligence, has highlighted may be engaged 
in suspect operations). 

 
193) The FFTF noted that many inspection and audit visits are already 

unannounced, but a greater emphasis should be placed on ‘on the spot’ 
inspections.  Whilst enforcement officers have a right of entry to many 
premises, some companies are reluctant to admit LA staff unannounced, 
perhaps because an appropriate person is not available to accompany 
them around the premises.  This should never be acceptable as a 
delaying tactic.  We suggest that it would be helpful if all large and 
complex premises make available a map/floor layout of the whole 
premises so an inspector can clearly see all areas on site (we recognise 
that this is frequently available for previously approved premises).  We 
suggest that if an enforcement officer experiences undue delay in gaining 
access to a premises, it should be reported to the FSA for inclusion on its 
intelligence management system (Recommendation 15). 
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TOR 9: Current staining requirements for Animal by- products. 
 
 
Recommendation made under TOR 9 
 
Recommendation 16 
We recommend that the current UK requirements for staining of Category 1 
and 2 animal by-products remain unchanged and that no requirement for 
Category 3 material to be stained should be introduced. 
 
 
Background 
 
Animal by-products – Staining provisions 
 
194) Two high profile food fraud cases have involved unfit poultry meat re-

entering the human food chain (Operation Aberdeen and Operation Fox).  
It was in the light of these that in 2003 the WFTF made 
recommendations to improve the methods of controlling and staining of 
unfit poultry meat.  The EU Animal By-products Regulations 
(1774/2002/EC) categorises animal by-products into three categories: 
Category 1 (for example carcases and body parts which are suspected or 
confirmed to be infected with transmissible spongiform encephalopathy 
or specified risk materials etc.); Category 2 (for example, carcasses that 
fail ante or post mortem inspection or show any sign of disease 
communicable to humans or animals etc.); Category 3 (for example, 
materials that have been satisfactorily inspected but are not to be used 
for human consumption).  The Animal By-products Regulations 2005 
provide for the administration and enforcement of the EU legislation in 
England.  Similar legislation is in place in Scotland, Wales and Northern 
Ireland.  This is backed up by the Animal By-products (Identification) 
Regulations 1995 that lay down the rules for: staining of most Category 2 
and some Category 1 (non-SRM) ABPs in approved premises; the storage 
and labelling during storage of ABPs in approved premises; and 
restricting the movement of ABPs that require staining. 

 
195) Where staining is required, Category 1 material must be stained without 

delay with Patent Blue V (E131) used at the specified dilution.  Category 
2 materials must be stained with Black PN (E151) or Brilliant Black BN 
and large pieces of meat and carcasses must be slashed with multiple 
incisions before staining.  There is no requirement to stain Category 3 
material. 

 
196) The FFTF carefully examined the current provisions for staining and of 

identifying animal by-products and methods of keeping them separate 
from food for human consumption, to review their effectiveness in 
preventing food fraud.  In addition the exemptions from staining were 
examined (i.e. blood, keratin based materials, entire bodies of dead 
animals except poultry carcasses and materials removed for laboratory 
examination).  To consider whether any amendment was required to 
current requirements, the FFTF heard evidence from the Meat Hygiene 
Service, DEFRA, Animal Health (formerly the SVS), local authority 
representatives and from the industry.  It was the general view of the 
Task Force that the current arrangements were satisfactory and at this 
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stage no additional recommendations to extend the staining requirement 
were necessary and any such recommendations would be unlikely to 
provide any significant reduction in food fraud.  However, the Task Force 
recognised the importance of ensuring the enforcement of the current 
requirements.  It was noted that trials are underway on the possible use 
of a marker (such as Glycerol-triheptanoate – GTH) for category 1 and 2 
materials that would still be detectable after processing.  This is aimed at 
animal health to detect whether stained material is being rendered for 
use in animal feed.  The rendering process removes the dye but the GTH, 
added during the rendering process remains as a detectable marker.  
This would provide an additional confirmation of the source of materials. 

 
197) The only area that the FFTF considered might benefit from some minor 

change was the practice of using a fourth copy of the movement 
document for animal by-products being transported from source to 
processing plant).  Currently 3 copies are normally provided (one for the 
consignor, one for the hauler and one for the consignee).  There might be 
some value in having a fourth copy that could be returned by the 
consignee to the consignor to “close the loop”.  The Industry Guide on 
Edible Co-products and Animal By-products already recommends, as best 
practice, that a fourth copy of the Commercial Document is produced and 
a copy returned to the consignor, to 'close the loop' (Chapter 5, pages 14 
and 15 (ABP Documentation Requirements, refers).  The Annex to 
Chapter 5 of this guide provides a model Commercial Document.  
Perhaps making this a legal/formal requirement would be advantageous 
in helping to confirm the traceability of a consignment.  It was noted that 
some of the larger processors had already adopted this system. 

 
198) Following discussion and debate with enforcement officers and 

representatives of the pet food industry, it was concluded by the FFTF 
members that, as long as they were properly applied and enforced, the 
current legal requirements arrangements for staining of Category 1 and 2 
materials were satisfactory.  It was also noted that the staining of 
Category 2 material was not an EU but a UK requirement.  It is therefore 
possible to import unstained Category 2 material into the UK but there 
was no evidence that this had created any problems as regards food 
fraud.  In addition, it was considered that this material was unlikely to 
enter the human food chain. 

 
199) As long as the numerous UK legislative controls already in place to 

prevent animal by-products entering the food chain are adhered to and 
enforced, there is no justification for staining Category 3 animal by-
products.  Such a requirement it was felt, would be wholly 
disproportionate to the very low risk of food fraud posed by Category 3 
by-products.  The extra cost and revenue losses from staining Category 3 
ABPs would be very high to the FBO with significant costs on pet food 
manufacturers who may then be forced to import unstained Category 3 
material for manufacturing purposes.  UK legal requirements already go 
beyond the EU legislation which requires staining of only Category 1 
animal by-products.  As no other Member State would follow this 
requirement, the UK industry would be put at a serious competitive 
disadvantage. 
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200) The Hampton Report clearly states the case for a risk based approach 
and for less regulation. This is quite appropriate for dealing with Category 
3 material (Recommendation 16). 
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Annex 1 
 
Food Fraud Task Force – Membership 
 
 
Chairman 
 
Philip J Barlow,  Food Safety Consultant and Senior Academic at Sheffield 
Hallam University, recently Director of Food Science Programme, National 
University of Singapore.  
 
Dr Barlow is now an independent Consultant in the area of food safety and 
nutrition. He is a qualified Environmental Health Officer having obtained a 
degree in Environmental Health from the University of Aston and awarded the 
Diploma of the Public Health Inspectors Education Board. He also has a MSc. 
and a PhD. from the Procter Food Science Dept at the University of Leeds.  
Previously Dr Barlow worked as an Environmental Health Officer in local 
government but has spent the majority of his career in food and public health 
education, ranging from University lecturer to Dean of Applied Science in the 
UK and most recently at the national University of Singapore. He has lectured 
on various aspects of food science and technology including food legislation 
and has also published a number of papers on a range of food and nutrition 
topics.  He has also spent some time working in the private sector in the 
pharmaceutical industry as an R & D manager.  He has wide experience as a 
lecturer, a research scientist in both the University sector and in industry and 
as a senior manger. He also has experience in Chairing committees and 
participating as a member of a number of food related committees, most 
recently for the Singapore Government.  He currently also holds a senior 
academic appointment in the Centre for Food at Sheffield Hallam University. 
 
 
Membership 
 
Jeffrey Moon, Chief Specialist Environmental Health Officer, Food Safety 
Authority of Ireland. 
 
Mr. Moon is the Chief Specialist: Environmental Health within the Consumer 
Protection Division of the Food safety Authority of Ireland.  He heads an 
environmental health unit with primary responsibility for the management of 
food safety alerts, product recall notifications and the investigation of food 
incidents. His unit is also involved in the development of guidance on the 
interpretation and implementation of general food safety legislation and has 
produced a series of Guidance Notes and Codes of Practice in this area. Mr. 
Moon is Chairman of the Enforcement Consistency Working Group and actively 
works with the environmental health officers of the Health Service Executive in 
the coordination of general food law.  Mr. Moon is qualified with a degree in 
Environmental Health and also holds a Diploma in Emergency Planning and 
has undertaken post graduate training in Health Education and Management.  
Previously, Mr. Moon worked for the FSA (Scotland) as Head of Local Authority 
Liaison and has a background as n Environmental Health Officer in local 
government working in Scotland, England and Australia. 
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Jenny Morris, Food Policy Officer Chartered Institute of Environmental Health 
Officers. 
 
Jenny holds a BSc (Hons.) in Environmental Health and she is a Chartered 
Environmental Health Practitioner.  In addition she holds an MSc in Food 
Safety and Hygiene Management.  More recently she has achieved an MBA in 
Public Service Management giving her a deep understanding of the breadth of 
public services.  Her dissertation for the MBA explored current and developing 
approaches to engendering behavioural change which has developed her 
appreciation of the need, when devising policy and strategy, to understand the 
implications of decisions on the wide range of stakeholders involved.  Prior to 
her current employment, Jenny has worked for 3 different local authorities as 
an Environmental Health Practitioner particularly specialising in food safety 
and health and safety.  She also has experience of working in the industrial 
and research sector having spent time with ICI and the Wellcome Foundation. 
 
Jenny has experience of working at European level (she is secretary to the 
European Food Law Enforcement Practitioners Forum (FLEP), Chair of the FLEP 
working party on qualifications and competences for European Food 
Inspectors), and at National level (Member of the Advisory Committee on the 
Microbiological Safety of Food, Environmental Health professional body 
representative for a number of Food Standards Agency working groups, for a 
number of DEFRA working groups and Dept of Health working groups).  In 
addition she works across the UK to promote Food Safety by involvement in 
recommending CIEH policy positions on food safety, providing responses to 
national food safety consultations and working with training providers and 
relevant Sector Skills Councils to facilitate appropriate training in food safety 
for the industry. 
 
 
David Pickering, Lead Food Officer, Trading Standards Institute. 
 
David Pickering gained a law degree in 1983 and qualified as a Trading 
Standards Officer in 1989 after completing the Diploma in Trading Standards. 
He carried out the whole range of Trading Standards work, taking a role 
specialising in dealing with Home Authority companies (ones based in 
Buckinghamshire with products being sold nationwide and European wide) in 
1992. 
 
His work involved enforcing food law and this interest became greater about 
six years ago when he took on the role as a joint Lead Officer for food and 
nutrition for the Trading Standards Institute. The Institute represents the 
interests of the profession at national level. In the past four years he has 
managed the food and animal health teams in Buckinghamshire. The team has 
responsibility for delivering the food and Defra plans and dealing with food 
standards and animal health and welfare matters in the authority. 
 
David obtained an LLM in European Law six years ago and he continues to 
take a particular interest in developments at European level.  He was a council 
member representing LACORS on the JHCI until March 2007.  He has also 
been a joint editor of Sweet and Maxwell’s Practical Food Law Manual and 
delivers training on food law to other authorities and officers throughout the 
country. 
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Philip Thomas, Lead Officer for Trading Standards (in place of David 
Pickering at some meetings). 
 
Philip Thomas began his career with Wiltshire County Council, Trading 
Standards Service in 1985 as a trainee Trading Standards Officer. He qualified 
as a Trading Standards Officer 1990 and then was appointed as Senior Trading 
Standards Officer in 1994.  In this position he ran the department’s Food 
Team dealing with Food Standards and Labelling.  From 1999 Philip took on 
the Food Lead Officer role working alongside David Pickering. 
 
In 2001 Philip joined Swindon Borough Council as a Trading Standards Team 
Leader and in September 2005 he was appointed as the Trading Standards 
Manager for Swindon Borough Council.  Currently he is the contributor for the 
Trading Standards Institute National Information Service, Food Volumes. 
 
 
Beryl Morgan, Principal Environmental Health Officer (LACORS). 
 
Beryl Morgan is a Principal Environmental Health Practitioner who also holds a 
LLB (Hons) degree from Kings College, University of London.  In addition, 
Beryl holds  the diploma of the Institute of Occupational Safety and Health 
(IOSH) She trained as an EHO with the City of Westminster, qualifying in 1974 
and worked there subsequently for a further five years.   She is currently 
employed by the London Borough of Southwark. Although Beryl has had 
experience in working in all areas of environmental health she has 
predominantly specialised in food work, in Westminster, Merton and 
Southwark.  Beryl has considerable experience in dealing with home authority 
issues, including duties as the home authority contact for a large national 
supermarket chain.  In addition she has extensive practical experience in 
enforcing both food hygiene and food standards legislation and has been 
involved in dealing with illegal meat issues for over 10 years.  She has also 
undertaken prosecutions for food hygiene contraventions and closure of food 
premises where there was imminent risk to health, and has practical 
experience in seizing illegal meat and undertaking prosecutions for sale of 
unfit and/or illegal meat.  Also she has experience of dealing with illegal 
imports of foods of animal origin.  Currently Beryl is the Greater London 
representative on the LACORS Food Hygiene Focus Group and a member of 
the Food Standards Agency steering group for low cost training of EHO’s.  Also 
she is the co-ordinator of the South East London Sector Food Liaison Group 
and the LACORS representative on the FHTF. 
 
 
Kevin Swoffer, British Retail Consortium (June 2006 to March 2007) / 
Independent Consultant (March 2007  to September 2007). 
 
Kevin Swoffer holds a degree in Food Science.  After graduation, he worked 
for Nestle as a Food Technologist. During his five years with Nestle, he co-
ordinated the Quality Assurance activity with ten UK factories, and moved onto 
the International Procurement Department working closely with European 
suppliers of raw materials and finished product to Nestle, improving and 
enhancing their quality management and product safety standards. 
 
In 1983 Kevin joined Safeway Stores plc as a Food Technologist and over the 
nineteen years with the company held a number of senior positions such as 
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Quality Assurance Controller, Head of Quality Standards, Systems and 
Procedures Controller.  The last position held with Safeway was as the 
Company Due Diligence Manager.  During this time he represented the 
company on a number of Industry bodies such as the British Retail 
Consortium, Campden and Chorleywood Food Research Association and 
Leatherhead Food Research Association; over a period of some twelve years 
held the chair of the Campden and Chorleywood Food RA Quality Management 
Panel. 
 
Kevin also held the position of the chairman of the British Retail Consortium 
Technical Committee and over a period of seven years had considerable input 
into the development of the BRC Food Technical Standard and similar 
initiatives such as the BRC/IOP Packaging Technical Standard.  In June 2002 
he was appointed as Head of Technical Services at the British Retail 
Consortium (BRC), where he acted as a technical advisor to the Food Policy 
Group and co-ordinated and managed activities relating to the series of BRC 
Technical Standards. 
 
Kevin left the BRC in December 2006, and now works as an independent 
consultant to the food industry, however, he continued his involvement with 
the Food Fraud Task Force in this new role.  
 
 
Barbara Gallani, British Retail Consortium (from March 2007 to September 
2007). 
 
Barbara Gallani is the Food Policy Executive at the British Retail Consortium 
and is responsible for a number of food dossiers including food safety and 
emerging risks, GM issues, organic farming and consumer interests. Barbara 
graduated from the University of Pavia, Italy with a degree in physics and 
worked for the UK nuclear industry in radiation protection and dosimetry. She 
then worked for the FSA on nuclear discharges to the food chain, organic 
chemical contaminants and lead the FSA integrated Pollution Prevention and 
Control Team on modelling discharges of chemicals in the environment. After 
a secondment to the EU working on legislation on dioxins and dioxin-like PCBs 
in food, she returned to the FSA to work as part of the FSA Board secretariat. 
Her final position before joining the BRC was as Food Policy Advisor at the 
European Consumers Organisation (BEUC) in Brussels.  
 
 
Peter Bradnock, Chief Executive Officer, British Poultry Council. 
 
Peter Bradnock holds a degree in Economics and Political Science from Victoria 
University. In 1991 he joined the British Poultry Council, whose remit covers 
the whole poultry meat chain from primary breeding and farming through to 
processing.  He has been its Chief Executive since 1993 and from 1994 has 
been one of two UK Council members on the Board of AVEC, the EU poultry 
meat representative body.  Peter has been closely involved for many years in 
the policies and legislation governing all aspects of EU poultry slaughter and 
processing and in its implement and enforcement in the UK.  He chaired the 
industry Committee which produced the Code of Practice in the production, 
handling and processing of animal by-products, and contributed to the 
meetings of the Waste Food Task Force that lead to that Code. Recently he 
has been part of the Government/industry team dealing with avian influenza 



    62 

at the policy and contingency planning levels and in the management and 
control of outbreaks.  He was a member of the Joint Industry/Government 
Working Group which reported last year on cost and responsibility sharing in 
the control and management of exotic diseases. 
 
Prior to him joining the BPC he worked in international agricultural trade 
policy, with postings in Brussels and Rome. 
 
 
Richard Griffiths, Senior Executive Officer, British Poultry Council attended 
some meetings in place of Peter Bradnock. 
 
Richard Griffiths joined the British Poultry Council in 2005, and is responsible 
for processing related issues, including food hygiene, microbiological criteria, 
and animal by-products.  He has over a decade of experience in trade 
association work, representing industry, political, legislative and regulatory 
levels.  Following a degree in mining engineering from Imperial College and a 
period of time in the UK’s coal mines, he spent eight years with the quarrying 
industry trade association. 
 
 
Kerina Cheesman, Manager, Membership Services, Food and Drink 
Federation. 
 
Kerina Cheesman is a Manager in the Food and Drink Federation which 
represents the UK food and drink manufacturing industry. She is responsible 
for managing FDF’s Meat Group which represents the specific interests of 
manufacturers of meat preparations and products of all species of meat.  This 
group focuses on technical, legislative and regulatory matters of importance to 
the sector, whilst also encompassing supply issues both in terms of availability 
of supplies and the integrity of the supply chain.  Mrs Cheesman, consequently 
has particular knowledge of hygiene and labelling policy and requirements in 
the sector such as identification marking and traceability, including against the 
backdrop of animal disease outbreaks.  Mrs Cheesman also manages FDF’s 
Frozen Food Group and Sub-Committees as well as having broader 
responsibility for other sectors including organic food products.  Prior to her 
current appointment, Mrs. Cheesman worked for the UK Association of Frozen 
Food Producers and the Ice Cream Federation where she had responsibility for 
regulatory, supply and trade issues affecting frozen meat, seafood, 
vegetables, meat and ice cream. 
 
 
Rob Phillips, Food Fraud Co-ordinator, Welsh Food Fraud Co-ordination Unit. 
 
Robert Phillips graduated with a BSc (Hons) degree in Environmental Health 
from the University of Wales Institute Cardiff in 1990. Following this he was 
employed as an Environmental Health Officer with Carmarthenshire and 
Pembrokeshire Unitary Authorities.  His first involvement with food fraud 
investigation occurred whilst employed as Acting Commercial Services 
Manager in Carmarthenshire County Council.  Following a “tip off”, the 
existence of an unlicensed slaughterhouse involved in the production of 
“Smokies” was subsequently raided.  As a result of this episode and others in 
the West Wales area, the FSA (Wales) set up a secondment opportunity and 
Robert was appointed to investigate this illegal slaughter operation on a full 
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time basis.  The secondment lasted for a period of two years and brought to 
court eight cases, which included a large conspiracy to defraud case headed by 
Dyfed Powys Police.  During this period Robert was invited to sit on the FSA’s, 
Waste Food Task Force which had been given the remit of scrutinising the 
regulatory regime that governed the prevention of food frauds involving 
recycled animal by-products and illegally slaughtered meat being diverted into 
the human food chain. 
 
Following the completion of the secondment in March 2003, he took the post 
of Senior Environmental Health Officer in Pembrokeshire County Council with 
responsibility for the Food Safety function in the authority.  As a result of the 
experiences of local authorities and other Agencies during the Welsh illegal 
slaughter investigations, a bid was put forward by the Authorities and FSA 
(Wales) to the National Assembly Government for funding for a unit to assist 
in the detection and prevention of food fraud.  The bid proved successful and 
from August 2004 Robert took up the post of Welsh Food Fraud Co-ordinator 
and he currently continues in this role. 
 
 
Julie Lennard, Principal Researcher, Which? 
 
Which? (formerly known as the Consumers’ Association) has over 650,000 
members, making it the largest consumer organisation in Europe.  Which? is 
independent of government and industry and is funded from the sale of its 
magazines and other publications.  Which? is also a key member of 
international consumer organizations, such as the European Consumers’ 
Association (BEUC), Consumers International and the trans-Atlantic Consumer 
Dialogue.  
 
Julie Lennard is a Principal Researcher at Which?, where she has worked for 
the past 11 years. Ms Lennard specialises in researching food issues and 
developing consumer-focused food policy, which helps form the basis of 
Which? campaigning work on food issues in the UK and Europe.  Ms Lennard 
has also carried out research into many areas relating to food fraud, including 
the re-dating of chicken in processing plants and large scale meat frauds. 
 
 
Jill Nute, Self employed partner in a mixed veterinary practice. 
 
Jill Nute is a qualified veterinary surgeon holding a degree from the University 
of Liverpool.  She also qualified as an Official Veterinary Surgeon in 1985.  She 
has experience of working as an OVS within the Meat Hygiene Service, the 
Food Industry and for DEFRA.  She is a Fellow of the Royal Society of Medicine 
and a former external examiner in veterinary subjects at the University of 
Bristol.  Mrs. Nute has wide experience in audit visits to meat plants and acts 
as advisor on hygiene and animal welfare to a number of organisations.  She 
has much experience of running training courses in a wide range of topics 
related to meat and meat products.  She is a Council Member of the Royal 
College of Veterinary Surgeons and a past Chair of the Veterinary Public 
Health Board. 
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Mike Seton, Veterinary Officer, City of London Corporation. 
 
Mr. Seton has been a qualified veterinarian from the Royal Veterinarian 
College since 1975.  Immediately after qualifying he spent 12 years working in 
the Middle East and Africa in the Dairy and Beef sectors including a 3 year 
Overseas Development Agency contract in Swaziland where he was a 
Divisional Veterinary Officer.  Currently he is the Veterinary Officer for the City 
of London Corporation, a post he has held since 1993.  Previous experience 
has included Team Leader for the City’s team of official veterinarians at 
Smithfield market.  Responsibilities included contractor for the Meat Hygiene 
Service, Port Health inspection and regulatory duties at Tilbury and 
Thamesport, two of the UK’s major Border Inspection Ports.  Mr. Seton has 
also served as a Director of an Ice Cream production company and worked for 
the Meat Hygiene Service as a Principle Official Veterinary Surgeon in the SE 
region of England. 
 
 
Dave Slater, Criminal Investigations Specialist (only able to attend two 
meetings and resigned from the Task Force in March 2007). 
 
 
Victor Hazelton (June 2006 to January 2007 – Unable to attend further FFTF 
meetings for personal reasons), Group Technical Manager, Dunbia Meats 
Group. 
 
Mr. Hazelton is the Group Technical Manager for Dunbia Meats Group and has 
worked for the Company (previously called Dungannon Meats Group) since 
1984.  He has responsibilities within the Company for quality and technical 
matters. The Company has interests in a number of slaughtering, boning and 
retail pack operations throughout the UK and Ireland.  Mr. Hazelton is a 
member of the Northern Ireland Meat Exporters Association and also holds a 
Diploma in Food Packaging Technology form the Institute of Packaging.  He 
has a special interest in the area of food traceability. 
 
 
Paul Grooby, (February 2007 to September 2007) Dunbia Meats (in place of 
Victor Hazelton). 
 
Paul Grooby first worked in Banking in his local area of Blackburn and then in 
South Africa and holds qualifications in business and banking. He worked for a 
finance house for a period and then ran his own business for some years. 
 
In 2000 he joined the Dunbia Group and has been with them for the last seven 
years and currently is Technical Manager at the Sawley site.  Recently he has 
become involved with more national and EU issues  His role encompasses the 
‘policing’ and running of the plant to meet EU and UK legislation and utilising 
best practice and he is currently working on a number of projects including – 
‘on-line clipping and its atmospheric implications in red meat plants’.  His 
position includes constant liaison with major retailers and the company has 
gained accreditations with all major supermarkets.  Paul also has interests in 
environmental matters and he has been involved in the building of a ‘reed bed’ 
project to dispose of waste water through a filtered 14 pond operation and his 
company are now considered the most environmentally friendly site of its kind 
in England.  Paul is also involved in the setting up of some management 
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training in Polish to facilitate better communication between English and 
Eastern European speakers which he suggests can only benefit product quality 
and compliance and better working conditions and relationships. 
 
 
Graham Walker, Royal Environmental Health Institute of Scotland. 
 
Mr. Walker is Director of Training for the Royal Environmental Health Institute 
of Scotland, the body responsible for the training and professional 
development of EHO s in Scotland. His role is to ensure that training centres 
offering REHIS courses meet the standards set by the Institute and that 
presenters are kept up to date with current technical and training 
requirements. He has previously worked as an Environmental Health Officer 
with the City of Edinburgh Council, achieving the position of Divisional Officer 
for Food, Health and Safety where he developed an acknowledged expertise in 
a wide range of areas including port health, communicable disease control, 
food safety and occupational health and safety.  Even before joining the 
REHIS, Mr. Walker had contributed to its aims and objectives by serving as 
Advisor on Port Health and Food Safety and was Chairman of the Working 
Party on Food Hygiene Training and Education. 
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Annex 2 
 
Other people contributing to the work of the Task Force 
on one or more occasions 
 
 
 
 
Adrian Dally Financial Ombudsman Service (ex FSA) 
Peter Grimley DEFRA, Import Policy 
Teresa Mills DEFRA, Imports and Border Controls 
Steve Wyllie DEFRA, BSE and Animal By-Products Division 
Jenny Heald HMRC Prohibitions and Restrictions Policy Group 
Alan Richards Public Analyst, Durham County Council 
Harvey Pickup Animal Health (formerly State Veterinary Service) 
Lewis Grant Meat Hygiene Service 
Monika Prenner Pet Food Manufacturers’ Association 
Michael Bellingham Pet Food Manufacturers’ Association 
John Turner Pet Food Manufacturers’ Association 
David Keeble Faccenda Group Ltd. 
Paul Foxcroft PDM Ltd. 
Jeff French National Social Marketing Centre 
Nicola Brown Office of Fair Trading 
Dr Freija van Duijne Consumer Product Safety Authority, Netherlands 
Cris de Bouter Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality,, 

Netherlands 
Lord Peter Melchett Policy Director, Soil Association UK 
Keith Ball Soil Association UK 
Les Bailey LACORS 
Ron Sherwood Principal Environmental Practitioner, Wigan 

Council and member of the FSA,s Illegal Meat 
Task Force. 

 
 
 
FSA Staff contributing at one or more FFTF Meetings 
 
David Statham FSA Director of Enforcement 
Julie Monk FSA Head of Enforcement Division 
Sarah Appleby FSA Head of Imported Food Division 
Michael Jackson FSA Audit Unit, Northern Ireland 
Joanna Fullick FSA Meat Hygiene and Veterinary Division 
Rosalind Glover FSA Meat Hygiene and Veterinary Division 
Milorad Radakovic FSA Meat Hygiene and Veterinary Division 
Shaheen Zar FSA Enforcement Division 
Ruth Hodgson FSA Authenticity Branch 
Charissa Poynton FSA Authenticity Branch 
Mark Woolfe FSA Authenticity Branch 
Stuart Grice FSA Enforcement Branch 
Barry Proudfoot FSA Legal Division 
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Secretariat 
 
John Furzer FSA Enforcement Division 
Julian Ciepluch FSA Enforcement Division 
Malgorzata Patyjewicz FSA Enforcement Division 
Geraldine Newcomen FSA Enforcement Division 
 
 
Other relevant persons consulted and contributing information 
 
Monsieur Jean-Phillipe Dop, Assistant to the Deputy Director for Food  

Safety, French Ministry of Agriculture, 
Directorate for Food Safety  

 
Madame Collinet  Director, Chief Inspector for Public Health, 

Food Directorate General, French National 
Brigade for Veterinary and Phyto-sanitary 
Investigations 

 
Docteur Jean Pol Peter Inspector and Chief of Veterinary Public 

Health, France 
 
Monsieur Claude Bertrand Head of the Division for Products of Animal 

Origin, French Consumer Protection Agency 
 
Dott Giovanni Lo Piparo Head of the Central Inspection for Food 

Quality, Italian Ministry of Agriculture 
 
Dott Paolo Tolomei, }  
Dott Giuseppe Fugaro, } 
Dott Barbara Catizzone } Italian Ministry of Agriculture 
Dott Corrado Lamoglie } 
 
Dott Silvio Borrello Director General, Directorate General for 

Food Safety and Nutrition, Italian Ministry of 
Health 

 
DCI Peter Ship Intelligence Specialist (ex Metropolitan 

Police). Now Intelligence specialist with 
MEMEX Technology Ltd 

 
Alf McCarthy Strategic Account Director, MEMEX 

Technology Ltd 
 
Frank Yabsley Trading Standards Officer, Buckinghamshire 
  CC 
 
Dr Elisabeth Sperber Head of Unit, European Anti-Fraud Office 

(OLAF) Brussels 
 
Marc Wils Investigator, European Anti-Fraud Office, 

Brussels 
 


