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Foreword

Audits of local authorities’ food law enforcement services are part of the Food
Standards Agency’s arrangements to improve consumer protection and
confidence in relation to food. These arrangements recognise that the
enforcement of UK food law relating to food safety, hygiene, composition,
labelling, imported food and feeding stuffs is largely the responsibility of local
authorities. These local Authority regulatory functions are principally delivered
through Environmental Health and Trading Standards Services.

The attached audit report examines the Authority’s Food Law Enforcement
Service. The assessment includes the local arrangements in place for
database management, inspections of food businesses and internal
monitoring. It should be acknowledged that there will be considerable diversity
in the way and manner in which local authorities may provide their food
enforcement services reflecting local needs and priorities.

Agency audits assess local authorities’ conformance against the Food Law
Enforcement Standard “The Standard”, which was published by the Agency
as part of the Framework Agreement on Local Authority Food Law

Enforcement and is available on the Agency’s website at:
www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/auditandmonitoring.

The main aim of the audit scheme is to maintain and improve consumer
protection and confidence by ensuring that local authorities are providing an
effective food law enforcement service. The scheme also provides the
opportunity to identify and disseminate good practice and provide information
to inform Agency policy on food safety, standards and feeding stuffs.

The report contains some statistical data, for example on the number of food
premises inspections carried out annually. The Agency’'s website contains

enforcement activity data for all UK local authorities and can be found at:
www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/auditandmonitoring. .

For assistance, a glossary of technical terms used within this audit report can
be found at Annex C.


http://www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/auditandmonitoring
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

Introduction

This report records the results of an audit at Cotswold District Council
with regard to food hygiene enforcement, under relevant headings of
the Food Standards Agency Food Law Enforcement Standard. The
audit focused on the Authority’s arrangements for the management of
the food premises database, food premises inspections, and internal
monitoring. The report has been made available on the Agency’s
website at: www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/auditandmonitoring/auditreports.
Hard copies are available from the Food Standards Agency’s Local
Authority Audit & Liaison Division at Aviation House, 125 Kingsway,
London WC2B 6NH, Tel: 020 7276 8428.

Reason for the Audit

The power to set standards, monitor and audit local authority food law
enforcement services was conferred on the Food Standards Agency
by the Food Standards Act 1999 and Regulation 7 of the Official Feed
and Food Controls (England) Regulations 2007. This audit of
Cotswold District Council was undertaken under section 12(4) of the
Act as part of the Food Standards Agency’s annual audit programme.

The Authority was included in the Food Standards Agency’s
programme of audits of local authority food law enforcement services,
because it had not been audited in the past by the Agency and was
representative of a geographical mix of 11 District Councils selected
across England.

Scope of the Audit

The audit examined Cotswold District Council’s arrangements for food
premises database management, food premises inspections, and
internal monitoring with regard to food hygiene law enforcement. This
included a reality check at a food business to assess the
effectiveness of official controls implemented by the Authority at the
food business premises and, more specifically, the checks carried out
by the Authority’s officers, to verify food business operator (FBO)
compliance with legislative requirements. The scope of the audit also
included an assessment of the Authority’s overall organisation and
management, and the internal monitoring of other food hygiene law
enforcement activities.

Assurance was sought that key Authority food hygiene law
enforcement systems and arrangements were effective in supporting
business compliance, and that local enforcement was managed and
delivered effectively. The on-site element of the audit took place at the
Authority’s office at Trinity Road, Cirencester, Gloucestershire on 9 —
10 June 2009.



1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

Background

Cotswold District Council is situated in the South West Region of
England, covering approximately 450 square miles. The population is
approximately 83,000 people living and working in a number of small
scenic villages and towns including Cirencester, the location of the
Council offices. The District has a mixed economy, including tourism
based upon the areas historical and cultural links.

The maijority of food businesses in the District are in the small to
medium retail and catering sector, with a large and increasing number
of farmers markets and farmers shops. The District had a relatively
high number of food manufacturers requiring specific approval under
current food hygiene legislation, and also hosts an annual Royal
International Air Tattoo, leading to a large influx of tourists and
associated temporary catering operations.

Food hygiene law enforcement was the responsibility of the Food and
Safety Service, which became part of the Authority’s Public Protection
Team in 2006, itself part of the Council’s Environmental Services
Group. The Service was also responsible for occupational health and
safety at work, prevention and control of infectious diseases and the
prevention and control of odour nuisances from commercial catering
premises.

The Food and Safety Team was not responsible for food standards
and feeding stuffs law enforcement, which was carried out by
Gloucestershire County Council Trading Standards Service.

The total number of food establishments registered with the Council in
April 2008 was 1,238, including 15 approved establishments, and 73
higher risk premises, 13 of which involved businesses in the highest
risk category, “A”.



Executive Summary

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

The Service had developed a comprehensive “Intervention Plan for
Food Law Enforcement 2008/2009”, which detailed the local aims and
objectives and outlined a detailed intervention strategy based on the
Food Law Code of Practice. It also provided Members with details of
the demands upon the Service and the resources required for its
effective delivery. The Service was able to provide significant evidence
regarding its current and past performance monitoring with regard to
food safety, against its local and some national targets.

The Authority had recently started the process of reviewing all its
documented policies and procedures, and whilst this process was not
complete, those new procedures that had been developed were
generally comprehensive. It was clear that the Authority had
considered many of the latest influences and developments affecting
food safety enforcement when developing its Intervention Plan and
enforcement  procedures, including relevant references to
recommendations made at the Inquiry into the 2005 E. coli outbreak in
Wales.

Officers had generally been authorised in accordance with the Food
Law Code of Practice, and officers had generally received training
commensurate with their duties and their level of authorisation.
Auditors noted the significant impact on the Service made by the
relatively large number and types of approved establishments in its
area, requiring its officers to develop and maintain a wide range of
highly specialist skills and knowledge. The authorisation procedure
required further development to ensure that the Authority was able to
clearly demonstrate how officer competencies and skills were linked to
the level of officer authorisation.

The food premises database held accurate information relating to
inspections and other food law enforcement activities. The Authority
needed to implement its new database management procedure to
ensure that the accuracy of the data exported to the Local Authority
Enforcement Monitoring System (LAEMS) is not compromised.

Whilst the Authority maintained easily retrievable information in
premises files, the Authority needed to further develop its inspection
report forms and aides-memoire to provide clear evidence that officers
were fully assessing food businesses, including approved
establishments, against current hygiene legislation, the Food Law Code
of Practice and centrally issued guidance. Although past performance
reports showed that the Authority had made considerable progress in
reducing its historic backlog of inspections, a significant number had
remained overdue. Auditors noted however that the Authority had
applied a risk based approach to this issue, and the majority of
premises affected were in the medium to lower risk category.
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2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

The Authority needed to ensure that all establishments approved prior
to new legislation in 2006, were re-assessed and appropriately re-
approved, in accordance with this new legislation.

The Authority was able to demonstrate its ability to use a wide range of
formal enforcement actions to achieve business compliance with food
hygiene legislation in accordance with its enforcement policy. However,
auditors noted that on some occasions, follow-up actions had been
taken which appeared contrary to the Authority’s enforcement policy,
and timely compliance had not been achieved. The Authority had
recently developed an enforcement review process to help address this
issue.

Whilst the Authority had routinely performed detailed quantitative
performance monitoring, and had started to develop several ad hoc
qualitative monitoring techniques, the Service needed to develop a
coherent and comprehensive internal monitoring policy and procedure,
covering all its food law enforcement activities, including interventions
and follow-up actions. Formal enforcement actions, where taken,
generally conformed to the requirements of the Food Law Code of
Practice. File checks also revealed that the Authority had undertaken a
range of sampling and complaint investigations, in accordance with the
Food Law Code of Practice and its own policies and procedures.

Auditors noted that the Service had recently been the subject of a
robust internal audit, undertaken by the Authority’s own internal audit
team. Several of the issues identified by this audit had previously been
identified, and the Service had recently prepared an appropriate action
plan to address these issues.



3.0 Audit Recommendations

Area of the
Standard The Authority should:

Authorised Recommendation 1

Officers

(5.1) Review and further develop its written procedure for the
authorisation of officers to set out clearly the
mechanism by which officers are authorised, and to
develop a method of linking individual officer
competency and training requirements to the
authorisations conferred to officers.
(For details of findings, please refer to Section 4.1, Page 11)

Authorised Recommendation 2

Officers

(5.5) Maintain central copies of any relevant training

certificates obtained by officers.
(For details of findings, please refer to Section 4.1, Page 12)

Food Premises
Inspections
(7.1)

Recommendation 3

Carry out food hygiene interventions of premises in its
area at a frequency not less than that prescribed by the

Food Law Code of Practice.
(For details of findings, please refer to Section 4.3, Page 14)

Food Premises
Inspections
(7.4)

Recommendation 4

Develop documented procedures for the approval
process and appropriate interventions at approved

establishments.
(For details of findings, please refer to Section 4.3, Page 14)

Food Premises
Inspections
(7.2)

Recommendation 5

Formally approve and re-approve relevant
establishments in its area, recording the findings of any
pre-approval assessments, in accordance with the
Food Law Code of Practice and centrally issued

guidance.
(For details of findings, please refer to Section 4.3, Page 14)

Food Premises
Inspections
(7.3)

Recommendation 6

Review and develop its inspection report forms and any
associated aides-memoire for both general and
approved establishments, to enable officers to clearly
demonstrate that businesses have been assessed and
risk rated in accordance with the Food Law Code of
Practice, all relevant hygiene legislation and centrally

issued guidance.
(For details of findings, please refer to Section 4.3, Page 15)




Recommendation

The Authority should:

Food Premises

Recommendation 7

Inspections

(7.3 & 15.4) Take appropriate action on any non-compliance found
during interventions, following consideration of the
Authority’s Enforcement Policy. The reasons for any
departure from the criteria set out in the policy should
be documented
(For details of findings, please refer to Section 4.3, Page 15)

Enforcement Recommendation 8

(15.2)
Continue to develop documented procedures for all
relevant enforcement options available to officers,
including those relevant to approved establishments, in
accordance with the Food Law Code of Practice and
centrally issued guidance.
(For details of findings, please refer to Section 4.3, Page 15)

Internal Recommendation 9

Monitoring

(19.1,19.2 & 19.3)

Set up, maintain and implement documented internal
monitoring procedures including arrangements for both
quantitative and qualitative monitoring of all food law
enforcement activities undertaken by the Service.
Routinely verify that the Service conforms with the
Standard, relevant legislation, the Food Law Code of
Practice, relevant centrally issued guidance and the
Authority’s own documented policies and procedures.
Records should be made of all internal monitoring,

which should be kept for at least 2 years.
(For details of findings, please refer to Section 4.4, Page 18)




411

41.2

41.3

41.4

41.5

4.1.6

Audit Findings
Organisation and Management
Strategic Framework, Policy and Service Planning

The Authority had developed an ‘Environmental Services Intervention
Plan for Food Law Enforcement 2008/2009, subject to approval by the
relevant service Portfolio Holder and was broadly in line with the
Service Planning Guidance in the Framework Agreement. The Plan
supported and contributed to the Community Service Delivery Plan
2008/2009, published within the Council’s Best Value Performance
Plan.

The Plan set out the Service’s aims and objectives which outlined the
Council’'s commitment to ensuring safe food and drink in the District.
The Service was also committed through its stated aims and
objectives to work in consultation and partnership with both local
stakeholders and key national agencies to support the Authority in
meeting all its relevant food law enforcement responsibilities.

As part of its proactive approach to food law enforcement, the Service
actively promoted the Safer food, better business initiative using a
range of methods, including the use of contractors to make advisory
visits to educate local businesses. In addition, together with the other
local authorities in the Gloucestershire Food Safety Group, the
Authority had introduced a 6 tier, 5 star ‘Scores on the Doors’ scheme
to publicise food hygiene ratings of local food businesses.

It was clear from the Plan that the Service had considered and
planned to utilise the full range of new intervention flexibilities made
available in the Food Law Code of Practice. The Plan contained a
detailed summary of the statutory and non-statutory demands placed
upon the Service, and included a detailed breakdown of food
premises risk profiles and related planned interventions and official
controls.

A documented annual Environmental Services report was provided to
the Authority’s elected Members which included the Food Safety
Service’s performance against the Authority’s food hygiene inspection
programme and other local initiatives. National indicators related to
food safety had been identified, but targets had not been agreed at
the time of the audit. Although there was an annual review of the
Service’s performance against the Food Safety Service Plan, it would
benefit from the addition of details to explain how variance in meeting
previous Service Plans was to be identified and addressed.

In addition to the Service Plan, there was significant evidence, in the

form of Cabinet reports and the minutes of regular meetings with the
Portfolio Holder, that the Service fully informed appropriate members
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41.7

41.8

41.9

4.1.10

4.1.11

and the Portfolio Holder of any food safety developments and
requirements, including the various options available to the Service.

At the time of the audit, the following staff were carrying out food law
enforcement within the Food and Safety Team.

Officer Designation Number of staff
Senior Specialist Environmental Health 1

Officer

Specialist Environmental Health 2
Officers

Food Safety Officer (part time) 1
TOTAL

The Food Safety Service Plan provided a detailed breakdown of the
staffing allocation for the delivery of the food law enforcement service,
and an estimation of the staffing resources required, based on the
likely levels of demand on the Service.

Documented Policies and Procedures

Since 2008, the Service had reviewed its documented policies and
procedures, and developed a wide range of new and up to date
documented policies and procedures covering most of its food law
enforcement responsibilities. All these documents contained
programmed revision dates, but most had been issued too recently for
auditors to fully assess their implementation or the effectiveness of
the system of updating documented policies and procedures.

Current versions of all documents were maintained in hard copy and
they were also available to all officers electronically.

Officer Authorisations

The Authority had a documented procedure and competency matrix
for the authorisation and training of officers, and any contractors. This
took account of individual officer's qualifications, experience and
competency. An assessment of officer competency was undertaken
prior to authorisation. The procedure required further development to
reflect all the processes undertaken in practice in relation to officer
authorisations and training, including greater clarity on the mechanism
by which officers are authorised, and the means by which officer
competency and training requirements are linked to the level of
authorisation conferred.

[See Recommendation 1 - page 8]
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4.1.12 Audit checks confirmed that officers had been properly authorised in

4113

writing by an appropriate Chief Officer in line with their individual
levels of qualification, training and experience. The Service needed to
review its authorisation schedule to ensure that it included reference
to all relevant areas of legislation and confirm any changes or
additions with its own legal team. Auditors noted that certain files
contained examples of officers notifying FBOs regarding
contraventions of food standards legislation for which officers had not
been specifically authorised. The Authority should liaise with the
appropriate enforcement body, in this case, Gloucestershire County
Council Trading Standards Department for food standards matters,
where issues are identified that fall within the remit of other
enforcement bodies.

The Authority appeared to be proactive in providing training
opportunities for staff and individual training needs were assessed at
annual appraisals with a risk based training plan recently introduced
for all officers. The Service did not keep copies of officer training
certificates or qualifications. However records provided by officers
confirmed that they had generally received adequate training in
accordance with the specified levels of Continuing Professional
Development (CPD) training requirements in the Food Law Code of
Practice. The Service had identified that 2 officers would benefit from
update training, particularly with regard to Hazard Analysis and
Critical Control Point (HACCP) assessment for enforcement officers.

[See Recommendation 2 - page 8]
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4.2

4.21

422

423

Food Premises Database

Management of the Authority’s food premises database was the
responsibility of the Senior Specialist Environmental Health Officer
and a systems administrator. The Service had recently developed a
documented procedure for maintaining its food premises database.
This included arrangements for data input, security and routine
checks to verify the accuracy of the database. Although it was too
soon for auditors to assess whether the new procedure had been fully
implemented, audit checks confirmed that, in general, information
entered onto the system relating to inspections and other food law
enforcement activities was accurate.

Database checks confirmed that all 6 of the premises that were
randomly selected from a directory were on the Authority’s food
premises database and were included in the Authority’s food hygiene
inspection programme.

Audit checks on the database confirmed that the Authority was
currently operating a database system that was capable of providing
accurate data for LAEMS. The Service could also produce an
accurate variety of database reports requested by the auditors
including:

e A list of premises with 0 or 1 star ratings under the Authority’s
Scores on the Doors scheme;

e Premises that were ‘Broadly Compliant’ in accordance with NI
184;

e Alist of all high risk premises;

e Alist of all overdue interventions at the time of the audit.
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4.3

4.3.1

43.2

4.3.3

434

Food Premises Inspections

Database record checks indicated that the Authority had a backlog of
over 250 overdue food hygiene inspections, mainly in the medium and
lower risk categories. However, file and database checks confirmed
that, in general, the Authority was carrying out food hygiene
inspections in a risk based manner, inspecting premises on the basis
of risk and due date.

[See Recommendation 3 - page 8]

The Authority had developed a risk based intervention strategy based
on the intervention options available to officers at various categories
of food premises. In support of this, the Authority had also recently
developed a detailed set of procedural guidance for its officers to
guide the selection of appropriate intervention types and to provide
guidance on how specifically to undertake each type of intervention
available. The procedures had been developed in accordance with
Food Law Code of Practice requirements, and made appropriate
references to recommendations from the Inquiry into the 2005
outbreak of E. coli in Wales. Auditors were however unable to fully
assess whether these procedures had been fully implemented at the
time of the audit. The Authority used an alternative enforcement
strategy to assess its low risk premises, using self assessment
questionnaires in accordance with the Food Law Code of Practice.

File and database record checks on 5 general food hygiene premises
revealed that officers were using the Authority’s aide-memoire and
inspection reports to record food hygiene inspection findings, as well
as recording information on the food premises database. The records
examined indicated that the aide-memoire required review and
development to prompt and enable officers to clearly demonstrate that
premises were being inspected in accordance with all relevant food
hygiene legislation. Inspection reports and aides-memoire frequently
contained insufficient details of inspection findings, including officers
assessments of food safety management systems based on HACCP,
to justify some risk ratings and follow-up actions. Reports of
inspection were left with the food business operator (FBO) and in
general these reports contained all the details required by the Food
Law Code of Practice.

The Service had not developed a procedure for the approval or
inspection of establishments subject to approval, although a draft
procedural flowchart was being developed at the time of the audit.
The Authority was unable to demonstrate that 2 of the 3
establishments reviewed had been re-approved in accordance with
current legislation and the Food Law Code of Practice. One file
contained no evidence of its historic approval documentation or
assessment, making it difficult for auditors to assess the nature and
scale of the processes approved, and therefore whether officers were
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4.3.5

4.3.6

4.3.7

4.3.8

4.3.9

correctly assessing the establishment during inspections. Although
there was evidence of a pre-approval visit having been undertaken in
one case, no specific inspection form had been used to record details
of the findings.

[See Recommendations 4 & 5 - page 8]

Past inspections had been recorded using general food premises
inspection forms and the relevant aide-memoire, which had not
allowed officers to record all relevant inspection details as required by
the Food Law Code of Practice. There was evidence however that
recently the Authority had started to use a more specific aide-
memoire for its approved dairy establishments, to allow appropriate
assessments to be recorded.

[See Recommendation 6 - page 8]

The Service had however identified certain specific risks and issues
involving its approved establishments, and had developed a useful
approved establishments newsletter which was issued to all relevant
establishments. This newsletter contained details of the Authority’s
Food Safety Service, and gave specific tailored guidance on HACCP
principles, product recall, microbiological issues for certain specialist
processes such as vacuum packing and cheese making.

File records of inspections were generally well ordered, including
those for approved establishments, which contained most of the
relevant business and operations information as recommended in
Annex 12 of the Food Law Practice Guidance.

It was clear from discussions with officers that they had knowledge of
the Service’s arrangements and procedures for enforcement
activities, and also confirmed officers’ general understanding of
inspection requirements and the assessment of food safety
management systems based on HACCP.

The Authority had developed a generic environmental health
enforcement policy, subject to approval by Members. The Authority
had not however developed documented procedures for all possible
enforcement options available to officers, but was able to demonstrate
its willingness and ability to use a wide range of follow-up actions to
achieve business compliance. However where contraventions had
been identified during inspections, a graduated approach to
enforcement had not been implemented in every case. Auditors also
noted examples of follow-up actions that appeared contrary to the
Authority’s Enforcement Policy, and where timely business
compliance with food hygiene legislation had not been achieved. In an
attempt to ensure a consistent approach to enforcement activity, the
Authority had developed a formal enforcement pro forma which had
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4.3.10

recently been reviewed to record the reasons for any enforcement
decisions made, especially those that might appear contrary to its
Enforcement Policy.

[See Recommendations 7 & 8 — page 9]
Verification Visit to a Food Premises

During the audit, a verification visit was undertaken to a local catering
premises with the Senior Specialist Environmental Health Officer. The
main objective of the visit was to assess the effectiveness of the
Authority’s assessment of food business compliance with food law
requirements. The specific assessments included the conduct of the
preliminary interview of the FBO by the officer, the general hygiene
checks to verify compliance with the structure and hygiene practice
requirements and checks carried out by the officer to verify
compliance with HACCP based procedures.

4.3.11 With regard to the hygiene practice requirements, the audit visit

confirmed that the checks carried out by the inspecting officer were
generally appropriate and covered the majority of relevant food law
requirements. The officer and the auditor however noted further
issues relating to pest control at the premises, and appropriate advice
and action was immediately taken by the accompanying officer. It was
clear that the service was addressing the legal contraventions
identified at the previous inspection. The officer assessed the
effectiveness of the FBO’s compliance with HACCP based
procedures by looking at the controls that the FBO had put in place
and their monitoring of critical control points (CCP). The FBO had
introduced the Safer food, better business (SFBB) catering pack as
their documented food safety management system though it was
clear that further work to address issues involving the structure of the
premises and maintenance of equipment was urgently required to
fully support the implementation of any HACCP based food safety
management system.
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Good Practice — Food Intervention Procedures

The Authority had developed a comprehensive documented
intervention procedure for general food premises, which included
appropriate references and links to recommendations made in the
Inquiry into the 2005 outbreak of E. coli in Wales. These reiterated
the importance of making a thorough and detailed HACCP
assessment during food premises interventions, and interviewing
relevant members of staff as part of the intervention process.

Good Practice —Newsletter for Approved Establishments

The Authority had produced a food safety newsletter specifically for
its approved establishments. The letter identified members of the
Food Safety Team, and discussed HACCP issues including
microbiological requirements and sampling for a range of
establishments and processes, including vacuum packing and
cheese making.

-17 -




4.4

441

442

443

4.4.4

445

Internal Monitoring, Third Party or Peer Review
Internal Monitoring

The Authority did not have a formal documented internal monitoring
policy or procedure. Evidence was provided however that the Service
had started to develop and implement some individual monitoring
processes. Examples included an enforcement review process, to
assess enforcement options against the Authority’s enforcement
policy and the proposed internal monitoring arrangements for the
management of its food premises database. There was also evidence
in the form of meeting minutes, that quality and consistency issues
were discussed at team meetings, one to one meetings with staff and
food liaison group meetings.

Quantitative monitoring of the food service comprised quarterly and
annual reviews of the progress of the food hygiene inspection
programme against predetermined targets based upon the Food Law
Code of Practice. The Authority was able to provide evidence of
significant quantitative monitoring through its annual Cabinet reports.

A sample of the Service’'s enforcement actions (simple cautions,
hygiene improvement notices and a remedial action notice), and
activities such as food sampling and responses to food and food
premises complaints were examined. In most cases there was no
evidence of significant issues that might highlight a failure of internal
monitoring.

However, in light of the issues found concerning records and certain
past enforcement decisions involving higher risk food establishments,
the Service needed to continue developing and implementing its
monitoring arrangements to provide a documented, risk based and
flexible internal monitoring procedure addressing all quantitative and
qualitative monitoring aspects of the Service. This document should
also set out the intended frequency, criteria, methods and
responsibilities for all monitoring activities across its entire food law
enforcement services.

[See Recommendation 9 — page 9]

Third Party or Peer Review

The Authority had developed a robust service wide internal auditing
scheme, and had produced a set of procedures including a risk based
selection matrix, based upon perceived service risks within each
department. The food service had recently been subject to an internal
audit, a report being issued on 5 May 2009, which examined strategic
planning and database management issues amongst others. This had
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lead to a number of recommendations, some of which were also
identified in this report. An action plan was produced including
proposed target dates and responsibilities. Auditors were informed
that no inter authority audit or peer review schemes were being
implemented at the time of the audit.

Auditors: Andrew Gangakhedkar
Alan Noonan

Food Standards Agency

Local Authority Audit & Liaison Division
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Action Plan for Cotswold District Council

Audit date: 9-10 June 2009

ANNEX A

TO ADDRESS (RECOMMENDATION INCLUDING
STANDARD PARAGRAPH)

BY (DATE)

PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS

ACTION TAKEN TO DATE

Recommendation 1 — Review and further develop its
written procedure for the authorisation of officers to set
out clearly the mechanism by which officers are
authorised, and to develop a method of linking individual
officer competency and training requirements to the
authorisations conferred to officers.

[The Standard - 5.1]

Completed

To revise the Authorisation Procedure.

Recommendation 2 — Maintain central copies of any
relevant training certificates obtained by officers.
[The Standard - 5.5]

Completed

Copies of training certificates are filed
on individual officer files retained
centrally by the Office Services Support
Officer.

Recommendation 3 - Carry out food hygiene
interventions of premises in its area at a frequency not
less than that prescribed by the Food Law Code of
Practice. [The Standard - 7.1]

Ongoing

To seek opportunities to review staffing in this
service area.

To continue with risk based approach to
interventions.

Vacant post advertised. EHO to start in
September 2009.

Recommendation 4 - Develop documented
procedures for the approval process and appropriate
interventions at approved establishments.

[The Standard - 7.4]

31/10/09

To implement a fully documented Approval
Procedure.

Recommendation 5 — Formally approve and re-
approve relevant establishments in its area, recording
the findings of any pre-approval assessments, in
accordance with the Food Law Code of Practice and
centrally issued guidance. [The Standard - 7.2]

31/12/09

To re-approve 11 approved establishments.
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TO ADDRESS (RECOMMENDATION INCLUDING BY (DATE) PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS ACTION TAKEN TO DATE
STANDARD PARAGRAPH)
Recommendation 6 - Review and develop its | 31/10/09 To develop a general food hygiene report form | A new Intervention Form has been
inspection report forms and any associated aides- [based on the LACORS manufacturing | trialled and revised. Now implemented.
memoire for both general and approved establishments, establishments form] with bolt on 853 inspection
to enable officers to clearly demonstrate that businesses forms for specific products of animal origin.
have been assessed and risk rated in accordance with
the Food Law Code of Practice, all relevant hygiene
legislation and centrally issued guidance.
[The Standard - 7.3]
Recommendation 7 — Take appropriate action on any | Completed | To introduce an enforcement index to each
non-compliance found during interventions, following establishment file to provide an overview of
consideration of the Authority’s Enforcement Policy. The previous enforcement action. This will ensure
reasons for any departure from the criteria set out in the better targeted enforcement decisions.
policy should be documented. Completed | To implement an internal monitoring procedure to | The Enforcement Review has proved to
[The Standard - 7.3 & 15.4] ensure the quality and consistency of enforcement | be an effective means of determining
decisions by September 2009. the most appropriate action in line with
CDC Enforcement Policy.
Recommendation 8 - Continue to develop | 31/01/10 To continue to develop internal procedures.
documented procedures for all relevant enforcement
options available to officers, including those relevant to
approved establishments, in accordance with the Food
Law Code of Practice and centrally issued guidance.
[The Standard - 15.2]
Recommendation 9 — Set up, maintain and implement | 31/10/09 To review the LACORS ‘Monitoring the Quality

documented internal monitoring procedures including
arrangements for both quantitative and qualitative
monitoring of all food law enforcement activities
undertaken by the Service. Routinely verify that the
Service conforms with the Standard, relevant legislation,
the Food Law Code of Practice, relevant centrally
issued guidance and the Authority’s own documented
policies and procedures. Records should be made of all
internal monitoring, which should be kept for at least 2
years. [The Standard -19.1, 19.2 & 19.3]

and Consistency of Food Inspections’ document
and implement the most effective system(s).
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ANNEX B
Audit Approach/Methodology

The audit was conducted using a variety of approaches and methodologies as
follows:

(1) Examination of LA policies and procedures.

The following LA policies, procedures and linked documents were examined
before and during the audit:

¢ Intervention Plan for Food Law Enforcement 2008-2009 and
associated annual performance reports;

¢ Information reports from the Public Protection Team Manager to
elected Members;

e The Authority’s Authorisation Procedure and officer authorisation,
training and qualification records;

e The Authority’s food law enforcement procedures;

e Food premises and inspection/intervention aides-memoire;

e Environmental Health Enforcement Policy.

(2) File reviews — the following LA file records were reviewed during the audit:

General food premises inspection records;

Approved establishment files;

Food complaint records;

Food sampling records;

Formal enforcement records, including hygiene improvement notices,
remedial action notices and simple cautions offered to food business.

(3) Review of Database records:

e To review and assess the completeness of database records of food
hygiene inspections, food and food premises complaint investigations,
samples taken by the Authority, formal enforcement and other activities
and to verify consistency with file records;

e To assess the completeness and accuracy of the food premises
database;.

e To assess the capability of the system to generate food Ilaw
enforcement activity reports and the monitoring information required by
the Food Standards Agency, including data on NI 184.

(4) Officer interviews — the following officers were interviewed:

e Senior Specialist Environmental Health Officer;
¢ Environmental Health Officer;
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Opinions and views raised during officer interviews remain confidential
and are not referred to directly within the report.

(5) On site verification check:

A verification visit was made with the Authority’s officers to a local food
business. The purpose of the visit was to verify the outcome of the last
inspection carried out by the Local Authority and to assess the extent
to which enforcement activities and decisions met the requirements of
relevant legislation, the Food Law Code of Practice and official
guidance, having particular regard to LA checks on FBO compliance
with HACCP based food management systems.
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ANNEX C
Glossary

Authorised officer A suitably qualified officer who is authorised by the local
authority to act on its behalf in, for example, the enforcement
of legislation.

Codes of Practice Government Codes of Practice issued under Section 40 of the

Food Safety Act 1990 as guidance to local authorities on the
enforcement of food legislation.

County Council A local authority whose geographical area corresponds to the
county and whose responsibilities include food standards and
feeding stuffs enforcement.

District Council A local authority of a smaller geographic area and situated
within a County Council whose responsibilities include food
hygiene enforcement.

Environmental Health Officer  Officer employed by the local authority to enforce food safety
(EHO) legislation.

Feeding stuffs Term used in legislation on feed mixes for farm animals and
pet food.
Food hygiene The legal requirements covering the safety and

wholesomeness of food.

Food standards The legal requirements covering the quality, composition,
labelling, presentation and advertising of food, and materials
in contact with food.

Framework Agreement The Framework Agreement consists of:
) Food Law Enforcement Standard
. Service Planning Guidance
o Monitoring Scheme
o Audit Scheme

The Standard and the Service Planning Guidance set out
the Agency’s expectations on the planning and delivery of
food law enforcement.

The Monitoring Scheme requires local authorities to submit
annual returns to the Agency on their food enforcement
activities and food business risk profiles.

Under the Audit Scheme the Food Standards Agency will be
conducting audits of the food law enforcement services of
local authorities against the criteria set out in the Standard.

Full Time Equivalents (FTE) A figure which represents that part of an individual officer’s
time available to a particular role or set of duties. It reflects
the fact that individuals may work part-time, or may have
other responsibilities within the organisation not related to
food enforcement.
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HACCP Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point — a food safety
management system used within food businesses to identify
points in the production process where it is critical for food
safety that the control measure is carried out correctly,
thereby eliminating or reducing the hazard to a safe level.

Intervention Defined in the Food Law Code of Practice as activities that
are designed to monitor, support and increase food law
compliance within a food establishment. They include “official
controls”, eg inspections, monitoring, surveillance, verification,
audit and sampling (undertaken by an official laboratory) and
other “non-official controls”, such as education, advice and
coaching, and information and intelligence gathering. The
Food Law Code of Practice provides further guidance on their
usage.

LAEMS Local Authority Enforcement Monitoring System is an
electronic system used by local authorities to report their food
law enforcement activities to the Food Standards Agency.

Member forum A local authority forum at which Council Members discuss
and make decisions on food law enforcement services.

Metropolitan Authority A local authority normally associated with a large urban
conurbation in which the County and District Council functions
are combined.

OCD returns Returns on local food law enforcement activities required to
be made to the European Union under the Official Control of
Foodstuffs Directive.

Risk rating A system that rates food premises according to risk and
determines how frequently those premises should be
inspected. For example, high risk premises should be
inspected at least every 6 months.

Service Plan A document produced by a local authority setting out their
plans on providing and delivering a food service to the local
community.

Trading Standards The Department within a local authority which carries out,

amongst other responsibilities, the enforcement of food
standards and feeding stuffs legislation.

Trading Standards Officer Officer employed by the local authority who, amongst other
(TSO) responsibilities, may enforce food standards and feeding
stuffs legislation.

Unitary Authority A local authority in which the County and District Council
functions are combined, examples being Metropolitan
District/Borough Councils, and London Boroughs. A Unitary
Authority’s responsibilities will include food hygiene, food
standards and feeding stuffs enforcement.
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