
Option 2 and 3 
 
5.36 We believe that both Option 2 and Option 3 will have the same benefits, and so both 
Options are dealt with together in the following section. If the consultation responses suggest 
that the benefits might differ between the options then we will separate them out when finalising 
the IA. 
 
5.37 All assumptions used in Option 1 remain the same for Options 2 and 3 unless otherwise 
stated. 
 
5.38 The benefits for Option 2 and Option 3 are set out in the table below and then described 
in further detail. 

       Total 2008/12 
   2008/9 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 
       

Current 
value 

Present 
value 

Benefits (£)       
LAs (reduced inspections) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LAs (reduced FoI requests) 1,029 6,440 8,051 8,051 23,570 22,028 
Businesses (reduced inspections) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Consumers (Public Health) 0 888,256 5,561,255 6,951,569 13,401,081 12,319,627 

Total benefit (£)      12,341,654 

Net benefit (£) 
     

5,803,225 - 
7,280,761 

 
Consumers 
 
5.39 The net present value of the estimated public health benefit over the 2008/9 to 2010/11 
period is £12,320k for these Options. 
 
Local authorities  
 
5.40 The related savings for local authorities under options 2 and 3 which are due to the 
reduction in time it will take to answer FoI requests are estimated to be worth £22k over the 
2008/9 to 2010/11 period. 
 
Businesses 
 
5.41 Businesses could also benefit from a reduction in the number of inspections that SOTD 
should deliver but, as mentioned above with reference to local authorities, it not possible to 
quantify that reduction.  The benefit therefore remains non-monetised. 
 
5.42 SOTD may provide an incentive to businesses to comply with the legal requirements.  
Businesses achieving high scores could find that they are rewarded monetarily through 
increased revenue.  For example, in Los Angeles County, before grade cards were introduced, 
changes in restaurant hygiene quality had no impact on restaurant revenue, but after their 
implementation, if a restaurant received an A grade, their revenue increased by 5.7% relative to 
their revenue when there were no grade cards.  B grade restaurants saw a revenue increase of 
0.7%, however, C grade restaurants saw a decrease of 1%.  SOTD may also lead to increased 
confidence in the food sector as a whole, leading to a higher incidence of purchases and 
increased revenue. 
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Total benefits 
 
 5.43 Once the benefits above are discounted at a rate of 3.5%26 they give the present value 
benefit of £12,342k and a net present value estimate of between £5,803k and £7,281k. 
 
Consultation questions 
Do you agree with the information and assumptions used in the benefits sections above?
If not, would you please explain your reasons and, where possible, provide evidence to 
support your explanation. 
 
 
6.  SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS27   
 
6.1 The assumption of a one percent in disease burden in local authorities taking up SOTD, 
though conservative in view of the evidence reported in the academic literature, remains 
somewhat arbitrary. As the assumption drives the quantification of the benefits, a sensitivity 
analysis is carried out to determine the minimum reduction in disease burden that ensure that 
the benefits of SOTD outweigh their costs. In the case of the UK-wide scheme (Options 2 or 3), 
the upper bound for the break-even point is 0.53%, i.e. it is only necessary to assume that the 
introduction of SOTD leads to a 0.53% decrease in cases of food-borne diseases for the policy 
option to be cost beneficial.  This assessment therefore strongly supports the view that SOTD 
policies are, overall, cost beneficial.  
 
7. REVIEW 
 
7.1 The results of the consultation exercise will be fed back to the Food Standards Agency 
Board in open session in the Autumn of 2008. The Board will then make a recommendation 
about which of the two proposed options should be taken forward as the recommended UK-
wide approach. 
 
7.2 The Agency will commission an evaluation of the effectiveness and success of the UK-
wide scheme. This evaluation will be carried out over a two-year period from the launch of the 
UK-wide scheme. 
 
 
8. ADMINISTRATIVE BURDENS 
 
8.1 The cost-benefit analysis in Section 5 explained that the only costs imposed by SOTD on 
businesses relate to the time taken by managers of food businesses to familiarise themselves 
with the scheme. However, in line with the UK Standard Cost Model28 supporting the calculation 
of administrative burdens, one-off costs are not included in the measurement of administrative 
burden baselines. It follows that none of the policy options creates any additional administrative 
burden, as reported on the “Summary: Analysis & Evidence” pages.  

                                                 
26  As set out in the Treasury’s Greenbook (see: http://greenbook.treasury.gov.uk/). 
27  Sensitivity analysis involves changing one variable or assumption at a time to see the extent to which different changes in 

the assumptions may alter the results. 
28  Measuring Administrative Costs: UK Cost Model Manual, Better regulation Executive, 29 September 2005 (available at: 

http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file44503.pdf). 
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Specific Impact Tests: Checklist 
 
Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the potential impacts of your 
policy options.   
 
Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit analysis are contained within 
the main evidence base; other results may be annexed. 
 
Type of testing undertaken  Results in 

Evidence Base? 
Results 
annexed? 

Competition Assessment No Yes 

Small Firms Impact Test No Yes 

Legal Aid   No - 

Sustainable Development Yes Yes 

Carbon Assessment No - 

Other Environment No - 

Health Impact Assessment No - 

Race Equality Yes Yes 

Disability Equality Yes Yes 

Gender Equality Yes Yes 

Human Rights No - 

Rural Proofing No - 
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EU Annex 
 
[Use this space to set out BRIEFLY the background and current EU position. Click once on the grey area 
below and type. Format using EB styles from the toolbar above.] 
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Annexes 
 
Competition Assessment 
The guidance of the Office of Fair Trading on competition assessments sets out four questions 
to establish the impact of a proposal on competition: 

• Would the proposal directly limit the number or range of suppliers? The answer is 
negative in relation to SOTD schemes. 

• Would the proposal indirectly limit the number or range of suppliers? This would occur 
primarily if the proposal raised the costs of a particular sub-group of firms in the food sector 
(e.g., small/large firms, new/existing firms, take-aways etc.). However, as identified in the 
cost-benefit analysis section, the costs imposed by SOTD on businesses are thought to be 
minimal.  However, indirect effects could become visible in rural areas if a number of 
businesses close, potentially creating market power issues.  However, lower search costs for 
consumers could lead to more intense competition among restaurants.  The scores could 
make consumers more confident about trying restaurants they have not experienced before 
and therefore allow new entrants to effectively compete in the market. 

• Would the proposal limit the ability of suppliers to compete? The key consideration 
here is whether the proposal would impose “minimum quality standards”. This is not the case 
because the minimum hygiene standards imposed by law on food businesses are not 
affected by SOTD.  

• Would the proposal reduce suppliers’ incentive to compete vigorously? If anything, 
SOTD add another dimension (food safety) to the competition process and reduce the costs 
to customers of switching between suppliers (because customers no longer need to rely on 
their own experience to assess hygiene standards).  

Altogether, the influence of SOTD schemes on competition is, therefore, thought to be limited 
but positive. In essence, SOTD would remove a distortion created by imperfect food safety 
information, thereby reinforcing the fairness and intensity of competition among food businesses. 
Small Firms Impact Test 
The only business costs identified in Section 5 would result from the need for business 
managers to familiarise themselves with SOTD. Although this cost is a “one-off” and therefore 
proportionally larger for small businesses, it is too small (£16 per business) to have a significant 
effect on the performance of those businesses. 
Sustainable development 
The Agency believes that the introduction of a UK-wide SOTD scheme will have no impact on 
environmental sustainability issues. 
Race equality issues 
The Agency believes that the introduction of a UK-wide SOTD scheme will have no impact on 
racial equality issues. 
Gender equality issues 
The Agency believes that the introduction of a UK-wide SOTD scheme will have no impact on 
gender equality issues. 
Disability equality issues 
The Agency believes that the introduction of a UK-wide SOTD scheme will have no impact on 
disability equality issues. 

Consultation questions 
Do you agree with the assessments that we have made in this section?  If not, please 
explain your answer. 
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APPENDIX 3: FOOD HYGIENE INTERVENTION-RATING SCHEME FROM THE FOOD LAW 
CODE OF PRACTICE (ENGLAND) 
 
Note 
The Food Law Codes of Practice currently in place were issued in 2006.  The Agency has recently undertaken a 
review of these.  A revised Code for England is due to be published very shortly and the text below is reproduced 
from this.  Revised Codes in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are also due to be published in 2008. 
 
 Basic principles 
 
i. Food Authorities that are responsible for enforcing food hygiene law should determine the 

food hygiene intervention frequencies of food establishments within their area using the risk 
assessment criteria in this Annex, in order to determine their planned food hygiene 
intervention programmes. 

 
ii. All establishments subject to approval under Regulation 853/2004 are to be included in this 

determination.  
 
iii. The scheme incorporates an option for alternative enforcement strategies other than primary 

inspections for “low-risk” establishments, in which the inherent hazards are not significant by 
virtue of their trading activities or the number of consumers they supply (see below). 

 
iv. The scheme is set out in the form of an assessment document that can be used by officers 

in the field.  An assessment should be completed at the end of the initial inspection of each 
new establishment and after each full inspection. An assessment should also be completed 
following a partial inspection or audit where sufficient evidence has been gathered to 
complete an assessment. 

 
v. Officers should use the full range of scores available within the system, as the purpose of 

the rating system will be frustrated by cautious marking or by a reluctance to recognise 
effective management/control systems. 

 
vi. Establishments that fall into more than one scoring category for a scoring factor should be 

allocated the highest score of those that are applicable. 
 
vii. The operation of this intervention rating scheme within the Food Authority should be subject 

to periodic management review to ensure that staff are using the scheme correctly and 
consistently. 

 
viii. The Food Authority’s programme of planned interventions for higher risk businesses must 

always take preference over that for lower risk businesses. The practice of completing the 
intervention programme at lower risk businesses which have not been visited during an 
earlier programme before commencing the intervention at higher risk businesses cannot be 
supported. 

 
ix. Planned interventions should normally be completed by the due date as determined by the 

intervention rating, but in any case no more than 28 days after that date, apart from 
circumstances outside the control of the Food Authority such as seasonal business 
closures. 

 
Low-risk activities (category E establishments) 
 
i. “Low-risk” establishments must be subject to an alternative enforcement strategy or 

intervention, at least once during any three year period. 
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ii. Food Authorities that decide to subject “low-risk” establishments to alternative enforcement 

strategies must set out their strategies for maintaining surveillance of such establishments in 
their Food Service Plan or Enforcement Policy. 

 
It is not intended to preclude inspection, partial inspection or audit at such establishments where 
any of these are the Food Authority’s preferred surveillance option, in which case the minimum 
frequency of intervention is determined by the intervention rating.  
 
Food hygiene scoring system 
 
Part 1: The potential hazard 
 
Three factors determine the potential hazard: 
 
A. Type of food and method of handling 
 

Score Guidance on the scoring system 

40 Manufacturers of high-risk food (including those subject to approval under Regulation 
853/2004), wholesalers, and packers who re-wrap or re-pack high-risk foods. In this 
context, high-risk foods may be regarded as foods which support the growth of 
micro-organisms, and/or are intended for consumption without further treatment that 
could destroy pathogenic micro-organisms or their toxins. 

30 Preparation, cooking or handling of open high-risk foods by caterers and retailers, 
except caterers that prepare less than 20 meals a day (see below). 

10 Handling of pre-packed high-risk foods; 
Caterers who prepare high-risk foods but serve less than 20 meals a day; 
Other wholesalers and distributors not included in the categories above; 
Manufacture or packing of foods other than high-risk; 
Establishments involved in the filleting, salting or cold smoking of fish for retail sale to 
final consumer. 

5 Retail handling of foods other than high-risk, such as fruit, vegetables, canned and 
other ambient shelf stable products. 
Any other businesses not included in the categories above. 

 

Score:  

 
B. Method of processing 
 
An additional score should be included for processes listed in the table below. If an additional 
score under this section is appropriate, it may only be allocated once, i.e. the maximum score 
under this section is 20. 
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Score Guidance on the scoring system 

20 Thermal processing or aseptic packing of low-acid foods; 
Vacuum and sous-vide packing (except raw/unprocessed meat and dried foods); 
Manufacture of cook/chill food, i.e. cooked and prepared meals or foods which may 
be eaten cold or after reheating. (NB: Catering premises should not be included in 
this category unless they are engaged in the specific operation referred to 
commercially, as the preparation of cook-chill meals. The simple reheating of cook-
chill meals is excluded from the scope of this paragraph); 
Small-scale production of cooked meat products in food business establishments 
which are not subject to approval under Regulation 853/2004 e.g. by certain retailers 
including butchers. 

0 Any other case not included above. 
 

Score:  

 
C.  Consumers at risk 
 
The number of consumers likely to be at risk if there is a failure of food hygiene and safety 
procedures. 
 

Score Guidance on the scoring system 

15 Manufacturers of food which is distributed nationally or internationally. 

10 Businesses serving a substantial number of customers,  including a significant 
proportion from outside the local area, e.g. superstore, hypermarket, airport caterer, 
motorway service area caterer; 
Manufacturers not included in the category above. 

5 Businesses, most of whose customers are likely to be living, staying or working in the 
local area, e.g. high street or corner shop, high street supermarket, or high street 
restaurant. 

0 Businesses supplying less than 20 consumers each day. 
 

Score:  

 
PLUS 
 
An additional score of 22 (in addition to the score above) should be included for establishments 
such as hospitals, nursing homes, day-care centres and child nurseries, where production 
and/or service of high-risk foods takes place, and where more than 20 persons in a vulnerable 
group are at risk. In this context, vulnerable groups are those that include people who are under 
five or over 65 years of age, people who are sick, and people who are immunocompromised. 
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Score Guidance on the scoring system 

22 Production and/or service of high-risk foods in premises where there are more than 
20 people in a vulnerable group at risk; 

0 Any other case not included above. 
 

Score:  

 
Part 2: Level of (current) compliance 
 
The food hygiene and safety procedures (including food handling practices and procedures, and 
temperature control), and the structure of the establishment (including cleanliness, layout, 
condition of structure, lighting, ventilation, facilities etc.), should be assessed separately using 
the scoring system below. 
 
The score should reflect compliance observed during the inspection according to the guidance 
set out below.  Adherence to any relevant UK or EU Industry Guide to Good Hygiene Practice 
should be considered when assessing compliance. 
 
Conformity with relevant national guidelines or industry codes of recommended practice will also 
be necessary to score 0 or 5. 
 

Score Guidance on the scoring system 

25 Almost total non-compliance with statutory obligations. 

20 General failure to satisfy statutory obligations – standards generally low. 

15 Some major non-compliance with statutory obligations – more effort required to 
prevent fall in standards. 

10 Some non-compliance with statutory obligations and industry codes of recommended 
practice. Standards are being maintained or improved. 

5 High standard of compliance with statutory obligations, industry codes of 
recommended practice, and minor contraventions of food hygiene regulations. Some 
minor non-compliance with statutory obligations and industry codes of recommended 
practice. 

0 High standard of compliance with statutory obligations and industry codes of 
recommended practice; conforms to accepted good practices in the trade. 

 

Score – hygiene:  

 

Score – structural:  

 
Part 3: Confidence in management/control procedures 
 
The actual performance of management is scored in Part 2 on the basis of the results achieved 
and observed. A management that achieves good food hygiene performance, well understood 
by the workforce, should have achieved a good standard in Part 2, and consequently a low 
score for that factor. 
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Confidence in management is not meant to reconsider this aspect. It is to elicit a judgement on 
the likelihood of satisfactory compliance being maintained in the future. 
 
Factors that will influence the inspector's judgement include: 

• the "track record" of the company, its willingness to act on previous advice and enforcement, 
and the complaint history; 

• the attitude of the present management towards hygiene and food safety; and 

• hygiene and food safety technical knowledge available to the company (internal or external), 
including hazard analysis/HACCP and the control of critical points; 

• satisfactory HACCP based procedures. 
 

Score Guidance on the scoring system 

30 Poor track record of compliance. Little or no technical knowledge. Little or no 
appreciation of hazards or quality control. No food safety management procedures. 

20 Varying record of compliance. Poor appreciation of hazards and control measures. 
No food safety management system. 

10 Satisfactory record of compliance. Access to and use of technical advice either in-
house, from trade associations and/or from Guides to Good Practice. Understanding 
of significant hazards and control measures in place. Making satisfactory progress 
towards a documented food safety management system/procedures commensurate 
with type of business. 

5 Reasonable record of compliance. Technical advice available in-house or access to, 
and use of, technical advice from trade associations and/or from Guides to Good 
Practice. Have satisfactory documented procedures. Able to demonstrate effective 
control of hazards. Will have satisfactory documented food safety management 
system. Audit by Food Authority confirms general compliance with procedures. 

0 Good record of compliance. Access to technical advice within organisation. Will have 
satisfactory documented HACCP based food safety management procedures, which 
may be subject to external audit process. Audit by Food Authority confirms 
compliance with documented procedures with few/minor non-conformities not 
identified in the system as critical control points. 

 

Score:  

 
PLUS 
 
An additional score of 20 (in addition to the score above) should be included where there is a 
significant risk: 
• of food being contaminated with Clostridium botulinum and the micro-organism surviving 

any processing and multiplying; or 
• of ready-to-eat food being or becoming contaminated with micro-organisms or their toxins 

that are pathogenic to humans, e.g. E. coli O157 or other VTEC, Salmonella sp.; Bacillus 
cereus. 

 
In this context, significant risk means the probability that an incident is likely to occur. The 
following matters should be considered when assessing this factor: 
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• the potential for contamination or cross-contamination by the specified micro-organisms; 

• the likelihood of survival and growth of the specified micro-organisms; 

• the existence of procedures based on HACCP principles and confidence in their 
implementation, including documentation and records of monitoring of controls; 

• the extent and relevance of training undertaken by managers, supervisors and food 
handlers; and 

• whether intervention by the Food Authority is necessary to reduce the probability of an 
incident occurring. 

 
The additional score must only be applied on a case-by-case basis, must not be applied 
generically to whole categories of food business establishments, and must be removed at the 
next inspection if the significant risk no longer exists. 
 
The additional score must also be consistent with the baseline assessment of Confidence in 
Management/Control Systems. If confidence in management is assessed as 0 or 5, and there is 
also assessed to be a significant risk of contamination of food with one of the specified micro-
organisms, then one of the assessments cannot be correct, and each should be reviewed. 
Establishments should not pose a significant risk if there is high or moderate Confidence in 
Management/Control Systems. 
 

Score Guidance on the scoring system 

20 Significant risk of food being contaminated with Cl. botulinum, and the organism 
surviving any processing and multiplying; or 
Significant risk of ready-to-eat food being contaminated with micro-organisms, or their 
toxins, that are pathogenic to humans. 

0 Any other case not included above. 
 

Score:  

 

Inspection Ratings:         Total:  

 
Food hygiene intervention frequencies 
 

Category Score Minimum intervention frequency 

A 92 or higher At least every six months 

B 72 to 91 At least every 12 months 

C 42 to 71 At least every 18 months 

D 31 to 41 at least every 24 months 

E 0 to 30 A programme of alternative enforcement strategies or 
interventions every three years 

 
Establishments rated as low-risk (30 or less) need not be included in the planned inspection 
programme, but must be subject to an alternative enforcement strategy at least once in every 3 
years.  
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APPENDIX 5 
 
LIST OF INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
Heads of Service at English Local Authorities 
 
ABC training 
ACADEMY OF CULINARY ARTS 
ACTION ON SMOKING & HEALTH (ASH) 
ADAMS PORK PRODUCTS 
ADAS 
Advertising Associatiion 
ADVERTISING STANDARDS AUTHORITY 
Agricultural Industries Confederation 
Airline Operators Committee Cargo 
Alcontrol Laboratories 
ALFA CHEMICALS 
ALLERGY ALLIANCE 
Alliance of Independent Retailers 
Allied Bakeries Ltd 
Allied Brewary Traders' Association 
Allied Meat Importers Ltd 
Allied Technical Centre 
American Peanut Council 
Amicus 
AQUINAS COLLEGE 
ARLA FOODS PLC 
Ascisco Ltd 
ASDA Stores 
Ashbourne Biscuits 
Ashwell Associates 
Assoc of the British Pharmaceutical Industry 
Associated Britsh Food PLC 
Association of Bakery Ingredients Manufacturers 
Association of British Health Care Industry 
Association of Cereal Food Manufacturers Ltd 
Association of Cheese Processors 
Association of Convenience Stores 
Association of Fish Canners 
Association of Independent Crop Consultants 
Association of Independent Meat Suppliers 
Association of London Government 
Association of Meat Inspectors 
Association of Port Health Authorities 
Association of Public Analysts 
Association of Public Analysts of Scotland 
ASSOCIATION OF RADICAL MIDWIVES 
Association of Scottish Shellfish Growers 
Association of Sea Fisheries Committee of England and Wales 
ASSOCIATION OF SEA FISHERIES COMMITTEES 
Association of Unpasteurised Milk Producers and Consumers 
Assured British Meat 
Assured Food Standards 
Atlantic Bar & Grill 
Audit Commission 
Automatic Vending Association 
Baby Milk Action 

Bacardi Martini 
BAFSAM 
Bakkavor 
BARBOUR INDEX PLC 
BBSRC Institute of Food Research 
Bee Farmers Association 
Beer and Pub Association 
BERNARD MATTHEWS LTD 
Berry Ottaway Associates Ltd 
Bestway Cash & Carry Ltd 
BETA 
BICODE LTD 
Bio-Dynamic Agricultural Association 
Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council 
BIRDS EYE WALLS LTD 
BIRMINGHAM CITY LABORATORIES 
Biscuit, Cake, Chocolate & Confectionery Alliance 
Biscuit, Cake, Chocolate & Confectionery Association 
Bonnia Petite Banqueting Ltd 
Booker Ltd 
Boots PLC 
Brewers & Licensed Retailers Association 
British Association for Shooting & Conservation 
British Association of Feed Supplement & Additive 
Manufacturers Ltd (BASFAM) 
British Bakeries 
British Bakers Ltd 
British Beekeepers Association 
British Beer and Pub Association 
British Cattle Veterinary Association 
British Chambers of Commerce 
British Chambers of Commerce 
British Cheese Board 
British Coffee Association 
British Deer Farmers Association 
British Deer Society 
BRITISH DENTAL ASSOC 
British Diabetic Society 
BRITISH EGG INDUSTRY COUNCIL 
British Egg Industry Council 
British Egg Information Service 
British Essence Manufacturers Association 
British Fishermen's Association 
British Food Importers and Distributors Association Ltd 
British Food Manufacturing Industries Research Association 
British Free Range Egg Producers Association 
BRITISH FROZEN FOOD FEDERATION 
British Frozen Food Federation 
BRITISH GOAT SOCIETY 
British Hospitality Association 
British Importers Association Ltd 
British Independent Fruit Growers’ Association 
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British Independent Grocers Association 
British Institute of Agricultural Consultants 
BRITISH INSTITUTE OF INNKEEPING 
British International Freight Association 
British Leather Confederation 
British Marine Finfish Association 
British Meat Processors Association 
British Medical Association 
British Natural Mineral Waters Association 
British Nutrition Foundation 
British Oat and Barley Millers Association 
British Pasta Product Association 
British Peanut Council 
British Pepper & Spice 
British Pest Control Association 
British Pig Association 
British Ports Association 
British Potato Council 
British Poultry Council 
British Retail Consortium 
British Rice Association 
British Sandwich Association 
British Society of Animal Science 
British Society of Paediatric Dentistry 
British Soft Drinks Association Ltd 
British Starch Industry Association 
British Sugar 
BRITISH TROUT ASSOCIATION 
British Trout Association 
British Veterinary Association 
British Wild Boar Association 
Britvic Soft Drinks Ltd 
Budgens Stores Ltd 
Burger King International 
Business in Sport & Leisure 
Cabinet Office 
Cadbury Schweppes  
CADBURY SCHWEPPES PLC 
CAMBRIDGE MANUFACTURING COMPANY LTD 
Campaign for Real Ale Ltd 
Campden & Chorleywood Food Research Association 
Carp Society 
CARVER WILDE COMMUNICATIONS 
Catalent Pharma Soloutions 
Caterer & Hotel Keeper Magazine 
Catering Equipment Manufacturers Association 
CATERING UPDATE 
CBI Small & Medium Enterprise Council 
CEFIC 
CELCAA 
Central Science Laboratory 
Centre for Environment, Fisheries & Aquaculture Science 
Cereal Ingredient Manufacturers Association (CIMA) 
CEREAL PARTNERS WORLDWIDE 
Chamber of Shipping 
Chartered Institute of Environmental Health 
CHEMIST & DRUGGIST 

Chilled Food Association Ltd 
Chinese Take Away Association 
Cinema Exhibitors' Association 
Civic Catering Association 
CLA 
CMI 
Coca Cola GB & Ireland 
Coca-Cola Company 
COCERAL 
Coeliac UK 
Coffee Trade Federation Ltd 
Cold Storage and Distribution Federation 
COMMUNITY FOODS LTD 
Compassion in World Farming 
CONBA 
Confederation of British Industry 
Consortium of Caterers & Administrators (in Education) 
Continental Food Supplies Ltd 
Contract Food Ltd 
Cookery & Food Association 
CO-OPERATIVE GROUP 
Corporation of London 
Council for Responsible Nutrition 
Council for the Protection of Rural England 
COUNSEL LTD 
Country Land and Business Association 
Country Landowners & Business Association 
Country Markets Ltd 
COVINGTON & BURLING 
Croda Colloids Ltd 
Crop Protection Association 
Cypressa 
Daily Mail 
Dairy Council 
DAIRY CREST LTD 
Dairy Hygiene Inspectorate 
Dairy Industry Federation 
Dairy Uk Ltd 
DAVTECH 
Declercq Trading Ltd 
DEFRA 
Del Monte Foods Ltd 
DEPARTMENT for CULTURE, MEDIA & SPORT 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
Department of Local Government & Environment 
Dept of Agriculture for NI 
Devon Sea Fisheries Committee 
Diageo 
East Riding of Yorkshire Council (863) 
EDLONG COMPANY LTD 
Environment Agency 
Environmental Services 
Ethical Consumer Research Association 
EURO COOP 
EuroCommerce 
EUROFINS 
Eurofins Laboratories Limited 
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Eurofins Laboratories Ltd 
Europe Analytica 
European Caterers Association 
European Food Law Association (UK Section) 
European Modern Restaurant Association 
European Public Policy Advisors UK Ltd 
Evans Gray & Hood Foods Ltd 
EVERSHEDS 
F I Data Services 
Farley Health Products 
Farm Animal Welfare Council 
Farming and Countryside Education 
Federation of City Farms and Community Gardens 
Federation of Small Businesses 
Federation of Wholesale Distributors 
Federations of Synagogues 
Feed Fat Association 
Fertiliser Manufacturers Association 
Findus Ltd 
Fish Producers' Organisation Ltd 
Fishmeal Information Network 
Fishmonger's Company 
FLEETWOOD FISH PRODUCERS ORGANISATION LTD 
FOOD & HEALTH RESEARCH 
FOOD ADDITIVES & INGREDIENTS ASSOCIATION 
Food and Drink Federation (FDF) 
Food Brands Group 
Food Certification International Ltd 
Food Commission 
Food Futures Co-ordinator 
Food Safety Promotion Board 
Food Standards Australia Nerw Zealand 
Foodaware 
FORUM OF PRIVATE BUSINESS 
FORUM PRODUCTS LTD 
FOSFA International 
Freedom Food Limited 
FREELANCE DIETITIAN & NUTRITIONIST 
Fresh Produce Consortium 
Friends of the Earth (HQ) 
Fruit & Vegetable Canners Association 
FSA Northern Ireland 
GAFTA 
Game Conservancy Trust 
Game Farmers Association 
GEEST PLC 
General Consumer Council  
General Dietary Ltd 
GIN & VODKA ASSOCIATION 
GIRACT 
Glaxosmithkline 
GOOD HOUSEKEEPING INSTITUTE 
Government Chemist 
Graig Farm Organics 
Grain and Feed Trade Association 
Greencore Group 
Greenwoods Solicitors LLP 

Grimsby Fish Dock Enterprises Ltd 
G's Marketing Ltd 
Guild of Fine Food Retailers 
H J Heinz Co Ltd 
HAFOD 
Halal Food Authority 
HAMPSHIRE SCIENTIFIC SERVICES 
Harrow London Borough Council 
Hartwell Food Research Ltd 
HEALAN INGREDIENTS LTD 
Health and Safety Executive 
Health Food Manufacturers Association (HFMA) 
Health Protection Agency 
HEATHER PAINE ASSOCIATES 
High Commission for the Republic of South Africa 
Hilton Group 
HM Revenue and Customs 
HMPS 
Holchem Laboratories Ltd 
HOLLAND & BARRETT 
Holland and Barrett 
Holstein UK 
Home Grown Cereals Association (HGCA) 
Home Grown Cereals Authority 
Honey International Packers Association 
Hospital Caterers Association 
HOTEL & CATERING INTERNATIONAL MANAGEMENT 
ASSOCIATION 
HOTREC Hotels, Restaurants et Cafes in Europe 
Humane Slaughter Association & Council of Justice to Animals 
Humane Slaughter Association & Universities Federation for 
Animal Welfare 
Iceland Frozen Foods PLC 
ILS LTD 
Independent Food Retailers Confederation 
Infant & Dietetic Foods Association 
Infant & Dietetic Foods Association (IDFA) 
Institute of Agricultural Management  
Institute of Brewing 
Institute of Fisheries Management 
INSTITUTE OF FOOD RESEARCH 
Institute of Food Science and Technology 
INSTITUTE OF MECHANICAL ENGINEERS 
Institute of Professionals, Managers & Specialists 
INSTITUTE OF REFRIGERATION 
INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF ESSENTIAL OILS & 
AROMA TRADES 
International Fish Meal & Oil Manufacturers Association 
International Meat Trade Association 
International Obesity Task Force 
Isotron 
Ivy House Farm 
J RALPH BLANCHFIELD CONSULTANCY 
J Sainsburys plc 
JG QUICKE & PARTNERS 
John Lewis 
John Russell Associates 
JOHN WEST FOODS LTD 
JOHN WYETH & BROTHER LTD 
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K J Lovering & Co Ltd 
KARLSHAMNS LTD 
KELLOGG LUX III S.A.R.L. 
Kellogg Supply Services (Europe) Ltd 
Kettle Foods Ltd 
KITCHEN RANGE FOODS LTD 
Kraeber (UK) Ltd 
Kraft Foods International 
Kraft Foods UK Ltd 
Kraft Foods UK Ltd 
LACORS 
LANCASHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 
LAW LABORATORIES LTD 
Law Society of Scotland 
LAWCODE 
Lawdata Ltd 
LEAF 
Leatherhead Food International 
Lee Kee Kum (Hong Kong) Foods Ltd 
Leeds & District Fish Friers' Association 
Leeds City Council   
Licensed Animal Slaughterers & Salvage Association 
LINKING ENVIRONMENT & FARMING (LEAF) 
LIVESTOCK & MEAT COMMISSION 
Livestock Auctioneers Association 
Local Authorities Co-ordinators of Regulatory Services 
Local Government Association 
London Chamber of Commerce 
London Councils 
London Retail Meat Traders Association 
LONDON SOUTH BANK UNIVERSITY 
M D C Foods Ltd 
MACFARLANES 
Maltsters Association of Great Britain 
Mardon Plc 
Margaret Anderson 
Marks & Spencer 
McCormick (UK) Ltd 
Mead Johnson Nutritional Group 
Meat and Livestock Commission 
Meat Training Council 
MERRYDOWN PLC 
Micron2 
MIDWIVES INFORMATION & RESOURCE SERVICE 
MJSR Associates 
Muslim Council of Britain 
National Association of Agricultural Contractors 
National Association of British and Irish Millers 
National Association of Catering Butchers 
National Association of Cider & Perry Makers 
National Association of Health Stores 
National Association of Master Bakers, Confectioners & 
Caterers 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PERRY MAKERS 
National Association of Speciality Food & Drink Producers 
National Audit Office 
National Beef Association 
National Board of Catholic Women 

NATIONAL CHILDBIRTH TRUST 
NATIONAL CONSUMER COUNCIL 
National Consumer Council 
National Consumer Federation  
National Council of Women 
National Dried Fruit Trade Association (NDFTA) 
National Edible Oil Distributers Association (NEODA) 
NATIONAL EDIBLE OIL DISTRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION 
National Farmers Union (NFU) 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF FISH FRIERS LTD 
National Federation of Fishermen’s Organisations 
National Federation of Fishmongers Ltd 
National Federation of Meat and Food Traders 
National Federation of Women's Institutes 
National Game Dealers Association 
National Gamekeepers Organisation 
National Heart Forum 
National Institute For Health & Clinical Excellence 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MEDICAL HERBALISTS LTD 
National Market Traders Federation 
National Office of Animal Health 
National Phamaceutical Assoc 
National Physical Laboratory 
National Pig Association  
National Renderers Association, Inc 
National Sheep Association 
Nestle UK Ltd 
NEWSPAPER SOCIETY 
NI Food & Drink Association 
NORTHAMPTONSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 
Northern Foods plc 
Northern Ireland Meat Exporters Association 
Northumberland Sea Fisheries Committee 
NORTON ROSE 
NOTTINGHAM TRENT UNIVERSITY 
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 
NUTRAGEN LTD 
NUTRICIA LTD 
Organic Farmers and Growers Ltd 
Organic Food Federation 
Organic Mushrooms Committee 
Organic Trust 
PAI Ltd 
Patak's Foods Ltd 
Penta Foods 
People 1st 
Pepsico International 
Perfecta Limited 
Perrigo UK 
Perry Scott Nash Associates Ltd 
Perth & Kinross Council 
PLAIN ENGLISH CAMPAIGN 
Port Sutton Bridge Ltd 
Potato Processors Association 
Premier Foods 
Prepared Fish Products Association 
PROVISION TRADE FEDERATION 
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Provision Trade Federation 
Quintus Public Affairs 
Rank Hovis Ltd 
Rare Breeds Survival Trust 
REAPERS 
Red Poll Development Society Ltd 
Reindeer Foods Limited 
RHM Culinory Branch 
RHM Frozen Foods Ltd 
RHM Group 
RHM TECHNOLOGY LTD 
RICHARD GARD ASSOCIATES Ltd 
Romford Wholesale Meats Ltd 
Royal Association of British Dairy Farmers 
ROYAL COLLEGE OF PAEDIATRICS & CHILD HEALTH 
Royal College of Pathologists 
Royal Institute of Public Health 
ROYAL PHARMACEUTICAL SOCIETY OF GREAT BRITAIN 
Royal Society for the Promotion of Health 
Rural Payments Agency 
RYVITA CO LTD 
Sainsburys Supermarkets Limited 
Salmon and Trout Association 
SALT MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 
Scientific & Regulatory Affairs 
Scopa (Seed Crushers' & oil Processors Association 
SCOTCH WHISKY ASSOCIATION 
SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE RURAL AFFAIRS DEPT 
SCOTTISH FOOD & DRINK FEDERATION 
Scottish Landowner Federation 
SEA FISH INDUSTRY AUTHORITY 
Sea Fish Industry Authority 
Seed Crushers & Oil Producers Association 
Seven Seas Ltd 
Shellfish Association of Great Britain 
SHS International Limited 
SITPRO 
Small Business Service 
Smithfield Tenants’ Association 
Snack, Nut & Crisps Manufacturers Association 
SOCIETY OF FOOD HYGIENE TECHOLOGY 
Society of Independent Brewers 
Society of Occupational Medicine 
Soil Association 
Somerfield Stores Limited 
SOMERFIELD STORES LTD 
SOMERSET COUNTY COUNCIL 
Somerset NHS 
SOMERSET SCIENTIFIC SERVICES 
Specialist Cheese Makers Association 
STEPHEN RHODES ASSOCIATES 
Stilton Cheese Makers Association 
STUTE FOODS LTD 
Sugar Bureau 
SUPPORT, TRAINING & SERVICES LTD 
SURREY COUNTY COUNCIL TRADING STANDARDS 
Sustain 

T Miller 
TASTE OF THE WEST 
TEA BUYERS ASSOCIATION 
Tenant Farmers Association 
Tesco Stores plc 
THOMAS LOWNES and Co Ltd 
THORNTONS PLC 
Townswomen’s Guild 
Trading Standards Institute 
Traditional Farm Fresh Turkey Association 
Transparency data 
Transport & General Workers Union 
Typhoo Tea Ltd 
UK ASSOCIATION OF FROZEN FOOD PRODUCERS 
UK Association of Frozen Food Producers 
UK Association of Manufacturers of Bakers Yeast 
UK Maize Millers Association 
UK Major Ports Group 
UNILEVER PLC 
Unilever Research 
UNISON 
United Kingdom RVO Processors Association 
United States Department of Agriculture 
University of Birmingham 
UNIVERSITY OF CENTRAL LANCASHIRE 
University of Liverpool 
UNIVERSITY OF SUSSEX 
UWIC 
VEGA (Vegetarian Economy & Green Agriculture) 
Vegan Society 
Verner Wheelock Associates Limited 
Veterinary Laboratories Agency 
Viva!/Vegetarian & Vegan  Foundation 
Waitrose Ltd 
Weblabs 
Weetabix Limited 
WEST YORKSHIRE JOINT SERVICES 
Westler Foods Ltd 
Which? 
Whitehouse Consultancy Ltd 
Whitworth Food Group 
Wine & Spirit Trade Association 
Women's Food and Farming Union 
Worshipful Company of Butchers 
York Nutritional Laboratory 
Yorkshire & Lincolnshire Fish Farmers 
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