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Speaking to the PA news agency, Natasha’s mother 

said that after her daughter’s death they found there 

was still “very little research” into allergies in the UK 

which was “woefully underfunded”.



Research Councils ~ £7million  p.a.
Around half spent 

on food allergy

EU £1-2million p.a.

FSA FAIR programme ~ £1million p.a.



• “the factors contributing to allergy development and the 

“allergy epidemic” are poorly understood… further research 

should focus on the environmental factors, such as early 

allergen exposure, which may contribute.”

• “…allergy research directly related to health care to be an 

area of unmet need that requires greater priority.”



Food Allergy and Intolerance Research (FAIR) programme

• Established 1994 by MAFF to 

investigate causes and mechanisms of 

severe food allergy, to reduce the 

incidence and severity

• To date:

• research funding > £20million

• 50+ research projects commissioned





Epidemiology

• Isle of Wight cohort studies:

– Prevalence of peanut allergy ~1-2%

– Increase probably occurred in 1980s/1990s

– No discernible impact of change in pertussis vaccine from wP to aP

• Using NHS datasets to monitor trends in FHS and anaphylaxis

• UK Anaphylaxis Registry



Allergy prevention

• DHSS 1980: Aim to breastfeed until 4-6 months, solids from 3m of age

• COT 1998: women with an atopic (allergic) background should avoid 

peanuts during pregnancy and when breastfeeding; children to avoid 

peanut until after age 3 years

• COT 2008: “previous  advice  to  avoid  peanut  consumption  during  

pregnancy,  breast  feeding  and  infancy,  where  there  is  atopy  or  

atopic  disease in family members, is no longer appropriate”



JACI 2007;119:1197-202

• 61% of 957 mothers recalled hearing the advice about 

peanuts in 1998.

• 57% still ate peanuts while pregnant

• 27% ate peanuts while breastfeeding

• Only 4% followed official DoH advice and stopped 

eating peanut while pregnant.



Allergy prevention



Allergy prevention

doi:10.1016/j.jaci.2019.06.045



Labelling

2012-2014: 508 products  



UK FSA 
Survey
(2014)

508 products 

2012-2014

Remington et al. 

Allergy. 2015;70:813-9.
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Objective of Working Group 5

1. Provide oversight and assurance of an internal FSA review into the 

previous and existing FSA research programme for food hypersensitivity.

2. Undertake a research prioritisation exercise and associated literature 

review on existing evidence.

3. A pilot to evaluate best practice across different areas of FSA research 

interest, in terms of how science influences policy/decision making.

4. Horizon scanning of the food hypersensitivity environment to inform 

future FSA research and policy direction 



Working Group 5 Outline
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Working Group 5.1/3  -
Interviews and Workshop



Summary of Findings

• The WG assessed the following 5 areas:

• Strategy and Direction

• Management and Governance

• Research Outputs

• Uptake and Impact

• Review and learning mechanisms

• For each area, we outline:

– main observations and elements of good practice

– recommendations for improvement and what they should achieve 

– where appropriate, suggestions for how to take recommendations forward 



Main recommendations

Consistent with the 2008 and 2012 reviews, the FAIR programme has

overall been well-managed, and influential with significant policy

implications at a national and international level.

These successes are clearly linked to the dedication of FSA staff and

contractors, and the extensive and frequent level of stakeholder

engagement evident until 2012.



Strategy and direction

Decrease in investment in FAIR programme since 2010 is noted.

• With the introduction of cross-governmental ARIs, the FSA Board 

should again provide a steer as to the role FSA should play in 

commissioning broader research into Food Hypersensitivity.

The formation of the Food Hypersensitivity Programme Board is welcome. 

• The process by which science and data are brought to the Programme 

Board needs to be made more resilient, with a more structured approach to 

provide “science push” while the Programme Board creates “policy pull”. 



Commissioning of research tenders

• The FSA should reinstate regular stakeholder and external reviews to

facilitate the development of more strategic relationships with other

funders/stakeholders, to maximise potential for collaborative working.

• The FSA should consider complementary methods to develop tender calls

relating to more complex areas of future research e.g. sandpits.

• Guidance on the tender process should be developed for the non-commercial

sector with respect to contracted research vs that funded through UKRI.

• Steps should be taken to minimise the impact of GDPR and associated

legislation on research activities.



Management and Governance

• There is a critical reliance on “lynchpin” individuals. This must be addressed

through adequate internal resources, succession planning and

strategies to capture best practice and protect institutional knowledge.

• Thought should be given to the use of expert Project Managers who may be

better qualified than FSA scientists to undertake this work.

• Reinstating regular stakeholder and external reviews will provide

reassurance to FSA with respect to the quality of the programme, and that

the necessary oversight is in place.



Maximising outputs

• Additional resources should be allocated to maximise use of routinely-

collected data across the FSA (e.g. post-incident analyses) and avoid the

situation where operational and analysis roles may be combined resulting in

limited capacity for data analysis.

– This has been previously flagged by the Science Council as a recommendation to the

FSA Board (Science Council Report on Capability and Assurance, July 2018).



Maximising impact

• Improving the internal and external visibility of previous and existing outputs and 

impacts will help the FSA build a compelling narrative to inform future business 

case planning. 

• A clear process should be developed for data sharing, allowing 

monitoring by FSA of secondary outputs and impacts. 

• Monitoring of impact should be an integral part of the regular external reviews, 

which ceased in 2012 due to resource constraints.



Review and learning mechanisms

• The FSA should consider re-instituting a mechanism for external review, 

not just to capture best practice, but also monitor its success in applying this 

learning to future work.

• The Science Council requests that the FSA:

– develops a strategy setting out how it will address these recommendations

– provides a report on implementation of these recommendations within 12 

months of the WG’s final report (by July 2022).


