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Welcome to the Spring Edition
of the SOFHT Focus.
I think it’s fair to say that none of us could have anticipated
this horrendous start to 2020, we knew that Brexit and
Climate change could present us with some challenges but
Covid-19 is something else.
Business planning and budgeting has been thrown up
in the air and our thoughts go out to all those who have
suffered personally and/or professionally as a result. The
UK Food Industry is made up of a wealth of experts who
are all working hard together to keep the food supply
chain running and support key workers. There have been
many examples of collaborative working and sharing of
knowledge happening. Fiona Kibby explains in her Chair’s
update how we at SOFHT are looking to support our
members and industry .
In this Spring edition we have a number of interesting
articles which were written before the recent lockdown
but we trust will still be of interest to our readers. Jesus
Alvarez-Pinera provides us with an update on the work
the FSA is doing around‘strategic surveillance’ and the
development of a ‘risk likelihood dashboard’ for food
safety. This helps to evaluate the risks associated with
issues such as climate change, which together with a better
understanding of consumer perception, food availability,
price and quality, help to identify areas of vulnerability
and enables the FSA to target its limited resources to best
effect.
Allergens remain high profile, with changes to legislation
for PPDS (pre-packed for direct sale) products being
recently out for consultation. On the 27th February, SOFHT
held an Allergens Conference, supported by the Anaphylaxis
Campaign. Bob Witney has provided an informative and
insightful article in this edition where he asks the question:
‘Will Natasha’s Law confuse matters further?’
It has been a busy year so far in the SOFHT office,
unfortunately we have needed to refocus and cancel/
postpone some of the fantastic events we had planned ,
including the Summer Lecture.
Finally, thank you to all the contributors of articles for
this edition, and to Rick Pendrous for his valued support,
we hope you enjoy reading. We do not plan to publish an
Autumn edition, we will deliver the Focus online instead.
As ever we welcome your feedback .
I wish you and your families and businesses all the best in
these difficult times.

Dianne Waite, Editor SOFHT Focus
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INTRODUCTION

Introduction
FIONA KIBBY, SOFHT CHAIRMAN

I hope you are all well and staying safe in these difficult times. Our Industry is under
more pressure than ever before and we are being challenged to support consumers
across the country in ways we have never experienced before. I want to take this
opportunity to thank everyone in the industry who are busy keeping their factories
and businesses going to ensure we all get through this safely.
The SOFHT Council of Directors are working to ensure that SOFHT members and the wider industry are given all the
support we can offer. We are known for our ability to have access to great technical expertise and to offer this to all who
need it. We have therefore decided to run a free online panel Q&A sessions every week – SOFHTFocusLive! These sessions
will enable members and non-members to share information and best practice on many of the issues we are facing. Our
first event on 25th March was attended by all sectors and we had a meaningful discussion on some of the current hot
topics, such as social distancing in manufacturing, access to chemicals and hand gels.
Our next session on Wednesday 1st April will look at the pest control challenges arising from the current lock down. Please
contact the SOFHT office to join it.
We are looking forward to hosting more of these every week as the situation develops.
Fiona

Surprising food allergy facts
Milk in food is the biggest cause of

event, ‘Building an allergen-safe culture’,

allergy sufferers. Regent informed

allergic reactions in the UK and results

which discussed the rising cases of

delegates that best estimates suggest

in the most deaths, while cross-

severe allergic reactions to allergens

2-3% of adults are affected by a severe

contamination of vegan food with milk

in foods, and was chaired by SOFHT

food allergy and 5-8% of children in

and egg is an increasing source of

vice chair and Christeyns Food Hygiene

the UK, equivalent to about 2m people.

recalls from undeclared allergens, it

technical director Peter Littleton.

And, while many believe allergies

emerged at SOFHT’s conference held in
High Wycombe on 27 February.

The

co n fe re n ce

began

with

a

presentation from Lynne Regent,

These were just two of a number

chief executive of the Anaphylaxis

surprising facts to emerge from the

Campaign, a charity that supports
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are primarily a problem of the young,
more older people are unexpectedly
becoming allergic, she added.
“The problem is everyone thinks of nuts

NEWS

New Members
We are pleased to welcome the following
members to SOFHT:

Supporting Company Member
Holland & Barrett
Silver
and peanuts, but actually the allergen
that it is most difficult to manage and
the one that causes the most fatalities
is milk, because milk is in everything,”
said Regent.

Sheffield Hallam Uni
Parkdean Resorts UK Ltd
Petrow Food Group
Bronze Personal

One of the biggest problems for allergy
suffers comes for precautionary allergen
labelling (PAL) on foods, which is “a
huge pain in the neck”, said Regent. It
is a view supported by Julia Pepler from
Food Integrity Consulting, who spoke at
the conference about ‘Vegan suitability
and the allergic consumer’. PAL, or
“precautionary alibi labelling”, as Pepler
also called it, is now being extended to
food pre-packed for direct sale (PPDS)
to consumers (see article on p8).

Lis Coulthard

A full report from the conference
will be published in the next issue of
SOFHT Focus.

Saheed Olayinka

Alan Lacey
Fiona Fleming
Katherine Thomas
David Koenig-Green
Dean Hartley

Here’s Rosco!
Meet Rosco, Su’s new furry
friend and official SOFHT
dog, getting ready for Easter.

Student
William Tutt

Look out for his adventures
in every SOFHT Focus!

Dein Warmate

Dominic is a partner at legal firm DWF and an acknowledged
expert on European food law and the complexities of Brexit.
He discussed the various implications of Brexit for the food
industry and, not surprisingly, there was a great deal of
interesting debate.
The venue for the meeting was the National Liberal club in
central London and before Dominic’s presentation guests
enjoyed drinks in the impressive surroundings of the smoking
room followed by an excellent lunch.

SCM meeting update:
What might lie ahead with Brexit
On the 30th January, the day before the UK left the European
Union, we were lucky enough to welcome lawyer Dominic
Watkins to a meeting of SOFHT’s Supporting Company
Membership (SCM) in London to provide a perspective of what
might lie ahead with Brexit.

As the country moves to the end of the Brexit transition period
on 31 December 2020, SOFHT is committed to closely following
developments in discussions between the UK government
and the EU about the prospects for a future trade deal, while
offering support and advice to our members.
Alan Lacey
SOFHT Board member with responsibility for Supporting Company
Membership (SCM) & Brexit/Regulatory
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USING DATA SCIENCE TO PREDICT FOOD AND FEED SAFETY RISKS

Using data science
to predict food
and feed
safety risks
The use of data science and

Surveillance strategy

specifically strategic surveillance

Strategic surveillance is a new capability
within the FSA that uses data and complex
data analytics to transform data into
intelligence that can lead to targeted action.

is helping the FSA better identify
emerging food safety risks, as
Jesus Alvarez-Pinera explains.
The main objective of the Food Standards
Agency (FSA) is to ensure our food is safe
and what it says it is. Detecting food and
feed safety and authenticity risks as early
as possible allows us and others to limit,
or even avoid, major issues that could
impact public health.
The application of data science is helping
us to build a better picture of the food
system, predict emerging food risks and
identify vulnerabilities before they become
a public health risk. A core part of this
work makes use of strategic surveillance.
So, what is strategic surveillance?
The World Health Organization defines
surveillance as the ongoing systematic
collection, collation, analysis and
interpretation of data, followed by the
dissemination of information to all
those involved so that targeted action
may be taken.

6
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As part of a continual effort to make the
agency future-ready, we provide services
to teams within the FSA to help identify
and address issues as they arise, be
they strategic, global and long term,
or immediate and operational. Our
surveillance strategy is aimed at protecting
consumers now, and in the future, with the
foresight to predict and act in a timely way.
Time is an important factor: our definition
of surveillance encompasses long-term
horizon scanning, right through to the dayto-day tactical, near time response.
We follow an agile way of working to
address real-life problems through
‘sprints’. Our sprint includes the stages
of understanding a problem, finding data
that might address the problem, and
developing a prototype to address the
problem. We closely interact with our
primary stakeholder group throughout the
sprint and after to support adoption. We
then put the theory into practice.

Our work is driven by ‘use cases’, and each
use case has different data requirements.
We’ve developed a number of prototypes
that have proved successful in predicting
food system risks. The team deploy a
range of techniques to help identify highest
priority risks and look ahead at what could
be next.

Risk Likelihood Dashboard
One of our tools, the ‘Risk Likelihood
Dashboard’, helps present complex
information on risky food and feed in an
understandable way and flags potential
and emerging food and feed safety risks in
terms of commodity, country of origin and
hazard. This unique interactive dashboard
uses multiple data sources to recognise
risk factors in food and feed commodities
imported to the UK from EU and non-EU
countries.
The dashboard also helps establish
the relationship between some known
hazards and climate, and then applies that
intelligence to predict unknown hazards
by looking at similar climates. We’ve used
this to successfully predict the aflatoxin
risk in imported food, for example. The
list of users of this dashboard extends

USING DATA SCIENCE TO PREDICT FOOD AND FEED SAFETY RISKS
beyond FSA teams, with access now having
been provided to other bodies like local
authorities (LAs) and port health authorities
(PHAs). The predictive models and importer
behaviour patterns have particularly
appealed to various stakeholders within the
FSA and external agencies.

safeguards to protect any data and are
also actively understanding the evolution
of data protection and access techniques
such as governance, anonymisation and
data trusts.

This work was recently recognised by the
Office for Product Safety and Standards
(OPSS) in the Innovation and Technical
category of the Regulatory Excellence
Awards 2019. Compared to the old way of
procuring the same level of intelligence
through individual data sources, the
dashboard saves a substantial amount of
time and effort for users and helps in the
design of sampling strategies.

These tools can help us to target sampling
activities during periods where risk of
food safety or authenticity are higher,
which is more cost-effective than random
sampling. They can also help us to allocate
staffing levels accordingly, to limit access
of contaminated products into the food
supply chain and also to reduce the impact
on food businesses by identifying risks as
early as possible.

Monitoring potential for fraud
In another use case, we investigated
how to monitor consumer perception in
relation to food. A perceived change in
food price, availability or quality could
indicate where there is a vulnerability in
the food chain, giving greater opportunity
for food fraud. The project aimed to
establish whether people discussed this
on social media and whether we could
develop a method to reliably identify this
discussion amongst the noise.
Another piece of work has focused
on trying to identify unregistered food
businesses using various sources of
data. We matched that data against FSA’s
list of registered food businesses and
those businesses that didn’t match were
reported to the relevant LAs for further
investigation. This was created as a
prototype. We particularly enjoyed this
close and practical collaboration with our
highly dedicated LA colleagues.
Our goal is to develop an overarching
integrated system that remains agile and
decentralised, but will enable additional
data sharing, re-use of technical solutions
across government, and tie-in to actions
taken by other parts of the agency.
We continue to collaborate with LAs,
PHAs, other government departments,
academics and the industry to utilise their
expertise and share insights.
While working as openly as possible,
we are mindful of the responsibilities
we have in relation to data privacy and
data sharing. We implement appropriate

Potential benefits

departments. We have recently initiated a
project to explore the potential of artificial
intelligence (AI) in the prediction of the
Food Hygiene Rating Scheme (FHRS)
score in food establishments, which aims
to facilitate the work of inspectors and help
LAs with their resource pressure – this is
new territory for the UK government in this
sector.
But most of all, we want to continue our
mission to protect consumers by remaining
at the forefront of the use of data analytical
techniques.

Some of these tools also provide access
to trade data and allow the visualisation of
transactions of food and feed commodities
among multiple countries, providing quick
information on where those products are
coming from and in what volumes. In some
cases we can also identify the port of entry
into the UK. This information is particularly
relevant as trade deals evolve.

Our next steps
We want to continue to apply data science
to effectively identify food and feed related
emerging risks. Our primary focus is
providing a responsive capability to help
mitigate risks associated with immediate
EU exit risks and future changes in trade
patterns.
We’ve shared our work with external
organisations such as the OPSS, the
Chartered Institute of Environmental
Health (CIEH), the Global Food Safety
Initiative (GFSI), the US Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) and the European
Food Safety Authority (EFSA), to mention a
few. We will continue to seek collaboration
opportunities with other government
agencies and industry partners. Our work
has generated positive feedback and I’m
pleased to say we appear to be at the
forefront of food safety regulators in the
use of data analytics. We also hope that
the international relationships we have
established will bear fruit, helping us
generate more ideas and access more data.
We have a strong pipeline of work for
future projects from across multiple teams
in the FSA and also from other government

About the author
Jesus Alvarez-Pinera is Head
of Data at the Food Standards
Agency (FSA). Since mid-October
2017, he has been the FSA lead
on the Agency’s new Strategic
Surveillance.
Jesus leads the development of
an operating process to collect
input on risk and vulnerability
signals across the organisation
and externally. Using available
data/intelligence the FSA aims to
identify risks at an early predictive
stage to drive initiatives, policies
and interventions to mitigate
those risks before they become
incidents.
Before the FSA, Jesus worked for
several years in academia as a
Professor of Cell Biology, where
his expertise was the early stages
of the formation of the skeleton.
During this period, He published
over 30 articles in international
scientific journals.
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IS NATASHA’S LAW THE BEST WAY TO PROTECT CONSUMERS?

Is Natasha’s Law
the best way to
protect consumers?
New regulations and technical guidance under consultation
to protect those suffering from allergies may confuse rather
than clarify the situation – especially for small businesses, as
Bob Witney explains.
Although brought forward with the best
of intentions, the Food Information
(Amendment) Regulations (FIR) 2019, as
presented in parliament last September,
and the revised technical guidance
from the Food Standards Agency (FSA)
recently out for consultation, pose some
potential pitfalls, particularly for small
food and drink businesses.
But I pose the question: is the new
regulation, which comes into force in
England in October 2021, and proposed
guidance really the best way to protect
consumers? How should businesses,
especially small independent operators,
comply with them?
The new regulations are also known as
‘Natasha’s Law’ after Natasha EdnanLaperouse, 15, who tragically died of

8
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anaphylaxis on 17 July 2016 after eating
a baguette, which – unknown to her,
since they were undeclared on the pack
– contained sesame seed ingredients, to
which she was allergic.
Following industry feedback, mainly
around the definition of what constitutes
food that is prepacked for direct sale
(PPDS), the FSA has now proposed
amended technical guidance (updated
from 2015) with a consultation that
was open until 6 March. The guidance
contains additional text and examples of
PPDS, together with revised technical
and best practice advice.
The EU Food Information to Consumers
Regulation (FIC), enacted in UK law in
2014, allowed Member States to make a
distinction between prepacked foods and

non-prepacked foods in how mandatory
allergen information is provided to
consumers. Any food that does not fall
within the FIC definition of prepacked
food is classified as non-prepacked
food. This includes but is not limited to:
food not packed, such as loose fruit and
vegetables; food packed on the sales
premises at the consumer’s request;
and, crucially, PPDS. In other words,
food prepacked for direct sale is not
considered prepacked and is not subject
to the same labelling requirements as
prepacked food.
The FIR 2019 deals solely with food
that is PPDS and is intended to close
the loophole that caused Natasha’s
death. Her father picked up a baguette
at Pret A Manger, prepared and sold on
the premises and therefore not subject
to the mandatory allergens on-pack
labelling requirements, even though it
was packed in a sleeve.
The new FIR amendments were
introduced because anecdotal evidence

IS NATASHA’S LAW THE BEST WAY TO PROTECT CONSUMERS?
A fundamental difficulty remains
in the definition of what is
‘prepacked’, what is ‘direct sale’
and what is ‘packaging’?

indicates that it can be difficult for
consumers to distinguish between
prepacked and PPDS foods, and that
some consumers assume that the
absence of allergen information on
PPDS foods means food allergens are
not contained in the product, whether or
not this is the case.
The new guidance defines PPDS as:
‘Prepacked for direct sale food is a food
that is packed before being offered for
sale by the same food business to the
final consumer:
1. On the same premises; or
2. On the same site; or
3. On other premises if the food is
offered for sale from a moveable
and/or temporary premises (such
as marquees, market stalls, mobile
sales vehicles) if the food is offered
for sale by the same food business
who packed it.’
The changes place a duty on food
businesses to label PPDS food with a
list of ingredients, bringing the provision
of allergen information in line with
labelling for prepacked food.
The FIR requirements regarding
allergen information in respect of other
forms of non-prepacked foods, such as
foods that are not packaged and those
packed at the consumer’s request, are
unaffected by these changes. This is
because unpackaged food does not have
packaging on which to place a label, and
the other is packaged in front of the
consumer at their request.
There is still a heavy onus on food
businesses to provide information on
the presence or use of allergens in
non-prepacked food, in a manner that
is easily accessible for the consumer,
but there is flexibility as to the manner

in which they can do this. The guidance
states:

‘prepacked’, what is ‘direct sale’ and
what is ‘packaging’?

‘The presence or use of allergens in
food must be provided in a manner that
is easily accessible for the consumer.
All mandatory allergen information
on menus or signpost statements to
where it could be found should be easily
accessible and visible, and clearly legible
to the final consumer regardless of
whether they have a food allergy or not.
Allergen ingredients information should
be made available for the entire dish as
served, however, it can be provided in a
variety of ways …

The legislation uses the term PPDS
but there is no definition, either in the
EU Regulation 1169/2011 or other
EU legislation. It seems that the idea
of PPDS comes from previous UK
legislation, which has simply been
carried over into current legislation.

‘Food business operators (FBOs) have
flexibility to provide allergen information
for non-prepacked food orally. In such
cases customers must be able to obtain
information from member(s) of staff.
However, businesses adopting this
approach will need to ensure that there
is a written notice, menu, ticket or label
that is clearly visible at the point that the
customer chooses their food to indicate
that allergen information is available
from a member of staff.’

What does prepacked mean?
So far so good. In theory, therefore, the
legislation now captures labelling and
signposting requirements in whatever
format the food is sold or served.
However, a fundamental difficulty
remains in the definition of what is

The issue we have now may well stem
from the fact that retail and foodservice
methods have changed. We no longer
have the grocer or butcher packaging
up their wares for sale in the store.
Instead we have an array of presentation
and service methods, many designed
to facilitate fast service and quick
throughputs of customers.
There is no clear distinction between
a product that can be taken away with
no or little interaction with a member
of staff and one that provides that
opportunity. Matters of staff training,
language difficulties and even the age
of the customer – teenagers often
being recalcitrant or shy types unwilling
to engage – all come into play. At
least now the guidance makes it
absolutely plain that there must be
clear signposting about where to
find allergens advice. Unfortunately,
that still appears to leave open the
possibility that, if a packaged food
has no advice on it, the customer may
assume it does not contain allergens.

MARCH 2020 | SOFHT FOCUS

9

IS NATASHA’S LAW THE BEST WAY TO PROTECT CONSUMERS?
The definition of PPDS adds a
layer of complexity that serves
only to confuse.
There are some strange anomalies cited
in the guidance which leave the customer
open to risk. There is a UK definition
of packaging in the UK Weights and
Measures Act 1985, which states that a
container is ‘any form of packaging of
goods for sale as a single item, whether
by way of wholly or partly enclosing the
goods or by way of attaching the goods
to, or winding the goods round, some
other article, and in particular includes
a wrapper or confining band.’ In other
words, even a rubber band around a
bunch of carrots is packaging.
However, the FSA uses a different and
tighter definition of packaged:
‘any single item for presentation as
such to the final consumer and to mass
caterers, consisting of a food and the
packaging into which it was put before
being offered for sale, whether such
packaging encloses the food completely
or only partially, but in any event in
such a way that the contents cannot be
altered without opening or changing the
packaging.’
How does this cover a hotdog in an open
cardboard tray (not PPDS) or a wrap in a
half sleeve (unclear whether it is PPDS),
both of which are often served from
counters without any staff interaction?
In the examples given in the guidance
they appear to refer to food that is totally
enclosed, although the definition above
refers to packaging that encloses the
food completely or only partially. In order
to help with the interpretation, examples
of food ‘partially enclosed’ need to be
understood by both businesses and
consumers.
It might be argued for example that if the
food is only partially enclosed, it would
be possible to alter the contents (for
example, eat them!) without opening the
packaging and it would therefore not be

10
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caught by the requirements. Is that really
the intention?
Other points that can be challenged
include the exemption for ‘individuals who
are not food businesses and occasionally
provide food at charity events or voluntary
cake sales, for example, do not need to
follow these [PPDS] requirements.’
Items served on a non-disposable plate
wrapped in clingfilm, where the plate
is owned by the food business operator
and not taken away by the customer,
are also exempt. On the other hand,
it appears that it would be PPDS if a
disposable plate were used. Pots of
sauces and dips served with a meal
may be potted on the premises (i.e.
prepared) but could well be bought-in
from a manufacturer and the staff would
not necessarily know the ingredients.
At least the guidance clarifies the
situation with takeaways and ‘distance
selling’ either by phone or online.
Takeaway businesses that offer purchase
through telephone/internet will need
to ensure that mandatory allergen
information is available to the consumer
both before the purchase is concluded
and at the point of delivery. However, one
can immediately see the staff training
and communication difficulties that
might arise during a late-night phone-in
takeaway order.

What consumers need
In our view, the most important
challenge is to ensure that the consumer
understands the method that is to be
used to provide allergen information.
We believe that the definitions must be

contained in the legislation, as ultimately
cases may be decided in court and the
courts will always go back to the legal
wording when making decisions. Even
official guidance may be ignored.
The definition of PPDS adds a layer of
complexity that serves only to confuse. It
seems simpler to say that any food that
is not loose is packaged and in either
case suitable provision must be made
for the clearest allergy warnings and
information. Unfortunately, the way the
legislation and guidance are currently
framed, they invite less responsible
operators to look for loopholes or change
ways of working so as to avoid the need
for labelling, or simply to give up trying to
understand the requirements.
We advise our clients to look at every
possible way their food is sourced,
presented and served and to consider
the inherent risks therein.
This legislation is something that
consumers wanted. There was a large
public consultation suggesting a range
of different options, including best
practice guidelines for business and
mandated allergens-only labelling. 73%
of individuals wanted the full ingredient
listing so that all potential allergens
would be shown.
The single most important thing that
matters is that any risks are made
absolutely clear to consumers. Training
staff in food businesses is key, as is
getting consumers to ask the right
questions, and this should be the
focus of public health policy. Getting
the implementation of this legislation
right is the least we can do in memory
of Natasha.

About the author
Bob Witney MTSI is a Regulatory Affairs & Trading Law
Consultant in NSF International’s UK food group. He
is a highly experienced public and private sector TSO,
instrumental in developing the home authority principle
during his time with Buckinghamshire County Council.
He is an expert in enforcement challenge work.
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remove this accumulation and prevent further spread by reducing
microbial growth on the equipment.
Hillbrush set the benchmark for quality across the cleaning and food
manufacturing industries.
Visit our website to learn more about Anti-Microbial tools and
reducing bacterial contamination: hillbrush.com/am
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CREATING A FOOD SAFETY CULTURE

Food safety and quality culture
is extremely important at Aston
Manor and continues to be a ‘must
win battle’ for the management’s
executive team in 2020.

Creating a food
safety culture
A good food safety culture is now a central requirement of hygiene
audits conducted to the BRC Global Standard issue 8 and will also
be a requirement within other GFSI food standards. Jamie Weall
explains Aston Manor Cider’s approach.
The need to create a good safety culture
within food and drink businesses has been
a hot topic of discussion for a number of
years. It has never been more important
than it is today.
Basically, how do you ensure people
working in food operations always
maintain the highest standards of process
and personal hygiene, despite external
pressures to cut corners they may feel
under? It’s not enough to know the right
thing to do, it’s about always doing it –
whether the boss is looking on or not.
Several culture excellence training
programmes have been developed, such
as that from food research organisation
Campden BRI in partnership with quality
management firm TSI. This is designed
for effective implementation of food safety
best practices while helping to prevent
food safety incidents and quality issues.
However, it was not until this subject
was included within the British Retail
Consortium (BRC) Global Standard for
Food Issue 8, which came into force on
1 February 2019, that a lot of businesses
were forced to take this subject more
seriously. It is now a core part of food
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It’s not enough to know the
right thing to do, it’s about
always doing it – whether the
boss is looking on or not.
hygiene audits conducted by customers
and by third-party certification bodies to
the revised BRC standard.
An important clause within the standard
states: ‘The site’s senior management
shall define and maintain a clear plan
for the development and continuing
improvement of a food safety and quality
culture. This shall include: defined
activities involving all sections of the site
that have an impact on product safety; an
action plan indicating how the activities
will be undertaken and measured, and the
intended timescales; and a review of the
effectiveness of completed activities.’
The first very important thing to note
about this clause is that it comes from the
section in the standard covering ‘senior
management’. It’s not something that can
be taken lightly – it must be led from the top.

So, how can businesses ensure compliance
with this standard? A number will sign up
to one of the excellence programmes that
already exist. But some businesses, such
as our own, for various reasons choose to
implement their own plan.

Aston Manor Cider’s plan
Aston Manor Cider, the UK’s second
largest cider manufacturer, has decided to
implement its own food safety culture plan
based on a structure outlined in a position
paper produced by the Global Food safety
Initiative (GFSI) in November 2018 (see
figure 1).
The structure of Aston Manor’s plan
deals specifically with the five key areas
mentioned in the GFSI structure:
• Vision and mission;
• People;
• Consistency;
• Adaptability; and
• Hazards and risk awareness.
Food safety and quality culture is extremely
important to everyone at Aston Manor and
continues to be a ‘must win battle’ for the
management’s executive team in 2020.

CREATING A FOOD SAFETY CULTURE

Business Structure
Values and Purpose

Stakeholders

Accountability

Setting Direction
and Expectations

Governance

Performance
Measurement

Leadership
and Messaging

Communication

Documentation

Food Safety
Expectations and
Current State

Foundational
Hazard Information
and Education
Employee
Engagement

Agility

Change, Crisis
Management and
Problem Solving

Verify Hazard and
Risk Awareness

Learning
Organisation

Incentives, Rewards
and Recognition

A business’s vision and mission must
communicate its reason for existence
and outline how this is translated into
expectations and specific messaging for
its stakeholders. Aston Manor has very
clearly defined and communicated vision
and mission statements that were updated
in December 2019.
Aston Manor’s vision is to be recognised
as the most professional cider-led
beverage company delivering sustainable
success for its customers, suppliers
and the business itself. It is firmly
underpinned by progressive social
and environmental responsibility. Its
mission is: ‘To create the highest quality
products and provide excellent customer
service through outstanding people and
continuous investment in manufacturing
capability with social and environmental
responsibility at the heart of our actions’.
The company also has clearly defined
and expected behaviours and values for
its employees. The behaviours include:
working as one team; ensuring we are
commercially and business savvy; keeping
customer focused; being enthusiastic and

Fig. 1 GFSI structure plan, which comprises the five
dimensions and critical components of food safety culture

tenacious; supporting and challenging the
ways we work and interact with each other;
and, lastly, focusing on product safety,
quality and integrity.
Aston Manor’s values include adopting an
entrepreneurial spirit and being ambitious
in our achievements. We are passionate
about what we do and operate with a ‘can
do’ attitude to achieve our own and our
customers’ objectives. They are also about
taking a responsible attitude and acting
with integrity both internally and externally.
And, lastly, they include being authentic
and sincere.
The company’s vision and mission,
together with behaviours and values, are
communicated to all employees by various
means. These include via the company’s
intranet, by site-wide signage, employee
induction, and through management
meetings.

Leadership
To win the battle of improving the food
safety and quality culture across the whole
company, the executive management team

Fig. 2 Aston Manor encourages a WIDit
ethos: ‘Would I Drink it?

at Aston Manor must set the right direction
and expectations for all employees. These
are then cascaded to each site as one of
their annual objectives and are discussed
every month.
Leadership and messaging comes from
the top down to ensure the food safety
culture is shared and embraced by
everybody on all sites. To ensure this is
easily understood, we have adopted the
ethos ‘Would I Drink it?’ – supported by
WIDit (see figure 2) notice boards – to
ensure staff always see things through the
eyes of our customers.
It’s then a matter of acting on things that
are not right, reporting them and making
them good, whether that’s a failure of
colleagues to wash their hands on entering
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CREATING A FOOD SAFETY CULTURE
People are the critical
component of any food
safety and quality culture.
the production area or seeing incorrectly
labelled raw material or product, or
anything else that isn’t right.
People are the critical component of
any food safety and quality culture. Our
behaviour and activities throughout the
supply chain contribute to the safety
and quality of the products that we
manufacture. During the monthly food
safety, quality and legality meetings, each
site’s objectives are reviewed. Good food
safety practices are recognised, praised
and shared. ‘Near misses’ are also
discussed to understand their causes and
establish whether processes or procedures
need to be updated.
Food safety champions are appointed
to ensure each site is focused on food
safety and quality and to enable the
communication of potential problems.
Their names are displayed across all sites.
To encourage engagement, Aston Manor
operates an ‘open door’ policy for its
workers. And then there are confidential
whistleblowing numbers, which allow staff
to report serious concerns anonymously.

Training and education
Training and education are essential for our
business to maintain a positive food safety
and quality culture. We recognise this is
as important for all levels of management
as well as shopfloor employees. To assist
this, a competency framework has been
defined, which makes clear to employees
what is expected of them. In January 2019,
a formal food safety training programme
began and this is expected to be fully
implemented by the end of 2021.
Where good practices are being followed
or particular examples of exemplary food
safety/quality are identified, it is important
that these are praised and encouraged.
They are published in an internal
newsletter, which goes to all employees
to highlight good practice. Similarly, food
safety ‘near miss’ incidents are also widely
shared among staff.
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To be successful, food safety priorities must
be properly aligned with requirements
on people, technology, resources and
processes to ensure the programme of
work reinforces a culture of food safety and
quality. That means ensuring all employees
are aware of their own accountability and
take responsibility for their food safety
related decisions and actions.

Detailed business continuity plans
exist for Aston Manor’s Tiverton and
Birmingham sites and these are tested
annually. Problem solving is dealt with
via a root-cause procedure, which is used
to investigate the source of incidents
alongside non-conforming products and
packaging procedures.

Complaint targets, audit results,
housekeeping results, environmental
targets, line service levels are compared
against plan and asset care targets are
reviewed for each site on a monthly basis.
Any objectives not met are investigated.
The food safety and quality culture is also
discussed.

Hazards and risk
awareness

It is also important that Aston Manor is
adaptable and can respond to changing
influences where necessary. Managing
change is difficult within any business
and Aston Manor tries to ensure that any
change needed is efficiently managed.

The importance of risk awareness and
reporting is part of each employee’s
induction programme. This includes hazard
analysis critical control point (HACCP)
and food safety awareness along with the
correct reporting lines. This is further
reinforced by the programme and ongoing
reporting of near misses and suggestions.

Suggested changes can be made by any
employee via a suggestions box within each
site, the contents of which are reviewed
monthly and reported back. In addition, the
company has a detailed horizon scanning
system to identify any potential areas
where change is needed. All employees are
encouraged to discuss change and become
involved to give them a sense of ownership
and willingness to embrace change.

Recognising actual and potential hazards
and risks is a key task within Aston Manor
and is the responsibility of all employees
but is led by the compliance and quality
departments.

To ensure all employees are engaged with
the company’s aspirations, Aston Manor
carries out various activities, including
an employee survey, which was last
undertaken in March 2018. This will be
repeated this year and include questions
specifically designed to identify progress
of food safety culture.

About the author
Jamie Weall BA (Hons) CTSP MCTSI MSOFHT, is a
Chartered Trading Standards Practitioner. Jamie
completed a Trading Standards Degree in 1995 and
started working for a large health food manufacturer in
its regulatory department for three years. He then went
to work for a number of food consultancies including
LawLabs for 11 years, FoodChain, NSF and Exova, advising
and training on food labelling, food safety and Trading
Standards food related issues. He advised large and small
retailers, manufacturers, importers and agents.
Since 2015, Jamie has worked for Aston Manor Cider, the UK’s second largest
cider manufacturer where he is Head of Compliance. The group role means he is
responsible for four sites to ensure that all are compliant from a legal, technical
and environmental point of view. The role also involves him being responsible for
the company’s sustainability agenda where he represents Aston Manor on the UK
Plastics Pact. He has also recently taken over the group’s overall responsibility
for health and safety. Jamie is a member of the company’s Senior Management
Executive Board.

RODENT MONITORING: THINKING OUTSIDE THE BAIT BOX

Rodent monitoring:
thinking outside
the bait box
In the October 2019 edition of SOFHT Focus, John Simmons
reviewed the non-toxic options for monitoring rodent activity
and introduced the concept of remote monitoring. In this
second article, he describes a case study of remote monitoring.

The holy-grail of rodent monitoring is
detection of movement alone. Such
systems are now available with one –
GreenTrapOnline (GTO) – featured in this
article. Electronic monitoring systems
are appearing almost by the month,
so this article shouldn’t be seen as a
specific endorsement of GTO, just our
experience of using it.
What must be said, though, is that most
of the alternative systems are trapbased; the rodent has to physically
enter a housing, such as a bait station or
tunnel, and be trapped on a break-back
trap, in order for the alert to be raised.
We know that behavioural resistance
amongst house mice can result in
reluctance to enter such devices, so
if a system relies on the rodent doing
something it might be reluctant to do,
then is that system truly a significant
advance over conventional baits and
traps? In my view, no.

The GTO trial
The site selected for the GTO trial had a
long-standing house mouse infestation.
The objectives of the trial were two-fold:
to assess the technology in a large and
structurally complex building; and to
establish whether mouse activity was
being under-reported.
GTO uses wireless technology (figure 1).
Our set-up was several years old and
employed the Zigbee communications
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Fig 2: GT sensor mounted on upturned
gutter

Fig 1: The GTO wireless set-up

protocol. The installation comprised:
GTConnect, the ‘brain’ of the system,
which collects data from the GTSensors
and sends it to the main server for
processing; GTLink, a repeater-router
that forwards all received information
from the GTSensors to the GTConnect
and is used to enhance the range of
the wireless network; and GTSensor, a
wireless passive infrared (PIR) sensor
that can be integrated in trapping or
baiting stations or used on a standalone
bracket.
The trial set-up involved the installation
of 35 sensors and ran for three weeks.
Zigbee has range limitations, so we
anticipated that it would be a problem
to install in parts of the site. Seven
GTLinks were needed but still signal
strength proved challenging in some
areas, and one of the sensors was not

Fig 3: GT sensor mounted on bracket

detected by the system for the duration
of the trial. Other sensors went ‘off-line’
occasionally, for short periods of time.
Detectors were mounted on a length
of upturned guttering (figure 2). This
presentation method was chosen
because mice would not have to
physically enter a bait-box. Where
guttering couldn’t be used the detectors
were mounted on brackets (figure 3).
Past experience meant we knew the
system to be robust in not registering

RODENT MONITORING: THINKING OUTSIDE THE BAIT BOX

Fig 4: GTO reporting interface

false positives or negatives. However, to
confirm that mice were present where
activations were received, we placed
chocolate at each location. If this had
gone when we removed the sensor then
we could reasonably assume that mice
had been present, and vice versa.
The reporting interface is shown in
figure 4. Sensors that haven’t recorded
an activation are shown green; those
that have recorded an activation are red;
those that are inactive (either because
they are not in use or are out of range)
are black; meanwhile sensors display the
last recorded time that they were seen by
the control box; and battery strength and
signal strength are also displayed.
An activation triggers an email
displaying the monitor number, location
and date and time of activation.
Sensors are set to remain inactive
for 20-30 seconds after an activation.
Multiple activations do sometimes occur
when a mouse remains in the vicinity of
a sensor for several minutes. For the
purposes of our analysis of activation
data such multiple triggers were treated
as a single incident.

Activations
The number of activations recorded by
monitor number is shown in figure 5.
A number of hot-spots were identified,
some of which had not been identified
by either the pest control contractor
servicing the site, or ourselves. The
pattern of activity by date shows a
remarkably consistent pattern of activity,
with only an occasional spike above or
below the average of 12 activations per
day, as shown in figure 6.

So, were the activations genuine? The
pattern of activity by time of day is shown
in figure 7. This graph is consistent with
the expected nocturnal activity of mice;
the periods of peak activity were 3 to 4
hours either side of midnight.
Sensors recording activity during the
peak daytime hours were mostly those
located in quiet undisturbed areas.
The chocolate that was placed under
each sensor at the start of the trial
had disappeared at most locations
where activity was recorded, and in
every instance where there were no
activations recorded the chocolate
remained in place. Conclusion: the
results were verifiable.

Fig 5: Number of activations by monitor

Contractor reporting
During the trial period a full routine
inspection by the pest control contractor
highlighted mouse activity at just one
location. The contractor located a large
number of additional baits and traps
at several locations where we had
identified significant mouse traffic. In
several of these locations there were
droppings or other evidence.
We found no bait take or trap capture at
those locations where the contractor had
deployed additional monitors. Indeed,
none of the permanent or temporary
baits or traps that we inspected during
the trial showed evidence for mouse
activity.
Probably unsurprisingly, the contractor
did question the validity of the
activations. However, absence of the
chocolate buttons where activity had
been detected helped to verify that
detections were not false.

Fig 6: Number of activations by day

Fig 7: Number of activations by time of day

It would have been good to have a
remotely activated camera at every
monitoring point, but this was not
practical. However, on a subsequent
installation we did use a camera to prove
that the GTO detector was so sensitive
that it took only a few seconds of mouse
movement to register. Click here to view
the video and observe the three flashes
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RODENT MONITORING: THINKING OUTSIDE THE BAIT BOX
Might motion detectors mean that
permanently located baits and traps
become redundant, to be introduced
only when rodent presence is known?
As well as being environmentally
friendly, this approach will reduce
the risk of rodenticide resistance and
should enhance control efficacy; a newly
introduced device is much more likely to
achieve its desired objective than one that
has been in place for a prolonged period.
Might, therefore, the conventional
permanently sited network of baits and
traps be obsolete, replaced by technology
more appropriate to the 21st century?

Fig 8: Contour map of mouse activity

on the GTO detector at the 13 second
mark.
Figure 8 shows a contour, or heat map,
which is extremely useful in condensing
monitoring data to a single picture.
Our activation data resulted in a map
dominated by the undoubted hotspot of
activity around monitor 32, though also
compromised to a degree by our inability
to monitor some areas because of signal
strength issues.
The latest version of GTO, and indeed
many of the alternative remote systems
that are available, communicate using
the LoRa (long range) protocol. Zigbee
has a maximum range of about 1520 metres before booster routers
are needed. Our recent trial with a
LoRa system indicated that good
communication was possible over
at least a 150m horizontal radius of
the control box, even with significant

concrete and steel structures in the
way. So, in conclusion, the LoRa-based
GTO system offers a viable option
for monitoring most industrial and
commercial premises.

The future
An experienced pest manager should
be able to identify the extent of activity
and underlying cause when investigating
most established mouse infestations.
However, large, complex buildings do
present challenges to understanding
activity patterns and distribution.
The critically important point when
eradication has been achieved is also
difficult to determine; proving absence
is much more challenging than
demonstrating presence. A monitor that
reliably demonstrates where and when
rodents are active, and when eradication
has been achieved, is a powerful tool.

About the author
Dr John Simmons has spent 30 years in the pest control
industry. In 2001, he established Acheta, a consultancy
specialising in all aspects of pest management, with
training and independent inspection and auditing
the principal services. Acheta was acquired by Kiwa
Ltd, a specialist in testing, inspection, certification,
consultancy and training services, in August of 2019 and
John continues to run the company.
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Removing such devices would be a
brave move and would certainly require
a fundamental change in the mindset of
those purchasing pest control services,
those whose audits encompass pest
control, and the pest control industry
itself. However, it is inevitable that the
conventional contract, built around
attendance to inspect devices, will
change. Future pest management
inspections should be focused on what
they should always have been focused
on: looking, not simply checking and
servicing devices.

What about rats?
We have focused primarily on house
mice in this article as they are by
far the most important rodent pest
in the food industry. Rats generally
present a problem outdoors, and
when encountered indoors it is usually
because they are coming inside to feed,
moving back outside afterwards.
A remote monitoring programme
for rats would primarily be focused
outdoors. Given that most sites will
already have a network of external
bait stations it makes sense to use
these, even though we know that rats
are by nature neophobic (wary of new
objects) and can be reluctant to enter
bait stations. Determining whether
an activation has been caused by a rat
or a non-target rodent is likely to be
problematic. Perhaps the coming years
will see further development, potentially
with the widespread introduction of
micro-camera technology to help
visually identify and verify what is being
detected on your premises.
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PUTTING SCIENCE BEHIND HAIR CONTAINMENT

Putting science
behind hair
containment
The latest hair containment products have been developed using
science to ensure food industry workers do not contaminate the
products they produce. Richard Burnet describes how they work.
Hair and plastics are the two biggest
physical food contaminants. When hair
is found in food it commonly produces
a sickening reaction in consumers,
causing them to lose their appetite.
Such events can also seriously damage
brands and become costly, especially
when it is necessary to reverse adverse
publicity in the press. So, an effective
hair restraint is critical.
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To develop its HairTite and HairBarrier
products which are certified by HACCP
International and are now used across the
industry, Aburnet carried out extensive
research into the science behind hair
shedding and how to effectively contain
hair to protect food products. This
research was done in partnership with
the University of Bolton and Professor
Barry Stevens FTTS, President of the
Trichological Society from 2014-16.

13-43 hairs could be shed from
the scalp of each employee
during an eight-hour period.

The research found that hair
contamination is a substantial risk due to
the amount of hair any individual sheds.
“It is possible that 13-43 hairs could be
shed from the scalp of each employee
during an eight-hour period,” says
Stevens. “This equates to 1,300-4,300
hairs per 100 people. These figures can
be significantly augmented by thermal
injury and severance (following exposure
to excessive heat from hairdryers etc)
and chemical insult, e.g., bleaching,
colouring, permanent waving, chemical
straightening.”
This figure is further increased when you
take into account hair on other areas of
the body, such as facial hair and hair on
the nape of the neck. To make matters
worse, the amount of hair shed is likely
to increase when you consider that many

PUTTING SCIENCE BEHIND HAIR CONTAINMENT
Many food companies
continue to use a nonwoven restraint such as
a mob cap … “a totally
unsuitable material”.
hairstyles today involve ‘distressing’ the
hair into a position, while numerous
styling products used to hold hair in place
can leave further loose hairs on the head.
So, with this risk of contamination how
do we contain hair effectively to protect
our food products?

HAIR CONTAINMENT
RESEARCH
Hair grows in a spiral configuration with
the angle of growth changing across the
scalp in a manner that is unique to each
individual. The University of Bolton’s
research found that to contain hair
effectively it needs to lie flat. It should
also have as many contact points with
the restraint as possible along the hair
shaft and, importantly, the elastication
on a restraint has to be powerful enough
to hold the head of hair at the edge while
still being comfortable to wear.
Using this information, Aburnet
developed its hair containment
products to meet these requirements.
The patented fold and hold technology
featured in the products ensures hair is
held flat along the hair shaft and stays in
contact with the hairnet. Moreover, the
products’ fabric structure allows the net
to expand and contract so it correctly
fits any hair type, size or volume. Lastly,
each product includes the necessary
elastic power to hold the restraint at
the all-important edge where loose hair
can escape.
Despite these effective, certified
products being on the market, many
food companies continue to use a nonwoven restraint such as a mob cap,
which is not encouraged by experts in
the field.

“Non-woven materials such as those
often used in mob and bouffant caps
should not be used as a hair barrier
fabric,” claims Professor Subhash Anand
MBE, professor of technical textiles in
the Institute for Materials Research and
Innovation at the University of Bolton. “It
is impossible to control the alignment
and spacing of the fibres leading to
variable fabric structure with inherent
gaps and different densities, allowing
hairs to protrude through. Due to the
fabric’s rigidity, it will neither hold the
head of hair nor grip strands of hair that
protrude through the fabric. It is a totally
unsuitable material.”

user fidgeting with their head can lead
to hand contact with the scalp or face.
This can result in them being a cross
vector of pathogens –whether gloved or
not – as the scalp is known to be a haven
for bacteria, such as Staphylococcus

aureus. Fidgeting can also disturb the
hairline and push hair through the fabric
increasing the contamination risk. The
risk of bacteria being present on the
scalp is also one of the reasons it is
necessary for a bald person to wear a
restraint.
Importantly, our HairTite products are
naturally breathable, while our full
covering HairBarrier products feature

EFFECTIVENESS AND
COMFORT
Furthermore, non-woven products often
break a lot easier, posing a significant
risk and additional cost. Due to the heat
from an individual’s head not being able
to escape, the cap absorbs moisture
leading to breakage. What’s more,
workers wearing them also become hot
and uncomfortable, causing them to
fidget with the restraint, which can pose
a significant risk.
It is key that a hair or beard restraint
is comfortable and cool to wear as a

technology to ensure users stay cool
when wearing them. Like performance
sportswear this wicks moisture away
from the scalp enabling it to evaporate
naturally into the atmosphere and helps
regulate the wearer’s temperature.
Another feature of our full covering
products is that they include an
antimicrobial coating which includes
silver Ions that are known to inhibit the
growth of bacteria. This technology has
been independently tested to prohibit the
multiplication of both Gram-positive and
Gram-negative bacteria.
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PUTTING SCIENCE BEHIND HAIR CONTAINMENT
The food and drink industry is increasing its demand for more

In the meat industry, neck contamination

environmentally friendly products. To assist this my company

is a risk because activities often involve

started using more eco-friendly substitutes such as cardboard.

has reduced the amount of single-use plastics it consumes and

meat carcasses being carried on

By developing our patented fabrics we now have available

workers’ shoulders, potentially making

including arm shields and multiple beard nets, depending on

contact with neck areas.

an extensive range to suit any area that needs to be covered,
the volume of hair to be restrained. Take the meat industry,
for example. Here neck hair contamination is a risk because
activities often involve meat carcasses being carried on

REUSABLE PRODUCTS
Under normal circumstances no hair restraint can ever
be re-used. However, with the increasing concern for our

workers’ shoulders, potentially making contact with the neck
area. For such activities we have developed several products
specifically to provide neck as well as head protection.

environment and businesses’ desire to reduce their carbon

COMPLAINT REDUCTION

footprint, our KleenCaps were developed to be re-used safely.

We can point to evidence that shows that companies using

Thanks to the use of the special wash formula, residual hair

our products have reduced the number of complaints they

found in the caps is safely dissolved away during washing, so

receive about hair contamination by more than 80% when

that these products can be safely used up to 16 times.

compared with the previous hair containment products they

It is estimated that if all half a million food industry workers

a particular environment and ensuring staff are applying

used. It all comes down to wearing the correct product for

in the UK reused these products, 555 tonnes of crude oil

products correctly. We provide free training resources such

and more than 2,900t of carbon dioxide would be saved each

as schematic ‘how to wear’ posters to aid workers whatever

year compared with mob caps. They are already being used

language they speak. We also offer auditing tools so that

by enlighted companies such as the Cheddar Gorge Cheese

management can monitor compliance.

Company, whose technical manager Katherine Spencer says:

With Aburnet’s extensive research into the science of hair

“They’re more effective at containing head hair than all the

containment and drive by working with industry to constantly

other disposables hairnets we’ve tried, and we like the fact

improve products, the company continues to prove itself a

that they can be reused in this ever more disposable world.”

leader in preventing hair contamination.

About the author
Richard Burnet took over as managing director of Ilkeston, Derbyshirebased hair containment specialist Aburnet in the 1990s. However, the
company can trace its history back to 1898, when it started as as a textile
manufacturer. After completing a BA Hons degree in business studies
with a marketing diploma at Nottingham Trent University, Richard took
his first job at Boots’s head office before joining the family company.
Richard has driven a technical approach to manufacturing and ensured
Aburnet has stayed market focused throughout. Along with his dedicated
team, the company’s turnover on hair nets alone has increased seventimes from what is was when he first joined – despite the price of
products reducing by 40% over that period.
Today Aburnet exports patented products all over the world, including
to the USA and Asia. The company was also recently awarded more than
£270,000 of Innovate UK funding towards a £500,000 project to develop
new products and automate production using digital technology.
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9 June 2020, National Motorcycle Museum, Birmingham
Hosted by Highfield Qualifications - the UK’s leading awarding organisation
for food safety qualifications.

Building Trust in Food Supply
Chains is the must-attend food
safety conference of 2020,
bringing together some of the
world’s leading food safety
organisations and speakers.

·
·
·
·
·
·

DR LISA ACKERLEY, Strategic Food Safety Advisor,
Public Health Company Ltd and Chair of the RSPH
Food Special Interest Group
STERLING CREW, Chair of The Food Authenticity
Network Advisory Board

How blockchain technology
can build trust in food safety
The emerging risks and threats
to food authenticity
Food defence planning
Building confidence in allergen
management
FSA regulation updates
Expert Q&As

BARBARA HIRST, Consultant, Food Safety and
Quality at Reading Scientific Services Ltd (RSSL)
MICHAEL JACKSON, Deputy Director - Head of
Regulatory Compliance Division, Regulatory Compliance,
People and NI Directorate at Food Standards Agency
RICHARD SPRENGER, Chairman, Highfield Qualifications

·
·
·
·
·

Food retailers
Food manufacturers
Food service professionals
Food safety tutors
Environmental health officers

18+

JAMES STEWART, Chief Technology Officer,
Consumer Industry at IBM
DENIS TREACY, Chief Technical Officer,
Culture Compass Ltd

200+

UPCOMING SOFHT TRAINING EVENTS
5 May 2020
SOFHT Training Academy
INTERNAL AUDITING
SOFHT Training Centre, The Long Barn, Hurley, Warks

4 June 2020
SOFHT Training Academy
LISTERIA MANAGEMENT CONTROL
SOFHT Training Centre, The Long Barn, Hurley, Warks

This one-day course is designed to ensure that attendees gain
an understanding of the skills and techniques required to get
the most out of internal auditing.

This course will examine the practical identification,
management and control of Listeria species in a food, dairy or
beverage processing environment. Using case studies we will
examine the root cause of several notable outbreaks/incidents
and discuss the actions that could have been taken to prevent
the issues.

Who should attend?
The course will suit internal auditors seeking a formal
qualification, those who wish to become internal auditors and
managers of internal audit programmes.

Course content:
The course covers the entire process of internal auditing,
from the use of risk assessment to determine audit plans, to
developing templates and audit scopes to ensure thoroughness
and consistency through to the completion of effective audits
and the management of corrective actions. Workshops are run
throughout the day to support the learning process. Successful
completion of the short exam at the end of the course will lead
to certification.

7 May 2020
SOFHT Training Academy
PESTICIDES IN THE FOOD INDUSTRY
SOFHT Training Centre, The Long Barn, Hurley, Warks
This half-day course is designed to ensure that attendees
gain an overview of pesticide legislation, assessment of safety,
testing and interpretation of results. The course will be highly
participative and will use practical examples to enable learning
to be easily applied to real business situations.

Who should attend?
The course will suit technical managers, food manufacturers
and retailers seeking to enhance their knowledge. No prior
knowledge of pesticides is required.

Course content:
The course covers UK and EU pesticide legislation, how
MRLs are derived and safety factors calculated. The testing
of pesticides and interpretation of results including safety
factors (ARfD and ADI) to determine significance. It includes
a practical exercise to develop a residue testing plan based
on risk assessment, and a crisis management exercise. The
course concludes with a short quiz.
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Who should attend:
This course is suitable for hygiene managers and supervisors,
technical personnel involved in microbiological control,
auditors and anyone concerned with the control of this key
pathogen. The nature of training is particularly suitable for
non-microbiologists as the technical issues and terms will
be clearly explained and placed into a context that is easily
understood.

Course content:
The key learning outcomes for this course are that the delegate
is equipped with the knowledge to identify key sources and
reservoirs of Listeria species, can understand, interpret and
select the results of suitable test methods for Listeria as well
as being able to deploy practical control measures to minimise
the risks of product contamination. In addition, the role of
cleaning and disinfection regimes and the training/awareness
events that can assist in establishing control will be addressed.

9 June 2020
SOFHT Conference
BUILDING TRUST IN FOOD SUPPLY CHAINS
CONFERENCE
National Motorcycle Museum, Birmingham
See information on page 23.

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON SOFHT COURSES AND CONFERENCES
VISIT WWW.SOFHT.CO.UK OR CALL THE SOFHT OFFICE ON 01827 872500
11 June 2020
SOFHT Training Academy
ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS
SOFHT Training Centre, The Long Barn, Hurley, Warks

17 September 2020
SOFHT Training Academy
TRACEABILITY SYSTEMS
SOFHT Training Centre, The Long Barn, Hurley, Warks

There is an increasing expectation and focus on the use of
Root Cause Analysis (RCA) in relation to audit and other non
conformances. This course provides practical guidance on RCA
techniques which can easily be adopted into your business with
effective results.

In an ever changing world where consumers expect and
demand that they and the company providing the food
knows where it has come from, traceability is of paramount
importance. The view that one step forward and one step
back traceability is sufficient is dated. It is crucial to be able
to conduct mass balance traceability and fully understand the
requirements of the system. Do you know at a touch of a button
just where every raw material or product including packaging
came from and when?

Who should attend?
The course is suitable for anybody with responsibility for
investigating non conformances or managing corrective
actions within their company.

Course content:
The course is workshop based and will take delegates through
the RCA process from the point at which a non conformance
has been identified. Scenarios will be explored where the RCA
process is used to generate outcomes significantly different
and ultimately more effective than those designed simply to
address the symptoms of the problem.

July 2020
SOFHT Training Academy
HACCP LEVEL 4 ‘FAST TRACK’ COURSE
SOFHT Training Centre, The Long Barn, Hurley, Warks
See information on page 28.

8, 15, 22, 29 September SOFHT Training Academy
& 6 October
LEVEL 4 FOOD SAFETY ‘FAST TRACK’ COURSE
SOFHT Training Centre, The Long Barn, Hurley, Warks
Visit: www.sofht.co.uk/events

Aim/objective of the course:
The course will provide an understanding of the following
areas: EU legal requirements for traceability; Traceability
requirements: National/ International Standard; The scope
of an effective traceability system; An overview of the types
of traceability systems available; Logical steps to deliver an
effective traceability system; Defining the requirements of
mass balance traceability; Ensuring procurement of effective
and relevant supplier information; Establishing traceability and
recall tests; and Defining effective recall systems in the event
of an incident.

Who should attend:
This is suitable for technical directors or managers,
consultants, quality managers, NPD managers, food
technologists, regulatory compliance officers and specification
technologists.

Course content:
This course will provide the background and overview for the
EU legal requirements for traceability. It will also look at the
range of systems and methods to manage traceability in the
industry and define the scope of an effective traceability system
for all elements of the supply chain. The course will also look
at mass balance traceability and the requirements of the
system as well as testing and challenging of all processes. In
addition, the course will look at product recall processes and
the link with traceability.
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Food Manufacturing Excellence
A Journey of Continuous Improvement
21st April 2020
Online Session
’The food industry is changing, it is getting faster, customers want more
new products, employees want a better experience and technology is
advancing. How do you deliver quicker, smarter, better and ensure that
every day you deliver the right quality product, at the right cost, on time
and in full with safe products, safe places and engaged people.
The food and drink industry have a great opportunity to learn from other
food manufacturing sectors and engage their teams in developing an
effective continuous improvement approach. Understanding how to lead
in this environment, empowering your teams to create standards to
sustain performance, whilst also working effectively on the next big
opportunity is key to your growth.
Hear how food manufacturing excellence programmes can work in your
company and deliver performance of the future. Delivering sustainable
business results, through focussing on leadership team development and
systems thinking. Leveraging skills gained from a portfolio career
covering Continuous Improvement, Quality Management and Product
Innovation.
Speaker:
Katherine Thomas - Brighter Capability Limited

Spaces are limited to 25 delegates to ensure that this remains an intimate and
informative 1/2 day programme for all.
Cost: £25 (Members), £50 (Non-members), £15 (Students) all plus VAT, per delegate
Time: 9.30am - 12.00pm
Continental Breakfast Buffet and certificate of attendance are included in the
price.

SPEAKER
Kathryn Thomas
Director
Brighter Capability Ltd

PROGRAMME
9.30 - 10.30
Katherine Thomas
Presentation 1
10.30 - 10.45
Break

10.45 - 11.45
Katherine Thomas
Presentation 2
11.45 - 12.00
Q&A

Supplier Risk Assessment
28th April 2020
Online Session
The purpose of this presentation is to highlight the importance of managing supplier
risks. Decisions over supply chain stability depend on an organisation’s appetite for
risk and willingness to invest in the relationship. Supply chain instability can have a
negative impact and optimising supply chain management can have favourable
results.
Objectives

Recognise the growing importance of supplier risk management

Frame supplier risk management within the context of ‘’safety practice’’ in
product management

Outline an approach to help companies to identify and manage their supplier
risks

Develop business strategy for supplier risk management which involves risk
analysis, due diligence, contingency planning, supplier audits and supplier
risk assessments.
Every food business implements risk based food safety management systems.
Stephen White will discuss common challenges being encountered in implementing
risk based management systems, why these challenges exist, followed by a
roadmap to how a food business can transform its risk assessments and supplier
approval.
Attendees will leave with a road map to a world where unannounced audits are
business as usual and the data within their food safety management systems are
providing early warnings of where problems may be emerging.
Rick Sanderson will broaden the debate to explore the wider horizons of risk in
today's demanding trading environment. Companies looking to start their journey
towards better Responsible Sourcing outcomes, or to chart progress already made
against all areas, need a common language or framework through which to
articulate outcomes. Moreover, they also need a structured approach to capturing
and standardising data. This is not easy, with many companies still dependent on
old world technologies to solve new world problems, with this problem multiplying
down the supply chain. Without visibility there is no accountability.
Places are limited to 25 delegates to ensure that this remains an intimate and informative 1/2 day programme for all.
Cost: £25 (Members), £50 (Non-members), £15 (Students) all plus VAT per delegate
Time: 9.30am - 12.00pm

SPEAKERS
Stephen Whyte
Managing Director
Qadex Limited
Rick Sanderson
Chief Commercial Officer
Qadex Limited

PROGRAMME
9.30 - 10.30
Stephen Whyte
10.30 - 10.45
Break
10.45 - 11.45
Rick Sanderson
11.45 - 12.00
Q&A

SOFHT Fast Track Training Academy

Pushed for
time
but need high level Food Safety Training?
SOFHT’S NEW
LEVEL 4 HACCP
FAST TRACK TRAINING
The Society of Food Hygiene and
Technology is now offering Level 4
Food Safety Courses for both food
manufacturers and caterers in a Fast
Track format to enable busy senior
managers in the food industry to
secure quality training without having
to leave their business for consecutive
days at a time.

OVERVIEW

COURSE DATES

The Level 4 Award in HACCP for Management
(CODEX Principles) (RQF) is aimed at learners
who are working at management level within
food manufacturing and catering environments,
quality assurance staff or members of the HACCP
team. This qualification would also be useful for
trainers, auditors, enforcers and other food safety
professionals. The objective of the qualification is
to provide learners with the knowledge needed to
develop, implement and evaluate CODEX-based
HACCP food safety.

1st, 10th, 17th, 24th and 31st July 2020

Unlike other Level 4 HACCP training courses where
modules are taken consecutively often meaning senior
staff have to be off-site for a whole week, modules in
SOFHT’s five-day food HACCP course will be run one
day a week over five consecutive weeks (30 guided
learning hours).

How Is The Qualification Assessed?
This qualification is assessed by a written
examination that must be completed within 2.5
hours. The examination consists of 2 sections.
Learners must achieve 60% in each section to
be awarded an overall pass. Marks from both
sections of the exam will be added together to
determine the learner’s overall grade. Learners
will achieve a merit with a total overall score of
70-79 (70%) and a distinction with a total overall
score of 80-100 (80%).
TO BOOK YOUR PLACE:
Simply call the SOFHT office on 01827 872500 or
email admin@sofht.co.uk. Due to the flexibility of
this course booking online is not possible.

