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THOUGHTS FROM
THE EDITOR…
Welcome to the Autumn Edition
of the SOFHT Focus.
As you will be aware, we skipped the magazinestyle Focus Summer Edition and adapted to the
online ‘SOFHT Focus Live’. I’m sure you will all
agree this has been a most useful and informative
approach allowing our members and industry
experts to come together and discuss topics that
were front of mind during this pandemic.
I, as I’m sure is true for you all, have attended
numerous Zoom, Skype and MS Teams calls over
the past six months, developing my technical skills
along the way. Many of the calls have left me with
more questions than answers and, although biased,
I do feel the SOFHT sessions have been able to go
deeper into some of these topics with some great
industry expertise shared along the way. Thank you
to all the many experts and members who have
supported these events.
This Autumn Edition is crammed – and I make no
apologies for it – with COVID-19 related articles.
I thank the authors for providing these and Rick
Pendrous again for pulling them together and
keeping us in order.
I would also like to welcome and thank Amanda
Holland for her help. Amanda recently joined the
SOFHT council as a board member and has kindly
agreed to support me with putting together this
online magazine, as Deputy Editor.
I do hope you find this an interesting and thoughtprovoking read. Please continue to give us your
feedback, ideas for articles or even contribute one
of your own.
The next edition will be the Annual Luncheon
‘Special Edition’. We are all sad not to be getting
together for our annual event in London, however,
we are still determined to run the awards and
do hope you can join us on the 4th December to
celebrate these.
Happy Halloween,
Dianne Waite, Editor SOFHT Focus
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INTRODUCTION

Introduction

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

PETER LITTLETON, SOFHT CHAIRMAN

Gold
R-Biopharm Rhone Ltd

As I write my first introduction
piece as Chair of the Society I must
confess to a twinge of sadness in
that we would normally at this point
in the year be in the final stages of
preparing for our flagship Annual
Lecture and Awards, which would
have been once again at The Brewery
in London. Given the ongoing viral
pandemic, the decision taken earlier
in the year has been proven to be
the right one and we have spent
the intervening period preparing
what promises to be an excellent online event worthy of a SOFHT Awards
ceremony. So, I really hope you can join us, with a glass in hand of course,
at 18:00hrs on Friday December 4th. All the joining instructions will be sent
nearer the time and I look forward to seeing the results of the Judging Panel
for this year’s award categories.

Ansell Healthcare
Silver
Bioshield Limited

Bayer CropScience

Ashbury

itsu Grocery

Bronze Personal
Rob Nugent

Peter Rushton

Neil Buhr

Stephen Lee

Neil Stephenson

Charlotte Rennison

Jenny Curtis

Fiona Kibby

Anna Thring

Phil Schendel

Susan Bell

Bruce Hutton

Lorraine Baxter-McPhie
Student
Sarah Johnson

It’s not just the Annual Lecture and Awards that have undergone changes.
We’ve moved the activities of our Training Academy to an online platform
and have seen a resultant uplift in attendance of many of our courses,
predominantly due to the ease of access and lack of need to travel. Despite
this change, we have maintained the quality and interactivity of the training
courses and plan to continue offering a blended approach to our Academy
when we are able to return to face-to-face once again.
I could not conclude this piece without making a special mention of SOFHT
Focus Live! This series of webinars, conceived by Ian Booth your ViceChair, has been a runaway success with attendees from across the UK and
further afield. Focusing on issues relevant to our industry during these
most challenging of times and conducted in a conversational style allowing
attendees to confidently ask questions of industry peers and experts, these
webinars have proved to be a major success for the Society. In addition,
they have provided invaluable information and support to you, our members,
during a period where our whole way of life has undergone seismic upheaval
and with further changes as we enter the winter months. These events have
also raised the Society’s profile across the industry leading us to work more
closely with other professional bodies and UK legislators where our advice
on issues such as cleaning and disinfection, re-opening of businesses and
pest control have been sought to provide a view “from the coal face”.
So, may I wish you all good health in the coming months and I look forward
to “seeing” you on December 4th.
Peter
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Here’s Rosco putting a new
spin on Trick or Treat – he’ll
perform some tricks if you
give him lots of treats!

NEWS
They suggested possible actions that
might reduce uncertainty in this area
and mitigate the risks. “And the other
was to review risk assessments that
have been carried out previously based
on prior assumptions once a new normal
is established,” reported Upadhyay.
The workshop also looked at the disruption
to consumer shopping practices during
the COVID-19 pandemic. They raised
concerns that less frequent shopping
during the pandemic could lead to shelflife information being disregarded.

‘New normal’ of COVID-19
raises food safety risks
Food safety risks caused by the “new normal” of living with
COVID-19 were among a range of issues discussed by a
Food Standards Agency (FSA) scientific advisory committee
on 22 October.
As well as the potential risks from
changes to the UK’s food supply chain
during COVID-19, other non-COVID-19
themes, risks and opportunities
associated with new technologies
and Brexit were also discussed at the
virtual meeting of the FSA’s Advisory
Committee on the Microbiological Safety
of Food (ACMSF).
The discussion centred around a report
presented to the committee following
a closed virtual horizon scanning
workshop held by ACMSF in June.
“At the workshop, members identified a
number of emerging issues, which were
prioritised in terms of potentially those
that had the greatest impact on reducing
foodborne illness,” reported Dr Manisha
Upadhyay from the ACMSF secretariate.
“Where possible, members also made
suggestions on actions that could be
taken forward by the FSA to provide

some information to prevent uncertainty
in these specific areas.”
Among the potential COVID-19 high
priority outputs identified were
changes to the food supply chain.
These included the direct and indirect
impact on foodborne disease and
controls on food from different sources
or alternative suppliers caused by
pandemic shortages resulting from
increased demand for certain foods
and ingredients. This is something that
could be exacerbated by Brexit.
Concerns about the food safety
potential of staffing disruptions caused
by self-isolation and the reopening of
restaurants and manufacturing sites
following easement of lockdown were
also raised. In particular, members were
worried that sufficient cleaning might
not take place in premises that had been
closed for some time.

Another concern was over doorstep
deliveries of perishables, such as
chilled or frozen foods, that might be
left in uncontrolled conditions. They also
expressed concern about home deliveries
of prepared foods by food businesses –
such as pubs and cafes – whose business
model had changed from “cook and seat
to cook and deliver”, without them having
the necessary expertise.
During the workshop, concerns about
the potential altered immune status of
people that had suffered from COVID-19,
was also raised.
“Members identified that there is
uncertainty whether patients that have
suffered from COVID-19 may have
increased susceptibility to foodborne
infections,” reported Upadhyay.
“It was considered important to explore
whether prior COVID-19 infection altered
the immune response to foodborne
disease. And disruption/dysbiosis to
the gut microbiome was suggested as
a possible mechanism for this potential
altered susceptibility.”
Lastly on COVID-19 related issues,
ACMSF members felt research needed
to be undertaken to identify whether
there had been under reporting of food
poisoning incidents and outbreaks
during the pandemic.
Once approved by the ACMSF the
report, with recommendations for future
action, will be presented to the FSA
for consideration and published on the
committee’s website.
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NEWS
“One of the primary criticisms that we
often level when reviewing pest control
service is that, because of genetic
resistance to the active ingredient(s)
being

e m p loye d ,

p e st

co n t ro l

contractors are using rodenticides that
we suspect – or sometimes know – are
unlikely to work,” he added.
“Such use often continues for a
prolonged period when a simple test
would indicate whether resistance
genes are present. In many cases there
has not even been any reference made
by the contractor to the resistance map
of the UK, a freely available reference

Rodenticides being misused
by pest control contractors
Rodenticides are often being inappropriately used by pest control
contractors, posing the threat of rising resistance to poisons among the
rat population of the UK, leading pest control experts have warned.
“As part of our site inspections our
team of consultants carry out an
independent review of the quality of
service provided by the incumbent pest
control contractor,” reported Dr John
Simmons, business unit director at
Acheta Consulting Ltd.
“In recent months Acheta’s consultants
have highlighted, on far too many
occasions, the inappropriate use of
rodenticides, often combined with no
– or an inappropriate – environmental
risk assessment. We have had several
instances where the incumbent
contractor has been vociferous in
accusing us of being over-the-top in
our demands.”
Simmons noted that a press release
recently issued by the Campaign for
Responsible Rodenticide Use (CRRU)
completely vindicates the line that he
has taken.
“CRRU research finds 58% of
professional pest controllers say they

6
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are ‘not very’ or ‘not at all’ concerned
about resistance,” said Dr Alan Buckle,
in the release.

source detailing the currently known
resistance status throughout the UK.”
New 2019-2020 survey results show not
only that 74% of rats analysed carried
a resistance gene but, of those studied,
one-in-five had two different genes in
widespread locations: County Durham,
West and East Yorkshire, Greater
Manchester, Merseyside, Dorset and on
the West/East Sussex border, he added.
“Quite what this means for the future of
pest rodent control would be inadvisable

“Everyone connected with rodenticide
use needs to wake up to this issue,
pay attention to the information
available and change the way they use
anticoagulant rodenticides accordingly.
The onus is squarely on rodenticide
users to maximise their knowledge and
make responsible fact-based decisions
about control measures.

speculation right now,” said Buckle.

“This can start, of course, with using
the CRRU Code of Best Practice, as the
basis of control measures. Every time
before rodenticide bait is laid, users
should ask themselves, will this active
ingredient work here against this pest?”

rodenticide use, whilst the ultimate

Simmons stressed that the application
of rodenticides according to the
code will prevent unnecessary exposure
of wildlife and other non-target
animals and help deliver the objectives
of the regime.

“But it’s certainly bad and CRRU is
examining the potential implications
and strategies as a matter of utmost
importance.”
Simmons added: “Make no mistake,
the best we can perhaps expect is
further restriction on anticoagulant
sanction could be the complete
removal of anticoagulant rodenticides
from the market.
“In Acheta we will continue to highlight
bad practice for the serious issue that it
undoubtedly is. Indeed, in future we will
tighten our assessment of whether we
believe rodenticide use on any specific
site is both legal and appropriate. We
make no apologies for taking this line.”

World-Class
Certification &
Auditing Services
Customers across the world trust in
our expert assurance services to help
them mitigate risk across their food
operations and supply chain.
www.saiassurance.co.uk

COVID-19 BRINGS REMOTE AUDITS TO THE FORE

COVID-19 brings
remote audits to
the fore
A recent SOFHT Focus Live session looked at remote auditing during
the coronavirus lockdown and SOFHT Focus approached several
experts in the field to gather their views on how well this has worked
along with utilising technology to facilitate these and other uses in
the food and drink sector.
With the introduction of lockdowns and
travel restrictions in place during the
COVID-19 pandemic, the majority of food
manufacturers were facing feast or famine.
Those predominantly supplying retail were
producing flat out to meet unprecedented
demand to ‘feed the nation’, whereas those

8
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dedicated to foodservice saw cancellation
of orders and were forced to furlough staff
and mothball sites, reports Dianne Waite,
who is NSF technical operations director
responsible for the Whitbread Group
technical services contract.

Both these scenarios presented a huge
challenge to the food safety and integrity
programmes that retail and foodservice
businesses had adopted over many years
to manage their due diligence brand
reputation. Audits – often the cornerstone
of these programmes – could no longer be
conducted on site, she explains.
“There are those who will argue that it was
about time the status quo was challenged
with most manufacturers claiming they
were ‘audited to death’ with customers
introducing their own audits and standards
on top of those by the certification bodies,”
says Waite.
However, it can also be justified as
necessary when product withdrawals and
recalls occur and major non-conformances
continue to be raised at these premises,
she adds.
“Consumers still expect their trusted
brands – including retailers and cafes/
restaurants – to know exactly where
every product and ingredient comes from
and that not only are they safe to eat

COVID-19 BRINGS REMOTE AUDITS TO THE FORE
but that there are no worker or animal
welfare issues; and they are produced in
a sustainable and environmentally friendly
manner. In the event of a media scare
the response ‘we audit all suppliers’ is
regularly given,” says Waite.
“While it must be granted that this
approach has driven an industry in
itself, we only have to cast our minds
back to previous food safety incidents
such as ‘Horsegate’ where the resulting
independent report strongly recommended
unannounced audit as an approach.

“Remote audit processes
have been in development and
trialled by many of the auditing
bodies for some time now and
the suspension of the physical
on-site audit has forced the
acceleration of these.”
Andy Kerridge, a food safety specialist
with Wyvern Food Solutions, agrees that
there has been increased interest in
remote auditing, but also in technologies
such as robotics.
“Remote auditing is an interesting case in
point,” says Kerridge. “For too many years
we have been tied to the annual audit, and
all of a sudden, these audits could not
happen.”
This presented the problem of what to do
in their absence, he adds. “There was a
proposal of remote audits from one of the
food standards owners, but that was not
accepted by the Global Food Safety Initiative
(GFSI) – the overseer of such schemes.
“Then certificate extension with a desk
audit was brought in as a way of tiding
things over until site visits could happen
again, but one of the standard owners said
they were not going to do that.”
The fundamental problem is that we
have become tied to a system of annual
audits, when so many other things have
moved on to continual assessment – and
the technology exists for that continual
assessment – via what we now call
‘gadgets’ such as smart glasses, phone
apps, the Internet of Things, Kerridge
suggests. “But, for the moment, when we

cannot have that annual audit we are left
stranded with limited information inputs,”
he adds.
“The annoying thing about this is that the
technology for all this has been around for
some time and is already being used for
a number of other applications. I know of
companies that are using smart glasses
and smart headsets for engineering
support – no need to fly an engineer to
a site if the machinery can be remotely
accessed, and then the engineer on site
can feedback what the impact of the
changes to the machine settings are on
product quality; bake colour for example.”
The use of such remote viewing equipment
can also be used for other functions such
as product development, for training and
yes, for remote audits – whether they
be second-, third-party or internal audits,
he adds.
“The equipment should pay for itself very
quickly, in travel expenses but especially
in time. Most modern equipment in food
processing sites is capable of remote
monitoring and diagnostics. Add to this a
digitised system to manage and record the
various activities from laboratory sampling
and results to preventive maintenance
to recipe management to supplier
management etc; the capability is there
for continuous assessment – oh, throw in
CCTV as well.”
However, Kerridge believes physical site
audits are still required – even to sites
that are well known to auditors. “There is
an element of being there and watching
people and activities that cannot be
replaced – for now,” he says.
That said, he believes with continual
assessment, the physical audit could be
reduced from the current three to four
days, or more, to one.

“The physical audit can focus
on interviewing staff and
watching activities and we
can move away from auditors
being required to review
that pest control contract
for the umpteenth time,” he
suggests.

“I recognise that it will take time for these
changes to take place. Unfortunately, this
will be like trying to turn an oil tanker;
there are many vested commercial
interests in maintaining the status quo,
and there are many who still believe in the
annual audit.”

Remote auditing in practice
While the use of remote technology for
food sector auditing is relatively new, the
technology has been deployed by Lloyd’s
Register for several major standards
across a variety of other sectors for a
number of years, says Stuart Kelly,
head of commercial in the customised
assurance team for the company.
“In our favour this meant the business
had already invested significantly in the
tools and technology to deliver and we
were comfortable we’d be able to do so
on farms, in food manufacturers and at
depots pretty much anywhere we’d be
asked to do so.
For this reason, recent events were
less around the confirmation of what
technology, but more about whether
remote tools could genuinely play a role in
the delivery of robust food safety, animal
welfare and product quality audits, he
explains.
“While we understand the hesitation and
reticence from some stakeholders, after
months of delivering thousands of supplier
audits for a variety of standards, we have
a much higher level of confidence that
remote provides a reliable and effective
alternative to face-to-face audits – albeit
not a one-for-one replacement,” he adds.
In respect to the audits themselves, the
total duration of assessment is consistent
with on-site audits, however, the planning
and preparation process now makes up a
higher proportion of the overall duration,
says Kelly. “We have found that technology
checks, site pre-submission of agreed
documentation and the auditor’s desktop
review and evaluation of these prior to the
‘live stream’ audit are essential activities
when working in the remote audit world.”
The benefits of this approach to planning
and preparation have been many, he adds.
Most notably: a more focused audit and
clear audit trail to follow; targeting critical
points identified for clarification and
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confirmation from the document review
as well as the ability to spend more time
engaging with site personnel in respect
to operational practices and facility
conditions during the remote audit ‘day’.
“Interestingly – and in many respects
surprisingly – we have found the level of
observable detail achieved in respect to
practices and operational conditions to
be very high,” reports Kelly. “In fact, the
number of non-compliances has actually
increased in many instances as compared
to those raised at on-site audits, with
feedback from our auditors that the
technology allows them to cut out the
noise of a site and really focus in on what
matters on the screen.”
It is, however, important to acknowledge
that the use of technology can have its
limitations and as such areas where
connectivity proves to be a challenge,
most notably chiller/freezer areas, these
need to be clearly articulated in the final
reported outcomes and consideration
given to the relevant risk when
determining the need and timeframe for
on-site assessment, he notes.
“The game changer for the future of
remote is however the flexibility it offers
where only a handful of sector experts
exist globally and there is a need for
rapid deployment to undertake critical
intervention,” he adds.

Remote audits the ‘go to
option’
David Brackston, technical director

“As an example, one of our lead auditors
managed to deliver audits in Scotland,
Spain, Chile and Canada all within a handful
of days and all from his home office. The
same level of sector expertise and critical
thinking is deployed, but the air miles and
downtime vanishes. As a reactive tool, we
can have our best people virtually ‘on-site’
anywhere in the world almost instantly and
that’s a great strength for safeguarding
supply chains.”

of certification standards organisation

Kelly concludes: “While we await further
guidance from the benchmarking bodies
on the established standards, we’ll
continue to work where we can remotely as
more and more of our customers look for
reassurances around their supply chain’s
integrity. The one thing that we remain
confident in is that remote is definitely here
to stay.”

physical on-site audits were not possible

10

SOFHT FOCUS | OCTOBER 2020

BRCGS, formerly British Retail Consortium
Global Standards, concurs with this view.
“They say adversity is the mother of
invention and certainly the challenges of
auditing sites during the pandemic have
pushed the fast forward button in terms of
development of remote audit techniques,”
says Brackston.
“At the beginning of the lockdown when
initially it was possible to enable sixmonth certificate extensions based on a
risk assessment and review of documents
via Zoom and screen sharing. With access
still restricted and travel difficult in many
parts of the world full remote audits have
become the go to option for these sites as
the extended certificates expire.”

Auditors and sites have been on a fast
learning curve in providing and hosting
remote audits and this has now become an
established process, he adds. BRCGS has
over the past three months launched both a
blended audit option and very recently a full
remote audit where access for an on-site
audit is not possible.
The blended audit option mixes a virtual
document review and interview process
completed in advance of a shorter onsite audit. “This new audit option will
continue beyond the current crisis and
provides a number of advantages both in
terms of the quality of the audit providing
greater focus for the on-site visit, auditor
flexibility, improved auditor work/life
balance with less time on the road and
lower accommodation expenses,” says
Brackston.
The new full remote audit is available only
where an on-site audit is not possible. This
incorporates the remote document review
processes of blended audits with video

COVID-19 BRINGS REMOTE AUDITS TO THE FORE
streaming within production and storage
areas to enable auditing of fabrication,
hygiene and verification of critical control
point (CCP) processes. “While fully remote
audits are not currently recognised by
GFSI, advances in technology and auditor
experience of remote audits now makes
this a viable option during the pandemic
restrictions,” he remarks.
BRCGS has published a useful guide to its
various audit options on its website.

On the farm
When COVID-19 started to get worse in
the UK, the NSF Agriculture team faced
a lot of concerned farmers who did not
want an auditor on their farm, reports
Anita Roberts, the company’s director of
agriculture for Europe, Middle East and
Africa (EMEA).
“Concerns were fuelled by the fact
that with many farmers their home is
their office and is also home to several
generations of the family,” says Roberts.
“We often review farm paperwork sitting at
the farmer kitchen table with a mug of tea.
“We knew we had to find a way to carry on
whilst respecting farmers’ concerns. The
situation became ever more urgent when
Boris Johnson announced lockdown, which
meant we really could not get on farm.”
Consumers need to be confident about the
standards with which food is produced and
this includes animal health and welfare being
maintained during one of the most troubling
times for humanity we have experienced for
a very long time, she explains.
“We looked at what we could do and very
quickly trialled doing a livestream audit
using technology for several schemes
and other corporate customers. This
meant we had to send a link to farmers
to the IT programme that we were using
to carry out the audit. This allowed us to
walk around the farm and check animal
welfare,” she adds.
Concurrently the Red Tractor scheme had
developed a portal which could be used
by the farmer to upload documents so the
auditor could review them either in advance
of the audit or with the farmer on the day of
the audit and combine it with the walk round
the farm using technology, says Roberts.

“Both these solutions have worked well
for farmers that can use technology and
have good broadband connections –
though in many cases we had to support
them on the way they were using the
technology,” she reports.
“To begin with it was very easy to just get a
view of the farmers’ boots so they had to be
guided. Another auditor reported that they
felt a little sea sick when the farmer was
pointing the camera all over the place, so
had to be guided.
“We also found that once the audit gets
going, the farmer and auditor almost
quickly forget the cameras are rolling and
its business as usual!”
Having completed over 9,000 of these
audits this way now NSF has been able to
compare non-conformance numbers and
patterns to historic audit data and found
no difference – the audits are as robust
and detailed as if the auditor was on site,
Roberts concludes.

Challenging time globally
It’s been a challenging time for the food
industry with disrupted supply chains,
formulation changes required, reduced
staffing and either significant increases or
decreases in customer demand, remarks
Todd Redwood global food and retail
supply chain operations and compliance
director for BSI, formerly the British
Standards Institute.
“Much of the global food industry struggled
to adapt quickly to the need to provide
remote oversight to food and beverage
production, instead preferring to ‘extend’
the existing food safety certifications
without physically or virtually visiting the
sites concerned,” says Redwood.
“However, despite the challenges and
potential pitfalls associated with a remote
audit option, some regulators, schemes
and specifiers adopted the immersive
approach to food safety assessment
providing them a level of confidence well
beyond a purely document based risk
assessment certificate extension.”
One client of BSI in Australia providing
foodservice to vulnerable populations
across multiple sites recognised the need
to maintain the independent assessment
of its food safety systems and embraced

its regular ISO 22000 and government
regulatory audits delivered fully remote to
more than 100 facilities, he explains.
This was not without challenges requiring
the company’s IT team to work virtually
in advance of the audit schedule and test
the feasibility to present documentary as
well as interview and facility tour evidence
live on the day of the audit using typical
videoconferencing and mobile/tablet
technology, he adds. Special protocols
were established to ensure all parties
were prepared in case of technology
failure and communication channels
made clear to all involved.

“Except for some minor issues
which were easily rectified,
the process has been an
overwhelming success and
the client is investigating
BSI’s wearable immersive
technology as a potential
permanent option for them
to use internally as well as
with BSI for a future blended
on-site/remote approach to
auditing in the future,” reports
Redwood.
“With experiences like this combined with
the volume of audits being delivered – BSI
has delivered more than 60,000 days of
audit remotely through the pandemic to
date – it is hoped that the food industry
quickly adapts to this alternative to
physical audits when required.”
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Cleaning and
disinfection to
keep COVID-19 at bay
Good cleaning and disinfection regimes have gained
even more importance since the COVID-19 pandemic
emerged. Peter Littleton describes the options open
to food, dairy and beverage operations to control the
SARS-CoV-2 virus.
Viruses, like SARS-CoV-2 which causes COVID-19, present us
with a challenge as they do not behave or respond in the same
way as bacteria.
Fundamentally, this is because they are not strictly ‘alive’ in the
sense that we consider life. A virus is a microscopic parasite
which can infect living organisms and cause disease. Viruses
consist of nucleic acid (RNA or DNA) and a protein coating.
They are much smaller than bacteria and, indeed, can infect
bacteria (commonly called a bacteriophage).
Because of this, we cannot rely on the traditional disinfection
method of getting a chemical into a cell and either breaking
apart the cell membrane (bacteria dies) or interfering with
the reproduction process (bacterial population reduces and
eventually dies out) as viruses do not respire or consume
nutrients. It is for this reason that this class of pathogen has its
own Euro Norm (BS EN 14476) and isn’t included in bacterial
tests such as BS EN 1276 or 13697.
There are two classes of virus: non-enveloped and enveloped
(see Figure 1). SARS-Cov-2 is an enveloped or encapsulated

virus in which the nucleocapsid (DNA or RNA) is contained
within an envelope or shell. Counterintuitively, enveloped
viruses are easier to inactivate using a good detergent either by
emulsification (neutral detergents) or saponification (alkaline
detergents) of the envelope (see Figure 2).
So, while cleaning remains the most effective method of
controlling bacteria, it is also crucial in controlling viruses like
SARS-Cov-2. This is also true for hand hygiene where a good
quality soap and water will serve to disrupt the same layer,
remove the viral particles and achieve a reduction in crosscontact. However, the focus is too often on hand disinfection
rather than the more important hand washing.

Use of disinfectants
The World Health Organization (WHO) currently advises the
use of, among others, disinfectants based on chlorine, ethanol,
hydrogen peroxide or quaternary ammonium compounds
(QACs or Quats). In addition, different authorised disinfectants
have their viricidal activity recognised by authorities in each
country.
It is important for food producers and handlers which
disinfectants can be used effectively to fight against SARSCoV-2 on surfaces (see Table 1).
Also, identification and risk assessing of common contact
points such as door handles, touch screens, handrails and
the like is crucial to avoid cross-contamination of employees’
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Active

Concentration

Time

Viricidal action

Peracetic acid

0.01%

1 min

Activity against enveloped viruses (EN14476 - Vaccinia)

Peracetic acid

0.15%

5 min

General viricidal activity (EN14476 – Poliovirus,
Adenovirus and Murine Norovirus)

Benzalkonium chloride

0.05 – 0.1%

10 min

Activity against coronaviruses of animal origin. Activity
against SARS-CoV-2

Didecyl dimethyl ammonium 0.0125%
chloride

10 min

Activity against enveloped viruses

Ethanol

70%

1-5 min

General viricidal activity. Activity against SARS-CoV-2

Sodium hypochlorite

0.1 – 0.5%

1 min

SARS-CoV-2 decontamination on surfaces; activity
against coronaviruses of animal origin

Isopropanol

50%

10 min

Activity against coronaviruses of animal origin

Glutaraldehyde

0.5%

1 min

Activity against SARS-CoV

Hydrogen peroxide

0.5%

1 min

SARS-CoV-2 decontamination on surfaces

Hydrogen peroxide

0.5%

1 min

Activity against Human coronavirus (HCov 229E)

Table 1: Biocidal active effect on viruses (*see footnote)

hands. Because each operation will have its own intricacies,
it is advisable to assemble a cross-functional team to brainstorm ideas, suggestions and locations of those items of
equipment, fabrication or utilities that personnel regularly and
routinely touch and interact with. From this a schedule to allow
for at least daily cleaning and disinfection can be created and
implemented.
This is especially important given the reported lag between
an individual being infective and shedding viral particles and
displaying symptoms. As an example, if a food handler reports
testing positive for COVID-19 then a preventative programme

Figure 1: Schematic of non-enveloped virus
(left) and enveloped virus (right)

will have reduced the risk of common contact points having
transferred the virus to other employees. Suggestions such as
colour coding contact points as ‘red, amber, green’ in terms
of cross-transfer capability are worth factoring into your risk
assessment.
For routine cleaning and disinfection of food contact and
processing equipment, the message should be to carry on as
normal with an overlay of a product capable of inactivating viral

Figure 2: Susceptibility of different
microorganisms to biocides (*see footnote)

contaminants for those common contact points – specifically a
product tested against BS EN 14476.
While this standard does not include this newly identified

• Peracetic acid based (foaming) – an open plant cleaning

novel coronavirus, it does contain rotavirus which is also an

(OPC) peracetic acid (PAA) disinfectant containing at least

encapsulated virus. The WHO has reported that products based

250ppm PAA at 1% v/v

on hydrogen peroxide, peracetic acid or sodium hypochlorite
are all effective against the coronavirus ‘family’ as are solutions
containing more than 60% alcohol. Generic products are:
• Alcohol based – available as a ready-to-use solution or a
pre-impregnated wipe based on 70% propyl alcohols. The
product should have verified viricidal efficacy under BS EN
14476

• Peracetic acid – 5 and 15% w/w respectively peracetic acid
disinfectant concentrates suitable for cleaning in place
(CIP). The products have verified viricidal efficacy under BS
EN 14476
• Sodium hypochlorite – solutions of sodium hypochlorite,
typically 14 – 15% delivering 1,000ppm free chlorine

* The SOFHT guidance document from which this article is taken, including full
referencesSOFHT
from which
FOCUS
the data
| OCTOBER
is obtained can
2020
be downloaded here.
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• Hydrogen peroxide – only really usable as a stabilised
solution often in a ready-to-use trigger spray based on
hydrogen peroxide, stabilised with ionic silver (other
methods may leave a residue) and a suitable shelf-life at
ambient temperatures. The product should have verified
viricidal efficacy under BS EN 14476.
• In-situ generation – examples include hypochlorous
acid (electrolysis of a brine solution), chlorine dioxide
and ozone. Each of these can demonstrate viricidal
efficacy, however they require the introduction of suitable
generation equipment and monitoring systems to
effectively control them.
• Non-oxidising disinfectants – QAC and triamine-based
products have been demonstrated to have achieved
efficacy against some enveloped viruses (check the specific
accreditation on a product by product basis).
The technical account management team from your hygiene
support provider will be able to advise on the safe deployment
and use of these disinfectant products as they may differ from
those in routine use and, in the particular
case of sodium hypochlorite
solutions, they may require a
rinse step to be included to avoid
product taint or contamination.
Many of the UK hygiene support
suppliers have produced
a range of generic cleaning
instruction cards (CICs). These
deal specifically with the issues of
equipment disinfection as well as
environmental decontamination
which are readily available
from your technical account
manager and can be deployed
as part of your food safety
management system.

Physical disinfection
Some of the most common methods of physical disinfection
are to employ ultraviolet light (UV-C) or steam. Ultraviolet
germicidal irradiation (UVGI) is a disinfection method that uses
short-wavelength UV-C to kill or inactivate microorganisms
by destroying nucleic acids and disrupting their DNA, leaving
them unable to perform vital cellular functions.
UVGI is used in a variety of applications, such as food, air,
contact surface and water purification. Campden BRI has
undertaken projects examining the benefit and use of UV-C for
the decontamination of surfaces such as conveyor systems, for
water decontamination and for direct treatment of food itself
within the final packaging.

Coronavirus

While UV-C can be a highly effective decontamination process,
the technology is hindered by ‘shadowing’ where folds,
undersides or particulate matter, such as debris, prevents
the UV-C light from impacting a surface – including bacterial
populations or viral particles – thereby shielding them from
inactivation. For this reason, care should be exercised if
selecting UV-C as a methodology to ensure that shadowing
does not take place.
Steam is also an effective decontamination medium whereby
bacterial populations may be killed outright through the
application of high temperatures or the viral envelop may
be degraded. SARS-CoV-2, for example, is reported to be
inactivated at temperatures as low as 60ºC. In these instances,
steam applied to surfaces can be effective at reducing both
viral and bacterial loading, however, surface condition and the
health and safety aspects of using steam need to be carefully
considered to avoid injury or surface damage.

What about fogging?
Fogging with disinfectants may prove beneficial as an
additional control measure following a successful cleaning
and disinfection regime. But it should be regarded as the top
level of the pyramid of actions and never as a replacement for
disinfection in the hygiene regime.
However, fogging is effective at reducing airborne contaminants
as well as reaching high levels and other difficult to access
ledges and equipment tops. It also will not sufficiently penetrate
closed sections, such as control panels, box sections, etc, nor
impact the loading on downward facing and vertical surfaces.
Vertical surfaces will also receive only limited contact with the
disinfectant fog as gravity will intervene and cause run off.
Attempts have been made, with limited success, to impart
an electrical charge to the fog droplets (electrostatic fogging)
which can help to overcome this limitation by causing fog to
‘cling’ to surfaces of an opposing charge.
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So, to summarise the pros and cons of fogging:
• Fogging is found to have a good disinfecting effect on
upwardly facing horizontal surfaces reported as up to 6 log
(99.9999%) reductions after 60 minutes.
• Fogging is not an effective method for disinfection of vertical
surfaces, the undersides of equipment or dismantled
components because of the lack of chemical coverage on
such surfaces.
• Airborne microbiological contamination can be reduced
by fogging – 2 log (99%) reductions after 30 minutes; 3 log
(99.9%) reductions after 60 minutes.
• Fogging is most effective with particle sizes in the range 1020 microns (µm) with an air velocity at the nozzle of 100m/s.
For larger particle sizes, i.e. above 35µm, the droplets
may need to be fan assisted for dispersal and enhanced
distribution. For smaller particle droplets, below 10µm, the
settling time will need to be increased.
• Under typical factory conditions fogging needs to be carried
out for a minimum 15-30 minutes to enable the fog to
disperse and the chemical action to occur. After fogging an
additional 45-60 minutes is required to allow the droplets to
settle and reduce the risk of operators inhaling the chemical
droplets.

• Compressed air driven fogging nozzles are recommended,
either plumbed in systems or mobile units. Portable electric
fogging machines do not operate at sufficient volume flow rate
for most applications and are therefore not recommended.
Where possible, nozzles should not be placed near the floor or
be pointed at surfaces within the range of the plume generated
by the nozzle.
In conclusion, our understanding of SARS-CoV-2 continues to
evolve and SOFHT will continue to monitor developments and
will issue further advice to members as the situation changes
and as new technologies become available.

About the author
Peter Littleton is the technical
director for Christeyns Food
Hygiene Ltd, Europe’s only familyowned supplier of specialist
detergents and disinfectants for the
food, beverage and dairy industries.
Peter is also Chair and Training Services Director with the
Society of Food Hygiene & Technology. He was awarded
the SOFHT’s Trainer of the Year Award in 2011.
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AWARDS 2020
Friday 4th December 2020

Although we cannot get together physically, why not
join us at 18:00hrs on Friday December 4th 2020
for our virtual awards ceremony?
We’ll be celebrating the crème de la crème of our
industry and applauding their achievements
as we do every year during our annual
lecture. The event will be open to all SOFHT
members and their guests so watch your Inbox
and the SOFHT website for details of how to
register and we look forward to seeing you
for a virtual knees-up on the 4th!
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PROTECTION YOU
CAN RELY ON
HIGH QUALITY PROTECTION SOLUTIONS FOR FOOD HANDLING AND HYGIENE
Workers need comfortable and reliable protection to improve hygiene while maintaining higher safety
standards to protect against various hazards and possible contamination when handling food. Given the breadth
of hazards encountered across the industries, selecting appropriate protection options can be challenging.
As a global leader in safety solutions, Ansell offers a wide range of reliable personal protective equipment
(PPE) developed in compliance with industry and government requirements. Ansell is able to deliver a diverse
selection of protective solutions for specific risks in the workplace by carrying out thorough risk assessments,
ensuring a more informed selection of safety solutions.

For more information, visit www.ansell.com or contact your Ansell representative

Ansell, ® and ™ are trademarks owned by Ansell Limited or one of its affiliates. © 2020 All Rights Reserved.

USING COVID-19 EXPERIENCES TO SHAPE BETTER FOOD SAFETY BEHAVIOURS

Using COVID-19
experiences to shape
better food safety
behaviours
Food and drink businesses have adopted new safe working

Businesses under pressure

practices because of the coronavirus pandemic. The focus

Experience confirms that during times
of low or zero stress, all businesses
can – with the right processes in place
– perform consistently as expected and
manage a controlled and predictable
output. However, change is a great
lever. When a business is put under
pressure and subjected to stress in its
many forms, the culture of a business
is exposed. It will affect how a business
behaves and responds, testing values,
strategies and relationships.

this has put on company culture and people’s behaviour can
be used to drive better food safety, explains Denis Treacy.
COVID-19 has shone a bright spotlight
on workplace behaviour in the food and
drink sector. While hygiene controls
have been considerably stepped up
and new social distancing practices
implemented, it is clear that individual
compliance with new rules has varied.
While employees generally stick to the
rules, some put themselves and their
colleagues at risk and their businesses
in jeopardy by the way they behave.
To safeguard the safety and integrity
of food in the supply chain, the wellestablished technical route is to identify
the risks, establish controls and confirm
with checks and balances. Hazard
analysis critical control point (HACCP)based systems have been around
since the 1960s and more recently,
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accreditation standards and external
audits have helped food businesses to
deliver products to the standard and
quality expected by consumers.
Regrettably, however, failure of
these systems, processes or in their
application still regularly results in
products on the market that present
a food safety risk to consumers. So,
the question must be asked: how
can seemingly similarly structured
businesses, adopting apparently the
same risk assessment models, HACCP
systems and accreditation standards
perform so differently?
The answer has been identified as
the different cultures and food safe
behaviours in these businesses.

Take the threat from COVID-19, for
example. As for food safety threats, we
carefully assess the risks, mapping out
social distancing as we would potential
cross contamination opportunities;
guard equipment and our work areas
as we would for allergen segregation;
provide the appropriate hand washing
and sanitising materials as we would
our plant cleaning protocols; and provide
personal protective equipment, training
and regular updates. Why then, do we
still see cases of infection and food
safety incidents in the workplace?

USING COVID-19 EXPERIENCES TO SHAPE BETTER FOOD SAFETY BEHAVIOURS
The answer is that our ability to
deliver a safe working environment
for our teams can only be achieved
when the culture and natural dayto-day behaviours of people within
the business encourages it – as with
food safety. The focus must be centred
on the psychology of people at any
particular location and the way they
behave or are encouraged to behave.
If we agree there is no job or task so
important that we should risk the health
of our colleagues to achieve it, then
the same philosophy can be applied to
food safety risks. The messages that
promote this must be clear and be the
same for all – at the start and end of
everyone’s working day. To make these as
effective as possible, we must link them
emotionally to things that matter, so that
behaviours become influenced by it.

Creating a food safe culture
So, how can a positive, collaborative
internal food safe culture be created?
How does a business set itself up to
succeed in delivering against its core
values even when the pressure test of a
global pandemic weighs in? And, what
are the cornerstones for establishing
predictable outcomes across an
organisation in relation to the food
safety and integrity of a process and its
outputs?
Rules and instructions are important,
but the real challenge is to encourage
our colleagues to step back from
actions that increase food safety risk,
when their natural instinct may be to
disregard them; to avoid risk when their
inability to recognise the threat draws
them closer to it. We can also assume
we have within our workplace a variety
of individuals, with different emotional
drivers and levels of tolerance to
conformance.
We can divide these into ‘informative
conformers’ and ‘normative
conformers’.
Informative conformers: if we assume
this group of colleagues act with
positive intent and always do the best

they can and follow the right path,
we can be confident of encouraging
the right behaviours regardless of
surveillance – so long as we explain
why it is important to follow necessary
protocols.
Normative conformers: these are
colleagues who prefer the path of least
resistance, will generally conform when
they have to, when conformity is the
easiest route or when the consequences
of non-conformity are not favourable to
them and to avoid punishment.
In order to appeal to as wide a range
of colleagues as possible within the
workplace, we should consider that our
colleagues can sit in both groups – or at
either end of the spectrum.
There are four key areas of capability
that are fundamental to ensuring an
organisation’s strategy is properly
structured and fit for purpose with a
key focus on that element we call food
safety culture.
It’s about a step change: making defects,
contamination and infection a choice.

Our ability to deliver a safe working
environment for our teams can
only be achieved when the
culture and natural day-to-day
behaviours of people within the
business encourages it
But it can only be achieved by a complete
re-calibration of the way an organisation
behaves and operates across all areas,
with core values critical to this. Within
the four key elements of ‘strategy’,
‘performance’, ‘organisation’ and
‘culture’ are the levers that ultimately
control and deliver the behaviour or
culture of a business and so its ability to
deliver a food safety, or indeed a health
and safety culture.
Understanding is key. So, the first
step is to give everyone the same
perspective, explain the risk to all
colleagues, creating one singular
and aligned internal understanding
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of the food safety threat presented –
regardless of the individual’s role or
function.
It’s all about creating an environment
that encourages collaboration. With any
change, there comes the challenge of
implementation. So, creating the means
to quickly encourage the adoption of
changes to operating practices and
standards within the workplace is always
better than forcing change upon people.
It is important to identify the
influencers throughout the workplace:
representatives from management,
trade unions, safety teams, agency and
seasonal staff, shift working teams,
specialist teams in different subworking environments such as offices
and engineering. Finally, don’t forget
the loud voices that can influence from
within the work teams such as long
servers and opinion shapers.
You need to get all these groups on
board and ‘on message’ before you
implement change – even better,
make them responsible for delivering
success.
Identify a means of measuring
compliance in terms of success rather
than failure. Identify the things that
go well, are positive and encourage
a positive response, rather than
measuring and reporting failures and
non-compliances.

Mission, values and strategy
In order for a food safety strategy to
be successful and drive towards zero
defects, it has to be embedded in the
values of the business. Every decision
should be made from that standpoint
and be uncompromising when there is
a food safety risk.
Food safety needs to be documented
and identified as a core business value
and implicit in strategy. There also
needs to be a declared, documented
and demonstrable business
commitment to making available the
critical resources necessary to ensure
the needs of food safety are met. Food
safety, quality and indeed health and
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safety must have a direct reporting
route to top levels of management or,
alternatively, a separate food safety or
risk board, chaired by the company’s
chief executive. The benefits of food
safety in terms of profit, brand value and
business integrity are well established.

must be supported as a priority. All
business functions must be aligned
and individual agendas bound to
the business core values. And key
stakeholders should be helped to
recognise the business benefits of a
strong food safety culture.

A business must be committed at every
level and in every function to value
the importance of food safety and be
prepared to accept objectives designed
to maintain food safety integrity and be
performance managed against those
objectives.

Change and the impact of global
change is when any business or system
within it is likely to be pressure tested.
Ultimately, an organisation must have
the means to adapt to anything from
a minor process to a major global
pandemic without disturbing the
integrity of food safety. Learning from
COVID-19, businesses can discover that
what drives safe behaviours, can also
drive food-safe behaviours.

Food safety strategy, deployment and
performance must be key elements
of people’s objectives and targets and

About the author
Denis Treacy heads Culture Compass Ltd, a company
which works with businesses, helping them to
improve their performance by understanding
the links between policies, organisation and
performance through the critical elements of culture
and behaviour. He is well known throughout the food
industry having spent 40 years within the sector,
including until very recently, president and chief
safety, quality, security and environment officer for
global snack foods business Pladis. Denis also led
the health and safety agenda for Pladis’s parent,
Yildiz Holdings.

WHAT COVID-19 HAS TAUGHT US ABOUT RISKS TO FOOD SYSTEMS

What COVID-19 has taught us
about risks to food systems
The coronavirus pandemic has highlighted failures in our food
distribution systems, which if not addressed could herald even
bigger problems down the road, as Lisa Jack explains.

of London, has written recently in Feeding

Britain Our Food Problems and How to
Fix Them, we know that our food systems
are unsustainable and why they are not
resilient. We have visions for what they

Just now there is significant concern in the
press about a second wave of panic buying
as people anticipate a second lockdown or
a local lockdown due to COVID-19. As in
early Spring 2020, there are assurances
from retailers and suppliers that there is
no food shortage and that overstocking
of food is not needed. Similarly, stories
of people changing their buying habits,
rediscovering the arts of baking and
cookery, and finding out the pleasures of
local food are being rehashed.
From about May 2020 onwards, a number
of pathways, plans and policies to build
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resilience in food systems have been
put forward by researchers, civil society
groups and government agencies.
Researchers have rushed to study the
changing food patterns and cultures
that may be emerging. For all the flurry
of words in the past six months, we are
lacking sufficient data as yet to be able
to assess the potential financial impacts
that will underpin any radical change if it
happens.

should be to provide affordable, healthy

But is there anything really new? As Tim
Lang, professor of food policy at the
Centre for Food Policy at City University

foodbanks, fewer people to harvest fruit

and sustainable food that allows everyone
to have fair opportunities in life (see link).
What I suggest has been happening is
a re-ordering of the distribution of food,
that over time is likely to merge back into
what we faced in 2019, or to fragment
heavily, unless steps are taken. Also, preexisting problems are exacerbated by the
pandemic. There are more people using
crops, and evidence of greater food and
packaging waste.

WHAT COVID-19 HAS TAUGHT US ABOUT RISKS TO FOOD SYSTEMS
supply chains, run on different algorithms.
The surplus food from both that goes to
charities have another set of algorithms
and distribution networks. Logistics and
finance systems are all separate too.
The agility to move flour from bakers and
pizzerias to retail consumers or milk from
coffee shops to the doorstep, say, was
shown to be lacking.

The costs of change
As a professor of accounting, what I am
interested in is the cost of all this. I see a
system built on narrow margins for profit
and reinvestment, but wide margins for

Hoarding and herd
behaviour
Hoarding and herd behaviour were really to
be expected – they are instinctive behaviours
in times of stress. In the main, it was people
buying a little more of everything for eating
at home rather than eating out, with only
a few engaging in anti-social stocking up.
Although a few items were out of stock for
a relatively short time, including fridgefreezers in which to store the surplus foods,
supermarkets quickly found ways to have
on-shelf availability restored.
What surfaced from the experience was
more interesting. Surprisingly to many,
were the limitations of IT systems to
manage major retail food systems and
the new opportunities of IT for smaller
food enterprises. Or to be more precise,
the limitations and opportunities of online
shopping and the overheads involved.
This also highlights the extent to which
shoppers expect full on-shelf availability
(OSA) and were, up to lockdown, engaged
in convenience shopping rather than bulk
shopping expeditions.
We have become habituated to the idea that
all supermarket shelves should be stocked
at all times with all products. Inevitably,
this leads to waste as consumers are
not completely predictable. Over the last
decade, supermarkets have developed
algorithms that learn and predict OSA in
individual stores. Stocks are replenished
according to these central calculations and
the role of the store manager is to manage
the goods in and how they are displayed,
rather than to order goods for their store.

waste in terms of product, time and energy.

‘The Internet and full
supermarket shelves
provide an illusion that the
food system is something
strongly interconnected’
Despite human fickleness, this system
has succeeded in reducing food waste – at
least in the stores themselves – but has
unintended consequences for suppliers
that may have to cope with more volatile
ordering patterns, and does not tackle
over-shopping that leads to food waste in
the home. Changes to the expected pattern
of behaviour such as sunny weekends or a
food scare will gradually be built into the
data that drives the calculations.

First, online shopping. Intuitively, the
Internet is limitless and costs very little.
Practically, of course, it is constrained by
the infrastructure behind it. IT systems
are costly to build, run and maintain,
and include costs of support desks
and interface updates to meet current
fashions in Internet design. Distribution
centres, transportation and marketing add
additional costs. Deliveries are constrained
by how much can be picked and delivered
in time slots.
Food delivery is also not cheap. In a

Financial Times article in July 2020, it was
stated that supermarkets have “educated
customers that picking and delivery was
free when actually it costs around €12-€14
per order”. For a food delivery service like
Deliveroo, profits are only seen when a

The COVID-19 pandemic caused another
jolt to the calculations. Everyone buying
a little more at different times sends the
re-ordering out of kilter, and manual
intervention is needed. By May, however,
the new patterns seem to have been built
in, and OSA restored and waste reduced –
more or less. At any event, very few food
shortages until the next run on goods. The
evidence is that these systems are very
effective at reducing waste from overordering but not from damage to goods in
transit or in store.

customer orders around $100 of food.

Algorithms and stocking are just the
surface. There is now, perhaps, more
appreciation of what is underneath. First,
it became apparent very quickly that
catering and foodservice have their own

online sales. Several local food businesses

However, for smaller food businesses,
taking time out early in the pandemic to
build an e-commerce system and to build
new ways of delivery have paid off. An
example of this The Tomato Stall, an Isle of
Wight grower that now has arrangements
with Ocado and Milk and More, as well
as many shop and online outlets. In
Hampshire, others that previously sold
through farmers markets and farm shops
are reporting a growth in business through
and restaurants have kept going through
the Summer by moving to click and collect
or by offering delivery, mediated by new
online systems.
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Fragmentary food
systems
The Internet and full supermarket shelves
provide an illusion that the food system
is something strongly interconnected.
Commentators have known for a long time
that food systems are in fact fragmentary.
Working in the industry is frenetic and
often based on day-to-day fire-fighting
that make it slow work to implement
change strategies. Rather than resilience,
what is emerging from the pandemic is
even greater fragmentation and this has
significant consequences.
As more shopping moves online, some
retailers may benefit from infrequent but
larger orders as people make the most of
their slot. As more slots become available
though, people may revert to more
frequent, ad hoc convenience shopping.
The other scenario is that rather than
make one online purchase, people
begin to make multiple purchases from
different retailers. This is significantly
benefiting smaller enterprises but the big
manufacturers are thinking of by-passing
the supermarkets and offering online.
Then, intermediary platforms are being
developed that consolidate your ‘directfrom-supplier’ purchases.
The IT still needs infrastructure behind it.
Retail store deliveries can rely on picking
from stores, and occasionally from
regional distribution centres. Smaller
enterprises are making use of microdistribution centres as well as their own

premises. Intermediaries are creating
distribution centres.

Food fraud is more likely where margins

Whilst there may be advantages in not
having the costs of running a bricks and
mortar store, costs are still built in much
as above and profitability will be difficult
to achieve. The picking still needs to be
done by hand, as robots that can pick
without damaging food are currently
very slow although dedicated distribution
centres offer benefits over retail stores
designed for impulse buys rather than
order compilation and are more suited to
automation (see link).

supply. There are more opportunities

Transportation is also going to increase
as more frequent and more diverse
deliveries take place. This leads to more
congestion in cities, more pollution,
more risk to employees and is likely to
make that employment more precarious.
Furthermore, concerns about buffer
stocks in future crises are increased,
when we are less able to track what food
is held where.

Facing further tragedy
Essentially, we face a further tragedy of the
commons in food. Individual businesses
and consumers will act rationally in terms
of their own situation but the common
good of food, or the profits to be made from
food, will be depleted further the more the
system fragments. Hoarding in food is an
example of this (though perhaps more of a
tragi-comedy which passes) but narrowing
the margins even further in the long term
has serious consequences.

are squeezed and demand outstrips
for waste, theft and damage. The more
sites and more modes of transportation,
the greater the opportunity for food
safety incidents to occur. There are
environmental consequences of more
packaging, less sustainable uses of fuel
and over-production.
Moreover, it does not change the big
issues in the system, recently highlighted
in Phase 1 of the National Food Strategy
led by Henry Dimbleby, which are related
to inequality, diet, environment damage
and low incomes for those working in the
system itself. In other words, the risk is
that despite the shock of a pandemic, we
have still the same food system.
Supermarkets emerged after the
devastation of WWI and the Spanish Flu
pandemic, offering a cheaper alternative
than before. IT platforms now offer the
same lure of cheaper, more accessible
food but we risk handing over power to
third party IT providers and out of the
hands of producers and retailers.
Changing shopping, eating and cooking
habits just open the cracks through which
we need to see real changes happening in
our food systems. We need to look not just
at the desirable outcomes, but at what is
happening under the radar to construct
new ways of moving food around the
system.

About the author
Lisa Jack is Professor of Accounting in the Faculty of Business and Law at the University of
Portsmouth, and also former President of the British Accounting and Finance Association
(2015-2020), a learned society for academics based in the UK.
Lisa is one of the few accounting researchers to investigate the agri-food industry. She
writes about the effects of accounting and performance measurement practices on the
industry, and on society more widely – in particular, she investigates fraud in the food and
drink industry.
Lisa has also led a successful project on the growing costs and other problems associated
with retail returns from online purchases. This work has brought her into contact with
major retailers in Europe and she is continuing with new projects around costing, lean
management and circular economy in omnichannel environments. She is currently
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24

SOFHT FOCUS | OCTOBER 2020

YOUR FIRST CHOICE FOR
ANALYTICAL TESTING
SERVICES
Find out why so many manufacturers entrust their
work to ALS for a complete testing service

◊ Microbiological
◊ Allergens
◊ Chemical and Nutritional
◊ Pesticides and Contaminants
◊ Vitamins and Additives
◊ Consultancy Services
◊ Sensory Testing and Cooking Validation
◊ Training Courses

All this AND competitive pricing. Why look elsewhere?
www.als-testing.co.uk

Sales.uk@alsglobal.com

Right Solutions • Right Partner

UPCOMING SOFHT TRAINING EVENTS

SOFHT Training Academy
It’s been an interesting period for your Training Academy since we last
met. The Society and our band of dedicated and hard-working training
providers have been adapting the courses and the content to move
onto online platforms such as MS Teams, Zoom and BlueJeans to
ensure that our members can continue to enjoy the excellent training
associated with SOFHT.
This has been broadly successful, in fact we have seen a large uptake
in using the SOFHT Training Academy with more members, and
several non-members, taking the opportunity to enjoy our offerings
without the need to travel. Personally, I undertook our popular ½ day
Listeria Management and Control course early into lockdown where we
entertained 28 delegates from across the UK – this pattern has been
repeated for other courses too.
We have now completed the prospectus for 2021 which includes some
new courses as well as adding some new trainers to the stable. For at
least Q1 of 2021, this training will be exclusively online as we cannot
envisage that we will be back to face-to-face delivery for some time
yet. Beyond that, we will look to undertake training using a blended
approach of online and face-to-face as I think that now we have entered
this digital, virtual training world there will continue to be an appetite
for this type of flexible, cost effective training.

4, 12 & 26 November 2020 SOFHT Training Academy
LEVEL 3 AWARD IN DELIVERING TRAINING
Online Course
3-DAY COURSE
This practical qualification is suitable for new and experienced
trainers who wish to improve their classroom skills and obtain a
recognised award in training.
The focus of this three-day course is on the development and
delivery of an effective training session that makes a difference in
the way people think and act in the workplace.

KEY TOPICS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Professional values, behaviours and responsibilities
Equality and diversity in education and training
Common learning preferences
Inclusive teaching and learning approaches
Teaching and learning resources
Motivating and engaging learners
Assessment methods
Giving and receiving feedback
Session plan development cycle
Peer assessment
Reflective practice

ASSESSMENT METHOD
The assessment methods for this course includes the delivery of
20-25 minute micro-teach, and written evidence to support your
assessment of peers and reflective practice.

26

SOFHT FOCUS | OCTOBER 2020

5 November 2020
SOFHT Training Academy
MICROBIOLOGY FOR NON-MICROBIOLOGISTS
Online Course
This course provides an essential guide to microbiology within the
food manufacturing environment and how it can impact on the daily
running of a site.

Who should attend?
A one-day ‘taster session’ suitable for those requiring basic
microbiological knowledge in order to operate safely in food
manufacturing.

Course content:
The course will cover an introduction to basic microbiology along
with an overview of how a laboratory tests for microbes. The main
sources of factory-based bacteria will be examined and guidance
will be given on how to minimise those bacterial risks. A profile on
food poisoning and a study of the major bacterial groups completes
the programme.

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON SOFHT COURSES AND CONFERENCES
VISIT WWW.SOFHT.CO.UK OR CALL THE SOFHT OFFICE ON 01827 872500
17 & 24 November 2020
SOFHT Training Academy
LEVEL 3 AWARD IN HACCP FOR FOOD
MANUFACTURING
Online Course

19 November 2020 
SOFHT Training Academy
PRACTICAL FOOD LABELLING AND LEGISLATION
Online Course

2-DAY COURSE

This one-day course will provide an initial understanding of food
labelling requirements within the Food Information to Consumers
Regulation (FIC), including its application post-Brexit.

Food businesses are required by law to implement and effectively
maintain a food safety management system based on the principles
of HACCP.
Regulation (EC) No.852/2004 on the Hygiene of Foodstuffs also
requires those responsible for the development and maintenance
of HACCP systems to have received adequate training in the
application of its principles. This accredited course is delivered
on two consecutive days [Regulated Qualifications Framework]
and is aimed at supervisors, managers, owners and anyone else
responsible for HACCP.
Candidates will a gain a practical understanding of HACCP based
on industry best practice, current legislation and real-life case
studies.
The course materials also include a comprehensive level 3
textbook.

COURSE PRE-REQUISITE
We recommend that you have completed a level 3 food safety
course prior to enrolment although this is not essential.

COURSE PROGRAMME
DAY 1 – NOVEMBER 17TH

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Introduction to food safety management
Common food safety hazards
Pre-requisite programmes
The legal requirements for HACCP
Preparing for the implementation of HACCP
Flow diagrams
Hazard analysis and control measures
Critical control point
Critical limits, target levels and tolerances

DAY 2 – NOVEMBER 24TH

•
•
•
•
•
•

Monitoring
Corrective actions
Verification vs validation
Documentation and records
HACCP review
Examination

New Trainer & Course Content

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

Course content:
The course will cover: food labelling law, penalties for food
labelling non-compliance, mandatory food information, the effect
of product specific legislation and compositional standards, and
will include an overview of controls on voluntary information and
product claims. These will be illustrated with labelling examples
and, where possible, by practical exercises.

25 November 2020
INTERNAL AUDITING
Online Course

SOFHT Training Academy

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.

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.

ASSESSMENT METHOD
The assessment method for this qualification is a one-hour
examination, consisting of 30 multiple choice questions. To pass,
18 or more questions must be answered correctly.
A merit will be awarded for 24 or more questions answered
correctly.
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New realities are impacting
every business in the Food and
Beverage Sector
Enhancing your operational efficiency while simultaneously improving your
sustainable credentials and protecting the food safety of your product is a difficult
balance that is fundamentally changing the way your business operates.

A fully integrated approach to hygiene from Diversey enables you to achieve maximum
operational efficiency, sustainability and food safety. Discover more at Diversey.com
Hygiene
Chemicals

Equipment

Engineering

KnowledgeBased
Services

Training

• Cleaning in Place
(CIP)

• Dispensing and
dosing

• Project Engineering

• Water and Energy
Conservation

• Open Plant
Cleaning (OPC)

• Control and
monitoring

• In-house design,
build and
commissioning

• Hygiene and
Applications
Management

• Track Treatment

• Open Plant
Cleaning

• Remote Monitoring
Systems

• Personal Care

• Data Analytics
Programs

• Water Treatment
• Membrane
Cleaning
• Personal Care

• Spare parts and
accessories

• Yield Management
and Improvements
• Food safety
consulting
programs
• Productivity
• Labour
Management

• Food Safety and
Microbiology
• E-learning
• Fully customisable
enterprise platform
• Documented
training records
and renewals

Stay up to date – Follow Diversey F&B on social media: @diverseyfoodbev
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