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Overview 

 Why look at what is going on elsewhere? 

 Where did we look? 

 Who did we ask? 

 What did we learn? 

 Where to next? 



Why look elsewhere? 

Source: EIP-Agri 

• We don’t know all the answers. 

• There are diverse “knowledges” 

• Commonalities and diversity in 

different contexts 

 

 

= opportunities for learning 



Methodology 

 Four OECD countries: Denmark, the UK, the Netherlands 

and the USA (plus the EU) 
 

 In-depth interviews with stakeholders from regulatory 

agencies, industry representative groups and experts in this 

field (n=22) 
 

 On phone/skype generally except 4 in person 
 

 Interviews recorded (approx. 50 mins.) and transcribed 

verbatim 
 

 Thematic analysis assisted by Nvivo 
 

 Intercoder-reliability Cohen’s Kappa 0.7814 



Results 

 Initiatives classified as 

i. based on the institutional landscape, including 

changes in existing institutions and the 

establishment of new units/structures  

ii. based on collective industry-led action or private 

companies, e.g. data sharing and development of 

standards 

iii. company practices undertaken to address 

vulnerabilities, e.g. in-house data collection 

through testing and monitoring. 

 



Institutional landscape 

 Dedicated, multi-agency inter-disciplinary investigative task force (DK and NL) 

 Policing skills PLUS food inspectors, accountants, experts in logistics & 

warehousing, IT, finance, journalists, etc., legal skills 

 Interested in people from industry, farm to fork 

 Need to prioritise cases on annual basis 

 Host in regulatory agency or police force? 

 

 International collaboration between such units to share experiences, knowledge 

and data 

“In the EU Commission, they have food fraud units in Commission whether it’s five 

people sitting trying to help the countries sharing information across between 

countries” (DK_1)  

 

“We have our own databases, but we also tap in on the databases of the Dutch policy 

authorities and through Europol and Interpol internationally. So, our information, we 

supply to Europol and Interpol and they put that in their databases” (NL_2). 

 



Institutional landscape 

 Training to support skills and expertise for auditors and private accreditation 

bodies (i.e. public and private actors) 

“FDA has established an Intentional Adulteration Subcommittee with the Food 

Safety Preventive Controls Alliance to develop food defense training resources 

for industry and regulators alike.” 

https://www.fda.gov/food/guidanceregulation/fsma/ucm378628.htm 

 

 Penalties (tied to inspections and detection) 

 “Double-up” in Denmark 

 Naming and shaming (vs protecting reputation and anonymity) 

High level of inspections plus reporting of results of last four inspections on the 

internet in Denmark (Findsmiley.dk)  

 

“ ….the companies fear our inspection report more than they fear the fine. The 

fine they can pay easily but telling all their customers…. (DK_1)  

 

https://www.fda.gov/food/guidanceregulation/fsma/ucm378628.htm
https://www.fda.gov/food/guidanceregulation/fsma/ucm378628.htm


Institutional landscape 

 Building trust and promoting collaboration between industry and regulators via 

protection of reputation and anonymity  

“It’s all about collaboration with industry. That, to me, is the thing.  It’s all about 

creating that bridge of trust between the legitimate industry and the food regulator.… 

… That is a challenge, don’t get me wrong.… 

…If you are going to base your food crime response within the food regulator, which 

we are, and the FSAI are, then you are going to have those challenges, because 

ultimately it’s the regulator they’re concerned about speaking to. If you’re going to 

base your food crime response within the police service, I think you’ve got less of a 

concern, because industry would perhaps be more comfortable with speaking to the 

police than they would be speaking to the regulator. … 

…. I think that relationship is absolutely critical, and it will take a long time to build that 

level of trust, but I think it’s essential if we’re going to do this properly” (UK_3). 

“So we don’t want to make it bigger for a supplier if there’s nothing wrong. So it’s 

always a bit difficult to know what you can share and what’s the privacy of the supplier 

or..  There’s an openness to sharing information between the retailers” (NL_3) 

 



Institutional landscape 

 Public-private fora 

 Food Confidence Task Force (NL):  

 established by the Dutch Minister of Health, Welfare and Sport 

and the Dutch Minister for Agriculture  

 to create a public-private forum to improve measures taken to 

safeguard food supply chain integrity.   

 has defined a set of criteria for quality schemes to align the 

private standards that aim to safeguard food safety and 

especially food integrity  

 Transparency and the exchange of information are key 

elements of these criteria.  

 QA scheme can be registered on the website if meets the 

criteria https://ketenborging.nl/  

 

https://ketenborging.nl/


Institutional landscape 
 Horizon scanning 

 Danish Agriculture and Food Council (operated via Fera’s 

HorizonScan system), weekly service re shifts in D, S or P 

 Designed to complement firm level activities, i.e. awareness 

raising/alerting system to encourage companies to look at 

sourcing decisions relating to certain commodities 

 High risk food inspections in ports complemented by micro-alerts via 

FIDES system, helps with targeting and prioritising  

 

So, on average, we do do high-risk food inspections at the ports in the UK, 

for example, but it’s still only 1% of our food.  You can’t inspect everything. 

So what a system like FIDES will do is it will say, ‘Hey I think your problem, 

if there’s a needle in the haystack, I think your needle is in quadrant four’. 

So then you can target your mitigation or your finding (US_1). 

 

 



Institutional landscape 

 Provision of guidance documents on how to design and implement 

food fraud vulnerability assessments (by regulatory authorities) 

 Often freely available, valuable to smaller companies in particular 

 Some complex 

 

“[T]hey [FDA] shifted from CARVER + Shock, which ended up being 

very, very complex, and not very efficient. What I hear from industry, 

informally, it’s extremely complex and people weren’t getting results. 

FDA shifted to what they call the FDA Food Defence Plan Builder, to the 

point that CARVER + Shock, the software, which was free, is no longer 

available to download on FDA’s website” (US_2). 

 



Institutional landscape 

 Food defence 

 National and international responses required at 

government level 

 

“For terrorism, it is so hard. It is a low probability event, with 

extremely high consequences. When I talk to people about 

it, I often say if one infant got sick from a food safety event, 

sad. If one infant gets sick from an intentional poisoning or 

adulteration, our country and maybe the globe will come un-

glued. There will be fear”. (US_3) 
 



Collective industry-led action or private companies 

 Food Industry Intelligence Network (FIIN) (Campden UK) 

 Established in 2015, currently chaired by Greencore and M&S 

 membership across the supply chain.  

 creates a safe environment for members to share food authenticity test 

results and wider experience in the area of integrity of the supply chain.  

 Key strengths:  

 anonymised creating an incentive for the participating bodies, 

retailers, manufacturers as well as the regulatory authority, to share 

data.   

 negative as well as positive test results are shared.   

 data analysed and regular reports issued 

 Similar available in DK, horizon scanning and awareness raising benefits 

 prompt industry to “start to use the different mind-set that, you know, 

from the trusting mind-set of a common Dane”. 

 

 



Collective industry-led action or private companies 

 Risk assessment systems developed by private companies  

 e.g. SSAFE by GFSI, PWC and nine multinational companies, FDF and 

PCICT 

 Helps companies to analyse their incidents and then prioritise within their 

decision-making activities. 

“Product-Counterfeiting Incident Cluster Tool (PCICT) that’s actually in the final 

stages of being accepted as an ISO standard…[ ]…. It’s an ISO standard 

because it’s the process to cluster.  But the key is, you don’t generalise with 

general information, you generalise with specific information. So, you have to 

gather specific incidents.  Then you can start to code them, organise them, and 

then build them up to say that this company has more counterfeits than they do 

stolen goods, or something. But that’s the key, that you can cluster together, so 

you’ll see then, the key with that is that if a company has a lot of return fraud, it’s 

a problem at that store, then they know they should focus on return fraud, not 

counterfeits. That will help them prioritise their decision making (US_2) 

 



Company practices 

 Hiring professionals 

 Restructuring departments 

 Linking assessments to action  

 Greater emphasis on detection and avoidance as opposed to prosecutions 

 Building in-house capability to detect fraud  

 Clearly communicating a company’s activity in this space  

 Good practice in food fraud vs food defence,  

Looking at commodity prices, databases, networking systems vs testing raw 

materials coming in, looking at one’s supply chain and the members involved 

to target resources.   

“I’m in favour of these broad anomaly tests to determine if something is authentic 

or not and only if you find that it’s not authentic then you either go talking to your 

supplier or you carry out more tests to find out what’s going on there. So that will 

limit the cost enormously but they are very fenced and you get more and more of 

these handheld portable devices and everything to…but they are not as accurate 

(NL_1). 

 

 

 



Company practices 

 Certificates of authenticity appear to 

becoming a routine good practice in 

some industries 

 Rigid supplier management 

processes incl. supplier approval’s 

processes 



Some final comments 

 Many initiatives 

 Need for public and private actor action 

 Prioritisation 

 Avoiding duplication 

 Different approaches in different jurisdictions 
 


