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1. Centralised Animal Feed Official Controls Delivery Model

The purpose of the consultation is to seek views on the policy of the development and implementation of a centralised animal feed official controls delivery model, which will transfer relevant functions from local authorities (LAs) to Food Standards Scotland (FSS). The new model will enable FSS to deliver centralised official controls functions in Scotland and it will permit FSS the option of delegating authority to LAs and other qualifying persons or bodies to carry out functions on its behalf.  
2. Purpose and intended effect

· Objectives

The policy proposal will address concerns raised by EU and FSS auditors, and LAs themselves, about a reduction in the priority given to feed official controls as a result of dwindling resources and a reduced number of qualified, competent and experienced feed officers in Scotland.

The purpose of the proposed centralised feed official controls model is to transfer functions under domestic and EU feed law from LAs to FSS. It is intended it will be in place by early 2021. 
· Background

Previous feed audits
 by EU auditors to the UK and LA enforcement returns demonstrate a weak system of official control delivery and enforcement in Scotland. FSA in England and Wales undertook a review of how feed controls were delivered and implemented the outcomes of that review in 2013, however progress in Scotland has been slower.

Cuts to trading standards budgets have resulted in most LAs now operating with fewer feed enforcement staff. In addition, access to qualified and competent staff is restricted because of a drop in new trainees entering the profession and an aging profile of experienced officers which present a challenge to future sustainability.  Furthermore, as part of a review of Scottish LA Trading Standards services, the Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (CoSLA) recognised that the UK’s exit from the EU is likely to place further pressures on the Trading Standards profession. 
Failure to address the current concerns about reducing LA capacity to undertake this work present a number of risks associated with public health, animal health and the economic prosperity of the feed industry in Scotland. Increasing numbers of feed businesses and cuts in public spending does not allow LAs to effectively deliver official feed control functions and, considering the scale of the problem across Scotland, it is not considered feasible that this will alter in the near future. This means that the feed and agri-food chain remain vulnerable.
The new model will see FSS meeting all costs associated with the delivery of official controls including meeting any costs incurred by LAs or other third parties. Therefore it is proposed that current payments made to LAs under the block grant will cease once the new model comes into force. 
· Rationale for Government intervention
FSS recognises the need for effective feed official controls to ensure that public health and animal health is protected from the risks associated with feed and food production. In order for FSS to have assurance of compliance with feed law, a change in the delivery of feed official controls in Scotland will be necessary. FSS has considered a wide range of alternative animal feed official controls delivery models, and centralisation is considered to represent the only practically feasible model capable of delivering a national coordinated approach. For the effective operation of a centralised model, it is considered that the full transfer of official control functions to FSS is essential. Legislation is required to give effect to this change as the functions currently rest with LAs in law. This change will ensure a high level of protection of human health and consumers' interests, including the protection of animal health and welfare, and the minimisation of risks at all stages of production, processing and distribution of feed produced for, or fed to, food producing animals.
3. Consultation

· Within Government
The development of an alternative delivery model has been ongoing since 2015. Since 2015, there have been ongoing and regular updates (written and verbal) to LAs and the Society of Chief Officers of Trading Standards in Scotland (SCOTSS) which have helped to shape the proposed model. In addition, previous discussions have taken place with Scottish Government Rural Payments and Inspections Division of the Agriculture and Rural Delivery Directorate and the Animal and Plant Health Agency.
· Public Consultation, including Business
Prior to a full 12 week consultation in 2017, concerning the proposal
 to transfer competence and for LAs only to deliver the function regionally, discussions were held with both enforcement and industry stakeholders. In addition, regular updates have been provided to a key industry stakeholder trade body, representing a range of businesses within their membership, at their annual update events.
FSS has provided information concerning the consultation and the feed proposals on the FSS website. This can be found at:  
https://www.foodstandards.gov.scot/business-and-industry/safety-and-regulation/feed-official-controls-review
4. Options
4.1 Option 1: Do nothing (“Status Quo”)
If FSS does not implement an effective model of delivery of feed official controls, this could ultimately result in non-compliance with EU feed law, which may risk trade and the revenue generated from the feed industry. The feed export market is currently worth about £157 million to the economy in Scotland. ‘Do nothing’ is an option that does not provide current assurance on the safety of feed in Scotland. This option will not enable improvements to take place to feed law delivery and therefore will not provide the assurance necessary to secure ongoing and future trade.
4.2 Option 2: Transfer official control functions from LAs to FSS to provide for effective enforcement and delivery of feed official controls
This model will require the complete transfer of functions for feed official controls in Scotland from LAs to FSS with the power to delegate authority to a qualifying third party. This will be achieved by way of secondary legislation to transfer relevant functions from LAs to FSS and confer on FSS the power to delegate its authority. The function will however, at all times, remain with and be the responsibility of FSS. 
FSS intends to delegate all or some of its functions to LAs (or other persons or bodies), with gaps being filled by FSS staff. This arrangement shall be described in a Delegation and Service Level Agreement (DSLA).

Sectors and groups affected
(1) Consumers – of feed (owners of livestock) and of food (food for human consumption originating from animal products)

(2) Feed industry – there is a wide range of feed businesses in Scotland, including farms, hauliers, importers and feed manufacturers (including pet food). Food businesses supplying co-products such as brewers’ draff and those supplying surplus food, such as bakery products are also considered feed businesses. Feed law applies to businesses carrying out a number of activities concerned with the handling of feed including: manufacturing, placing feed on the market, storing feed and the feeding of livestock. There is a number of feed trade bodies representing the interests of the feed industry.

(3) Regulators: LAs, Other Government Departments (OGD) and FSS – as competence for the enforcement of feed law moves from LAs to FSS, the legal basis for the LA feed delivery will also change. FSS may carry out official feed control functions itself or where appropriate delegate all or some of its functions to LAs (including other third party/ies or OGD), and FSS will meet the costs of the LA or third party for carrying out the delegated services on its behalf. 


It is recognised that there are some LAs that will not be able to deliver official feed control functions on behalf of FSS. In these circumstances, the LAs no longer have responsibility for this function, enabling them to focus on other statutory functions. Detailed discussions have not yet taken place with OGD but there may be opportunities to double up on on-farm inspections which will in turn benefit the feed business as a result of reduced footfall. 

5. Options Appraisal

5.1. Option 1: Do Nothing (Status Quo)

5.1 (1) Consumers 


Benefits: No benefits to consumers have been identified with this option (‘do nothing’).  

Disadvantages and costs: The safety of the feed chain, for food producing animals, has a direct impact on the food chain. At present FSS is unable to give assurance to the Scottish Ministers that animal feed official controls are effective in protecting consumers from the risks associated with animal feed, due to the number of inspections being well below the level required to provide such assurance. 
The option of ‘doing nothing’ means that the current official control delivery system will remain in place, however as deficiencies have been identified with the current model, this does not provide consumers with the level of assurance of safe food that consumers have the right to expect. ‘Doing nothing’ risks the safety of feed, and therefore food, within Scotland. If the current feed delivery model continues and the necessary measures and conditions to control hazards are not implemented, the fitness of the feeding stuff and of the animal products consumed could be compromised. Should there be a food or feed contamination incident as a result of problems with animal feed, which is not identified as a consequence of weaknesses in the current model, the costs associated with the incident could push up prices of feed and food which will directly affect the consumer. 
5.1 (2) Feed industry 

Benefits: The feed industry will continue to engage with officers from their LA in relation to feed matters, who have knowledge of the history of compliance of the business which may inform their approaches to enforcement. Industry benefits from LAs retaining the ability to carry out feed inspections in conjunction with other official controls, where such arrangements are in place, to reduce footfall. 

Disadvantages and costs: In those LA where feed enforcement is incidental to other work, both animal and public health is potentially at risk. The impact of non-compliant businesses not being subject to appropriate enforcement action could impact on compliant feed businesses. 

If the status quo is retained, EU official control requirements will continue not to be fulfilled and therefore adequate levels of assurance of feed business operators’ compliance with EU feed law requirements will not be demonstrated. This is evidenced by reducing number of official controls and by the outcomes of previous FSS, FSA and Commission audits.
This option does not provide safeguards to the feed and food chain, nor does it provide assurance of the feed chain. Failure to fulfil the adequate delivery of feed official controls could have a detrimental effect on feed safety resulting in the potential for feed incidents and costs associated with the incident investigation, withdrawals and destruction, and loss of trade. This will have an impact on the industry in Scotland and across the UK, as well as feed exported to other EU and non EU countries. Non-compliance could result in infraction proceedings although this is currently unlikely and it may also risk securing future trade deals as a result of the UK’s exit from the EU.
Examples of costs to previous EU feed incidents and value of the feed industry to the Scottish economy are provided in Appendix 1 to this document.


The feed export market in 2018 is worth £157 million to Scotland. This figure has remained constant for 2016 to 2018.

5.1 (3) Regulators: LAs, Other Government Departments and FSS 

Benefits: LAs are currently responsible for the delivery of official controls in Scotland. Doing nothing means that this function remains with LAs in accordance with the current arrangements. Some LAs, with qualified, experienced and competent staff and resources, will find this option beneficial as they can retain staff to continue to do this work. 

Some LAs may carry out official controls for other purposes when present at feed businesses e.g. animal health and welfare when on farm. ‘Doing nothing’ means that they can continue to carry out this function at the same time as animal feed, helping to reduce footfall and maintaining public sector efficiencies. ‘Doing nothing’ means that all LAs will continue with the current arrangement and retain the portion of the centralised funding available for feed official controls. 

‘Doing nothing’ means there would be no need to develop and implement a new official control model, nor the systems required to support it. 

With this option, Government would incur no additional costs associated with the development of a new model and LAs would not have any costs associated with the familiarisation to a new regulation and system. 

Disadvantages and costs:

SCOTSS has reported that resources available for feed have been reducing as a result of cuts to budgets over the past few years. A poll by SCOTSS indicated reducing staff numbers and an increasing age profile, and the CTSI Workforce Survey Report 2018-19
 describes a similar picture resulting in a lack of confidence in the ability of LAs to deliver their statutory duties. 
Continuing to carry out this function under the current arrangements, places an increasing burden on LAs and they may not be in a position to invest in training on feed controls nor carry out inspections of the feed marketed and sold across Scotland, in accordance with the Feed Law Code of Practice (Scotland), risking the availability of unsafe/ non-compliant feed on the market. In addition, the investigation of a feed safety incident may have a significant impact on LA resources.

The thin spread of this function across 31 LA trading standards services means that in some cases, feed is a small part of an individual’s work, risking levels of officer competence in the long term. In addition, the spread of this function results in potential inconsistency across 31 trading standards services in Scotland. 

Effective and coordinated feed safety and delivery of feed controls is a key objective of the FSS strategic plan. Doing nothing means that FSS would fail to deliver on the following strategic outcomes: 
· Food is safe

· Responsible food businesses flourish

· FSS is efficient and effective

5.2. 
Option 2: Introduce domestic legislation to provide a transfer of competence from LAs to FSS to provide for effective enforcement and delivery of feed official controls
5.2 (1) Consumers 
Benefits: By transferring competence to FSS, consumers will benefit from improved consumer protection and greater assurance of the production of safer food and feed. Delivering official controls according to risk, and consistently across Scotland, should help provide Scotland’s feed industry with greater assurance of safe feed and over time with improved transparency, consumers should be able to have greater trust that the feed used for food producing animals is safe. 

Disadvantages and costs: We have not identified any disadvantages to consumers from this proposal.

5.2 (2) Feed industry 

Benefits: Under the new model, feed businesses will engage with FSS directly or with those LAs and third parties delivering feed functions on behalf of FSS, in relation to most general feed matters. This will provide consistency in advice and a single point of contact. Previous consultation outcomes indicated that this is considered by the industry to be a strength in the arrangements which will make the Scottish brand stronger. The centrally delivered or co-ordinated funded feed controls functions will allow FSS to:

· deliver feed controls in a consistent manner across Scotland by ensuring that there is no regional variation in the delivery of official controls;

· respond in a timeous manner to a feed incident;
· identify a potential incident before it occurs through better linked intelligence and data;
· linking a feed business operator and feed crime located in different locations across Scotland and the rest of the UK by information sharing between agencies such as FSA;
· Effectively formulate feed control policies especially following the UK’s withdrawal from the EU; and
· Keep feed business operators adequately informed about matters which significantly affect their capacity to make informed decisions about feed matters.

Disadvantages and costs: Although the process will not alter, Feed businesses may be subject to official controls by a different officer under this model, which may mean that feed business operators will have to allocate more time for the first inspection under the new model. 

As above, it is assumed this will impact on a maximum of 250 businesses, with each business inspection, for the purposes of handover, approximately 1 hour or more per business at an hourly rate of £28.50 for a manager at a feed manufacturer (based on the ASHE Provisional 2019 Estimates for ‘Production managers and directors in manufacturing’ professionals
, including a 30% overhead uplift in accordance with the UK standard cost model)
.

Under the existing LA model, LAs may also undertake other official controls at feed businesses, such as animal health and weights and measures. Under the new delivery model, there will continue to be opportunities to carry out other official controls when the feed delivery function is delegated to LAs, but not in those LAs where there is no delegation. It is possible therefore that the new model may result in a slight increase in footfall for non-feed purposes.

5.2 (3) Regulators: LAs, Other Government Departments and FSS 

Benefits: The transfer of competence will reduce the LA financial and administrative burden around delivery of official feed controls and enable those LAs that agree to carry out official controls on behalf of FSS to focus on the delivery of feed law functions. 
LAs will no longer be responsible of the enforcement of feed law and FSS will be able to delegate functions to LAs to any area including within or part of an area of neighbouring authorities. 

Feedback from the 2017 consultation indicated that in those LAs that will no longer carry out feed control functions, there will be little to no effect on the officers’ employment terms or conditions, as many officers across Scotland carry out a range of other statutory functions. FSS considers that the new delivery model should in fact benefit officers employed by LAs and allow them to focus on other non-feed functions.
An increase in the number of animal feed official controls will provide FSS with assurance, protecting consumers from the risks associated with animal feed and bringing Scotland in line with the rest of the UK.

A centralised model will bring consistency to FSS and LAs in how feed is delivered across Scotland and it will assist in the identification of areas where additional input and resourcing is required.



Agricultural Analysts are currently appointed by LAs to carry out feed analysis work. 
Section 67 of the Agriculture Act 1970 requires the competent authority for feed to appoint an agricultural analyst. Under the new arrangements, FSS will appoint analysts in so far as it relates to feed law. FSS intends to carry out a full procurement exercise in the coming months. 

Disadvantages and costs: The responsibilities that currently fall to LAs will now fall to FSS and this will require additional resource within FSS in order to deliver these functions effectively. 

Specific financial costs associated with the introduction of the new model are listed below. All costs currently met by LAs for the delivery of official controls will, under the proposed funding model, be met by FSS in the future. 

(a) Funding of centralised feed delivery model post-implementation 
This model requires FSS to meet the costs of the LA (or any other third party) to which the feed law function is delegated directly, in delivering this function. This is made possible by using the funding that is currently provided to all LAs in accordance with the block grant distribution for feed, and then redistributing it to those LAs delivering feed in accordance with the agreements in place and the level of work necessary. FSS is currently developing a detailed costing model to ensure that the service is adequately resourced and that LAs delivering under this model are fully funded in accordance with the service they provide on behalf of FSS.  For those LAs that are unable to deliver feed under this model, they will no longer be eligible to receive the money intended for feed law functions. 
(b) Development of the model prior to implementation 
It is intended that FSS will work in collaboration with representatives from LAs to develop the specific arrangements required for implementation. Based on work that was done in 2017, it is expected that there may be as many as 6 meetings prior to implementation and it is estimated that for each meeting, travel and subsequent actions, 8 hours are dedicated to this activity.

LAs: at a rate median rate of £29.11 per hour for a trading standards professional (based on the ASHE Provisional 2019 Estimates
 for a ‘Quality Assurance and Regulatory Professional including a 30% overhead uplift in accordance with the UK standard cost model).
The FSS Feed project team responsible for developing the model, and the necessary infrastructure and governance arrangements, amounts to approximately 4.8 FTE in the year prior to implementation.
(c) Familiarisation with new model (LAs)
Officers of LAs intending to operate under delegation by FSS are expected to familiarise themselves with this change and the legislation. Officer time is estimated as 3 hours at an hourly rate of £29.11 (as above). In addition, officers carrying out this function will be required to be released for refresher training on a periodic basis. This equates to an average of 5 days training per year (7 hours per day).

(d) Transfer of feed business records from LAs to FSS where delegation does not take place 
When competence transfers to FSS, it will be necessary for those LAs to transfer feed business records to FSS. FSS intends to include a provision in the SSI which gives FSS the power to require LAs to transfer all data and information held by LAs relating to official feed control functions to FSS on request. Records may be transferred to FSS electronically (records scanned and emailed to FSS) or couriered. It is estimated that the time required to collate the records will take anything from 2 to 12 hours, depending on the number of records held, at an hourly rate of £29.11. 
(e) Delivery of the new model (FSS)

As the competent authority, FSS shall be responsible for the administration of official controls delivery by FSS and LAs (or third parties) as well as dealing with enquiries and providing technical and legal advice on feed delivery. Despite consideration being given to outsourcing much of this activity, it is still estimated that there will be a need for around 1 FTE FSS administration and management.
FSS will be required to deliver feed law functions in parts of Scotland, the extent of which is currently unknown. FSS is required to employ staff (full time feed officers) to do so.


6. Scottish Firms Impact Test

6.1. This policy change impacts indirectly on all feed businesses across Scotland (in excess of 24,000). It is anticipated that it will have a positive impact on the competitiveness of Scottish businesses as it will provide a measure of assurance that does not currently exist consistently across Scotland. This will be of significance to the Scottish feed industry in securing future trade deals as a result of the UK’s exit from the EU.
6.2. The public consultation shall be directed to Scottish businesses of different sizes and from various geographical areas and trade bodies. The consultation seeks views on the likely impact on their business of the changes proposed. They are requested to consider all questions posed in this partial BRIA and assess the cost estimates.
6.3. Competition Assessment

This policy change does not place restrictions on the number of feed businesses in the market, nor on entering or exiting the market. Subject to assurance of compliance identified through official controls, it should improve the ability of Scottish feed businesses to compete in the market due to demonstrably higher level of confidence in the feed safety assurance model in place.
6.4. Test run of business forms

No new or additional forms will be introduced by this proposal therefore no test run need be completed.
7. Legal Aid Impact Test


This policy change will not introduce new criminal sanctions or civil penalties therefore there are no legal aid implications.

8. Enforcement, sanctions and monitoring

· Enforcement


 This function will fully transfer to FSS under this proposal, and will be delivered by FSS or on behalf of FSS by LAs and or third parties (as appropriate) acting on FSS’s behalf.
· Sanctions


No changes are being proposed to the criminal sanctions or civil penalties contained in existing legislation.
· Monitoring


The effectiveness and impact of the new arrangements will be monitored via feedback from stakeholders as part of the ongoing policy process. In addition, under these arrangements, FSS will have mechanisms in place for monitoring and review including review of Delegated Service Level Agreements in place with the LAs, or other third parties with which there is a delegated arrangement, open fora, stakeholder meetings, surveys and general enquiries.

Contact point


Jacqueline Angus 

Regulatory Strategy – Work stream Manager (Animal Feed)

Food Standards Scotland


3rd Floor, Pilgrim House, Old Ford Road, Aberdeen, AB11 5RL


Tel: 07876 131648

e-mail: jacqueline.angus@fss.scot
Gordon Wright

Project Specialist (Animal Feed)

Food Standards Scotland


3rd Floor, Pilgrim House, Old Ford Road, Aberdeen, AB11 5RL


Tel: 07393 006709

e-mail: gordon.wright@fss.scot
Appendix 1
1. Financial Impacts of Feed incidents 


Feed incidents occurring in Belgium and Ireland provide an indication of the level of impact and cost to industry, public and animal health and welfare. If the ‘do nothing’ option continues, there remains an increased risk of a significant feed incident occurring, resulting in significant costs and reputational damage to the wider Scottish and UK feed and food industries. In addition, it could result in non-compliance with EU food and feed law, risking trade and the economic prosperity for industry including possibly affecting the UK Government’s ability to agree favourable trade terms on feed and agri-food. 


During the Belgian dioxin incident in 1999, where poultry feed was contaminated with dioxin-like PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls), sales of animal products in Belgium and beyond were affected. Costs of the incident to the Belgian economy, including withdrawal and destruction of affected product, compensation, trading and job losses, was estimated at around €1.5 - 2 billion. 

The 2008 polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) incident in Ireland identified contamination of pork meat with between 80 and 200 times over the EU maximum permitted levels for PCBs and dioxin like PCBs. The Food Safety Authority Ireland quickly removed potentially contaminated products from the market. The fall out for the industry included recall or destruction of products from 36 countries and the loss of thousands of jobs at a cost of €100 million to the Irish economy. Following the incident, the Commission, based upon the conclusions of the European Food Safety Authority statement, issued guidelines for the management of the Irish contamination incident. These guidelines aimed also at ensuring a harmonised enforcement approach at EU level. 


Scotland’s food and feed export market adds considerable value to the economy as a whole and there are a number of factors that can affect the demand and the price of food and feed. An incident similar to those described above would have a significant detrimental effect on trade.
2. Value to Feed industry to the Scottish economy

Table App1 demonstrates the relationship between the total feed costs with the total gross input costs (costs of goods and services consumed or used as inputs in the production process e.g. feed, seeds, fertiliser, and pesticides). Over 7 years, the cost of feed has been around a third of the total gross input cost incurred by the Scottish farmer and indicates that feed remains the largest contributor to farmers’ costs.  

Table App1:  Costs of feed to the Farming sector in Scotland
	Years
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Gross Input  costs  £millions
	1,959.4
	1,964.8
	1,857.4
	1,753.0
	1,692.3
	1,881.4
	1,997.0

	Total Feed costs £millions
	668.9
	673.4
	589.2
	539.0
	521.7
	603.8
	678.1

	Feed input as % of gross input costs
	34.1
	34.3
	31.7
	30.7
	30.8
	32.1
	34.0

	Figures based on:
	Final data
	Provisional data
	Proxy estimate


Source: Scottish Government Total Income Farming Estimates 

Table App2 compares the total output and the gross value added figures for Scotland’s animal feed industry. The total output represents the value of goods and services produced by the feed industry and the gross value added is the value generated in the production of goods and services. The gross value added is the output minus the immediate consumption and would exclude in the production of feed, those costs such as raw materials, facilities/infrastructure, machinery and electricity. Table App2 indicates significant growth in the animal feed sector (including pet food) during the 7 years from 2010-2016 and this growth is forecast to continue.      

Table App2: Total Output and Gross Value Added of Scotland’s Animal Feed Industry (including pet food) in £ millions

	Years
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016

	Total Output

	205

	167

	225

	280

	356

	427

	569


	Gross Value Added
	40.5

	24.5

	38.6

	52.3

	63

	56.9

	94.4



Source: Scottish Government’s Supply, Use and Input & Output tables 
Question 1:





We would like to hear from all stakeholders with an indication of costs associated with a feed incident in Scotland? Please provide details.





Question 2:





To help inform the BRIA, we would like to invite all stakeholders, including LAs and other Government departments, to comment on:





(a) The benefits of retaining the ‘status quo’ or ‘do nothing’ option





(b) The approximate financial impact, disadvantages/costs and risks of retaining the ‘status quo’ or ‘do nothing’ option. Please consider the impact on feed and food safety and animal health on all stakeholder groups.





Question 3:





To help inform the BRIA, we would like to invite all stakeholders, including LAs and other Government departments, to comment on: whether they agree with the described benefits of implementing option 2 (to introduce new legislation to give effect to the centralised model of official control delivery and enforcement).








Question 4:





Do you agree with the cost assumptions presented in the BRIA in relation to additional time required to allow a new officer to familiarise themselves with the business for the first time, under the proposed model? Any other information on the potential costs to the industry would be welcome.





Question 5:





FSS would like to hear from all stakeholders about the potential impact of the proposed feed delivery model on non-feed official controls carried out by LAs or other Government Departments on the feed industry. Please provide data to support these views.





Question 6:





FSS would like to receive information from LAs on the impact of the proposed feed delivery model, with supporting evidence, in particular:





(a) the financial and administrative burden of official feed control delivery to LAs





(b) the effect on officers’ employment terms or conditions in the LAs that will no longer carry out feed control functions.





Question 7:





FSS would be grateful to hear views from Analysts about the impact that the proposed  model may have on laboratories, particularly in relation to staffing.





Question 8:





FSS would like to hear from LAs on the following: 





a. The financial impact and assumptions made on the development of the proposed model. Are there any additional impacts on the LA?





b. The financial impact and assumptions made on the familiarisation with the proposed model and training.





Question 9:





FSS would like to hear from LAs about whether they agree with the assumptions made in the BRIA to calculate the financial impact of a handover process for the more complex businesses under the proposed model. Please provide data to support these views.








� Three audits by the EU auditors (Health and Food Audits and Analysis, formerly the Food and Veterinary Office – FVO) to the UK took place in 2009, 2011 and 2014.  � HYPERLINK "https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/audit_reports/index.cfm" ��EU audit reports�.


� � HYPERLINK "https://consult.foodstandards.gov.scot/enforcement-delivery/feed-enforcement-scotland-regulations-2018/" �https://consult.foodstandards.gov.scot/enforcement-delivery/feed-enforcement-scotland-regulations-2018/�





� https://www.tradingstandards.uk/news-policy/news-room/2020/ctsi-workforce-survey-report-raises-concerns-over-the-future-of-trading-standards


� � HYPERLINK "https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/occupation4digitsoc2010ashetable14" �https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/occupation4digitsoc2010ashetable14�





� SCM methodology � HYPERLINK "http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file44503.pdf" �http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file44503.pdf�


� � HYPERLINK "https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/occupation4digitsoc2010ashetable14" �https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/occupation4digitsoc2010ashetable14�
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