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Key Lessons from the BSE-type food crises
1. Separate REGULATION from SPONSORSHIP

2. Separate EXPERT ADVICE from POLICY-

MAKING

3. Ensure expert advisors are accountable to 

community of experts and other stakeholderscommunity of experts and other stakeholders

4. Ensure Policy-Makers are democratically 

accountable

5. Maintain enforcement and strengthen 

compliance

6. Strive to improve public health rather than 

just maintain status quo



1. Separate REGULATION from SPONSORSHIP?

New Labour created the FSA, but failed 
to exclude corporate interests from its 
Board.  

It allowed them to gain a majority. 
Conflicts of interest remain, and often Conflicts of interest remain, and often 
prevail, in expert advisory committees 
eg CoT. 

The EU created EFSA, and its 
committees also remain similarly 
compromised. 



2. Separate EXPERT ADVICE from 

POLICY-MAKING

Proposals for the FSA in James Report and 

White Paper said FSA should advise, and 

ministers should decide.  But…

…the legislation made the FSA responsible for …the legislation made the FSA responsible for 

both advice and decision-making –

FSA ‘advises itself’; ministers use it as a 

‘shield’. 

The abolition of eg SEAC and internalising 

TSEs advice in DH is retrogressive.



3. Are expert advisors accountable to other 

experts and stakeholders?

FSA expert advisory committees meet (mostly) in 

public, but not all their evidence is in the public 

domain.

DH and DEFRA expert committees do not meet in 

public.

Observers at FSA committee meetings may speak, 

but only after the committees have concluded their 

deliberations. 



FSA rules for expert advisory 

committees remain un-enforced!



“Chairs of...advisory committees …[should 

ensure]…that the proceedings of the 

committee...are properly documented…so 

that there is a clear audit trail showing how 

the committee reached its decisions... 

decisions should include an explanation of 

where differences of opinions have arisen 

during discussions and why conclusions 

have been reached...They should also 

explain any assumptions and 

uncertainties that are inherent in their 

conclusions.” (emphasis added)



4. Ensure Policy-Makers are 

democratically accountable

FSA Board members are appointed by 

ministers, and dominated by food industry, 

and while most of its meetings are public, it 

is almost entirely unaccountable. is almost entirely unaccountable. 

It has not even answered to the Commons 

Health Select Committee.

It also suffers covert ministerial (and even 

prime-ministerial) pressure.



5. Maintain enforcement and 

strengthen compliance

The FSA initially tried improving local 

authority and MHS enforcement, and to 

improve industrial compliance

eg ‘Scores on the doors’.eg ‘Scores on the doors’.

Current public expenditure cuts are leading 

to weaker enforcement and measurable 

deteriorations in compliance; evidence of 

which will emerge before too long.



6. Try to improve public health 

rather than just maintain status quo

The FSA tried addressing not just microbial 
and chemical risks but also public health 
nutrition (PHN) eg obesity, diabetes and 
diet-related cancer.

Responsibility for PHN has been taken 
from the FSA by DH, and there is no 
evidence that DH aspires to do more than 
(or even as much as) maintain the status 
quo.  



Erik’s UK SCORE SHEET      /10
1. Separate REGULATION from   

SPONSORSHIP

Was 6 

Now 1

2. Separate EXPERT ADVICE from

POLICY-MAKING

Was 4

Now 1

3. Ensure expert advisors are

accountable to community of experts

6/10

accountable to community of experts

4. Ensure Policy-Makers are   

democratically accountable

1/10

5. Maintain enforcement and strengthen  

compliance

Was 7

Now 3

6. Strive to improve public health rather 

than just maintain it

Was 8

Now 0


