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Abstract 
A review of confidence in management ratings for sites regulated by Argyll and Bute Council for both 

food law and health and safety law purposes identified 151 relevant sites. Ratings were strongly 

clustered around scores for the two food safety confidence ratings of “reasonable record of 

compliance” and “satisfactory record of compliance”. The coefficient of correlation between the two 

scores was 0.18. This study suggests that the food law confidence in management rating is a poor 

predictor of health and safety management performance. Reasons for this are proposed. 

Introduction 
Food safety and health and safety regulatory regimes in the UK both have priority planning rating 

schemes described in official guidance for regulators1,2. These schemes are based on a rating of 

different aspects of business performance when assessed against several criteria. The intention of 

the rating schemes is to ensure that inspections or other interventions directed at businesses are 

targeted at the poor performers; those at greatest risk of failing to comply with statutory duties or 

who present the greatest risk to employees or the public. The schemes permit both a range of 

intervention frequencies in terms of the interval between visits or other contacts and the intensity of 

the intervention directed at the business. Generally, the more compliant a business is judged to be 

by the inspector, the less often it will have an official intervention and the intervention will be lighter 

in touch. 

Although the food safety and health and safety schemes pay attention to different factors, they both 

ask the inspector to judge “Confidence in Management”. The food safety Confidence in Management 

rating has five bands with the short descriptors and scores shown in Table 1. The comparative health 

and safety Confidence in Management rating has six bands with the short descriptors and scores 

shown in Table 2.  

                                                             
1
 Food Law Code of Practice (Scotland), Food Standards Agency (Scotland), 2009 

2 LAC67/2 (rev3) – Advice/Guidance to Local Authorities on Targeting Interventions, HSE, 2012 
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Table 1: Food safety confidence in management short descriptors 

Short Descriptor Score 

Good record of compliance 0 

Reasonable record of compliance 5 

Satisfactory record of compliance 10 

Varying record of compliance 20 

Poor track record of compliance 30 

 

Table 2: Health and safety confidence in management short descriptors 

Short Descriptor Score 

Best practice 1 

Strong evidence that management are up to the task 2 

Some evidence that management are up to the task 3 

Management are ambivalent about health and safety 4 

Management are not up to the task 5 

Management avoid the task and/or connive in cutting corners 6 

Appendix 1 compares the full narrative descriptors for food safety and health and safety Confidence 

in Management rating schemes. The five food safety descriptors have a reasonable narrative 

alignment with the first five health and safety descriptors.  The worst health and safety descriptor 

(Management avoid the task and/or connive in cutting corners) has no comparison in the food safety 

descriptors. 

On the basis of this initial review of the descriptors in the two rating schemes, it was proposed that 

the food safety confidence in management score could be used as a proxy for rating health and 

safety management performance in the absence of a health and safety rating. This is an approach 

that is suggested in LAC 67/2 (rev3)3. 

The Study 

Argyll and Bute Council maintain a database of commercial premises in the IDOX Uniform 

Environmental Health system. Uniform permits users to construct risk rating questionnaires for 

different types of inspections.  Argyll and Bute Council have constructed risk rating questionnaires 

based upon both the Food Law Code of Practice (Scotland) and LAC67/2 (rev2)4, which introduced 

the health and safety rating system which continues in LAC 67/2 (rev3). In order to test the 

correlation between the food safety and health and safety Confidence in Management ratings, a 

report was run from the Uniform database to retrieve the most recent5 scores for those 

questionnaires. 

                                                             
3
 LAC67/2 (rev3), at Supplementary Materials 6 

4 LAC67/2 (rev2) - Revision to Local Authority Circular (LAC) 67/2 – Advice/Guidance to Local Authorities on 
Priority Planning, HSE, 2010 
5 As at 14/09/2012 
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The report identified 1,773 sites which had been risk-rated for food safety or health and safety. 1,593 

sites had been rated for the FS (food safety) questionnaire. 334 sites had been rated for the 

HELA2010 questionnaire and 572 sites for the HELA questionnaire. “HELA” is Argyll and Bute 

Council’s service jargon for health and safety regulation. The HELA2010 questionnaire corresponds to 

the current health and safety rating scheme in LAC 67/2 (rev3). A total of 151 sites were identified 

which had both FS and HELA2010 questionnaires. Independently, the scores are distributed as shown 

in Table 3 and Table 4. 

Table 3: Distribution of FS confidence in management scores 
(count of sites n=151) 

Score 0 5 10 20 30 

No. of sites 6 68 71 1 5 

Table 4: Distribution of HELA2010 confidence in management scores 
(count of sites n=151) 

Score 1 2 3 4 5 6 

No. of sites 4 70 56 17 2 2 

When the rating scores for the 151 sites were compared, they were distributed as shown in Table 5. 

Table 5: Distribution of FS and HELA2010 Confidence in Management Scores 
(count of sites n=151) 
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Food Safety Rating 

Using Microsoft Excel’s CORREL function, the correlation coefficient for the two scores was 

calculated to be 0.18 to 2 significant figures. 

Discussion 
The low positive correlation between the FS and HELA2010 Confidence in Management scores 

suggests that the food safety score is a poor proxy for management performance in health and 

safety. There are a number of possible reasons for this: 

1. The data sets are too small for reliable comparison. 

2. The results from Argyll and Bute Council are not representative of other local authorities in 

Scotland or the rest of the UK. 

3. The knowledge and skills utilised in managing food safety only partially overlap those 

required for managing health and safety, resulting in a real difference in management 

performance between the two regulatory regimes. 
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4. Inspectors are applying rating criteria in a manner which is more conservative for health and 

safety than for food safety in the same establishment. 

5. Other factors are forcing food safety scores or management competencies independently of 

health and safety scores or management competencies. 

The effect of the Food Hygiene Information Scheme 
One factor for the clustering of food safety scores in the “reasonable record of compliance” or 

“satisfactory record of compliance” bands is the Food Hygiene Information Scheme (FHIS) which is 

operational in Scotland. This scheme provides the public with information about the food hygiene 

performance of caterers and retail food shops in the form of “Pass” or “Improvement Required” 

“inspection results”. Premises are given certificates to display and inspection results are published on 

the Food Standards Agency’s website6. The equivalent scheme in England, Northern Ireland and 

Wales is the Food Hygiene Rating Scheme (FHRS). FHIS has only two inspection results, compared 

with the FHRS’s six “hygiene ratings”. 

The general requirement for a premises to achieve a Pass inspection result under FHIS is that the 

inspector scores the site at no more than 10 for each of Level of Compliance with Food Hygiene and 

Safety Procedures, Level of Structural Compliance, and, Confidence in Management. Premises 

operators can request a revisit and re-rating of their site once they have dealt with all of the matters 

identified at the inspection. There is therefore an additional factor which can improve the food safety 

score above that determined at the initial inspection. There is no equivalent public rating for health 

and safety performance and therefore no particular incentive for a premises manager to request a 

revisit and re-rating of their health and safety management performance. Health and safety 

inspectors will revisit sites if notices have been served and it is possible for a site to be re-rated at 

such a visit, but re-rating is entirely at the inspector’s discretion7.  

Given that the FHIS scheme operational in Scotland has only two ratings compared with the six 

ratings of the FHRS scheme operational in the rest of the UK, it is possible that data from local 

authorities outwith Scotland will not show this same effect. 

The effect of regulatory effort 
A factor which may have affected the number of data available for comparison (151 HELA2010 scores 

compared with 1,593 FS scores) is that much more attention has been given by regulators to food 

safety compliance over health and safety compliance in the last several years. Local authorities 

enforce health and safety law primarily in the retail sector, and the vast majority of food safety 

premises are in the retail sector, including catering. 

Audit Scotland included a performance indicator for “Food hygiene - the percentage of premises with 

a minimum inspection frequency of 12 months or less, that were inspected on time” from before 

1999/2000 to 2008/20098, although the strict definition of the indicator changed over time. There 

was no corresponding national performance indicator for health and safety inspections. The 

consequence of external performance scrutiny being applied to food safety enforcement but not to 

health and safety enforcement resulted in Argyll and Bute Council (and probably other local 

                                                             
6 http://ratings.food.gov.uk/  
7
 LAC67/2 rev3 – Annex B, paragraphs 27-28 

8 http://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/performance/council/  

http://ratings.food.gov.uk/
http://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/performance/council/
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authorities as well) directing its inspection resource to food safety above health and safety. 

Additionally, Argyll and Bute Council has a generic inspectorate with officers undertaking the full 

range of environmental health duties. As a consequence, considerably fewer health and safety 

inspections were carried out than food safety inspections over the period. The increasing public 

profile of food safety with serious incidents of food poisoning and food-borne disease such as the 

Wishaw and South Wales E. coli O157 outbreaks, further increased pressure on local authority public 

protection services to prioritise routine food safety interventions over health and safety 

interventions. 

Conclusions 
This study reviewed a small set of premises for which confidence in management ratings were 

available for both food safety and health and safety. The correlation between the two datasets is 

poor. Management performance in food safety appears to be an unreliable indicator of management 

performance in health and safety. 

Suggestions for further work 
1. Comparable analyses from other local authorities in Scotland with a greater dataset of food 

safety and health and safety ratings. 

2. Comparable analyses from local authorities using the Food Hygiene Rating Scheme 

operational in England, Wales and Northern Ireland. 

3. A study to identify specific management competencies which overlap food safety and health 

and safety duties. 
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Appendix 1: Comparison of food safety and health and safety 

descriptors for confidence in management 

Food Safety Descriptor9 Health and Safety Descriptor10 

Good record of compliance 

Audit by Food Authority confirms compliance 
with documented management procedures with 
few/minor non-conformities not identified in the 
system as critical control points. Will have 
satisfactory documented HACCP based food 
safety management procedures which may be 
subject to external audit process. Access to 
technical advice within organisation. 

Best Practice 

Management know the relevant health and 
safety standards, have put them into effect and 
check they are applied correctly. There is clear 
evidence of effective self-regulation with 
standards being monitored and refined. Full 
compliance with the approach listed in HS(G)65 
and/or MAST 4SMEs. 

Reasonable record of compliance. 

Audit by food authority confirms general 
compliance with documented procedure. Will 
have satisfactory documented food safety 
management procedures. Technical advice 
available in-house, or access to and use of 
technical advice from trade associations and/or 
from Guides to Good Practice. Have satisfactory 
documented procedures. Able to demonstrate 
effective control of hazards. 

Strong evidence that management are up to the 
task 

Management generally enthusiastic and 
competent with either: 

 effective systems in place for other 
business processes (e.g. quality 
assurance) but with knowledge gaps for 
health and safety requirements, or 

 good health and safety knowledge with 
systems requiring improvement. 

There is potential for good performance and 
reasonable compliance with the HS(G)65 
approach and/or MAST 4SMEs. 

Satisfactory record of compliance. 

Making satisfactory progress towards 
documented food safety management 
procedures commensurate with type of business. 
Understanding of significant hazards and control 
measures in place. Access to and use of technical 
advice either in-house, from trade associations 
and/or from Guides to Good Practice. 

Some evidence that management are up to the 
task 

Management are knowledgeable about relevant 
health and safety standards but there has been 
little effort to adopt a proactive approach to 
health and safety management. However, senior 
managers volunteer their thoughts as the 
inspection progresses and appear to be 
committed to adopting a more proactive 
approach. There is general confidence that the 
recommendations resulting from the inspection 
will be put into place. 

                                                             
9
 Food Law Code of Practice (Scotland), Food Standards Agency (Scotland), 2009 

10 LAC67/2 (rev3) – Advice/Guidance to Local Authorities on Targeting Interventions, HSE, 2012 
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Food Safety Descriptor9 Health and Safety Descriptor10 

Varying record of compliance. 

No food safety management procedures. Poor 
appreciation of hazards and control measures. 

Management are ambivalent about health and 
safety 

Management have only a certain amount of 
knowledge of relevant standards and there is 
little or no evidence that a proactive approach to 
ongoing health and safety management has been 
adopted. However, senior managers recognise 
the need to satisfy explicit statutory 
requirements and there is some prospect that a 
more proactive approach may be adopted in 
future. Limited involvement of workers in health 
and safety management. There is some 
confidence that the recommendations resulting 
from the inspection will be put into place. 

Poor track record of compliance. 

No food safety management procedures. Little or 
no appreciation of hazards or quality control. 
Little or no technical knowledge. 

Management are not up to the task 

Management have significant shortcomings in 
their knowledge of relevant standards. 
Management do not appear to be willing to 
instigate a proactive approach and have not 
recognised that health and safety is an issue 
where they need to be personally involved. 
There is uncertainty as to how they will respond 
to the findings from the inspection. 

 Management avoid the task and\or connive in 
cutting corners 

There is a negative approach to accepting legal 
duties and management dispute the relevance or 
validity of recognised benchmark standards. 
Totally ineffective in the management of health 
and safety. The findings from the inspection are 
likely to be ignored. 

 


