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Mid-13th-century England, guidelines prescribed 
the size, weight and ingredients for different 
types of bread and how much it should cost.

Bakers who failed to comply were driven through the 

streets with their bogus bread tied around their necks.

Repeat offenders lost their licence. 

The rigid penal procedures were a reflection of the value that 
was attached to bread as an important staple food.

Food Fraud in History



Peppermints: 1858 twenty people died and more than two 
hundred became seriously ill in Bradford, England.

The assistant of a local druggist accidently sold the sweet-
maker arsenic instead of a substance made from plaster of 
Paris sugar substitute.

When the manslaughter charges were later dropped because there 
was no law against this type of offence, the local newspaper noted:

“The actual crime is that there is no law prohibiting the practice of 
adulterating foods.”

Food Fraud in History



What is Food Fraud 

Addition of a food-external - exogenous - substance to feign better quality or 
bulk up the food.

Addition of a food-internal - endogenous - substance to bulk it up or feign 
better quality.

Blending of foods of various geographical and/or botanical/zoological origins 
without the appropriate labelling.

Use of unlabelled or banned manufacturing processes.

False declaration. False details or claims are regularly made on the label as a 
result of food fraud.

The German Federal Institute for Risk Assessment (BfR)

http://www.bfr.bund.de/de/fragen_und_antworten_zu_lebensmittelbetrug_und_authentizitaetspruefung-196648.html


The Elliott Review

Elliott Review into the Integrity and Assurance of Food Supply 
Networks

A National Food Crime Prevention Framework
“My systems approach is based on eight pillars of food integrity and means that no part 
can be considered in isolation and cherry picking of the recommendations will not work. For 
each pillar I describe the foundations, bricks and mortar that need to be put in place for it 
to be strong and robust. The public should be reassured that industry has taken my report 
seriously and has already started to implement many of the recommendations.” 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/350726/elliot-review-final-report-july2014.pdf



The Elliott Review

Recommendation 1 – Consumers First
Government should ensure that the needs of consumers in relation to food safety 
and food crime prevention are the top priority.

Recommendation 2 – Zero Tolerance
Where food fraud or food crime is concerned, even minor dishonesty must be 
discouraged and the response to major dishonesty deliberately punitive.

Recommendation 3 – Intelligence Gathering
There needs to be a shared focus by Government and industry on intelligence 
gathering and sharing.



The Elliott Review

Recommendation 4 – Laboratory Services
Those involved with audit, inspection and enforcement must have access to 
resilient, sustainable laboratory services that use standardised, validated 
approaches.

Recommendation 5 – Audit
The value of audit and assurance regimes must be recognised in identifying the 
risk of food crime in supply chains.

Recommendation 6 – Government Support
Government support for the integrity and assurance of food supply networks 
should be kept specific, measurable, attainable, realistic and timely (SMART).



The Elliott Review

Recommendation 7 – Leadership
There is a need for clear leadership and co-ordination of effective investigations 
and prosecutions relating to food fraud and food crime; the public interest must be 
recognised by active enforcement and significant penalties for serious food crimes.

Recommendation 8 – Crisis Management
Mechanisms must be in place to deal effectively with any serious food safety 
and/or food crime incident.



Food allergy – what are the risks?

Death

Life-
threatening 
symptoms

Anaphylaxis

Mild to moderate symptoms

Very minor symptoms eg. tingle, 
itch

No symptoms (allergen exposure below 
minimal eliciting dose)

Sensitisation – immune system set up for future 
allergy

For the 

individual

Serious life-changing injury or death.

Illness, maybe hospitalisation – business 
responsible. Risk of prosecution or civil claim . 

Loss of reputation / brand damage

Product complaint picked up by 
EHO / TSO  / FSA. Recall. 

Complaint against caterer. Social 
Media reputation damage

Complaint during 
inspection; Audit mark 

down; Non 
Conformance ; Allergy 

Training needed 

In-house 

check –

fixed

For the 

businesses



UK fatal reactions to food: 2008 – 2018 
Confirmed or reported likely trigger foods

Data from Pumphrey& Gowland JACI 2007, Turner et al JACI 2014, inquest and media reports 



Lessons from fatal allergic reactions

Since January 2014

 44 probable fatal reactions to foods in the UK

 Average age 20 (3y – 55y)

 20 Male: 24 Female

 Inquests delayed – waiting for police / local 
authority action?

 Key evidence not always available

Data from Pumphrey & Gowland JACI 2007, Turner et al JACI 2014, inquest and media reports 



Paul Wilson’s curry 
order 
January 30th, 2014

Paul Wilson



R v Zaman May 2016 - Offences 

 Gross negligence manslaughter – causing the death of Mr Wilson

 Placing food on the market that was unsafe and injurious to health 
(178/2002 EC and Food Hygiene (England) Regulations 2013)

 Selling food not of the substance demanded (Food Safety Act 1990)

 Falsely describing food as containing almonds when it contained 
peanuts (Food Safety Act 1990)

Food offences – 18 months (on their own)
Sentenced to 6 years in jail in total

(These offences took place before December 2014 when  the Food Information 
Regulation 1169/2011 EC became enforceable.)



Appeal autumn 2017

Royal Courts of Justice
Strand, London 
08/11/17

… the Appellant's negligence in this case was not just gross; 
his behaviour, driven by money, was appalling. 

Given the very serious aggravating factors, even though the Appellant was a 
man of good character, we are wholly unpersuaded that a sentence of six 
years after a trial was manifestly excessive or, indeed, excessive at all. 

Conclusion
The appeal in respect of both conviction and sentence is dismissed 



January 2017: Lancashire

Two men sent for trial October 2018



May 2017: South Sefton Magistrates 

Woman nearly died after forkful of lamb bhuna  
Lal Miah handed £12,900 fine after woman's reaction to curry.



March 2017: Bath

 Failing to ensure that documents were up to date at all times in respect 
of food allergies

 Failing to identify the hazard of serving food to a customer with a 
particular food sensitivity in the absence of a notice reminding 
customers to ask about allergens in the food

 Failed to establish documents and records to demonstrate the effective 
application of the required measures

(Article 5 (1) EU Regulation 852/2004)



June 2017: Bedfordshire



January 2018: Llandudno Magistrates Court



January 2018: Dylan Hill, Barnsley



February 2018: West Lancashire



June 2018: Cardiff

On Friday 29 June, Chungfai Li who 
owns ‘Wongs’ in Broad Street, 
pleaded guilty to one offence of 
placing unsafe food on the market 
under the General Food Regulation 
2004, at Cardiff Magistrates Court.

…He imposed a 12 month community 
order with 300 hours of unpaid work 
requirement and ordered him to pay 
costs of £575 and a victim surcharge 
of £85. He told Mr Li that in his view 
if the offence were to happen again 

he would be sent to prison.



July 2018: Lewes Crown Court



August 2018: Alnwick 



September 2018: Penrith



September 2018: Lancashire

https://www.lancashiretelegraph.co.uk/news/16890968.allergy-risk-tackled-by-hyndburn-food-safety-workshop/

https://www.lancashiretelegraph.co.uk/news/16890968.allergy-risk-tackled-by-hyndburn-food-safety-workshop/


September 2018: West London Coroner’s Court

My conclusion is a narrative one.

Natasha Ednan-Laperouse died of 
anaphylaxis in Nice on the 17th July 2016 
after eating a baguette, purchased from 
Pret-a-Manger at LHR T5. The baguette was 
manufactured to Pret specifications and 
contained sesame to which she was allergic. 
There was no specific allergen information 
on the baguette packaging or on the langar 
barker and Natasha was reassured by that.
That concludes the Inquest into the death 
of Natasha Ednan-Laperouse.



Milk mislabelled in coconut



A 10 year old 
child dies after 

drinking 
Greentime 

Natural Coconut 
drink.

Contract lab 
advises Beta-
Lactoglobulin, 

Casein and Total 
Milk analysis for all 
coconut samples 

should be utilised.

By the end 
of 

September 
8 coconut 

based 
products 

have been 
recalled.

Sample sent to 
contract lab  

analysis for milk as 
a direct result of an 
allergic reaction in 

a child.

DAFF implements a 
stop the border 

order for all 
coconut products 
being imported 
into Australia.

NSWF 
Authority 
organise a 

state survey to 
test coconut 

products.

Victorian 
Councils 
organise 
a state 

survey to 
test 

coconut 
products.

Contract lab gains  
accreditation for testing 

milk in coconut 
products.

21 coconut 
products 

recalled since 
August.

Milk mislabelled in coconut

Dec. 13 Dec. 15
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Country of Origin of Recalled Products

Source: 
http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/industry/foodrecalls/recalls/Pages/default.aspx?page=1

Milk mislabelled in coconut

http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/industry/foodrecalls/recalls/Pages/default.aspx?page=1


Milk mislabelled in coconut

 No definitive findings regarding the source of the dairy protein in all the 
recalled products

 Caseinate (e.g. Sodium caseinate).

 Possibility of shared equipment including spray dryers and co-packing 
processes.

 Based on the range of levels detected, the first is more likely, although the 
range of results reported and the presence of whey proteins indicates that 
both may be a possibility.



Cow milk in Human Milk



Customer Enquiry

Romer labs testing

* Mrs Rogers assistance 

AQ Casein does not cross react with human milk

Cow milk in Human Milk

Sample Result (ppm Casein)

Milk exclusion Diet 1 < 0.2

Milk exclusion Diet 2 (Hindmilk) < 0.2

Milk exclusion Diet 3 (Foremilk) < 0.2

Milk exclusion Diet 4 < 0.2

Pre Milk exclusion 5 < 0.2



When fraud is not what it seems 



When fraud is not what it seems 



When fraud is not what it seems 



When fraud is not what it seems 



When fraud is not what it seems 



Initial suspicions of bulking out 
expensive spices with cheaper almond 
or apricot shells was not born out.

ELISA screening unlikely to pick up the 
adulteration alone although coupled 
with novel PCR screening and MS 
confirmation it may be a possibility.

When fraud is not what it seems 



Conclusions

Food allergen immunoassays are currently the 
main analytical tool to investigate and confirm 
cases of allergen food fraud around the world.

Every food is different and presents it’s own 
unique challenges with immunoassay analysis

If there is any doubt about how a food will 
perform  VALIDATE



 Peanut and nut allergy as a baby

 Working with the Anaphylaxis Campaign since 1994

 Develop and delivering effective allergy training since 1995

 Work with food suppliers, regulators, caterers, schools, nurseries

 Consumer Research for FSA on food labelling and shopping 

 Research into the forensic aspects of food allergy deaths and 
‘near misses’

ALLERGY ACTION - allergytraining.com

Hazel Gowland PhD, PGCE, MSoFHT, MREHIS, FIFST, 

FRSPH

@AllergyAction



Robin Sherlock



Thank you!

www.romerlabs.com




