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Mandatory display of food hygiene ratings in England – draft initial Impact Assessment 

 

NOTE 

The FSA’s strategy for 2015 to 2020 - https://www.food.gov.uk/about-us/about-the-fsa - highlights 
that we favour extending mandatory display of food hygiene ratings at food outlets to England.  We 
are currently gathering evidence to inform a case to present to the Government for consideration.  
We are also developing an impact assessment (IA) setting out the costs and potential benefits of 
introducing the legislation that would be required.   

We welcome your input at this early stage on any aspect of our initial assessment but there are a 
number of questions identified in the document on which we would particularly value your views 
and comments.  This will help inform our evidence for the Government’s consideration.   

Should the Government agree that there is a case for mandatory display, we will undertake a full 
public consultation on the proposed legislation and on a formal draft of the IA. We anticipate that 
this will take place later in 2016.  This means that there will a further opportunity to provide views 
and comments. 

 
SUMMARY – INTERVENTIONS AND OPTIONS 
 
1. What is the problem under consideration? Why is Government Intervention 
necessary?  

Food poisoning continues to be a serious problem in the UK. Improving food safety is key to 
reducing its incidence and the associated economic burden. The Food Hygiene Rating Scheme is 
an important food safety initiative. It provides transparency on hygiene standards at food outlets at 
the time of local authority inspections. Research shows that the scheme is working and driving up 
food hygiene standards. It also shows that businesses, particularly those with lower ratings, do not 
routinely display these.  Making display mandatory, which requires Government intervention as 
legislation is necessary, will allow the scheme to realise its full potential and build on its positive 
impact so far.     
 
2. What are the policy objectives and intended effects?  

The objective is to provide increased accessibility to food hygiene ratings by requiring mandatory 
display of ratings at food business premises as already happens in Wales and will do in Northern 
Ireland.  This will strengthen the existing scheme.  It will increase transparency for consumers and 
thereby increasing the push on businesses to raise their game.  It will create a level playing field 
and enable competition to drive the market. It will provide a more effective and sustainable 
alternative to formal enforcement action and a basis for an increased focus on poorly performing 
businesses.  It will increase the scheme's potential to protect public health and contribute to 
reducing the economic burden of foodborne illness. 
 
3. What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation?  
Please justify preferred option (further details in evidence base) 

A range of policy options have been considered:  

 Option 1 - 'Do nothing', and continue with the current voluntary scheme. 

 Option 2 – Undertake greater promotion of the current voluntary scheme to increase consumer 
awareness and use. 

 Option 3 - Introduce a statutory scheme for England with mandatory display of ratings at food 
business premises and with mandatory local authority participation; 

 Option 4 - Introduce a statutory scheme for England with mandatory display of ratings at food 
business premises and with mandatory local authority participation, plus cost recovery from 
businesses where they choose (take a commercial decision) to request a re-rating inspection.   

Option 4 is preferred.   
 

https://www.food.gov.uk/about-us/about-the-fsa
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4. Will the policy be reviewed? 

It will be reviewed.  
 
5.  If applicable, set review date  

Primary legislation will be required to implement the preferred policy, and this is likely to include 
provisions to review elements of the scheme.   It would seem appropriate for the review of the policy to 
be undertaken at the same time.  At any rate, a review will be undertaken three years after 
implementation. 
  
6. Cost of preferred (or more likely) Option 
 

Total outlay cost for business Total net cost to business per 
year 

Annual cost for 
implementation by Regulator 

£6.3m £6.3m £8.5k 

  
For businesses, the costs are for the time needed to become familiar with the new requirements of a 
statutory scheme. This has currently been estimated at 30 minutes per business. 
 
7. Does Implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?  

No. 
 

Are any of these organisations in scope? Micro Small Medium Large 

 Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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SUMMARY: ANALYSIS AND EVIDENCE   
 
POLICY OPTION 1 
 
Description: ‘Do nothing’ and continue with the current voluntary scheme. 
 
[Note – This will be completed when the formal draft IA is prepared.] 
 
POLICY OPTION 2 
 
Description: Undertake greater promotion of the current voluntary scheme to increase consumer 
awareness and use. 
 
[Note – This will be completed when the formal draft IA is prepared.] 
 
POLICY OPTION 3 
 
Description: Introduce a statutory scheme for England with mandatory display of ratings at food 
business premises and with mandatory local authority participation. 
 
[Note – This will be completed when the formal draft IA is prepared.] 
 
POLICY OPTION 4 
 
Description: Introduce a statutory scheme for England with mandatory display of ratings at food 
business premises and with mandatory local authority participation, plus cost recovery from 
businesses where they choose (make a commercial decision) to request a re-rating inspection 
 
[Note – This will be completed when the formal draft IA is prepared.] 
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EVIDENCE BASE 
 
PROBLEM UNDER CONSIDERATION 
 
1. Our current best estimate suggests that there are around a million cases of foodborne illness 

in the UK each year, resulting in 7,600 hospital admissions.1 The Food Standards Agency 
(FSA) is updating the way it estimates the economic burden of foodborne illness but the last 
published figure was approximately £1.6 billion each year in resource and welfare costs for 
England and Wales.2    

 
2. Improving food safety is at the heart of what the FSA does and the Food Hygiene Rating 

Scheme (FHRS) is a key element of this. The scheme, which operates in England, Wales 
and Northern Ireland, provides transparency about hygiene standards at the time of local 
authority inspections to check compliance with food hygiene law. It represents a good 
example of using incentives to drive businesses to behave in ways that benefit consumers. 
FSA research findings provide evidence that it is working in this way and driving up food 
hygiene standards. This is good news in terms of reducing consumer risk and increasing 
public health protection.  

 
3. To make sure this success continues and that the scheme’s full potential is realised, it is 

important that the incentives for businesses are maximised and consumers have routine 
access to ratings information at the right time and right place for them.  

 
RATIONALE FOR INTERVENTION 
 
4. Introducing mandatory display of ratings at food outlets in Wales (in November 2013) has 

built significantly on the positive impact the voluntary scheme has had without imposing any 
notable additional burdens on businesses.   Extending mandatory display to England 
requires Government intervention as legislation is required.  
 

5. There has been a marked increase in the number of businesses in Wales with the two top 
ratings when compared to England (and Northern Ireland where display is also currently 
voluntary). Extending mandatory display to England (as is already happening in Northern 
Ireland – it is anticipated that legislation will come into force in 2016) will provide added 
benefits to consumers by increasing transparency. Research shows that where consumers 
know about the FHRS and use it, they do so by looking out for ratings at food outlets rather 
than looking online.3 As things stand, businesses in England, particularly those with low 
ratings, do not routinely display their stickers at their premises. 4  Mandatory display is likely 
to be the only means of ensuring businesses with poorer ratings put the sticker on the door.   

 
6. Mandatory display of ratings at premises will also create a level playing field for businesses 

across the three countries operating the FHRS. It will provide greater recognition for food 
businesses working to high levels of compliance thereby increasing competition and drive the 
market. It will also provide an effective and more sustainable alternative to formal 
enforcement action and provide a basis for an increased focus on poorly performing 
businesses.  Improved standards and sustained compliance will increase the scheme’s 
potential to improve public health protection and contribute to reducing the public health 
burden of foodborne illness.  

                                            
1
  Costed extension to the Second Study of Infectious Intestinal Disease in the Community: Identifying the proportion of 

foodborne disease in the UK and attributing foodborne disease by food commodity.  Based on model 1 of IID2 
extension (see http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/IID2%20extension%20report%20-
%20FINAL%2025%20March%202014_0.pdf – page 58). The numbers are for the 13 pathogens included in the report 
only, so the total figures will be higher. 

2
  Annual report of the Chief Scientist 2012/13 Safer food for the nation, FSA.  See 

http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/multimedia/pdfs/publication/cstar_2013.pdf 
3
  Citizens Forum: Expanding Food Hygiene Information (TNS BRMB).  See http://www.food.gov.uk/business-

industry/caterers/hygieneratings/fhrsbackground/citizens-forums  
4
   GFK report [add link once 2015 report published] 

http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/IID2%20extension%20report%20-%20FINAL%2025%20March%202014_0.pdf
http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/IID2%20extension%20report%20-%20FINAL%2025%20March%202014_0.pdf
http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/multimedia/pdfs/publication/cstar_2013.pdf
http://www.food.gov.uk/business-industry/caterers/hygieneratings/fhrsbackground/citizens-forums
http://www.food.gov.uk/business-industry/caterers/hygieneratings/fhrsbackground/citizens-forums
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BACKGROUND 
 
The voluntary scheme – how it operates 
 
7. The FHRS was developed collaboratively through the Food Hygiene Ratings Steering Group, 

membership of which comprises local authority, consumer and food industry representatives, 
and on the basis of independently conducted research with consumers.5, 6  The framework is 
set out in the FHRS ‘Brand Standard’.7  A summary of how it works is provided in the box 
below. 
 

FHRS explained 

 Restaurants, takeaways, cafés, sandwich shops, pubs, hotels, hospitals, schools and other places 
people eat away from home, as well as supermarkets and other retail outlets, are given hygiene 
ratings as part of the scheme. 

 The FHRS is based around local authority planned food hygiene inspection programmes that are in 
place to meet existing EU food law requirements and so requires no additional inspections.   

 At inspection, the local authority food safety officer will check how well the business is meeting the 
law on food hygiene and assesses three areas: 

− how hygienically the food is handled  

− the condition of the structure of the premises  

− how the business manages what it does to make sure food is safe  

 The rating given depends on how well the business does overall and also on the area(s) that need 
improving the most - the business may do better in some areas and less well in others.   

 There are six hygiene ratings on a simple numerical 
scale ranging from ‘0’ at the bottom to ‘5’ at the top. 

 The scheme is designed so that all businesses, no 
matter how small, can achieve the top rating by 
meeting existing legal requirements. 

 Where businesses don’t get the top rating, any 
improvements they need to make to do so are no more than is already required of them by existing 
food hygiene law. 

 There are safeguards to ensure that businesses are treated fairly: 

− a right of appeal if the business considers the rating is unfair 

− a ‘right to reply’ to explain to potential customers circumstances at the time of inspection that 
affected the rating or actions taken since 

− a right for a revisit to be re-rated (in advance of the next planned inspection) if improvements 
have been made.  

 Consumers can access these ratings at food.gov.uk/ratings or via phone apps.  

 Businesses are also encouraged to display stickers (examples shown) showing their rating at their 
premises – these are provided to them free.  

 

                                            
5
  Details at http://www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/enfcomm/fhrssteeringgroup/  

6
  Communications development research for a national food hygiene rating ‘Scores on the Doors’ scheme.  

Navigator/COI, April 2010.  
7
   See http://www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/enfcomm/fhrssteeringgroup/hygieneratingsguidance/  

http://www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/enfcomm/fhrssteeringgroup/
http://www.food.gov.uk/enforcement/enfcomm/fhrssteeringgroup/hygieneratingsguidance/
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8. Local authority participation is voluntary and all authorities in the three countries, except 
Rutland Country Council, operate it.  Each authority has formally signed up and agreed to 
follow the ‘Brand Standard guidance’ for the scheme in full. This aims to ensure consistency 
in implementation and operation of the scheme so that food businesses and consumers can 
be sure that it is being operated in the same way across the country. 

 
9. To date, ratings information is available on nearly 410,000 businesses in England, an 

estimated 86% of those within scope.8  Many of the businesses within scope but which do 
not yet have a rating are low risk and will be brought into the scheme as and when next 
inspected.   

 
Statutory scheme in Wales and proposed statutory scheme in Northern Ireland  

 
10. The FHRS was put on a statutory footing in Wales in November 2013 with the introduction of 

the Food Hygiene Rating (Wales) Act and associated regulations.9  Similar legislation putting 
the FHRS on a statutory footing in Northern Ireland is shortly expected to receive Royal 
Assent and to come into force in 2016.  The main differences between the scheme operating 
in Wales and the voluntary scheme are summarised in the box below.   

 

Statutory scheme operating In Wales 

Local authority participation is mandatory (rather than voluntary) 

 The scope extends to business to business traders as well as those supplying consumers 
direct. 

 Businesses are required to display their stickers at their premises and to provide the rating 
verbally if asked. 

 Fixed penalty fines apply for failure to display and there is an option for prosecution. 

 There is a longer appeal process (businesses get 21 rather than 14 days to lodge an appeal 
and local authorities get 21 days rather than seven days to consider this). 

 Local authorities must undertake requested revisits within 12 weeks (the voluntary scheme has 
a 12 week post inspection standstill period before the 12 weeks begins) and there is no limit on 
the number of requests a business can make (the voluntary scheme allows only one requested 
revisit between planned inspections). 

 Businesses are charged  for revisits - the legislation requires the cost to be reasonable (local 
authorities in Wales have determined this at £150 per inspection). 

 A breakdown of the rating is published on the FSA website to show how well the business did in 
each of the three areas assessed and there is a statement on each business page about how to 
obtain a copy of the inspection report letter (this is being considered for the voluntary scheme). 

 Consideration is being given in Wales to require the publication of a statement about the 
scheme on business printed publicity materials. 

 Consideration is being given to provision of a rating or a link to the rating or the FSA website at 
point of choice when ordering food online. 

 
Support for mandatory display in England 
 
11. The main consumer body in the UK, Which?, strongly supports mandatory display of ratings 

being extended to food businesses in England.10, 11   
 

                                            
8
  Local authority monitoring returns to the Food Standards Agency for 2013/14 (see 

http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/laems-annual-report-2013-14_0.pdf).  
9
  See http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/multimedia/pdfs/committee/fhract2013-wales.pdf 

10
  Which? Report: Postcode Lottery on Food Hygiene press release (13 February 2015). See 
http://www.which.co.uk/news/2015/02/which-reveals-food-hygiene-is-a-postcode-lottery--394718/ 

11
  Which? conversation: My day as a Food Hygiene Inspector (March 2015). See 
http://conversation.which.co.uk/consumer-rights/food-hygiene-restaurant-inspection/ 

http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/laems-annual-report-2013-14_0.pdf
http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/multimedia/pdfs/committee/fhract2013-wales.pdf
http://www.which.co.uk/news/2015/02/which-reveals-food-hygiene-is-a-postcode-lottery--394718/
http://conversation.which.co.uk/consumer-rights/food-hygiene-restaurant-inspection/
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12. There is also evidence of wider consumer support. A significant finding from research 
undertaken as part of the FSA’s Citizens Forum programme was that consumers prioritised 
making the display of the food hygiene rating mandatory as this would bring two benefits.12  
First, it would help to drive up standards by making it harder for businesses to hide poor 
ratings. Participants commented that although they would not eat at a food business that was 
displaying a low rating, they did not necessarily notice when a business had no rating on 
display.  Second, more consistent display would help to raise consumer awareness and 
make its use more habitual.  More recently, an independently conducted consumer survey 
found that 87% of respondents in England thought businesses should be required to display 
their rating at their premises.13  

 
13. Local authorities and the professional representative body for environmental health 

practitioners, the Chartered Institute of Environmental Health, are also strongly in favour of 
mandatory display in England.14, 15 The benefits have also been recognised by the Royal 
Society of Public Health.16  

 
14. There is also support from businesses. A recent business survey in England found that 75% 

thought mandatory display would be a ‘very good thing’ or a ‘fairly good thing’.17 
 
15. At the political level, the possible need for mandatory display was recognized by Lord Young 

in his October 2010 report, Common Sense Common Safety.18  A number of 
recommendations were made in relation to FHRS including establishing a legislative 
underpinning for the scheme if a review indicated that display rates were low. 

 
Impact of mandatory display in Wales  
 
Increased compliance 
 
16. Independently conducted research was commissioned by the FSA when the FHRS was 

originally introduced to explore the impact of the FHRS on local authorities, consumers, 
businesses, food hygiene compliance and the incidence of foodborne disease.  The study 
provided robust evidence that the introduction of the FHRS resulted in significantly increased 
business compliance levels, currently the best proxy measure for public health protection.19 
This confirmed what local authorities themselves reported, i.e. that the scheme was working 
to drive up standards.  
 

17. Putting the FHRS on a statutory footing has built significantly on the positive impact of the 
voluntary scheme without imposing any notable additional burdens on businesses. 

 
18. Since display became mandatory, FSA tracking data shows that the proportion of businesses 

with ratings of ‘3’ (generally satisfactory) or better has increased at a notably greater rate 
than in England – Figure 1. 

 

                                            
12

  See http://www.food.gov.uk/policy-advice/hygieneratings/fhrsbackground/citizens-forums/  
13

  FHRS Biannual Consumer Attitudes Survey, Wave 1, November 2014.  See 
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011/.  

14
  Evaluation of the Food Hygiene Rating Scheme and Food Hygiene Information Scheme: Process Evaluation Stage 2 
– Final Report. See http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/fs244011/fs244011A 

15
   Environmental Health News - FSA to push mandatory FHRS for England (18 March 2015). See http://www.ehn-
online.com/news/article.aspx?id=13952 

16
  Royal Society for Public Health Report: Health on the High Street (26 March 2015). See 
https://www.rsph.org.uk/en/about-us/latest-news/press-releases/press-release1.cfm/pid/792B0BEF-F0FF-4349-
B34BB5E5041A2D17 

17
  Food Hygiene Rating Scheme - Display of ratings at food business premises in England, Wales and Northern Ireland 
(GfK-NOP, 2015). See http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011a-1  

18
  See http://www.number10.gov.uk/news/lord-young-report/ 

19
  Research report at http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/fhrs-fhis-eval2011-14foodborne.pdf 

  
 

http://www.food.gov.uk/policy-advice/hygieneratings/fhrsbackground/citizens-forums/
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011/
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/fs244011/fs244011A
http://www.ehn-online.com/news/article.aspx?id=13952
http://www.ehn-online.com/news/article.aspx?id=13952
https://www.rsph.org.uk/en/about-us/latest-news/press-releases/press-release1.cfm/pid/792B0BEF-F0FF-4349-B34BB5E5041A2D17
https://www.rsph.org.uk/en/about-us/latest-news/press-releases/press-release1.cfm/pid/792B0BEF-F0FF-4349-B34BB5E5041A2D17
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011a-1
http://www.number10.gov.uk/news/lord-young-report/
http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/fhrs-fhis-eval2011-14foodborne.pdf
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19. The proportion of businesses in Wales with the top rating of ‘5’ rose from 37% in October 
2012, to 45% when the statutory scheme came into force in November 2013.  This followed 
advance publicity about the new requirement and a significantly increased demand for re-
rating visits in the run up to the statutory scheme coming into effect.  A year after the 
statutory scheme began, the proportion of businesses rated ‘5’ had increased to 56% and the 
proportion of businesses with lower ratings has fallen – see Figure 2.   

 

 
 

 
 
20. The FSA has undertaken a statistical analysis of FHRS data (using a technique called 

propensity score matching). This allows a more robust comparison of the impact of FHRS in 
local authorities in Wales where display is mandatory, and a control group of similar 
authorities in England where display is voluntary.  
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21. In the year immediately after the introduction of mandatory display, the proportion of 
businesses in Wales with a rating of ‘5’ grew more quickly than in matched local authorities in 
England (see Figure 3). 

 

 
 

22. In addition, in the year prior to the introduction of mandatory display, when there was a 
significant amount of publicly about the forthcoming legislation, the proportion of ‘poorly 
compliant’ businesses – those with rating of ‘0’ or ‘1’ – declined more quickly in Wales than in 
England (see Figure 4).  This can be attributed to a push by businesses to improve poor 
compliance before the law came into effect in November 2013.  
 

 
 
Increased accessibility to ratings at the right time and place for consumers  
 
23. Research with consumers, undertaken as part of the FSA’s Citizens Forum programme, 

highlights that decisions about food are typically made quickly and without much conscious 
thought.20   Any additional information needs to be easy to digest and to support fast 
judgements.  Participants considered that the most effective way to influence them about 
whether or not to eat in a food outlet was for the hygiene rating to be seen from outside so 
that the decision can be made before entering. This is consistent with the findings from the 

                                            
20

  See http://www.food.gov.uk/policy-advice/hygieneratings/fhrsbackground/citizens-forums/ 

http://www.food.gov.uk/policy-advice/hygieneratings/fhrsbackground/citizens-forums/
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FSA’s FHRS Tracker which show that stickers displayed at premises are the most common 
source of information to consumers on ratings.21  
 

24. Although ratings information can be accessed online at food.gov.uk/ratings and via mobile 
phone apps, not everyone uses the internet or has a mobile phone that supports internet 
access. Ofcom data for England shows that around a third of adults do not have 
smartphones and 14% do not have internet access at home.22   

 
25. The FSA commissioned research between October 2011 and February 2015 to monitor the 

proportion of businesses displaying food hygiene ratings at premises.23  Figure 5 provides a 
comparison of the display levels found during this period in England and Wales. When the 
audit was undertaken in 2014/15 in Wales, the statutory scheme had been in operation for 
just over a year.  

 
26. The introduction of mandatory display means significantly increased transparency for 

consumers in Wales at the point of choice, particularly for lower rated premises.  Consumers 
in England, on the other hand, are not currently able to routinely make such fully informed 
choices. 

 

 
 
27. The research has also included telephone interviews with businesses to explore the reasons 

for display or non-display. For businesses in England not displaying their rating, reported 
motivations to do so have consistently included a mandatory requirement.   

 
28. In the most recent research, businesses in Wales were asked what they thought about the 

legal requirement to display ratings and 83% gave positive responses with only 19% giving 
negative feedback.  

 

                                            
21

  FHRS Biannual Consumer Attitudes Survey, Wave 1, November 2014 (see 
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011/) and  
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011-0 

22
  Communications Market - 2015. Ofcom ((http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/market-data-research/market-
data/communications-market-reports/cmr15/uk/). 

23
  Display audit in Wales: 2011/12 (see http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs7250006). 

Display audits in England, Northern Ireland and Scotland 2011/12 (see 
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/socsci/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011a).  

Display audits in England, Wales and Northern Ireland 2012/13 (see http://www.food.gov.uk/news-
updates/news/2013/5734/food-hygiene-rating-display-research). 

Display audits in England, Northern Ireland and Scotland 2014 (see 
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011a-0).  

http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011/
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011-0
http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/market-data-research/market-data/communications-market-reports/cmr15/uk/
http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/market-data-research/market-data/communications-market-reports/cmr15/uk/
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs7250006
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/socsci/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011a
http://www.food.gov.uk/news-updates/news/2013/5734/food-hygiene-rating-display-research
http://www.food.gov.uk/news-updates/news/2013/5734/food-hygiene-rating-display-research
http://www.food.gov.uk/science/research/ssres/foodsafetyss/fs244011a-0
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Increased consumer awareness and use  
 
29. Consumer, awareness, recognition and use of the FHRS has been tracked through the 

FSA’s ‘Biannual Public Attitudes Tracker’ and more recently through a bespoke FHRS 
tracker.  Data from these trackers shows that awareness of hygiene rating schemes and 
recognition of FHRS branding has increased (see Figure 6 and Figure 7).  The increases in 
Wales since display has been introduced are particularly notable.  

 

 
 

 
 

30. In terms of using ratings in decision about where to eat or buy food, the FSA has monitored 
this through its Food and You Survey – see Figure 8.24 The proportion of respondents in 
Wales, reporting having used the hygiene rating scheme in the past 12 months to check a 
rating before eating or buying food rose from 13% in 2012 to 35% in 2014.   

 
  

                                            
24

  See http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/food-and-you-2014-uk-bulletin-3_0.pdf and  
http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/food-and-you-2012-main-report.pdf 

http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/food-and-you-2014-uk-bulletin-3_0.pdf
http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/food-and-you-2012-main-report.pdf


 

Page 12 

 

 
 
Food hygiene rating schemes operating in other countries 
 
31. There is evidence that statutory schemes operating outside the UK which require display of 

ratings have resulted in increased compliance with legal requirements and/or reductions in 
foodborne illness. One example is the case of the Los Angeles scheme, which also 
increased revenue for those with the highest grade – see below.  
 

Los Angeles Grade Card Scheme 

Operated since 1997, this requires 
display at premises of hygiene 
‘grade card’ - A, B, or C - or a score 
card for those not scoring high 
enough for a letter grade.  

The introduction of the scheme was followed by a 13.1% decrease in 
foodborne illness related hospitalisations and this has subsequently 
been maintained.  

Analysis controlled for the main factors influencing foodborne disease 
incidence, so that the decrease should only reflect the effect of the 
hygiene rating scheme.

25
 

Before grade cards, changes in restaurant hygiene quality had no 
impact on restaurant revenue, but after the scheme  was in place, the 
revenue of restaurants that received an A grade increased by 5.7% 
relative to revenue when there were no grade cards.  B grade 
restaurants saw a revenue increase of 0.7% but C grade restaurants 
saw a decrease of 1%.   

Toronto DineSafe scheme 

Introduced in 2001 and businesses 
are required to display certificates 
with food safety inspection results - 
‘pass’, ‘conditional pass’ or ‘closed’ 
– in an obvious place 

DineSafe resulted in a significant increase in compliance levels and 
this coincided with a significant decline in the annual number of cases 
of foodborne illness in Toronto - it is reasonable to suggest that the 
scheme played a role in this.

26
 

Denmark Smiley Scheme 

This was introduced in Denmark in 
2001 – Businesses must display 
their latest smiley - one of four (big 
smile, small smile, straight face, and 
frown). 

The Danish Veterinary and Food Administration claim 100% 
consumer awareness of the scheme and a 23.7% increase in the 
number of businesses with the top smiley in 2002.

27
 

                                            
25

  Simon et al. (2005). Impact of Restaurant Hygiene Grade Cards on Foodborne-Disease Hospitalisations in Los 
Angeles County. Journal of Environmental Health, 67(7), 32-36.  

26
  Foodborne illness in Toronto, April 2009 (http://www.toronto.ca/health/moh/pdf/staffreport_april15_2009_appx_a.pdf). 

27
 Smileys keep food safety high in Denmark – see http://www.findsmiley.dk/en-US/Forside.htm.  Ministry of Food, 
Agriculture and Fisheries, Danish Veterinary and Food Administration. May 2011.  

http://www.toronto.ca/health/moh/pdf/staffreport_april15_2009_appx_a.pdf
http://www.findsmiley.dk/en-US/Forside.htm


 

Page 13 

 

New York restaurant letter grading 

This mandatory programme started 
in July 2010.  The programme 
requires restaurants to post a letter 
grade that reflects their most recent 
inspection result in a visible window 
location. 

Preliminary results from the first six months of letter grading suggest 
that restaurants are taking actions to improve their food safety 
practice. 

28
 

 
Statutory rating schemes in other sectors 

 
32. Similar information schemes have been introduced in other UK sectors based on the same 

rationale that this will incentivise the businesses to improve compliance resulting in overall 
societal benefits (reduced economic burden – reduced costs to the NHS and reduced loss of 
earnings to individuals).   
 

33. One example is the EU tyre energy label scheme which introduced mandatory labelling in 
2012 so that consumers have an indication of which tyres are the most economical and safe 
before they buy.29 
 

34. Another example relates to care providers.   From 1 April this year, providers have been 
required by law to display their Care Quality Commission (CQC) rating.30 The rating must be 
displayed legibly and conspicuously at each location (and on websites) to make sure the 
public, and in particular the people who use the services, can see them. The ratings indicate 
whether a service has been judged as ‘outstanding’, ‘good’, ‘requires improvement’ or is 
‘inadequate’.  The legislation was introduced on the basis that those providers receiving the 
bottom two ratings were unlikely to publicise this, as well as ensuring accessibility to ratings 
for all rather than only those with internet access.  Action will be taken in cases of failure to 
display in line with CQC’s enforcement policy and a fixed penalty notice may be issued. The 
regulatory impact on providers was considered to be minimal and the majority of consultation 
responses received agreed with this. 

 
POLICY OBJECTIVE 

 
35. The objective is to strengthen the current voluntary FHRS operating in England by giving it a 

statutory basis.  Requiring rather than simply encouraging display of ratings at premises will 
increase accessibility of ratings information to consumers, particularly in respect of lower 
rated premises.  It will give further recognition to those businesses achieving and maintaining 
compliance with food hygiene law and further incentivise others to do so.  This will help to 
ensure the scheme’s full potential as a public health protection measure and to contribute to 
a reduction in the public and economic health burden of foodborne illness is realised.  
 

36. Increasing the accessibility of information to consumers about business performance in this 
way accords with the wider central and local government transparency agenda.  Empowered 
consumers are key to creating competitive and dynamic markets.  

 
37. Increasing the incentive for businesses to provide customers with a more competitive offer 

will be more effective and less costly than formal enforcement action for securing and 
maintaining business compliance. Improved standards and sustained compliance, in turn, 
can provide a basis for earned recognition with fewer inspections of compliant businesses 
and an increased focus on poorly performing businesses.  

 

                                            
28

  Farley, T. New York City Department Health & Mental Hygiene (2011) Restaurant letter grading: the first six months)  
available at http://www.nyc.gov/html/doh/downloads/pdf/rii/restaurant-grading-6-month-report.pdf 

29
  See http://www.which.co.uk/cars/driving/car-tyres/how-to-buy-tyres/the-energy-label-for-tyres/  

30
  Since 2014, NHS providers have been inspected under a new ratings scheme.  Linked to the new ratings system is 
the requirement under regulation 20A of the Health and Social Care Act 2008 (Regulated Activities) Regulations 2014, 
which requires providers to display their CQC ratings.   

http://www.which.co.uk/cars/driving/car-tyres/how-to-buy-tyres/the-energy-label-for-tyres/
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Description of options  
 

38. Four options have been identified: 
 

Option 1: 'Do nothing', and continue with the current voluntary scheme 

Ratings would continue to be displayed on the FHRS website, and it would continue 
to be optional for food businesses to display these at their premises. 

It would continue to be optional for local authorities to operate the scheme.  

This would not realise the policy objective. 

Option 2: Undertake greater promotion of the current voluntary scheme to increase 
consumer awareness and use 

This could strengthen the existing voluntary scheme by increasing consumer 
awareness so that they would look for hygiene ratings on the FSA website or 
challenge businesses that fail to display their rating at their premises.  

Market forces, driven by increased consumer awareness of the scheme, might 
encourage food business operators to display their rating.  

This is unlikely to be uniformly effective with little impact on businesses with low 
ratings and, to maintain impact, campaign activity, which is expensive, would need to 
be sustained over time.  

Local authorities could opt in and out of the scheme at different times so a level 
playing field for businesses on an ongoing basis may not be sustained 

Option 3: Introduce a statutory scheme for England with mandatory display of ratings at 
food business premises and with mandatory local authority participation  

This would require all local authorities in England to operate the FHRS and all food 
businesses included in the scope of the scheme to display a food hygiene rating at 
their premises.  

The other components of the voluntary scheme would be replicated in the statutory 
scheme wherever possible.   

This would ensure that consumers have direct access to food hygiene information at 
the point of choice enabling them to routinely make informed choices about where 
they eat or buy food. This would ensure the scheme’s full potential to incentivise 
businesses to improve and maintain standards is realised.  It will create a level 
playing field and give greater recognition to those businesses with good standards 
and put others more in the spotlight.  This will increase competition.  

This, in turn, will contribute to a reduction in the incidence of foodborne illness and the 
associated costs to the economy.   

Option 4: Introduce a statutory scheme for England with mandatory display of ratings at 
food business premises and with mandatory local authority participation, plus 
cost recovery from businesses where they choose (make a commercial 
decision) to request a re-rating inspection 

This option is similar to Option 3 but also requires businesses that choose (make a 
commercial decision) to request a re-rating inspection (in advance of the next planned 
inspection) for re-rating purposes to pay for this.   

Making display of a rating a legal requirement is expected to lead to an increase in 
requests from businesses for re-rating inspections for the purpose of attaining a 
higher rating. This could lead to increased pressure on local authorities to deliver 
requested re-rating inspections and may result in resources being transferred away 
from carrying out their other statutory duties. 

This option would ensure local authorities are able to use the costs recovered from 
requested re-rating inspections to maintain their programmed inspections and other 
statutory duties. 

 
39. A fifth option, to introduce a statutory scheme with mandatory display of ratings at premises 

but voluntary local authority participation was considered. This has been ruled out as this 
approach would not secure the policy objective.  Local authorities could cease operation of 
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the scheme at any time which would mean there would not be a level playing field for 
business.  Consumers would not be able to make like-for-like comparisons resulting in 
businesses being treated inconsistently and unfairly across local authority areas. 

 

Question 1 – Should any other options be considered?  If so, please describe these, explain how 
they would deliver the policy objective and outline the potential costs and benefits.   

 
Preferred option 
 
40. Option 4 is preferred. This provides the most economically viable and sustainable solution for 

achieving the policy objective. It increases the accessibility of ratings to consumers and the 
incentive to businesses to improve and maintain standards. It ensures a level playing field for 
businesses throughout England on an ongoing basis and increases the potential of the 
FHRS to reduce the economic burden of foodborne illness and sustain this over time.  
Importantly, it ensures that local authority resources for inspecting high risk businesses are 
not diverted to delivering requested re-rating inspections to lower risk operations.   

 

Question 2 - Do you agree that Option 4 should be the preferred option? If you disagree, please 
state which option you consider should be preferred and explain your answer.   

 
GROUPS AFFECTED 
 
41. The following groups are affected:  
 

Consumers The primary purpose of the FHRS is to provide information to consumers on the 
standards of hygiene at food establishments, enabling them to make informed 
choices about where they eat out or shop for food.   

Food 
businesses 

The scope of the FHRS extends to businesses supplying food direct to 
consumers. The number of establishments in this group in England is 
approximately 482,000.31  Some low risk businesses are exempt from the 
scheme. The proposal would only affect the subset of these businesses not 
currently voluntarily displaying their rating. 

Local 
authorities 

In England, local authorities are responsible for monitoring compliance of food 
businesses with food hygiene legislation and are, therefore, responsible for the 
inspections that underpin the FHRS.  

A total of 326 authorities could implement and operate the FHRS. 

All of these authorities except Rutland County Council are operating the existing 
voluntary scheme.  

FSA The FSA is responsible for the administration of the FHRS and providing 
resources and operational support to local authorities operating the scheme. 

Wider 
economy 

Increased consumer awareness and improved business compliance with food 
hygiene law can help reduce the instances of foodborne illness, which would 
have beneficial impacts on the economy in terms of reduced burden on the NHS, 
reduced personal costs to patients, including costs of pain, suffering and death, 
and lost economic output due to absence from work or a reduction in the 
workforce. 

 

Question 3 - Can you identify any other groups that will be affected? If so, please list these and 
explain what the potential impact would be.  

 

                                            
31

  FSA Annual report on UK local authority food law enforcement 1 April 2013 to 31 March 2014 (see 
(http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/laems-annual-report-2013-14_0.pdf). The rounded figure includes retailers 
(113,491) and restaurants/caterers (368,780). It does not include businesses outside the intervention programme.  

http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/laems-annual-report-2013-14_0.pdf
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OPTION APPRAISAL 
 
OPTION 1: ‘Do nothing’ and continue with the current voluntary scheme 
 
Costs and Benefits 
 
42. Option 1 is the baseline against which all other options are appraised. We do not have any 

evidence that suggests that any important variables in the baseline will change significantly 
over time without intervention. Given this, the costs and benefits in the baseline across time 
assume current levels of consumer awareness, business compliance and instances of 
foodborne illness. All costs and benefits in the policy options are measured incrementally to 
the baseline. 

 
OPTION 2 – Undertake greater promotion of the current voluntary scheme to increase 
consumer awareness and use 
 
Food business costs  
 
Familiarisation  
 
43. We do not envisage any familiarisation costs to businesses as increased promotion does not 

impose any new requirements on businesses and does not introduce any regulation that food 
businesses would need to be aware of.  

 
Administrative costs associated with appeals, re-rating inspections and ‘right to reply’  

 
44. There would be no incremental costs imposed on businesses as a result of this option.  

Certainly, greater promotion of the scheme and increased consumer awareness and use 
could lead to an increase in the number of businesses lodging appeals against the rating 
given, requesting re-rating inspections and submitting a ‘right to reply’. There would be 
administrative costs associated with these actions but, as is the case now, these are 
voluntary and so they do not constitute costs that are a direct effect of the policy.  
Importantly, food businesses already have a legal responsibility to be compliant with food law 
and there is no additional cost for those that are.  

 
Local authority costs 
 
Administrative costs associated with appeals, re-rating inspections and ‘right to reply’ 
 
45. It is anticipated that the expected increase in numbers of appeals, requested re-rating 

inspections and ‘right to reply’ submissions – see paragraph above - would increase costs to 
local authorities in dealing with them.   
 

46. Administrative costs for handling appeals, handling and undertaking requested re-rating 
inspections (in advance of the next planned inspection), and handling ‘right to reply’ 
submissions can be monetised by multiplying the time spent on dealing with the 
administrative task and the wage cost of the official.  Environmental health officers (EHOs) 
are generally responsible for these tasks and the median hourly wage cost of an EHO is 
£23.70.32  The time taken for each of the tasks (estimated on the basis of information 
provided by around 100 local authorities in England) and the monetised costs are set out 
below:  

 

                                            
32

  Wage cost from the Annual Survey of Household Earnings (2014) (Wage cost obtained from the Annual Survey of 
Household Earnings (2014 – provisional results) (http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ashe/annual-survey-of-hours-and-
earnings/index.html). Median hourly wage of an ‘Environmental health officer’ is used and is £18.23, plus 30% 
overheads totalling £23.70. 

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ashe/annual-survey-of-hours-and-earnings/index.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ashe/annual-survey-of-hours-and-earnings/index.html


 

Page 17 

 

Handling 
appeals 

Over the financial year 2014/15, 100 local authorities in England operating the 
FHRS reported that during this time 143 of appeals were received. Assuming all 
326 local authorities to be operating the scheme, this can be estimated to be 
equivalent to 466 appeals per annum. 

We have assumed that increased promotion will result in a 15% increase in the 
number of appeals.33  This means that local authorities would have to deal with 
an additional 70 appeals per annum.  

We have further assumed that this increase will level off by 50% after five years, 
so that the effect of increased promotion would be reduced to 35 additional 
appeals per annum during the second five years of the policy lifespan. 

Consultation with local authorities suggests that it will take an officer three hours 
to consider and determine an appeal.   

Multiplying the wage cost (£23.70) by the number of appeals and the time taken 
to deal with a typical appeal results in a per annum cost of £4,972 for the first 
five years of the policy, and £2,486 for the second five years. 

Handling and 
undertaking 
requested re-
rating 
inspections 

Over the financial year 2014/15,100 local authorities in England reported 
undertaking 2,270 requested re-rating inspections. Assuming all 326 local 
authorities operate the scheme, this can be estimated to be equivalent to 7,400 
requested re-rating inspections being carried out per annum. 

We have assumed that increased promotion will lead to a 15% increase in the 
number of re-rating inspections requested. This means that authorities would 
have to carry out another 1,110 re-rating inspections per annum.  

We have further assumed that this increase will level off by 50% after five years, 
so that the effect of increased promotion would be reduced to 555 additional re-
rating inspections per annum during the second five years of the policy lifespan. 

Consultation with local authorities suggests that it will take an officer 2.2 hours to 
carry out a re-rating inspection.  

Multiplying the wage cost (£23.70) with the increase in number of re-rating 
inspections and the time required for a typical re-rating inspection generates a 
total per annum cost of £58k for the first five years of the policy, and £29k for the 
second five years. 

Handling ‘right 
to reply’ 
submissions  

Over the financial year 2014/15, 100 local authorities in England reported that 36 
businesses submitted a ‘right to reply’. Assuming, all 326 of local authorities to 
be operating the scheme, this can be estimated to be equivalent to 117 ‘right to 
reply’ submissions per annum. 

We have assumed that increased promotion would lead to a 15% increase in the 
number of businesses making submissions. This means that local authorities 
would need to handle an additional 18 submissions per annum.  

We have further assumed that this increase will level off by 50% after five years, 
so that the effect of increased promotion would be reduced to about 9 additional 
submissions per annum during the second five years of the policy lifespan. 

Consultation with local authorities suggests that it will take 45 minutes to 
consider and publish a ‘right to reply’ on the FSA website. 

Multiplying the wage cost (£23.70) with the number of additional submissions, 
the time required to handle these generates a total per annum cost to of £313 for 
the first five years of the policy and £156 for the second five years. 

 

Question 4 - Do you agree that the assumptions we have made are reasonable?  If not, please 
explain your answer.  Do you have evidence that we can use to assess the costs more accurately?    

                                            
33

 This figure was initially assumed to be 30%, based on a previous impact assessment for the introduction of a statutory 
FHRS scheme in Northern Ireland. After consideration of data following the introduction of the statutory scheme in 
Wales, which indicated a lower rate of increase, the 30% rate has been halved to 15%.  
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Compensation  
 
47. Under the current voluntary scheme, where an appeal is unsuccessful a business may 

further challenge the decision by means of judicial review.  If the courts find in favour of the 
business this could result in costs to local authorities in terms of compensation for damage to 
reputation or a reduction in revenue from lower footfall.  It is anticipated that the number of 
such cases would increase with increased promotion of the FHRS.  Consultation with local 
authorities has not provided any evidence of payments to date so we have not been able to 
monetise this potential cost.   

  

Question 5 - Do you have any information or evidence that would help us monetise this cost? If 
so, please provide details.  

 
FSA costs  
 
Promotion of scheme 
 
48. For Option 2, there would be an ongoing cost for the promotion of the scheme over the 

lifespan of the policy. This would include work to encourage food businesses to display their 
ratings at their premises and to increase consumer awareness and use of the scheme as 
well as evaluation of any promotional activities.  
 

49. It is estimated that annual spend would be approximately £100k leading to a total value of 
£1m over a ten year period, with a present value of £861k.  Such levels of funding would not, 
however, be sufficient to run the type of national campaign activities that would be likely to 
result in significantly increased levels of awareness, understanding and use of the scheme 
over and above current levels.  This includes TV, radio and outdoor advertising.  To do so 
would be dependent on securing agreement from the Efficiencies Reform Group.   

 
50. It is reasonable to conclude that while such an approach may positively influence businesses 

performing well, it is unlikely to influence those with poor ratings such that information on 
those businesses that customers wish to avoid is still not readily accessible at the best time 
and place for them.  
 

Benefits to businesses 
 
Reduced burden of enforcement 
 
51. Greater promotion of the scheme is expected to increase business compliance with food 

hygiene law resulting in reduced inspections for higher rated businesses.  These businesses 
may benefit from reduced costs as they are able to allocate their time and resources to 
activities other than those related to inspections. To monetise this cost we would need an 
estimate of the change in compliance rates due to promotion and the impact of this change 
on inspection hours. We currently do not have any data to monetise this benefit. 

 
Benefits to local authorities 
 
Efficiency gains from resource allocation 
 
52. Greater promotion of the scheme is expected to increase business compliance with food 

hygiene law and this, in turn, is expected to reduce the number of planned inspections that 
local authorities need to carry out as these are risk-based. This could generate efficiency 
gains if authorities are able to reallocate resources to other areas of food safety concern. To 
monetise this cost we would need to know the change in compliance rates associated with 
increased promotion as well as the impact on inspection hours. We currently do not have any 
data to monetise this benefit.   
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Benefits to consumers 
 
Improved consumer choice 
 
53. Greater promotion of the scheme is expected to increases awareness and use of ratings and 

it is anticipated that consumers will benefit in terms of being better able to make informed 
choices about food they buy and eat outside the home. This benefit is very difficult to 
monetise and we have been unable to do so. 
 

Reduction in the incidence of foodborne illness 
 

54. Increased awareness and use of hygiene ratings is expected to lead to improved business 
compliance and it is anticipated that consumers will benefit from a potential reduction in the 
incidence of foodborne illness. To monetise this benefit we would need an estimate of the 
likely reduction in cases of foodborne illness that is likely to result from increased promotion. 
We have no data to support any quantification of this benefit and we have therefore been 
unable to do so. 

 
Summary of costs and benefits under Option 2 

 
55. Table 1 summarises only costs as it has not been possible to monetize the benefits.  

 
56. The total cost of Option 2 is £1.5m, with a PV over a ten year period of £1.3m. Given that 

there are no monetized benefits this results in a total net benefit to society of -£1.5m with a 
PV over a ten year period of - £1.3m. 
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Table 1: Summary of Costs under Option 2 (£) 

 

Year 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total  PV EAC/p.a 

Costs                           

Local authority - appeal 4,972 4,972 4,972 4,972 4,972 2,486 2,486 2,486 2,486 2,486 37,287 33,013 3,835 

Local authority - revisit 57,875 57,875 57,875 57,875 57,875 28,937 28,937 28,937 28,937 28,937 434,059 384,309 44,647 

Local authority - right to reply 313 313 313 313 313 156 156 156 156 156 2,347 2,078 241 

FSA - promotion 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 1,000,000 860,769 100,000 

Total costs 163,159 163,159 163,159 163,159 163,159 131,580 131,580 131,580 131,580 131,580 1,473,693 1,280,169 148,724 
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OPTION 3 – Introduce a statutory scheme for England with mandatory display of ratings at 
food business premises and with mandatory local authority participation 
 
Business costs 
 
Familiarisation  
 
57. Under Option 3, there would be costs for businesses to read and familiarise themselves with 

the new statutory scheme. The only significant difference to businesses, compared to the 
current scheme, is that the display of ratings would be mandatory. We, therefore, envisage 
familiarisation costs to be minimal and the costs of disseminating this information to other 
staff to be negligible. 
 

58. Familiarisation costs are quantified by multiplying the time it will take for an employee to read 
the requirements of the new scheme with the wage cost of that employee. We assume that 
familiarisation will be the responsibility of the manager, and have estimated at this stage that 
it will take one manager per business 30 minutes to familiarise themselves with the 
requirements of the scheme. We envisage that the cost of disseminating this information to 
other staff in the business will be negligible.  

  

Question 6 - We consider 30 minutes to be an overestimate of the time it would take a business to 
understand the differences between the current voluntary scheme and a statutory scheme but 
would welcome your views.  Please explain your answer.  

 
59. The median hourly wage cost of a production manager is £26.12.34 Multiplying this with the 

total time required for familiarisation (0.5 hours) results in a cost per business of £13.06. 
Multiplying this with the total number of businesses in the sector, 482,000, results in a total 
familiarisation cost of £6.3m.35 This is considered to be an upper estimate as many multisite 
businesses with outlets in Wales will are already be familiar with the   requirements of a 
statutory scheme. 
 

60. In order for one off familiarisation costs to be compared on an equivalent basis across 
policies spanning different time periods, it is necessary to ‘equivalently annualise’ costs 
(EAC) using a standard formula.36 In line with HMT Green book guidance a discount rate of 
3.5% is used. Annualising the total one off familiarisation of £6.3m (see previous paragraph) 
yields an EAC of £731k in England over 10 years.  

 
Administrative costs associated with appeals, re-rating inspections and ‘right to reply’  
 
61. There would be no incremental costs imposed on businesses as a result of this option.  

Mandatory display of ratings at premises could lead to an increase in the number of 
businesses lodging appeals against the rating given, requesting re-rating inspections (in 
advance of the next planned inspection) and submitting a ‘right to reply’. There would be 
administrative costs associated with these actions but as is the case now, these are 
voluntary and so they do not constitute costs that are a direct effect of the policy. Importantly, 

                                            
34

  Wage cost obtained from The Annual Survey of Household Earnings (2014) (Wage cost obtained from the Annual 
Survey of Household Earnings (2014 – provisional results) (http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ashe/annual-survey-of-
hours-and-earnings/index.html).  Median hourly wage of a production manager (£20.09 which has been uprated by 
30% to cover overheads: £20.09 * 1.3 = £26.12. 

35
  26.12*0.5*482,000=£6.3m 

36
  EACB = atr, Where PVCB/ atr is the annuity rate given by: 

    

PVCB is the present value of costs, r is the social discount rate and t is the time period over which the policy is being 
appraised. 
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food businesses already have a legal responsibility to be compliant with food law and there is 
no cost for those that are.  

 
Transfer in revenue as a result of mandatory display 
 
62. It is anticipated that mandatory display of ratings at food businesses would increase the 

incentive for them to comply with food hygiene law and achieve higher ratings, which in turn 
would increase consumer confidence in the market. This would help stimulate more 
competition and boost revenue in the sector. As competition becomes fiercer, there may be a 
transfer in revenue to businesses with the top rating from those that are not meeting the 
requirements of food law, so the total impact on industry would be neutral. It is worth 
highlighting that any gains would be transferred to businesses that comply with food hygiene 
law. 

 
Penalty notices served for failure to display a rating 

 
63. Under Option 3, businesses would be required to display their current ratings. It is envisaged 

that local authorities would be able to issue penalty notices for failure to do so. When 
calculating the EANCB (equivalent annual net cost to business),37 any costs (fines and 
penalties) incurred by companies for non-compliance with the regulation should not be 
included.38  

 
Local authority costs 
 
Familiarisation 
 
64. The introduction of a statutory scheme would result in familiarisation costs for local 

authorities that need to be aware of the changes from the current voluntary scheme. All food 
officers in England would need to be aware of these changes. In 2013/14, there were 
approximately 1,360 full time equivalent EHO posts in England in relation to food safety.39  
 

65. Familiarisation costs are quantified by multiplying the wage cost of the relevant official - EHO 
- with the time spent on familiarisation. It is estimated that it would take an EHO 
approximately 30 minutes to familiarise themselves with the revised scheme.  The median 
hourly wage cost of an EHO is £23.70.40  Multiplying this with the time spent on 
familiarisation and the number of EHOs in England generates a total cost of familiarisation to 
enforcement of £48k.  

 
66. In order for ’one-off’ costs to be compared on an equivalent basis across policies spanning 

different time periods, it is necessary to convert them into equivalent annual costs, using a 
standard formula (see paragraph x). The EAC of familiarisation to local authorities in this 
case is £5,617 per annum.  

 

                                            
37

  See section 1.9.30 of the Better Regulation  Framework Manual at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/468831/bis-13-1038-Better-regulation-
framework-manual.pdf  

38
  See https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/468831/bis-13-1038-Better-
regulation-framework-manual.pdf  

39
  Annual Report on UK Local Authority Food Law Enforcement, 1 April 2013 – 31 March 2014, Data Summary – 
England (see http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/laems-report-eng-2013-14.pdf). 

40
  Wage cost obtained from the Annual Survey of Household Earnings (2014) (Wage cost obtained from the Annual 
Survey of Household Earnings (2014 – provisional results) (http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ashe/annual-survey-of-
hours-and-earnings/index.html).  Median hourly wage of an ‘Environmental health officer’ is used, £18.23, plus 30% 
overheads totalling £23.70. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/468831/bis-13-1038-Better-regulation-framework-manual.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/468831/bis-13-1038-Better-regulation-framework-manual.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/468831/bis-13-1038-Better-regulation-framework-manual.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/468831/bis-13-1038-Better-regulation-framework-manual.pdf
http://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/laems-report-eng-2013-14.pdf
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Informing food businesses 
 
67. We anticipate that there may be an administrative one-off cost to local authorities in writing to 

businesses to inform them about a statutory scheme and providing each with a new sticker 
(the cost of the stickers would fall to the FSA). We envisage that this cost would include, per 
business, second class postage costs (£0.54) and stationery costs (£0.10). We further 
assume a small time cost for preparing a letter and enclosing the sticker of around five 
minutes per business. We envisage that it would be local government administrative staff 
that will be responsible for producing these information packs. 
 

68. The total cost of informing businesses are then calculated as a time cost plus a postage cost. 
The time cost is derived by multiplying the wage cost of the administrative staff (£15.60)41 
with the time required per business and the number of businesses affected, which yields a 
total time cost of £602k.42 The postage cost is calculated by multiplying the number of 
businesses by the sum of the postage and stationary costs, which gives a total cost of £308k. 
This results in a total cost of informing businesses of £910k. The associated annual 
equivalent cost is £106k over a ten year horizon.  

 
Administrative costs associated with appeals, re-rating inspections and ‘right to reply’ 
 
69. It is anticipated that the expected increase in the number of appeals, requested re-rating 

inspections (in advance of the next planned inspection) for re-rating and ‘right to reply’ 
submissions would increase costs to local authorities in dealing with them.  These costs have 
been calculated in the same way as for Option 2 but demand in this case is likely to be 
significantly more. The estimated costs are shown below:  

 

Handling 
appeals 

Over the financial year 2014/15, 100 local authorities in England operating 
FHRS reported receiving 143 appeals. Assuming all 326 local authorities to be 
operating the scheme, this can be estimated to be equivalent to 466 appeals 
being submitted per annum. 

We have assumed that a statutory FHRS will result in a 100% increase in the 
number of appeals.  This means that local authorities would have to deal with 
an additional 466 appeals per annum.  

We have further assumed that this increase will level off by 50% after five 
years, so the effect of a statutory scheme would be reduced to 233 additional 
appeals per annum during the second five years of the policy lifespan.  

Consultation with local authorities suggests that it will take an officer three hours 
to consider and determine an appeal.   

Multiplying the wage cost (£23.70) by the additional number of appeals and the 
time taken to deal with an appeal results in a per annum cost of £33k for the 
first five years and £17k for the last five years.43 

                                            
41

  Wage cost obtained from the Annual Survey of Household Earnings (2014) (Wage cost obtained from the Annual 
Survey of Household Earnings (2014 – provisional results) (http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ashe/annual-survey-of-
hours-and-earnings/index.html).  Median hourly wage of ‘Local government clerical officers and assistants’ is used, 
£10.93, plus 30% overheads totalling £14.21. 

42
  15.60*0.08*482,000= 601,536 

43
  This figure was initially assumed to be 200%, based on a previous impact assessment for the introduction of a 
statutory scheme in Northern Ireland. Following consideration of data following the introduction of a statutory scheme 
in Wales, which indicated a lower rate of increase, the 200% rate was halved to 100%. 
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Handling and 
undertaking 
requested re-
rating 
inspections 

Over the financial year 2014/15, 100 LAs in England reported undertaking 
2,270 requested re-rating inspections. Assuming all 326 local authorities to be 
operating the scheme, this can be estimated to be equivalent to 7,400 
requested re-rating inspections being carried out per annum. 

We have assumed that a statutory FHRS will lead to a 100% increase in the 
number of re-rating inspections requested.  This means that local authorities in 
England would have to carry out an additional 7,400 re-rating inspections per 
annum.  

We have further assumed that this increase will level off by 50% after five years 
so the effect of a statutory FHRS to an additional 3,700 re-rating inspections per 
annum during the second five years of the policy lifespan. 

Consultation with local authorities suggests that it will take an officer 2.2 hours 
to carry out a re-rating inspection.  

Multiplying the wage cost (£23.70) with the increase in number of re-rating 
inspections and the time required for a re-rating inspection generates a total per 
annum cost of £386k for the first five years and £193k for the second five years. 

Handling ‘right 
to reply’ 
submissions  

Over the financial year 2014/15, 100 local authorities in England reported that 
36 businesses submitted a ‘right to reply’.  Assuming all 326 local authorities to 
be operating the scheme, this can be estimated to be equivalent to 117 ‘right to 
reply’ submissions per annum. 

We have assumed that a statutory FHRS would lead to a 100% increase in the 
number of businesses making submissions.  This means that local authorities 
would need to handle an additional 117 submissions per annum.  

We have further assumed that this increase will level off by 50% after five 
years, so the effect of a statutory FHRS would be reduced to 59 submissions 
per annum during the second five years of the policy lifespan.  

Consultation with local authorities suggests that it will take 45 minutes to 
consider and publish a ‘right to reply’ on the FSA website. 

Multiplying the wage cost (£23.70) with the number of additional submissions 
the time required to handle these generates a total per annum cost of £2k for 
the first five years, and £1k for the second five years. 

 

Question 7 - Do you agree that the assumptions we have made are reasonable?  If not, please 
explain your answer.  Do you have evidence that we can use to assess the costs more accurately?    

 
Compensation  
 
70. As with Option 2, it is anticipated that compensation claims would increase under this option. 

Consultation with local authorities has not provided any evidence of payments to date so we 
have not been able to monetise this potential cost.   
 

Monitoring compliance  
 
71. Local authorities would need to monitor and enforce the requirements for food businesses to 

display their ratings at their premises. We envisage that monitoring could be carried out 
during routine duties, for example during food hygiene interventions. The cost of monitoring 
is, therefore, considered to be minimal.  
 

72. In cases of non-compliance, local authorities would need to take enforcement action against 
those businesses that fail to display their ratings. The BIS IA Tool Kit Guidance advises that 
impact assessments should assume 100% compliance with the regulatory requirement 
unless there is evidence to the contrary. We have followed this advice and have therefore not 
monetised this potential cost.    
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FSA costs 
 
Increased levels of enquiries  
 
73. It is anticipated that the FSA would be required to handle an increased level of enquiries 

about the scheme from businesses and consumers. FSA staff estimates that an additional 50 
hours would be required in the first six months. This administrative cost can be monetised by 
multiplying the hours required by the wage cost of the official handling these enquiries. The 
hourly median wage cost of communication professionals is £26.42.44 Multiplying this wage 
cost with the additional number of hours results in a total one off cost in year one of the 
policy of £1.3k.  

 
Marketing and promotion of the scheme 
 
74. We do not envisage any additional costs of promotion of the scheme under Option 3.  Levels 

of promotion would be the same as in the baseline. 
 
Informing food businesses  
 
75. We anticipate that new stickers would need to be provided to each business when a statutory 

scheme is introduced as those provided under the voluntary scheme may have been lost or 
disregarded. The total sticker cost can be calculated by multiplying the cost per sticker 
(£0.30) by the number of businesses in scope of the mandatory scheme 482,000, which 
results in a total one-off cost of stickers of £72k to the FSA, with an equivalent annual cost of 
£8.4k. 

 
Benefits to food businesses  
 
Reduced burden of enforcement 
 
76. Mandatory display of ratings would strengthen the incentive for businesses to improve and 

maintain standards by providing transparency to their customers about how well they are 
complying with food hygiene law.  Such transparency would provide an effective and more 
sustainable alternative to formal enforcement action for securing and maintaining compliance 
and so provides an anti-regulatory measure. Improved standards and sustained compliance, 
in turn, provides a basis for earned recognition with fewer inspections and an increased 
focus on poorly performing businesses.  Fewer inspections represent a cost saving to 
business, as businesses can allocate their time to business activities rather than inspections.  
To monetise this cost we would need an estimate of the change in compliance rates due to 
promotion and the impact of this change on inspection hours. We currently do not have any 
data to monetise this benefit. 

 
Growing of market 

 
77. Making the display of ratings mandatory would also provide a level playing field for 

businesses, allowing those that are compliant to benefit from good hygiene standards.   
 

78. It would increase consumer awareness of food hygiene practices in food establishments. 
This increased transparency could have the effect of growing the market by increasing 
consumers’ confidence in the food industry. Consumers that previously have been hesitant to 
eat outside of the home due to limited information about food industry hygiene may now feel 
more comfortable in eating in places where this information is readily available. This is a 
potential benefit that we have been unable to monetise.   

 

                                            
44

  Wage cost obtained from the Annual Survey of Household Earnings (2014) (Wage cost obtained from the Annual 
Survey of Household Earnings (2014 – provisional results) (http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ashe/annual-survey-of-
hours-and-earnings/index.html).  Median hourly wage of ‘Information and Communication Technology Professional’ is 
used, £20.32, plus 30% overheads totalling £26.42. 

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/datasets-and-tables/index.html?pageSize=50&sortBy=none&sortDirection=none&newquery=ashe+2013
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/datasets-and-tables/index.html?pageSize=50&sortBy=none&sortDirection=none&newquery=ashe+2013
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/datasets-and-tables/index.html?pageSize=50&sortBy=none&sortDirection=none&newquery=ashe+2013
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Benefits to local authorities 
 
Efficiency gains from resource allocation 
 
79. Mandatory display of ratings is expected to increase business compliance with food hygiene 

law and this, in turn, is expected to reduce in the number of planned inspections that local 
authorities need to carry out as these are risk-based. This could generate efficiency gains if 
local authorities are able to reallocate resources to other areas of food safety concern. To 
monetise this cost we would need to know the change in compliance rates associated with 
mandatory display as well as the impact on inspection hours. We currently do not have any 
data to monetise this benefit.   

 
Benefits to Consumers 
 
Improved consumer choice 
 
80. Mandatory display of ratings is expected to increase consumer awareness, of ratings.   They 

will benefit by routinely having access to information on all food businesses, including those 
with poor standards, and be able to make fully informed choices about food they buy and eat 
outside of the home.   
 

81. There is some evidence from the Danish Smiley Scheme that systems with mandatory 
display may have this impact. The Danish system has been in place since 2001 and an 
evaluation report in 2007 showed that 100% of consumers were aware of the scheme; 67% 
would reject a restaurant with a bad rating and 59% already had chosen another restaurant 
because of an unhappy smiley. This evidence suggests that a system with mandatory display 
could have positive long term effects on consumer choice. This benefit is very difficult to 
monetise without further evidence.  

 
Fewer cases of foodborne illnesses 
 
82. If mandatory display leads to improved business compliance, and this in turn leads to a 

reduction in the number of cases of foodborne illness, there could be a benefit from a 
reduction in costs associated with such illness.  

 
83. Empirical evidence from the Los Angeles hygiene quality grade scheme showed that 

mandatory disclosure of hygiene grade cards resulted in an average increase in inspection 
scores of 5.3%. The same study also found a statistically significant decrease of 20% in 

hospitalisations due to foodborne illness.
45

 This evidence suggests that mandatory display 

could result both in improved compliance and a decline in foodborne illness. The evidence is 
specific to the Los Angeles scheme and, at this stage, we lack similar evidence for the 
FHRS. It is our view, however, that we can use the Californian evidence to construct an 
indicative estimate of benefits arising from the introduction of a statutory scheme in the UK.  
 

84. In order to calculate an estimate of the benefits from a reduction in foodborne illness we have 
made the conservative assumption that the introduction of a statutory scheme would result in 
a 1% decrease in cases of foodborne illness in England. The total estimated cost of 
foodborne disease in England and Wales is £1.6bn. Distributing this cost between England 
and Wales according to their relative population sizes indicates that the total cost of 
foodborne disease to England is £1.5bn. Applying the assumption of a 1% decrease in cases 
of foodborne illness in England, attributable to the preferred proposal, leads to a benefit from 
reduced illnesses of £15.1m per annum (and £130m present value over 10 years). 

 
 

                                            
45

  Jin & Leslie (2003), The effect of information on product quality: evidence from restaurant hygiene grade cards, 
Quarterly Journal of Economics 118(2) 409-451. These findings are based on internal analysis which has yet to be 
peer reviewed and quality assured. 
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Summary of Costs and Benefits under Option 3 
 
85. Table 2 presents a summary of costs and benefits under Option 3. The total cost of Option 3 

is £10.4m (the PV is £10.1m when discounted over a period of ten years). Total benefits of 
the option are £151m (with a PV of £130m when discounted over ten years). The net impact 
is £140m, with a discounted net benefit of £120m (NPV over ten years).  
 

86. Table 3 provides a summary of costs and benefits by sector. This shows that the total cost to 
local authorities £3.8m (PV) with a total cost to business of £6.3m (PV). The cost to the FSA 
of Option 3 is £73k (PV). 
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Table 2: Summary of costs and benefits under Option 3 
 

Year 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total  PV EAC/p.a. 

Costs                           

FBO - 
familiarisation 

6,294,197 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,294,197 6,294,197 731,230 

LA - 
familiarisation 

48,346 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 48,346 48,346 5,617 

LA - information 910,016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 910,016 910,016 105,721 

LA - appeal 33,144 33,144 33,144 33,144 33,144 16,572 16,572 16,572 16,572 16,572 248,580 220,089 25,569 

LA – re-rating 
inspections 

385,830 385,830 385,830 385,830 385,830 192,915 192,915 192,915 192,915 192,915 2,893,726 2,562,060 297,648 

LA - right to reply 2,086 2,086 2,086 2,086 2,086 1,043 1,043 1,043 1,043 1,043 15,645 13,852 1,609 

FSA - enquiries 1,321 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,321 153 

FSA - information 72,300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 72,300 8,399 

Total Costs 7,747,240 421,060 421,060 421,060 421,060 210,530 210,530 210,530 210,530 210,530 10,410,510 10,122,180 1,175,947 

Benefits                           

Consumer - 
Foodborne illness 

15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 151,358,885 130,284,983 15,135,889 

Total Benefits 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 151,358,885 130,284,983 15,135,889 

NET IMPACT                           

Net Benefit 7,388,649 14,714,828 14,714,828 14,714,828 14,714,828 14,925,358 14,925,358 14,925,358 14,925,358 14,925,358 140,874,754 120,162,803 13,959,942 

 
Table 3: Summary of costs and benefits by sector 
 

Year 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total  PV EAC/p.a. 

Costs                           

FBO 6,294,197 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,294,197 6,294,197 731,230 

LA 1,379,422 421,060 421,060 421,060 421,060 210,530 210,530 210,530 210,530 210,530 4,116,313 3,754,362 436,164 

FSA 73,621 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 73,621 8,553 

Total Costs 7,747,240 421,060 421,060 421,060 421,060 210,530 210,530 210,530 210,530 210,530 10,410,510 10,122,180 1,175,947 

Benefits                           

Consumer 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 151,358,885 130,284,983 15,135,889 

Total Benefits 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 15,135,889 151,358,885 130,284,983 15,135,889 

NET IMPACT                           

Net Benefit 7,388,649 14,714,828 14,714,828 14,714,828 14,714,828 14,925,358 14,925,358 14,925,358 14,925,358 14,925,358 140,874,754 120,162,803 13,959,942 
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OPTION 4: Introduce a statutory scheme with mandatory local authority participation and 
mandatory display of ratings at food business premises plus cost recovery from 
businesses where they choose (make a commercial decision) to request a re-rating 
inspection  
 
Costs and benefits  
 
87. All costs and benefits under Option 4 are the same as under Option 3, with one exception.   

The costs for re-rating inspections that local authorities incur under Option 3 are charged to 
businesses under Option 4.  As re-rating inspections are voluntary, this cost is not included in 
the cost-benefit analysis, as it is assumed to be a recovery of costs by local authorities from 
businesses.  

 

Question 8 - Do you have any other comments on the cost/benefit analysis in this Impact 
Assessment?   
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WIDER IMPACTS 
 
Equality impact 

Having a food hygiene rating displayed at food establishments that can be easily seen by the 
consumer is an effective way of ensuring access to information for all. Information on food hygiene 
ratings is available online and via smartphone apps but around a third of the population in England 
do not have smartphones and 14% do not have internet access at home.46 

The display and positioning of a food hygiene rating sticker will impact on those that are visually 
impaired. To address this in Wales (and in Northern Ireland), food business operators are required 
to verbally inform a customer of their rating if requested. A similar approach for England is 
proposed.    

The FSA considers that the proposed measures will not have any disproportionate impacts on any 
particular groups so an Equality Impact Assessment is not considered necessary. 
 
Human rights 
 
The FSA considers that the introduction of a statutory FHRS is compatible with Convention Rights 
(Human Rights Act 1998).   
 
Small Firms Impact Test 

The only business costs identified would result from the need for business owners/managers to 
familiarise themselves and their staff with the FHRS and display a sticker at their premises.  
Although this cost is proportionally larger for small businesses, it is too small to have a significant 
effect on the performance of those businesses.  
 
Competition Assessment 

The influence of increasing access to food hygiene ratings on competition is considered to be 
positive.  

Mandatory display of ratings will increase the fairness and intensity of competition among food 
businesses.  

Increasing access to information on hygiene standards in food businesses could also make 
consumers more confident about eating out and buying food from new and different businesses 
which will enable new entrants to more effectively compete in the market.   
 
Rural proofing 

The FSA considers that a full impact assessment on rural proofing is not required. 

Putting the FHRS on a statutory footing may result in an increase in the amount of travel within 
rural areas where local authority inspectors meet demand for an anticipated increase for requests 
from food businesses to carry out re-visit/inspection.   

Raising food hygiene standards and increased access to information about food hygiene 
compliance of food business operators is expected to have a positive impact on tourism in rural 
areas. 
 
Sustainability 

Economic impact  

Putting the FHRS on a statutory basis is expected to increase competitiveness between food 
businesses as achieving higher ratings will have the potential to increase business and revenue. 
The desire for higher ratings by food businesses will drive up compliance with food law. The 
scheme is sustainable in that all food businesses have information on the actions they need to 
undertake to achieve the highest food hygiene rating under the scheme. The FHRS does not 

                                            
46

  The Communications Market 2015. Ofcom (http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/market-data-research/market-data/communications-
market-reports/cmr15/uk/ ). 

http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/market-data-research/market-data/communications-market-reports/cmr15/uk/
http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/market-data-research/market-data/communications-market-reports/cmr15/uk/
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impose any additional requirements that are already imposed by food safety law. There are also 
safeguard measures in place to ensure that the scheme is transparent and fair to businesses. 
 
Social impact 

Supporting a sustainable society underpins the policy intent for a statutory FHRS. It addresses 
both health inequality and access to information by introducing easily accessible hygiene ratings 
and allowing consumers to make informed choices about where to eat out or buy food.  The 
introduction of the statutory scheme is expected to lead to an improvement of food hygiene 
standards that will help protect the health and the interests of consumers. 
 
Environmental impacts  

The FSA considers that the introduction of a statutory FHRS will have no impact on environmental 
sustainability issues. 
 

Justice Impact Test 

The FSA consider that a statutory food hygiene rating scheme will not have a significant impact on 
criminal legal aid.  This will be discussed with the Ministry of Justice. 

The introduction of a statutory scheme is likely to include civil sanctions in the form of fixed penalty 
notices.  The FSA will work closely with the Ministry of Justice to assess the impact of these 
sanctions and associated offences to ensure that they are proportionate to the enforcement of the 
scheme in England. 
 

Question 9 - Do you agree with the assessments that we have made in this section? Please 
provide evidence to explain your answer. 

 


