
National Food Safety Audit Implementation Framework 
Discussion Paper 

A discussion paper exploring options for a national regulatory 
framework for the approval and management of food safety auditors 
and food safety audits 

Prepared by the 
Implementation Sub-Committee 
of the Food Regulation Standing Committee 

June 2005 

The purpose of this discussion paper is to seek comments on regulatory approval and management of food 
safety auditors, and audits under food safety legislation. The comments will help in the development of a 
national implementation framework aimed at promoting national consistency in the management of food 
safety auditors and auditing under both the health and primary industry portfolios. 
 

Closing date for submissions: 12 August 2005 
 
A response form is included at the end of this paper. While you are encouraged to use the response form, 
comments may be provided in other formats, for example by written submission. Please note you do not 
need to respond to every issue in the discussion paper or response form. 
 
Comments should be sent to: 
 
Submissions - National Food Safety Audit Implementation Policy  
c/o Food Regulation Secretariat 
PO Box 4 
Woden ACT 2606 
Australia 
 
Facsimile: (02) 6289 5100 / +61 2 6289 5100 
Email: Food Regulation Secretariat 
The views contained in this discussion paper do not necessarily represent the views of Working Group 
members or their organisations, nor does the discussion paper necessarily represent the policy positions of 
any food regulator or organisation that contributed to its development. 

Copies of this document can be obtained from the Food Regulation Secretariat website under the ‘Items for 
Consultation’ link,  
 
or 
  

i National Food Safety Audit Implementation Framework Discussion Paper 

mailto:FoodRegulationSecretariat@health.gov.au
http://www.health.gov.au/foodsecretariat


 
The Manager 
Food Regulation Secretariat 
PO Box 4 
Woden ACT 2606 
Australia 
 
Telephone: +61 (0)2 6289 5128 
Facsimile: +61 (0)2 6289 5100 
Email the Food Regulation Secretariat 

All submissions are subject to the Freedom of Information Act 1982 in Australia, and the Official 
Information Act 1982 in New Zealand. If you consider that all or part of your submission should not be 
released, please make this clear when making your submission and indicate the grounds for withholding 
the information. 
 
A summary of submissions will be produced and published on the Food Regulation Secretariat website 
and the New Zealand Food Safety Authority website. Copyright in an original submission resides with the 
copyright owner of that submission, but the act of making a submission will grant the Australian 
Government a licence to use the submission for the purpose of making a summary for the website, and for 
future policy development work. 

Published June 2005 

ii National Food Safety Audit Implementation Framework Discussion Paper 

mailto:FoodRegulationSecretariat@health.gov.au


Contents 

National Food Safety Audit Implementation Framework ................................................................. i 

A discussion paper exploring options for a national regulatory framework for the approval and 
management of food safety auditors and food safety audits ................................................................... i 

Contents ..................................................................................................................................... iii 

Acknowledgements ............................................................................................................................. vi 

Acronyms and abbreviations ................................................................................................................vii 

1 Background ................................................................................................................................... 1 
1.1 Introduction ...................................................................................................................................................... 1 
1.2 Purpose of this document ................................................................................................................................. 1 
1.3 Closing date for comments ............................................................................................................................... 1 
1.4 Terms of reference ............................................................................................................................................ 1 

1.4.1  Scope  ....................................................................................................................................................... 1 
1.4.2  Guiding principles .................................................................................................................................... 2 

1.5 Objectives ......................................................................................................................................................... 2 
1.6 Previous and concurrent work .......................................................................................................................... 2 
1.7 Context .............................................................................................................................................................. 3 

1.7.1  Food Regulation Review .......................................................................................................................... 3 
1.7.2  Mutual recognition legislation ................................................................................................................ 3 
1.7.3  Regulatory auditing requirements .......................................................................................................... 3 
1.7.4  International equivalence ....................................................................................................................... 6 

2 Auditing management framework .................................................................................................. 7 

3 Food safety auditor management ................................................................................................... 8 
3.1 Introduction ...................................................................................................................................................... 8 
3.2 Background on food safety auditor management in Australia ......................................................................... 9 

3.2.1  Approval of regulatory food safety auditors ........................................................................................... 9 
3.2.2  Auditor evaluation for approval purposes ............................................................................................. 10 
3.2.3  National Food Safety Auditor Competency Project ............................................................................... 10 
3.2.4  Development of guideline units of competency.................................................................................... 11 
3.2.5  Training to be a food safety auditor ...................................................................................................... 11 
3.2.6  Food safety auditor certification schemes ............................................................................................ 11 

3.3 Auditor categories ........................................................................................................................................... 12 
3.3.1  Background on auditor categories ........................................................................................................ 12 
3.3.2  Options for categorising food safety auditors ....................................................................................... 13 

3.4 Criteria for the approval of regulatory food safety auditors ........................................................................... 17 
3.5 Mechanisms for evaluating food safety auditors ............................................................................................ 19 

3.5.1  How should food regulators evaluate the suitability of food safety auditors? ...................................... 19 
3.6 Maintaining standards of practice ................................................................................................................... 24 

3.6.1  Maintaining competence ...................................................................................................................... 24 
3.6.2  Professional conduct, appeals, complaints, disputes, suspension and cancellation of approvals ......... 25 

3.7 Registers of food safety auditors .................................................................................................................... 27 

iii National Food Safety Audit Implementation Framework Discussion Paper 



3.8 Food safety auditor management implementation issues .............................................................................. 29 
3.8.1  Phasing in new food safety auditor approval requirements.................................................................. 29 

4 Managing food safety audits ........................................................................................................ 32 
4.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................................................... 32 
4.2 Framework for managing food safety audits .................................................................................................. 33 

4.2.1  Initial recognition of a food safety program .......................................................................................... 33 
4.2.2  Audit cycle ............................................................................................................................................. 33 

4.3 Minimising the cost of complying with food safety programs ........................................................................ 35 
4.4 Consistent terminology and definitions .......................................................................................................... 35 

4.4.1  Terminology for types of audits ............................................................................................................. 35 
4.4.2  Classification of non-conformances ...................................................................................................... 38 
4.4.3  Frequency of audits ............................................................................................................................... 39 

5 Cross-jurisdictional issues ............................................................................................................. 41 
5.1 Standardising the nomenclature and definitions ............................................................................................ 41 
5.2 Communication and resolving cross-jurisdictional issues ................................................................................ 41 
5.3 Mandatory notification of misconduct ........................................................................................................... 42 
5.4 Trans-Tasman arrangements for food safety auditors .................................................................................... 43 

Appendix 1 -  Previous work that has been considered ......................................................................... 44 

Appendix 2 - National introduction of food safety programs ................................................................ 46 

Appendix 3 - RABQSA International food safety auditor certification requirements ............................... 47 

Appendix 4 - National Food Safety Auditor Competency Steering Committee ........................................ 50 

Appendix 5 - Units of competency for food safety auditors developed by the National Food Industry 
Training Council .................................................................................................................................. 53 

Appendix 6 - Audit terminology .......................................................................................................... 55 

Appendix 7 - International and Australian auditing terms ..................................................................... 57 

Glossary ............................................................................................................................................. 60 

References ......................................................................................................................................... 61 

Figures 

Figure 1: Auditing management framework ....................................................................................................... 7 
Figure 2: Elements of a regulatory food safety auditor management system ................................................... 9 
Figure 3: Additional requirements to the competency standards .................................................................... 17 
Figure 4: Requirements for the approval of food safety auditors..................................................................... 19 
Figure 5: Elements of an audit management system ...................................................................................... 32 
Figure 6: Regulatory audit process .................................................................................................................. 34 
Figure 7: Relationship between developing the proposed national framework and implementing it ............... 45 
Figure 8: Model for managing food safety auditor competency criteria ........................................................... 51 
 
  

iv National Food Safety Audit Implementation Framework Discussion Paper 



 

Tables 

Table 1: Implementation of mandatory risk-based food safety management systems in Australia as of 
March 2005 ......................................................................................................................................... 4 

Table 2: Requirements for certification of food safety auditors ...................................................................... 47 
Table 3: Proposed structure of food safety auditor units of competency ....................................................... 53 
Table 4: Differences in terminology used by regulators ................................................................................. 55 
 
Issues 
Issue 1: Options for catergorising food safety auditors .................................................................................. 14 
Issue 2: Structuring grades of auditors .......................................................................................................... 16 
Issue 3: Criteria for approving auditors .......................................................................................................... 18 
Issue 4: How should governments evaluate the suitability of food safety auditors? ...................................... 23 
Issue 5: Maintaining competence ................................................................................................................... 25 
Issue 6: Code of conduct ................................................................................................................................ 26 
Issue 7: Food safety auditor registers ............................................................................................................ 29 
Issue 8: Introducing new requirements and phasing out existing requirements ............................................ 31 
Issue 9: Building a competent auditing workforce .......................................................................................... 31 
Issue 10: Reducing multiple audits .................................................................................................................. 35 
Issue 11: Terminology for types of audits ........................................................................................................ 36 
Issue 12: Terminology for non-conformances .................................................................................................. 39 
Issue 13: Frequency of audits .......................................................................................................................... 40 
Issue 14: Auditing terms to guide jurisdictions ................................................................................................. 41 
Issue 15: Forum for resolving national ‘approval’ issues ................................................................................. 42 
Issue 16: Mandatory notification of misconduct ............................................................................................... 42 

v National Food Safety Audit Implementation Framework Discussion Paper 



Acknowledgements 

This discussion paper was prepared by the Implementation Sub-Committee Auditing Working Group with 
assistance from affiliated staff. Members of the working group were: 
 
Members. Department. 

Richard Souness. Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. 

Peggy Douglass. Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service. 

Gary Smith. Victorian Department of Human Services. 

Andrew Simson. Dairy Food Safety Victoria. 

Edward Kraa. NSW Food Authority. 

Phil Pond/ Kerry Bell. Safe Food Production Queensland. 

Shona Scott. New Zealand Food Safety Authority. 

Chris Lyall. Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment. 

Sophie Dwyer (Chair). Queensland Health. 
 
  
The following people helped in the preparation of this discussion paper. 
 
Members. Department. 

Lyn Malcolm,  
Kirsten Duncan, 
Vikki Fischer, 
Mark Notaras and  
Caroline Martin. 

Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. 

Edwina Mulhearn. NSW Food Authority. 

David Larkings (Secretary). Queensland Health. 
 
The Working Group would like to thank Food Standards Australia New Zealand for allowing parts of Food 
Safety: An Audit System (2001) to be reproduced in this discussion paper.

vi National Food Safety Audit Implementation Framework Discussion Paper 



Acronyms and abbreviations 

Acronym. Meaning. 

ANZFA Australia New Zealand Food Authority (now Food Standards Australia New Zealand) 

AQIS Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service 

ARMCANZ Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia New Zealand 

Codex Codex Alimentarius Commission 

DAFF Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 

DoHA Australian Government Department of Health and Ageing 

FSANZ Food Standards Australia New Zealand HACCP Hazard Analysis Critical Control Points 

ISO International Standards Organisation 

JAS-ANZ Joint Accreditation System of Australia and New Zealand 

PCB Personnel certification body 

RABQSA RABQSA International Inc. was formed from a merger of QSA International (formerly 
known as the Quality Society of Australasia) and the Register Accreditation Board of the 
American Society for Quality 

 
  

vii National Food Safety Audit Implementation Framework Discussion Paper 



1 Background 

1.1 Introduction 

The introduction of food safety programs and auditing requirements is a major change in food safety policy 
in Australia. It changes the traditional approach of government end-product inspection to a risk- based 
preventative approach in which businesses have to identify where problems may occur in the production 
and handling of food, and implement systems to manage those risks. One of the roles of food regulators is 
to ensure that businesses identify and control their food safety hazards. 
 
Under national food safety reforms, most Australian food regulators have either introduced or are currently 
introducing requirements for food safety programs and associated requirements for the auditing of those 
programs. Commonwealth, state and territory governments recognised the need for a consistent national 
approach in the management of these new requirements and have agreed to develop a national 
implementation policy on the management of food safety auditors and audits. 

1.2 Purpose of this document 

The purpose of this discussion paper is to seek comments on the main issues related to the regulatory 
approval and management of food safety auditors, and audits under the food safety legislation. The 
comments will inform the development of a national implementation policy framework aimed at promoting 
national consistency in the management of food safety auditors and auditing under both the health and 
primary industry portfolios. 
 
States and territory governments and the Commonwealth (food regulators) will use the national 
implementation framework as the basis of their own policies and arrangements supporting the 
implementation of food safety programs and food safety auditing requirements. As such, the framework 
should help simplify requirements for businesses and auditors operating in more than one state or territory 
in both domestic and export arenas. It should therefore help reduce the need for multiple food safety 
audits. 

1.3 Closing date for comments 

Stakeholders are invited to comment on the contents of this discussion paper, with comments closing on 
12 August 2005. 
 
The results of the consultation will inform the development of the draft national implementation framework. 
The Implementation Sub-Committee will present the draft framework recommendations and an 
implementation proposal to the Food Regulation Standing Committee. Following any amendments, the final 
implementation framework will be presented to the Australia New Zealand Food 
Regulation Ministerial Council to consider for national endorsement. 

1.4 Terms of reference 

1.4.1 Scope 

The Food Regulation Standing Committee at their 28 July 2004 meeting agreed to a proposal to develop a 
national food safety audit implementation framework to promote consistency in the management of food 
safety auditors and auditing within Australia and, where possible, facilitates equivalence with New Zealand. 
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The work will be limited to food safety for regulatory purposes in the health and primary industry portfolios. 
The work is a precursor to the consideration of developing existing and any proposed commercial industry 
frameworks to achieve equivalence with legislative food safety outcomes. The proposed policies will allow 
flexibility for Australian governments in their regulatory approaches. 

1.4.2 Guiding principles 

The Food Regulation Standing Committee agreed that the proposed national implementation policy must 
ensure that: 
• the recommended approach is cost effective and risk-based 
• the special needs of small and medium enterprises, and rural and remote businesses are 

considered  
• auditor management systems are open, equitable and accountable 
• auditor approval is primarily based on assessment against agreed national competency standards, 

allows for different entry points and is underpinned by effective education and training 
• the recommended approaches are flexible so that state and territory governments can implement 

the national audit requirements in ways that reflect their different administrative and legislative 
arrangements while still being cognisant of their obligations under the Food Regulation Agreement 
2002 

• the recommended national approach includes transitional arrangements for state and territory 
governments with existing food safety audit management systems 

• the requirements facilitate international recognition of Australia’s audit systems and equivalence 
with New Zealand while balancing the needs of businesses that produce only for the domestic 
market. 

1.5 Objectives 

The main objectives of producing the proposed national implementation framework are: 
 
• national consistency in managing auditors and auditing 
• assistance for food regulators implementing regulatory food safety audit management systems, 

including greater sharing of resources 
• simplified requirements for businesses and auditors operating in more than one jurisdiction 
• recognition and acceptance by industry of minimum core regulatory requirements. 

1.6 Previous and concurrent work 

The proposed national implementation framework must fall within the parameters of existing national 
legislation and policies. In developing the national implementation framework, previous related work and 
consultation undertaken in the health and agricultural portfolios and relevant industry work will be 
considered, as will concurrent complementary projects. 
 
Work undertaken between 1998 and 2001 by the Australia New Zealand Food Authority (ANZFA—now 
called Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ)) published in Food Safety: An Audit System will be 
drawn upon. The National Food Safety Auditor Competency Project (2004) and work by the National Food 
Industry Training Council, which developed guideline units of competency for the training and assessment 
of food safety auditors, will also be considered. It is anticipated that current work by the Department of 
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) and RABQSA International Inc. on a new industry food safety 
auditor certification scheme will also contribute to the development of the national implementation 
framework. 
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References to relevant overarching legislative requirements, and useful projects and publications are 
contained in Appendix 1 Previous work that has been considered. 

1.7 Context 

1.7.1 Food Regulation Review 

An extensive review of food regulation in Australia was undertaken by the Food Regulation Review 
Committee on behalf of the governments of Australia in 1997–98. Chaired by Dr W H (Bill) Blair, OAM, the 
key objectives of the review were to reduce the regulatory burden on the food sector and improve the 
clarity, certainty and efficiency of food regulatory arrangements, while protecting public health and safety. 
 
The Review made the following recommendations that support the development of a national food safety 
audit implementation framework: 
• Recommendation 2. ‘That development of an improved food regulatory system be guided by the 

principles of: … clear, simple, practical and, as far as possible, nationally uniform systems and 
legislation…’ (page 53) 

• Recommendation 6. ‘Food regulators and the food industry should work together to develop an 
integrated national framework of food safety auditor accreditation; and a national system for 
auditing HACCP1-based food safety programs.’ (page 63). 

1.7.2 Mutual recognition legislation 

Governments in Australia and New Zealand have legislated requirements for the mutual recognition of 
equivalent occupations where these activities, authorised to be carried out under legislation, are 
substantially the same. The requirements between Australian states and territories are based on the 
Mutual Recognition (Commonwealth) Act 1992. Similarly, the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition 
Arrangement, underpinned by the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition Act 1997, applies to the recognition 
of equivalent occupations between Australia and New Zealand. The Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition 
Arrangement covers all occupations (except medical practitioners) for which some form of legislation-based 
registration, certification, licensing, approval, admission or other form of authorisation is required in order to 
legally practice the occupation. 
 
Under mutual recognition legislation, food regulators will be required to accept food safety auditor 
applicants approved by other Australian or New Zealand food regulators if the auditors are performing an 
equivalent function. Food regulators would generally have to approve applicants, although, in terms of the 
Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition Arrangement, a registration authority may refuse to grant a person 
registration if it decides that the occupation is not an equivalent occupation and equivalence cannot be 
achieved by imposing conditions or limits on registration. Either country may require a food safety auditor 
from the other country to comply with additional requirements if they are being applied to all other food 
safety auditors in that country. 
 
To simplify requirements for food regulators’ evaluating applicants already approved by other agencies, it is 
important to have agreed national benchmarks and a system that facilitates mutual recognition of food 
safety auditor approval requirements. 

1.7.3 Regulatory auditing requirements 

At present in Australia there are a variety of different regulatory approaches for the management of food 
safety. Risk-based food safety management systems have been in place for many years in some domestic 

1 Hazard Analysis Critical Control Points, as described by the Codex Alimentarius Commission, is a risk-based preventative 
management system for controlling food safety hazards. 
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primary industry/production sectors such as meat and dairy, and the production of fish, dairy, eggs and 
meat for export. Other sectors of the food industry have had more traditional inspection requirements. 
 
Under the Food Regulation Agreement 2000 state and territory governments agreed to review their 
legislation against the requirements in Annex B of the Model Food Act 2000. This includes provisions for 
the auditing of food safety programs, and the regulatory approval of food safety auditors. 
 
Food regulators have made a number of agreements to ensure that they implement nationally consistent 
food safety program requirements. On 12 December 2003, state and territory governments decided to 
implement mandatory food safety programs in the following sectors: 

1 food service, whereby potentially hazardous food is served to vulnerable populations. 

2 the production, harvesting, processing and distribution of raw oysters and other bivalves. 

3 catering operations serving food to the general public. 

4 the production of manufactured and fermented meat. 

It is anticipated that the requirements for mandatory food safety programs will be gazetted before the end 
of 2005 when they are published in the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code. After this, state and 
territory governments will have two years to implement the requirements, although some jurisdictions are 
moving ahead of this timetable. More information on the national introduction of food safety programs is in 
Appendix 2 National introduction of food safety programs. 
 
Some primary production enforcement agencies have risk-based management systems for the seafood, 
poultry, meat and dairy industries. They are currently working with FSANZ and industry to develop new 
nationally consistent requirements for these sectors to implement food safety programs or risk-based food 
safety management systems. Information on these reviews can be found on the FSANZ website, click here 
to visit the website. 
 
A summary of the implementation of mandatory HACCP-based food safety programs or risk-based 
management systems and related auditing requirements are shown in Table 1. Note that the table relates 
to legislative requirements and does not reflect the level of uptake of food safety programs by food 
businesses on a voluntary basis. 
 
Table 1: Implementation of mandatory risk-based food safety management systems in Australia 

as of March 2005 
Jurisdiction 

State/territory Responsible agency 

Implemented mandatory 
food safety program and 
auditing requirements Scope of requirements 

New South Wales. NSW Food Authority. Implemented in: Dairy, meat and seafood. 

New South Wales. NSW Food Authority. Soon to implement in: 
High-priority plant products, eggs, 
vulnerable populations1 and 
catering to public1 

Queensland. 
Safe Food Production 
Queensland. 

Implemented in: 

Implementing in: 

Dairy and meat. 

Egg, seafood and intensive 
primary production. 
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State/territory Responsible agency 

Implemented mandatory 
food safety program and 
auditing requirements Scope of requirements 

Queensland. Queensland Health. Soon to implement in: 

Vulnerable populations1 and 
catering to public1, plus voluntary 
options in arrangements for food 
retail, service and manufacturing 
businesses. 

Victoria. 
Department of Human 
Services. 

Implemented in:  

Soon to implement in:  

Vulnerable populations. 

Catering to public1  

Victoria. 
Dairy Food Safety 
Victoria. 

Implemented in: Dairy. 

Victoria. Prime Safe. Implemented in: Meat and Seafood. 

Tasmania. 
Department of Primary 
Industries, Water and 
Environment. 

Implemented in:  

Implementing in: 

Meat. 

Eggs. 

Tasmania. 
Tasmanian Dairy Industry 
Authority. 

Implemented in: Dairy. 

Tasmania. 
Department of Health 
and Human Services. 

Implemented in:  

Soon to implement in: 

Uncooked fermented comminuted 
meat products1  

Vulnerable populations1, catering 
to public1 and bivalves1 

South Australia. 
South Australian Dairy 
Authority. 

Implemented in: Dairy. 

South Australia. 
Primary Industries and 
Resources. 

Implemented in: Meat. 

South Australia. 
Department of Health, 
South Australia. 

Implementing in: 

Vulnerable populations1, catering 
to public1, harvest/processing/ 
transport and delivery of bivalves1 
up to retail. 

Western Australia. 
Department of Health, 
Western Australia2 

Considering implementation 
in:  

Implemented in:  

Implementing in: 

Vulnerable populations1 and 
catering to public1  

Meat, poultry and transport sector 
servicing these industries. 

Dairy. 

Western Australia. 
Department of Fisheries, 
Western Australia. 

Considering implementation 
in: 

Seafood. 

Australian Capital 
Territory. 

ACT Health. Soon to implement in: 
Vulnerable populations1 and 
catering to public1 
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State/territory Responsible agency 

Implemented mandatory 
food safety program and 
auditing requirements Scope of requirements 

Northern Territory. 
Department of Health 
and Community Services. 

Considering: 
Vulnerable populations1 and 
catering to public1 

Northern Territory. 
Department of Business, 
Industry and Resource 
Development. 

Implemented in: Meat. 

Federal. 
Australian Quarantine 
and Inspection Service. 

Implemented in: 
Meat, dairy, seafood and other 
food industries. 

 
1 Based on the high-risk sectors identified in the National Risk Profiling Project that is, catering to the general public, 
food service to vulnerable populations, ready-to-eat raw oysters and other bivalves, and uncooked fermented 
comminuted meats. 
2 Western Australia is in the process of introducing the Health, Food and Related Matters Act. This legislation is 
needed to progress the implement of food safety programs in Western Australia. 

1.7.4 International equivalence 

Food businesses can potentially manufacture for both domestic and export markets. Thus it is important 
that food safety auditors have the skills and knowledge to undertake the different approaches to auditing 
required for the domestic and export markets. It is also important to have an internationally credible system 
because of the importance of inspection and certification. Nationally consistent food safety audit 
requirements should help other countries to assess Australia’s food safety management systems. This will 
in turn assist in the negotiation of international certification agreements involving Australia. Improved 
national consistency in food safety audit requirements, combined with efficient and effective food safety 
management systems, should also ensure the confidence of other countries in Australia’s food supply. 
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2 Auditing management framework 

A number of inter-related elements are required for an effective system to manage regulatory food safety 
audits, as represented in Figure 1. These are: 
1 a system to approve food safety auditors 

2 food safety audit processes 

3 a regulatory compliance system 

4 regulatory oversight including legislation, standards, policy and review processes. 

This discussion paper examines those aspects of the above elements which are important for national 
consistency, particularly food safety auditor approval and management, food safety auditing processes and 
cross-jurisdictional issues. 

 
Figure 1: Auditing management framework 

1 Not all food safety regulatory agencies will have requirements to ‘approve’ or recognise food safety programs. Where there is no 
approval process, businesses will be audited when they have developed and implemented a food safety program. This may include a 
review of the documented food safety program before an on-site audit.
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3 Food safety auditor management 

3.1 Introduction 

This section focuses on the principles and processes required to ensure that appropriate and competent 
people are approved under legislation to undertake food safety audits. It also focuses on those issues 
which are important for the integrity of a national system, and ways for food regulators to manage 
regulatory food safety auditors in a nationally consistent manner. 
 
The proposed national implementation framework for managing food safety auditors will need to 
encompass: 
1. national standards to guide approval of food safety auditors and training to be a food safety auditor 

2. training to become a food safety auditor 

3. evaluation of food safety auditors 

4. regulatory approval of food safety auditors 

5. professional conduct and maintaining standards of practice 

6. implementation strategies 

7. cross-jurisdictional issues, national management and oversight of the entire system (discussed in 

Part 5). 
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Figure 2:  Elements of a regulatory food safety auditor management system 

3.2 Background on food safety auditor management in Australia 

3.2.1 Approval of regulatory food safety auditors 

Some food regulators in Australia have had requirements for the evaluation and approval of food safety 
auditors for many years. These requirements have ranged from legislated approval requirements to 
administrative procedures. With moves to nationally implement mandatory food safety programs in some 
food industry sectors, as discussed in Section 1.7.3, many food regulators now have the need to introduce 
requirements for the approval of food safety auditors. 
 
When reviewing their food safety legislation, most food regulators will be guided by the Model Food 
Provisions, which provide a legislative basis for the approval of food safety auditors. However, the Model 
Food Provisions will only partly help with achieving national consistency because they do not apply to all 
food regulators and do not specify criteria for evaluating food safety auditor applicants or administrative 
arrangements. Because of this, one of the aims of the proposed national food safety audit implementation 
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framework is to develop a national framework to promote national consistency that provides flexibility for 
food regulators in the legislative or administrative arrangement they use or introduce. 

3.2.2 Auditor evaluation for approval purposes 

There are a number of systems or models used in Australia and New Zealand for the evaluation of people 
who have applied to be approved as food safety auditors who can work for or on behalf of food regulators. 
These include: 
• where a regulator entirely undertakes its own evaluation of applicants. This may involve directly 

assessing the competence of auditors (for example as part of a mentoring program), or accepting 
evidence of the necessary skills and knowledge such as qualifications, previous work experience, 
references etc.  

• where a regulator accepts certain classes of food safety auditors certified by a personnel 
certification body, though they may also demand the applicants meet other requirements. At 
present the only accredited personnel certification body in Australia is RABQSA International Inc.2 

• where a personnel certification body evaluates food safety auditor applicants on behalf of the food 
regulator, usually under a written agreement, and makes a recommendation to the food regulator 
about whether an applicant should be approved 

• where an accredited certification body3 evaluates food safety auditor applicants on behalf of the 
food regulator, usually under a written agreement, and makes a recommendation to the food 
regulator about whether an applicant should be approved. 

 
It should be noted that certification as a food safety auditor by a personnel certification body is quite 
separate from an approval under legislation as a food safety auditor. This is because certain aspects of a 
legislated approval process cannot be delegated to other organisations such as personnel certification 
bodies. It also needs to be noted that under legislation an approval as a food safety auditor is separate 
from an approval as an authorised officer, which relates to enforcement of legislation. Typically, if a food 
safety auditor, who is also an enforcement officer, identifies a notifiable or critical non-conformance that 
requires immediate enforcement action, the officer must cease the audit and perform the functions of an 
enforcement officer. 

3.2.3 National Food Safety Auditor Competency Project 

The National Food Safety Auditor Competency Project is the most recent major work examining the 
certification and management of food safety auditors. 
 
The Steering Committee of the project recommended a framework for managing food safety auditors that 
consists of accredited personnel certification bodies managing the certification of food safety auditors. It 
proposed that food safety auditors be assessed against nationally endorsed competency standards under 
the vocational education and training system. The Steering Committee also proposed criteria for the 
assessment of three categories of food safety auditors aligned to low-, medium- and high-risk food 
businesses. It suggested that auditors with workplace assessment qualifications be used to assess 
auditors at the same level or lower for certification purposes. The certification scheme, that is, the 
personnel certification bodies’ requirements, should be managed by a committee independent of the 
personnel certification bodies, with members from government, industry and quality scheme owners. A 
more in-depth summary of the proposals is contained in Appendix 4 National Food Safety Auditor 

2 RABQSA International Inc. was formed from a merger of QSA International (formerly known as the Quality Society of Australasia) 
and the Register Accreditation Board of the American Society for Quality. It is a non- profit organisation. At present it is the only 
personnel certification body in Australia and is accredited by the Joint Accreditation System of Australia and New Zealand (JAS-ANZ) 
to ISO Standard ISO/IEC 17024:2003 and EN45013:1997 ‘General criteria for certification bodies operating certification of personnel’. 
3 Accredited certification bodies are private businesses accredited in Australian and New Zealand by JAS-ANZ to provide certification 
services against certain standards, for example quality assurance requirements. 
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Competency Steering Committee. The key implementation framework issues from the report have been 
considered in this discussion paper. 

3.2.4 Development of guideline units of competency 

The criteria for the assessment of food safety auditors proposed by the National Food Safety Auditor 
Competency Project were used as the basis for developing guideline units of competency for food safety 
auditors under the national training system. Since the national units of competency describe the skills and 
knowledge food safety auditors need to competently carry out the functions of food safety auditors, they 
can create a national platform for the training and assessment of food safety auditors. A summary of the 
competency standards is shown in Appendix 5 Units of competency for food safety auditors developed by 
the National Food Industry Training Council. 
 
Food regulators, through the Implementation Sub-Committee, indicated support on 28 October 2004 for the 
national endorsement of the guideline units of competency. Resolution of any implementation issues 
including updating of competencies may be resolved through a national forum of food regulators as 
proposed in Section 5.2. 

3.2.5 Training to be a food safety auditor 

There are a variety of short training courses on offer, with some of these providing formal qualifications. 
The courses are generally tailored to meet the certification requirements of RABQSA International. The 
formal courses delivering qualifications are mostly based on privately owned curriculum. However, with the 
finalisation of the food safety auditor units of competency (discussed in Section 3.2.4 above), registered 
training organisations will be able to deliver new courses which meet the outcomes of the competency 
standards. 

3.2.6 Food safety auditor certification schemes 

Both ANZFA in Food Safety: An Audit System (2001) and the Steering Committee of the National Food 
Safety Auditor Competency Project (2004) recommended that food regulators should delegate the 
assessment of food safety auditors to appropriately accredited personnel certification bodies. The 2004 
project recommended that the appropriate standard for accrediting personnel certification bodies is ISO 
Standard ISO/IEC 17024:2003. In Australia, accreditation comes under the auspices of the Joint 
Accreditation Scheme of Australia and New Zealand (JAS-ANZ). 
 
At present in Australia only RABQSA International is accredited to ISO 17024 as a personnel certification 
body. However, there is scope for other personnel certification bodies to be approved. Information on the 
RABQSA International certification schemes for food safety auditors is contained in Appendix 3 RABQSA 
International food safety auditor certification requirements. 
 
In response to concerns raised by stakeholders about the use of personnel certification bodies, the 
National Food Safety Auditor Competency Project Steering Committee recommended that: 
• a food safety auditor scheme committee be established, with equal representation from food 

regulators, commercial system owners, industry and personnel certification body representatives 
• secretariat functions of the food safety auditor scheme committee should initially be performed by 

DAFF. 
 
The Food Safety Auditor Advisory Scheme Committee (Advisory Committee) is a joint industry– 
government group providing advice on the establishment and management of the National Food Safety 
Auditor Scheme Committee (Scheme Committee) under RABQSA. The new Scheme Committee will be 
chaired initially by DAFF and will comprise representatives from food regulators, commercial food safety 
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system owners, certification bodies and food businesses, with an RABQSA representative. The Scheme 
Committee will develop an auditor competency profile, including knowledge, skills and personal attributes, 
and related examination methodology and surveillance criteria. This will be made available to other 
personnel certification bodies to encourage consistency in the certification process. The national food 
safety auditor certification scheme will be administered by RABQSA. The Scheme Committee will also 
monitor and review the scheme when it is implemented. 
 
The Scheme Committee will undertake consultation on the certification scheme in parallel with the 
consultation on the national food safety audit implementation framework. The Scheme Committee’s work 
will help inform the development of the national implementation framework. 
 
DAFF will also conduct a feasibility study of other options for establishment and management of a body 
with similar functions to the Scheme Committee (that is, independent of RABQSA). 

3.3 Auditor categories 

Policy issue 
 
Need for all state and territory governments to use the same classifications of food safety auditors when 
approving them to help facilitate mutual recognition and simplify requirements for industry and auditors. 

 
One of the main reasons for classifying food safety auditors is to restrict their activities so they can only 
audit the businesses and processes they can competently audit. At present there is not a consistent or 
legislated method of categorising food safety auditors approved under legislation. This section explores 
different ways in which food regulators can categorise food safety auditors in a nationally consistent 
manner and limit the scope of their approvals accordingly. 

3.3.1 Background on auditor categories 

Under RABQSA International’s food safety auditor certification scheme, food safety auditors are classified 
according to a matrix of six ‘grades’ of experience plus categorisation into industry ‘scopes’ (for example, 
dairy products processing) and/or specialised technical knowledge for processes (for example, 
pasteurisation) within each food sector. In determining both the grade and scope, auditors must 
demonstrate they have the appropriate qualification, training, work experience and auditing experience. 
The grades of RABQSA food safety auditors are as follows: 
1 Provisional Food Safety Auditor 

2 Associate Food Safety Auditor 

3 Food Safety Auditor 

4 Principal Food Safety Auditor 

5 Lead Food Safety Auditor 

6 Business Improvement Food Safety Auditor. 

With over 30 industry scopes, most stakeholders, including RABQSA itself, acknowledge that this method 
is cumbersome in its number of possibilities. More information on the RABQSA certification schemes can 
be found in Appendix 3 RABQSA International food safety auditor certification requirements. 
 
The Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS) categorises its food safety auditors (for export 
businesses) firstly by type of industry, for example, meat, dairy and seafood, then by auditor experience 
and expertise within each industry. Categorisation and approval criteria are industry- specific. Most 
industries have three levels of auditor classification (high, medium and low) based on the public health risk 
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of the business. Auditors need to have an increasing level of experience in order to qualify for each level. 
 
ANZFA’s Food Safety: An Audit System (2001) recommended three levels of food safety auditor: Associate 
Food Safety Auditor, Food Safety Auditor and Senior Food Safety Auditor. The approval criteria for each 
category of auditor required progressive amounts of audit and industry experience. It recommended that 
auditors be restricted to food industry sectors in which they had experience. Included in the requirements 
were a number of high-risk processes that are critical to public health and safety and that require significant 
technical knowledge to audit effectively. Most of the proposed requirements were implemented by the 
Quality Society of Australasia. The report also made recommendations in regard to technical specialists 
and audit teams. Food Safety: An Audit System is available on the FSANZ website. 
 
In 2004 the National Food Safety Auditor Competency Steering Committee recommended three levels of 
food safety auditor based on the progression of competencies required to audit low-, medium- and high-risk 
food businesses as defined by the National Risk Profiling Project. One aim was to eliminate specific food 
industry categories, allowing auditors to audit in different food industries, by focusing on the minimum 
competencies that auditors need. Generally, the low-risk level required competencies in auditing; the 
medium-risk level required competencies in auditing plus knowledge of food safety hazards that may be 
found in medium-risk businesses. The high-risk level included the competencies to audit in low- and 
medium-risk businesses plus competencies in the high-risk food processes (for example, pasteurisation) or 
activities (for example, food service to vulnerable groups) that the auditor wishes to audit. More information 
is contained in Appendix 4 National Food Safety Auditor Competency Steering Committee. 
 
The National Food Safety Auditor Competency Project developed a detailed set of proposed competency 
criteria for the three levels of auditor. These have since been developed into guideline competency 
standards under the National Training Framework (see Appendix 5 Units of competency for food safety 
auditors developed by the National Food Industry Training Council). The core units of competency are also 
designed to meet the different needs of compliance auditors, who assess whether the business is adhering 
to its food safety program, and systems auditors, who assess whether the food safety program is 
appropriate for the business and whether the business is applying it correctly. 

3.3.2 Options for categorising food safety auditors 

All regulatory food safety auditors will be categorised according to the specific legislation under which they 
are approved. However, there are other ways to categorise and limit the scope of regulatory food safety 
auditors. In developing a national audit implementation framework, food regulators will need to agree on a 
consistent way to categorise food safety auditors. Elements of a categorisation system could include any of 
the following: 
a) competencies based on the priority (premises) risk classification of food businesses, for example 

high, medium and low 
b) high-risk processes critical to public health and safety that require technical knowledge to audit 

competently, for example, pasteurisation and retorting (canning) 
c) high-risk activities, that is, food service to vulnerable populations, and catering to the general public, 

that is, are different skills and knowledge required to audit these businesses over medium-risk 
businesses 

d) broad agri-food industry sector, that is, food retail/service, transport and warehousing; 
manufacturing/processing; and primary industries 

e) specific industry sectors, for example, dairy products, horticulture, etc. 
f) industry sector technical process knowledge, that is, knowledge of particular industry technical 

processes (excluding the high-risk processes discussed above) in low- and medium-risk food 
businesses 

g) length of auditing experience, for example, Provisional Food Safety Auditor, Food Safety Auditor, 
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Principal Food Safety Auditor 
h) experience auditing in teams, for example, audit team member, solo auditor, team leader 
i) scope of audit, that is, systems audits and compliance audits. 
 
The system that is finally adopted to categorise food safety auditors and limit their scope of practice could 
include a combination of the above options but should ideally be as simple as possible. It should be limited 
to the minimum number of elements required for Australian governments to have a single system of 
classifying auditors, and to ensure auditors are competent to audit the businesses they are approved to 
audit. It is possible that food regulators could allow personnel certification bodies to use the same 
classification system and add industry-driven ‘quality’-related categories, such as ‘business improvement’. 
 
In deciding on the system to categorise food safety auditors, governments will need to ensure the system 
will: 
• indicate which businesses the auditor is approved to audit 
• be able to be used by all Australian food regulators 
• prevent auditors auditing businesses and processes that they are not qualified to assess. 
 
Issue 1: Options for catergorising food safety auditors 

Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issues. 
 
Indicate, in issues (a) to (j), the best ways to limit the scope of practice and classify regulatory food safety 
auditors: 
 
a) Varying levels of auditors based on competencies to audit varying risk classifications of food 

businesses? 
☐ Must include 
☐ Desirable only 
☐ Do not include 
Reasons/comments: 

b) High-risk processes critical to public health and safety that require technical knowledge to audit 
competently, for example, pasteurisation and retorting (canning)? 

☐ Must include 
☐ Desirable only 
☐ Do not include 
Reasons/comments: 

c) High-risk activities, that is, food service to vulnerable populations, and catering to the general public? 
Consider whether different skills and knowledge are required to audit these businesses over medium-
risk businesses. 

☐ Must include 
☐ Desirable only 

14 National Food Safety Audit Implementation Framework Discussion Paper 



☐ Do not include 
Reasons/comments: 

d) Broad agrifood industry sector, that is, 
- food retail/service, transport and warehousing 
- manufacturing/processing 
- primary industries? 

☐ Must include 
☐ Desirable only 
☐ Do not include 
Reasons/comments: 

e) Specific industry sectors, for example dairy products, horticulture, etc. (recommended by ANZFA and 
currently part of RABQSA auditor scopes/industry groups)? 

☐ Must include 
☐ Desirable only 
☐ Do not include 
Reasons/comments: 

f) Industry sector technical process knowledge, that is, knowledge of particular industry technical 
processes (excluding the high-risk processes discussed above) in low- and medium-risk food 
businesses? 

☐ Must include 
☐ Desirable only 
☐ Do not include 
Reasons/comments (If you answered that industry sector technical processes must be included, please 
indicate which technical processes it is essential to have knowledge of to audit competently.): 

g) Length of auditing experience, for example Provisional Food Safety Auditor, Food Safety Auditor, 
Principal Food Safety Auditor? (currently part of RABQSA auditor categories) 

☐ Must include 
☐ Desirable only 
☐ Do not include 
Reasons/comments: 
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h) Experience auditing in teams, for example audit team member, solo auditor, team leader? (currently 
part of RABQSA auditor categories) 

☐ Must include 
☐ Desirable only 
☐ Do not include 
Reasons/comments: 

i) Scope of audit, that is, systems audits and compliance audits? (recommended by the National Food 
Industry Training Council when developing food safety auditor competency standards) 

☐ Must include 
☐ Desirable only 
☐ Do not include 
Reasons/comments: 

j) Other (please describe and provide reasons): 
☐ Must include 
☐ Desirable only 
Reasons/comments: 

 

Issue 2: Structuring grades of auditors 

Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the issue below. 
 
Provide suggestions on the best way to structure or organise the various elements of the auditor categories 
you have selected in Issue 1 into a useful national system.
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3.4 Criteria for the approval of regulatory food safety auditors 

Policy issue 
 
Need for nationally consistent criteria for the assessment of regulatory food safety auditors. 

 
As discussed in Section 3.2.3, food regulators have already indicated support for the national endorsement 
of guideline units of competency for food safety auditors. It is proposed that these standards form the initial 
set of requirements for the approval of food safety auditors because they describe the key skills and 
knowledge that food safety auditors need. However, there are other requirements to be considered when 
evaluating people who wish to be approved as food safety auditors, as shown in Figure 3.  

 
Figure 3: Additional requirements to the competency standards 

The Steering Committee of the National Food Safety Auditor Competency Project (2004) recommended 
that national competency standards based on the assessment criteria developed by the project be adopted 
as the basis for assessing food safety auditors. National guideline units of competency under the national 
training system have since been developed. These could be used as the basis for assessing applicants 
applying to be approved food safety auditors. That is, if applicants can produce evidence that they have 
been assessed ‘competent’ against the competency standards relevant to the category of auditor they are 
applying to become, then they could be ‘approved’, provided they meet other all requirements of the 
relevant food regulators (for example, no criminal record). 
 
It needs to be noted that RABQSA International is currently working with the National Food Safety Auditor 
Scheme Committee to develop requirements that personnel certification bodies can use to evaluate food 
safety auditors. It is anticipated that these will include the new national food safety auditor competency 
standards. Consultation on the industry food safety auditor certification scheme will take place in parallel 
with consultation on this discussion paper and will help in the development of the National Food Safety 
Audit Implementation Framework. 
 
Food regulators and any organisation that evaluates applicants on behalf of regulators will need to consider 
what other requirements are necessary to determine that applicants are suitable. Possible requirements 
additional to the new national food safety auditor competency standards include qualifications, auditing 
experience, knowledge of systems and legislation, membership of professional associations, food industry 
experience, literacy in English, and declaration of any potential conflicts of interest. Food regulators could 
also screen applicants to ensure they have not been involved in related criminal or unethical activities, 
check for offences under certain legislation and any revocation of an approval by another state/territory. 
 
It may be desirable for food regulators to agree on the ‘other requirements’ for national consistency. If 
personnel certification bodies are involved in the evaluation of food safety auditors applying to be approval 
under legislation, jurisdictions will need to consider what ‘other requirements’ they will accept from the food 
safety auditor certification scheme.
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Issue 3: Criteria for approving auditors 

Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issues. 
 
What types of requirements should be used to assess whether someone is a competent regulatory food 
safety auditor? 
 Please mark which types of 
 criteria should be included 
a) General education, for example high school certificate ☐ 

b) Higher education, for example university degree ☐ 

c) Training qualifications based on competency standards (that is, 
training packages) ☐ 

d) Industry experience ☐ 

e) Auditing experience ☐ 

f) References ☐ 

g) Membership of an appropriate professional body ☐ 

h) Understanding of relevant legislation ☐ 

i) Professional conduct and suitability (for example criminal) checks ☐ 

j) Literacy in English ☐ 

k) A code of conduct signed by the applicant ☐ 

l) Personal attributes check ☐ 

m) Other (please describe below) ☐ 

Reasons/comments: 
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3.5 Mechanisms for evaluating food safety auditors 

Policy issue 
 
There is a need for a system to evaluate food safety auditor applicants which, among other things, is 
rigorous; fair; consistent; nationally recognised (portable); able to link training, assessment and approval; 
agreed by stakeholders; produces nationally consistent outcomes; and facilitates mutual recognition 
between food regulators. 

3.5.1 How should food regulators evaluate the suitability of food safety auditors? 

Food regulators cannot delegate the approval of food safety auditors under legislation. They will also have 
minor variations in requirements due to different legislative and administrative arrangements. However, 
food regulators can accept evidence from applicants that some criteria, especially those such as skills and 
knowledge (that is, measures of competence), have previously been evaluated by another organisation, as 
shown in Figure 4. 

 
Figure 4: Requirements for the approval of food safety auditors 

This section and Issue 4 explore the ways in which the approval requirements that food regulators do not 
need to evaluate themselves (that is, the shaded portion of Figure 4) can be managed on their behalf. 
Given that Australian governments have already agreed to the national guideline units of competency for 
food safety auditors, it is anticipated that these core skills and knowledge requirements (that is, 
competencies) will mostly be assessed under the national training system. As such, assessment under the 
national training system has not been put forward as a separate option. However, there is the potential for 
the competency standards to be incorporated into the requirements of other organisations that regulators 
accept. For example, the competency standards could be part of the requirements for the certification of 
food safety auditors by a personnel certification body, and regulators could accept certified food safety 
auditors as meeting all the approval requirements that can be evaluated on behalf of regulators. 
 
In deciding which organisations’ evaluations can be accepted, governments will need to consider, among 
other factors, whether the organisations have the appropriate skills and knowledge in assessment and what 
they are assessing. They also need to be consistent, fair and impartial, and have appropriate management 
systems. 
 
The main types of organisations that could evaluate food safety auditor applicants include: 
1 food regulators  
2 industry-focused personnel certification bodies such as RABQSA International  
3 a new JAS-ANZ accredited personnel certification body created (or endorsed) for regulatory purposes 
4 accredited certification bodies. 
 
It recognised that the most desirable option may be a combination of the above options. 
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Advantages and disadvantages of options for the evaluation of food safety auditors 
 
Option 1: Evaluation by food regulators 
 
This option requires food regulators to entirely evaluate food safety auditors wanting to be approved under 
legislation. 
 
Advantages: 
• provides a pathway for applicants who do not need to be certified as food safety auditors by a 

personnel certification body because they will only be undertaking government audits 
• possible lower costs for applicants because they would not need to pay an organisation to evaluate 

them, such as personnel certification body, in addition to application/licence fees payable to the 
regulatory agency 

• may provide a higher level of accountability.  
 
Disadvantages: 
• additional work and costs for food regulators where they have to undertake an evaluation, 

particularly when the applicant has not been assessed by a registered training organisation or 
personnel certification body 

• duplication of industry scheme (for example, RABQSA) requirements and possible inconsistency 
• auditors wanting to conduct audits for more than one food regulator may be subject to repeated 

evaluations. 
 
Option 2: Evaluation by industry-focused personnel certification bodies 
 
Under this option, governments would rely on the evaluations of a personnel certification body. This would 
mean that regulatory requirements would need to be incorporated into the personnel certification body’s 
certification scheme. 
 
Advantages: 
• possibly simplified requirement for auditor candidates and industry 
• simplified requirements for food regulators by outsourcing expert assessment processes 
• greater harmonisation with industry schemes 
• greater national consistency 
• greater economy of scale and potential savings in administration costs, except if most of the 

assessment is under the national training system 
• a possible national single entry point for food safety auditor applicants 
• potential to eliminate the need for auditor candidates to be assessed separately as certified 

auditors and approved auditors 
• potential for a single register of food safety auditors which includes both certifications by a 

personnel certification body and government approvals 
• increased potential for food safety audits for regulatory purposes and industry quality schemes to 

be combined and thereby reducing the number of audits some businesses are subject to. 
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Disadvantages: 
• industry auditor certification schemes may not suit regulators and relies upon cooperation between 

personnel certification bodies and regulators 
• possible loss of control by some food regulators, particularly with specific regulatory agency 

legislative requirements 
• relies on the integrity of the industry certification scheme if regulators do not have written 

agreements in place on the criteria the personnel certification body will evaluate applicants against 
• applicants may need to pay twice, that is, pay the personnel certification body to evaluate them 

and pay the regulatory agency an application/licence fee 
• problems in the uniformity of evaluations could potentially arise if more than one personnel 

certification body for food safety auditors were to operate in Australia. In this case, arrangements 
would need to be put in place to ensure the certification schemes are equivalent 

• for a government system, it may be inappropriate for the approval of food safety auditors to be 
highly dependent on a privately operated personnel certification body. Possible unmanaged risks 
include: 
- loss of the service, for example if they were to cease operating 
- promotion of a monopoly (if current arrangement remain the same) 
- copyright for approval criteria held by a private organisation 
- an unnecessary level of bureaucracy and associated additional costs. 

 
Should a jurisdiction decide to allow a personnel certification body (or other appropriate agency) to conduct 
part or all of the evaluation on its behalf, it should ideally have a written agreement with the organisation 
undertaking the assessment. If a number of food regulators adopt this model, there is the potential to 
standardise arrangements through a standard or model contract. 
 
Nationally coordinated administrative arrangements between personnel certification bodies and 
governments would also benefit food safety auditors who wish to audit for more than one food regulator. 
For example, a personnel certification body could act as an agent by providing the different regulator’s 
application forms to an applicant, then receive the completed forms and forward them to the relevant 
regulator with the personnel certification body’s evaluation of the applicant. The different regulators would 
then process the applications in the same way they process applications received directly. 
 
Option 3: Evaluation by a new JAS-ANZ accredited personnel certification body created (or endorsed) for 
regulatory purposes 
 
This option is similar to Option 2, but involves the creation of a single government-sponsored personnel 
certification body. 
 
Advantages: 
• separation of evaluation and approval may improve impartiality in decision making 
• greater national consistency if all food regulators agree to this option 
• may ensure the requirements of governments are better satisfied than by an industry-sponsored 

personnel certification body 
• may be more cost-effective for jurisdictions than individually evaluating applicants. 
Disadvantages: 
• new government-sponsored personnel certification body may need government funding to be 

viable 
• creation of a competitor may affect the financial position of existing personnel certification bodies 
• may not satisfy the requirements of industry quality assurance schemes and result in some 

duplication 
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• possible loss of control by some food regulators, particularly with specific legislative requirements 
of specific regulators. 

 
Option 4: Evaluation by accredited certification bodies 
 
This option is similar to Option 2 except that accredited certification bodies rather than personnel 
certification bodies would evaluate applicants. 
 
Accredited certification bodies are used by some primary industry departments and the New Zealand Food 
Safety Authority to evaluate food safety auditors. With this model, food regulators need to clearly set out 
the requirements against which food safety auditors are measured. It is also imperative that the regulators 
and the accredited certification bodies have clearly defined roles and responsibilities. Potential problems 
with consistency of evaluations and loss of control can be managed by a number of means, such as setting 
appropriate standards, scrutiny by other certification bodies and calibration exercises to manage 
inconsistency issues. Compared to Options 2 and 3 involving personnel certification bodies, food regulators 
would need to more tightly define the standards for evaluating applicants and take a more active role in 
managing consistency. 
 
Advantages: 
• the level of accountability and consistency in evaluations will depend on the requirements and 

systems the accredited certification body has in place 
• possibly greater competition between accredited certification bodies than between personnel 

certification bodies (Option 2) 
• similar system to New Zealand.  
 
Disadvantages: 
• other disadvantages are similar to Options 2 and 3 on evaluation by personnel certification 
• bodies, for example: 

- relies on cooperation between regulators and certification bodies 
- applicants may need to pay twice, that is, pay the accredited certification body to evaluate 

them and pay the regulators an application/licence fee 
- competition may affect the financial position of personnel certification bodies
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Issue 4: How should governments evaluate the suitability of food safety auditors? 
 
Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issues. 
a) In relation to the regulatory approval of food safety auditors, which bodies are most appropriate to 

evaluate those requirements that regulators can delegate to other organisations? 
Number in order of preference with 1 as most preferred and 4 least preferred 
(i) Food regulators ☐ 

(ii) Industry-focused personnel certification bodies, for example RABQSA ☐ 

(iii) A new JAS-ANZ accredited personnel certification body created or endorsed) for regulatory 
purposes ☐ 

(iv) Accredited certification bodies ☐ 
 
Why? (please state) 

b) If all food regulators adopt the same criteria for evaluating food safety auditors, is it critical for all food 
regulators to use the same types of bodies to evaluate those requirements they do not have to directly 
evaluate themselves? That is, is a single system required to achieve nationally consistent outcomes? 
Yes ☐ 
No ☐ 
Unsure ☐ 

Why? (please state) 

c) Should some classes of food safety auditors be able to apply directly to food regulators for approval as 
regulatory food safety auditors, for example government enforcement officers who will not audit for 
quality purposes? 
Yes ☐ 
No ☐ 
Unsure ☐ 

Why? (please state) 
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3.6 Maintaining standards of practice 

Policy issue 
 
The need for a system that ensures approved food safety auditors remain competent and up to date with 
new developments and requirements in a nationally consistent way. 

 
A system to maintain standards of practice should address: 
• industry and auditing experience and formal training (professional development) 
• monitoring and review (reassessment) 
• recertification (renewal of registration) 
• performance against a Code of Conduct and complaints processes (professional conduct). 

3.6.1 Maintaining competence 

ANZFA’s Food Safety: An Audit System recommends that ‘a process for the ongoing re-assessment of 
auditors, based on the maintenance of competence, should be implemented by state and territory 
authorities’ and that re-approval should be required every two years. It further recommends that the auditor 
approval process should be ‘rigorous, consistent and defensible’ and that responsibility for the assessment 
process ‘be delegated to an appropriately accredited personnel certification body’ (accredited to EN 
45013). ANZFA also suggested that once auditors are approved, state and territory health departments 
could use an agreed competency standard to monitor the performance of auditors in the workplace (that is, 
audit the auditor). 
 
The report Food Safety Auditor Competency: Proposed National Competency Criteria and Management 
Systems found that many certification bodies and system owners conduct their own internal recertification 
but that this process was often ‘ad hoc and arbitrary and many industry contributors [to the National Food 
Safety Auditor Competency Project] saw a need for objective assessment’. The Steering Committee 
agreed that ‘a standardised process of on-going assessment and recertification be developed for all food 
safety auditors’ ‘consistent with the requirements of ISO 17024’. 
 
ISO 17024 places the responsibility for defining recertification requirements with the personnel certification 
body in consultation with the scheme committee. 
 
The requirements for AQIS auditors are commodity specific and are largely determined by on-the-job 
assessment rather than by defined competency requirements. Where programs are operated on behalf of 
AQIS by state authorities, performance standards are monitored via co-regulation arrangements with the 
state agencies, which reassess auditors annually based on review of written audit reports. 
 
RABQSA requires auditors to recertify every four years. The process involves the examination of skills and 
competencies by an RABQSA examiner, adherence to a code of conduct and an evidence evaluation of 
personal attributes. Advancement to higher qualification levels requires demonstrated ability against the 
higher grade’s criteria. For details see Appendix 3 RABQSA International food safety auditor certification 
requirements.
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Issue 5: Maintaining competence 
 
Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issues. 
 
a) How can approved food safety auditors demonstrate that they continue to be competent and have 

remained up to date with changes to legislation and industry practices? 

b) How can food regulators manage this? 

c) How often should food safety auditors need to demonstrate that they are remaining up to date and 
competent? 
Every: ☐Year ☐2 years ☐3 years ☐4 years ☐5 years 
Comments: 

 

3.6.2 Professional conduct, appeals, complaints, disputes, suspension and cancellation 
of approvals 

Food regulators that implement food safety auditing requirements need to have systems in place to 
suspend and cancel approvals given to individuals to be food safety auditors. They also need to have 
arrangements in place to manage inappropriate professional conduct, complaints, appeals and disputes. 
 
Food regulators have separate legislation covering the approval of food safety auditors and mutual 
recognition applies between jurisdictions. The Mutual Recognition Bill 1992 includes requirements that 
state and territory governments must follow in managing disciplinary action to ensure that a person’s 
registration/approval is similarly affected in other states. 
 
Food regulators may need a national forum to discuss interstate issues related to complaints, disputes and 
disciplinary action. This is discussed further in Section 5.2. 
 
Personnel certification bodies accredited under ISO 17024 are required to have mechanisms in place to 
manage appeals and complaints. Because of this they can help manage the professional conduct of food 
safety auditors. However, it is still up to food regulators to manage disciplinary action related to legislative 
approvals of food safety auditors. 
 
Ideally, food regulators should work together to develop a national code of professional conduct to simplify 
requirements for auditors that operate in more than one state or territory or who audit both domestic and 
export businesses. There is the potential for a single code of conduct to be shared between governments 
and personnel certification bodies. This could be explored by a proposed new national government forum 
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for resolving cross jurisdictional issues (see Section 5.2) and/or the Food Safety Auditor Scheme 
Committee. 
 
Signing a code of conduct could be a condition for the approval of a food safety auditor. This would help in 
removing the approval of auditors who breach the code of conduct. 
 
Issue 6: Code of conduct 

 
Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issue. 
Should food regulators have a nationally consistent code of conduct for approved food safety auditors? 
☐Yes ☐No 
 
Reasons/comments: 
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3.7 Registers of food safety auditors 

Policy issue 
 
The need for an easy means for food businesses to select an appropriate food safety auditor and for 
enforcement agencies to check the authorities held by food safety auditors. 

 
The Model Food Provisions include a requirement for state and territory governments to prepare and 
maintain a list of food safety auditors which needs to be made publicly available and revised at least 
annually. Similar provisions apply in equivalent legislation, including Commonwealth legislation. The 
requirements of the Model Food Act do not stipulate how the list will be managed and made available. 
Since food legislation is the responsibility of food regulators, there is currently no obligation for them to 
share the information on their registers, that is, create a national register of approved food safety auditors. 
 
RABQSA maintains a list of people who they have certified as food safety auditors and the conditions of 
their certifications. This list is available to the public on RABQSA’s website. ISO 17024 requires certification 
bodies to maintain a record system to confirm the status of a certified person, including documents relating 
to surveillance activities and withdrawal of certification. 
 
The potential exists for a national register of approved food safety auditors to be created to help 
businesses choose an approved food safety auditor. There further exists the potential for a national register 
to list both certified food safety auditors and approved food safety auditors. This would help industry in 
choosing food safety auditors who are both certified and approved. This could potentially reduce multiple 
audits as the auditors could undertake single audits but provide separate reports to the food regulators and 
system owners. 
 
The internet is probably the most accessible means of publishing a list of approved/certified auditors. If 
published on the internet, the list could also have search features to help people locate an auditor who is in 
their area, or who meets their requirements. 
 
The main problems in maintaining a national register, whether the register covers only approved auditors or 
both approved and certified auditors, is who will maintain the list and keep it current, and the cost of 
maintaining such a service. This could be undertaken by the independent authority proposed by the 
National Food Safety Auditor Competency Project (2004). DAFF is currently investigating the feasibility of 
establishing such a body. Alternatively, a personnel certification body could maintain such a list. If this 
option were implemented, the arrangements could be formalised in written agreements between regulators 
and the personnel certification body, and the costs could be recouped through certification fees. 
 
A simpler and cheaper option is for regulators to each publish their own registers on the internet and for 
their web pages to be linked to a central website. While website search engines should allow anyone to 
locate different food safety auditor registers without the need for a central website, a central website should 
make it easier to locate different registers. Anyone searching for a suitable auditor or wanting to check the 
details of an auditor’s approval could visit the central website and then navigate to their responsible 
government agency to search the register. The central website could also link to relevant registers held by 
personnel certification bodies, and include other information relevant to auditors. 
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The following options exist for a national register of food safety auditors: 
 
1 The registers of state, territory and Commonwealth governments do not need to be consolidated 

provided they can be accessed on the internet from a single website. 
2 A single list of approved food safety auditors should be maintained and available on the internet with 

tools to search the information in different ways. 
3 A national register should include both food safety auditors approved under legislation and food safety 

auditors certified by personnel certification bodies, that is, combine or link both government and 
industry scheme registers. 

 
It needs to be noted that food regulators may have legislative constraints in adopting some of the above 
options relating to information sharing. Depending on the preferred option, food regulators may need to 
seek legal advice on the practicality of implementing the option preferred by stakeholders. 
 

Advantages and disadvantages of options for a national register of food safety auditors 

 
Option 1: The registers of state, territory and Commonwealth governments do not need to be consolidated 
provided they can be accessed on the internet from a single website. 
 
Advantages: 
• cheapest and easiest option 
• most food businesses do not operate outside the state or territory in which they are located and do 

not need to seek information on auditors approved outside their state or territory. 
 
Disadvantages: 
• more difficult for industry to find an appropriate auditor; however, governments can still include 

search tools on their own websites. 
 
Option 2: A single list of approved food safety auditors should be maintained and available on the internet 
with tools to search the information in different ways. 
 
Advantages: 
• easier for industry to select or check on a suitable approved food safety auditor 
• food regulators would not need to republish their individual registers when a change is made 

because the organisation managing the national register would do this on their behalf. 
 
Disadvantages: 
• finding an organisation willing to maintain such a list 
• sharing of costs 
• difficulty maintaining an up-to-date list. 
 
Option 3: A national register should include both food safety auditors approved under legislation and food 
safety auditors certified by personnel certification bodies. 
 
Advantages: 
• combined list of approvals and certifications would help industry choose auditors who provide 

different reports to regulators and system owners, thus assisting in reducing multiple audits 
• costs could be partly covered by certification fees.  
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Disadvantages 
• costs 
• problems could be created if there were more than one personnel certification body 
• possible increased certification costs 
• difficulty maintaining an up-to-date list 
• regulators could lose control of their registers. 
 
Issue 7: Food safety auditor registers 

 
Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issues below. 
 
a) Given that each Australian food regulator must maintain a publicly available register of food safety 

auditors they have approved, is a national register necessary? 
☐Yes ☐No 

Reasons/comments: 

b) If you answered YES to (a) above, please indicate your preferences about what type of information 
should be available on a national register. 
Mark which options are necessary 
(i) The registers of state, territory and Commonwealth governments do not need to be consolidated 

provided they can be accessed on the internet from a single website ☐ 

(ii) It is important that a single list of approved food safety auditors be maintained and available on the 
internet with tools to search the information in different ways ☐ 

(iii) It is necessary for a national register to include both food safety auditors approved under legislation 
and food safety auditors certified by personnel certification bodies, that is, combine or link both 
government and industry scheme registers.  ☐ 

(iv) Other (please describe):  ☐ 
Comments/suggestions: 

 

3.8 Food safety auditor management implementation issues 

Policy issue 
 
The need and best means to move existing food safety auditors to new regulatory approval requirements. 

3.8.1 Phasing in new food safety auditor approval requirements 

If new requirements for approval (and possibly certification) of food safety auditors are introduced, the 
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assessment and acceptance of existing approved and certified food safety auditors under the new 
requirements needs to be considered. There should be some flexibility in implementing the new 
requirements in order to help competent food safety auditors make the transition to the new requirements. 
This is important as there may not be enough certified/approved food safety auditors to support the 
introduction of mandatory food safety programs into high-risk food businesses. 
 
There are two main methods to increase the number of available food safety auditors in Australia: to train 
new and inexperienced auditors; and to convert auditors, certified or approved under the old requirements, 
to the new requirements. 
 
There are a number of options available to allow food safety auditors certified or approved under existing 
requirements to work when the new requirements are introduced: 
1 allow a transition period of dual requirements where the old requirements are accepted, allowing time 

for auditors to be approved under the new requirements 
2 continue to accept existing auditors even though some would not be able to meet the new 

requirements. Should they not renew and then reapply, they must comply with the new requirements 
3 allow environmental health officers who have previously inspected high-risk food businesses to be 

approved as Level 3 (high risk) food safety auditors, during a phase-in period, if they can meet the 
requirements to be approved as Level 2 (medium risk) food safety auditors 

4 allow all auditors who meet the requirements to audit medium-risk food businesses (that is, Level 2 
auditors) to be approved to audit high-risk food businesses during a phase-in period. 

 
In considering options to convert food safety auditors certified or approved under existing arrangements to 
new requirements, it will need to be decided how long any transitional arrangements apply and what 
happens with these converted auditors at the end of any phase-in period. 
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Issue 8: Introducing new requirements and phasing out existing requirements 

Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issue. 
 
Provide suggestions on what transitional arrangements could be used to introduce the new food safety 
auditor approval requirements and phase out existing requirements. 

 
Jurisdictions could also consider training their existing environmental health and food technologist 
workforces in food safety program auditing. Ideally this would be followed by facilitating work experience 
and mentoring programs to improve their auditing skills quickly and kick-start the auditing system. 
 
A potential problem with the introduction of mandatory food safety programs is the auditing of businesses 
in remote areas in a cost-effective manner where there may not be competent auditors available. Food 
regulators have a number of options, such as subsidising the travel costs of auditors, facilitating the 
development of local food safety auditors and allowing alternative arrangements which achieve the same 
food safety outcomes. 
 
Issue 9: Building a competent auditing workforce 

Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issues. 
 
The introduction of mandatory food safety programs may mean that there are not enough food safety 
auditors available to service certain areas. 
 
a) Do you have any suggestions on how food regulators can help build the pool of available competent 

approved food safety auditors? 

b) How can food regulators ensure food safety auditors are available to service remote areas in a cost-
effective manner? 
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4 Managing food safety audits 

4.1 Introduction 

This section focuses on national issues relating to the auditing of food safety programs for regulatory 
purposes where national consistency may be a problem. It builds on the work of ANZFA, as published in 
Food Safety: An Audit System in 2001. The full range of issues relating to audit processes and audit 
management systems has not been included because many do not require further consultation; only those 
issues of national significance to food regulators are included. 
 
Figure 5 shows how food safety audit processes and associated parts of the regulatory compliance system 
relate to the rest of the audit management system (as shown in Figure 1). 
 

 
Figure 5: Elements of an audit management system 
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4.2 Framework for managing food safety audits 

4.2.1 Initial recognition of a food safety program 

When a business develops a food safety program, or makes significant changes to an existing program, 
regulators may require the program to be reviewed to ensure its adequacy. Depending on the requirements 
of the food regulators and progress of the business implementing the food safety program, the documented 
program may be reviewed before it is implemented by the business and an on-site assessment completed. 
The enforcement agency may then recognise or approve the documented program on the basis of 
compliance with regulatory system requirements (see the top left of Figure 6) to acknowledge the business 
is ready to enter a regular cycle of audits and help ensure the food safety program is adequate. It is not 
proposed that food regulators should agree to a system of ‘approving’ or recognising food safety programs. 
The aim is to develop a national framework that allows Australian governments a choice about whether 
they will or will not implement a requirement for the ‘approval’ of food safety programs. 
 
Through this system of review, auditors will assess whether businesses are complying with their 
documented food safety program and the legislated food safety requirements. 
 
The initial assessment and audit of food safety programs by the food regulators (or agents) is a critical 
component of the audit management system, whether this involves a formal ‘approval’ by the food 
regulators or not. The initial assessment is where the auditor decides if the business has a program which 
will address food safety hazards adequately, will comply with legislated requirements, and will be easily 
understood and workable. 
 
The Implementation Sub-Committee Consistent Enforcement Group is working on developing policies to 
ensure there is a consistent cross-jurisdictional approach for the initial assessment of food safety 
programs. 

4.2.2 Audit cycle 

Following the recognition or ‘approval’ of the documented food safety program the business will enter the 
ongoing audit cycle described in Figure 6. The implemented food safety program must periodically be 
audited by an approved food safety auditor to ensure that: 
• the program complies with the legislated food safety program requirements 
• the program appears to be adequate to control the hazards associated with the industry and 

processes involved 
• the program has been implemented in accordance with the business’s documented system.
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Figure 6: Regulatory audit process 
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4.3 Minimising the cost of complying with food safety programs 

A number of auditing systems have been implemented to meet existing regulatory requirements and/or to 
assess suppliers’ ability to meet customers’ specifications. Many of these programs are HACCP- based 
systems that may meet the existing regulatory requirements. Some sections of the food industry are 
therefore experiencing a number of separate audits to assess compliance with customers’ and regulatory 
requirements. 
 
Jurisdictions recognise the importance of minimising the cost of compliance for food businesses. A food 
safety program is required to comply with legislated requirements and must be assessed by an ‘approved 
auditor’ who is familiar with this legislation. Market-driven programs (for example ISO 9000 series, SQF 
and WQA) must meet commercial and/or customer-focused food safety and quality standards. 
 
Generally market-driven programs should address many of the legislated requirements for a food safety 
program. However, there may be some areas not adequately addressed to meet legislated requirements. 
 
Issue 10: Reducing multiple audits 

Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issue. 
 
How can regulators help food businesses reduce multiple audits that arise from regulatory and market-
driven programs? 
 
Comments and suggestions: 

 

4.4 Consistent terminology and definitions 

Policy issue 
 
Need for nationally consistent auditing terminology in relation to regulatory food safety. 

 
Through the process of consultation on auditing issues it has become clear that the use of different 
language for auditing processes is the cause of considerable confusion. To ensure that there is 
unambiguous communication on audit issues some agreed terminology should be adopted nationally. 
 
For the purposes of reaching agreement on nationally consistent auditing terminology, the various terms 
may be divided into three categories: terms essential for a national system that all regulators should adopt; 
desirable terms which can guide regulators; and terms which have little impact. This section deals with 
those terms which it is essential all Australian regulators adopt and use consistently. Desirable terms are 
discussed in Section 5.1 and shown in Appendix 7 International and Australian auditing terms. 

4.4.1 Terminology for types of audits 

An internal regulatory survey was conducted on the terms used to describe different types of audits. The 
results in Appendix 6 Audit terminology demonstrate that there is considerable variation. 
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Therefore, it would be beneficial if nationally agreed terms were to be adopted, for example, the following 
terms in relation to different types of regulatory food safety audits: 
Approval audit: The process of conducting the first full review of a food safety program to ensure its 

adequacy and implementation, including desk and on-site auditing. 
System audit: Periodic review of the food safety program to ensure that, as a whole, the system 

continues to be effective. 
Compliance audit: Assesses if the food safety program as documented by the business is being 

complied with. 
 
Issue 11: Terminology for types of audits 

 
Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the issues below. 
 
Ideally, food regulators should use the same terms to describe the different types of regulatory food safety 
audits. Please indicate which of the following terms should be adopted by all food regulators. 
 
a) The process of conducting the first full review of a food safety program to ensure its adequacy and 

implementation including desk and on-site auditing. 
Number preferred term(s) in order of preference from 1 to 7 
☐ Approval audit 
☐ Certification audit 
☐ Accreditation audit 
☐ Initial audit 
☐ Evaluation 
☐ Approved arrangements audit 
☐ Other (please state) 

 
Why (please state): 

b) Periodic review of the food safety program to ensure that the system continues to be effective as a 
whole. Number preferred term(s) in order of preference from 1 to 5 
☐ System audit 
☐ Verification audit 
☐ Validation audit 
☐ Full systems audit 
☐ Other (please state) 

c) Assessment of whether the food safety program, as documented by the business, is being complied 
with. Number preferred term(s) in order of preference from 1 to 5 
 Compliance audit 
 Verification audit 
 Partial audit 
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 Surveillance audit 
 Other (please state) 

Why (please state): 

d) Review before the next scheduled audit in response to audit findings which identify an area of concern. 
Number preferred term(s) in order of preference from 1 to 8 
 Follow-up audit 
 Non-conformance audit 
 Re-audit 
 Close-out audit 
 Non-compliance resolution audit 
 Intensified audit frequency 
 Inspection 
 Other (please state) 

Why (please state): 

e) Are there any other terms describing different types of audits that food regulators should standardise 
rationally? 

Comments and suggestions:
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4.4.2 Classification of non-conformances 

Food safety auditors are required to make judgments on all non-conformances found during an audit. 
These findings may include non-conformances with legislated requirements or standards, and non- 
conformances with the business’s own documented food safety program or management system. 
 
Audit reporting systems in regulatory and private frameworks have implemented various systems for 
classifying non-conformances identified during audits. The use of standardised terminology to describe the 
various non-conformances will assist regulators, auditors and food businesses to clearly and consistently 
identify the level of compliance of systems. 
 
The classification of non-conformance as ‘minor’, ‘major’ and ‘critical’ is already established in many audit 
systems. For example, the Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia New Zealand 
(ARMCANZ) Meat Standards Committee in 1999 recommended that meat regulators classify non-
conformances as follows: 
Minor non-conformance: a low-risk situation: a non-conformance with the requirements of the standards 
(including a non-conformance with the licensee’s documented management system and food safety plan) 
where the potential impact of the non-conformance is not likely to compromise meat safety. 
Major non-conformance: a high potential risk situation: a non-conformance with the requirements of the 
standards (including a non-conformance with the licensee’s documented management system and food 
safety plan) where the potential impact is likely to compromise meat safety if no remedial action is taken to 
correct the non-conformance within a specified period. 
Critical non-conformance: a high-risk non-conformance with the requirements of the standards (including 
a non-conformance with the licensee’s documented management system and food safety plan) where the 
potential impact of the non-conformance is of substantial and/or immediate significance to meat safety 
warranting immediate corrective action. 
 
However, ANZFA in 2001 recommended that state and territory governments define non- conformances as 
follows: 
Notifiable: Where a serious or imminent risk to public health is identified. That is, if the food, practice or 
situation has compromised consumers’ health, or if allowed to continue will compromise consumers’ health. 
The enforcement agency must be notified immediately or at least within 24 hours of such a non-
conformance being identified. 
Non-notifiable: Where a non-conformance against the food safety program or Food Safety Standards is 
not considered to be a serious or imminent risk to public health. It is the responsibility of the auditor to set 
an appropriate timeframe for rectification, and to follow up as to how the non-conformance has been 
rectified. Non-notifiable non-conformances are reported to the enforcement agency by means of the audit 
report. 
 
The Model Food Act Provisions 2000 similarly require auditors to report where there ‘is an imminent and 
serious risk to the safety of food intended for sale, or that will cause significant unsuitability of food intended 
for sale’. 
 
It is proposed that all Australian food regulators agree to classify non-conformances as ‘notifiable’ and 
‘non-notifiable’ based on the requirements of the Model Food Act and as discussed in the ANZFA report 
Food Safety: An Audit System. Within this recommended framework, regulators and system owners will be 
free to classify and regulate non-notifiable non-conformances. For example, meat regulators could continue 
to have three levels of non-conformances: notifiable, major and minor. 
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Issue 12: Terminology for non-conformances 

Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the issues below. 
 
a) Do you agree all food regulators should have consistent terminology for types of non-conformances? 

☐Yes ☐No ☐Unsure 

b) Is it appropriate for all Australian food regulators to agree to classify non-conformances as ‘notifiable’ 
and‘non-notifiable’? 
☐Yes ☐No ☐Unsure 

c) Are there any issues or problems with food regulators being free to choose different terms for types of 
non-notifiable non-conformances? 
☐Yes ☐No ☐Unsure 

Please state: 

d) What are your preferred terms for types of non-conformances? Please state: 

 

4.4.3 Frequency of audits 

The frequency at which regulatory audits of food businesses are conducted varies between food regulators 
and between different food industries. As food safety program implementation becomes mandatory for food 
businesses there is a possibility that audit frequencies may become even more divergent. Development of 
a national implementation framework provides the opportunity to standardise the frequency of regulatory 
audits. 
 
ANZFA, in Food Safety: An Audit System (2001), recommended a system for determining the frequency of 
(systems) audits based on the priority classification (risk) of businesses and the performance of the 
businesses. Under the proposal, the audit frequency for high-risk businesses could vary from 3 to 12 
months, medium-risk businesses from 6 to 18 months and low-risk businesses from 12 to 24 months. 
Follow-up audits and inspections by enforcement agency officers were not included, which would be in 
addition to the scheduled audit frequencies. 
 
An alternative option for a minimum national standard would be to require all businesses with mandatory 
food safety programs to be audited at least once every 12 months. 
 
Advantages and disadvantages of the requirement for a minimum yearly mandatory audit 
 
Advantages: 
• the audit process will not lose its effectiveness (which has been the experience of a number of 

enforcement agencies when audit frequencies have been less than once per year) 
• fits into annual registration and licensing arrangements that some food regulators operate 
• consistent with the annual food safety inspections conducted by enforcement agencies 
• a much simpler system than that proposed by ANZFA 
• maintains a minimum frequency while allowing food regulators the ability to schedule more 

frequent audits in the event of unsatisfactory performance by a business or if an agency deems it 
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necessary for other purposes, for example AQIS being mindful of Australia’s obligations to 
international trading partners. 

 
Disadvantages: 
• a significant resource issue for some food regulators 
• a financial impost on businesses who may otherwise have been audited less frequently. 
 
Issue 13: Frequency of audits 

Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issues. 
 
a) Is it important for all food regulators to have the same minimum number of food safety audits? 

☐Yes ☐No 
 
Why? (please state): 

 

b) If you answered ‘Yes’ to (a), what should be the minimum frequency of food safety audits? 
☐6-monthly  ☐9-monthly ☐Yearly ☐Every 18 months ☐Every 2 years 
Other—please state: 

Why? (please state): 
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5 Cross-jurisdictional issues 

5.1 Standardising the nomenclature and definitions 

Policy issue 
 
Inconsistent use of food safety auditing terms and definitions by Australian governments. 

 
The inconsistent use of terms related to food safety audits in Australia has contributed to confusion and 
adds to the difficulty of reaching national consistency. Australian food regulators propose to endorse the list 
of international and national auditing terms shown in Appendix 7 International and Australian auditing terms 
as terms Australian governments should adopt where practical to promote greater consistency. A number 
of critical terms relating to auditing were discussed in the Food Safety Auditing section (section 4) of this 
discussion paper and have not been included in Appendix 7 as they will form part of the proposed 
framework due to their importance. 
 
Issue 14: Auditing terms to guide jurisdictions 

Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the issue below. 
 
Australian food regulators propose to endorse the list of food safety auditing terms (shown in Appendix 7) 
in order to promote greater consistency. Are these terms appropriate to guide Australian governments? 
Please provide comments on which terms should or should not be included. 

 

5.2 Communication and resolving cross-jurisdictional issues 

Policy issue 
 
The need for ongoing oversight, management and leadership in coordinating and managing national food 
safety auditor issues and resolving cross-jurisdictional problems. 

 
 
There needs to be a nationally agreed mechanism for resolving cross-jurisdictional issues related to the 
auditing of food safety programs and food safety auditors. If a food safety auditor certification scheme 
committee is established, it may be an appropriate forum for resolving some issues connected to the 
management of food safety auditors. However, food regulators need a national forum to deal with national 
food safety auditor management issues, cross-jurisdictional matters and periodic reviews of the system and 
approval criteria. Examples of issues a national forum may need to resolve could include: 
• reviewing and advising on changes to regulatory food safety auditor approval criteria and audit 

categories in light of experience 
• auditing implementation issues and national consistency 
• coordination and resolving disciplinary action 
• terminology 
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• multi-sited businesses operation across state/territory borders 
• recognition of food safety programs approved or assessed in another state/territory 
• costs 
• notification times for non-notifiable non-conformances 
• nationally agreed minimum criteria and format of audit reports 
• implementation of national units of competency for food safety auditors 
• system integrity. 
 
Issue 15: Forum for resolving national ‘approval’ issues 

Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issue. 
 
Food regulators will need to develop a means to deal with national food safety auditor management issues, 
cross-jurisdictional matters and periodically reviewing the effectiveness of the system and approval criteria. 
 
What is the best way these issues can be nationally managed? 

 

5.3 Mandatory notification of misconduct 

The approval of food safety auditors is the responsibility of food regulators. As part of the approval process, 
most Australian governments will have requirements to ensure that those they are approving are of suitable 
character. In the case where disciplinary action is taken by a regulatory agency against a food safety 
auditor they have approved, such as withdrawing their approval, a mechanism needs to be established to 
notify other relevant food regulators. While Mutual Recognition legislation partly addresses this issue, it 
does not necessarily provide a mechanism to allow regulators to check whether a food safety auditor 
applicant has been subject to disciplinary action or had an approval withdrawn by another regulator. 
 
A national register of approved food safety auditors could partly address the problem, but may not be 
appropriate for a record which is freely available to the public. Also, a register may not necessarily include 
auditors who have had their approval withdrawn. 
 
Should there be support for the mandatory notification of food regulators when a food safety auditor has 
their approval withdrawn for disciplinary reasons, there needs to be regulatory provisions to provide for the 
sharing of such information. 
 
Issue 16: Mandatory notification of misconduct 

 
Please provide your answers on the separate response form, which includes the following issue. 
 
If an approved food safety auditor has their approval withdrawn (for example, due to misconduct) 
and they are removed from a register, should there be mandatory notification to all food regulators? 
Reasons/comments: 
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5.4 Trans-Tasman arrangements for food safety auditors 

Under the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition Arrangement a person registered to practise an occupation in 
Australia is entitled to practise an equivalent occupation in New Zealand, and vice versa, without the need 
for further testing or examination. However, either country may still require an auditor from the other 
country to comply with additional requirements if they are also applied to all other auditors in that country. 
Further work will need to be done in the future to facilitate equivalence between the Australian and New 
Zealand management systems for food safety auditors. The two systems to be considered are different in 
design but the outcomes achieved by both systems will be similar. 
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Appendix 1 -  Previous work that has been considered 

Development of the national food safety audit implementation framework will be within the parameters of 
existing national legislation and policies and will build upon previous projects and consultation. The 
proposed implementation framework will be within the scope of the following legislation and national 
policies: 
1 mutual recognition legislation 
2 Food Regulation Agreement 2002 (also known as Inter-Governmental Agreement or IGA) 
3 Model Food Provisions, 2000 (sometimes referred to as the Model Food Act or Model Food Bill) 
4 Food Standards Code 
5 National Competition Policy. 
 
The following projects and publications will inform the implementation framework development. 
 
1 National Risk Profiling Project, managed by the Australian Government Department of Health and 

Ageing (DoHA) 
2 National Food Safety Management Options Project, managed by DoHA 
3 National Food Safety Auditor Competency Project (Bill McBride report), managed by DAFF 
4 Joint Government–Industry Food Safety Auditor Scheme Committee, convened and initially guided by 

DAFF 
5 Australian National Training Authority project to develop and endorse units of competency and 

guideline standards for food safety auditors, managed by DAFF 
6 Development of international standard ISO 22000 Food safety management systems— Requirements 

for organisations throughout the food chain, AQIS 
7 Process for Managing Uniformity in the Application of the Australian Standards, ARMCANZ Meat 

Standards Committee, Technical Sub-Committee, 1999 
8 Food Safety: An Audit System. An Information Paper Outlining an Audit System Developed for the 

Purpose of Auditing Food Safety Programs, ANZFA, 2001. 
 
The reports of previous consultation completed in 2001 by ANZFA on audit systems and the National Food 
Safety Auditor Competency Project completed in 2004 have been drawn on in developing this discussion 
paper. 
 
The relationship between the development of the national implementation framework, previous work and 
implementation by Australian governments is shown in Figure 7. 
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Figure 7: Relationship between developing the proposed national framework and implementing it 
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Appendix 2 - National introduction of food safety programs 

On 22 October 1999, FSANZ recommended to Commonwealth, state, territory and New Zealand ministers 
(then meeting as the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Council) that Food Safety Standard 3.2.1 
Food Safety Programs and three supporting food safety standards be adopted as legislative standards. 
The Ministerial Council decided to defer endorsement of Food Safety Standard 3.2.1 Food Safety 
Programs for two years until further studies could be undertaken on the costs and benefits of food safety 
programs and the incidence of foodborne illness in Australia. 
 
On 24 November 2000, the Ministerial Council agreed to the gazettal of Food Safety Standard 3.2.1 as a 
model standard after each jurisdiction agreed that, should they decide to introduce a food safety program 
requirement ahead of other state and territory governments, they would only introduce a requirement 
based on Standard 3.2.1. 
 
On 12 December 2003, the Australia New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council adopted Ministerial 
Policy Guidelines on Food Safety Management in Australia: Food Safety Programs. Under the guideline, 
Ministers agreed to modify Food Safety Standard 3.2.1 to make food safety programs mandatory in four 
sectors because they were identified as posing a high risk and because the cost/benefit ratio justified the 
implementation of food safety programs. The sectors were: 
1 food service, whereby potentially hazardous food is served to vulnerable populations 
2 production, harvesting, processing and distribution of raw oysters and other bivalves 
3 catering operations serving food to the general public 
4 production of manufactured and fermented meat. 
 
Under the 12 December 2003 decision, state and territory governments will have two years after the 
amendments to the Food Standards Code are gazetted to implement food safety programs in the four 
highest risk sectors listed above. It is anticipated the revised standard will be gazetted by the end of 2005. 
More information on the four proposals to amend Food Safety Standard 3.2.1 may be found on the FSANZ 
website, click this link to go to the website. 
 
Meat and dairy primary production jurisdictions have worked together for many years to achieve national 
consistency with their risk-based management system requirements. Primary production regulators are 
currently working together with FSANZ and industry to develop nationally consistent requirements under 
the Food Standards Code. The proposed standards should introduce national requirements for food safety 
programs based on HACCP principles in relation to the seafood, poultry meat and dairy industries. 
Information on these reviews can be found on the FSANZ Website, click this link to go to the website. 
 
The introduction of food safety programs means that businesses will be legally required to take 
preventative steps to control food safety hazards through the development and maintenance of a 
documented food safety management system that effectively controls the hazards, for example, a food 
safety program based on HACCP principles (as defined by the Codex Alimentarius Commission) such as 
Food Safety Standard 3.2.1. This approach requires the business to take responsibility for the preparation 
of safe food, as opposed to relying on authorised officers to identify problems within the food business. 
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Appendix 3 - RABQSA International food safety auditor certification 
requirements 

The information in this appendix has been reproduced from the RABQSA International website (previously 
known as the Quality Society of Australasia), click this link to go to the website.  
 
The RABQSA International personnel certification program has been developed to provide recognition for 
auditors of HACCP-based food safety management systems in appropriate industry sectors and processes 
and is designed to ensure that auditors meet or exceed the qualification guidelines described in ISO/DIS 
19011:2002. The program is accredited by the Joint Accreditation Scheme of Australia and New Zealand 
(JAS-ANZ). 
 
Overview of requirements for food safety auditor certification 
 
Table 2: Requirements for certification of food safety auditors 

 

Grade 

Knowledge 
competencies 
(Section 3) 

Skill competencies 
(examined in audit 
situation by 
RABQSA 
examiner) 
(Section 4) 

Qualifications 
(education, 
training, work 
experience) 
(Section 5) 

Personal 
attributes 
(Section 6) 

Provisional 
Food Safety 
Auditor 

RABQSA-AU, 
RABQSA-FS 

Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable 

Food Safety 
Auditor 

RABQSA-AU, 
RABQSA-FS 

Food Safety 
Auditing as team 
member 

Education +2 
years relevant 
work experience 
in scopes below 

PAAS Master® 

Principal Food 
Safety Auditor 

RABQSA-AU, 
RABQSA-FS 

Food Safety 
Auditing as solo 
auditor 

Education +2 
years relevant 
work experience 
in scopes below 

PAAS Master® 

Lead Food 
Safety 
Auditor 

RABQSA-AU, 
RABQSA-FS, 
RABQSA-TL 

Food Safety 
Auditing as audit 
team leader 

Education +2 
years relevant 
work experience 
in scopes below 

PAAS Master® 

Business 
Improvement 
Food Safety 
Auditor 

RABQSA-AU, 
RABQSA-FS, 
RABQSA-TL, 
RABQSA-OI 

Food Safety 
Auditing as audit 
team leader 

Education +2 
years relevant 
work experience 
in scopes below 

PAAS Master® 

 
Food industry groups 
 
Auditors will have details of their relevant experience in nominated industry groups included in the 
RABQSA Auditor Register. The decision on which industry group/s are appropriate will depend on an 
applicant’s demonstrated training, work and auditing experience. It is possible for an applicant to be listed 
against more than one category. These guidelines are based on the industry groups developed by ANZFA. 
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Industry groups include the following: 
1A Food retail operations—low risk 
1B Food retail operations—medium risk 
1C Food service operations—medium risk 
1D Food service operations—high risk 
2 Food transport and warehousing operations 
3A Red meat processing (slaughtering and boning) 
3B Red meat processing 
3C Poultry processing (slaughtering and boning) 
3D Poultry processing 
4 Manufactured meats processing 
5 Seafood products processing 
6 Dairy products processing 
7 Fats, oils and margarine manufacture 
8 Cereal and nut products processing 
9 Bakery operations (wholesale production) 
10A Fruit and vegetable processing (whole and fresh processing only) 
10B Fruit and vegetable processing (cutting, dicing etc.) 
10C Fruit and vegetable processing (canning) 
11 Confectionery manufacture 
12 Drink and beverage manufacture (non-dairy) 
13 Prepared meals manufacture 
14 Food ingredient manufacture 
15A Preserved food and sauces processing 
15B Preserved food and sauces processing (pasteurisation) 
15C Sterilised products processing (canning) 
16A Egg product manufacture 
16B Egg in shell processing 
17 Live animals and animal feeds 
18 Intensive horticultural operations 
19 Extensive broadacre operations 
20 Seafood operations (not including processing). 
 
Information on maintaining and advancing certification 
 
Re-certification 
 
To maintain certification, all certified personnel are required to demonstrate continuing competence against 
the current certification criteria for the type and grade of certification awarded. RABQSA will provide 
reminders with the annual invoice to all certified personnel when the dates for surveillance and re-
certification are due, and the information required. 
 
Every four years from the date of initial certification and subsequent re-certification, certified personnel 
must demonstrate continuing compliance with the current certification criteria by providing: 
• evidence of examination of skills competencies by an RABQSA Examiner appropriate to the type and 

grade of certification 
• evidence of evaluation of personal attributes by completion of the RABQSA PAAS Master" evaluation 
• confirmation that the Code of Conduct has been adhered to and any complaints against performance 

have been resolved. 
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Refer to the Grades and Criteria document on the RABQSA International website, for specific 
requirements; click this link to go to the website. 
 
Expansion of certification 
 
Certified persons can expand their grade and/or scope of certification by applying to RABQSA on the 
Expansion Application Form available on the RABQSA website, click this link to go to the website. An 
expansion fee is applicable. The additional competencies required for the grade or scope applied for must 
be demonstrated and evidence provided with the application. 
 
Non-accredited certification 
 
RABQSA are currently phasing out the food safety auditor certification program they had in place before 
being accredited by JAS-ANZ to ISO Standard ISO/IEC 17024:203. The program should be phased out by 
the end of 2006, with all certified personnel moved to the accredited competency-based certification 
scheme. 
 
RABQSA training certification schemes 
 
RABQSA run two certification schemes for the training of food safety auditors. These are described on the 
RABQSA International website. The main features of the schemes are described below. 
• The Training Provider Examination Certification Scheme (TPECS) replaced an earlier scheme of 

registering food safety auditing training providers. Under the scheme RABQSA assesses and then 
recognises organisations with the capability to provide flexible training and examination against 
RABQSA’s competency standards. Persons examined competent by a Certified Training Provider are 
given the opportunity to be certified by RABQSA as a Provisional Auditor without reapplying directly to 
RABQSA. 

• Training Course Certification (TCC) is a new scheme introduced from the United States of America. 
Under the scheme, RABQSA certifies training organisations that have demonstrated technical and 
training expertise to predetermined criteria and that have the ability to effectively examine the 
performance of potential auditors. 
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Appendix 4 - National Food Safety Auditor Competency Steering 
Committee 

The National Food Safety Auditor Competency Steering Committee (FSASC or Steering Committee) is a 
major component of the National Food Safety Auditor Competency Project, the most recent major work 
examining the system for the certification and management of food safety auditors. The 60- person 
Steering Committee comprised representatives from state food regulators, commercial system owners, 
industry organisations, accreditation and certification bodies, and food businesses. The objective of the 
Steering Committee was to develop and document food safety auditor competency criteria acceptable to all 
food regulators and commercial interests, and to recommend options and strategies to facilitate the 
national adoption and implementation of the criteria. A consultant was guided by the Steering Committee 
and produced a final report entitled Food Safety Auditor Competency: Proposed National Competency 
Criteria and Management Systems (2004). 
 
The model for the management of national food safety auditor competency criteria proposed by the 
steering committee in the final report is shown in Figure 8. 
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Figure 8: Model for managing food safety auditor competency criteria4

 

 
Main elements recommended by the National Food Safety Auditor Competency 
Steering Committee 
 
Auditor categories 
 
The Steering Committee agreed at its final meeting in April 2004 to have four categories of food safety 
auditors. The first three categories (NFSAC Levels 1, 2 and 3) will be based on the progression of 
competence required to audit low-, medium- and high-risk food businesses (as defined by the National Risk 
Profiling Project). A fourth category was also recommended for auditors who would undertake workplace 
assessments of other auditors. 
  

4 Recommended by the National Food Safety Auditor Competency Steering Committee, 2004, p. 120. 
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Assessors 
 
It was proposed that assessors (that is, the fourth category of auditor) would be accredited by personnel 
certification bodies to assess the competence of food safety auditor candidates during witnessed audits or 
workplace assessments of other auditors. The National Food Industry Training Council has advised that, 
under the national training system, assessors would need to be auditors that have been assessed as 
competent auditors at the same level or higher, as well as hold qualifications in workplace assessment. 
 
Implementing auditor categories 
 
The Steering Committee noted that DoHA is managing the National Risk Validation Project which aims to 
define risk profiling for food businesses. The Steering Committee therefore proposed that until the National 
Risk Validation Project is finalised, system owners should determine the appropriate level of auditor 
required for different classes of businesses. 
 
Personnel certification bodies (PCBs) 
 
It was recommended that PCBs accredited to ISO 17024 be used to manage an auditor certification 
scheme to provide objectivity, rigour and international alignment in the management of an auditor 
certification scheme. 
 
Food safety auditor scheme committee 
 
It was proposed that a committee be set up with the responsibility for reviewing and validating food safety 
auditor competency standards, liaising with the Implementation Sub-Committee, and overseeing the 
processes by which food safety auditors are certified by the PCBs. 
 
Food safety auditor certification scheme 
 
The food safety auditor certification scheme would be the specific requirements for food safety auditors as 
determined by the proposed Food Safety Auditor Scheme Committee and administered by the PCBs. 
 
Feasibility study 
 
DAFF is conducting a feasibility study into the implementation of the National Food Safety Auditor 
Management Framework Model developed by the National Food Safety Auditor Competency Steering 
Committee 
 
Accredited training providers 
 
It was proposed that PCBs should provide independent oversight through the accreditation of registered 
training organisations that have the food safety auditor competency criteria in the scope of their operation. 
The aim of the PCB accreditation scheme would primarily be to ensure that registered training 
organisations include the food safety auditor units of competency in their training and that assessment is 
undertaken by assessors who are both accredited by the PCB and Level 4 auditor assessors. 
 
Systems owners 
 
DAFF will continue to work with the Implementation Sub-Committee and the Food Regulation Standing 
Committee to encourage regulators to become nationally aligned and utilise the endorsed National Food 
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Safety Auditor Competency standards for all high- and medium-risk businesses. 
 
The report Food Safety Auditor Competency: Proposed National Competency Criteria and 
Management Systems can be obtained from the Food Integrity Systems Section of DAFF by calling 
+61 (0)2 6272 4755. 

Appendix 5 - Units of competency 

For food safety auditors developed by the National Food Industry 
Training Council 
 
The National Food Industry Training Council through extensive consultation has developed guideline units 
of competency for food safety auditors under the vocational education and training system. The units of 
competency were based on the competency criteria proposed by the National Food Safety Auditor 
Competency Steering Committee. The units are titled: 
• Conduct food safety audit 
• Assess compliance with food safety programs 
• Communicate and negotiate to conduct food safety audits 
• Identify, evaluate and control food safety hazards. 
 
The units of competency and how they are proposed to be packaged to meet the needs of the three levels 
of food safety auditors proposed by the National Food Safety Auditor Competency Steering Committee is 
shown in Table 3 below. Auditors with workplace assessment qualifications would be able to assess 
auditors at the same level or lower. 
 
Table 3: Proposed structure of food safety auditor units of competency 

Risk level Units of competency Task 
Level 3 (high-
risk 
businesses) 

Communicate and 
negotiate to conduct 
food safety audits 

• Conduct food safety audits or Assess compliance with food 
safety programs. 

• Identify, evaluate and control food safety hazards. 
• Relevant high-risk process/business units (to be developed in 

Stage 2) 
Level 
2(medium-risk 
businesses) 

Communicate and 
negotiate to conduct 
food safety audits 

• Conduct food safety audits or Assess compliance with food 
safety programs. 

• Identify, evaluate and control food safety hazards 
Level 1(low-risk 
businesses) 

Communicate and 
negotiate to conduct 
food safety audits 

• Conduct food safety audits or Assess compliance with food 
safety programs. 

 
The core units of competency are also designed to address the different needs of compliance auditors 
(who assess whether the business is adhering to its food safety program) and systems auditors (who 
assess whether the food safety program is appropriate for the business and whether the business is 
applying it correctly). 
 
DAFF will undertake further work to develop competency units for a number of specific 
processes/technologies/business types which are considered high risk. These may include: 
a) pasteurisation 
b) aseptic packaging  
c) retort sterilisation 
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d) manufacture of fermented meats 
e) cook–chill processes 
f) food service to vulnerable populations 
g) catering to the general public. 
 
The guideline units of competency are available on the National Training Information Service website, click 
this link to go to the website. More information on the competency units can be downloaded from this link; 
National Training Information Service website.
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Appendix 6 - Audit terminology 

This table is designed to gather information on the various terminologies used by state/territory, 
Commonwealth and New Zealand regulators in relation to the audit process. 
 
Table 4: Differences in terminology used by regulators 

 
Jurisdiction/food regulators 

Suggested term Approval System audit Compliance 
audit 

Follow-up audit 
or inspection 

Audit focus This audit assesses 
whether the Food Safety 
Program has been 
developed and 
implemented in 
accordance with the 
system owners’ (read 
regulators’) 
requirements. The 
documented system is 
reviewed for adequacy 
as well as being 
assessed for satisfactory 
implementation. Some 
systems conduct a two- 
step review of desk 
(documentation) and 
compliance (on-site) 
audit. 

Similar to 
approval, this is a 
periodic review of 
the entire 
system, and 
reviews the 
documented 
system to ensure 
its adequacy, 
completeness 
and compliance 
with the system. 

This audit 
assesses that the 
food safety 
program as 
documented is 
being complied 
with; it may focus 
on specific areas 
and review them 
in depth. 

Where audit 
findings identify 
an area of 
concern which 
requires review 
before the next 
audit, a follow-up 
audit or inspection 
may be 
conducted. 

Suggested term  Approval System audit Compliance audit Follow-up audit or 
inspection 

New South Wales 
NSW Food 
Authority 

Certification Verification Compliance Follow-up 

Queensland 
Safe Food 
Queensland 

Accreditation Verification Compliance Non-conformance 
audit 

Queensland 
Health 

Accreditation Validation Compliance Non-conformance 
audit (or inspection for 
enforcement action) 

Victoria 
Department of 
Human Services 

No approval process Audit [No terminology 
used] 

Re-audit 

Dairy Food 
Safety Victoria 

Approval [No specific 
terminology] 

Compliance Close-out audit 

Prime Safe Implementation Verification Verification Intensified Audit 
Frequency (IAF) 
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Please note that in the Australian Capital Territory (ACT Health) and the Northern Territory (Department of 
Health and Community Services), auditing requirements have not yet been implemented. 

Tasmania 
Department of 
Primary 
Industries, Water 
and Environment 

Approved 
Arrangements 
audit(desk/on-site) 

Full Systems 
audit(Food 
Safety) 

n.a. (covered in Full 
Systems audit) 

Compliance audit 

Tasmanian Dairy 
Industry Authority 

Initial, or Licence 
Audit (desk and site 
audit) 

Full Systems 
Audit 

Partial Audit Follow-up 

South Australia 
South Australian 
Dairy Authority 

Accreditation Verification Compliance Follow-up 

Primary 
Industries and 
Resources 

Initial audit Verification Surveillance Compliance 

Western 
Australia 
Department of 
Health 

Certification Verification Compliance Follow-up 

Federal AQIS Audit (resulting in 
approval) 

Audit Audit Audit 

New Zealand 
New Zealand 
Food Safety 
Authority 

Evaluation: desk-top 
and on- site visit 
involved. 
Regulator approval 
based on 
recommendation by 
auditor 

Verification Verification Non-compliance 
resolution 
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Appendix 7 - International and Australian auditing terms 

The following terms are provided to guide Australian governments in the selection of audit terms and 
definitions. These terms have either been developed on an international or national level. They have been 
selected with the objective of achieving greater consistency in the use of terms. Please note that auditing 
terms included in the Model Food Act have not been included in this list as state and territory governments 
have already agreed to use them where practical. 
 
Term Definition Source 
Audit  A systematic, independent and documented process for 

obtaining evidence and evaluating it objectively to determine 
the extent to which the audit criteria are fulfilled. 

ISO19011 

Audit client The person or organisation requesting the audit. In this context, 
the audit client may be the regulator, industry organisation, 
corporate customer, or the auditee. 

ISO 19011 

Audit conclusions Outcome of an audit provided by the auditor, or audit team, 
after consideration of the audit objectives and the audit 
findings. 

ISO 19011 

Audit criteria Set of policies, procedures or requirements. The parts of the 
food safety management system required to be audited by the 
audit client within the agreed scope of the auditee’s business. 

ISO 19011 

Audit evidence Records, statements of fact or other information, which are 
relevant to the audit criteria. 

ISO 19011 

Audit findings Results of the evaluation of the collected audit evidence 
against the audit criteria. 

ISO 19011 

Auditee The organisation (business) being audited. ISO 19011 
Auditing frequency The most recently determined frequency of auditing 

determined by the appropriate enforcement agency, or a food 
safety auditor, in accordance with the Act. 

FSANZ 

Auditor Person with the competence to conduct an audit. ISO 19011 

Auditors—first, 
second and third- 
party 

First-party auditors involve internal auditing of the food 
business by the business itself.  
(With respect to legislated food safety programs) second-party 
auditors are auditors employed (or contracted) by the 
government and third-party auditors are private and 
independent of the government. 

FSANZ, Food 
Safety: An Audit 
System 

Certification The procedure by which official certification bodies and 
officially recognised bodies provide written or equivalent 
assurance that foods or food control systems conform to 
requirements. Certification of food may be, as appropriate, 
based on a range of inspection activities which may include 
continuous on-line inspection, auditing of quality assurance 
systems, and examination of finished products. 

Codex 

Corrective action Any action to be taken when the results of monitoring at the 
CCP indicate a loss of control. 

Codex 

Critical Control Point 
(CCP) 

A step at which control can be applied and is essential to 
prevent or eliminate a food safety hazard or reduce it to an 
acceptable level. 

Codex 
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Term Definition Source 
HACCP A system which identifies, evaluates, and controls hazards 

which are significant for food safety. 
Codex 

HACCP Plan A document prepared in accordance with the principles of 
HACCP to ensure control of hazards which are significant for 
food safety in the segment of the food chain under 
consideration. 

Codex 

Hazard A biological, chemical or physical agent in, or condition of, food 
with the potential to cause an adverse health effect. 

Codex 

Hazard analysis The process of collecting and evaluating information on 
hazards and conditions leading to their presence to decide 
which are significant for food safety and therefore should be 
addressed in the HACCP plan. 

Codex 

Inspection The examination of food or systems for control of food, raw 
materials, processing and distribution, including in-process and 
finished product testing, in order to verify that they conform to 
requirements. 

Codex 

Official accreditation The procedure by which a government agency having 
jurisdiction formally recognises the competence of an 
inspection and/or certification body to provide inspection and 
certification services. 

Codex 

Official inspection 
systems and official 
certification systems 

Systems administered by a government agency having 
jurisdiction empowered to perform a regulatory or enforcement 
function or both. 

Codex 

Officially recognised 
inspection systems 
and officially 
recognised 
certification systems 

Systems which have been formally approved or recognised by 
a government agency having jurisdiction. 

Codex 

Quantitative risk 
assessment 

A risk assessment that provides numerical expressions of risk 
and indication of the attendant uncertainties. 

Codex: 1995 
export 
consultation 
definition on 
risk analysis 

Qualitative risk 
assessment 

A risk assessment based on data which, while forming an 
inadequate basis for numerical risk estimations, nonetheless, 
when conditioned by prior expert knowledge and identification 
of attendant uncertainties, permits risk ranking or separation 
into descriptive categories of risk. 

Codex 

Risk A function of the probability of an adverse health effect and the 
severity of that effect, consequential to a hazard(s) in food. 

Codex 

Risk analysis A process consisting of three components: risk assessment, 
risk management and risk communication. 

Codex 

Risk assessment A scientifically based process consisting of the following steps: 
(i) Codex hazard identification, (ii) hazard characterisation, (iii) 
exposure assessment and (iv) risk characterisation. 

Codex 

Risk assessment 
policy 

Documented guidelines on the choice of options and 
associated judgements for their application at appropriate 
decision points in the risk assessment such that the scientific 

Codex 
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Term Definition Source 
integrity of the process is maintained. 

Risk characterisation The qualitative and/or quantitative estimation, including 
attendant uncertainties, of the probability of occurrence and 
severity of known or potential adverse health effects in a given 
population based on hazard identification, hazard 
characterisation and exposure assessment. 

Codex 

Risk communication The interactive exchange of information and opinions 
concerning risk and risk management among risk assessors, 
risk managers, consumers and other interested parties, 
including the explanation of risk assessment findings and the 
basis of risk management decisions. 

Codex 

Risk profile The description of the food safety problem and its context. Codex 
System owner The organisation responsible for implementing a food safety 

management system, including management of the audit 
system. Food regulators are considered as system owners. 

Food Safety 
Auditor 
Competency: 
Proposed 
National 
Competency 
Criteria and 
Management 
Systems, by Bill 
McBride 

Validation Obtaining evidence that the elements of the HACCP plan are 
effective. 

Codex 

Verification The application of methods, procedures, tests and other 
evaluations, in addition to monitoring to determine compliance 
with the HACCP plan. 

Codex 
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Glossary 

The terms in this glossary provide guidance on some of the terms used in the discussion paper and are not 
intended to be a reference source. 
 
Term. Meaning. 
Accredited certification 
body. 

Organisation accredited in Australia or New Zealand by JAS-ANZ to 
provide certification services against certain standards, for example, 
quality assurance requirements. 

Accreditation body. An organisation that accredits other organisations against an agreed 
standard, for example JAS-ANZ. 

Auditor. Wherever the term ‘auditor’ is used in this discussion paper, the term 
refers to a ‘food safety auditor’ unless otherwise qualified. 

Australia and New Zealand  
Food Regulation Ministerial  
Council (ANZFRMC). 

The peak body in Australia and New Zealand for determining domestic 
food regulatory policy and overseeing standards related to the safety and 
standards of food. For more information, follow this link Food Regulation 
website. 

Competence. The quality of being competent (Oxford Australian Dictionary). 
Demonstrated personal attributes and demonstrated ability to apply 
knowledge and skills. 

Competency standards. An industry-determined specification of performance which sets out the 
skills, knowledge and attributes required to operate effectively in 
employment. Competency standards are made up of units of competency. 
Competency standards are an endorsed component of a training package. 

Cross-jurisdictional. Between or across food regulators and/or Commonwealth, state and 
territory governmental agencies, for example AQIS, and quasi-
governmental organisations, for example Safe Food Production 
Queensland. 

Food Regulation 
Standing Committee 
(FRSC). 

A committee responsible for coordinating policy advice to the Australia 
and New Zealand Food Regulation Ministerial Council and ensuring a 
nationally consistent approach to the implementation and enforcement of 
food standards. 

Food regulators. State, territory or Commonwealth organisations responsible for food safety 
legislation. These organisations may part of government departments or 
semi- independent of government. While many are enforcement agencies, 
some may delegate enforcement to other bodies such as local 
governments. 

Food Safety Auditor 
Scheme Committee 
(FSASC). 

A committee comprising representatives from industry regulators, 
commercial system owners, industry organisations and supply chain 
members charged with reviewing and validating food safety auditor 
competency criteria, and overseeing the processes by which food safety 
auditors are certified. It is a requirement of ISO17024:2003 for accredited 
personnel certification bodies to have a scheme committee to advise on 
the operation of personnel certification scheme. 

Food safety program. General term referring to any risk-based food safety management system 
including legislated food safety programs and Hazard Analysis Critical 
Control Points (HACCP) plans. 
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Term. Meaning. 
Food Standards Code. Food Standards Code means the Australia New Zealand Food Standards 

Code as defined in the Australia New Zealand Food Authority Act 1991 of 
the Commonwealth. 

Hazard. Means a biological, chemical or physical agent in, or condition of, food that 
has the potential to cause an adverse health effect in humans. (Food 
Standards Code: Standard 3.1.1). 

Implementation Sub-
Committee (ISC). 

A sub-committee of the Food Regulation Standing Committee. Its role is 
to develop and oversee a consistent approach across jurisdictions to the 
implementation and enforcement of food regulations and standards. ISC 
has a number of working groups including the Food Safety Audit Working 
Group and the Consistent Enforcement Group. 

Model Food Provisions. An intergovernmental agreement signed by the Commonwealth, state and 
territory governments in November 2000 agreeing to a cooperative 
national system of food regulation. 

National Competition 
Policy 

An agreement reached between all Australian governments in 1995 to 
promote enhanced competition in Australian markets. 

Non-conformance A specific breach of legislated requirements by a business, or identified 
area of non-compliance with a business’s own documented food safety 
program or management system. 

Personnel certification 
body (PCB) 

Organisation accredited in Australia or New Zealand by the Joint 
Accreditation System of Australia and New Zealand (JAS-ANZ) against 
either ISO Standard ISO/IEC 17024:2003 or EN45013:1997. PCBs 
assess (or oversee assessment) and certify people against a standard. 
Individuals can then use their certification as evidence they are able to 
perform a certain role such as food safety auditing. 

Scheme Committee  See ‘Food Safety Auditor Scheme Committee (FSASC)’. 

Units of competence Made up of elements of competency, together with performance criteria, a 
range of variables, and an evidence guide. 
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