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1. Title and Introduction
Research Title
Investigating the Factors Influencing Food Safety and Hygiene Compliance Among Night Shift Hygiene Staff in the UK Meat Processing Industry
Food safety and hygiene compliance are central to the UK meat processing industry because poor hygiene can affect public health, legal compliance, customer trust and the reputation of the business. The Food Standards Agency (2024) estimates that foodborne pathogens cause around 2.4 million cases of illness in the UK each year, which shows why food safety is both a public health issue and a management issue. In meat processing, the risk is especially serious because raw meat, equipment, drains and production surfaces can all become sources of contamination if cleaning and sanitation are not completed properly.
The topic is also personally relevant because I work at Dunbia Cross Hands as a night shift hygiene team leader. This gives me a practical understanding of the pressure, responsibility and pace of hygiene work after production has finished. However, the proposed research is not designed to audit Dunbia or judge individual workers. My workplace experience is used only as a starting point for exploring a wider management issue in UK meat processing.
Night shift hygiene teams play an important role in preparing production areas for the following day. Their work supports audit readiness, retailer confidence and safe production, but it can be affected by fatigue, time pressure, workload, communication and reduced management presence. Formal systems such as HACCP provide a structure for controlling hazards (Food Standards Agency, 2017), and BRCGS (2022) highlights the importance of operational control in food manufacturing. Even so, procedures alone do not guarantee compliance. Staff behaviour, training, food safety culture and management support also influence what actually happens during a shift (Griffith, Livesey and Clayton, 2010).
The aim of this research is to investigate the main factors that influence food safety and hygiene compliance among night shift hygiene staff in the UK meat processing industry. The main research question is: What factors influence food safety and hygiene compliance among night shift hygiene staff in the UK meat processing industry?
Research Objectives and Linked Sub-Questions
	No.
	Objective
	Linked sub-question

	1
	To examine how night shift hygiene staff understand food safety and hygiene procedures.
	How do night shift hygiene staff describe their understanding of hygiene procedures?

	2
	To explore how training, communication and supervision influence hygiene compliance during night shift work.
	How do training, communication and supervision support or limit compliance?

	3
	To identify practical barriers that may affect hygiene performance, such as time pressure, fatigue, workload and availability of resources.
	What practical barriers make hygiene tasks difficult during night shifts?

	4
	To evaluate how workplace culture and management support influence staff attitudes towards hygiene compliance.
	How do culture and management support affect staff attitudes towards hygiene standards?

	5
	To recommend practical improvements that could support stronger food safety culture and hygiene performance in UK meat processing workplaces.
	What improvements could make hygiene compliance easier and more consistent?


2. Literature Review
Food safety management in meat processing is usually supported by formal systems, particularly Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP). HACCP helps organisations identify hazards and control risks before products reach consumers (Food Standards Agency, 2017). BRCGS (2022) also stresses food safety, legality, quality and operational control. These frameworks are important because they create clear expectations, but they are not enough on their own. They depend on workers understanding procedures and applying them properly in real working conditions.
The main theoretical basis for this proposal is food safety culture. Griffith, Livesey and Clayton (2010) describe food safety culture as the shared values, beliefs and behaviours that shape how people act around food safety. This is useful because it moves the discussion beyond paperwork and checks. The Global Food Safety Initiative (GFSI, 2018) also links food safety culture to leadership, communication, commitment, risk awareness and accountability. Together, these ideas suggest that compliance is influenced by whether staff believe hygiene matters, whether standards are reinforced by supervisors and whether the organisation treats food safety as a daily priority. However, the literature is broad, so it needs to be applied carefully to the specific context of night shift hygiene teams.
Food safety culture is closely connected to management commitment and communication. De Boeck et al. (2015) show that food safety climate is shaped by leadership, risk awareness and communication. Jespersen et al. (2016) also argue that organisations can move through different stages of food safety maturity, from basic rule-following to shared ownership. These studies are helpful because they link management behaviour with worker practice. A limitation is that De Boeck et al. (2015) was conducted in Belgium, so the findings may not transfer directly to the UK meat processing industry. Jespersen et al. (2016) is also more focused on measuring culture than on the detailed experience of night shift hygiene staff.
Training is another key issue, but the literature suggests that training does not automatically lead to correct behaviour. Seaman and Eves (2006) argue that hygiene training is important for food safety management, although their study is now dated and does not fully reflect current audit, retailer and workforce pressures. Clayton et al. (2002) found that food handlers may know what they should do but still fail to follow correct practice in daily work. Zanin et al. (2017) support this by showing that knowledge, attitudes and workplace conditions all influence food safety behaviour. Together, these sources suggest a training-behaviour gap: staff can understand the rules but still struggle to comply if the work environment makes compliance difficult.
Night shift work adds a further challenge. Williamson et al. (2011) explain that fatigue can reduce attention, decision-making and safety performance. This is relevant because night shift hygiene work often takes place after production, when tasks must be completed quickly before the next shift. Powell, Jacob and Chapman (2011) argue that stronger food safety culture can reduce foodborne illness risks, but their discussion is general and does not focus on hygiene staff or shift patterns. Nyarugwe et al. (2016) argues that food safety culture research should consider context, including work group, organisation and operating environment. This supports the need for a study focused specifically on night shift hygiene staff.
Overall, the literature shows that hygiene compliance should be treated as a management and behavioural issue, not simply a technical requirement. HACCP and BRCGS provide the formal structure, but culture, training, fatigue, supervision and resources influence whether procedures are followed in practice. The gap this study addresses is the limited attention given to night shift hygiene staff in UK meat processing. This group is important because it works at a critical point in the production cycle, but often under time pressure and with less visible management support.
3. Research Methodology
This study will use Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill's (2023) Research Onion to justify the methodological choices. The research philosophy will be interpretivist because the purpose is to understand staff experiences, meanings and views rather than measure compliance statistically. This is appropriate for the topic because hygiene behaviour is shaped by how workers interpret training, communication, pressure, resources and management expectations.
The research approach will be inductive. The study will not test a fixed hypothesis. Instead, it will collect staff views and identify patterns from their experiences. This fits the exploratory nature of the research and supports a qualitative design (Creswell and Creswell, 2023). A qualitative case study will be used because the research focuses on one real workplace context while still linking the findings to wider management issues in UK meat processing (Bryman and Bell, 2023). A questionnaire was considered, but it was rejected because it would not provide enough depth for an interpretivist study. Semi-structured interviews are more suitable because they allow follow-up questions, clarification and a fuller understanding of workplace meaning.
The main data collection method will therefore be semi-structured interviews. Interviews will last around 30 to 40 minutes and may be carried out face-to-face or online, depending on participant availability and university guidance. A short pilot interview will be completed first to check that the wording is clear and that questions do not lead participants towards a particular answer. The interview guide will be organised around broad themes: understanding of hygiene procedures, training and communication, night shift barriers, supervision and management support, workplace culture and practical improvements.
The target population will be night shift hygiene staff working in a UK meat processing environment. Access may be requested through my current workplace, Dunbia Cross Hands, where I work as a night shift hygiene team leader. The study will not evaluate the company, managers or individual workers. The proposed sample will be 8 to 10 participants, selected through purposive sampling because participants need direct experience of night shift hygiene work. This sample size is realistic for an undergraduate study and suitable for qualitative thematic analysis.
Data will be analysed using thematic analysis. Braun and Clarke (2006; 2022) explain that thematic analysis is suitable for identifying patterns across qualitative data. The process will include familiarisation with interview notes or transcripts, initial coding, developing themes, reviewing themes, defining themes and writing up the findings. NVivo may be used to organise data and support consistency in coding. Trustworthiness will be strengthened using Lincoln and Guba's (1985) criteria of credibility, dependability, confirmability and transferability. Credibility will be supported by using the same broad interview themes with each participant and checking that themes are supported by participant evidence. Dependability and confirmability will be supported through a simple audit trail of coding decisions. Transferability will be addressed by clearly describing the research context and sample, while recognising that the findings are not intended to be statistically generalisable.
Ethical considerations are important because of my insider role. Participants will receive an information sheet and give informed consent before taking part. Participation will be voluntary, and participants will be able to withdraw before analysis begins. Names, payroll numbers and identifiable details will not be used in the report. Data will be stored securely and anonymised. Because I am a team leader, there is a possible power imbalance, so the invitation should make clear that the study is academic only and is not connected to performance management, promotion, discipline or pay. University ethical approval will be obtained before any recruitment or data collection begins.
The study has limitations. A small sample means the findings cannot be generalised to all UK meat processing sites. Interviews also rely on self-reported views, so some participants may give socially acceptable answers. Access may be affected by shift patterns, workload and the availability of staff. My insider position may help build understanding, but it may also influence how participants speak. These limitations will be managed through clear ethical communication, careful questioning, anonymisation and transparent reporting of the research process.
4. Project Plan and Timeline
The project plan follows the Tuesday teaching timetable, beginning on Tuesday 28 April 2026. Each active milestone is linked to a Tuesday class date so that the proposal development is realistic and easy to follow. The reading week and mock-presentation week are excluded from the formal research milestones because they are not treated as core proposal-writing stages.
The plan moves from topic refinement and literature review to methodology, ethics, sampling, interview planning, feedback and final submission checks. Ethical approval remains the main control point: no recruitment or interviews will begin until approval and consent procedures are in place. Table 1 summarises the teaching-date milestones, while Figure 1 presents the same timetable visually as a Gantt chart.
Table 1: Research project plan linked to Tuesday teaching dates
	Week
	Date
	Project planning focus
	Planned output

	1
	Tuesday 28 April 2026
	Topic refinement and research question.
	Draft title, aim and main question.

	2
	Tuesday 5 May 2026
	Literature search on food safety culture, HACCP, training and fatigue.
	Source list and research gap.

	3
	Tuesday 12 May 2026
	Assignment brief, structure and ethics planning.
	Proposal structure and ethics notes.

	4
	Tuesday 19 May 2026
	Methodology using the Research Onion.
	Qualitative case study design.

	6
	Tuesday 2 June 2026
	Sampling, participant access and broad interview themes.
	Purposive sampling and interview plan.

	7
	Tuesday 9 June 2026
	Method choice, reliability, validity and trustworthiness.
	Improved methodology justification.

	8
	Tuesday 16 June 2026
	Qualitative interview procedure and pilot planning.
	Pilot plan and data preparation.

	10
	Tuesday 30 June 2026
	Feedback, literature review refinement and Harvard checks.
	Revised draft and reference check.

	11
	Tuesday 7 July 2026
	Class presentation and final report improvements.
	Final presentation and submission preparation.
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