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Independent Assessment Report on FrieslandCampina’s marketing 

practices in Malaysia in 2024 against the FrieslandCampina Corporate 

Policy for the Marketing of Infant Foods.  

 

 

 

Introduction and Objectives of Work 

Bureau Veritas has been commissioned by FrieslandCampina Nederland B.V. (“FrieslandCampina”) to provide 

independent assessment of FrieslandCampina’s Operating Company in Malaysia (the ‘Operating Company’, also 

referred to as “OpCo” in this document) on their compliance against the following:  

• FrieslandCampina Corporate Policy for the Marketing of Infant Foods (v2.0, Dec 2021) (the ‘Policy’).  

• Local legislation implementing the World Health Organization (WHO) International Code of Marketing 

of Breast-milk Substitutes (BMS) (WHO Code) in Malaysia (the ‘Local Code’).  

Products covered by the Policy and the Local Code are BMS intended for infants aged between 0-36 months 

(‘Covered Products’). 

 

Scope of Work and Methodology 

The assessment was undertaken in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, between 18-22 November 2024. The audit 

programme is part of the FrieslandCampina controls on addressing compliance against the Policy for the 

Marketing of Infant Foods. 

The audit was conducted using one lead auditor from Bureau Veritas UK Ltd (“Bureau Veritas”), supported by a 

local Bureau Veritas audit team member. The Audit Team roles and responsibilities were as follows:  

• Lead Auditor, Bureau Veritas UK: the lead auditor managed the OpCo audit programme from start to 

finish and conducted the interviews during the head office audit and conducted the market audit. 

• Auditor, Bureau Veritas (local office in OpCo country): a local auditor who supported on the market audit 

and who provided support for translating documents, recordings and other evidence as required.   

The methodology followed for this audit was consistent with audits from previous years with other OpCo's.   

During the audit, Bureau Veritas undertook the following activities: 

▪ Reviewed the sustained effectiveness of corrective actions relating to non-conformances raised 

during previous audits against the OpCo. 

▪ Interviewed 19 employees from the OpCo on-site at the country head office and two employees 

from the OpCo’s distributor at their facility and reviewed of documentation and records relating to 

specific areas of compliance with the Policy and the Local Code.  

▪ Visually assessed compliance with the Policy and Local Code in 11 healthcare facilities (HCFs). 

▪ Visually assessed compliance with the Policy and Local Code in 50 retail locations including 

modern trade, pharmacies, traditional trade, and e-commerce. Bureau Veritas independently 

selected the retail locations that were visited. 

▪ Review of 10 e-commerce sites selling Covered Products, and social media webpages managed 

by the OpCo. 
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▪ Conducted face-to-face interviews with 9 healthcare professionals (HCPs) (Including Nurses, 

Obstetrics, Pediatrics and one individual responsible for hospital procurement) accompanied by 

representatives from FrieslandCampina and the OpCo. 

▪ Placed two anonymous calls to the customer careline 

 

Findings 

Any findings identified during the audit have been categorised as per the following: 

• Non-conformance: 

o A failure to follow a written requirement specified within the Policy 

o A failure to achieve legal or statutory requirements. 

o A purposeful failure of the company to correct nonconformities. 

• Opportunity for Improvement: 

o A process/activity/document that, while currently conforming to the Policy, could be improved 

to strengthen the OpCo and/ or Corporate Friesland Campina practices. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Non-conformances 

1. Promotion to the General Public 

Price promotions on Covered Products were identified on two e-commerce platforms by independent 

re-sellers and in one physical retail store.  There was no evidence to suggest that these price 

reduction promotions were placed at the request of the OpCo.  In addition, special displays were 

observed in multiple physical stores which contained Covered and excluded products. A selection 

of careline call recordings were reviewed during the audit, and in one these an OpCo representative 

recommended Covered Products to a member of the general public.  These are all considered 

promotion of Covered Products which is not permitted according to the Policy and Local Code. 

2. Bonus and Incentives 

The trade sales team targets for 2024 included Covered and excluded products with a specific value 

target. This is considered to be non-compliant with the Policy which requires that bonus and 

incentive calculations do not include sales targets for Covered Products. 

3. Information materials for HCPs 

HCP detailing materials have been given to HCPs in electronic form (via email or other messaging 

applications) but were not provided to the Ministry of Health for review.  This does not align with the 

requirements of the Local Code which does not permit BMS Manufacturers to give information to 

HCP that has not been vetted by the Ministry of Health. 
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There were a number of areas identified where the compliant practices are well managed and these instances 

have been summarised in an internal report to FrieslandCampina. 

 

Limitations 

Visual (both in-person and virtual) inspections of healthcare facilities and retail outlets, and external stakeholder 

interviews are conducted on a sample basis and are geographically limited to the cities as specified above. Some 

of the statements made by external stakeholders are anecdotal and evidence may not be available to support 

their claims. The interviews with HCPs were organised by the OpCo and therefore cannot be considered 

independent.  Whilst the assessment protocol is designed to provide an objective independent assessment, it 

remains that in some cases the content of the statements is dependent solely on the credibility of the party 

presenting the evidence. 

Opportunities for Improvement: 

1. Sponsorship of HCPs 

The OpCo is provides sponsorship to HCPs to attend professional conferences and symposia and 

while the Local Code does not prevent Infant Formula Manufacturers providing such sponsorship, it 

does not permit HCPs to receive it.  As such, provision of sponsorship to HCPs by the OpCo could 

result in HCPs being non-compliant with the Local Code.  We recommend that the OpCo discuss 

with the industry association FIFEC who should clarify with the Regulator whether manufacturers 

are allowed, under the Local Code, to provide sponsorship to HCPs. 

2. Supply of Covered Products to HCPs and HCFs 

Orders for supply of Covered Products to Health Care Facilities (HCFs) may currently be placed by 

in person or via message or email from the HCP.  It is not clear if this fully aligns with the intent of 

Policy which requires written requests.  Bureau Veritas recommends that the process is amended 

so that there is a clear evidence trail that the Policy requirements are being met. 

3. Recording of Allegations of non-Compliance 

While there is a clear process in place at the OpCo to raise allegations of non-compliance from both 

internal and external stakeholder, the formalised approach does not always appear to be followed 

for internal stakeholders.  Bureau Veritas recommends formalising the recording of non-compliances 

from internal stakeholders.   We also recommend that a system is implemented for regular checks 

on ecommerce sites to identify, report and action any promotions identified. 

4. Training Records 

Training records for employees, distributors and third-party agencies were reviewed as part of the 

audit.   While very well recorded records are kept for the employee training sessions, the training 

delivered to the Distributor was not formally recorded for all attendees.  We would recommend that 

all training records are formalised for any similar sessions in future. 
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This statement is not intended to provide a definitive opinion as to whether the Operating Companies comply 

with the Policy or the Local Code. Neither the assessment conducted by Bureau Veritas, nor this statement 

constitutes a guarantee or assurance by Bureau Veritas that infringements against the Local Code or Policy 

have not taken place. 

It is also not within Bureau Veritas’ scope of work to provide an opinion or assessment over the appropriateness 

of the Policy for the implementation of the WHO Code. 

Statement of independence, impartiality, and competence 

Bureau Veritas is an independent professional services company that specialises in quality, environmental, 

health, safety, and social accountability with over 190 years history in providing independent assurance services. 

Bureau Veritas has implemented a Code of Ethics across its business which ensures that all our staff maintains 

high standards in their day-to-day business activities. We are particularly vigilant in the prevention of conflicts of 

interest. 

Our audit team members do not have any involvement in any other projects with FrieslandCampina outside 

those of an independent audit scope and we do not consider there to be a conflict between the other services 

provided by Bureau Veritas and that of our audit team. Our team involved in this work has extensive knowledge 

of conducting assurance over environmental, social, health, safety and ethical information and systems, and has 

extensive experience of undertaking WHO Code assessment related work. 

 

Bureau Veritas UK Ltd, London 

6th March 2025,  Reference: 22607846 


