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PREFACE

This  document  is  intended  to  assist  regulatory  authorities  and  the  food  industry  in 
understanding the review, approval, and operation of an Outdoor Cooking Operation that is 
fully  supported  by  a  Permanent  Food  Establishment.   However,  it  does  not  establish 
regulatory requirements and the recommendations contained herein are not intended to 
supplant, or otherwise serve as, the rules and regulations applicable to food establishments 
in a given Federal, State, local, or tribal jurisdiction.

This document:
 Describes  effective  processes  for  reviewing  plans  and  applications  for  outdoor 

cooking operations.  
 Is intended as a training tool for individuals responsible for conducting plan 

reviews and is used in Food and Drug Administration (FDA) -sponsored training 
courses on Plan Review. 

 It  is  intended  to  be  consistent  with  the  recommendations  of  the  FDA  as 
contained in the FDA 2009 Food Code.  The FDA Food Code contains requirements 
for  safeguarding  public  health  and  ensuring  food  is  that  is  unadulterated  and 
honestly presented when offered to the consumer.  Terminology with respect to the 
word “shall” is based on recommendations within the FDA Food Code.

 Was  developed  by  the  Conference  for  Food  Protection’s  Plan  Review 
Committee  to replace  the  2003 Recommended Guidance for  Permanent  Outdoor 
Cooking Establishments document.

DEFINITIONS
The  following  definitions  may  be  referenced  along  with  the  definition  of  a  Food 

Establishment as defined in the FDA Food Code. 

Permanent  Food  Establishment (PFE)  means  a  food  establishment  operating  in  a 
permanently  constructed  structure  permitted  and  operated  for  the  purpose  of  storing,  
preparing, serving, packaging, or otherwise handling food at the retail level. This does not 
include a Temporary Food Establishment or Mobile Food Establishment. 

Outdoor  Cooking  Operation  (OCO)  means  a  cooking  operation  that  is  operated  in 
conjunction with a properly permitted and approved food establishment but is  not 
located within the fully enclosed permanent food establishment. 

Permanently Installed Outdoor Cooking Operation (POCO) means a cooking operation 
that has permanently installed equipment and facilities and is operated in conjunction 
with a properly permitted and approved food establishment. 

Portable Outdoor Cooking Equipment (POCE) means a movable cooking operation that 
is  conducted on equipment that is suitably designed and maintained for use out of 
doors and is operated on the same premises as, and in conjunction with, a Permanent 
Food Establishment.

Time/Temperature  Control  for  Safety  Food  (TCS) means  a  food  that  requires 
temperature controls to limit pathogenic microorganism growth or toxin growth.  Refer to 
the FDA Food Code for the complete definition.
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INTRODUCTION

The  cooking of  foods  outdoors  and  the  enjoyment  of  outdoor  food  events  is  part  of  a 
longstanding  tradition  in  this  country  and  worldwide.  Today,  across  the  United  States, 
many food operators  and consumers  wish to  continue providing  and enjoying  outdoor 
cooking and dining experiences. Geographically and environmentally, there are many areas 
of  the  country  where  a  year-round  permanent  outdoor  cooking  operation  (POCO)  is 
feasible and where seasonal outdoor cooking operations are safely conducted.

It is essential that the equipment and physical facility requirements be based upon a menu 
review  of  the  items  to  be  prepared,  cooked,  held,  and  served.  Many  of  these  outdoor 
cooking  operations  are  high  risk  operations  engaging  in  extensive  preparation  of  raw 
ingredients with processes that include cooking,  hot  and cold holding,  and reheating of 
potentially hazardous foods.

OCOs  present  unique  challenges  depending  on  the  type  of  cooking  equipment  and 
infrastructure proposed to be utilized outdoors, including adequate access to utilities at the
outdoor site. OCOs can be operated safely when they are in compliance with well-defined
regulatory standards that are established to control and minimize the contributing factors 
of  foodborne  disease  identified  above.  For  the  purpose  of  this  document,  the  term 
“permanent” used in conjunction with outdoor cooking establishments refers to a cooking 
set-up that is operated by a permanent food establishment that has been approved for food 
preparation and service. 

The  minimum  guidelines  set  forth  in  this  document  for  cooking  foods  outdoors  are 
extracted from, or consistent with, the requirements of the U.S. Public Health Service, Food 
and Drug Administration’s 2009 Food Code (hereafter referred to as the Food Code).

These guidelines provide the basis on which regulatory authorities can evaluate and permit 
outdoor cooking operations.

PLAN REVIEW AND APPLICATION PROCESS

Plans may be required to be submitted to the regulatory authority for review and approval 
before a change of food operation, which would include the addition or installation of a  
permanent outdoor food operation (2009 Food Code § 8-201.11, 8-201.12) and must be in 
accordance with all applicable local, state, and federal statues, regulations, and ordinances, 
including but not limited to, fire, building, and zoning codes.  

The plans and specifications for an OCO should include all the information necessary, such 
as outlined in this document, to demonstrate conformance with, and an understanding of,  
food safety provisions.  The pre-operational  review provides  the  opportunity to  discuss 
areas of concern and should be conducted prior to the issuance of a permit or approval of 
outdoor cooking operations.

Outdoor cooking operations that are fully compliant with the Food Code may not require 
any variances. However, upon completion of a plan review, the regulatory authority may 
determine that a variance request is necessary based on the type of proposed operation,  
proposed  menu items or  proposed  equipment,  or  may limit  the  menu based  upon the 
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limitations of the OCO – the same as any other food operation.

SUPPORT SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE PERMANENT FOOD 
ESTABLISHMENT

An  OCO  shall  be  operated  in  conjunction  with  a  permitted/licensed  permanent  food 
establishment  that  will  provide  “support  services”  for  the  outdoor  cooking  operation. 
Support  services  may include,  but are  not limited to,  a  variety of  services such as:  the 
supply of potable water; the availability of adequate plumbing and waste disposal; storage  
and preparation facilities for food products (including refrigeration and cooking facilities); 
storage  and  cleaning facilities  for  equipment  and  utensils;  storage  and  maintenance  of 
other supplies; and personnel resources. The permanent food establishment must be of 
such size and scope as to accommodate its own operation, as well as support the needs of 
the OCO.

The scope of support services should be determined at the time of plan review and be 
based on the menu, the number of anticipated customers, the frequency of the outdoor 
cooking operation, and the limitations of the OCO. The permanent food establishment must 
have a Certified Food Manager who is responsible for the overall operation of both the 
permanent food establishment and the OCO. 

LOCATION OF THE OUTDOOR COOKING OPERATION

The Outdoor Cooking Operation must be located in an area that allows convenient and easy 
access to the support services provided by the permanent food establishment. Safe and 
protected transportation of food, equipment, utensils, and other items from the permanent 
food establishment used for support services to the OCO must be evaluated.

STRUCTURAL REQUIREMENTS FOR OUTDOOR COOKING OPERATIONS

Structural requirements must be evaluated based on the proposed type of outdoor cooking 
operation.   For example a Permanent Outdoor Cooking Operation (POCO) may warrant 
additional structural requirements as compared to Portable Outdoor Cooking Equipment 
(POCE).  

Premises
All usual and customary public health risks must be evaluated when assessing an outdoor
cooking operation with the additional consideration of exterior environmental factors. The
structural requirements for the outdoor site depend on the nature of the food preparation 
and service. Greater structural protection is required if food is being prepared, held, and/or 
served at the outdoor site. Protection may include isolation from waste disposal, sewage 
and  rainwater  runoff  locations,  maintenance  of  vegetation,  and  effective  ongoing  pest 
management initiatives. 
Overhead Protection
a. Each  individual  piece  of  cooking  and  hot  and  cold  holding  equipment  must  be 

separately  covered  (cooker  top,  chafing  dish  lid,  etc.)  or  have  overhead  protection. 
Examples of acceptable overhead protection are roofs or other permanent structures,  
canopies, awnings, or table-type umbrellas that have met all state/local fire codes that 

Outdoor Cooking Operations-Final Draft 11.11.13  Page 5 of 10



dictate  what  materials  are  suitable  to  be  located  above  cooking  equipment. 
Subsequently, canopies and awnings may not be suitable for use over frying or grilling 
operations that generate airborne grease. (§§ 6-202.16, 6-201.12, 3-305.11)

b. Protection of individual food containers may still be necessary even if a canopy or other 
protective structure is provided.  If tables or other food contact surfaces are used when 
cutting, slicing, washing, portioning, or otherwise preparing food items, then a roof or 
other permanent overhead protection would be required over these areas to protect 
the food.  (§3-305.14, 3-306.12)

 Walls
a. If cooking and hot and cold holding equipment are separately covered, walls may not be 

required  at  the  OCO  unless  a  specific  environmental  condition  exists  to  require 
additional food protection, or for POCO’s identified as requiring protection during the 
plan review process.  In certain locations walls could be required to protect against the 
elements, windblown dust and debris, insects, or other sources that may contaminate 
food,  food contact  surfaces,  equipment,  utensils,  or employees.  Screening,  canvas,  or 
other  similar  material  may  be  approved  by  the  regulatory  authority  if  it  provides 
adequate protection. (§§ 6-201.11, 3-305.14)

b. If  tables  or  other  food  contact  surfaces  are  used  when  cutting,  slicing,  washing, 
portioning, or otherwise preparing food items, then walls would be required to provide 
additional food protection.

Floors
a. The  floor  surfaces  of  a  POCO  shall  be  smooth,  easily  cleanable  and  of  durable 

construction.  Portable  Outdoor  Cooking  Equipment,  such  as  a  barbeque,  must  be 
located on floors constructed of concrete, asphalt, non-absorbent matting, tight wood, 
or other material approved by the local regulatory authority. (§§ 6-101.11, 6-102.11)

Equipment 
Construction,  maintenance,  and  cleaning  of  all  equipment  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
Chapter 4 of the Food Code and with the manufacturer’s instructions. Hot and cold holding 
equipment,  cooking  facilities,  preparation  surfaces,  and  dispensing  equipment  must  be 
appropriate for the types and quantities of food items being prepared and served at the 
OCO.

Equipment may be portable or permanently secured in place. Equipment used at the OCO 
must  be  capable  of  cooking  Time/Temperature  Control  for  Safety  Foods  (TCS)  to  the 
minimum  temperatures  and  times  specified  in  Section  3-401.11  of  the  Food  Code.  If  
reheating of previously cooked and cooled foods is done at the OCO, the equipment must be 
capable of heating to the minimum temperatures and times specified in Section 3-403.11. A 
continuous, consistent heat source such as that from gas or electric cooking equipment is 
preferred over wood or charcoal.  The local fire safety authority must approve all outdoor 
cooking devices. 

Handwashing Facilities
Handwashing facilities, where required, shall be equipped to provide potable water at a 
minimum  temperature  of  at  least  100°F.  Handwashing  sinks  must  be  provided  with 
suitable hand cleaner,  dispensed paper towels,  and a waste receptacle.  (§§ 5-202.12,  6-
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301.12, 6-301.13, 6-301.14)
 POCO’s – If food handling is taking place, a handwashing facility shall be provided that  

is easily accessible and within close proximity to the food handling operations to allow 
for convenient use for washing hands.

 POCE – When the OCO operation consists exclusively of transporting foods directly to 
the POCE for cooking and then the immediate transport of the finished product to the 
kitchen for all processing, then a handwashing facility may not be required.  If the OCO 
activities are to be altered to incorporate additional handling activities then the local  
regulatory  authority  should  require  the  set-up  to  meet  all  POCO  requirements,  
including the provision of a handwashing facility.

Where food handling is limited to transporting foods directly to the POCE for cooking and 
then immediately transporting the finished product to the kitchen for further preparation, 
the  regulatory  authority  should  take  the  following  characteristics  into  account  when 
assessing  if  the  placement  of  an  existing  or  new  handwashing  sink  is  required  at  the  
outdoor cooking operation:
1. Nature of the food that will be cooked;
2. Characteristics of the cooking process and equipment;
3. The food employee’s choice of utensils or gloves during the cooking process; 
4. Duration of the cooking process;
5. Additional tasks or functions that the food employee may be reasonably expected to 

engage in during the cooking process;
6. The location of the portable outdoor cooking equipment in relation to the nearest 

accessible handwashing sink; and
7. Any other unique characteristics of the outdoor cooking operation, or the 

establishment’s compliance history with handwashing, that the regulatory authority 
determines to be relevant when assessing if the placement of an existing or new 
handwashing sink is accessible to the outdoor cooking operation.  

Warewashing Facilities
The POCO shall be provided with a sink with at least 3-compartments of appropriate size 
for  manually  washing,  rinsing  and  sanitizing  equipment  and  utensils.  If  the  regulatory 
authority has evaluated the warewashing facilities located within the PFE and found that 
they  are  conveniently  accessible  at  the  appropriate  frequencies  during  all  hours  of 
operation,  then additional  warewashing  facilities  at  the  POCO  are  not  necessary.  (§  4-
301.12)
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Ventilation and Fire Protection
Local  regulations  shall  govern ventilation and fire protection requirements at  the OCO. 
Section 6-304.11 of the Food Code is also applicable to the POCE in the case of enclosed  
areas.

Lighting
a. Adequate lighting by artificial or natural means is required at the OCO during all hours 

of operation.  (§6-303.11)
b. The artificial lighting fixtures provided over food handling locations shall be properly 

shielded. (§ 6-202.11)

Garbage
a. An adequate number of non-absorbent, easily cleanable garbage containers should be 

provided at the OCO. (§ 5-501.13)
b. Garbage containers must be covered when not in use, rodent-proof, and non-absorbent. 

(§ 5-501.15)
c. Grease must be disposed of properly and shall not be dumped onto the ground surface 

or into the sanitary sewer system.

Toilet Facilities
a. An adequate number of approved toilet and handwashing facilities shall be available for 

food employees at the OCO. (§ 5-203.12)
b. The  toilet  facilities  shall  be  conveniently  located  and  accessible  within  reasonable 

proximity of the permanent food establishment or a location otherwise approved by the 
local regulatory authority. (§ 6-402.11)

Food Defense
The OCO must be secured to prevent unauthorized access to food, equipment, utensils,
and related items when food employees are not present. (§2-103.11)

OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR OUTDOOR COOKING OPERATIONS

Since all outdoor cooking operations must be operated in conjunction with an approved,  
permitted/licensed  food  establishment,  the  operational  requirements  that  follow  are 
specifically intended for the outdoor cooking operation. The Food Code should be used as a 
reference for all applicable requirements.

Handwashing
Food employees shall clean their hands and exposed portions of their arms immediately 
before engaging in food preparation including working with exposed food, clean equipment 
and utensils, and unwrapped single-service and single-use articles and:
a. When switching between working with raw food and ready-to-eat food in the outdoor 

cooking area;
b. Before donning gloves for working with food; 
c. After handling soiled equipment and utensils; and
d. After engaging in other activities that contaminate the hands.
(§§2-301.11, 2-301.12, 2-301.14, 2-301.15)
Hygiene
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a. Food employees need to maintain a high degree of personal cleanliness and conform to 
good hygienic practices during all working periods. (§ 2-302.11)

b. Food service workers must wear clean outer garments and effective hair restraints. (§§ 
2-304.11, 2-402.11)

c. Smoking and eating are not allowed by food service workers in the food preparation 
and  service  areas.  Drinking  by food  service  workers  is  allowed  only  from a  closed 
beverage container to prevent contamination of the employee’s hands, the container, 
and exposed food and food contact surfaces. (§ 2-401.11)

No Bare Hand Contact
a. Food employees preparing food may not contact exposed, ready-to-eat food with their 

bare hands and should use suitable utensils such as deli paper, spatulas, tongs, single-
use gloves or dispensing equipment. (§ 3-301.11)

Food Preparation
a. All  TCS  food  which  is  pre-cooked  and  pre-cooled  for  service  at  the  OCO  must  be 

prepared at the permanent food establishment.  No cooling or thawing is to occur at 
the outdoor food operation. 

b. All  cooking  and  serving  areas  shall  be  protected  from  contamination.  Open  or 
uncovered working containers of food can be allowed at the OCO provided that  the 
containers can be closed, covered, or otherwise protected after use or the structure of 
the POCO provides adequate protection. 

c. Cooking equipment, such as BBQs, propane stoves, and grills,  should be roped off or  
otherwise  segregated from the public  for  a  recommended distance of  4 feet  (OSHA 
Standard 1910). 

d. Patrons  or  other  unauthorized  individuals  must  be  prevented  from  accessing 
unsupervised areas of the OCO where food, food contact surfaces, and equipment are 
located.  (§ 2-103.11)

Temperature Measuring Device
a. An accurate, temperature measuring device, appropriate to the operation, must be used 

for monitoring TCS food prepared in the outdoor cooking operation.  (§4-302.12) 

Cooking Temperatures
Food must be cooked to the minimum temperatures and times specified below, unless a 
consumer advisory is provided as noted in (e):
a. 165°F for 15 seconds--poultry; baluts; wild game animals; stuffing containing fish, meat, 

poultry or ratites; stuffed fish, meat, pasta, poultry or ratites as specified in 3-401.11 
(A) (3) of the Food Code.

b. 155°F for 15 seconds--comminuted fish; comminuted meat (hamburgers); pooled raw 
eggs or as specified in the Food Code Part 3-401.11 (A) (2) of the Food Code;

c. 145°F  for  15  seconds--  fish;  meat;  pork;  and  raw  shell  eggs  that  are  broken  and 
prepared in response to a consumer’s order for immediate service or as specified in 
Section 3-401.11 (A) (1) (a) and (b) of the Food Code.

d. Roasts (whole beef, pork, cured pork (ham) and corned beef) must be cooked using the 
parameters  specified  in  Section  3-401.11.  Recommend  contacting  the  regulatory 
authority for additional time/temperature options.

e. Reference § 3-603.11 regarding specific consumer advisory language as applicable.
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Reheating 
a. Reheating shall be done in compliance with Section 3-403.11 of the Food Code.

Holding Temperatures
a. TCS foods must be maintained at 135°F or higher or 41°F or below (§ 3-501.16), unless 

utilizing Time as a Public Health Control as specified in Section 3-501.19.
b. Approved refrigeration units should be provided to keep TCS food at 41°F or below. 
c. Cold  holding  equipment  needs  to  be  installed  and  used  in  accordance  with  the 

manufacturer’s instructions. 
d. An effectively  insulated,  hard sided,  cleanable  container  with  sufficient  ice  or  other 

means to maintain TCS food at 41°F or below may be approved for the storage of small  
quantities of potentially hazardous foods at portable outdoor cooking operations. 

d. Hot food storage units need to keep TCS foods at 135°F or above. 
f. Electrical equipment, propane stoves, grills, etc. must be capable of holding TCS foods at 

135°F or above. 
g. Hot  holding  equipment  is  to  be  installed  and  used  in  accordance  with  the 

manufacturer’s instructions.

Food Display
a. All  food  shall  be  protected  from  customer  handling,  coughing,  sneezing,  or  other 

contamination. Examples would be:
i. Individually wrapping items;

ii. Sneezeguards;
iii. Use of separation using decorative displays or barrier tables;
iv. Dome covers;

b. Condiments  must  be  dispensed  in  single  service  type  packaging,  in  pump-style 
dispensers,  or  in  protected  squeeze  bottles,  shakers,  or  similar  dispensers  which 
prevent contamination of the food items by food workers,  patrons,  insects,  or other 
sources. (§ 3-306.12)

c. Unpackaged food may not be stored in direct contact with undrained ice. (§ 3-303.12)

Cleaning & Sanitizing
a. Equipment and utensils that are used in direct contact with TCS food need to be cleaned 

and sanitized at least every 4 hours.
b. Wiping cloths that are in use for wiping food spills need to be used for no other purpose 

and stored clean and dry or in a clean sanitizing solution at the proper concentration.

Food & Utensil Storage
a. Food  and  utensils  are  expected  to  be  kept  adequately  protected  at  all  times  from 

contamination, exposure to the elements, ingress of pests, and temperature abuse. 
b. During  periods  when  the  outdoor  cooking  operation  is  not  operating,  all  food  and 

utensils are to be stored in the permanent food establishment. (§§ 3-305.11, 4-903.11)
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PREFACE
This document is intended to assist understanding by regulatory authorities and the food 
industry in the review, approval, and operation of a Mobile Food Establishment.  However, 
it does not establish regulatory requirements and the recommendations contained herein 
are not intended to supplant, or otherwise serve as, the rules and regulations applicable to 
food establishments in a given Federal, State, local, or tribal jurisdiction.

This document:
 Describes effective processes for reviewing plans and applications for mobile food 

establishments.  
 Is intended as a training tool for individuals responsible for conducting plan 

reviews and is  used in  Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-sponsored training 
courses on Plan Review. 

 Is  intended  to  be  consistent  with  the  recommendations  of  the  FDA  as 
contained in the FDA 2013 Food Code.  The FDA Food Code contains requirements 
for  safeguarding  public  health  and  ensuring  food  is  unadulterated  and  honestly 
presented when offered to the consumer.  Terminology with respect to the word 
“shall” is based on the recommendations within the Food Code.  

 Was  developed  by  the  Conference  for  Food  Protection’s  Plan  Review 
Committee  to  replace  the  2006  Recommended  Guidance  for  Mobile  Food 
Establishments document.    

DEFINITIONS 
The  following  definitions  may  be  referenced  along  with  the  definition  of  a  Food 
Establishment as defined in the Food Code. 

Mobile Food Establishment (MFE) means a food service operation that is operated from a 
movable motor driven or propelled vehicle, portable structure, or watercraft and that can 
change location. 

Permanent  Food  Establishment (PFE)  means  a  Food  Establishment  operating  in  a 
permanently  constructed  structure  permitted  and  operated  for  the  purpose  of  storing,  
preparing,  serving,  packaging,  or otherwise handling food at the retail  level.  Permanent 
Food Establishment  does not include a Temporary Food Establishment  or Mobile Food 
Establishment. 

Servicing Area means an operating base location to which a mobile food establishment or 
transportation vehicle returns regularly for such things as vehicle and equipment cleaning, 
discharging liquid or solid wastes, refilling water tanks and ice bins, and boarding food.  

Time/Temperature  Control  for  Safety  Food  (TCS) means  a  food  that  requires 
temperature controls to limit pathogenic microorganism growth or toxin growth.  Refer to 
the FDA Food Code for the complete definition.
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INTRODUCTION
The popularity of mobile food operations has increased in recent years.  They vary in size  
and complexity, from large modular units to pushcarts. While they frequently operate at  
temporary food events, such as festivals or fairs, many seek to be permitted as year-round 
or  seasonal  food  establishments.   This  guidance  document  is  designed  to  address  the 
process for approval, and the unique support service requirements that need to be met in 
order  to obtain year-round or seasonal  approval  as  a  mobile food operation.   The one 
unique characteristic of these units is that they are not situated in a fixed location with 
permanent water and sewerage connections but remain mobile and transitory by design.  

TYPES OF MOBILE FOOD ESTABLISHMENTS 

MFE Type 1 
Commercially processed packaged food in its original package (Receive-Store-Hold). 
The local regulatory authority may require the MFE to operate in conjunction with a 

Servicing Area.
 
Examples of food offered: Packaged Ice Cream, Single Serving Size Packaged Snacks

MFE   Type 2   
Unpackaged food.
Food Preparation with no cook step (Store-Prepare-Serve).
Preparation for same day service (Store-Prepare-Cook-Serve).
Reheating of a commercially processed food item (Store-Reheat-Hold-Serve). 
Based on the regulatory authority, may be required to return to a Servicing Area and 

may operate in conjunction with a Permanent Food Establishment that may or may 
not have a Servicing Area on-site.

 
Examples of food offered: Hot dogs, Grilled Sandwiches, Salads, Shaved Ice, Kettle Corn, Nut 
Roasting

MFE   Type 3   
Complex food preparation (Store-Prepare-Cook-Cool-Reheat-Hot Hold-Serve).
 Includes food that must be prepared pursuant to a Hazard Analysis Critical Control 

Point (HACCP) Plan or Variance.
Based on the regulatory authority, may be required to return to a Servicing Area and 

may operate in conjunction with a Permanent Food Establishment that may or may 
not have a Servicing Area on-site.

Examples of food offered: full menu (i.e. Kitchen on wheels)

SUBMITTING  AND  REVIEWING  MOBILE  FOOD  ESTABLISHMENT 
PLANS

No person, firm, or corporation should be allowed to operate a mobile food establishment 
(MFE) where food or beverages are served to the public without a permit or license from 
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the regulatory authority.  

Operators seeking approval for an MFE unit must submit a set of drawings or plans for  
review consistent with the criteria provided in Sections 8-201.11 and 8-201.12 of the FDA 
Food Code.  The plans and specifications for an MFE unit should include all the information 
necessary, such as outlined in this document, to demonstrate conformance with, and an 
understanding of, food safety provisions within the Food Code. The regulatory authority 
may determine that a variance and/or a HACCP plan is necessary based on the type of 
proposed operation,  proposed menu items or proposed equipment,  or may restrict  the 
menu  based  upon  the  limitations  of  the  MFE  unit  –  the  same  as  for  any  other  food 
establishment operation. 

Prior  to  giving  approval  to  and  issuing  a  permit  or  license  for  an  MFE  unit,  the  local 
regulatory authority is responsible for performing a pre-operational plan review and one 
or more pre-operational inspections consistent with Section 8-203.10 of the Food Code.  
The pre-operational review provides the regulatory authority the opportunity to discuss 
areas of concern with the applicant and should be conducted prior to the issuance of a  
permit. 

SERVICING AREA

The  regulatory  authority  may  require  that  a  Mobile  Food  Establishment  operate  in 
conjunction with a servicing area.

A  servicing  area  must  be  operated  in  compliance  with  the  Food  Code  and  applicable 
regulations.  A copy of the current license/permit and most recent inspection report for the 
servicing area that will be used by the MFE must be provided to the regulatory authority 
with the MFE application, if applicable. 

The scope and frequency of services provided by both the servicing area and the MFE unit 
must be determined at the time of plan review and included in the application and must be 
based on the:

Menu;  
Frequency of the MFE operation; 
Limitations of the MFE and the servicing area; and
How often the MFE will be returning to the Servicing Area

The servicing area shall be a fixed facility – not a temporary establishment, nor a mobile  
type establishment.  The servicing area may provide a variety of services to the MFE such 
as: storage and preparation facilities for food products (including refrigeration and cooking 
facilities); the supply of potable water;  the availability of adequate plumbing and waste 
disposal;  storage  and  cleaning  facilities  for  equipment  and  utensils;  storage  and 
maintenance of  other supplies;  and personnel resources.  The servicing area must be of 
such size and scope as to accommodate its own operation, as well as those of the MFE. 

The servicing area can be as simple as a storage location for packaged food or as complex 
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as  a  licensed  catering  kitchen;  however,  this  will  depend  on  the  type  of  Mobile  Food 
Establishments it is providing a service to.

If the MFE is used at a fair, carnival or other event where it does not or cannot return to the  
servicing  area,  the  MFE  must  comply  with  the  requirements  of  a  Temporary  Food 
Establishment 

STRUCTURAL REQUIREMENTS FOR MOBILE FOOD ESTABLISHMENTS

PREMISES

1. OVERHEAD PROTECTION
a. Each individual piece of cooking and hot and cold holding equipment must be 

separately covered (cooker top, lidded holding compartment, etc.) or the structure 
of the MFE must have overhead protection (ceiling) (§§ 6-202.16; 6-201.12A; 3-
305.11).   Examples of acceptable overhead protection are roofs or other permanent 
structures, canopies, awnings, or attached umbrellas for units such as pushcarts.  
Overhead protection may not always be suitable for use over frying or grilling 
operations that generate airborne grease.  State/local fire codes may dictate specific 
limitations. 

b. For MFE Type 2 and 3 units that have self-service components, additional 
protection of individual food dispensing containers that are located beneath an 
awning or similar structure may be necessary (§ 3-306.12).  Examples would be 
lidded dispensing containers and sneeze guards.

2. WALLS
a. For self-contained MFEs, walls are required to protect against the elements, wind-

blown dust and debris, insects or other sources that may contaminate food, food- 
contact surfaces, equipment, utensils, or employees.  

b. Walls must be smooth, durable, easily cleanable and nonabsorbent.  Pass-through 
windows may be installed in the walls and may require screening to prevent the 
entrance of insects (§§ 6-101.11; 6-201.11; 6-202.15; 6-202.16; 6-501.11).

3. FLOORS
a. Unless otherwise approved, floors of self-contained MFEs must be designed, 

constructed, and installed so they are smooth, durable, and easily cleanable. 
Examples of acceptable floors are vinyl composition tile, commercial grade 
linoleum, or similar finish (§§ 6-101.11; 6-201.11; 6-501.11).  

b. The floor and wall junctures are to be coved and sealed (§ 6-201.13). 
c. Push carts and food delivery and dispensing units must be located on concrete, 

asphalt, or a similar non-absorbent surface that minimizes dust and mud.  The 
service sites should be graded to drain away from the MFE.

4. VENTILATION AND FIRE PROTECTION
a. Local regulations shall govern ventilation and fire protection requirements at the 

MFE.  
b. Enclosed MFEs must comply with Section 6-304.11 of the Food Code.
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5. LIGHTING
a. Adequate lighting by artificial or natural means is required.  
b. MFEs that are fully enclosed must be provided with artificial lighting. 
c. The lighting intensity shall be in accordance with Section 6-303.11 of the Food Code 

and shielding of the lights shall be in accordance with Section 6-202.11.

6. HANDWASHING FACILITIES
a. A handwashing sink is not required if the only food items offered are commercially 

pre-packaged foods that are dispensed in their original containers.  
b. At least one handwashing sink must be located on all MFE’s that are classified as 

Type 2 or Type 3. (§ 5-203.11)
c. Each handwashing sink must be provided with suitable hand cleaner, individual 

disposable towels, and a waste receptacle. A handwashing sign is to be posted at the 
handwashing sink. (§§ 6-301.11; 6-301.12; 6-301.14)

d. Handwashing facilities shall be equipped to provide potable water at a minimum 
temperature of at least 100°F through a mixing valve or combination faucet. (§ 5-
202.12)

e. Hand-washing facilities must be provided at all toilet facilities used by the food 
employees. (§ 5-204.11 B)

7. TOILET AND HANDWASHING FACILITIES
a. Toilet and hand washing facilities must be available for MFE employees along their 

route of service. (§ 5-204.11)
b. The toilet facilities must be conveniently located to the food preparation and ware 

washing areas and meet all applicable sections of the Food Code and applicable 
regulations.  (§ 6-402.11)

8. GARBAGE
a. An adequate number of non-absorbent, easily cleanable garbage containers must be 

provided at the MFE.  (§ 5-501.13)
b. Garbage containers must be rodent-proof, non-absorbent, and covered when not in 

use.  (§ 5-501.15)
c. Grease must be disposed of properly and shall not be dumped onto the ground 

surface or into the sanitary sewer system. 
d. Final disposal facilities for garbage, grease, and other waste materials must be 

identified, approved by the regulatory authority, and used.

EQUIPMENT

Construction, maintenance, and cleaning of all equipment shall be in accordance with 
Chapter 4 of the Food Code and with the manufacturer's instructions.  Equipment may be 
movable; however, it must be capable of being secured when the MFE is in transit to and 
from its service locations.

Hot and cold holding equipment, cooking facilities, preparation surfaces, and dispensing 
equipment must be appropriate for the types and quantities of food items being prepared 
and served at the MFE.
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Equipment installed in a fully enclosed MFE must be sealed to facilitate cleaning as 
required in Section 4-402.11 and 4-402.12.

1. FOOD-CONTACT SURFACES
a. All food-contact surfaces used in an MFE shall be designed, constructed, and 

maintained in accordance with Chapter 4 of the Food Code. 
b. Materials used in the construction of food-contact surfaces shall comply with Parts 

4-1 and 4-2 of the Food Code
c. Surfaces shall be non-toxic, smooth, easily cleanable, free of rust, dents or pitting, 

and durable under the conditions to which they will be exposed.

2. COOKING AND REHEATING EQUIPMENT
a. Cooking and reheating equipment shall be installed and used in accordance with the 

manufacturer’s instructions and shall meet all fire safety code requirements.
b. The reheating equipment used on the MFE must be capable of heating all of the TCS 

foods offered from the MFE to their required reheating temperature within two 
hours or less.  (§ 3-403.11)

c. The local fire safety or other designated authority must approve all cooking devices 
and their location within the MFE.  

d. If proper temperatures cannot be attained using the equipment on the MFE, then 
cooking and reheating must occur at the servicing area and will not be allowed on 
the MFE.  

3. HOT HOLDING EQUIPMENT
a. Equipment used at the MFE for hot holding must be capable of maintaining TCS 

foods at 135° F or above. (§ 3-501.16)
b. Hot holding equipment shall be installed and used in accordance with the 

manufacturer’s instructions and shall meet all fire safety code requirements.

4. COLD HOLDING EQUIPMENT
a. Equipment used for cold holding at the MFE must be capable of maintaining TCS 

foods at 41° F or below.  (§ 3-501.16)
b. Refrigeration, such as mechanical, absorption or thermoelectric, shall be installed 

and used in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions.
c. Each refrigeration unit must have a numerically scaled thermometer accurate to   

±3° F to measure the air temperature of the unit. (§ 4-203.12)
d. If ice is used to cold hold TCS foods at 41° F or below, it must come from an 

approved source and be protected from contamination. (§ 3-202.16)
e. Unpackaged foods may not be stored in direct contact with undrained ice, except as 

allowed for raw fruits and vegetables, and raw poultry and raw fish that are 
received on ice in shipping containers. (§ 3-303.12)

f. Ice used as a coolant for foods shall not be used for drink ice. (§ 3-303.11)
g. Low ambient air temperature, such as during colder months, should not be 

considered an acceptable alternate to cold holding equipment.

5. COUNTERS/SHELVES
a. All food-contact surfaces shall be safe, corrosion resistant, nonabsorbent, smooth, 
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easily cleanable, durable, and free of seams and difficult to clean areas.  
b. All other surfaces shall be finished so that they are smooth, nonabsorbent, corrosion 

resistant, and easily cleanable.
c. Surfaces shall be constructed in compliance with Parts 4-1 and 4-2 of the Food Code.

6. WAREWASHING FACILITIES
a. An MFE that is classified as a TYPE 2 may be required to install a three-

compartment sink or submit a variance to modify or waive the requirement.  (§ 4-
301.12)

b. An MFE that is classified as a TYPE 3 is required to install a three compartment sink 
with drainboards, utensil racks or tables for soiled and clean equipment.                  
(§§ 4-301.12; 4-301.13)

WATER SUPPLY, CAPACITY AND WASTEWATER DISPOSAL

1. WATER
a. An adequate supply of potable water meeting the requirements specified under 

Subparts 5-101, 5-102, and 5-103 of the Food Code shall be available on the MFE for 
cooking and drinking purposes; for cleaning and sanitizing equipment, utensils, and 
food-contact surfaces; and for hand washing.  

b. Water must come from an approved public water source or an approved well water 
source.

2. WATER SYSTEM
a. The water supply system and hoses carrying water must be constructed with 

approved food-contact materials and must be installed to preclude the backflow of 
contaminants into the potable water supply.  (§§ 5.205.12; 5-301.11; 5-302.11;          
5-302.14; 5-302.15; 5-302.16)

b. All hose and other connections shall be installed, handled and stored so that no 
contamination is created. (§§ 5-303.12; 5-304.13)

c. If approved by the regulatory authority, water supplied to an MFE need not be 
under pressure.

3. WASTEWATER DISPOSAL
a. Equipment and facilities that generate liquid waste must be disposed of in an 

approved manner. (§ 5-403.11)
b. Wastewater shall be disposed in an approved wastewater disposal system in 

accordance with Section 5-401.11 of the Food Code.  
c. Wastewater must be removed from an MFE at an approved waste servicing area or 

by a sewage transport vehicle.  (§ 5-402.14)
d. Wastewater may not be dumped onto the ground surface, into waterways, or into 

storm drains, but shall be collected and dumped into an approved receptacle.           
(§ 5-402.13)
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OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR MOBILE FOOD ESTABLISHMENTS

PERSONNEL

1. PERSON IN CHARGE 
a. The MFE must have a person in charge present during all hours of its operation. The 

person in charge shall be responsible for the overall operation of the MFE and for 
compliance with all health code requirements in accordance with Sections 2-101.11 
through 2-103.11 of the Food Code.  

b. The menu and manner for transportation, storage, cooking, preparation, and service 
of the food and beverage items must be provided to the regulatory authority for 
evaluation and approval.  

c. Any changes to the menu must be submitted to and approved by the regulatory 
authority prior to their service.  

d. All food and beverage items to be offered at the MFE must be identified and 
approved by the regulatory authority during the application process and prior to an 
evaluation being conducted of the structural components of the MFE.  

2. HANDWASHING
a. Food employees shall clean their hands and exposed portions of their arms, 

including surrogate prosthetic devices for hands and arms, immediately before 
engaging in food preparation including working with exposed food, clean equipment 
and utensils, and unwrapped single-service and single-use articles and as often as 
necessary to remove soil and contamination and to prevent cross contamination.   
(§§ 2-301.11, 2-301.12, 2-301.14, 2-301.15)

3. EMPLOYEE HEALTH
a. Employees with communicable diseases which can be transmitted through food 

shall be excluded and/or restricted from food activities.  (§§ 2-201.11,  2-201.12, 2-
201.13, 2-401.12)

b. Food employees who have an infected or open cut or wound on their hands or arms 
must have it properly bandaged and covered with an impermeable bandage if on the 
arms or an impermeable cover such as a glove and finger cot if it is on the wrists or 
hands. 

c. There must be employee practices and behaviors established that can help prevent 
the spreading of viruses and bacteria to food.  The Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) and FDA cite five highly infective pathogens that can be easily 
transmitted by food employees and cause severe illness.  These five pathogens 
known as the Big Five are Norovirus, the Hepatitis A virus, Salmonella Typhi, 
Shigella spp., and Escherichia coli (E. coli) 0157:H7 or other Enterohemorrhagic or 
Shiga toxin-producing E. coli.  

d. Interventions must be used to prevent the transmission of foodborne illness.  These 
interventions include (a) restricting or excluding ill food employees from working 
with food; (b) using proper handwashing procedures; and (c) eliminating bare hand 
contact with foods that are ready-to-eat (RTE).
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e. Proper management involves ensuring that food employees do not work when they 
are ill and having procedures for identifying employees who may transmit 
foodborne pathogens to food, other employees, and consumers.  The PIC should be 
concerned with employees having the following symptoms:  vomiting, diarrhea, 
jaundice (yellow skin or eyes), sore throat with fever, infected cuts and burns with 
pus on hands and wrists.  

f. Information and forms to aid in complying with Employee Health can be found in 
the 2009 FDA Food Code and the Employee Health and Personal Hygiene Handbook. 
(http://www.fda.gov/Food/GuidanceRegulation/RetailFoodProtection/IndustryandRegulatoryAs
sistanceandTrainingResources/ucm113827.htm)

4. HYGIENE
a. Food employees shall maintain a high degree of personal cleanliness and shall 

conform to good hygienic practices during all working periods. (§ 2-302.11)
b. Food employees shall have clean outer garments, aprons and effective hair 

restraints. (§§ 2-304.11, 2-402.11)
c. Food employees are not allowed to eat (including chewing gum), drink, or use any 

tobacco in the food preparation and service areas. A food employee may drink from 
a closed beverage container if the container is handled to prevent contamination of 
the employee’s hands; the container; and exposed food, clean equipment, utensils 
and single-service/single-use articles. (§ 2-401.11)

d. All unauthorized persons are not allowed in food preparation and service areas. (§ 
2-103.11)

5. NO BARE HAND CONTACT
a. Employees preparing food may not contact exposed, ready-to-eat food with their 

bare hands and shall use suitable utensils such as deli paper, spatulas, tongs, single-
use gloves or dispensing equipment. (§ 3-301.11)  

6. FOOD DEFENSE
a. The MFE must be secured to prevent unauthorized access to food, equipment, 

utensils, and related items. (§ 2-103.11)
b. Self-service operations at MFEs must be supervised at all times. (§ 3-306.13)
c. Unauthorized personnel shall not be allowed at or in the MFE. (§ 2-103.11)

FOOD SOURCE AND TEMPERATURE CONTROL

1. APPROVED SOURCE
a. The source of food on an MFE must be in compliance with Sections 3-201, 3-202 and 

3-203 of the Food Code. All meat and poultry must come from USDA or other 
acceptable government regulated approved sources.  

b. Home canned foods are NOT allowed nor shall there be any home cooked or 
prepared foods offered at the MFE.  

c. Ice for use as a food or a cooling medium shall be made from potable water.  
d. A private home may not be used for the storage of food or related items. Food and 

related items can only be stored on the secured MFE unit, at the servicing area, or at 
a Permanent Food Establishment.
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e. There shall be no preparation of ice or other food items at a home or other 
unregulated location.

2. TEMPERATURE MEASURING DEVICES
a. Temperature measuring devices, appropriate to the operation, must be used for 

monitoring temperatures for the types of TCS foods prepared and held at the MFE as 
specified in the Food Code. (§ 4-302.12)

b. A thermocouple, thermistor or metal stem thermometer shall be provided to check 
the internal temperatures of TCS hot and cold food items. The temperature 
measuring device must be appropriate for the type of foods served such as for thin 
foods.  (§ 4-302.12)

c. Food temperature measuring devices shall be accurate to ±2°F and have a suggested 
range of 0°F to 220°F.  (§ 4-203.11)

d. Regular calibration of the temperature measuring devices shall be accomplished to 
ensure accurate food temperature measurements. 

3. HOLDING TEMPERATURES
a. TCS food must be maintained at 135°F or higher or 41°F or below (§ 3-501.16), 

unless utilizing Time as a Public Health Control as specified in Section 3-501.19.   

4. COOKING TEMPERATURES
a. Only MFEs that are classified as a Type 2 or Type 3 may be approved to cook foods. 
b. Food must be cooked to at least the minimum temperatures and times specified 

below, unless a consumer advisory is provided as noted in (c):
o 165°F for 15 seconds--poultry; baluts, wild game animals; stuffing 

containing fish, meat, poultry or ratites; stuffed fish, meat, pasta, poultry or 
ratites as specified in 3-401.11 (A) (3) of the Food Code;

o 155° F for 15 seconds--comminuted fish; comminuted meat (hamburgers); 
pooled raw eggs or as specified in Section 3-401.11 (A) (2) of the Food Code;

o 145° F for 15 seconds-- fish; meat; pork; and raw shell eggs that are broken 
and prepared in response to a consumer’s order for immediate service or as 
specified in Section 3-401.11 (A) (1) (a) and (b) of the Food Code.

o Roasts (whole beef, pork, cured pork (ham) and corned beef) must be cooked 
using the parameters specified in Section 3-401.11. Recommend contacting 
the regulatory authority for additional time/temperature options.

c. Reference § 3-603.11 regarding specific consumer advisory language as applicable.

5. COOLING
a. All TCS food which is pre-cooked and pre-cooled either on the MFE or at the 

Servicing Area should be pre-approved by the local regulatory authority.  
b. The person in charge must demonstrate that the facilities on the MFE or at the 

Servicing Area are adequate to cool TCS foods in accordance with Sections 3-501.14 
and 3-501.15 of the Food Code.  

c. Cooling shall be done in compliance with Sections 3-501.14 and 3-501.15 of the Food 
Code. Cooked TCS food shall be cooled from 135° F to 70°F within 2 hours; and from 
135°F to 41° F within a total of 6 hours or less.

d. The regulatory authority may require time/temperature logs for TCS foods that are 
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cooled. 

6. REHEATING FOR HOT HOLDING
a. Reheating shall be done in compliance with Section 3-403.11 of the Food Code.
b. TCS food that is cooked, cooled, and reheated for hot holding shall be rapidly 

reheated so that all parts of the food reach a temperature of at least 165° F for 15 
seconds. (§ 3-403.11)

c. Un-opened, intact, commercially processed and packaged foods to be hot held shall 
be reheated to 135°F. (§ 3-403.11)

d. If proper reheating at the MFE cannot be accomplished, reheating TCS food must 
take place at the servicing area and the products hot held on the MFE unit at 135° F 
or greater. (§ 3-501.16)

7. THAWING
a. Thawing shall be done in compliance with Section 3-501.13 of the Food Code.  

FOOD EQUIPMENT AND UTENSIL REQUIREMENTS, STORAGE & 
HANDLING 

1. CROSS CONTAMINATION
a. Cross contamination prevention shall be in accordance with Section 3-302.11 of the 

Food Code.
b. Food shall be protected from cross contamination during transportation, storage, 

preparation, holding, and display by separating different types of raw animal foods 
from ready-to-eat foods.  

c. Equipment and utensils (including knives, cutting boards, and food storage 
containers) must be thoroughly cleaned and sanitized after being used for raw 
animal foods and before being used for ready-to-eat food. (§§ 4-601.11; 4-702.11)

       
2. DRY STORAGE

a. Storage shall be in compliance with Sections 3-305.11 & 4-903.11 of the Food Code.
b. All food, equipment, utensils, and single-service items shall be properly stored 

including storage which is at least 6" off the ground or floor, protected from 
contamination, and provided with effective overhead protection. 

3. FOOD DISPLAY
a. All food shall be protected from customer handling, coughing, sneezing or other 

contamination by wrapping, the use of food shields or other effective barriers.          
(§ 3-306.13)

b. Condiments must be dispensed in single-service type packaging, in pump-style 
dispensers, or in protected squeeze bottles, shakers, or similar dispensers which 
prevent contamination of the food items by food workers, patrons, insects, or other 
sources. (§ 3-306.12)

4. IN-USE UTENSIL STORAGE:
a. In-use utensil storage shall be in compliance with Section 3-304.12 of the Food Code.
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b. Back-up utensils must be stored clean and dry and in a protected location.  (§ 4-
903.11)

CLEANING AND SANITIZING 

Warewashing shall be done in compliance with Part 4-6 of the Food Code.  Equipment food-
contact surfaces and utensils shall be cleaned and sanitized when changing from working 
with raw foods to working with ready-to-eat foods; between uses with raw fruits and 
vegetables and with TCS food; before using or storing a food temperature measuring 
device; and if used with TCS food shall be cleaned throughout the day at least every 4 
hours; and at any time during the operation when contamination may have occurred.          
(§ 4-602.11)

1. WAREWASHING
a. Warewashing methods must be available to wash, rinse, and sanitize equipment and 

utensils coming into contact with food.  (Applicable sections in Chapter 4 FDA Food 
Code)

 MFE Type 1   – No warewashing sink required. 
 MFE Type 2   – The servicing area should be used by the MFE for the cleaning 

and sanitizing of equipment and utensils if manual warewashing is not 
available on the MFE.  Adequate spare utensils must be available within the 
MFE. 

 MFE Type 3   – A three compartment sink for manual warewashing that is 
supplied with hot and cold running water and approved wastewater disposal 
system must be available within the mobile food establishment. (§ 4-301.12)

2. SANITIZING
a. Approved sanitizers must be provided for sanitizing food-contact surfaces, 

equipment, and wiping cloths.  (§ 7-204.11)
b. Sanitizers are to be used in accordance with the EPA-registered label use 

instructions.  (§ 7-202.12)
c. An approved test kit must be available to accurately measure the concentration of 

sanitizing solutions. (§§ 4-501.116, 4-703.11)

3. WIPING CLOTHS
a. Wiping cloths that are in use for wiping food spills shall be used for no other 

purpose and shall be stored clean and dry or in a clean solution at the approved 
sanitizer concentration. (§ 3-304.14)

PREMISES

1. PERSONAL BELONGINGS STORAGE:
a. Personal clothing and belongings must be stored in a designated place in the MFE 

away from food preparation, food service, dry storage areas, utensil and single-
service and single-use item storage, and ware washing areas.  (§ 6-403.11)
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2. TOXIC MATERIALS:
a. Materials necessary for the operation of an MFE shall be properly stored, labeled 

and used.  
b. Poisonous or toxic materials are to be properly labeled and stored so they cannot 

contaminate food, equipment, utensils, and single-service and single-use articles.  
c. Only those chemicals necessary for the food operation shall be provided.
d. Toxic materials must be labeled and located in accordance with Parts 7-1 and 7-2 of 

the Food Code.

3. PESTS
a. The MFE must be maintained free of insects, rodents, and other pests. (§ 6-202.15)
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APPLICATION TO OPERATE A MOBILE FOOD ESTABLISHMENT (APPENDIX I)

TYPE or PRINT IN INK. Enter N/A where requested information does not apply. Leave NO BLANK SPACES.
 OPERATOR INFORMATION MFE INFORMATION

Operator Name: Name of Mobile Food Establishment (MFE):

Mailing Address: Location:

City/State/Zip Code: Address:

Contact Information (if different): City:

Email address: Cell phone:  (       ) 
Other phone:  (        )

Type of Mobile Unit:
☐ Type 1 – Commercially packaged foods         
☐Type 2-Non-complex food preparation   
☐ Type 3-Complex food preparation
 Reference the MFE document for definitions

Location where MFE will be parked/stored:

Complete and attach Appendix II and menu.

Servicing Area to Provide (Check all that 
apply):
☐ Food 
☐Water and Wastewater Disposal (same 
location)
☐ Water (separate service area)
☐Wastewater Disposal (separate service area)

Location where food is prepared/stored:

Location(s) for water and wastewater 
disposal:

Shared facility where food prepared/stored (if 
applicable):

Permit # __________________________

A mobile food establishment permit will not be issued unless this application meets all applicable requirements found 
in the FDA Food Code as summarized in the Mobile Food Establishment guidance document and the permit has been 
signed and approved by the local regulatory authority. Additionally, the undersigned is aware that non-compliance 
may result in closure of the mobile food establishment.

Applicants Name (Print):                                                               Applicants Signature:                                                         

Date: __________________________________

DO NOT COMPLETE INFORMATION BELOW – FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Application Approved
☐Yes     ☐ No* See reason below.

Risk Category

☐ Food Service Type 1

☐ Food Service Type 2

☐ Food Service Type 3

Reviewer Signature/Title:

__________________________/______________

Date:_____________________________

Reason(s) for Disapproval: 
______________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
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MOBILE FOOD ESTABLISHMENT PROPOSED DESIGN LAYOUT
(APPENDIX II) 

Provide the MFE floor plan and a copy of the proposed menu. The following information will be 
included in the form of a drawing, digital images or a combination. 

Identify and describe: 
 equipment for cooking, hot and cold holding
 hand washing facilities
 work tables
 dishwashing facilities   
 customer service areas
 food storage (location and size)
 single-service, single-use articles storage (location and size)
 hot water unit (size and type) 
 power source
 attached potable water tank (location and capacity)
 potable water holding tank (location and size)
 garbage disposal (type and location)

2012-2014 CFP-Plan Review Committee



SERVICING AREA AGREEMENT (APPENDIX III) 

TYPE or PRINT IN INK. Enter N/A where requested information does not apply. Leave NO BLANK SPACES.

TYPE OF MOBILE FOOD ESTABLISHMENT:
☐  TYPE 1 ☐  TYPE 2 ☐  TYPE 3

MOBILE FOOD ESTABLISHMENT NAME:                                                                                                                                                

OWNER(S) NAME:                                                                                                  PHONE NO:                                                                   

TO BE COMPLETED BY SERVICING AREA OWNER/OPERATOR 

The below listed facility will be providing the following services to the above mentioned business 
owner/operator on a  ☐ DAILY BASIS      ☐  WEEKLY BASIS     

☐ OTHER, EXPLAIN:                                                                                              

☐  Approved Potable Water Source ☐  Food Preparation Area

☐  Waste Water Disposal ☐  Food Storage Area
☐  Cleaning Area for MFE ☐  Utensil Washing Area
☐  Overnight Storage of MFE ☐  Equipment and Utensil Storage Area
☐  Overnight Refrigeration ☐  Prepackaged Foods for Retail Sale

SERVICING AREA NAME:                                                                                                                   

OWNER/MANAGER:                                                                                                                            

ADDRESS:                                                                                     CITY/STATE                                                    ZIP:                                      

PHONE NUMBER:                                                                     FAX NUMBER:                                                                                          

EMAIL ADDRESS:                                                                                                                                                                                              

FOOD ESTABLISHMENT PERMIT ISSUED BY:                                                             PERMIT #:                                                      
(ATTACH COPY OF PERMIT/LICENSE ISSUED BY REGULATORY AGENCY)

I give permission to the above listed Mobile Food Establishment Operator to use my establishment located 
at the above address. 

SIGNATURE:                                                                                               DATE:                                                                                              

TITLE:                                                                                                                            
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FDA Food Code Mobile Food Establishment Matrix
 (Appendix IV)

This table is a plan review and inspectional guide for mobile food establishments based on 
the mobile unit's menu and operation. Mobile units range in type from pushcarts to food 
preparation catering vehicles.

To use the table, read down the columns based on the menu and operation in use. For 
example, if only prepackaged potentially hazardous food (time/temperature control for 
safety food) is served, then requirements listed in the Potentially Hazardous (TCS food) 
Menu - Prepackaged column apply. Likewise, if only food that is not potentially hazardous 
(time/temperature control for safety food) is prepared on board, then requirements listed 
in the Not Potentially Hazardous Menu (TCS) - Food Preparation column apply. Note 
that if a mobile food establishment has available for sale to the consumer both prepackaged 
potentially hazardous food (time/temperature control for safety food) and potentially 
hazardous food (time/temperature control for safety food) prepared on board, then the 
more stringent requirements of the Potentially Hazardous (TCS) Menu - Food 
Preparation column apply.

It is important to remember that mobile units may also be subject to all Food Code 
provisions that apply to food establishments. Consult the local regulatory authority for 
specific local requirements.

The local regulatory authority's decision to require auxiliary support services such as a 
commissary or servicing area should be based on the menu, type of operation, and 
availability of on-board or on-site equipment.

NOTE: The Food Code definition of "Food Establishment" does not include an 
establishment that offers only prepackaged foods that are not potentially hazardous 
(time/temperature control for safety foods).

FDA Food Code Mobile Food Establishment Matrix

Food Code Potentially Hazardous Food (TCS food) Menu Not Potentially
Hazardous Food

(TCS Food) Menu

Areas/Chapter Food Preparation Prepackaged Food Preparation

Personnel Applicable Sections of 
Parts 2-2 - 2-4
5-203.11 (C)

Applicable Sections of 
Parts 2-2 - 2-4
5-203.11 (C)

Applicable Sections of 
Parts 2-2 - 2-4
5-203.11 (C)

Food 3-101.11
3-201.11-.16
3-202.16; Applicable 
Sections of Part 3-3;
3-501.16
3-501.18(A)

3-101.11
3-201.11-.16
3-303.12(A)
3-501.16
3-305.11; 3-305.12
(Applicable to Service 
Area or Commissary)

3-101.11; 3-201.11
3-202.16; Applicable 
Sections of Part 3-3
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Food Code Potentially Hazardous Food (TCS food) Menu Not Potentially
Hazardous Food

(TCS Food) Menu

Areas/Chapter Food Preparation Prepackaged Food Preparation

Temperature 
Requirements

3-202.11; Applicable 
Sections of Parts 3-4 & 
3-5

3-202.11
3-501.16

NONE

Equipment 
Requirements

Applicable Sections of 
Parts 4-1 - 4-9 and 5-5

Applicable Sections of 
Parts 4-1 - 4-2; 4-6 and 5-5

Applicable Sections of 
Parts 4-1 - 4-2; 4-5 - 4-6 
and 5-5

Water & 
Sewage

5-104.12
5-203.11(A) & (C)
Part 5-3; 5-401.11
5-402.13-.15

5-104.12
5-203.11(A) & (C)
Part 5-3; 5-401.11
5-402.13 -.15

5-104.12
5-203.11(A) & (C)
Part 5-3; 5-401.11
5-402.13-.15

Physical 
Facility

6-101.11; 6-201.11
6-102.11(A) & (B)
6-202.15; 6-501.11
6-501.12; 6-501.111

6-101.11
6-102.11(A) & (B)
6-202.15
6-501.111

6-101.11; 6-201.11
6-102.11(A) & (B)
6-202.15; 6-501.11
6-501.12; 6-501.111

Toxic 
Materials

Applicable Sections of 
Chapter 7

Applicable Sections of 
Chapter 7

Applicable Sections of 
Chapter 7

Servicing 6-202.18 / As necessary 
to comply with the 
Food Code

6-202.18 / As necessary to 
comply with the Food 
Code

6-202.18 / As necessary 
to comply with the Food 
Code

Compliance 
and
Enforcement

Applicable Sections of 
Chapter 8 and Annex 1

Applicable Sections of 
Chapter 8 and Annex 1

Applicable Sections of 
Chapter 8 and Annex 1
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Outdoor Cooking Operations Plan Review Checklist
(Appendix I)

GENERAL INFORMATION

Food Establishment Name:

Address:

City/State/Zip Code:

Contact Name:                                                                                  Contact Phone Number:

Food Establishment capable of supporting Outdoor Cooking Operation:
 Yes                  No. If No why: 

Select Type of Outdoor Cooking Operation:
 Permanently Installed Outdoor Cooking Operation
 Portable Outdoor Cooking Equipment

Permanently Installed Outdoor Cooking Operation

Plans received, to include a sketch of the layout:    Yes                  No
Equipment list received:  Yes                  No
Menu received:    Yes  (attach)               No

Outdoor Portable Cooking Operation
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Design/type of cooking equipment – meets minimum equipment requirements:  Yes  No
Receipt of drawing of the location specific to the permanent food establishment, to include distances to 
entrances into the kitchen and access to restroom facilities.  Yes  No

STRUCTURAL REQUIREMENTS

 Overhead Protection required:  Yes      No   If yes, identify type: __________________________
 Floor surface of proper construction:   Yes    No   If yes, identify type:
POCO: __________________________________________________
POCE:   Asphalt       Concrete      Wood      
Other:___________________________________________________
 Walls required:    Yes      No   If yes, identify type: __________________________
POCO: __________________________________________________
POCE:  Screens      Concrete       Wood      
Other:___________________________________________________
 Equipment (Identify type of equipment to be used. Equipment specification to be provided.):
Cooking:  _________________________________________________
Cold holding:  _____________________________________________
Hot holding:  ______________________________________________
Other:  ___________________________________________________
 Handwashing facilities required at the OCO:  Yes  No If yes, identify type:
POCO type:  _______________________________________________
POCE type:  _______________________________________________
Location:  _________________________________________________
Distance:  _________________________________________________

STRUCTURAL REQUIREMENTS Continued

 Warewashing facility required at the POCO:  Yes  No 
Location:  ___________________________________________
If no, all equipment and utensils must be washed/rinsed/sanitized within the permanent food 
establishment.
 Lighting:
Sufficient  Yes  No
Shielded (if applicable)  Yes  No
 Garbage disposal:  Yes  No If yes, identify type:
Type:  ____________________________________________________
 Toilet facilities:
Location:  _________________________________________________
Distance:  _________________________________________________

FOOD PREPARATION & FOOD STORAGE
 TCS foods pre-cooked and pre-cooled for service at permanent food establishment
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 Yes  No
 Cooking and serving areas protected from contamination:  Yes  No
 Equipment separated from public by minimum of 4 feet:  Yes  No
 Method for preventing access by patrons or public to food preparation areas 
Type:  ____________________________________________________
 Food protection: 
Displayed food properly protected  Yes  No
 Methods used for protection of food:  
Type:  ____________________________________________________
 Adequate food storage areas:  Yes  No
 Adequate utensil storage areas:  Yes  No
 Adequate wiping cloth storage:  Yes  No

Application Approved
 Yes      Yes, with conditions* No* See reason below

*Conditions/Reason(s) for Disapproval: 
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________

Reviewers Name Date:

__________________________________ __________________________________
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Conference for Food Protection – Committee FINAL Report
Committee Final Reports are considered DRAFT until deliberated and acknowledged by the assigned Council at  

the Biennial Meeting

COMMITTEE NAME:  Plan Review Committee (PRC)

COUNCIL or EXECUTIVE BOARD ASSIGNMENT:  Council I

DATE OF REPORT:  December 5, 2013

SUBMITTED BY:  Liza Frias & Catherine Cummins, Co-Chairs

COMMITTEE CHARGE(s):  

Issue #: 2012 I-002 

Charge: The Conference also recommends that prior to posting on the FDA and CFP websites the 
Plan Review committee chairs work with the FDA to include final revisions to the Temporary Food 
Establishments 2011 Final Document as follows:

a. Food security (e.g. locked refrigerated trucks at night)
b. Disclaimer placed in more prominent area of document
c. Guidance language—review places in document where “shall” is used and consider 

changing tense to suit more guidance language
d. Note use of term “model food code” throughout the report (change to FDA Food Code)
e. Update the document in the Preface, bullet 3, to reflect that it was intended to be consistent 

with the 2009 Food Code and its supplement
f. Appropriately italicize pathogen names for Shigella, Salmonella typhi, and Escherichia coli 

O157:H7.

Issue #: 2012 I-003

Charge: The Conference recommends re-creating the Plan Review Committee following the 2012 
Biennial Meeting to continue its review and update the following Conference for Food Protection 
documents and present their findings at the 2014 CFP Biennial Meeting: 

a. Permanent Outdoor Cooking Operations (2003)
b. Mobile Food Establishments (2006) 

COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS:  

1. Progress on Overall Committee Activities: 

The Plan Review Committee has met on a monthly basis over the last two years and has 
completed the charges as assigned during the last biennial meeting. 

Charge 1 – Final Revisions to Temporary Food Establishments 2011 Final Document.
Status – charge completed.
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Conference for Food Protection – Committee FINAL Report
Committee Final Reports are considered DRAFT until deliberated and acknowledged by the assigned Council at  

the Biennial Meeting

The committee chairs worked with the FDA Plan Review representatives to capture the 
recommended edits as identified on Issue #2012 I-002. A final draft was sent to the FDA Plan 
Review Representatives to ensure that all the necessary edits were captured. No additional 
feedback or edits were received from the representatives. The committee recommends that the 
approved final version be posted on the CFP web site and that a letter be sent to the FDA 
requesting that this final version be made available on the FDA website. 

Charge 2 – Permanent Outdoor Cooking Operations & Mobile Food Establishment 
Documents. Status—charge completed.
The committee worked on revising and updating the Recommended Guidance for Permanent 
Outdoor Cooking Establishments (2003) 
http://www.foodprotect.org/media/guide/RecommGuidancePermOutdoorCookingEst.doc.pdf
and the Recommended Guidance for Mobile Food Establishments (2006) documents 
http://www.foodprotect.org/media/guide/MobileFoodEstGuidance.pdf. The committee had 
participation from the FDA to revise and update the documents. The committee recommends that 
the two documents be accepted to replace the existing documents currently posted on the CFP 
web site and that a letter be sent to the FDA requesting that this final version be made available on 
the FDA website.

2. Recommendations for consideration by Council:

That the following charge be made to a re-created Plan Review Committee following the 2014 CFP 
Biennial Meeting to:

 Revise the Food Establishment Plan Review Guide 2008 document with updates based on 
the 2013 FDA Food Code and to present the revised document at the 2016 CFP Biennial 
Meeting.

CFP ISSUES TO BE SUBMITTED BY COMMITTEE:  

1. The Committee will submit three issues at the 2014 Conference based on the 
recommendations of the committee. The issues are:

a. Issue #1:  Report Plan Review Committee 
i. Acknowledgement of the CFP Plan Review Committee Report

and thank the Committee members
ii. Content Documents:

a. Recommended Guidance for Outdoor Cooking Operations at Permanent 
Food Establishments (2014)

b. Appendix I—Outdoor Cooking Operations Plan Review Checklist
c.  Recommended Guidance for Mobile Food Establishments (2014)
d. Appendix I—Application to operate a Mobile Food Establishment 
e. Appendix II—Mobile Food Establishment Proposed Design Layout
f. Appendix III—Servicing Area Agreement
g. Appendix IV—FDA Food Code Mobile Food Establishment Matrix

b. Issue #2: PRC Recommended Guidance for Outdoor Cooking Operations & 
Recommended Guidance for Mobile Food Establishments
i. That all content documents listed in Issue #1 be accepted and posted on the CFP 

website in an editable format.
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Conference for Food Protection – Committee FINAL Report
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the Biennial Meeting

ii. That a letter be sent to FDA requesting that these two documents and their 
supporting appendices also be made available on the FDA website.
iii. That a letter be sent to the FDA requesting that content documents from Issue 

#1 supporting appendices also be made available on the FDA website. 
c. Issue #3: Re-create the Plan Review Committee to revise the Food Establishment 

Plan Review Guide 2008 document with updates based on the 2013 FDA Food Code 
and to present the revised document at the 2016 CFP Biennial Meeting.

COMMITTEE MEMBER ROSTER (attached)
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Conference for Food Protection – Committee FINAL Report
Template approved: 08/14/2013

Committee Final Reports are considered DRAFT until deliberated and acknowledged by the assigned Council at  
the Biennial Meeting

COMMITTEE NAME:  Wild Harvested Mushroom

COUNCIL or EXECUTIVE BOARD ASSIGNMENT:  Council I

DATE OF REPORT:  December 6, 2013 (revised February 16, 2014)

SUBMITTED BY:  Dave Martin and Lorinda Lhotka, Co-Chairs

COMMITTEE CHARGE(s):  

Issue #: 2012 I-012

Charges:  The Conference also recommends re-creating the Wild Harvest Mushroom Committee 
for the next biennium with the charge to continue to work to “refine guidelines to help regulators 
address the issue of wild mushrooms in food establishments”, as follows:
 

1 1) Work with FDA to revise current language in the FDA Food Code 3-201.16 and Annex 3 3-
201.16 and create language that establishes criteria for compliance and enforcement; 
2) Refine educational curriculum and exam components, work with the USDA National Integrated 
Food Safety Initiative Retail Food Safety Consortium to develop a curriculum; Charge amended by 
the Executive Board May 14-15, 2013 to read: Create guidelines and learning objectives for 
jurisdictions to use to develop a local or regional Wild Harvested Mushroom training program;

2 3) Pilot the draft model guidance; 
3 4) Create a record keeping document for traceback purposes;
4 5) Report back to CFP at the 2014 biennial meeting. 

COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS:  
1. Progress on Overall Committee Activities: 

a. The Wild Harvested Mushroom Committee met via conference call 13 times between 
October 23, 2012 and December 2, 2013. The committee was small in number but 
the members were committed to the process and attendance was consistent.  The 
committee included both new members and returning members from the 2010-2012 
CFP Wild Harvested Mushroom Committee. The returning members provided 
invaluable experience and insight on the prior process.

b. Outcome of committee charges:
i. Work with FDA to revise current language in the FDA Food Code 3-201.16 

and Annex 3 3-201.16 and create language that establishes criteria for 
compliance and enforcement.  Status—charge completed.

1) In December 2012, the committee took advantage of an opportunity to 
submit code language to CFSAN to recommend a change in the wild 
mushroom language, which would be reflected in the 2013 FDA Food 
Code.
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2) The 2009 FDA Food Code language (3-201.16) requires each 
mushroom be individually inspected by an approved mushroom expert.  
The committee submitted language that was based upon the standard 
used by Oregon Public Health Division. Oregon language builds on 
recommendations from other sources and provides for three things: 
Consumer notification, information about the mushroom seller and 
identifier; and a statement of the qualifications of the identifier and 
retention of this information;

3) A conference call was held with CFSAN on January 28, 2013 to discuss 
the submittal. CFSAN appreciated the effort, but was not comfortable 
accepting the amended language as proposed.

4) CFSAN did agree to change the 2013 FDA Food Code language to 
remove the requirement that each mushroom be individually inspected 
by a mushroom expert and instead defer to the regulatory authority to 
determine compliance with 3-201.16.

5) The committee agreed to address CFSAN’s concerns and submit 
updated model code language as part of the final report of the 
committee in December 2013.

6) Recommendation: The committee revised the language to address 
CFSAN’s concerns with a recommendation that it be considered for 
inclusion in the next version of the FDA Food Code either as suggested 
code language in italics or added to Annex 3 as an option for 
compliance with 3-201.16. (See Issue titled: WHM – Model Food Code 
Language)

ii. Create guidelines and learning objectives for jurisdictions to use to develop a 
local or regional Wild Harvested Mushroom training program.  Status—charge 
amended; alternate charge completed.

1) The committee is charged with refining the education curriculum and 
exam components developed by the previous committee and to work 
with USDA to develop curriculum.

2) At the February 20, 2013 conference call, the committee invited Dr. 
Brian Nummer, Extension Specialist from Utah State University and 
Turan Ayvaz from the Certificate Accreditation Program at the American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI) to provide background information 
on the development of a curriculum and exam as part of a certificate or 
certification program.

3) Dr. Nummer and Mr. Ayvaz indicated that the cost of developing a 
curriculum and exam as part of a certificate or certification program is 
quite expensive ($10K to $100K). As a result, the committee agreed 
that it would be impractical for this committee to develop a curriculum 
and exam and that the best way to move the committee charges 
forward was to instead develop guidelines and learning objectives for 
jurisdictions to use to create their own local or regional training 
program.

4) The committee agreed to ask the CFP Council Chairs and Executive 
Board to approve an amendment to this committee charge to reflect this 
recommendation, which was approved at the May 14-15, 2013 
Executive Board meeting.
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5) The committee researched existing training programs and compared 
those with the learning objectives developed by the previous CFP Wild 
Mushroom Committee. The committee then finalized a recommended 
set of learning objectives that can serve as a model for other 
jurisdictions to use as they develop their own local or regional training 
programs.

6) Recommendation: The committee will request that the learning 
objectives be included in Annex 3 of the next edition of the FDA Food 
Code. (See Issue titled: WHM – Identifier Course Learning Objectives)

iii. Pilot the draft model guidance. Status—charge incomplete.
1) The initial charge of the Wild Harvested Mushroom Committee was to 

refine educational curriculum and exam components developed by the 
previous 2010-12 WHM Committee and work with the USDA National 
Integrated Food Safety Initiative Retail Food Safety Consortium to 
develop a curriculum.

2) After consulting with ANSI, the Wild Harvested Mushroom Committee 
requested the Executive Board to amend this charge because of the 
cost of developing such a program and the impracticality of this 
committee being able to accomplish this task.

3) Instead, the committee agreed to develop guidelines and learning 
objectives for jurisdictions to use to develop a local or regional training 
program as approved at the May 14-15, 2013 CFP Executive Board 
meeting. 

4) As a result, the original charge to pilot the draft model guidance is not 
practical since these objectives would be used by a regulatory 
jurisdiction to develop their training program and piloting the program 
would be conducted if necessary by each jurisdiction.

iv. Create a record-keeping document for traceback purposes. Status—charge 
completed.

1) To effectively develop a record-keeping document for traceback 
purposes, it is critical to know the location where the mushroom was 
harvested.  Harvesting areas are coveted and there is a competitive 
advantage to keeping harvesting location information secret, so pickers 
are reluctant to disclose their harvest locations. This makes it difficult to 
develop a standard tracking form when it may not be possible to 
determine the harvest location.

2) The 2013 FDA Food Code Annex 3 does include recommendations 
relating to written buyer specifications for regulatory programs to use 
when developing their own programs. It also recommends that 
jurisdictions address record-keeping and traceability to assure safety of 
wild harvested mushrooms. 

3) Recommendation: The committee recommends that jurisdictions 
develop their own record keeping document using information in Annex 
3 and taking into consideration factors unique to each local or regional 
jurisdiction, including accounting for appropriate records retention. (See 
Issue titled: WHM – Model Food Code Language)
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2. Recommendations for consideration by Council:
With the 2013 FDA Food Code language, the availability of existing CFP developed 
guidance documents, and the recommendations from the current Committee, jurisdictions 
now have the resource information and flexibility necessary to develop their own program if 
they choose to do so. The Wild Harvested Mushroom Committee seeks acknowledgement 
of the submitted Committee report, resulting Issues and that the Committee be disbanded. 

CFP ISSUES TO BE SUBMITTED BY COMMITTEE:  
Issue 1. Report – Wild Harvested Mushroom Committee.
Issue 2. Model Wild Harvested Mushroom Food Code Language for Annex 3. 
Issue 3. Wild Harvested Mushroom Identifier Course Learning Objectives. 

COMMITTEE MEMBER ROSTER (attached):  
Wild Harvested Mushroom Committee Final Roster.

Wild Harvested Mushroom – December 6, 2013 (revised February 16, 2014) Page 4 of 4



Last Name First Name Position Constituency Employer City State Telephone Email

Mandernach Steven Member Regulatory - State
Iowa Department of Inspections 
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Martin Dave Co-Chair Regulatory - State Oregon Public Health Division Portland OR
(971) 673-

0450
david.c.martin@state.or.us 

Lhotka Lorinda Co-Chair Regulatory - State
Alaska Department of 

Environmental Conservation
Fairbanks AK

(907) 451-

2119
lorinda.lhotka@alaska.gov 

Westbrook Tim Member
Industry - Retail Food 

Stores
Publix Super Markets Orlando FL

(407) 856-

2301
tim.westbrook@publix.com 

Brown Robert Member
Industry - Retail Food 

Stores
Whole Foods Market Austin TX

(512) 944-

7405
robert.brown@wholefoods.com

Harris Andrew Member Regulatory - Local Summit County Public Health Stow OH
(330) 812-

3962
aharris@schd.org

Vergili Richard Member Academia Culinary Institute of America Hyde Park NY

(845) 451-

1795 rvergili@earthlink.net

Powell Terrance Member Regulatory - Local LA County Public Health Baldwin Park CA

(626) 430-

5150 tpowell@ph.lacounty.gov 

Whitlock Lisa Advisor Regulatory-Federal Food & Drug Administration Oakland CA

(510) 287-

2700 lisa.whitlock@fda.hhs.gov

Kennedy Katey Advisor Regulatory-Federal Food & Drug Administration Portland OR

(503) 671-

9711 x16 katey.kennedy@fda.hhs.gov

Committee Name: Wild Harvested Mushrooms

12/6/13

mailto:steven.mandernach@dia.iowa.gov
mailto:david.c.martin@state.or.us
mailto:lorinda.lhotka@alaska.gov
mailto:tim.westbrook@publix.com
mailto:robert.brown@wholefoods.com
mailto:aharris@schd.org
mailto:rvergili@earthlink.net
mailto:tpowell@ph.lacounty.gov
mailto:lisa.whitlock@fda.hhs.gov
mailto:katey.kennedy@fda.hhs.gov


Biodiversity and Conservation 
January 2007, Volume 16, Issue 1, pp 37-48 
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Global diversity and distribution of macrofungi
Gregory M. Mueller, John P. Schmit, Patrick R. Leacock, Bart Buyck, Joaquín Cifuentes, Dennis 
E. Desjardin, Roy E. Halling, Kurt Hjortstam, Teresa Iturriaga, Karl-Henrik Larsson, D. Jean 
Lodge, Tom W. May, David Minter, Mario Rajchenberg, Scott A. Redhead, Leif Ryvarden, 
James M. Trappe, Roy Watling, Qiuxin Wu

Abstract
Data on macrofungal diversity and distribution patterns were compiled for major geographical 
regions of the world. Macrofungi are defined here to include ascomycetes and basidiomycetes 
with large, easily observed spore-bearing structures that form above or below ground. Each 
coauthor either provided data on a particular taxonomic group of macrofungi or information on 
the macrofungi of a specific geographic area. We then employed a meta-analysis to investigate 
species overlaps between areas, levels of endemism, centers of diversity, and estimated percent 
of species known for each taxonomic group for each geographic area and for the combined 
macrofungal data set. Thus, the study provides both a meta-analysis of current data and a gap 
assessment to help identify research needs. In all, 21,679 names of macrofungi were compiled. 
The percentage of unique names for each region ranged from 37% for temperate Asia to 72% for 
Australasia. Approximately 35,000 macrofungal species were estimated to be “unknown” by the 
contributing authors. This would give an estimated total of 56,679 macrofungi. Our compiled 
species list does not include data from most of S.E. Europe, Africa, western Asia, or tropical 
eastern Asia. Even so, combining our list of names with the estimates from contributing authors 
is in line with our calculated estimate of between 53,000 and 110,000 macrofungal species 
derived using plant/macrofungal species ratio data. The estimates developed in this study are 
consistent with a hypothesis of high overall fungal species diversity.
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COMMITTEE NAME:  Beef Grinding Log Template Committee 2012-2014

COUNCIL or EXECUTIVE BOARD ASSIGNMENT:  Council I

DATE OF REPORT:  November 18, 2013 (amended February 16, 2014)

SUBMITTED BY:  Rick Barney and D. Todd Mers, Co-Chairs

COMMITTEE CHARGE(s):  Issue 2012-1-014

Council 1 of the Conference for Food Protection (CFP) formed the Beef Grinding Log Committee 
with the directive to:

a) Review the United States Department of Agriculture, Food Safety Inspection Service’s 
(FSIS) grinding log template and provide feedback to FSIS for consideration into the future 
FSIS compliance guide on retail grinding logs and on its use at retail food establishments;

b) Provide recommendations for supplier provided labels to accomplish record keeping within 
retail food establishments; and

c) Report back to 2014 Biennial Meeting.

COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS:  

1. Progress on Overall Committee Activities
a. The committee met via phone conferencing (September 27, 2012, November 8, 

2012, December13, 2012 - No quorum, February 14, 2012, May 9, 2013 - No 
quorum, and June 3, 2013 - No quorum) and email from October 2012 until 
September 2013. Guidelines were designed by the committee to provide a 
recommended set of practices and procedures for the production of raw ground beef 
at retail

b. Charge (a) The Committee reviewed the current United States Department of 
Agriculture, Food Safety Inspection Service’s (USDA/FSIS) guidance and proposed 
the following templates and instructions, best practices and guidelines for beef 
grinding practices at retail:

i. Beef Grinding Log Template – The Sample Ground Meat Record for Retail 
Establishments (Template 1 included below) shows the committee’s 
conclusion of the minimum data points necessary on a beef grinding record 
log to successfully conduct a complete product traceback and recall. The 
basic components are:

1. Production Date;

2. Name of Source Product Ground (Trim, Chub, “Pull backs”, etc.);

3. Supplier Packed Date or Use by Date; 

4. Establishment number of supplier;

Beef Grinding Log Template Committee 11-18-2013  (revised 02-16-2014)
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5. Lot Number from supplier;

6. Retail label or menu description;

7. Quantity in lbs. of product being ground;

8. Time grinder cleaned and sanitized; and

9.  Verification sign-off

Note: It is very important that each product ground be recorded on the 
template in sequential order for traceability purposes.

ii. Electronic Record Keeping – When feasible, the committee highly 
encourages all retailers to adopt electronic recordkeeping along with scan 
technology to collect and maintain this important data as we feel scan 
technology will be more accurate and timely in the event of a “trace back”. We 
also recognize that smaller retailers will be challenged with financial and 
human resources to move to this standard today. In either event, being able 
to quickly provide accurate data is the requirement.

iii. Production Logs - A Beef Grinding Log may be used in conjunction with a 
company’s beef production log (or cutting list) log. Production logs are used 
by retailers to project and produce specific types and amounts of steaks and 
roasts needed in a production cycle. A fall-out benefit of production logs is 
that they collect the source material of any bench trim that may have been 
produced by the retailer while fabricating steaks and roasts for the 
refrigerated display case. For those retailers grinding bench trim, this 
becomes the easiest way to collect the necessary data. Retailers will then 
need to file together both the production log and grind log for record keeping. 
The Sample Primal Production Log for Retail Food Establishments (Template 
2 included below) shows the pertinent information that must be tracked on a 
production log if an establishment is grinding in-store produced bench trim 
and/or pull back material.

iv. Record Availability - Except for those records that relate to in-store ground 
products that are under current investigation or could be considered a 
possible cause of illness, completed grinding and production logs need to be 
maintained for a minimum of 90 days. All such records should be accessible 
within 24 hours but do not have to be maintained on-site.
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Sample Templates – 

Template 1 Sample Ground Meat Record for Retail Food Establishments

Retail Establishment Name: Store #55 Retail Establishment Production Date: 8/9/2013

Name of 
Source 
Product 
Ground

(Trim, chub, 
cut, pull-

back, bench 
trim, etc.)

Source 
Material Pack 
Date or Use 

by Date
(From 

Supplier 
Label)

Establishment 
Number of 
Supplier

Lot Number of 
Product from 

Supplier

Retail Name
(Name of 

Product on 
Retail Label 

or Menu)

Quantity 
Ground

(in batch)

Time 
Equipment 
Cleaned & 
Sanitized

(Either 
Before or 

After Batch)

Associate 
Initials

BEEF 
COARSE 
GROUND 

73/27

7/18/2013 M354 771007180001
GROUND 

BEEF
30 LBS 7:13 AM JTM

Sample Ground Meat Record for Retail Food Establishments - Use Instructions

This document has eight columns titled: Name of Source Product Ground; Source Material Pack 
Date or Use by Date/Pull Backs Included (Yes/No)?; Establishment Number of Supplier; Lot 
Number of Product from Supplier; Retail Name; Quantity Ground; Time Equipment Cleaned & 
Sanitized, and Associate Initials The first four columns relate directly to the source material. The 
last four columns are food establishment functions. 

This form will allow every ground product produced in food establishments to be associated to the 
day it was produced (as internally correlated to each establishment’s sell-by date on the label, 
etc.). However, if an establishment is grinding in-store produced bench trim and/or pull back 
material, then a Primal Production Log (Template 2), in addition to the beef grinding log (Template 
1), will need to be maintained to correlate the sources of the bench trim and/or pull back material.

Template 2 Sample Primal Production Log for Retail Food Establishments*
Store Location: Store  #55 Production Date:    8/8/2013
Primal Product 
Name as Listed 
on the Box

Vendor/Supplier 
Name

Establishment # Lot Number Pack Date

BEEF KNUCKLE Swift 3D 7846515 7/24/2013

Beef Grinding Log Template Committee 11-18-2013  (revised 02-16-2014)
Page 3 of 8



Conference for Food Protection – Committee FINAL Report
Template approved: 08/14/2013

Committee Final Reports are considered DRAFT until deliberated and acknowledged by the assigned Council at  
the Biennial Meeting

*Note: This sample production log is being provided as an example to visually provide the pertinent 
information that must be tracked (in addition to a beef grinding log) if an establishment is grinding 
in-store produced bench trim and/or pull back material. This document must not be misconstrued 
to prohibit an establishment from keeping this information in a different manner or format. 

The Primal Production Log data points required in tracking ground beef production from 
trim are…

1. Retail Establishment Name 
2. Date of Production
3. Common Name of Primal
4. Supplier Name
5. Establishment Number of Beef Supplier
6. Lot Number of Primal
7. Pack Date of Primal

v. Best Practices for Grinding Beef at Retail

Using sanitation standard operating procedures (SSOPs) to address the 
cleaning of food contact surfaces, equipment, utensils, implements, and the 
processing areas is a best practice.  The SSOPs should specify how 
frequently everything will be cleaned and include a verification procedure for 
the process.  

Furthermore, it is a best practice that each retailer also be able to convey to 
the USDA/FSIS their standard operating procedures (SOP’s) for grinding 
product. Examples include policies and procedures regarding product sources, 
product dating, and the firm’s meat handling/rework policies. All these factors 
will be necessary and useful in determining the extent of a product recall.

vi. Employee Training and Employee Health and Hygiene

Proper training of all employees with access to the meat case, packaging 
area, and grinding areas is essential.  Only properly trained employees should 
be allowed to work in the meat department, handle meat, and operate 
equipment.  

The Food Code and/or local and state regulations have guidelines for 
employee health and hygiene including illness procedures, and policies for 
hand washing, proper clothing, coverings, hair restraints, gloves, etc.  Make 
sure all local regulations are followed by all retail employees. 
Retailers should develop effective training procedures for the employees 
responsible for collecting; recording, and maintaining grind log data during 
their daily job duties. The best training programs utilize a “tell, show, allow 
practice/observe and praise/correct” component. Employees should 
understand the importance of the entire scope and need for the work. 
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vii. Cleaning and Sanitation of Equipment

Section 4-602.11 of the FDA Food Code states that all food contact surfaces 
should be cleaned at least every four hours. The food code provides for 
cleaning less frequently than every four hours if the utensils and equipment 
are held in a refrigerated room and cleaned according to the frequencies 
provided in the food code.  

vii. Importance of “Breaks” in the production cycle

“Breaks” in the production cycle are critical and should not be overlooked.  A 
break in the production cycle is a combination of a complete cleaning 
and sanitation step in conjunction with no carryover of product. This can 
be the difference between needing to recall product from one day or from 
several months. Therefore, documenting cleaning and sanitation is very 
important.  

viii. Significance of avoiding carryover of trim

Avoid mixing product ground on one day with product ground on subsequent 
days. If product is carried over from one day to the next, the two days of 
production are now linked even if the equipment is cleaned and sanitized.  
Therefore, if this practice is done day after day and there is no break in 
production, the entire product becomes one huge lot.  This can lead to rolling 
recalls and there are many examples in the meat industry of months of 
product being recalled because of carry-over and no breaks in production.  On 
the other hand, there are also examples of very small recalls because the 
retailer utilized breaks in production and maintained appropriate processing 
and cleaning records.  

 
ix. Pull-Backs

“Pull-backs” are retail packaged cuts, such as steaks or roasts, removed from 
the self-service refrigerated display cases and either reworked into smaller 
cuts, such as stew beef or cube steak, or ground product. “Pull-backs” can be 
ground separately but are normally co-mingled with in-store produced bench 
trim.

The determining factors for pulling and reworking a steak or roast vary greatly. 
An operator may or may not use the company’s “sell-by” date on the retail cut 
to determine “pull-back”.  At times quality issues such as the visual 
appearance of the steak (trim standard, marbling, excessive bone per internal 
standards, loss of bloom, or eye appeal) will create the need to pull back a 
specific cut. Optionally, an operator may cut multiple roasts expecting to leave 
them for no more than one day and re-cut them the following day into steaks. 
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There are many possible-determining factors for the timing or number of “pull-
backs” on any one-day.

Large and small operators may use “pull backs” as part of normal Standard 
Operation Procedure (SOP). While this practice may present additional risks 
temperature fluctuation of product due to public handling of the packaged 
product, the significance of this risk has not been assessed. 
To provide information necessary trace back, information such as source 
material, establishment numbers, pack date, lot code, etc. must be captured 
for “pull-backs” from the previous days’ production (primal usage) logs. A retail 
operator utilizing “pull backs” would, therefore, be able to provide production 
logs from several proceeding days in the event of a trace back or recall of a 
particular batch of grinds. Retail operators will be required to establish, follow, 
and articulate internal SOPs related to the “pull back” process to FSIS in the 
event of a trace back recall process.

When a batch of ground beef contains “pull-back” product, the retail operator 
will indicate this on the grinding log under the “Source Product Ground” 
column of the Beef Grinding Log Template (see Appendix 1).  The “Retail 
Label, Quantity Ground, and Time Equipment Cleaned Sanitized” blocks will 
be completed per normal procedures.  

Note: Trace back becomes increasingly difficult when a retailer purchases 
from multiple suppliers. Trace back will become even more difficult when a 
retailer opts to do “pull backs” as the amount of data will be multiplied over 
four or five days of production. Having multiple possible sources of product will 
make pinpointing a particular beef supplier extremely challenging. 

c. Points to consider

i. Outbreak Investigations 

In the case of outbreak investigations, certain practices make it very difficult to 
piece together information and can halt investigations.  Examples of these 
include:

1. Product from several suppliers combined in the grinder that is not 
recorded.

2. Trim mixed with other product that is not recorded (for example, bench 
trim mixed with chubs and not recorded as such).

3. Recording the supplier name but having no other identifying 
information, such as the establishment number which is a true identifier 
of the processing plant.  (Many suppliers have multiple processing 
plants differentiated only by a different letter after the assigned 
establishment number.)

4. Incomplete or inaccurate forms.

5. Carryover without breaks in the production cycle.
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Page 6 of 8



Conference for Food Protection – Committee FINAL Report
Template approved: 08/14/2013

Committee Final Reports are considered DRAFT until deliberated and acknowledged by the assigned Council at  
the Biennial Meeting

ii. Lotting at Retail

The package produced at retail must be linked to the lot of product from which 
it was made, i.e., the source product. The simplest way to do this is by placing 
an identifiable code, product name and date on the product label that links the 
package to the lot of meat ground for which there is a record.  The retail-
ground lot should have a supportable definition and should link the packaged 
product to the source material. Most companies produce multiple types of 
ground product throughout the day that should be labeled differently. Some 
companies will make several lots of the same product a day because they 
clean and sanitize frequently, and some only have one lot per day.    

iii. Recommended Product Handling Practices

1. Store-generated trimmings should be segregated from other products. 
A full, documented cleaning and sanitizing of the entire grinder is then 
needed to create a “break” in the production cycle.

2. When grinding chubs or tubes, start with the highest lean percentage. 
All lean points will be considered the same “lot” unless the retailer 
completes a full cleaning and sanitizing between the lean points.

3. Rotate supply first-in first-out and pay attention to sell-by dates.

4. Avoid mixing species unless intentional and clearly labeled. Clean and 
sanitize equipment between species.

5. Store trim in clean and sanitized lugs and hold under refrigeration.  

6. Properly label all trim lugs with the primal source, date, time and 
employee.

7. Avoid mixing products from different suppliers. 

8. Avoid mixing chubs and trim. 

9. Minimize grinding re-work or pull-backs (if they are ground, make sure 
they are clearly documented in the records). 

iv. Recommendations for Beef Suppliers

1. The CFP Beef Grinding Log Template Committee supports global Meat 
and Poultry XML (mpXML) traceability efforts such as adoption of the 
voluntary GS1 mpXML guidelines to standardize the information 
contained within barcodes. GS1 is dedicated to the design and 
implementation of global standards and solutions to improve the 
efficiency and visibility of supply and demand chains globally and 
across sectors. The first GS1 barcode was the UPC (Universal Product 
Code) scan bar seen on almost every package sold in retail today. (For 
more information, please see: http://www.mpxml.org/I_DataSync.html.) 
Furthermore, the Committee also recognizes that human readable data 
is also required in these efforts to allow collection of data by small 
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retailers who may not have access to the bar scan readers of larger 
retailers.

2. Collecting data by hand is difficult, costly and subject to human error. 
The CFP Beef Grinding Log Template Committee recommends that the 
beef suppliers attach a sufficient number of “peel off” labels containing 
the needed trace back data either in the boxed beef or attached to the 
outside of the box. These “peel off” labels would be required on all 
primal-boxed beef as well as chubs or tubes.

3. A smart phone application or other system could be developed by each 
beef producer for deciphering the information contained within the 
barcodes that are currently applied to their products. This would make 
the information readily available for the grocer to use. The application 
could also be used to collect and store the above needed data points in 
a web application. The ability to download this phone application would 
be given to any buyer of the establishment’s meat products. 

Note: We want to acknowledge and thank FMI for allowing sections of their 
report titled, “Comprehensive Guide Meat Ground at Retail Recordkeeping 
and Sanitation - June 2013” to be utilized in this report. 

2. Recommendations for consideration by council

a. Acknowledge this final committee report, and acknowledge the hard work of the 
committee members.

b. Approve the committee generated guidance document and templates. 
c. Future of the committee – the Committee wishes to disband the Beef Grinding Log 

Template Committee.  Respectfully submitted by Rick Barney and D. Todd Mers, Co-
Chairs.

CFP ISSUES TO BE SUBMITTED BY COMMITTEE:
  

1. Issue # 1: Beef Grinding Log Template Committee Final Report 2012-2014

2. Issue # 2: Beef Grinding Log Template Guidance 

3. Issue # 3:  Rulemaking Considerations

COMMITTEE MEMBER ROSTER (ATTACHED):

Beef Grinding Log Template Committee Roster 12-19-2013.xls

Beef Grinding Log Template Committee 11-18-2013  (revised 02-16-2014)
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COMMITTEE NAME:   
Meat and Poultry Processing at Retail Food Establishments Committee 
 
COUNCIL or EXECUTIVE BOARD ASSIGNMENT:  Council I 
 
DATE OF REPORT: December 24, 2013  Revised 2/25/2014 
 
SUBMITTED BY:   
Joel Ortiz and Brian Nummer, Co-Chairs 
 
COMMITTEE CHARGE(s):   
Issue #: 2012 I- 013 
 
The Conference recommends that a committee be established to: 
1. Provide input on comprehensive Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) guidance materials 

under development by the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS), in collaboration with the 
Association of Food And Drug Officials (AFDO), 

2. To assist in providing a uniform standard available for all regulatory jurisdictions in the evaluation of 
variance requests involving the processing of meat and poultry at retail food establishments, and 

3. To better control meat and poultry processing activities at retail food establishments, utilizing the 
attached guidance materials that are being further developed by FSIS and AFDO, Model HACCP 
Plans for Retail Processing, and A Retail Food Establishment Guide for Developing a HACCP Plan - 
Meeting the Requirements of the FDA Food Code Variance in the Relation to Specialized Meat and 
Poultry Processing Methods), 

4. To report back to the 2014 Biennial Meeting with the recommendation that a letter be sent to FDA 
asking that they consider if and how these guidance materials can best be incorporated into: 

1) FDA Food Code Annex 2 (References, Part 3 - Supportive Documents); 
2) FDA Food Code Annex 4 (Management of Food Practices - Achieving Active Managerial       

Control of Foodborne Illness Risk Factors), and 
3) FDA's two HACCP Manual "Managing Food Safety; A Manual for the Voluntary Use of HACCP 

Principles for Operators of Food Service and Retail Establishments," and "Managing Food 
Safety: A Regulator's Manual for Applying HACCP Principles to Risk-Based Retail and Food 
Service Inspections and Evaluating Voluntary Food Safety Management Systems") 

 
 
COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 
Progress on Overall Committee Activities:  
 

1. The committee actively held conference calls between October 2012 and September 
 2013.  In the early phases it was difficult to determine the intent of the charges.  The 
 committee determined that the work was very complex and would be best served by 
 forming two subcommittees: Document Review and Meat and Poultry Templates to 
 evaluate different parts of the charge.  The two subcommittees held regular calls with 
 the following outcome: 

 
  a. Subcommittee 1.  Document Review  

 The subcommittee reviewed the documents to determine if they were current  and 
 aligned with FDA Food Code.  The subcommittee determined that it could not 
 alter existing documents by other organizations such as AFDO, USDA or the FDA 
 without first going through the CFP process for both the FDA and the USDA. The 
 Committee did seek a request from the CFP Executive Board to  update the charge 
 to reflect the direction of the committee. However, after review by the Executive 



Conference for Food Protection – Committee FINAL Report 
Template approved: 08/14/2013 

Committee Final Reports are considered DRAFT until deliberated and acknowledged by the assigned Council at the Biennial Meeting 
 

 

CFP Meat and Poultry Processing at Retail Food Establishments Committee 12-26-2013   Page 2 of 3 
 

 Board (EB), the EB concluded that the charge did not need to be changed. The 
 committee decided to focus on creating HACCP  templates on subcommittee 2.  

 
  b. Subcommittee 2.  Meat &Poultry Templates 

 
  Tasks established by the Committee: 

• Determine most common products at retail  
• Dried Ready-To-Eat (RTE) (e.g. jerky) 
• Cured Ready-To-Cook (RTC) (e.g. bacon) 
• Cured and fully cooked RTE (e.g. ham) 
• Uncured fully cooked RTE (smoked meats) 
• Fermented, dried and pasteurized RTE (Pepperoni or salami). 

 
  c. Determine if the documents should be stand-alone (subcommittee agreed they 

 should be stand alone). 
 d. Identify existing templates (very few were found with the exception of USDA 

 templates and a select few from various states). 
 e. Create, review and edit templates to make them scientifically sound and easy 

to use. 
  f. Create, review and edit any Standard Operating Procedures (SOP’s) or 

 Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP’s) that must be included (e.g. 
 control of cure addition). 

  g. Submit completed templates and SOP’s and SSOP’s to full committee for 
 comments and approval. 

  h. Determine the most appropriate place for the templates to be housed (e.g. 
 USDA has volunteered to have them placed on its website with other 
 consideration being given to place the documents in the most appropriate Food 
 Code annex determined by the FDA and reference them on CFP website).   

  i.  At this time, the committee work has not been completed. 
  

 2. Recommendations for consideration by Council: 
 

  a. Acknowledging the Meat and Poultry Processing at Retail Food 
 Establishments Committee Final Report and thanking the committee members 
 for their work. 

 
  b. Recommend that the committee be re-created and re-named with new and 
  clear charges as follows: 

 Develop ready-to-use, variance-based model Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point 
 (HACCP) templates for the following meat and poultry categories: 

• Dried ready-to-eat (e.g. jerky) 
• Cured ready to cook (e.g. bacon) 
• Cured, fully cooked (e.g. ham) 
• Uncured, fully cooked (e.g. smoked meats) 
• Fermented, dried and pasteurized ready to eat (e.g. pepperoni or 

salami) 
c. Determine and develop required SOPs, SSOPs, or prerequisite templates that 
support the above HACCP templates.  Examples are control of curing compounds, 
degree-hours for fermentation, and reduced oxygen packaging of finished 
product. 

 Report back to the 2016 Biennial Meeting  
 

CFP ISSUES TO BE SUBMITTED BY COMMITTEE:   
 

The following issues will be submitted: 
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Issue 1:  Acknowledging the Meat and Poultry Processing at Retail Food Establishments 
Committee Final Report and thanking the committee members for their work. 

 
Issue 2:  Re-create the Meat and Poultry Processing at Retail Food Establishments Committee 
and re-naming the committee 
 

List of Attachments 

• Meat and Poultry Processing at Retail Food Establishments Committee Final Report 
• 2012-2014 Meat and Poultry Processing at Retail Food Establishments Committee 

Roster 
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3717-1-01 State of Ohio Uniform Food Safety Code and definitions
(B) Definitions
(70)"Micro market" means a retail food establishment that offers the following in displays not 
more than two hundred and fifty linear feet:
(a) Prepackaged non-time/temperature controlled for safety food;
(b) Prepackaged refrigerated or frozen time/temperature controlled for safety food that is stored 
in equipment that complies with paragraph (H) of rule  3717-1-03.4 and paragraphs (LL) and 
(MM) of rule 3717-1-04.1 of the Administrative Code.

3717-1-02.4 Management and personnel: supervision.
(A) Person in charge - assignment of responsibility. 
The license holder shall be the person responsible for the food service operation or retail food 
establishment. The license holder may be the person in charge or shall designate a person or 
persons in charge and shall ensure that a person in charge with applicable knowledge is present 
at the food service operation or retail  food establishment during all  hours of operation. This 
paragraph does not apply to a micro market as defined in Chapter 3717-1 of the Administrative 
Code.
(B) Person in charge - demonstration of knowledge. 
Based on the risks inherent to  the food operation, during inspections and upon request the 
person in charge shall demonstrate to the licensor the applicable knowledge of foodborne disease 
prevention,  application  of  the  hazard  analysis  and  critical  control  point  principles,  and  the 
requirements  of  this  chapter  as  they  relate  to  the  food  service  operation  or  retail  food 
establishment at the time of inspection. The person in charge shall demonstrate this knowledge 
by compliance with this chapter by having no critical violations during the current inspection, or 
by being certified in food protection as specified in rule 3701-21-25 of the Administrative Code, 
or  by  responding  correctly  to  the  inspector's  questions  as  they  relate  to  the  specific  food 
operation. The areas of knowledge include: 
(1) Describing the relationship between the prevention of foodborne disease and the personal 
hygiene of a food employee; 
(2)  Explaining  the  responsibility  of  the  person  in  charge  for  preventing the  transmission  of 
foodborne disease by a food employee who has a disease or medical condition that may cause 
foodborne disease; 
(3) Describing the symptoms associated with the diseases that are transmissible through food; 
(4) Explaining the significance of the relationship between maintaining the time and temperature 
of time/temperature controlled for safety food and the prevention of foodborne illness; 
(5) Explaining the hazards involved in the consumption of raw or undercooked meat, poultry, 
eggs, and fish; 
(6)  Stating  the  required food temperatures and times  for  safe  cooking  of  time/temperature 
controlled for safety food including eggs, fish, meat, and poultry; 
(7) Stating the required temperatures and times for the safe refrigerated storage, hot holding, 
cooling, and reheating of time/temperature controlled for safety food; 
(8) Describing the relationship between the prevention of foodborne illness and the management 
and control of the following: 
(a) Cross contamination ;
(b) Hand contact with ready-to-eat foods ;
(c) Handwashing ; and 
(d) Maintaining the food service operation or retail food establishment in a clean condition and in 
good repair .
(9) Identifying major food allergens including milk, egg, fish, tree nuts, wheat, peanuts, and 
soybeans as specified in paragraph (B) (66) of rule 3717-1-01 of the Administrative Code; 
(10) Explaining the relationship between food safety and providing equipment that is: 
(a) Sufficient in number and capacity ; and 
(b) Properly designed, constructed, located, installed, operated, maintained, and cleaned .
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(11) Explaining correct procedures for cleaning and sanitizing utensils and food-contact surfaces 
of equipment; 
(12)  Identifying  the  source  of  water  used  and  measures  taken  to  ensure  that  it  remains 
protected from contamination such as providing protection from backflow and precluding the 
creation of cross connections; 
(13)  Identifying  poisonous  or  toxic  materials  in  the  food  service  operation  or  retail  food 
establishment and the procedures necessary to ensure that they are safely stored, dispensed, 
used, and disposed of properly; 
(14) Explaining the details of how the person in charge and food employees comply with the 
HACCP plan that includes identifying the critical control points in the operation and associated 
critical limits, if a plan is required by this chapter, or an agreement between the licensor and the 
food service operation or retail food establishment; 
(15) Explaining the responsibilities, rights, and authorities assigned by this chapter to the: 
(a) Food employee ;
(b) Conditional employee ;
(c) Person in charge ;
(d) Licensor; and 
(16) Explaining how the person in charge, food employees, and conditional employees comply 
with reporting responsibilities and exclusion or restriction of food employees. 
(C) Person in charge - duties. 
The person in charge shall ensure that: 
(1) Food service or retail food establishment operations are not conducted in a private home or 
in a room used as living or sleeping quarters as specified under paragraphs (S) and (T) of rule 
3717-1-06.1 of the Administrative Code; 
(2)  Persons  unnecessary  to  the  food  service  operation  or  retail  food  establishment  are  not 
allowed in the food preparation, food storage, or warewashing areas, except that brief visits and 
tours may be authorized by the person in charge if steps are taken to ensure that exposed food; 
clean equipment, utensils, and linens; and unwrapped single-service and single-use articles are 
protected from contamination; 
(3)  Employees  and  other  persons  such  as  delivery  and  maintenance  persons  and  pesticide 
applicators entering the food preparation, food storage, and warewashing areas comply with this 
chapter; 
(4)  Employees  are  effectively  cleaning  their  hands,  by  routinely  monitoring  the  employees' 
handwashing; 
(5) Employees are visibly observing foods as they are received to determine that they are from 
approved  sources,  delivered  at  the  required  temperatures,  protected  from  contamination, 
unadulterated, and accurately presented, by routinely monitoring the employees' observations 
and periodically evaluating foods upon their receipt; 
(6)  Employees  are  properly  cooking  time/temperature  controlled  for  safety  food,  being 
particularly careful in cooking those foods known to cause severe foodborne illness and death, 
such  as  eggs  and  comminuted  meats,  through  daily  oversight  of  the  employees'  routine 
monitoring  of  the  cooking  temperatures  using  appropriate  temperature  measuring  devices 
properly  scaled and calibrated as  specified  under  paragraph  (K)  of  rule  3717-1-04.1 of  the 
Administrative Code and paragraph (Q)(2) of rule 3717-1-04.4 of the Administrative Code; 
(7) Employees are using proper methods to rapidly cool time/temperature controlled for safety 
foods that are not held hot or are not for consumption within four hours, through daily oversight 
of the employees' routine monitoring of food temperatures during cooling; 
(8)  Consumers  who  order  raw  or  partially  cooked  ready-to-eat  foods  of  animal  origin  are 
informed as specified under paragraph (E) of rule 3717-1-03.5 of the Administrative Code that 
the food is not cooked sufficiently to ensure its safety; 
(9) Employees are properly sanitizing cleaned multiuse equipment and utensils before they are 
reused, through routine monitoring of solution temperature and exposure time for hot water 

2

http://codes.ohio.gov/oac/3717-1-03.5
http://codes.ohio.gov/oac/3717-1-04.4
http://codes.ohio.gov/oac/3717-1-04.1
http://codes.ohio.gov/oac/3717-1-06.1


sanitizing,  and  chemical  concentration,  pH,  temperature,  and  exposure  time  for  chemical 
sanitizing; 
(10) Consumers are notified that clean tableware is to be used when they return to self-service 
areas such as salad bars and buffets as specified under paragraph (O) of rule 3717-1-03.2 of the 
Administrative Code; 
(11)  Except  when  approved  as  specified  in  paragraph  (A)  (4)  of  rule  3717-1-03.2 of  the 
Administrative Code, employees are preventing cross-contamination of ready-to-eat food with 
bare hands by properly using suitable utensils such as deli tissue, spatulas, tongs, single-use 
gloves, or dispensing equipment; 
(12) Employees are properly trained in food safety, including food allergy awareness, as it relates 
to their assigned duties; and 
(13) Food employees and conditional employees are informed of their responsibility to report in 
accordance with this chapter, to the person in charge, information about their health as it relates 
to diseases that are transmissible through food as specified under paragraph (A) of rule 3717-1-
02.1 of the Administrative Code.
3717-1-03.4 Food: Limitation of growth of organisms of public health concern
(H) Ready-to-eat, time/temperature controlled for safety food - disposition. 
(1) A food specified under paragraph (G)(1) or (G)(2) of this rule shall be discarded if it: 
(a) Exceeds the temperature or time specified in paragraphs (G)(1) and (G)(2) of this rule, 
except time that the product is frozen; 
(b) Is in a container or package that does not bear a date or day; or 
(c)  Is  appropriately  marked  with  a  date  or  day  that  exceeds  the  temperature  and  time 
combination as specified in paragraphs (G)(1) and (G)(2) of this rule. 
(2) Refrigerated, ready-to-eat, time/temperature controlled for safety food, dispensed through a 
vending machine with an automatic shut-off control, shall be discarded if the automatic shut-off 
control is activated as specified in paragraph (X)(2) of rule  3717-1-04.1 of the Administrative 
Code. 
(3) Refrigerated, ready-to-eat, time/temperature controlled for safety food, displayed at a micro 
market, shall be discarded if the automatic shutoff control is activated as specified in paragraph 
(LL)(1) of rule 3717-1-04.1 of the Administrative Code.
3717-1-04.1 Equipment, utensils, and linens: design and construction
(KK) Food equipment - certification and classification. 
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (KK)(2) of this rule, food equipment that is acceptable for 
use in a food service operation or retail food establishment shall be approved by a recognized 
food equipment testing agency. 
(2) The Ohio department of agriculture, the Ohio department of health, or the licensor may 
approve the use of food equipment, other than vending machines , bulk water machines, and 
equipment that displays time/temperature controlled for safety food in a micro market, that have 
not been approved by a recognized testing agency if the equipment demonstrates compliance 
with this chapter. 
(LL) Micro market display-automatic shutoff.
(1) All micro market display units offering time/temperatue controlled for safety food shall have 
an automatic control that prevents the equipment from opening if:
(a) There is a power failure, mechanical failure, or other condition that results in an internal 
equipment temperature that cannot maintain food temperatures as specified under rule 3717-1-
03.4 of the Administrative Code; and
(b) A condition specified under paragraph (LL)(1) of this rule occurs,  until  the equipment is 
serviced and restocked with food that has been maintained at temperatures specified under rule 
3717-1-03.4 of the Administrative Code.
(2) When the automatic shutoff within a display described under paragraph (LL)(1) of this rule is 
activated the ambient temperature may not exceed forty-one degrees Fahrenheit (five degrees 
Celsius)  for  more  than  thirty  minutes  immediately  after  the  display  is  filled,  serviced,  or 
restocked.
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(MM) Micro market display closure.
All  micro market  display units  offering time/temperature controlled for  safety food,  shall  be 
equipped with a self-closing door.

4



CDC 2011 Estimates: Findings

CDC estimates that each year roughly 1 in 6 
Americans (or 48 million people) gets sick, 
128,000 are hospitalized, and 3,000 die of 
foodborne diseases.

Please visit the CDC Online Newsroom (/media/) 

for the December 15, 2010 media briefing 

(/media/pressrel/2010/a101215.html) , transcript 

(/media/transcripts/2010/t101215.html) , and press 
release (/media/pressrel/2010/r101215.html) ; read 
our feature on (/Features/dsFoodborneEstimates/) 

2011 Estimates of Foodborne illness in the 
United States; and also hear the Emerging 
Infectious Diseases 
(http://wwwnc.cdc.gov/eid/content/17/1/contents.htm) 

Podcast: New U.S. Foodborne Illness Estimates 
(http://www2c.cdc.gov/podcasts/player.asp?
f=4485979) 

CDC has estimates for two major groups of foodborne illnesses: 

Known foodborne pathogens — 31 pathogens known to cause foodborne illness. Many of 
these pathogens are tracked by public health systems that track diseases and outbreaks.

*Unspecified agents — Agents with insufficient data to estimate agent-specific burden; 
known agents not yet identified as causing foodborne illness; microbes, chemicals, or other 
substances known to be in food whose ability to cause illness is unproven; and agents not yet 
identified. Because you can’t “track" what isn’t yet identified, estimates for this group of agents 
started with the health effects or symptoms that they are most likely to cause—acute 
gastroenteritis. 

Table 1. Estimated annual number of domestically acquired, foodborne illnesses, hospitalizations, 
and deaths due to 31 pathogens and unspecified agents transmitted through food, United States

 

Foodborne 
Agents

Estimated 
annual 

number of 
illnesses  

(90% 
credible 
interval)

%

Estimated 
annual number 

of 
hospitalizations  

(90% credible 
interval)

%

Estimated 
annual 

number of 
deaths  
(90% 

credible 
interval)

%
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31 known 
pathogens

9.4 million  
(6.6–12.7 
million)

20
55,961  

(39,534–75,741)
44

1,351  
(712–2,268)

44

Unspecified 
agents

38.4 million 
(19.8–61.2 

million)
80

71,878  
(9,924–157,340)

56
1,686 
(369–
3,338)

56

Total
47.8 million  
(28.7–71.1 

million)
100

127,839 
(62,529–215,562)

100
3,037  

(1,492–
4,983)

100

To estimate the total number of foodborne illnesses, CDC estimated the number of illnesses 
caused by both known and unspecified agents. We also estimated the number of 
hospitalizations and deaths caused by these illnesses. Table 1 provides the estimates due to 
known pathogens, unspecified agents, and the total burden. 

Pathogens causing the most illnesses, hospitalizations, and 
deaths each year

Eight known pathogens account for the vast majority of illnesses, hospitalizations, and deaths. 
Tables 2–4 list the top five pathogens causing illness, hospitalization, and death.

Table 2. Top five pathogens contributing to domestically acquired foodborne illnesses 

 

Pathogen

Estimated 
number 

of 
illnesses

90% 
Credible 
Interval

%

Norovirus (/ncidod/dvrd/revb/gastro/norovirus.htm) 5,461,731 
3,227,078

–
8,309,480

58

Salmonella (/salmonella/index.html) , nontyphoidal 1,027,561 
644,786–
1,679,667

11

Clostridium perfringens 
(/foodborneburden/clostridium-perfringens.html) 

965,958
192,316–

2,483,309
10

Campylobacter spp 

(/nczved/divisions/dfbmd/diseases/campylobacter/) . 
(/nczved/divisions/dfbmd/diseases/campylobacter/) 

845,024 
337,031–
1,611,083

9

Staphylococcus aureus 
(/nczved/divisions/dfbmd/diseases/staphylococcal/) 

241,148 
72,341–
529,417

3

Subtotal   91

Table 3. Top five pathogens contributing to domestically acquired foodborne illnesses resulting in 
hospitalization

 

Pathogen
Estimated 
number of 

hospitalizations

90% 
Credible 
Interval

%

Salmonella (/salmonella/index.html) , nontyphoidal 19,336 
8,545–
37,490

35
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Norovirus (/ncidod/dvrd/revb/gastro/norovirus.htm) 14,663 
8,097–
23,323

26

Campylobacter spp 

(/nczved/divisions/dfbmd/diseases/campylobacter/) . 
(/nczved/divisions/dfbmd/diseases/campylobacter/) 

8,463 
4,300–
15,227

15

Toxoplasma gondii (/parasites/toxoplasmosis/) 4,428
3,060–
7,146

8

E.coli (/ecoli/) (STEC) O157 (/ecoli/) 2,138 
549–
4,614

4

Subtotal   88

Table 4. Top five pathogens contributing to domestically acquired foodborne illnesses resulting in 
death

 

Pathogen
Estimated 

number 
of deaths 

90% 
Credible 
Interval

%

Salmonella (/salmonella/index.html) , 
nontyphoidal

378 0–1,011 28

Toxoplasma gondii 
(/parasites/toxoplasmosis/) 

327 200–482 24

Listeria monocytogenes 
(/nczved/divisions/dfbmd/diseases/listeriosis/) 

255 0–733 19

Norovirus 
(/ncidod/dvrd/revb/gastro/norovirus.htm) 

149 84–237 11

Campylobacter spp. 
(/nczved/divisions/dfbmd/diseases/campylobacter/) 

76 0–332 6

Subtotal   88
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CDC 2011 Estimates

FINDINGS
CDC Estimates of Foodborne Illness 
in the United States

CDC estimates that each year roughly 1 in 6 Americans (or 48 
million people) gets sick, 128,000 are hospitalized, and 3,000 
die of foodborne diseases.  The 2011 estimates provide the most 
accurate picture yet of which foodborne bacteria, viruses, microbes 
(“pathogens”) are causing the most illnesses in the United States, 
as well as estimating the number of foodborne illnesses without a 
known cause.* The estimates show that there is still much work to be 
done—specifically in focusing efforts on the top known pathogens 
and identifying the causes of foodborne illness and death without 
a known cause. 

Foodborne agents

Estimated annual 
number of 
illnesses  

(90% credible interval)

%

Estimated annual 
number of 

hospitalizations  
(90% credible interval)

%

Estimated annual  
number of  

deaths  
(90% credible interval)

%

31 known pathogens
9.4 million 

(6.6–12.7 million)
20

55,961 
(39,534–75,741)

44
1,351 

(712–2,268)
44

Unspecified agents
38.4 million 

(19.8–61.2 million)
80

71,878 
(9,924–157,340)

56
1,686 

(369–3,338)
56

Total
47.8 million 

(28.7–71.1 million)
100

127,839 
(62,529–215,562)

100
3,037 

(1,492–4,983)
100

Table 1. Estimated annual number of domestically acquired foodborne illnesses, hospitalizations, 
and deaths due to 31 pathogens and unspecified agents transmitted through food, United States

CDC has estimates for two major groups of foodborne illnesses:

Known foodborne pathogens— 31 pathogens known to cause foodborne illness. Many of these pathogens are 
tracked by public health systems that track diseases and outbreaks. 

*Unspecified agents— Agents with insufficient data to estimate agent-specific burden; known agents not yet 
identified as causing foodborne illness; microbes, chemicals, or other substances known to be in food whose 
ability to cause illness is unproven; and agents not yet identified. Because you can’t “track” what isn’t yet identified, 
estimates for this group of agents started with the health effects or symptoms that they are most likely to cause—
acute gastroenteritis.

To estimate the total number of foodborne illnesses, CDC estimated the number of illnesses caused by both known 
and unspecified agents. We also estimated the number of hospitalizations and deaths caused by these illnesses. 
Table 1 provides the estimates due to known pathogens, unspecified agents, and the total burden. 

Reducing foodborne 

illness by 10% would 

keep about 5 million 

Americans from 

getting sick each year. 



February 2011 www.cdc.gov/foodborneburden

Pathogens causing the most illnesses, hospitalizations, and deaths each year

Eight known pathogens account for the vast majority of illnesses, hospitalizations, and deaths.  Tables 2–4 list the top five 
pathogens causing illness, hospitalization, and death.

Pathogen Estimated annual number of 
illnesses 90% Credible Interval %

Norovirus 5,461,731 3,227,078–8,309,480 58

Salmonella, nontyphoidal 1,027,561 644,786–1,679,667 11

Clostridium perfringens 965,958 192,316–2,483,309 10

Campylobacter spp. 845,024 337,031–1,611,083 9

Staphylococcus aureus 241,148 72,341–529,417 3

Subtotal 91

Pathogen Estimated annual number of 
hospitalizations 90% Credible Interval %

Salmonella, nontyphoidal 19,336 8,545–37,490 35

Norovirus 14,663 8,097–23,323 26

Campylobacter spp. 8,463 4,300–15,227 15

Toxoplasma gondii 4,428 3,060–7,146 8

E. coli (STEC) O157 2,138 549–4,614 4

Subtotal 88

Pathogen Estimated annual number of 
deaths 90% Credible Interval %

Salmonella, nontyphoidal 378 0–1,011 28

Toxoplasma gondii 327 200–482 24

Listeria monocytogenes 255 0–733 19

Norovirus 149 84–237 11

Campylobacter spp. 76 0–332 6

Subtotal 88

Table 2.  Top five pathogens causing domestically acquired foodborne illnesses 

Table 3.  Top five pathogens causing domestically acquired foodborne illnesses resulting in hospitalization 

Table 4.  Top five pathogens causing domestically acquired foodborne illnesses resulting in death 



Documenting trends—which illnesses 
are decreasing and increasing—is 
essential for monitoring our progress 
in reducing foodborne illness.

Trends in Foodborne Illness in the United States, 2012

Each year, foodborne illness, commonly known as food poisoning, affects about 48 million 
people in the United States. Food poisoning can happen anywhere, to anyone, and from foods 
we might not expect. Public health surveillance, such as that conducted by the Foodborne 
Diseases Active Surveillance Network (FoodNet), provides needed data for tracking trends.

FoodNet: Report Card for Food Safety

Each year, FoodNet reports on the changes in the number of people sickened with foodborne 
infections that have been confirmed by laboratory tests.

Foodborne diseases monitored through FoodNet include infections caused by the bacteria 
Campylobacter, Listeria, Salmonella, Shiga toxin-producing E. coli (STEC) O157 and non-
O157, Shigella, Vibrio, and Yersinia, and the parasites Cryptosporidium and Cyclospora. The 
data collected by FoodNet also lets CDC, its partners, and policy makers know how much 
progress has been made in reaching national goals 
(http://www.healthypeople.gov/2020/topicsobjectives2020/overview.aspx?topicid=14)  

(http://www.cdc.gov/Other/disclaimer.html) for reducing foodborne illness.

Highlights of the 2012 FoodNet Data
Data from FoodNet, which monitors 15% of the US population, provide the best measure of 
trends in foodborne disease in the United States. Overall, the 2012 FoodNet data showed a lack 
of recent progress in reducing foodborne infections and highlight the need for improved 
prevention.

Report Card (larger version 

(reportcard.html) ) 

Download PDF  [PDF - 1.14MB] 

(food-safety-progress-report-2012-
508c.pdf) 
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FoodNet identified 19,531 laboratory-confirmed cases of infection. •
The incidences of laboratory-confirmed Campylobacter, Cryptosporidium, 
Salmonella, Shiga toxin-producing Escherichia coli (STEC) O157 and non-O157, 
Shigella, and Yersinia infection were highest among children aged <5 years.

◦

The incidences of Listeria and Vibrio infection were highest in adults aged ≥65 years.◦

The incidences of laboratory-confirmed Listeria, Salmonella, Shiga toxin-producing 
Escherichia coli (STEC) O157, and Yersinia infection did not change significantly in 2012 
compared with 2006–2008.

•

Campylobacter was the second most common infection reported in FoodNet (14.3 cases 
reported per 100,000 population). Incidence of infection was 14% higher in 2012 
compared with 2006–2008. 

•

Campylobacter infections are usually self-limited, but may result in severe 
complications such as Guillain-Barré syndrome (a type of paralysis), and arthritis.

◦

Exposures related to Campylobacter infection include consumption of undercooked 
poultry, raw milk, produce, untreated water, and contact with young animals.

◦

Vibrio infections are rare (0.41 cases reported per 100,000 population). Incidence of 
Vibrio infection was 43% higher in 2012 compared with 2006–2008. 

•

Some types of Vibrio infections are often serious.◦
Many Vibrio infections are acquired by eating raw oysters. These infections are most 
common during warmer months when waters naturally contain more Vibrio 
organisms.

◦

Infections can be prevented by thoroughly cooking oysters and by not exposing 
wounds to bodies of warm seawater.

◦

As a group, the incidence of infection with six key pathogens transmitted commonly 
through food (Campylobacter, Listeria, Salmonella, E. coli O157, Vibrio, and Yersinia) 
was not significantly different in 2012 than in 2006–2008.

•

Long-term Trends
Comparison with the first three years of FoodNet surveillance (1996–1998) shows some clear 
changes:

The incidence of infections caused by Campylobacter, Listeria, STEC O157, Shigella, and 
Yersinia has declined, mostly in the first years.

•

The overall incidence of Salmonella was unchanged, but the incidence of some types of 
Salmonella have increased while others have decreased.

•

The incidence of Vibrio infection is now 116% higher.•
The overall incidence of infection with six key foodborne pathogens (Campylobacter, 
Listeria, Salmonella, STEC O157, Vibrio, and Yersinia) was 22% lower.

•

Figure 1 (larger version) (figure1.html) 
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Recent Efforts and Next Steps

Most foodborne illnesses can be prevented. Some progress has been made in decreasing 
contamination of some foods and reducing illness caused by some pathogens. Recent efforts to 
reduce contamination of food and prevent these illnesses include:

Establishment in 2011 of performance standards for Campylobacter contamination of 
whole broiler chickens in processing plants.

•

Approval of more stringent time and temperature controls for oysters after harvest to 
prevent Vibrio vulnificus infections.

•

The Food Safety Modernization Act 
(http://www.fda.gov/Food/GuidanceRegulation/FSMA/ucm242500.htm)  
(http://www.cdc.gov/Other/disclaimer.html) of 2011: It gives FDA additional authority to 
regulate food facilities, establish standards for safe produce, recall contaminated foods, 
oversee imported foods, and which requires improvements in surveillance and response to 
outbreaks. It calls on CDC to strengthen surveillance and outbreak response.

•

More can be done. Determining where to target prevention efforts that will reduce foodborne 
infections requires continued collection of information to understand sources of infection, 
implementation of measures known to reduce food contamination, and development of new 
measures.

Key Web Links

FoodNet (Foodborne Diseases Active Surveillance Network) (http://www.cdc.gov/foodnet/) •
CDC's Estimates of Foodborne Illness in the United States 
(http://www.cdc.gov/foodborneburden/index.html) 

•

CDC and Food Safety (http://www.cdc.gov/foodsafety/) •
Foodsafety.gov (http://www.foodsafety.gov/)  (http://www.cdc.gov/Other/disclaimer.html) •
CDC's Division of Foodborne, Waterborne, and Environmental Diseases 
(http://www.cdc.gov/ncezid/dfwed/) 

•

United States Department of Agriculture’s Food Safety and Inspection Service 
(USDA/FSIS)) (http://www.fsis.usda.gov/)  (http://www.cdc.gov/Other/disclaimer.html) 

•

United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA) (http://www.fda.gov/default.htm)  
(http://www.cdc.gov/Other/disclaimer.html) 

•

Figure 2. (larger view) (figure2.html) 
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Sore Throat 

Español: Dolor de garganta (/getsmart/antibiotic-use/URI/sore-throat-sp.html) 

Overview of a Sore Throat
A sore throat often makes it painful to swallow. A sore throat can also feel dry and scratchy. A 
sore throat is a frequent symptom of the common cold or other acute respiratory tract 
infections. In some cases, a lab test will need to be done to determine if you or your child needs 
antibiotics.

Causes of a Sore Throat

Most sore throats are caused by viruses, like ones that cause a cold or the flu •
Some sore throats, like strep throat, are caused by bacteria; strep throat is caused by 
Group A streptococcus 
(http://www.cdc.gov/ncidod/dbmd/diseaseinfo/groupastreptococcal_g.htm) (strep-tuh-KOK-us)

•

Other causes include: •
Allergies ◦
Dry air◦
Pollution (airborne chemicals or irritants)◦
Smoking or exposure to second hand smoke◦

Signs and Symptoms of a Viral Infection Accompanied by a Sore 
Throat

Sneezing •
Cough •
Watery eyes •
Mild headache •
Mild body aches •
Runny nose•
Low-grade fever (less than 102°F) •

See a Healthcare Provider if You or Your Child has:

A sore throat that lasts longer than 1 week •
Difficulty swallowing or breathing •
Excessive drooling (young children) •
Temperature higher than 100.4° F  •
Pus on the back of the throat •
Rash •
Hoarseness (http://www.nlm.nih.gov/MEDLINEPLUS/ency/article/003054.htm)  
(http://www.cdc.gov/Other/disclaimer.html) lasting longer than 2 weeks 

•

Blood in saliva or phlegm •
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Proposal 13-204 

 

PUBLIC HEALTH RATIONALE 

 

 

The ISSC stakeholders have worked hard since the 1990s, using a number of science and policy 

tools to mitigate the public health effects associated with Vibrio species, most notably Vibrio 

vulnificus (Vv) and Vibrio parahaemolyticus (Vp).  As a result, the Model Ordinance has slowly 

evolved with different requirements for Vv and Vp.  These controls include the use of Vv 

Control Plans (VVCP) and Vp Control Plans (VPCP) which vary from state to state.   States 

requiring Vv controls generally must implement more restrictive harvest controls than states 

which only require Vp control plans. Additionally, risk per serving standards associated with 

VVCP require corrective actions that are absent in VPCP. This disparity creates an economic 

advantage for industry in states with less stringent requirements and potentially favors higher 

exposure to more risky product.  This proposal will provide a level playing field for the shellfish 

industry by unifying the controls for Vp and Vv.   

 

To-date, the Model Ordinance requirements have not been effective in reducing the number of 

cases of Vv and Vp.  FoodNet data (Figure 1 below) indicates that vibriosis has more than 

doubled since the baseline years of 1996-98 while illnesses from all other major foodborne 

pathogens have either been stable or in most cases decreased during this same period 
3
. COVIS 

data provided to ISSC supports similar increases in vibriosis in the US as observed with 

FoodNet. Vv and Vp Control Plans are not achieving expected illness reductions. In fact, Vv 

illnesses have exceeded the ISSC baseline each of the three years since the VVCP was 

implemented in 2010 and reported Vp illnesses have increased four of the five years since 

implementation of the VPCP in 2008.  There have also been 49 deaths due to Vv since 2010 and 

21 due to Vp since 2008 
8, 11

. 
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The cost of vibriosis to society is significant.  Economists and epidemiologists can provide 

formulas for estimating the acute health costs of morbidity and mortality factors (human illness 

and deaths). There are also significant costs associated with the public health responses required; 

case investigations, trace back to harvest areas, closure and opening protocols and product 

recalls.   However, the costs to the oyster and clam industries also include the loss of customer 

and consumer confidence, both in the US and export markets such as the European Union. The 

efforts by the ISSC to date to control vibriosis have been unsuccessful. This evidenced by 

petitions from consumer advocates, audits by GAO and refusal of product by international 

trading partners 
2, 4, 9

. 

 

There are likely several reasons for the increasing incidence of vibriosis, including improved 

clinical diagnosis and illness surveillance systems, increased raw shellfish consumption patterns, 

expanded seasonal and geographical range of illness and the emergence of highly virulent 

strains. For example, the introduction of the US West Coast outbreak strain of Vp into the Long 

Island Sound in 2012 caused the largest oyster-associated outbreak ever reported along the 

Atlantic Coast, tripling 2012 Atlantic Vp cases relative to the previous 5-year mean 
10, 12

 . This 

outbreak strain re-emerged in the same area in 2013 and illnesses expanded geographically from 

MA to VA by July 
12

. The 2013 Vp case count to-date far exceeds 2012 figures for the entire 

season and is likely to increase considering the long lag between harvest and illness reporting 

and because the 2013 season continues. Numerous outbreaks, area closures and recalls have 

disrupted the industry and brought negative publicity about deteriorating shellfish safety.   

 

Figure 2 indicates relatively 

stable shellfish production in 

the Atlantic region since 

2000 and projects 2012 and 

2013 servings based on 

average harvest from 2007-

2011.  Figures 3 and 4 

highlight the increase in 

illnesses and risk since 2012 

after the introduction of the 

Pacific NW outbreak strain.  
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Sound scientific information is available on the conditions required to prevent growth of the 

vibrio pathogens: Vv ≤55°F and Vp ≤50°F 
5
.  As with other foodborne pathogens, the risk of 

vibrio illness increases relative to the exposure to the organism.  In other words, the more vibrio 

bacteria consumed the higher the chance the shellfish consumer will become ill.  For example, 

FDA and FAO/WHO risk assessments for Vp assume a doubling of risk each time the bacteria 

doubles 
1, 7

. The FAO/WHO Vv risk assessment assumes that the risk increases about 1.5-fold 

for each doubling 
6
. Generation times for Vp can be as fast as one hour when ambient 

temperatures are around 90°F and almost as fast for Vv.  

 

Immediate cooling upon harvest would prevent post-harvest vibrio growth, maintain levels 

present at the time of harvest, and provide enhanced public health protection relative to the 

current VVCPs and VPCPs. This approach is consistent with the international guidance put 

forward in the Codex Alimentarius guidance for bivalve mollusks
5
 and industry cooling practices 

with other seafood products that are inherently less risky.  Immediate cooling at the time of 

harvest is considered to be the best management practice, offering significant risk reduction, 

which can be used in the process of harvesting shellfish that are to be consumed raw. 

 

While exploring the practicality of immediate cooling, FDA has undertaken field studies on 

board small harvesting vessels.   These studies demonstrated that oysters coming from warm 

harvest waters (80-90°F) can be cooled to less than 50°F within 30 minutes using an ice slurry 

system without significant hindrance of crew harvesting activity. Frequently asked questions 

regarding the cost, risks and benefits of using ice are listed in Appendix A. 

 

The public health benefit from immediate cooling at harvest time would be significant.  Tables 1 

and 2 depict the estimated benefits of cooling for Vp and Vv, respectively.  
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Table 1. Estimated Benefits of Rapid Cooling Vibrio Parahaemolyticus based on reported 

and laboratory confirmed illnesses without the adjustments for under-reporting or under-

diagnosis.  

Region Reported 

Illnesses/year 

(Baseline 

2008-2011) 

Predicted # of 

Reported 

Illnesses/year(Rapid 

Cooling) 

Predicted 

%- 

Reduction 

in 

Reported 

Illness 

Predicted 

Cost* of 

Reported 

Illness 

(Baseline) 

(Millions) 

Predicted 

Cost* of 

Reported 

Illness  

(Rapid 

Cooling) 

(Millions) 

Atlantic 20.1 1.0 95% 0.95 0.047 

Gulf 16.4 1.6 90% 0.78 0.076 

PNW 131 7.9 94% 6.22 0.38 

TOTAL 167.5 10.5 94% 7.95 0.50 

*Cost per reported illness determined as $47,500 by combining Ralston’s cost estimates for each of 3 

illness severity classes (2=seek physician ($500), 3=hospitalization ($10,000), 4=death ($5,000,000)) with 

probabilities of each severity class among reported illnesses (2=seek physician (77.8%), 3=hospitalization 

(21.3%), 4=death (0.9%) as determined by Scallan et al.   

 

Table 2. Estimated Benefits of Rapid Cooling Vibrio vulnificus based on reported and 

laboratory confirmed illnesses without the adjustments for under-reporting or under-

diagnosis. 

Gulf State Predicted # of 

reported 

Illness 

(Baseline) 

Predicted # of 

reported 

Illness 

(Rapid 

Cooling) 

Predicted % 

Reduction in 

Reported 

Illness 

Predicted 

Cost* of 

Reported 

Illness 

(Baseline) 

(Millions) 

Predicted Cost* 

of Reported 

Illness  

(Rapid Cooling) 

(Millions) 

Texas 4.1 3.0 27% 7.2 5.3 

Louisiana 11.7 9.3 20% 20.6 16.4 

Florida 2.3 1.3 41% 4.0 2.4 

TOTAL 18.1 13.6 25% 31.8 24.1 
*Cost per reported illness determined as 1.76 million by combining Ralston’s cost estimates for each of 3 
illness severity classes (2=seek physician ($500), 3=hospitalization ($10,000), 4=death ($5,000,000) with 
probabilities of each severity class among reported illnesses (2=seek physician (8.7%), 3=hospitalization 
(56.3%), 4=death (35%) as determined by Scallan et al.; predicted number of reported cases for baseline 
and immediate cooling scenarios in selected states (TX, LA, FL) were determined using the Vv calculator 
assuming: (a) baseline time-to-refrigeration, cooldown time and oyster temperatures at harvest equal to 
that specified in Vv management plans in effect in each state (TX, LA, FL); (b) 1.46 million Gulf oyster 
servings per year consumed by at risk individuals distributed by month as specified in Vv management 
plans; (c) 21% of Gulf servings attributed to TX, 57% attributed to LA, and 10% attributed to FL (based on 
NMFS landings data).  
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The FDA Dauphin Island scientific team is currently working on a number of projects associated 

with oyster cooling practices.  At the time of writing this rationale the results and conclusions 

from these projects are not available.  This information will be available at the 2013 ISSC 

meeting.  

 

Aside from the projected reduction in morbidity and mortality numbers, there will be further 

positive effects associated with acceptance of this proposal.  This proposal would unify and 

simplify the controls for Vp and Vv and provide a level playing field for all of industry.  There 

likely also would be a gain in trust by national and international customers and consumer 

advocacy groups.  While immediate cooling is not as effective as Post Harvest Processing (PHP) 

or closures, it is far less disruptive to the nation’s commercial shellfish industry than those 

approaches and offers a control strategy generally available to all the shellfish industry.    

 

As with any regulatory policy, implementation will be critical for success.  There will need to be 

ownership by the industry and verification by State regulators that the policy is being actively 

implemented.  To implement this proposal, if adopted, industry will be required to make some 

changes to their harvesting vessels and ensure that they have access to the resources that enable 

immediate cooling such as containers to maintain shellfish at cooled temperatures.  Additional 

obstacles, such as the availability of “approved” ice supplies may need to be overcome.  

Therefore, it may be appropriate for the ISSC to consider a stepped process to allow industry to 

achieve full compliance over 2 years.  
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Appendix A 
On Board Oyster Icing: Frequently Asked Questions 

 
What are vibrios and why are they a problem? 

 Vibrios are naturally occurring bacteria commonly found in oysters during warm months 

 Vibrios can cause diseases ranging from diarrhea to death 

Why is rapid cooling of oysters needed? 

 Vibrios present at harvest can grow until oysters are cooled to 50F 

 As the vibrios double so does the risk of illness 

Is it feasible to cool oysters rapidly on small harvest boats? 

 Ice is the most effective means for rapid chilling of oysters on-board small boats 

 Either layering ice with oysters or dipping in ice slurries are effective cooling methods 

How much ice is needed and what is the cost? 

 One bushel of ice in a slurry produced with 90°F seawater can cool 2 bushels of oysters 

 Reuse of the ice slurry can reduce ice usage to 1 bushel of ice for 4 bushels of oysters 

 The additional cost for purchase of ice is approximately $1/bushel or 80# sack 

Is it safe to reuse ice slurries for repeated dipping of oysters? 

 FDA research indicates that dipping oysters for 10-20 minutes does not allow any bacteria from 

the ice slurries to enter the shell and contaminate the meats 

Will ice slurries kill oysters? 

 Oyster dipped in ice slurries survive over a 2-week period as well as with conventional 

refrigeration 

What new equipment and boat modifications are needed? 

 Dipping container (5-gallon bucket, ice chest, plastic drum) 

 Cold storage container (external ice chest, insulated hull with lid) 

What are the benefits from rapid cooling? 

 Reduced risk of illness 

 Fewer closures from outbreaks 

 Potentially higher prices for oysters produced under best management  practices 

 Longer harvest periods 

 Prevents delays for out of state shipments 



Increase in Vibrio parahaemolyticus illnesses 
associated with consumption of shellfish from several 

Atlantic coast harvest areas, United States, 2013

Posted October 21, 2013 11:45 AM ET

Investigations

At a Glance:
• Case Count: 104 (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/epi.html) 
• States: 13 (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/map.html) 
• Deaths: 0
• Hospitalizations: 6
• Recall: Yes (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/advice-consumers.html) 

See Interstate Shellfish Sanitation Conference (http://www.issc.org/closuresreopenings.aspx) 
(http://www.cdc.gov/Other/disclaimer.html) for a list of Shellfish Closures, Reopenings, and 
Recalls.

More Information:
• Advice to Consumers (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/advice-consumers.html)
• Signs & Symptoms (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/signs-symptoms.html) 
• Key Resources (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/key-resources.html) 

Latest Case Count Map

 (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/map.html) 
Click map to view larger image. (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/map.html) 

Latest Epi Curve

 (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/epi.html) 
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Investigation as of September 30
Public health investigators are using the national Cholera and other Vibrio Infections 
Surveillance (COVIS) system  [PDF - 4 pages] (/nationalsurveillance/PDFs/cdc5279-covis-
vibriosis-508c.pdf) to collect food histories. Food histories have been reported for 82 ill persons.  
Of these, 75 (91%) reported eating raw oysters or raw clams during the 7 days before their 
illness began.  

State health departments work with regulatory partners to trace the source of the shellfish. 
These efforts have determined that raw oysters and clams consumed by Ill persons originated 
from shellfish harvest areas in Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York, and Virginia. 

The Interstate Shellfish Sanitation Conference maintains a list of shellfish harvest area closures 
and recalls (http://www.issc.org/closuresreopenings.aspx) 
(http://www.cdc.gov/Other/disclaimer.html) . Harvest areas to which illnesses were traced remain 
closed in Virginia (closed July 12) and Massachusetts (closed August 30). New York closed 
harvest areas which were associated with illnesses from June 29 to September 14and 
Connecticut closed illness associated harvest areas from August 2 to September 17. 
Massachusetts issued a recall of oysters originating from harvest areas associated with illness 
and Connecticut issued a recall of oysters and clams originating from illness associated harvest 
areas.

Click epi curve to view larger image. (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/epi.html) 

Highlights
• Read the Advice to Consumers » (/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/advice-
consumers.html) 
• CDC and state and federal partners in 13 states are monitoring an increase in vibriosis 
since May 2013. 

• As of September 30, 104 cases of a specific strain in 13 states with 6 
hospitalizations and no deaths were reported to CDC.

• Vibrio bacteria live in saltwater. People can get vibriosis after eating raw or 
undercooked shellfish, particularly oysters. Several species of Vibrio, including Vibrio 
parahaemolyticus, can cause illness.
• There has been an increase in infections caused by a specific strain of Vibrio 
parahaemolyticus. 
• These infections occurred among people who, in the week before they became ill, ate 
raw oysters or raw clams harvested along the Atlantic Coast.
• Before 2012, Vibrio parahaemolyticus infections of this strain were rarely associated 
with shellfish from the Atlantic coast. 
• Symptoms typically consist of mild to moderate diarrhea, but can sometimes be severe, 
especially if the bacteria enter the bloodstream.
• Safe shellfish preparation is necessary to avoid illness, especially among high risk 
people. High risk groups include 

• People with weakened immune systems
• People with chronic liver disease

• Public health investigators are using PulseNet (/pulsenet/about/works.html) , the 
national subtyping network of public health and food regulatory agency laboratories 
coordinated by CDC, to identify additional cases. PulseNet matches DNA "fingerprints" of 
Vibrio parahaemolyticus bacteria submitted by several states
(/vibrio/investigations/vibriop-09-13/advice-consumers.html) . 
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Illnesses are still being reported, but have decreased since the warmest months. It is unlikely 
that all harvest areas associated with illnesses have been identified. It is likely that many 
illnesses have occurred that were not detected through surveillance because some people do 
not seek medical care, diagnostic testing is not always performed, and some laboratories do not 
routinely use the specific culture plate necessary to test for Vibrio bacteria. The investigation is 
ongoing. 
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Olmsted County Public Health Services Receives “Model Practice Award” 
 

The National Association of County and City Health Officials (NACCHO) honors Olmsted County 

Public Health Services’ on July 13, 2005 at the NACCHO annual conference in Boston for “excellence 

and continual improvement” in the County’s food protection program. Olmsted County joins a special 

group of public health agencies that exemplify the forward thinking, proactive attitude of our nation’s 

public health system,” said NACCHO President Michael Caldwell, MD, MPH.  “NACCHO 

congratulates Olmsted County Public Health Services on this important recognition.”  

 

Olmsted County’s food protection program entry, titled “Discovering Previously Unidentified 

Foodborne Illness Risks Through Discussion,” summarizes the County’s process of assisting food 

establishment mangers develop their policies and systems that address conditions most often 

associated with food-borne illness. This approach typically results in longer lasting food safety 

improvements and it identifies about 50% more risk conditions associated with employee health, 

hand-washing, cooking, and cooling than traditional facility inspection models. 

 

The methods, initiated in the late 1990’s, are under continued development with assistance by a local 

Food Safety Advisory Task Force that includes local food service establishment, Olmsted County 

Environmental Commission, and County Public Health representatives.  Environmental Health 

Director and food program manager, Rich Peter, attributes the program’s success to “the community’s 

commitment to continual improvement that is shared by our local food service industry and State & 

local public health for protecting the public’s health.” 

 

NACCHO’s Model Practice Awards program honors 39 initiatives in 2005, that demonstrate how local 

public health agencies and their community partners can effectively collaborate to address local public 

health concerns.  A committee of peers selected Olmsted County from 106 local public health agency 

applicants.  All award winning programs will become part of a NACCHO online, searchable database 

of successful public health practices including immunization, infectious disease, emergency 

preparedness, and maternal and child health.  

- OCPHS - 

Public Health Services 
2100 Campus Drive SE 
Rochester,  MN  55904-4722 
507/285-8370 
FAX: 507/287-1492 
www.olmstedcounty.com 
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Samuel J. Crumbine
Consumer Protection

Award

2000 Award Application By:

Olmsted County Public Health Services
Environmental Health Division

1650 4th Street Southeast
Rochester, Minnesota  55904

Phone:  (507) 285-8342
FAX:  (507) 287-1492
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Executive Summary
This is the Information Age where change is a constant, and we know that well in Olmsted

County, Minnesota.  Many people here make their living as innovators, at places like the Mayo Clinic
and the IBM AS400 facility.  In this progressive environment, we in the Environmental Health
division began to question the purpose to our assigned work.  We concluded that preventing
foodborne illness is a job for the people who work with the food.  Our job is to assist them in this
prevention work.

Before it was common for local public health agencies to do so, this division developed the
capability to investigate outbreaks of foodborne illness.  But reacting to an outbreak is like a fire
department arriving on the scene after the house has burned down.  Like a fire department, we needed
to focus on prevention, and we needed a way to do this practically.

This method would have to zero in on health risks--those conditions and practices that are
known, through epidemiology, to cause foodborne illness.  This was difficult to do during a
traditional, unannounced inspection geared toward code compliance and enforcement.  Too much
time was spent on low risk conditions, adversarial relationships tended to develop, and
communication was poor.  Food service operators didn�t listen to us--our message was of little value
to them.

But when the message was focused on risk reduction, restaurant operators were willing to listen,
and when they continued to hear us talking about food safety, they began to see us as allies.  And then
we could begin working with them to prevent foodborne illness in their establishments.

A pilot project to build these lessons into a risk-based inspection format was proposed, and was
supported by the Minnesota Department of Health, with funding assistance from the University of
Minnesota, Food Science Department.  Other local agencies joined us in a week-long training
exercise led by D.J. Inman.

After the training, the pilot was expanded to more food service sites, and we developed a
practical and systematic method for assessing health risk.  It is called Food Safety Systems Review,
or System Review for short.  It is a HACCP-based screening tool that doesn�t need plans or manuals
to be put into use.  With the cooperation of the operator the practices that increase the risk of illness
are identified, and with the sanitarian�s assistance, safer procedures are developed.  The operator is
left to put these changes into practice, and our experience tells us that these changes are taking place.

An ongoing challenge is to quantify our results to track this progress over time, and ironically,
return to unannounced inspections; this time as a partner, not an adversary.

We didn�t do this alone...
We would like to express our appreciation for the permission, help, and encouragement we

received from the people of:  the 6 restaurants that agreed to participate with us in our training and
pilot project; the Olmsted County Environmental Commission; the Olmsted County Board; Joellen
Feirtag, PhD, at the University of Minnesota; the public health agencies of Brown-Nicollet, Waseca,
and Winona Counties; the Minnesota Department of Health, especially Mary Sheehan; the US Food
and Drug Administration; and people working outside of government, especially D.J. Inman.

But most of all we would like to thank the food service operators of Olmsted County.  They were
generous enough to take the hand we extended to them and join us in a partnership dedicated to
preventing foodborne illness.  They have told us we can accomplish this work together.
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Part I:  Who We Are
Our Community

Olmsted County is located in southeast Minnesota, a mainly rural, agricultural area.  Its

population is a study in contrasts:  here are people from all over the world who have recently

made a new home, as well as people who have farmed the same land for generations.  Its

population is concentrated in the largest city, Rochester, with 70% of the county�s

approximately 115,000 people.

Rochester is the home of the Mayo Clinic, which gives it the distinction of having the

greatest per capita concentration of physicians in the world.  IBM and its AS400 computer

assembly facility is the second leading employer.  Together, with a strong Convention

Bureau, they annually attract over 1 million visitors to Rochester from all over the world.

Rochester�s leaders and citizens are also proud of being named the �Best Place to Live in

America� by Money Magazine.

As well as attracting visitors, Olmsted County and Rochester have become a new home

for thousands of immigrants and refugees.  This influx began in the 1970�s with arrivals from

Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam.  More recently, Hispanic migrant workers, and people from

Ethiopia, China, Bosnia, Russia, Somalia, Sudan, and Zaire have settled here.  As a result,

the unique cuisine of these cultures has become a part of the 300+ food establishments in our

community.

Olmsted County is also host to over 30 community celebrations and special events

annually.  Most notable are Rochesterfest, the Olmsted County Fair, Gold Rush Antique Flea

Markets, and the Viola Gopher Count.  These events attract several hundred thousand people

annually.
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Our Public Health Challenges

At OCPHS we feel we are carrying on the work of our department�s founder and first

health officer, Dr. William Mayo.  Of special concern is the large number of Mayo Clinic

patients who come to our community for treatment.  Many suffer from illnesses that make

them more susceptible to foodborne illness.  Some of these people are here for months at a

time, staying in and eating at licensed facilities.

Our Resources

A strength of our division is the diversity of our staff: 3 ½ Sanitarians, 2 Senior

Sanitarians, 1 Health Educator, 3 Technicians, 1 Secretary, 1 Environmental Health Services

Coordinator, and 1 Director.  The Sanitarians, Coordinator and Director, all registered

sanitarians, obtain an average of 15 continuing education units each year, enhancing not only

their food safety knowledge, but also communication and presentation skills, and even a

�Thinking Outside the Lines� seminar.  We regularly participate in external committees and

project work, including state committees and presentations (see Appendix for staff CEUs and

presentations).  The addition of an epidemiologist to the department staff in 1991 enhanced

disease surveillance, improved communication with the medical community, and helped

uncover many local, statewide, and even national outbreaks.  In addition to the conventional

inspection equipment, staff now carry, or have access to, thermocouples, infrared

thermometers, a computerized data-logging thermometer, and pH meter.  Each sanitarian also

has a personal computer with e-mail and access to the Internet.
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Part II:  Our Story

We are a group of food safety professionals, united in the belief that we have an

important job to do.  We used to think it was our job to prevent foodborne illness.  By trial

and error we discovered that we cannot prevent foodborne illness--at least, not by ourselves.

What we can do is to work with the people who work with the food.  They can prevent

foodborne illness.

We started out doing traditional inspections:  walk in unannounced, see what there is to

see at that point in time, write up correction orders, and briefly discuss the results with the

operator (if they were there).  Over nearly 10 years we evolved, trying to sharpen the focus

on disease risks and communicate effectively with food service operators.  The change

process intensified during the last 3 years, resulting in an inspection approach that has

reached new levels of risk assessment and communication.  What follows is the story of our

journey - a journey through three main issues and challenges: focusing on risk, improving

communication, and measuring outcomes (these issues and challenges are discussed in more

detail in Part III).

The Early Years - Consistency and Education

In the early 1990s, we made a major effort to improve consistency between inspectors by

doing �standardization� inspections, where every observable violation was cited.  Crumbs in

a corner became a dirty floor, and one dirty spoon was written up as soiled utensils.  We felt

that if the operator knew all of the code provisions (through our thorough, standardized

inspections) at the same time we de-emphasized the inspection scores (because many

restaurants had lower scores as an outcome of this approach), in the long run, we should see

safer food establishments.
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To achieve consistency in reporting and to avoid illegible handwritten reports, we used

pre-written standard orders that were stored in a computer database.  There were several

hundred orders, which attempted to cover every situation likely to be encountered.  We added

the public health reason to each of the corrections in an attempt to persuade operators we had

the highest motives in asking them to make all the changes.  Unfortunately, the educational

content of the reasons was lost in reports that often ran to twenty pages.  Also lost in the

bulky reports was the first attempt to emphasize the high risk items, which had their own

section at the beginning.

But because of our standardization style, many low risk items were left uncorrected.

The method for dealing with these was to ask the operator to draw up a Plan of Action, which

was a description of how and when the owner was going to fix or correct them.  Follow-

through was inconsistent, both by operators and sanitarians.  Again, we hoped a long-term

written plan would lead to improvement.

We thought long-term compliance would improve if we increased the rate of scheduled

reinspections.  High risk items and  �Repeat� items were given priority.  We did get better

compliance from operators, however, we often saw the same or similar problems at the next

inspection.  We started asking ourselves, �Are we preventing disease�?  �Are we reducing

the risk?�  �Are we confident that the minute our inspection is over the food served in that

restaurant is safe, or at least safer?�  We concluded that this system of inspection

encouraged operators to correct items temporarily to satisfy the inspector, instead of

incorporating the corrections as changes in their day-to-day operations.
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The Mid 1990s � Customer Service and Reorganization

We received a boost of energy from our county management when they adopted Total

Quality Management principles.  They asked us to work as teams, and view both our fellow

employees and outside contacts as customers.  This encouraged us to try to see things from

the operator�s point of view.  We decided to tailor our inspections to fit their needs.  We

wanted them to see the inspection process as a �valuable product,� so they would improve

their compliance.

These county directives fueled a reorganization.  We got training in teambuilding.  We

split the county into three districts and assigned a team of two sanitarians to each.  We set a

goal of inspecting all our establishments at least once per year, stored inspection dates in

newly available computer software, and tracked our progress with graphs.  We set a regular

schedule to replace our previously occasional and casual staff meetings, and worked from an

agenda prepared in advance.

We also decided to overhaul the standard orders before putting them in a new database,

and worked on this project as a team.  The number of orders was cut in half and rewritten to

cover situations generally instead of specifically.  The emphasis became high risk items, now

called �Critical Conditions.�  We spent great care on the wording--another attempt to

persuade operators to complete their corrections.  Unfortunately, the new orders were no

more successful than the old ones.

Throughout the �80s and �90s � The Foodborne Outbreak Inspection

Unlike traditional inspections, the approach used over the last 15 years during foodborne

illness investigations has proved successful.  Outbreaks are usually threatening to food

service operators--a restaurant�s future can hang in the balance.  From the onset, the
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investigation team immediately tries to establish an honest and trusting relationship with

management.  Our premise is that their undivided attention, cooperation, and honesty are

essential in finding the cause of the outbreak.

Not only was our communication style different from a routine inspection, so was the

information we were interested in and the way we went about getting it.  Our attention was

totally focused on health risk.  We talked to both employees and management.  We asked all

food employees questions about their illness history and work duties, and then we listened

carefully to their responses to identify suspect preparation procedures or other causes.  We

helped the manager and the staff identify not just what they were doing wrong, but also what

corrections to make, and how to monitor those corrections to prevent future outbreaks.

Managers started to ask why this type of focused inspection wasn�t being done before an

outbreak.  Could we switch to an illness prevention program focused on health risk?  And

even if we could, how could we do it practically?  We couldn�t go into every restaurant and

analyze the preparation of every food.

The Mid 1990s Again � The Change Process Accelerates

Inspired by a food safety plan drafted by the Minnesota Department of Health, our

Director developed a tool titled �Food Safety Systems Review.�   This �tool� captured the

important food safety systems and practices that should be assessed during an inspection.  In

late 1996 we were making plans to use this hazard analysis-based method (described in more

detail in Issue #1), but realized it required a lot of information gathering, which still made it

impractical to use during a standard, unannounced inspection.  We put this tool on the shelf.

At the same time, we were hearing new ideas from food safety innovators across the

country who advocated using hazard analysis and re-tooling the standard inspection format.
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As the epidemiology continued to point to more specific food preparation and hygiene errors

as causes of disease outbreaks (the foodborne illness � FBI � factors), we concluded that it

was important to use hazard analysis to identify the FBI factors in an establishment.  But

identifying the hazards was not enough.  In order to make a significant reduction in the

incidence of foodborne illness it was necessary to get food preparers to change their

behavior.  Once we recognized this, we realized the way we did inspections was one of the

barriers to change.  We had already been trying to persuade people to change with our

carefully crafted standard orders.  And people did change, but only until we walked out the

door after their reinspection.  We needed help to move beyond the regulatory-only �box� in

order to impact behavior.

In February of 1997, Mary Sheehan of MDH had the vision to bring the FDA Food

Leadership Workshop to Minnesota.  There, our Coordinator Pete Giesen, and Director, Rich

Peter met D.J. Inman.  Just as a chemical catalyst helps drive a reaction to completion, the

influence and energy of D.J. helped us to put together the food safety puzzle pieces we had

collected:  focusing on health risk, improving communication with operators, and giving

them a reason to cooperate with us.  D.J. is a former FDA food safety specialist and a current

food safety consultant.  He advocates forming partnerships and building relationships with

operators to achieve the common goal of preventing foodborne illness.  He promotes a

respectful, consultative method where sanitarians ask questions in order to become familiar

with the operation and its food preparation methods, especially for high risk foods.  Problems

will then �float to the top,� and safer methods for food preparation can be discussed.  This fit

in well with our realization that a code-based inspection is not effective in identifying the real
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food safety problems nor at persuading most people to permanently change their practices or

behavior.

1997 Through Today - The Pilot Project

We decided we wanted to try this new way of inspecting. Other nearby local agencies

were also interested in the approach.  With approval from the Minnesota Department of

Health (MDH) and our County Environmental Commission, we embarked on a pilot project

with six local restaurateurs.  Funding from the University of Minnesota Food Science

Department helped us to bring D.J. back to Minnesota to put on a training workshop.

Sanitarians from Brown-Nicollet, Olmsted, Waseca, and Winona Counties, and MDH

participated.

After the week-long training, the response from both the operators and participating

sanitarians was so overwhelmingly positive that a decision was made to expand the number

of restaurants involved.  But as more staff members joined in, it became apparent that there

was not enough structure in the inspection format to satisfy our diverse group, to document

our activities, and to have measurable outcomes for assessment.

This is when the Systems Review form was pulled off the shelf.  The review is based on

Hazard Analysis Critical Control Points (HACCP).  HACCP is basically a vertical approach

and the Systems Review is a horizontal approach.  Think of it this way.  Visualize a flow

chart of a process or recipe.  It starts at the top of the page with ingredients, and ends at the

bottom with finished product.  Now visualize several flow charts placed side by side.  If you

go across the pages from side to side, there will be some alignment of common elements.

These are food preparation processes such as cooling, cooking, and reheating.  When using

this method it is not important whether a given process is a critical control point in a given
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recipe--all the �systems� are treated as being critical.  For example: always use rapid cooling

methods, always wash hands before touching food, always avoid cross-contamination, etc.

The systems review process (which is further described in the Issues/Challenges section) is

the cornerstone of today�s program.

Forming partnerships with the �other side� can be a tough concept for enforcement-

oriented people to accept.  Our experience confirms that operators are not trying to get away

with things when it comes to safe food; they�re not the �other side�.  They take pride in their

business and are very aware that a foodborne outbreak could cost them their reputation, or

their livelihood.  They also have strong feelings of loyalty to their base of regular customers,

and know that the relationship might not survive our �common enemy�--foodborne illness.

Part III:  Our Issues and Challenges

As we journeyed through the last 8 to 10 years, we would like to say our program�s

improvements proceeded smoothly from point A to point B, guided by a clear list of goals,

objectives, and methods, all tagged with staff assignments and completion dates � but it

didn�t happen that way.  We seemed to know where we wanted to go but we didn�t know

how to get there.

Our Community Health Services (CHS) Assessment and Plan helped.  This process,

required by Minnesota Statutes, is for communities to help local health agencies to identify

and prioritize health problems, and develop goals, objectives, and methods for solving them

(see the Appendix for excerpts from our 1996 and 2000 plans).  This four-year planning

cycle greatly influenced how we approach our work.  We started talking about health
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problems, not just programs.  As early as 1992, we started to recognize some of the barriers

to improving health outcomes with a goal to:

 �Improve communications with businesses and other organizations to improve
efficiency and effectiveness of education, consultation and regulatory services
authorized by the State of Minnesota and Olmsted County.� (1992 CHS Plan).

But focusing on the health problems within a regulatory framework was a huge

challenge (we could no longer say, �By enforcing the code, we will prevent foodborne

illness�).  We had to come up with solutions to actually impact the problem.  In retrospect,

this conflict between the regulatory paradigm and health-outcomes paradigm is why it was

difficult to �plan� for the change we went (and are going) through.

However, of the many challenging issues we faced during our journey, three stand out:

1) focusing on risk, 2) improving communication, and 3) measuring outcomes.  If we

thoroughly assess the foodborne disease risks (1st priority), and effectively communicate

them with the food service operator (2nd priority), the public�s health will be better protected

and the resulting outcomes can be measured (3rd priority).  Any other order has a diminished

effect.

Issue/Challenge 1:  Focusing on Risk

Traditional food service inspections were not focused on health risks--they were driven
by a code-based system whose good intentions became an obstacle to preventing
foodborne illness.

OUTCOME:  We have instituted a risk-based inspection system that is similar to the
investigation of a foodborne illness.

No one can deny that the primary purpose of food service inspections is to reduce the

risk of foodborne illness.  But it can be argued that the �letter� of the food code often

overshadows the �spirit� of the code.  This, combined with our early tradition of being the

�sanitary police,� has created an image of us as regulators - not educators or consultants.



11

Add to this a changing epidemiology of foodborne disease that doesn�t follow the rules or

wait for the next code update, and you have a food inspection program that�s soon out-of-

date.

Unfortunately, this combination creates many problems: uncertainty among food safety

professionals, adversarial relations with operators during inspections, and most importantly,

the belief that strict enforcement of the food code is the only effective way to reduce risk.

Our focus on risk is our attempt to balance these forces.  Our journey continues.

How did we reach our outcome?

Our Early Efforts to Focus on Risk � A Lesson from a Water Contamination Incident
We started to learn about and appreciate the meaning of a risk-based approach back in 1990.

At the Olmsted County Fair, a temporary water distribution system became contaminated

(JEH - March, 1996).  We thought we�d been doing a good job at the fair because we

inspected all the food stands, but we weren�t seeing the fair as a community with the same

public health risks faced by any large community.   We suddenly realized that it wasn�t

enough to react to problems--we had to anticipate them by looking at all the potential

problems and their risks.  In this case, a week-long event with 200,000 visitors, animals and

their manure, food stands, water distribution systems, waste disposal facilities, and

campground on a 50-acre site.

Since then, we work each year with the organizers of over 30 special events to discuss

their set-up plans well before the event.  We troubleshoot issues during the event, and follow-

up afterward to better prepare for the following year.  The outcomes of this consultative work

have been significant: volunteer organizers have coordinated the design and installation of

properly sized water distribution systems; handwashing stations were placed adjacent to

portable restrooms and animal handling areas; storm sewer inlets were stenciled with
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educational messages about environmentally-safe wastewater disposal; and food vendors

were licensed well in advance of events, and were required to describe their menus,

equipment, and food preparation procedures.  We looked for opportunities to apply this risk-

based, consultative approach to other areas of our work.

The Foodborne Outbreak Inspection � a Natural Focus on Risk

As mentioned previously, foodborne outbreak inspections also focused us on risk.  Since

1984, OCPHS, in cooperation with the MDH Acute Disease Epidemiology Section, has

investigated over 35 food and waterborne outbreaks in Olmsted County (see Appendix for

summary of procedures and list).  Outbreaks that may have gone undetected elsewhere were

uncovered through strong statewide disease surveillance (currently Minnesota is a FoodNet

site), and ongoing communication between OCPHS, the Mayo Clinic, and Olmsted Medical

Center.  For example, our epidemiologist was instrumental in identifying an increase in the

number of Salmonella cases at the local level which was the tip of the iceberg of a

nationwide outbreak of Salmonella Enteritidus associated with Schwan�s Ice Cream.

Both the number of outbreaks and the number of reports of illness have been increasing

in Olmsted County and Minnesota (see graphs below).
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Pathogen-specific rates are also higher than Minnesota rates and National goals.  We

suspect that for most pathogens (but possibly, not all) this is not due to a bigger problem in

Olmsted County, but that better diagnosis, improved lab procedures, and increased reporting

by physicians and the public has uncovered a larger part of the foodborne illness iceberg.
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While these rates are not sensitive enough to measure the impact of our program, they do

provide a benchmark for the community.

With each outbreak, and a better understanding of the epidemiology of each of the

pathogens, it reinforces the foodborne disease risk factors in Olmsted County:

♦  Food contamination by workers(ill employees/lapses in handwashing)

♦  Food time/temperature problems, and

♦  Cross contamination

What are the underlying root causes of these factors?  Although each outbreak is

different, and in some outbreaks the risk factor is not known, in many they are behaviors or

practices.  These behaviors and practices are difficult to thoroughly assess during a

traditional inspection.  If identified, it�s likely a very small piece of a bigger problem.

Issuing an �order to correct a violation� will not likely change the condition in the long term.

For example, root causes of risk factors may be:

♦  �Bad habits� formed over many years (e.g. not washing hands),

♦  Ingrained in how the business is run and common across the entire industry (e.g.

hand cross contamination between raw meats and ready to eat foods at a busy

cookline),

♦  Influenced by outside forces (e.g. I have to work to get paid, even though I�m ill),

♦  Due to lack of information (e.g. I never knew I should cool the food quickly)

This ongoing challenge to keep pace with the changing epidemiology of foodborne

disease and the underlying root causes has set the stage for the paradigm shift in the

inspection process.
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The Outcome of Our Focus on Risk:  The Systems Review Inspection

A product of our pilot project training was the systems review inspection.  This process

starts with scheduling the inspection, an important first step in building a relationship with

the operator.  The call includes a brief explanation of the approach, and a request for an

appointment at a time convenient for the operator.  Instant rapport can be established simply

by saying, �I would like to sit down with you and talk about food safety.�

Once at the food service, we meet the owner and/or manager(s) and re-introduce the

systems review inspection.  We share with them the reason for the change, emphasizing local

outbreaks.  Non-traditional techniques are crucial in this initial dialogue, such as sitting down

with the operator, sharing what�s being written on the forms, listening for subtle messages on

important issues, and using non-technical language.  After this introduction, we conduct the

systems review inspection this way:

1. Build a Profile of the Business.  What are your days and hours of operation? How

many meals are served per day?  When is food prepared for banquets, parties or

happy hours?  How many employees do you have?  What days of the week are foods

delivered?   (see Appendix for form used).  These and other questions help us learn

more about the business and its potential risks.

2. Discuss the Food Safety Systems. The Systems Review is the second step, the

sitting down and talking.  The sanitarian asks open-ended questions about each

system, including ill employee policies, cooling procedures, and cross contamination

prevention (see Appendix for the listing of systems on the form used).  Then we

listen, and listen some more.
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Most operators realize this is an opportunity to improve their operation.  They

are actually interested in what we have to say.  They are also more likely to make

needed changes if we discuss various options for improvements with them so they

can pick the one they think will work best for their situation.  Our goal is to

effectively describe the potential problem and �lead the operator down the path to

self discovery� (Inman).  That is, the operator solves the problem without us!  This

makes a permanent change in the practice much more likely.

3. Evaluate the Preparation of a Food.  From the systems review discussion, a food

(or foods) �floats to the top� as a potential problem.  Example:  When discussing their

system for cooling food, we may be told that the vegetable beef soup is cooled in 5

gallon buckets.  That�s not only noted on our systems form, but also mentally so we

can come back to this system and evaluate the prep in more detail.  We�ll discuss and

chart the process, from ingredients to service, looking for other possible hazards:

reheating temperatures, how many cooling/reheating cycles the food goes through,

etc. (see Appendix for form used and an example).

4. Walk-Through of the Facility.   While going through the facility with the manager,

we focus on critical areas:  food temperatures, food prep areas, and cooking areas.

We�ll see where and how the evaluated food is actually prepped, piecing together

what we learned in the discussion with what we see.   Our experience has been that

people do not alter their work habits just because we are there.  And if they�re not

cutting up the raw chicken when we happen to be there, we can still discuss it.

Depending on what is seen, we may come back to see them prep the chicken in no
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more time than would have been spent on a reinspection.  We�ll also note significant

non-criticals observed during the walk-thru.

Along with the manager, we also engage employees in discussion and take

advantage of the �teachable moment.�  If it becomes apparent someone is not well

versed in a particular aspect of food safety, we have simple educational information

sheets in a 3-ring binder that list the essential information for that system (see

Appendix for Info Sheet examples). The 3-ring binder is given to each food service

manager to serve as a reference and employee training manual.  It�s also the time to

offer to return and teach an organized class or run a handwashing training session.

5. Report the Results.  Ironically, we are returning more to handwritten reports (see

Issue # 2 and Appendix for forms used) that are left with the operator before we

leave.  At their request, the report form serves mainly as a quick reference �to-do� list

because of the one-on-one education focus of the inspection.  The educational sheets

discussed during the inspection are also referenced on the inspection form, serving as

documentation (if enforcement is needed) that education was provided and the public

health reasons were shared.  The report form documents the critical system problems

and actions taken which will be entered into our database.

Learning from a previous Crumbine Award winner, DuPage County, Illinois, we have

consolidated this process for chain restaurants since the systems are the same (or should be)

for the entire chain.  We meet once with the owner, district managers, and store managers to

discuss their systems and then follow-up with shorter onsite visits at each store.  It has

improved both efficiency and effectiveness.  We quickly learned that the food safety

commitment is established above the store manager level.  Working with regional managers
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and/or corporate headquarters on a routine basis (rather than only when there is a crisis) gets

better results.

Once we established this process and became trained in the techniques, the entire process

takes only slightly longer than a traditional inspection and reinspection of any �High Risk�

category facility.  We anticipate even less time will be needed per �routine� visit as

communication with operators are enhanced, and we better understand the business and the

systems in place.  A shorter unannounced visit to directly observe food preparation during

busy times can determine if the food safety systems are in place.  We even anticipate a return

to unannounced visits based on the day of the week or time of day food is being prepared.

This time we will be welcome partners and not intruders.

Emergence of a Risk-Based Enforcement Process

Throughout the �70s and �80s, considerable time and training was spent on

enforcement activities, such as violation notices, administrative hearings, board reviews and

license suspensions.  We saw enforcement as our primary role and considered it so important

that each sanitarian was officially deputized by the sheriff, and given a badge and citation

book.  We narrowly viewed every inspection only as the first step of a potential enforcement

action.

But we began to question the effectiveness of this approach.  A time study revealed

that for the amount of time spent on one enforcement case, almost 10 routine inspections

could have been done.  Another concern was that enforcement cases often dealt mainly with

non-critical conditions.  We knew there must be a �smarter� approach.

It wasn�t until our experience with scheduled system inspections that it became

clearer how to improve our enforcement procedures.  We could finally appreciate the
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approach described by Sanford M. Brown (Journal of Environmental Health, 1988).  He

places enforcement within the context of prevention, describing it as:

 �a results-oriented style that is flexible, that emphasizes responsiveness,
forbearance, and the communication of information.  Conciliatory health professionals
utilize discretion in the process of education, consultation, and negotiation to obtain
compliance from violators and potential violators.�

We�ve embraced this philosophy.  We believe no food service operator wants to make

customers sick.  Given information instead of orders, most operators (the �90+%�) will

improve their food handling procedures.  Traditional enforcement is then left for those who

can�t or won�t change, or when an imminent health risk is present.

In 1999, we formed an enforcement committee consisting of the Director and senior staff

to: review our techniques, update our procedures, and review potential cases.  Our procedures

include fees for 2nd reinspections, administrative reviews, and referrals to the Board or

County Attorney for action.  The most significant addition has been adding an unannounced

reinspection for establishments that have not demonstrated improvements in their systems.

The reinspection is done at a time when major food prep is occurring (see Appendix for

enforcement worksheet and flow chart).  This approach has allowed us to evaluate the extent

to which improvements in food safety systems are actually implemented.

Our documentation for enforcement cases still begins with the inspection, but the

prevention focus of the approach provides many more tools to achieve compliance than just

�orders to correct violations�.  As an enforcement case is pursued, communications with the

licensee continue to emphasize the public health concern of the conditions, but also the

licensee�s legal responsibilities, and the enforcement options that may be pursued - each step

building a stronger case.
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We think that placing enforcement within this context of prevention, increases the

likelihood that long-term improvements in food safety will take place (for the �90+%�),

while reserving enforcement for when it�s truly warranted.

Issue/Challenge 2:  Improving Communication

Communication was not an important part of our regulatory model.  This may have led
food service operators to believe we had nothing of value to communicate to them.

OUTCOME:  Communication has become the most important part of our work in
education and in building partnerships.  The content of our communication focuses on
practices and procedures that increase foodborne illness risk.  We use a non-
authoritarian, non-threatening approach that emphasizes consultation, collaboration,
and education to achieve long-term changes.

How did we reach our outcome?

We focused on two areas:  1) improving the communication with operators so they value

our service and recognize their food safety responsibilities, and 2) enhancing our educational

communication and outreach.

1. Improving Communication with Operators

Before our communication with industry was risk based, it focused on compliance with

the food code.  Communication was basically a one way street.  Sanitarians inspected and

issued orders for correction, and operators were expected to comply.  The unannounced

inspection was the only tool available to verify compliance with the code, instilling the

�catch-�em-doing-things-wrong� attitude.  This inspection style immediately created barriers

between the operator and inspector (even if not intentionally).  The operator was in an

inferior position, and was �forced� to postpone whatever they were doing, no matter how

important.  Because inspections focused on what was visible at the time of the inspection, the

communication that did take place was limited to the immediately observable conditions.
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Little information was obtained about their operation or food preparation procedures.  Using

this communication style it was impossible to develop trust, much less develop a partnership.

We made several attempts to improve communication with operators over the years:

A. Through Partnerships:

From the following experiences, we began to realize partnerships can�t be one-way

or forced.  They are built one-on-one with each operator beginning at the inspection.  If

you have a service that is of value, and treat operators with respect, partnership begins to

build.

♦  Quality Assurance Council..   As early as 1988, Environmental Health partnered

with a food safety consultant and area restaurants to form a Quality Assurance

Council.  The Council�s charge was to improve the inspection process by making it

more risk-based.  However, improvement did not happen and the Council faded.

Code compliance inspections failed to support the experiment.  The Council was

onto something, but the follow through wasn�t there.

♦  Round Table Meetings.  At these �round table� meetings we invited operators to ask

questions and discuss their concerns about the food program.  Although insightful for

us, and hopefully informative for attendees, turnout was poor.  The only time more

than five people attended was when the agenda hinted at a proposed large increase in

their license fees.  We wanted to be seen as a resource, but most operators didn�t see

our �product� as having value.

♦  Rochester Lodging and Hospitality Association (RLHA).  In 1995, the RLHA

asked our department to provide the following: 1) limit of one inspector to conduct

inspections for any lodging, pool, and food service located in the same building, 2)
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streamline the inspection reports, and 3) re-organize the inspection reports relative to

risk.  As we worked to address these requests, we became more aware of the

operator�s needs as a primary customer.

B. Through the Inspection Process:

♦  The Systems Review Process The scheduled, systems review inspection was the key

to removing communication barriers built over many years.  When asked in our 1998-

99 operator survey:  �What part of the scheduled inspection was the most helpful to

you and why?,� one operator reported:

�All parts were helpful.  My kitchen staff learned more from our last scheduled
inspection than all other inspections combined!  The sit down portion allows
me to understand reasons for things and the ability to ask questions.  During
the staff portion of the visit my employees were able to do the same.  After the
visit they all said �wow� that was sure informative!�

(The overwhelming majority of respondents also made similar responses - see

Appendix for complete 1998-99 operator survey responses, and 1999 �success

stories�).

In the systems review inspection our principal form of communication is verbal,

which is the opportunity to develop a mutual understanding.  This is supplemented

with printed educational materials, given to the manager in a 3-ring binder, which are

also referenced on our report form (see appendix).

♦  Onsite Training as Part of the Inspection

Another outcome of improved communication has been an increase in onsite

employee training services.  Even certified food managers have told us they need

reinforcement in training their employees because of high employee turnover.  As a

result, each systems review inspection includes on-site employee training or a
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separate training session is scheduled (see Appendix for list of educational

materials/resources).  There is no charge for this training and we have received a

     tremendous response (see graph below).

Training focuses on the foodborne disease factors specific to the operation and

usually includes a �Glo Germ� handwashing demonstration.  Training in their facility

is more convenient and is scheduled during staff meetings, evenings, and weekends.

2. Enhancing our Educational Communications Through:

A. Food Safety Classes:  OCPHS has a long tradition of providing food safety

education.  Starting in the late 1970s, we taught two, 2-day food manager certification

courses each year which focused on HACCP principles.  In these voluntary courses,

we reviewed recipes during class and encouraged participants to write a procedures

manual incorporating what they learned, including food times and temperatures at

each step in their recipes.  License fee discounts were offered to those who

successfully completed the course ($25 discount) and completed their policy and

procedure manual (additional $25 discount).  Unfortunately, we didn�t have an
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inspection system that reinforced what they learned.  Reviewing and discussing their

procedures wasn�t part of the inspection process!

Now all food manager certification courses are provided to operators by the private

sector.  We encourage and promote these private efforts by offering our mailing

list/labels to the course organizer and advertise the course in our newsletter and

during inspections.

B. Newsletters and News Releases:

Since 1989, the newsletter �Food Talk,� complete with our own inserts of local

food safety-related events has been sent to all our licensed food services on a

quarterly basis.  We�ve expanded our mailing to include grocery stores, nursing

homes, hospitals, group homes, and other food facilities we don�t license.  Operators

tell us they do read the newsletter and find it a valuable resource (See Appendix).

Other time sensitive notices are mailed to all licensed food service operations

alerting them to the increased risk posed by foodborne diseases such as hepatitis A

and Norwalk-like viruses that appear to be �moving through� the community.  Media

news releases are issued as needed (see Appendix).

C. Community Outreach:

In September 1997, we started participating annually in National Food Safety

Education Month.  Annually since then, a news release is issued promoting food

safety in the community.  With the help of a committee composed of one of our

Sanitarians, a University Extension Specialist, Public Health Nurses and a Health

Educator, we developed food safety information that was:

♦  printed in weekly feature articles in the Rochester Post Bulletin newspaper;
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♦  the focus of an article for the Advocate, a community action newsletter;

♦  broadcast on local radio stations through staff interviews and �Fight Bac� public

service announcements;

♦  displayed at area grocery stores; and

♦  presented to groups and high school Family and Consumer Science students.

In addition, we also regularly teach Community Education courses which are

targeted at day care providers, special event organizers, and restaurant employees, as

well as people who cook at home.

Issue/Challenge 3: Measuring Outcomes

We collected data that measured what we did, not what impact our work had on food
safety.  It was limited to the number of inspections completed and scores based on the
44 item inspection sheet.

OUTCOME:  The Systems Review inspection process allows for a better assessment of
the risk factors.  This created an opportunity to develop our forms, procedures and
database to measure the frequency of each of the foodborne disease factors over time.
Quantitative data show an increase in the number of risk factors identified, which is a
more accurate reflection of what�s taking place.  Qualitative data from 2 separate
industry surveys reflect changes in food safety practices and a positive response to the
system inspection approach.

How did we reach our outcome?

Our first attempt to improve our program measurement was to discontinue issuing

inspection scores and begin categorizing and counting the number of �Critical� and �Non-

critical� conditions observed during inspections.  However, counts of critical items didn�t tell

us which of the foodborne disease factors were the problem.  Our challenge was to convert a

tracking system based on a �snapshot� of observations to a big picture assessment based on

discussions and observations.  Because we were asking many more questions, in a non-

threatening way, we were being told about many more �systems out of control� than we ever
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would have suspected or observed.  In addition, Minnesota adopted a new food code in

September, 1998 based on the FDA model code.  This added additional specific critical

conditions within each system that needed to be tracked.

To help manage our ever-changing data needs, we applied for, and received an Olmsted

County Research and Development grant in 1999 to build a new database called EHDOC

(phase 1 to be completed in April, 2000).  Coordinated through the Minnesota Counties

Computer Consortium (MCCC), this database will provide flexibility to measure trends both

at the systems level and for specific risk factors (see Appendix for more information on

EHDOC).
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Results To Date from Systems Review Inspections
Quantitative:  Because our approach focuses on learning the business� food safety

systems, we are uncovering more of the disease risk factor �iceberg.�  A statistically random

sample of inspection data from high risk facilities support the shift from non-criticals to a

more thorough assessment of the known foodborne disease risk factors (the food safety

systems).
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This more sensitive approach provides an opportunity to track outcomes at both the system

level (above) and within each system.  The graphs below are specific risk factors within

several food safety systems.  They further highlight the shift in focus and provide a baseline

for future trend comparisons.
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In addition, we have seen an increase in the number of operators who call us when they

receive a complaint of illness.

Qualitative: The qualitative data gathered within the past three years, from 2 separate

operator surveys, has been extremely valuable to help us assess our effectiveness (see

Appendix for sample surveys and compilation of results).  Have we seen changes in food

handling practices as a result of this approach?  Here is a sample of specific changes (that

loose some of their significance when quantified) made by operators in how they prepare

food (also see the comments made on the 1998-99 operator survey in Appendix),:

♦  Using tongs instead of hands for handling raw chicken at the cookline,

♦  Cooking soup for the day and then discarding, rather than advance prepping for

several days (we were told it actually cost less to do it this way too),

♦  Dedicating an area of a room for raw chicken prep instead of prepping the chicken in

several areas,

♦  Cooking chicken to 165ºF instead of the 140ºF the chef thought was sufficient,
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♦  �We started the use of the food meat thermometer, started the procedure of keeping

temperature logs and food flow charts.  This will help make staff more aware of food

temps/proper cooking.� (1998-99 Operator Survey),

Our most recent survey shows operators are overwhelmingly positive about the change.

They are not only requesting the scheduled inspections to continue, but in several cases

explained in length why and what they�ve learned.  We�re planning to update the survey this

year to focus our questions on ways to further improve our service and eventually to gain

further insight into overcoming the barriers to long-term behavior change � ultimately for

better public health protection.

Part IV: Conclusion (or 2000 and Beyond)

With the help of many partners, we feel we have merged the epidemiology of foodborne

disease with a common-sense inspection approach.  Where the traditional inspection put

operators on the defensive, this new approach invites informed cooperation with clearly

defined goals and avenues for positive change.

Industry graciously invited us to use their businesses as a �laboratory� during the

development process.  They were patient with us as we experimented with teaching styles

and inspection reports.  We�ve learned a lot from them and look forward to it continuing.

With renewed enthusiasm and a greater appreciation of our customer�s needs, we will

continue to search outside the �box� to improve food safety in Olmsted County.   Completion

of our database, developing a Food Safety Advisory Council, expanding the systems review

concepts and training into the plan review process and other environmental health programs

� are all goals for 2000 and beyond.  This transition we�re going through is a process of

continuous improvements; we�re on a �path to self discovery.�
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Three Tier Survey Results

Total Surveys Sent : 757

Total Surveys Returned due to Incorrect Addresses: 58

Total Surveys with Correct Addresses : 699

Total Survey Responses: 121

Survey Response Percentage:  17%

First Choice:
Priority 1/Priority 2/Priority 3
Second Choice:
Priority A/Priority B/Priority C
Third Choice:
Category 1/Category 2/Category 3

Three Tier Survey Results - Page 1 of 4



Priority A/Priority B/Priority C
First Choice Percentage

Priority 1/Priority 2/Priority 3 50 42%

Category 1/Category 2/Category 3 10 8%

Priority 1/Priority 2/Core 4 3%

Priority /Priority Foundation/Core 5 4%

Critical 1/Critical 2/Non-Critical                 40                  33%
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Second Choice Percentage
Priority A/Priority B/Priority C 42 35%

Priority 1/Priority 2/Priority 3 33 28%

Category 1/Category 2/Category 3 12 10%

Priority 1/Priority 2/Core 8 7%

Priority /Priority Foundation/Core 5 4%

Critical 1/Critical 2/Non-Critical                 19                  16%

119*

Second Choice

Priority /Priority 
Foundation/Core

Critical 1/Critical 
2/Non‐Critical

4%
16% Priority A/Priority

Priority 1/Priority
B/Priority C

2/Core 
7%

35%

Category 1/Category 
2/Category 3

10%

Priority 
1/Priority 

2/Priority 3 
28%

*Some respondents did not indicate second choice.



Third Choice Percentage
Priority A/Priority B/Priority C 18 16%
Priority 1/Priority 2/Priority 3 19 16%
Category 1/Category 2/Category 3 36 31%
Priority 1/Priority 2/Core 6 5%
Priority /Priority Foundation/Core 2 2%
Critical 1/Critical 2/Non-Critical               34                30%

115*

Third Choice

Priority 
A/Priority 

B/Priority C 
16%

Critical 1/Critical 2/Non‐ 
Critical

30%
Priority 1/Priority

2/Priority 3 
16%

Priority /Priority 
Foundation/Core 

2%

Priority 1/Priority
2/Core

Category 1/Category
5%

2/Category 3
31%

*Some respondents did not indicate third choice.
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