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Under Magnifying Glass







Or was it both?
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http://subscribers.supermarketnews.com/Food_Safety_Recalls/year_recall_1222

Those Who Do Not

Learn From History

Are DOOMED To
Repeat It!

Source: Winston Churchill
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What can be learn from food
safety history?

A Recall trends

A Inspection trends

A Epidemiology

A Consumer Concerns
A Prevention Measures




FDA Food Recall Trends

A From 2007 to 2009, FDA Food Recalls
Increased almost 400%.
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FDA Food Recalls: By Reasons
2008- 2010
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Reasons for Produce Recalls
2007-2010

Allergens Chemicals E. coli Listeriam Salmonella
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Common Produce Items Recalled
2008- 2010

Cantaloupe  Lettuce Sprouts Apples Collard Peppers
Greens




FDA Reportable Food Registry
By Hazard 2010

Lisleria E. coli

monacylogenes: . o157:H7
33,14.4% 6 2.6%

Uneviscerated
Fish

5,22%
Sailmonelia

86,37.6%
Other

16,7.0%

IS Foreign Object
3,13%

Undeclared
Allergen/
Intolerances
80,34.9%




Do Recalls Always Happen
Late Friday Afternoon?




FDA Food Recalls by Day
2010
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FDA Food Recalls by Day

2010
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Time to Review

RECALL
MANUAL




Major Contributing
Factors to Recalls




Major Contributing Factors
to Recent Recalls

Non-Compliance with current Good Manufacturing
Practices (published 1978)
Good Agricultural Practices (GAP)

Failure to maintain food processing facilities and
equipment

Non-Compl I ance with the.l
Traceabllity) inability to track product

Weaknesses in HACCP analysis
Knowledge of their product
Knowledge of their supply chain

r



> > I>» > I>» D>» I>» D>

Eval uati ons of
Food Facilities
January 2009 September 2010

/40Pests In food areas

543 Sanitation of food processing
469Facility maintenance for Pest Control
422Sanitary construction and design
400HACCP where required

400Facility & equipment maintenance
300Cleaning & Sanitizing

292Falilure to protect and minimize
potential of contamination and
growth of Microbes

FDA October 2010

=



Economics
@]

Food Safety Failures




Product Recalls Are Costly

A Preliminargl{se_call costs reported by firms of
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recent rec

A $56,000,000
A $35,000,000
A $60,000,000
A $30,000,000
A $37,000,000
A $103,000,000
A $78,000,000
A Some firms ceased business
These costs do not include litigation costs
Nor does it include the cost in lost sales

Nor does it include the swings in stock market
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Economics of Food Safety
Not Included in these Cost

A Cost of restoring the business
A Loss of profits
A Loss of jobs

A Damage to brand value
Short term
Long term




Why the Increase
INn Food Safety
|ISsues?




Why the Change?

A Foodproduction

A Productchanges

A Complexity of foodlistribution
A Consumer has changed

A Science has changed

A Epidemiology




Food Net Sentinel Sites

© ©Oakland
San Francisco

FoodNet 2005

FoodNet Site
@ Non-FoodNet Sites
© Major Cities

Represents about 15% of US population



CDC Food Net Survelllance Trends
1996- 2009
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FoodNet Data 2009
Incidence per 100,000 Population

Salmonella 15.19 45.2%10 s p i>6mabe] d
Campylobacter |13.02 21.3%

Shigella 3.99 29.4%
Cryptosporidum | 2.86 24. 7%

STEC 0157:H7 [0.99 59.4%

STEC non 0157 [0.57 34.2%

Vibrio 0.35 40.7%

Listeria 0.34 94.1%beath rate 25%
Yersina 0.32 43.2%
Cyclospora 0.07 26. 701 LB




Center of Disease Control

PulseNet
ODNA Technol o




Electronic Communications




CDC Multi-State Food Outbreaks
20060 2011ytd




October 2006*
# Cases of Salmonella 'Tennessee (outbreak type)
by month, USA 2004 - 2006

* Preliminary data
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January 2007*

# Cases of Salmonella Temnessee (outbreak profile)
by month, USA 2004 - 2006

* Preliminary data
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January 2007*
Developing possible explanations (hypotheses)

Interviews with sample of cases:

«01/25/2007 Common exposures:
Potatoes, bananas, eggs, peanut butter,
pasteurized milk, & apples.

- Peanut butter eaten more
compared with 2002 FoodNet population
survey.

*01/31/2007 Among, most recent cases:
many ate peanut butter,
one brand common,
no other commonality. * Preliminary information

Slide Compliments of Dr. Art Liang Center of Disease Control and Prevention
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Confirmed cases (N=453)* of Salmonella Tennessee
infection by state—United States, 2006-2007

Figure 1
2 Pl eliminary data

[]1-4 cases [J]5-9 cases [Jij10-14 cases 15 or more cases

*Confirmed cases with date of illness onset reported as of 1:00 p.m. EDT on March 14, 2007.

Slide Compliments of Dr. Art Liang Center of Disease Control and Preveqtion
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Peanut Paste 2009

Cases infected with the outbreak strain of Salmonella
Typhimurium, United States, by state,
as of March 1, 2009 at 9pm ET (n=677)

[ ]14(.4%

Dﬁ 19 cases
. 20.99 cases




Peanut Paste 2009

Infections with the outbreak strain of

Salmonelia Typhimurium, by date of iliness onset*
(n=662 for whom information was reported as of March 1, Spm EDT)

Number of persons R ECAL L
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not et be réported

14 -

12

2008
Date of iliness onset

*Some ilingss onset dates have been estimated from other reported information

Source: CDC 030609




PCA Peanut Product Related Recalls Per Day
Jan 1® Mar 31, 2009

PCA and their Customer Companies Recalls
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~ 500 Recalls Involving > 3,900 Products as of 3/31, 9 Deaths (@)SAGE"
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What does this tell us?

The foodborne disease detectives have become
very good!

The science and electronic capabilities of
epidemiology will continue to grow rapidly.

Electroniccommunicatiomnks all of this together
with instant messaging.

Provides a mechanism to identify a product that Is
the venhicle for the pathogen.




What does this tell us?

ANowoL| TTLE P RO BnlHe jgeStccan
now become Major Events!

A Failures of basic food safety elements can get
your brand and/or facility in the spotlight.

A Do not take unusual events lightly!
Those little things may be hints of a problem

A PREVENTION IS THE KEY TO FOOD SAFETY |




