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The only

hand dryer that’s
HACCP-approved.

Other hand dryers are unhygienic.
They recycle dirty air, blowing it onto
your hands. The Dyson Airblade™
hand dryer works differently.

A HEPA filter removes over 99.9% of
washroom bacteria from the air before
it reaches hands. It also works in just 10
seconds, so people leave with dry hands
that spread 1,000 times less bacteria
than damp ones.

For more details, visit www.dysonairblade.com

dyson airblade

The fastest, most hygienic hand dryer.

The HACCP logo is a registered certification mark of HACCP International.



WELCOME

to the second edition of our international bulletin

We are pleased to be distributing the second of our bi-annual international journals. These bulletins
are designed to bring together opinions, facts and information on food safety issues from around the
world. We particularly address the role of non food products and services and their impact upon food
and beverage processing. We also look at technical and food safety issues that affect our industry and

the safety of our food.

This journal also gives an opportunity of promotion for those non-food products that carry the HACCP
International certification mark and you will find those advertised within and listed on pages 26 and 27.

Please feel free to comment or submit editorial. We have a wide range of interested readers across
the globe and would like to hear from anyone who would like to make a contribution. By the way, a

regional issue of this magazine is also distributed in Australia.

Clive Withinshaw,
HACCP International

COMMENT

Non-food products and services come under the microscope

The ‘fitness for purpose’ of non-food materials is best
identified through recognised 3rd party certification

HACCP based food safety programmes are now common place
and a pre-requisite to supply in most international markets. As well
as being implemented within the facilities of food manufacturers
and handlers, they are now commonly found in associated
processes such as ingredient manufacture, packaging and logistics.

Eliminating food safety risk from these sources has been vital
to a holistic approach to food safety. It is now recognised that
non food products and services that have a significant interface
with food processing and handling need to be addressed in
terms of risk.

‘non-food products and services that have
a significant interface with food processing
and handling need to be addressed in
terms of risk’

Equipment, consumables, and non-food materials have
long been identified as a source of risk - and some with a high
profile! Often manufactured for a variety of users or general
application, it is important the food industry can identify those
products that are particularly appropriate and meet the ‘fitness
for purpose’ requirements of the food industry.

Almost all recognised food industry operations are now
particularly conscious of their food safety responsibilities and need
assurance as to the suitability of products that are introduced to
their facilities and procedures. Lighting, pneumatics, cleaning and
cleaning materials, pest control, flooring and fit out are all good
examples of items that can have a significant impact on food
safety and must be identified as ‘fit for purpose’ prior to use.

In recognition of this risk, The British Retail Consortium’s
‘Global Standard for Food Safety — Issue 5" now requires food
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handlers that operate to that standard to have in place a process
that ensures all items of equipment in direct contact with food
have “Certificates of Conformity” (COC) or other evidence to
indicate suitability for use. In reality, this process of due diligence
must extend to all products and services that have a significant
interface with food processing and handling. Indeed, any
HACCP plan meeting international standards requires the food
processor to ensure that such risks are addressed.

The HACCP International certification mark
is well recognised in this regard

3rd party food safety certification for such products and
services is increasingly used to manage this risk and demonstrate
conformity in respect of key food market products. The “HACCP
International” certification mark is well recognised in this regard
offering manufacturers, distributors and, importantly, their food
industry customers, a 3rd party assessment and COC, issued by
an independent organisation of food safety experts.

HACCPINTERNATIONAL - Contact for more information on this or any other article
in this magazine, to submit editorial comment or a free
subscription please email : ifsb@haccp.com.au

For more information about HACCP International’s
services please email : info@haccp-international.com
or contact one of our regional offices

HACCP International (Europe)
Richard Mallett, Director — Europe
T:+44 (0) 1227 731745 E : richard.m@haccpeurope.com

HACCP International (Asia)
Bill Simos, Managing Director — Asia
T:+852 2824 8601 E : hill.simos@haccpasia.com

HACCP International (Australasia)
Clive Withinshaw, Director — Australia
T:+6129956 6911 E:jcw@haccp.com.au
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The Impact of Exhaust Ventilation

on the Commercial Kitchen,
Food Safety and HACCP

Although commercial exhaust systems are commonplace
in foodservice establishments, it is easy to overlook the role
they play in food safety. Exhaust systems that do not capture
and contain cooking effluent allow grease and contaminants
to accumulate on surrounding surfaces and floors, creating
unhygienic conditions and safety issues like slips and falls.

Balance of Supply and Exhaust:

Supply side air flow in a commercial establishment is based
on the amount of exhaust required to remove effluent from
the commercial cooking process. This amount of exhaust
air is predicated on the type of cooking equipment utilized
by the establishment, the volume of food produced by the
establishment, and the efficiency of the commercial exhaust
system utilized in the application. Not all exhaust hoods are
created equal. Some systems capture and contain cooking
effluent at lower flow rates than others. The design of the
exhaust hood is an important factor in this capture efficiency.
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High efficiency hood (bottom panel) improves the capture and
contaminant compared to standard exhaust hood (top panel).
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Standard hood heat
spilling into kitchen
environment.

High efficiency
hood capture and
containment.

(Photos taken with
a Schlieren camera)

In the USA, exhaust hood system efficiency can be tested

by using the American Standard Test Method (ASTM) 1704.
This method presents a standardized challenge to exhaust
equipment and verifies the capture and containment capabilities
of different systems at given air flow rates.

The determination of exhaust volume for a commercial
exhaust hood begins with the type of cooking equipment being
used by the establishment. A gas char-broiler (griller or barbeque
plate) demands higher exhaust flow rates than an electric broiler
and an establishment specializing in beef will have higher flow
rates than one specializing in chicken or fish. Many companies
offer commercial software to determine the flow rate required
for capture and containment based on the cooking equipment
utilized due to the menu selection of the establishment.

A properly balanced restaurant will strive for neutral
conditions. This means that the building is neither under positive
nor negative pressure. Replacement air should be introduced
to the kitchen area in combination with transfer air from the
dining room. Proper balance in the kitchen will produce an
approximately 10% negative pressure with surrounding spaces
to insure that odor does not migrate to those spaces. Demand
control systems mounted within the commercial kitchen hood
system can sense the position of cooking equipment and vary
the exhaust and supply rates of the systems, yielding energy

ISSUE 2 2010



reductions, thus reducing carbon footprint for the establishment.
In establishments with poor replacement air ratios, negative
pressure makes it hard to open outside doors. However, when
these doors are open, air rushes in, bringing contaminants that
can affect the safety of the food processing zone.

Air Temperature Impacts Safety, Productivity and
Bottom Line

Temperature control of facilities is critical in certain operations
for food safety and always important for operator comfort. It has
been estimated that a 2.2°C/4.0°F temperature increase in a
commercial food service establishment reduces worker productivity
by 10%. That loss in worker productivity can be traced right to the
establishments’ bottom line. Increased turnover impacts training
costs, while warm dining areas impacts the patron’s length of stay.
The proper sizing of air conditioning units depends on the outside
design degree data, the amount of air being exhausted from the
building, and the space requirements of the establishment. In warm
climates un-tempered (not cooled) replacement air strategies for
kitchens are strongly discouraged. Air intakes, placed on the roof of
the building can be as much as 11°C/20°F hotter than surrounding
air, pumping this hot air into the kitchen, resultsing in uncomfortable
working conditions and warm environments which support bacterial
growth, as humidity is pumped in along with the hot air.

The Importance of Maintenance
Commercial exhaust systems are made to remove grease
and particulates from the exhaust air stream. The amount of

the future is safer with altro

altro

Bacteria love grout and
cracked ceramic ftiles

Give them nowhere to hide

Altro Safety Flooring - the hygienic
alternative to ceramic tiles, and
reduces slips and falls foo.

particulates removed depends upon the efficiency of the hood’s
filtration system. The amount of maintenance required for the
system depends on the volume produced by the establishment.
For every 1000Ibs/450kgs of beef cooked on an under-fired

gas char-broiler, 55lbs/25kgs of grease is emitted (33Ibs/15kgs
of particulate and 22Ibs/10kgs of vapour). Grease particulates
greater than 20 microns in size fall from the exhaust air stream.
Of the 55lbs/25kgs of grease emitted, 14lbs/6kgs is greater
than 20 microns in diameter. This data is based on hamburger
patties weighing .33lbs/150g, 5in/12.5cms in diameter and
with a fat content of 20%. If weight, diameter, or fat content
increase, grease emitted from the cooking process also increases.
Therefore, the frequency of wipe-down of the hood interior and
maintenance of the grease collection vessel to mitigate the risk
of bacterial cross contamination is based upon the fat content
and medium utilized in the cooking process, and the volume of
product cooked within the establishment. Filtration efficiency
and differing methods of grease removal are a subject for an
article unto themselves, however, there are test methods available
to determine the extraction efficiency of mechanical grease
extractors, and reliable manufacturers should have data available
for those interested when purchasing an exhaust system.

The above are just a few critical factors to consider when
designing a commercial kitchen ventilation system to achieve
food safety and ensure HACCP food safety programmes are
not compromised. Designers and end-users should question
and ascertain manufacturer’s expertise in these areas during
the selection process for a successful foodservice installation. I
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HAND DRYERS —
DO THEY DO THE JOB PROPERLY ?

THE DYSON AIRBLADE"

TACKLES THE ISSUE

Dyson, until now, most famous for revolutionising
the domestic vacuum cleaner market, have recently
arrived on the doorstep of the international food
industry with a new product that will cut a swathe
through the hand drying debate that has been
raging for so long.

The Dyson Airblade™ hand dryer, while revolutionary in its
design and process, has a familiar form which is easily associated
with the creative and unconventional designs of British engineer,
James Dyson. However, great lines are not really the story here.

For many years, the pros and cons of air drying hands as
opposed to the use of paper towels has been the subject of
debate amongst Quality Assurance, Environment and Food
Safety Managers. Arguments have abounded in favour of one
system over the other and much of the controversy has centred
on air dryers taking too long to perform their function and the
ill effects of high pressure air in toilet areas. On the other hand
(no pun intended), paper towels have been the cause of blocked
drains, overfilled disposal containers and their absence, for
whatever reason, is also an all too common problem.

For many years, the pros
and cons of air drying
hands as opposed to the
use of paper towels has
been the subject of debate

In recent years, university and other research papers have
profilerated on this subject, a number of which have been
sponsored by interested parties. Regardless, the research
conclusions, while varied from time to time have always centred
on three main topics — efficacy, time and air quality. There seems
to be little doubt that the Dyson Airblade™ has addressed all
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HEAD ON

these key issues head on and wrapped its own solution in a
functional and good looking body.

The Dyson Airblade™ has a hand drying time of 10
seconds. Other hand dryers require users to attend to the
process for more than double that time. This has often
proved too long for many users who are prone to abandon
the process half way through - with resulting damp hands.
However, a 10 second action is very much more likely to ensure
correct usage. This significant reduction in time comes about
through a revolutionary approach to air processing and well
designed hand slots which ensure correct application by the
user. Significantly, this air processing does not utilise a heating
element and claims an energy saving of up to 80% when
compared with other hot air dryers.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 08
HACCP INTERNATIONAL | 07



The second major feature of this machine is the air filtration
system. This machine delivers an air current speed of over
375mph/600kmh which is remarkable enough in itself but it
does so having passed that air through a HEPA filter. The HEPA
filter captures 99.9% of bacteria in the incoming air used by
the machine. A major concern of the more conventional dryers
is that they circulate airborne bacteria in such a way as to leave
more bacteria on the body or clothing of the bathroom users.
The Dyson Airblade™ contributes to capturing the airborne
bacteria from the room and ensures the air blown on to the
hands themselves is more hygienic.

In terms of efficiency, the Dyson Airblade™ undoubtedly
offers an effective hand drying solution. It eliminates the major
concerns that the food industry has had with electric hand dryers
and offers a real food safe alternative to other methods.

Earlier this year, the Dyson Airblade™ hand dryer was awarded
a red dot design award for high design quality in Germany. The
red dot awards are one one of the most prominent product design
competitions worldwide. This win follows numerous awards for
design, hygiene, energy efficiency and environmental sustainability
that this product has received since its international debut.

While the machine is quite new to Australia and the
Australian food market, it has been available for some time
in Europe. Many food businesses have installed the machine
and report favourably on their performance. Simon Evans, the
amenities manger at Cargill Meats Europe said ‘Using paper
towels was costing £18,000 per annum. There are a lot of
hand dryers on the market and it was important for us to find
a time-saving alternative’. Cargill installed the Dyson Airblade™
hand dryer for a trial period and said afterward, 'We were very
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Earlier this year, the Dyson
Airblade™ hand dryer was
awarded a red dot design
award for high quality design
in Germany.

impressed. Using the Dyson Airblade™ means we save money

on wasted paper and we also save on man-hours’. At Macrae’s
seafood plant in Scotland, Steve McLean, the facility’s engineering
manager estimates the saving as being £20,000 per annum and
adds. ‘The units look great, they're quick and efficient”.

Dyson recently submitted the machine for certification and
endorsement by HACCP International. Industry experienced,
food technologists at HACCP International have reviewed
the machine, its design, performance and efficiency and have
found it to offer a food safe hand drying process. Says Karen
Constable of HACCP International, who headed the research
into this product, “This is not to say that other methodologies
are not appropriate to the food industry, however the Dyson
Airblade™ certainly addresses the concerns we have with some
electric hand dryers and is able to offer a very appropriate
solution. We look at many new products and initiatives that are
aimed at the food market and it is encouraging to see a new
product that is economical, functional and also hygienic. I
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SOME GUIDELINES
FOR HACCP PROGRAMME
VALIDATION

Operators often misunderstand the process of validation in HACCP
Programs. These guidelines might help clarify the process for some.

Definition
Validation is the process of demonstrating via scientific or technical
data that the HACCP system, when properly implemented, is capable
of adequately controlling the identified hazards in order to produce
a safe product.
The scientific or technical justification may be:

> an article from a scientific journal

> a documented challenge study

> In-house data e.g. observations, measurements, test results
that demonstrate the process is capable of meeting the
scientifically documented parameters.

The documentation should identify the hazard, including the level
of hazard prevention and identify which processing steps will
achieve this.

Who Validates the HACCP Plan?

> The HACCP Team

> Any qualified individual (relevant training and/or experience)

What to Consider When Carrying Out the Validation?

> Do the identified CCP's control the hazards?
> Are the Critical Limits appropriate?

> Do the monitoring methods and frequency provide adequate
control?

> Do the Corrective Actions properly address the affected
product/process and correct the deviation from the critical limit?

> Review of consumer complaints?

When Should the HACCP Plan be Validated?

> When the HACCP Plan is first developed

> Changes in product description e.g. intended use or consumer
> Changes in process flow

> Changes in raw materials, including the source
> Changes in product formulation

> Changes in processing methods

> Changes in packaging

> Changes in finished product distribution systems
> Recent industry recalls of similar product

> New or emerging hazards

> Recurring deviations

> Food safety consumer complaints

> Regulatory agency recommendations [l
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an UK OFFICE TO

CERTIFICATION SERVICE EUROPE

Welcome to the new Director of
European affairs, Richard Mallett

FOOD SAFET
JWNNVHHD O0Hd

HACCP International has opened a regional office in the
UK. This office will be responsible for managing technical and
commercial affairs in the European region. Richard Mallett of
MQM Consulting has taken up the role of ‘Director — Europe’ for
HACCP International combining HACCP International’s specialist
services and certification and endorsement programme with
MQM'’s current food safety and training operations. Richard is
supported by an expert team of food scientists in the UK as well
as the resources of HACCP International staff in Asia, Australia
and, in due course, the USA.

The HACCP International office is in the south of England,
close to London and gateways to other major European centres.
This base allows HACCP International to offer a full suite of
services to the European market as well as supporting those
international companies which have offices in the region.

Richard Mallett,
European Director
of HACCP International

Coupled with other regional offices in Australia and Hong
Kong, HACCP International now offers truly global coverage and
food science expertise to the international food, beverage and
pharmaceutical markets.

Richard Mallett is a Pure Microbiology graduate from the
University of Leeds and has worked for a number of well known
companies including Rank Hovis McDougall and BioMerieux UK.
He is an accredited trainer, a BRC auditor and has considerable
food technology and HACCP programme development
experience. Richard sits on a number of influential technical
committees in the UK and is very familiar with the food safety
requirements and expectations associated with both food and
non food products in today’s complex food industry. i

HACCP International’s contact details are as follows:
3 Aspen Road, Chartham Downs,
Canterbury, Kent, CT4 7TB, United Kingdom.

T: +44 (0) 1227 731745
E: richard.m@haccpeurope.com
F: +44 (0) 8717 145751
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Allergens — Practical Control Measures

Some facts and figures

Look closely at the food safety alerts released on the U.K.'s
Food Standard Agency’s website. Close to 100 alerts were
issued in total in 2009, of which over 50% were specifically
allergy alerts! The allergy alerts are issued when foods have
to be withdrawn or recalled if there is a risk to consumers
because the allergy labelling is missing, is incorrect or there is
some other food allergy risk. The figures are perhaps surprising
considering the legislative pressure that has been applied to
food processors by the European Union, requiring, back in
2005, the mandatory labelling of 12 specified food allergens.
That list has now extended to 14 and more are potentially on
the horizon.

In 2006 it was estimated that over 1.5 million people in
the U.K. alone were intolerant or allergic to one or more food
types. It can be no wonder that the enforcement authorities
throughout Europe take this issue very seriously and that a food
processor’s allergen management programme comes under close
scrutiny during inspections. The issue is also tackled by the major
European food safety technical standards including the British
Retail Consortium’s (BRC) Global Standard for Food Safety,
adopted by nearly 10,000 food processors worldwide. Within
that Standard there are stringent, mandatory clauses requiring
a processor to perform risk assessment and adopt controls to
ensure allergen control. The aim is to reduce the number of
allergen related incidents that require withdrawal or recall from
the market. Loss of allergen control can arise from three main
failures: In 2006 Food Standards Agency figures demonstrated
that 56% of all U.K. recalls arose from food incorrectly labelled,
28% arose from allergen cross contamination and 16% from
use of the wrong label or packaging.

Practical allergen controls
A HACCP based allergen risk assessment programme is key
to allergen management and control. As an example of this
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approach the BRC Global Standard for Food Safety requires
risk assessment to establish the presence and likelihood of
contamination by allergens, with systems implemented to
ensure integrity and compliance with specification throughout
the supply chain. The following areas, managed as HACCP
pre-requisite procedures, can all help to reduce the potential for
allergen misinformation or contamination:

1. Supplier and ingredient control requires the review
and management of supplier ingredient specifications to
identify those which intentionally contain allergens. One of
the potential pitfalls here is reformulation of the ingredient
by the supplier without the provision of amended and
updated specifications. Knowledge of the supplier’s allergen
management procedures is also a factor and can be facilitated
by something as simple as an allergen management
guestionnaire to determine allergen control procedures on
the supplier’s site and therefore the overall risk of allergen
cross contamination by the supplier. This can be followed, as
necessary, or where information is scarce, by a formal on-site
allergen audit.

2. Controlled on site food storage by the processor
requires segregation or other validated control to ensure
contamination of non allergenic foodstuffs or ingredients
by allergens is eliminated or reduced to a safe level. For very
high risk, low threshold allergens such as nuts this might
require entirely separate storage areas. For foodstuffs more
likely to be allergens is eliminated or reduced to a safe level.
For very high risk, low threshold allergens such as nuts this
might require entirely separate storage areas. For foodstuffs
more likely to be the cause of intolerance, rather than severe
anaphylactic shock, such as gluten containing foods, it may
be sufficient to use separate shelves or racks, within common
storage areas.
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3. Segregated handling or processing of foods, during
production, may require entirely separate processing halls
or even factories, especially in the case of high risk allergens
such as nuts. Otherwise, and where risk assessment allows,
the processor can employ time separation so that allergen
containing foods are made at the end of the production day
and this activity can be followed by a deep “allergen clean
down” which might not be possible during shorter, between-
batch production breaks. Test kits and methods are being
developed now to measure residual allergen traces following
clean down and to help with validation of this control.

4. Staff awareness and staff movement control is

a key area to consider. Higher risk allergens such as nuts
may have to be handled, not only in separate areas, but by
separate, visibly identifiable staff, wearing specific, often
colour coded protective clothing. Staff training should always
now encompass an element of allergen awareness and
competence with regard to allergen management procedures.
This training must be provided before food handling duties
commence. Staff should be made aware of the types of food
allergens that exist and that are legislated for. They should be
made aware of potential sources of allergen cross control and
misinformation such as use of the wrong labels or packaging.

5. The control of labels and packaging, especially during
product change-over, can prevent a foodstuff entering the
market with incorrect or absent allergen warnings. This is a
supervisory issue requiring a check that labels and packaging
have been correctly changed over when a new product is being
packed. The information that must be placed on labels and
packaging, with regard to allergens, is a technical management
and new product development issue. Common pitfalls are
the use of a new or reformulated ingredient, new allergens
being handled on site, new equipment being used, new
layouts implemented, new production schedules drawn up or
new cleaning regimes being put in place. Just as in Principle
6 of Codex HACCP, a review of the allergen risk assessment
is crucial to ensure that changes to the allergen status of a
product is identified and reflected on the label and packaging.

6. Allergen audits can be implemented as part of the
internal auditing process. The audit should ideally pick
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a final, packaged product and trace back through all
storage, formulation, processing and packaging steps to

the ingredients used, ingredient specifications held and the
information supplied by the supplier in regard of their allergen
controls. In this way the risk of allergen contamination and
inclusion of intentional allergens can be validated against the
allergen declaration and “may contain” information provided
on the label or packaging for your chosen product.

7. Equipment selection and use, together with materials
of construction and design of surfaces such as floors and
walls is often overlooked, even when all other allergen
management controls are in place. Yet this control is just
as key as the others. For instance, as a rough guide, the
higher the IP rating on equipment the less likely it will be for
particles of food, some of which may be allergenic of course,
to become trapped. In more general terms equipment and
materials selection must be influenced by cleanability and
accessibility. Ask yourself the following question — Can |
access all surfaces easily and are they designed to facilitate
a deep “allergen clean down” to prevent them becoming a
source of allergen cross contamination? The same principle
extends to cleaning equipment. In general, those surfaces
and pieces of equipment, which can be cleaned and then
disinfected to reduce to safe levels bacteria such as Listeria
monocytogenes, should be at minimal risk of being a source
of allergen contamination.

The future

It is clear that properly assessed and controlled allergen
management can drastically reduce the chance of allergen
related incidents. What can we expect next? Well, the European
Food Safety Authority has for some while being directing
research into allergen threshold levels. The results of this will
drive forward the application of allergen thresholds to allergen
management guidelines and even labelling legislation. Almost
certainly this will require a review of current allergen risk
assessments. Look at EC Regulation 41/2009 which applies from
1st January 2012. Foods that have been especially processed to
reduce gluten content shall not contain gluten exceeding a level
of 100mg/kg as sold to the consumer. They will be required to
be labelled and advertised as “very low gluten” foods unless
the gluten level is less than 20mg/kg in which case they may be
labelled and advertised as “gluten free”. These quantified units
must be considered as part of the risk assessment. This, and
future threshold developments may well have some consumer
and industry benefits. For the allergic or intolerant consumer a
reduction in unnecessary “may contain” warning statements
will increase choice. For industry, some clear, quantified
guidelines will undoubtedly help in the quest to devise sensible
risk assessments and control pitfalls these include the use of a
new or reformulated ingredient, new allergens being handled
on site, new equipment being used, new layouts implemented,
new production schedules drawn up or new cleaning regimes
being put in place. Just as in Principle 6 of Codex HACCP, a
review of the allergen risk assessment is crucial to ensure that
changes to the allergen status of a product is identified and
reflected on the label and packaging. [
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Food Safety and Energy Efficiency
that make business sense:

Click on www.halton.com and check how
innovations from Halton increase your
kitchen safety and business profitability.
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Kitchen Ventilation:
Food Safety meets Energy Efficiency.

Kitchen ventilation systems play an active role in food safety and HACCP. Halton's integral designed
ventilation canopies and ventilated ceilings are equipped with patented innovations leading to:

- A total capture of contaminants and grease with lower airflow rates due to the Capture Jet technology
- A better temperature control of facilities for an enhanced food safety and comfort

- Reduced maintenance costs and hygiene hazards due to the Capture Ray grease treatment technology
- A unique association of food safety with the greatest potential for energy savings, for all types of kitchen.

The Capture Jet and Capture Ray technologies are just a flavour of Halton High Performance Kitchen solutions.
Visit www.halton.com to discover them.

Enabling Wellbeing Halton

12 | HACCP INTERNATIONAL
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THE GLOVES
ARE ON....

HACCP International’s Karen
Constable discusses the pros

and cons for wearing gloves

in relation to food safety and
worker protection.

Gloves have two main purposes in the food industry; to protect
food from contamination from human hands and to protect
workers from occupational hazards, such as microorganisms, cuts,
chemical burns and thermal shocks. In some instances a glove
performs both of these roles at the same time.

Gloves purchased for protecting food are usually single-use
or disposable gloves, whereas gloves for personal protection
purposes are more likely to be re-useable. When choosing
gloves, factors to consider include thickness, durability, elasticity,
exterior texture, coatings, antibacterial additives and interior
linings or treatments.

Disposable gloves are commonly made from latex, vinyl,
nitrile or polyethylene co-polymer, with vinyl and polyethylene
gloves being the cheaper options. Polyethylene (PE) gloves are
very loose fitting, easy to tear and not suitable for applications
involving heat. Vinyl (PVC) gloves provide a snugger fit, which
improves dexterity; however they also have low durability. Nitrile
and latex gloves are more durable and have good elasticity,
which provides comfort and dexterity. Each of these different
glove types has different chemical resistance properties, with PE
and vinyl gloves showing little resistance to alcohol, and latex
unsuitable for use with animal fats and oils.

Re-usable gloves for food contact applications are most
commonly made from natural rubber. Nitrile re-usable gloves are
a more expensive option, but provide added advantages, such as
better strength, cut resistance and chemical resistance.

While the use of gloves can provide benefits to both food
safety and occupational safety, there are potential food safety
risks associated with their use. The foremost risk is one of
cross-contamination from a dirty glove surface. Most consumers
are familiar with the sight of a gloved food handler collecting
cash at the sandwich counter. A common phrase among food
safety experts is ‘a clean hand is better than a dirty glove’.

The second risk to food safety is that of physical contamination
of food by whole gloves or pieces of broken glove. Blue coloured
gloves are a good choice for processing applications where gloves
could get into mixers, vats or conveying systems.
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The third risk to food safety is that of chemical contamination
caused by migration of chemicals from the gloves into the food
that they contact. Due to the nature of the compounds found in
gloves, migration is more likely to occur when gloves are in contact
with fatty, acidic or alcoholic foods for more than a few seconds.

Control of microbial and physical contamination hazards
from gloves is easily achieved using good hygiene systems, food
handler training, and GMP protocols. However, hazards arising
from chemical contamination are not generally well understood.

Food safety laws state that equipment for food contact must
be ‘made of material that will not contaminate food’, however
more detailed requirements are not described in the legislation.
In practice, most glove suppliers use the requirements of the
US FDA as a guide to choosing materials which are acceptable
for food contact use. The US FDA's Code of Federal Regulations
provides long lists of materials which are permitted for use in
food contact articles, including gloves. Additives used during
glove manufacture, such as plasticizers, vulcanizing agents
and accelerators are also regulated. Plasticizers used in the
production of PVC items have attracted much negative attention
lately, with a commonly used plasticizer now classified as a
toxicant by the EU.

The Code of Federal Regulations and directives of the
European Union also define acceptable migration limits for food
contact materials. Migration tests typically involve immersing
the material in a solvent or a food simulant for given times and
temperatures and measuring the level(s) of extractives.

Choosing gloves which meet the requirements of the US
FDA or the appropriate EU directives can provide assurance
that chemical migration will be minimised. However, when
inspecting marketing material for gloves, be aware that many
of the standards, directives and regulations pertaining to gloves
are specific only to parameters such as physical performance,
dimensions, tensile strength and dermatological reaction risks. It
is possible to purchase gloves which conform with many quality
and performance standards but which are not compliant with
chemical migration regulations. [l
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This article gives the reader a United States perspective on food
safety legislation. Andy Weisbecker is a lawyer with the well-
known law firm Mahler Clark and has been practicing commercial
and tort litigation in Seattle since 1983. He has substantial
experience in the resolution of major personal injury and product
liability claims, and with related insurance coverage issues. He has
represented injured plaintiffs in many states across the country.

During the past weeks, a few news stories have highlighted
the distinctions between two different legislative approaches
to address the issue of food safety. There is little question that
the public is becoming increasingly aware and concerned about
the safety and quality of food. The impetus is accordingly
growing across the country to get the pending FDA Food Safety
Modernization Act, S. 510, which would give the FDA more
authority and money, finally passed and enacted into law.

Opponents, however, argue that this legislation favours an
industrial agricultural system, and that local food systems provide
significant food safety benefits. In fact, in Wyoming and in Florida,
state legislatures were considering bills to lessen the regulation of
local “cottage” foods, with their proponents arguing at least in
part that this approach would increase food safety.

An increasing number of Americans is justifiably becoming
concerned about outbreaks of illness linked to contaminated
food, and about the capacity of our existing food safety system.
A September 2009 survey among likely voters across the nation
found that about 9 in 10 support the federal government
adopting additional food safety measures. Overall, 58 percent of
voters were worried about bacterial contamination of the food
supply--with about a third saying they worry “a great deal.” The
survey showed that American voters overwhelmingly believed
the federal government should be responsible for protecting the
food supply, and that the voters supported new measures to
ensure it has the authority and capacity to do so.["!

The public’s increasing concern about food safety was
recently validated by the results of a study on the cost of acute
foodborne illnesses in the Unites States. The study by a former
U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) economist estimates
the total economic impact of foodborne iliness across the nation
to be a combined $152 billion annually. The Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC) estimates that approximately
76 million new cases of food-related illness--resulting in 5,000
deaths and 325,000 hospitalizations--occur in the United
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States each year. This recent study used an FDA cost-estimate
approach: health-related costs were the sum of medical costs
(physician services, pharmaceuticals, and hospital costs) and
losses to quality of life (lost life expectancy, pain and suffering,
and functional disability). The study ranked states according to
their total costs related to foodborne illness, and determined the
annual cost per case for an individual, which was approximately
$1,850 on average per illness nationwide 12!

Many have been pressing for changes in the food safety
system to enhance the regulatory and enforcement authority
of local, state, and federal agencies to inspect, investigate, and
recall food products as needed. A report released in April 2009
called for leadership by Congress and the U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services (HHS) to build an integrated
national food safety system to make effective use of the best
science and all available public resources to prevent foodborne
illness. The report noted progress in how federal, state, and
local agencies collaborate to detect foodborne outbreaks, but
also found that state and local agencies are hampered in their
response to and prevention of outbreaks by lack of focused
federal leadership, chronic underfunding, wide disparities in
capacity in all areas of food safety, and barriers to information
sharing and collaboration. The report then made 19 specific
recommendations for strengthening state and local roles, and
for building an integrated national food safety system that works
effectively to prevent foodborne illness.3!

An increasing number of
Americans are justifiably

becoming concerned about
outbreaks of illness linked to
contaminated food

In October 2009, the American Public Health Association
(APHA) recommended legislative changes to establish new
authority to strengthen the food safety system. The APHA found
that FDA lacks the authority to require tracking, maintenance,
and access to records on foods, including fresh fruits and
vegetables. The FDA does not have the authority to mandate a
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recall when a food is identified as contaminated or is a source of
an outbreak. Also, limited funding at all levels restricts the ability
of state and local health agencies to conduct robust prevention
and surveillance activities. The APHA accordingly recommended
legislation that would in part: improve coordination among
local, state, and federal agencies to enhance surveillance,
investigations, and response; implement national food safety
plans, including testing, record maintenance, and reporting of
positive contamination results; and authorize FDA mandatory
recalls and tracebacks. The APHA finally supported food safety
enhancement and modernization legislation then already
pending in Congress.!!

Most recently, “The Hill”, a Capitol Hill newspaper, published
several Op-Eds highlighting the bipartisan support for the
pending FDA Food Safety Modernization Act, S. 510, and urging
the Senate to act. Caroline Smith DeWaal, director of food safety
at the Center for Science in the Public Interest, emphasized the
broad, bipartisan support for S. 510, a bill that would increase
the FDA's authority and capacity to regulate 80 percent of the
food supply. Sen. Herb Kohl (D-WI), chairman of the Senate
agriculture appropriations subcommittee, called for urgent
action in his Op-Ed, stating that “The Senate must act this year
to restore consumer confidence and ensure a safe and abundant
food supply.” Rep. Rosa DelLauro (D-CT), chairwoman of the
House appropriations subcommittee, which oversees the USDA
and FDA budgets, called for simplifying the food safety system
by centralizing food safety activities into one agency.!

The biggest threats to food
safety are claimed to be

centralised production,
centralised processing, and
long distance transportation

In sharp contrast, however, recent headlines have also
highlighted a quite different approach to the issue. This other
approach in fact favors reducing food safety inspections,
certifications, and similar regulations, advocating instead for the
increased freedom of local producers to produce and market their
products. State legislators in Wyoming and Florida have recently
been working to enact similarly inspired “Food Freedom Acts”.

House Bill 54, the Wyoming Food Freedom Act, passed out
of a Wyoming House committee on February 18, 2010. The bill
proposed to exempt all “cottage foods”, or foods prepared in
home kitchens, including potentially hazardous foods such as dairy
products, canned foods, and sauces, from regulation. The stated
purpose of the bill was “...to allow for traditional community social
events involving the sale and consumption of homemade foods and
to encourage the expansion and accessibility of farmers’ markets,
roadside stands, ranch, farm, and home based sales and producer
to end consumer agricultural sales...”.

REFERENCES:

Those in favor of the Wyoming Food Freedom Act claimed
it would allow small farmers and food producers to sell direct
to consumers without their need to spend the significant funds
required to get proper certifications-a financial burden that
can put small farmers and food producers out of business. As
regards food safety, proponents argued that industrialized and
inspected foods are no guarantee of safety, and that the highest
quality, and most nutrient-dense food is the closest to the
source. Also, those in favor of the bill claimed that community
fosters responsibility, and that local producers who sold low
quality and unsafe food would have to answer to their neighbors
and would not be in business long.®

Critics, however, fear the increased risk for foodborne illness
outbreaks if House Bill 54 passed into law. Those in opposition
to the bill supported the inspection and licensing process in
place because it allows inspectors to help cottage businesses
minimize the risk of distributing foods contaminated with
foodborne pathogens. Ultimately, they prevailed, and despite
passing through the House Committee, the bill failed to pass
through the Senate Agriculture Committee on February 26,
2010, effectively shelving the legislation, at least for this session.

In the meantime, in Florida, legislators are debating the merits
of the proposed Florida Food Freedom Act. The articulated
purpose of the Act is to initiate lighter inspection from USDA
for small farmers. The Florida Food Freedom Act would define
a single link food distribution chain that starts with the food
producer, or the producer’s agent, and ends with the consumer.
The Act would then exempt that single link food distribution chain
from the regulatory oversight that a longer, multi-layered food
distribution chain would be required to have. Its proponents argue
that the Act would allow family farms to remain profitable and
viable, creating new local businesses and jobs, as well as feeding
the growing demand for locally grown food.!”!

Advocates for the Act also claim that it would enhance food
safety. They argue in part that the closer relationship between
the producer and the consumer, including the producer’s
integrity and the consumer’s interest in and knowledge of how
the food is raised, harvested, and prepared, would provide
sufficient oversight. The biggest threats to food safety are
claimed to be centralized production, centralized processing,
and long distance transportation. Small farms and local food
processors would instead be part of the solution to food safety,
as local food systems are inherently safer and more traceable.
Additionally, the Florida Food Freedom Act would require all
people selling directly to the end consumer to become certified
food protection managers. (8!

It is likely that the substantial differences in these approaches
for legislation to increase food safety are primarily a function of
different political philosophies and economic agendas, as well
as concern with the safety of food products. It is somewhat
comforting, however, that the importance of improving food
safety as a necessary goal is increasingly acknowledged and
recognized, regardless of the diversity of means proposed to

attain that goal. Il Reprinted with permission
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