COUNTY BOARD AGENDA - STUDY SESSION

RE: Public Health Restaurant Inspections
County of Champaign, Urbana, Illinois
Thursday, February 28, 2013 — 6:00 p.m.

Lyle Shields Meeting Room, Brookens Administrative Center
1776 East Washington Street, Urbana, Illinois

l. Call To Order

1. Roll Call

I11.  Approval of Agenda

V. Public Participation

V. Publicizing Food Establishment Inspection Reports & Recommendations for Update to
Champaign County Public Health Ordinance

VI. Adjournment
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Introduction

The World Health Organization estimates that up
to 30% of individuals in developed countries
become ill from food or water each year {World
Health Organization 2007). Up to 70% of these
illnesses are estimated to be linked to food pre-
pared at foodservice establishments (Olsen et al.
2000; Lee & Middleton 2003; Center for Science
in the Public Interest 2008; Jacob & Powell
2009). Media coverage of food safety issues
is extensive and may fuel the view that hygiene
{or safety) standards are low among restaurants
{Bruhn 1997; Worsfold & Worsfold 2008). Con-
sumer confidence in the safety of food prepared in
restaurants is fragile, varying significantly from
year to year (Food Marketing Institute 2008),
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The World Health Organization estimates that up to 30% of individuals in
developed countries become ill from food or water each year. Up to 70% of
these illnesses are estimated to be linked to food prepared at foodservice
establishments. Consumer confidence in the safety of food prepared in res-
taurants is fragile, varying significantly from year to year, with many con-
sumers attributing foodborne illness to foodservice. One of the key drivers of
restaurant choice is consumer perception of the hygiene of a restaurant.
Restaurant hygiene information is something consumers desire, and when
available, may use to make dining decisions.

with many consumers attributing foodborne
illness to foodservice (Fein et al. 1995). One of
the key drivers of restaurant choice is consumer
perception of the hygiene of a restaurant (Wors-
fold & Worsfold 2007). Restaurant hygiene infor-
mation is something consumers desire, and when
available, may use to make dining decisions
(Worsfold & Worsfold 2007).

Based on federal food codes, established food
safety standards for foodservice are enforced
by federal, state and local government agencies
(Almanza et al. 2002) through routine examina-
tions. These examinations, referred to in this
paper as restaurant inspections, but also called
health, hygiene, food safety or foodservice
inspections, are principally designed to pre-
vent restaurant-associated foodborne disease



288 Restaurant inspection disclosure systems K Filion & D. A. Powell

outbreaks (Jones et al. 2004; Reske et al. 2007).
In addition, these inspections, casried out by envi-
ronmental health officers (EHO), may signifi-
cantly impact consumer confiddence in the safety
of restaurant food, influence dining decisions and
provide incentives for establishments to promote
a safe food environment (Fielding et al. 2001;
Jin & Leslie 2003; Simon et al. 2005; Worsfold
& Worsfold 2007) when publicly available.

About the inspection process

The fundamentals of restaurant inspection are
well established throughout developed countries.
Municipal restaurant inspections are food safety
risk management programs, an action to demon-
strate to consumers that food providers are cog-
nizant of consumer concerns about food safety
and that those within the farm-to-fork food safety
system — in this case, foodservice operations —
are working to reduce levels of risk (Powell
2002). Methods of scoring inspection results vary
between jurisdictions. In the USA, the Hazard
Analysis Critical Contro! Point (HACCP)-based
inspection has been implemented in many juris-
dictions that categorize restaurants based on risk
(Seiver & Hatfield 2000). After it was found that
developing risk categories for restaurants resulted
in increased targeting of high-risk establishments
(Fielding ez al. 2001), and the restaurant inspec-
tion processes may not be predictive of foodborne
disease outbreaks, the US Food and Drug Admin-
istration (FDA) proceeded to develop a risk-based
approach to restaurant inspections (FDA 2000).
The criteria for inspection are fairly well estab-
lished; however, inconsistencies between juris-
dictions exist when defining a critical violation.
Although often described as a violation more
likely to contribute to food contamination, illness
or health hazards, the actual items that constitute
a critical violation during the inspection process
may vary. In some jurisdictions, the presence of
a critical violation elicits closure followed by
re-inspection, while in others it simply results in a
lower inspection score. As a result, many systems
exist to quantify results during inspection. Start-
ing with a value of 100 and subtracting violations
(with critical violations being a iarger deduction)
is one method: a score of 100 is awarded to
establishments that comply with all food safety

standards. Conversely, beginning with zero and
tallving violations (with critical violations being
worth a higher value), a larger numerical value
indicates a riskier food establishment. Other
jurisdictions simply tally violations and may or
may not indicate whether these are critical or
non-critical. Variations not only exist between
jurisdictions or municipalities but also between
EHOs; although EHO standardization is designed
to synchronize violation interpretations, it will
vary from person to person. The many variables
of the inspection process will affect inspection
disclosure schemes, but are outside the scope of
this paper.

This paper provides a review of current res-
taurant inspection disclosure schemes operating
throughout developed countries and identifies
research needs to develop a disclosure system that
meets the needs of consumers, operators and the
government in a compelling manner.

Inspection disclosure

Systems to communicate the information ac-
quired through restaurant inspection are common
in developed countries; however, these systems
are inconsistent, varying between countries,
states or cities. In some jurisdictions, a con-
sumer must formally request to view the most
recent inspection and may wait months before
receiving the results (Center for Science in
the Public Interest 2008). In other jurisdictions,
results are available upon request at the res-
taurant. These methods are neither convenient
nor reasonable for most consumers, as inspection
reports are often difficult to understand (Center
for Science in the Public Interest 2008). Dis-
closure systems in which inspection information
must be requested by the consumer provide
minimal incentive for foodservice establishments
to adhere to minimum standards of food safety.
Seiver & Hatfield (2000) suggest that the public
disclosure of restaurant inspection results com-
municates the importance of risks and violations
found during an inspection. With several of the
key elements of a foodservice operation being
hidden from consumers (such as food storage
conditions or where food is purchased), con-
sumers will look to observable information cues
during establishment selection (Hensen et al.
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2006). Restaurant inspection disclosure systems
can provide such information cues.

The local media are a source of inspection
information in many jurisdictions. Newspapers,
television and radio stations package information
from local health units regarding dirty res-
taurants, closures and convictions (Hensen et al.
2006), as well as acknowledge those establish-
ments meeting or exceeding food safety stan-
dards. Grading systems enforced by public health
agencies have spread worldwide since being
established in 1924, at which time letter grades
were introduced to classify milk in the USA
{(Boehnke 2000). Disclosure systems are grow-
ing in popularity, largely because of consumer
demand for such tools. After 7 years of discus-
sion, the UK Food Standards Agency began a
pilot program, ‘Scores on Doors’, with local
authorities to establish a UK-wide system to
provide restaurant inspection results to the
public. The UK pilot programs used a variety of
codes, including star ratings, smiley faces, letter
grades and the phrases ‘pass’ or ‘improvements
required” (Worsfold & Worsfold 2007). The first
of the UK ‘Scores on Doors’ program was in-
troduced in 2004, and only 3 years later, over 30
different schemes were operating throughout
UK municipalities (Worsfold & Worsfold 2007).
Similar inspection disclosure systems involving
these codes, and others, are in place in several
cities, states and provinces around the world. The
codes attempt to simplify inspection results into
a format that is understandable and intriguing
to consumers dining at an establishment.

Inspection disclosure systems can be organized
into four categories: those that provide informa-
tion through municipal or state health depart-
ments, those that provide information online and
those that provide information at the establish-
ment and disclosure through local media sources.
Inspection reports disclosed through health
departments often must be accessed by making
a direct request to the department (Worsfold
2006a). Online databases vary in content and
may be used to compliment disclosure at the
premise. Maintenance of online restaurant inspec-
tion databases may be by local health depart-
ments, news stations or, increasingly, consumer
blogs. Disclosure systems displaying information
at the establishment do so in the format of a card,
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with most inspection authorities requiring the
cards to be posted in designated, conspicuous
locations visible to patrons entering the restau-
rant (North Carolina Administrative Code 2005).

The following are examples of restaurant
inspection disclosure systems.

Online database of results

Many disclosure systems at the establishment are
complimented by an online database of inspection
results, with the format and content of these
websites varying between municipalities. Since
the first posting of inspection results online in Los
Angeles (LA) County in 1998 (Fielding et al.
2001}, many inspection authorities have adopted
this medium to present a database of results
searchable by establishment name or code, neigh-
borhood, location or results from the latest
inspection (DPR Online Services 2008; New York
City 2008; Office of Environmental Health Ser-
vices 2008). Some of these databases provide only
the number of critical violations, or both critical
and non-critical violations, while others elaborate
with details of the cited infractions. Some juris-
dictions, such as the US state of Alaska, provide
online copies of all food establishment inspection
reports completed by EHOs (Division of Environ-
mental Health 2008). Other inspection authori-
ties allow consumers to receive e-mail updates
when new inspection resulits are posted (Central
District Health Department 2007).

Presently in the UK, food establishments may
voluntarily post inspection scores or symbols at
their premises, but are not required. However,
all inspection reports are available through
local inspection authority websites (Worsfold &
Worsfold 2008). Websites appear to be a popu-
lar method of restaurant disclosure, with many
municipalities adopting this medium. Several
areas in Scotland began posting inspection results
in November 2006 after a survey found 82% of
consumers wanted to see inspection information
at local eating establishments and 94% thought it
should be accessible online (Worsfold & Worsfold
2007). Consumers and businesses reported that
the posted results were valuable, according to
research by the Food Standards Agency of Scot-
land several months later (Worsfold & Worsfold
2007). However, a review of the DineSafe disclo-
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sure scheme in Toronto, Canada, revealed only
10% of the public was aware of the online
component compared with 75% being aware of
inspection notices posted at the premises (Toronto
Staff Report 2002). Additionally, although ini-
tially popular, online disclosure websites may
receive decreased visits after the initial novelty
of the system wears off, as the city of Waterloo,
Canada, experienced (Barrick 2009).

Online name-and-shame notices

Rather than a database of results, online name-
and-shame notices are published by the Food
Safety Authority of lIreland, where foodservice
establishments that fail to improve conditions of
practices deemed ‘likely to pose a risk to public
health’ are issued an improvement order that is
posted on the Authority’s website until the situa-
tions are corrected. Following correction, the
improvement order remains visible to the public
for another 3 months. A closure order is issued if
‘there is likely to be a grave and immediate danger
to public health’ or an improvement order is not
complied with in a timely fashion. These orders
are likewise posted to the website until situations
are remedied, and for 3 months afterward (Food
Safety Authority of Ireland 2008).

Letter grades

The California County of San Diego was one of
the first regions in the USA to create a disclosure
system to convey inspection results to the public,
introducing letter grades to rate establishments in
1947 {Foley 2009). LA County followed suit, and
since 1996, has required food establishments to
display the results of their most recent restaurant
inspection in the form of an A, B or C letter grade
— except in the case of restaurants scoring below
a ‘C for which the actual numerical value is
provided (Teledas Co. 2004). Multiple major
US cities have adopted similar systems, as have
several states. In Auckland, New Zealand, a food
hygiene grade from A to E is assigned to inspected
establishments, with the exception of ‘C, as
it may be mistakenly thought of as a ‘passing’
grade, and the addition of a Gold A, which
recognizes establishments that demonstrate safe
practices above full compliance with food hygiene

laws. The hygiene grade must be displayed ‘in a
prominent position on the premises that is visible
to the public’ (Auckland City Council 2007).

Numerical scores

The HACCP-based approach to restaurant
inspection that categorizes establishments into
high-, medium- and low-risk facilities is common
throughout the USA (Seiver & Hatfield 2000). A
common checklist for restaurant mspection used
in the USA is the FDA-approved Foodservice
Establishment Inspection Report; however, many
jurisdictions are replacing this with an HACCP-
based inspection form. The FDA-approved 44-
point list of violations assigns a weight based on
their risk to human health. The highest possible
score is 100, which is reduced when violations are
cited. Although the inspection checklist may be
consistent, what constitutes establishment closure
is not. In Danbury, Connecticut, an establishment
must score 80 and not receive any 4-point viola-
tions to receive a pass; in Nashville, Tennessee,
a score of 70 is required to pass inspection. In
Mobile, Alabama, a score below 85 elicits closure
and re-inspection (Mobile County Health Depart-
ment 2008). The numerical score and copy of
the inspection report are required to be posted at
the establishment. Inspection authorities that do
not deduct violations from 100 will often later
convert the inspection score to a value out of 100.
Conversely to deducing points for violations, in
New York City, health officials assign a numerical
score during inspections that tallies violations.
Scores greater than 28 denote the restaurant as
a public health hazard and must be re-inspected
to ensure corrections are made (New York City
2008). New York City has recently proposed a
plan to disclose inspection results to the public
using a letter grade system similar to that of LA
rather than posting a numerical score card at the
premises (Collins 2009).

Colored cards

Officials in the city of Toronto, Canada, require
food establishments to display their most recent
inspection results in the main entrance of pre-
mises in the form of a green, yellow or red card,
indicating a pass, conditional pass or closed
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notice respectively (City of Toronto 2008).
During the development of the Toronto disclo-
sure system, a review of current literature indi-
cated that color could be used to draw attention
and suggest caution (Powell 2002). A similar
system used in Columbus, Ohio, includes the
green-, yellow- and red-colored cards, with the
addition of a white notice that is issued when
an establishment is on probation and requires a
follow-up inspection. The red card in this case is
used when an establishment on probation failed
re-inspection (Columbus Public Health 2006).
Lexington-Fayette County in Kentucky uses a
combination of numerical and color disclosure
schemes: scores of 85 or above as well as no 4-
or S-point violations will be posted in green;
scores of 84 and under, or those with 4- or
S-point violations will be posted in red; and
scores below 70 will be issued ‘Notice of Intent
to Suspend Permit’ (Lexington-Fayette County
2008).

Statement cards

The Niagara Region of Ontario, Canada, con-
ducts inspections similar to those in the city of
Toronto; however, its disclosure system describes
inspected establishments as simply ‘in compli-
ance’ or ‘not in compliance’. This region also
maintains an online database to convey the most
recent inspection results to consumers, with
details of critical and non-critical violations
(Regional Municipality of Niagara 2007). A
study in Hamilton, Ontario (Hensen et al. 2006)
- a municipality that initially used only ‘pass’ and
“fail’ notices but was considering utilizing the
‘conditional pass’ notice — found that the addi-
tional ‘conditional pass’ option had a ‘significant
and negative impact’ on survey respondents’
self-reported likelthood to patronize a restau-
rant. Other examples of information state-
ments include the following: ‘approved’ or ‘not
approved’; ‘satisfactory’, ‘conditionally satisfac-
tory’ or ‘unsatisfactory’; and ‘exceeds minimum
standards’, ‘meets minimum standards’ or ‘does
not meet minimum standards’.

Symbols

Since 2001, the Danish Veterinary and Food
Administration has used smiley faces as a means
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to disclose restaurant inspection results to the
public. The full details of Danish inspection
reports are published on a website (http://www.
findsmiley.dk), with a ‘smiley’ face depicting
five different scenarios that range from a sad,
‘sour smiley’ — assigned to establishments that
were issued a fine, reported to the police or had
approval withdrawn ~ to an ecstatic, ‘happy
smiley’ - for restaurants that received no negative
remarks. The newly added Elite-Smiley may also
be awarded when establishments receive the
happy smiley in four consecutive inspections.
These reports and respective smiles must be
posted at the restaurant premises and visible to
consumers outside the establishment who are
making a choice to dine there {Danish Veterinary
and Food Administration 2008). Inspection
results in the northern region of the US state of
Iowa are conveyed using the 5-Star Program in
which colored stars assigned to establishments
correspond with positive food-handling behaviors
observed during inspection. A yellow star is
awarded when proper holding temperatures are
respected, a blue for proper cooking, a red for
clean equipment, a brown for good employee
hygiene, and a green star when the establish-
ment’s food ingredients are received from safe
sources. For each inspection, the restaurant’s
awarded stars are displayed online alongside the
number of critical and total violations cited
{(Cerro Gordo County 2008). The US state of
Connecticut, Farmington Valley and Norwalk
Counties, respectively, use waiter or lighthouse
symbols to disclose inspection information: a
score of 90-100 receives 3 waiters or lighthouses,
80-89 receives 2 and below 80 receives 1 (Farm-
ington Valley Health Department 2009; Norwalk
Health Department 2009).

Award schemes

In addition to inspection disclosure systems,
several municipalities have elected to provide
awards for establishments that exceed food safety
standards. The aforementioned Gold A granted in
Auckland, New Zealand, or the Elite-Smiley in
Denmark is an example of these award schemes
and is often in addition to existing disclosure
systems at the establishment. During evaluation
of the Eat Safe award scheme in the UK, Worsfold

291



292 Restaurant inspection disclosure systems K. Filion & D. A. Powell

(2005) found 79% of those surveyed said they
would be influenced by the presence of a hygiene
award. However, it is noted in previous evalua-
tions that there is little public awareness of a

similar award scheme in Scotland (Worsfold
2005).

Media disclosure

Media influence consumer dining decisions
(Gregory & Kim 2005). For many years media
images of dirty kitchens, inexperienced or poorly
trained staff, or rodent infestations have fueled
consumer concern for the safety of food prepared
in restaurants (Worsfold 2006b). Gregory &
Kim (2005) and Hensen et al. (2006) separately
surveyed consumers in an attempt to determine
the role of information sources on dining deci-
sions. While Gregory & Kim {2005) concluded
that friends or relatives were the most signi-
ficant source of information consumers use to
make dining decisions, they acknowledged store
signage, newspapers and magazines as being
more important than other information sources.
Hensen et al. (2006) indicated that when con-
sumers were asked on a 5-point Likert scale, with
5 being ‘very important’ and 1 being ‘very unim-
portant’, newspapers, television and radio were
considered important sources of food safety
information; however, the authors concluded that
the inspection certificate posted at the premise
was scored as more important than these media
forms. The authors suggest that ‘while the media
may be predominant sources of information on
restaurant closure and conviction for high-profile
cases, on a day-to-day basis when choosing
where to eat, inspection certificates are a more
prominent source of information’ (Hensen et al.
2006).

There is no agreed-upon best method to com-
municate inspection results with the public, with
many vehicles being used throughout the world
(Powell 2002). Although many restaurant inspec-
tion disclosure systems exist, further research
could determine which of these existing schemes
are most effective.

Benefits of disclosure systems

Consumers both desire and deserve accessible and
understandable information on the conditions

and practices of foodservice establishments. Con-
sumer interest in the website that discloses inspec-
tion results for the UK city of Liverpool generated
100 000 hits within 2 days of posting the first
inspection results (Chartered Institute of Environ-
mental Health 2007). Information provided on
such mediums could be reassuring to diners, dem-
onstrating that restaurants are being monitored
for food safety standards. According to the Direc-
tor of Public Health for LA County, Dr. Jonathan
Fielding, the grading system used in LA bolsters
consumer confidence in the county’s restaurant
inspection system (Center for Science in the Public
Interest 2008). Consumers in the city of Hamil-
ton, Canada, were asked how important the pres-
ence of an inspection notice in a restaurant’s
window was when choosing where to dine, and
respondents assigned it an average importance of
4.44 on a 5-point scale (Hensen et al. 2006). As
many as 95% of residents surveyed in Toronto,
Canada, indicated they made dining decisions
based on the colored inspection cards posted at
establishments (Toronto Staff Report 2002).

By influencing restaurant choice, inspection
result postings can provide incentives for those
within the foodservice industry to focus on food
safety endeavors. Restaurateurs and patrons react
emotionally to posted scores (Wiant 1999). Public
reporting of poor inspection results may lead to
negative consumer attitudes toward an establish-
ment, and consequently influence foodservice
workers and managers to comply with regula-
tions in order to improve food safety scores
(Almanza et al. 2002). According to the Ministry
of Food Agriculture and Fisheries in Denmark,
over half (59%) of consumers have changed their
dinner plans after reviewing the smiley face
posted at a restaurant. The Ministry asserts that
the smiley scheme is one of the best-known con-
sumer public schemes in Denmark, and a recent
survey found that 97% of consumers felt the
scheme was a ‘good’ or ‘very good’ idea, as did
88% of foodservice businesses. Additionally, 8
out of 10 managers or owners reportedly dis-
cussed practices with their staff that would lead
them to attain the coveted ‘happy smiley’ (Danish
Veterinary and Food Administration 2008).

Hospitalization rates linked to suspect food-
borne illnesses were seen to decrease by approxi-
mately 20% in the year a mandatory letter grade
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201 West Kenyon Road

Phone: (217) 363-3
Champaign, IL 61820 (217) 269

Fax:  (217)373-7905

Public Health

Prevent. Promote. Protect.

Champaign County
Public Health Department

January 29, 2013

Ms. Tamara Marshall
Coffee House
703 Eastwood, Suite F

Mahomet, IL 61853 CERTIFIED MAIL

Dear Ms. Marshall:

On December 13, 2012, you were sent a letter regarding a change of ownership at the Coffee
House (formerly Daily Grind). To start the process of obtaining a health permit, the letter
indicated that you needed to submit plan review paperwork to our office. As of the date of this
letter, we have not received a response.

Please complete the enclosed plan review application and submit it along with the other items
listed on the application by February 15, 2013. Failure to do so will result in this matter being
forwarded to the Champaign County State’s Attorney.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact our office at (217) 363-3269.
Sincerely,

Jim Roberts, MS, LEHP

Director of Environmental Health

Enclosures

The mission of the Champaign County Public Health Department E-MAIL
is to promote health, prevent disease and lessen the impact of illness &
through the effective @3¢ of community resources. ccphd@c-uphd.org

www.c-uphd.org




CHAMPAIGN-URBANA PUBLIC HEALTH DISTRICT
CHAMPAIGN COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH DEPARTMENT

Inspection Notice

CLOSED

This facility was found to have violations which constitue a danger to public health or safety.

As a result, the permit to operate has been temporarily suspended and this facility
has been ordered to remain closed. It will be reopened after another inspection has been
conducted, it comes into compliance with the local ordinance, and a written reinstatement

of permit has been issued.

PERMIT WAS SUSPENDED AND FACILITY WAS CLOSED DURING THIS INSPECTION
(X = NOT IN COMPLIANCE )

IMMINENT HEALTH HAZARD x LACK OF FEE PAYMENT
UNCONTROLLED FOODBORNE ILLNESS RISK FACTOR(S) OPERATING WITHOUT A VALID HEALTH PERMIT

UNSATISFACTORY COMPLIANCE w/ LOCAL ORDINANCE OTHER

RESULTS OF PREVIOUS INSPECTION CONDUCTED ON lo~30~20]2-

ﬁHI'COMPI.IANCE (1 REINSPECTION REQUIRED [ CLOSURE

enera |

Pefmit Number

m?ﬁ__%/—’m%m (Aerthopect aits))

v

(ity/Village

[2-3]-20/r

ental Health Specialist Date Inspection Conducted/Notice Posted

Champaign-Urbana Public Health District ﬂ«&e A, M
Champaign County Public Health Department Public Health Administrator
201 W. Kenyon Road, Champaign, IL. 61820

(217) 373-7900 or (217) 363-3269 [\ (Mol

www.c-uphd.org ¢ eh@c-uphd.org Hiector of Environmental Health

THIS PLACARD IS THE PROPERTY OF THE CHAMPAIGN-URBANA PUBLIC HEALTH DISTRICT AND SHALL NOT BE REMOVED, COPIED OR ALTERED IN ANY WAY
;
FOR INSPECTION REPORTS, CONTACT THE OWNER OR SCAN THE QR CODE TO VIEW THE CUPHD WEBSITE 3%

UNDER PENALTY OF LAW




Contact Us:

Quanpaign County
Public Health Departrrent

201 W, Kenyon Road
Champaign, IL 61820

Phone: 217.363-3269
Energencyr 217.531.3386
Fax: 217.373-7905

e uphd org

Hours:

8:00 a.m — 12:00 p.m
1:00 pm — 4:00 pm
Mondzy — Friday

What is a
SIREN Alert?

If you receive an auto-
mated telephone call
from the Illinois
SIREN Alert System,
don’t up! Itis
our way of communi-
cating with you about
an emergency or very
important message.

As an example, this
past summer we made
automated SIREN
calls to alert food es-
tablishments about
potential local flooding
during Hurricane Isaac.

Listen carefully to the
message and to the
instructions provided
to confirm receipt of
the call (otherwise you
will receive additional
automated calls).

News Time 2012 @

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION

CHAMPAIGN COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH DEPARTMENT

COLD!

COLD will be the new public
health initiative in 2013. What
does COLD stand for?

C—Carry thermometers
O—Observe at 41°F. or below
L—Limit time in the danger zone
D—Dispose of foods out of time
and temperature

The Food & Drug Admini-
stration (FDA) recommends
that a food protection pro-
gram at a local health depart-
ment look at the occurrence
of foodborne illness risk fac-
tors (out of compliance) as a
performance indicator.

[n reviewing inspection
reports from 2008 through
June 2012, cold holding was
found to be out of compliance
on average 82% of the time.

In our experience in the sum-
mer of 2012, it seemed that
higher numbers of refrigera-
tors and walk-in coolers were
not maintaining proper tem-
perature, resulting in the dis-
card of lots of food during
nspections.

During 2013 inspections,
your inspector will be taking
time to discuss and review
cold holding and will be leav-
ing materials to remind you
and your staff to check refrig-
erator and cooler tempera-
tures.

Our goal is to have increased
compliance from all food es-
tablishments thereby decreas-
ing the risk of foodborne ill-
ness to consumers.

Posting of Inspection Notices

During a September joint study
session between the Cham-
paign-Urbana and Champaign
County Boards of Health, it
was decided that mandatory
posting of some form of in-
spection notices will be re-
quired of food establishments

in the near future.

On the reverse side of this page
you will find green, yellow and
red notices that include some
summary of inspection infor-
mation. These draft documents

have been chosen as a starting

point by the boards of health.

During inspections, Inspectors
will be showing operators the
draft notices and will be gather-
ing their input before the docu-
ments are finalized. Please pro-
vide feedback to them or to
director Jim Roberts (e-mail at
jroberts@c-uphd.org or phone
(217) 531-2909).

It is anticipated that mandatory
posting of inspection notices will
begin sometime in 2013.

Note The most important
way to keep an eye on refrig-
erators and coolers is to moni-
tor them in person. Other-
wise consider purchasing
monitoring alarms for refrig-
erators and coolers. They can
notify you by text message,
for example, if a cooler falls
out of temperature. The ex-
pense of monitoring alarms
could pale in comparison to
an entire cooler of lost food.

New Staff

Shannon Wilson is a new En-
vironmental Health Specialist-
in-Training. She is a graduate
of Northern Illinois University
with a BS in Public Health
with a concentration in Com-
munity Health Education.
Shannon will conduct inspec-
tions for food establishments,
tanning and body art facilities,
as well as septic and water well
inspections.
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CHAMPAIGN-URBANA PUBLIC HEALTH DISTRICT
CHAMPAIGN COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH DEPARTMENT

Inspection Notice

IN COMPLIANCE

On this date, this facility wos found to be in compliance with minimum local erdinance stondards.
An X or R in front of the behaviors or food handling practices below indicate the need for improvement to
help kaep food safe and protect consumars’ health,

FOODBORNE ILLNESS RISK FACTORS AND PUBLIC HEALTH INTERVENTIONS FOUND DURING THIS INSPECTION
(X = NOT IN COMPLIANCE / R = REPEATED LACK OF COMPLIANCE)

EMPLOYEE(S) WORKING WHILE ILL INADEQUATE TIME & TEMPERATURE CONTROL OF
POVENTIALLY HAZARDOUS FOOD(S)
POOR HYGIENIC PRACYICE(S) NO DISPLAY OF CONSUMER ADVISORY REGARDING

RAW OR UNDERCOOKED FOODS

PROWIBITED FOODS WERE SERVED TO HIGHLY
SUSCEPTIBLE POPULATIONS

USING UNAPPROVED PROCEDURES FOR SPECIALIZED
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IMPROPER CHEMICAL STORAGE, LABELING OR USE

ALLOWING CONTAMINATION BY HANDS
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ALLOWING (ROSS-CONTAMINATION

OTHER
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MANAGERS
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FOODBORNE ILLNESS RISK FACTORS AND PUBLIC HEALTH
FOUND DURING THIS INSPECTION

INADEQUATE TIME & TEMPERATURE CONTROL OF
POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS FOOD(S)

NO DISPLAY OF CONSUMER ADVISORY REGARDING
RAW OR UNDERCOOKED FOODS

PROHIBITED FOODS WERE SERVED TO HIGHLY
SUSCEPTIBLE POPULATIONS

USING UNAPPROVED PROCEDURES FOR SPECIALIZED
PROCESSES

IMPROPER CHEMICAL STORAGE, LABELING OR USE

OTHER

CHAMPAIGN-URBANA PUBLIC HEALTH DISTRICT
CHAMPAIGN COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH DEPARTMENT

Inspection Notice

CLOSED

This facility was found to have violations which constitue a danger to public health or safety.
As a result, the permit to operate has been temporarily suspended and this facility
has been ordered to remain closed. It will be reopened ofter another inspection has been
conducted, it comes into compliance with the local ordinance, and o written reinstatement
of permit has been issved.

PERMIT WAS SUSPENDED AND FACILITY WAS CLOSED DURING THIS INSPECTION
(X = NOT IN COMPLIANCE / kR = REPEATED LACK OF COMPLIANCE)
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Section ### Inspection Notice Placards

A.  Atevery food establishment /not for temporary permits] upon completion of
a routine inspection or a re-inspection, the health officer /define] shall issue
the appropriate color-coded “Inspection Notice Placard” {referred to as
placard}.

B.  The color-coded placards:

1. Green: Advertises In-Compliance and indicates satisfactory compliance
with the current rules and regulations.

2. Yellow: Advertises Re-Inspection Required and indicates substantial
violations (in number or severity) with the current rules and regulations.
A re-inspection is required.

3. Red: Advertises Closure and indicates substantial out-of-compliance
with the current rules and regulations or out-of-compliance with
administrative items as identified in this ordinance. {not paying fee,
operating without a health permit, not returning a renewal application
for permit, interfering with a health officer?}.

C.  The color-coded placard can only be changed after a routine inspection or a
re-inspection.

Section ##3# Posting of Inspection Notice Placards.

A. The operator /define] or the person-in-charge /define] at every food
establishment /not for temporary permits]shall post the appropriate placard immediately
and before the health officer leaves the premises. The placard shall be posted to be
accessible for viewing by the public and clearly visible to the general public and to
patrons entering the food establishment. “Clearly visible to the general public and to
patrons to be able to read the placard details” shall mean:

(1) Posted at the main entrance in the front window or door or posted in a
display case mounted on the outside front wall of the food establishment within five feet
of the front door and at a height of 60 inches above the ground or a finished floor at the
centerline of the sign.

(2)  Posted facing outward.

(3) In the event that a food establishment does not have a window, door or
display box or if the window is heavily tinted, the placard shall be posted inside the food
establishment, in a visible, public accessible location, within five feet of the main
entrance and at a height of 60 inches above the ground or a finished floor at the centerline
of the sign.

(4)  Inthe event that a food establishment is operated as a separately permitted

business in the same building as other businesses, such as in a retail mall or in a {big box/
grocery store/hospital cafeteria/school/nursing home} the placard shall be posted at the
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service counter if ordering is done at the service counter or at a location prior to ordering
or selecting food to ensure proper notice to the general public and to patrons.

(5) Inthe event that a food establishment is a mobile food unit/vehicle or a
pushcart, the placard shall be posted in a visually conspicuous place on that part of the
unit/vehicle/pushcart to which the public has access by sight.

(6) In any other event [correctional facility/drive-up only/drive-up with a
main entrance/bell hop service (Sonic), caterer or unknown situation] that a food
establishment is required to post, then the location of the placard shall be determined by
the health officer.

B. A new food establishment will be issued a placard after their first routine
inspection.

C.  The food establishment owner is responsible for keeping the placard in the
determined location. A placard is not considered properly posted when the placard is not
in the location determined by the health officer. Visits to food establishments to solely
determine compliance with the placard posting requirements will be assessed a fee as
authorized by the current fee schedule ordinance.

D. A placard shall remain valid from the time of issuance until a new placard
is issued at time of a routine inspection, a re-inspection or a change of ownership. The
placards are the property of the CUPHD/CCPHD and old placards are required to be
surrendered to the health officer by the operator when a new placard is issued. Any
placard is not transferable from one food establishment to another food establishment or
to from one person to another person.

E. The placard shall not be altered, defaced, marred, camouflaged, hidden,
covered, disguised, or removed. {Remain accessible to the public for viewing—not in the
kitchen, behind the counter, or too far to read}.

F. A placard is not considered properly posted if the placard was stolen and
the food establishment operator has not called for a replacement. One replacement, free
of charge, will be provided each calendar year. Additional replacements will be provided
for a fee as authorized by the current fee schedule ordinance.

G. Removal of the placard is a violation of this chapter and shall be
punishable as specified in Section . In addition, the removal of the placard may
result in the suspension or revocation of the retail food health permit {need ro
rename/define in another Section)}.

H. It shall be unlawful to operate a food establishment unless the placard is
posted in accordance with this chapter.
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Placard Comments

Most operators like the color system, especially the red and yellow, as they thought it was an
appropriate sign for facilities that did not comply.

One operator said he liked the green...that it gives the operators something to work towards.

One operator didn't like the risk factors on the green because she didn’t want the staff to be
answering those questions.

One operator HATED that the green had risk factors. He said it was bringing down our economy

because people will be paranoid and not want to eat/shop there. Also, it should be a reward to not
have the risk factors since you were compliant.

One operator wondered if it would do any good.

I spoke with our Hall Director about the posting requirements. We assume that this will apply
for all of the Private Certified housing units on campus? he is going to discuss it at their next
meeting. As | mentioned, it could have a huge negative impact for parents of residents, due to
their lack of knowledge of our counties rules (most residents are from Chicago areas and other
states and countries). If you have any documentation that you could forward that might help
explain the process, he would like to provide that at his next meeting with that group. All houses
will need to develop an action plan to deal with an education process for staff and residents to
help ease unnecessary misunderstandings and incorrect negative reactions that could lead
parents to demand their students contracts cancelled and monies refunded.

We understand the reasons behind the initiative and just want to create a plan for
implementation.

Does it apply to bars as it says “food establishment”?

Can | send a copy to corporate offices?

Posting

Locations: check for placement

Time Posted: Red to Green in one day, yet if yellow it may be posted >24 hours. For inspection
items, Red — Yellow first, and then Green after successful re-inspection.  How long is yellow
posted before re-inspection [minimum # of days, unannounced re-inspections]?

Who determines location? Can it be appealed and to whom?

“If you put it up, she would rip it down. It does not matter who comes in, she was not going to put
it up. It's a ploy to destroy small business. ”

Consumer

A good compromise to offer some information and avoid the nonsense of scores and grades.

20Feb13
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Champaign Establishment Inspection

CHAMPAIGN-URBANA PUBLIC HEALTH DISTRICT Permit Number; 1044

201 W. Kenyon Rd

Champaign, Illinois ~ 61820-7807 Date: 12/03/12

217-373-7900  www.c-uphd.org
ESTABLISHMENT SURVEY REPORT

ESTABLISHMENT: _Champaign Co. Nursing Home ADDRESS: 500 Art Bartell RD

OWNER OR OPERATOR: Linda Boykin CITY: URBANA ZIP: 61801

BASED ON AN INSPECTION THIS DAY, THE ITEMS MARKED BELOW IDENTIFY VIOLATIONS OF THE CHAMPAIGN-URBANA FOOD SERVICE ORDINANCE, THE

SANITARY INSPECTION LAW AND RULES PROMULGATED UNDER THESE ACTS. FAILURE TO CORRECT THESE VIOLATIONS WITHIN THE TIME SPECIFIED MAY

RESULT IN PROSECUTION UNDER THE ENFORCEMENT PROVISIONS OF THESE ACTS.

ALL 4 AND 5 POINT ITEMS MUST BE CORRECTED IMMEDIATELY; ALL OTHER VIOLATIONS MUST BE CORRECTED WITHIN NI DAYS.

FHISRRINNSMAJOR VIOLATION CORRECTION SHEET LEFT: YES NO IF YES, RETURN WITHIN 10 DAYS OF THE ABOVE DATEI****%%xs%%
*=CRITICAL VIOLATION, REQUIRING IMMEDIATE CORRECTION.

Page 1 of 2

ITEM WT IN DESCRIPTION ITEM WT IN DESCRIPTION WT IN DESCRIPTION :

20.* 4 IN Sanitation rinse: clean, temperature, \nsect, Rodent, .

Food f concentration ‘Animal Control !

1.* 5 IN  Source: Sound Condition. No spoilage  21. 1  OQUTWiping cloths: clean, use restricted B85.*4 IN Pn of insects/rodents outer :

2 1IN  Original container; properly labeled 22. 2 OUTFood contact surface of equipment and utensils 1 protected, no birds, turtles or other animals ~ +

) ' clean, free of abrasives and detergents \Floors, Walls, & ’

l;ogd ﬁ;mglm - ol 23. 1  OUTNon-food contact surfaces of equipment and  Ceilings :

4 otentially us food meets ' utensils clean 6. 1 construct

during ge,24. 1IN Storage, handling of clean equipment-utensils ? 0012:::“8 tch dmned, clean good rcpan',.

mlﬂ:m, dlsphy, service, and 25. 1 IN Single-service articles, storage, dispensing ! methods B :

Spo! 26. 2 IN No re-use of single-service articles UTW: ili i . '

4.* 4 IN Facilities to maintain product temperature, i ?7' 2 B co:l: > cmlmi}zdm,:p?;zl;z: ::;fms h

5. 1 IN Th ded and consp Water i dustless cleaning methods ' :

6. 2 IN mﬂly hm.rdous food properly 27.* 5 IN Water source; safe: hot and cold under pressure! '

W ‘ iLightin, .

7% 4 IN U dandp lly hazard Sewage _— . ired . '

food not re-served. Cross—Conm'mnntlon '28 *4 IN Sewage & waste water disposal ?8. W Taping peovided sy T Shldded:

8 2 IN  Food protection during storage, ] ” Wentilation :

preparation, display, service, and L , i - H

oo 59, 1 —OUTinstaled, mmntamcd E39 1IN Rooms and equipment - vented E

9. 2 IN Handling food (ice) minimized, methods %0 *5 IN Cros iph backflow  iDressing Rooms '

10. 1IN Food (ice) dispensing utensils 1y Toilet & 40. 1 OUTR i iliti H

el properly Handwashing ol ooms clean, lockers provided, facilities clean '

11.* 5 IN  Personnel with infections restricted ‘Facilities \Operations H

12,% 3§ IN  Hands washed and clean, good hygienic -31 * 4 OUTNumber, convenient, ibl igned, W1.* 5 IN Toxic items properly stored, labeled and used :

practices installed . 42. 1 OUTPremises maintained, free of litter, unnecessary:

13. 1 IN  Clean clothes, hair restraints :32. 2 OUTToilet rooms enclosed, self-closing doors, 4 articles cleaning/ .

Food ’ fixtures, good repair, clean: hand cleanser, ! properly swredvauthonzed personnel {

Equipment/Utensils ' sanitary towels/hand drying devices provided, -43 1 NA Complete from livi i H

4. 2 IN  Food (ice) contact surfaces: designed, | proper waste receptacles, tissues quarter, laundry Sl ‘

constructed, maintained, installed, iGarbage & :44. 1IN Clean, soiled linen properly stored §

located ‘Refuse Disposal :45. *0 IN Certified personnel as required i

15. 1 OUT Non-food contact surfaces: designed, ~ 33. 2 IN Containers/receptacl d, ad '

constructed, maintained, installed, ‘ ber, insect/rodent proof, fre y, clean ._Ainm ‘

located B4, 1 IN Outside storage area, enclosures properly 46. 0 IN Administrative Rules r

16. 2 IN  Dishwashing facilities: designed, i d, clean; ! !

constructed, maintained, installed, : ' :

located ' ‘ :

17. 1 IN  Accurate thermometers, chemical test kits] : :

provided, gauge cock ' ' :

18. 1IN Pre-flushed, scraped, soaked 1 : :

19. 2 IN  Wash, rinse water: clean, proper ¢ 3 :
SCORE: 79 CRITICAL X 5% = 10.00 REPEATS X 2% = 12.00 ADI. SCORE: 57.00

IN = In Compliance OUT = Out of Compliance

NA = Not Applicable

NO = Not Observed

Observed

Spaghetti was stored in the walk-in cooler at S0F.
Spaghetti was placed in walk-in cooler previous day to
cool with plastic and foil lid left on, and did not cool
properly (lack of ventilation). COS: Discarded.

Hand sink in dish area was blocked with rolling racks.
COS: Racks were moved. Hand sink in dish area was
being used as a dump sink. COS: Hand sink was
cleaned and staff was educated on the use of hand
sinks for hand washing only.

Critical Violations:
Item Status Rule# Rule
@ 750.140b.5. Potentially hazardous foods of large volume or prepared in large quantities
shall be rapidly cooled, utilizing such methods as limiting depth of food to 4
TI/F\( inches or less, agitation, quick chilling or water circulation external to the
—E”'UL food container.
31.*) COs 750.1120b.  Lavatories shall be accessible to employees at all times,
Non-critical Violations:
Item Status Rule# Rule
5. R 750.690 Surfaces of equip not intended for with food, but which are

exposed to sp]n.sh or food debris or which otherwise require frequent cleaning,
shall be designed and f d so as to be h hable, free of

y ledges, proj or crevices, and readlly accessible for
cleaning, and shall be of such material and in such repair as to be easily
maintained in a clean and sanitary condition.
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Observed

Door gaskets were torn on the walk-in cooler and
upright cooler in dining area 1&3. Dry storage racks
where clean containers are stored next to warming
units had chipping paint.



Champaign Establishment Inspection

21. 750.810b.
22. R 750.800b.2.
22, 750.800b.2.
23. R 750.800e.
23. 750.800e.
29. 750.1060

@ COS  750.1120e.
 pcosre CorLarenvn
6. R

36. 750.1220a.
37. R 750.1260a.
37 750.1220a.
40. R 750.1280
42. 750.1390
Inspector Comments:

Moist cloths or sponges used for wiping food spills on kitchenware and food-
contact surfaces of equipment shall be clean and rinsed frequently in one of
the sanitizing solutions permitted in Section 750.820(e)and used for no other
purpose. These cloths and sponges shall be stored in the sanitizing solution
between uses.

ion, kitch

To prevent cros: and food rf
equipment shall be washed, rinsed, and sanitized after each use and following
any interruption of operations during which time contamination may have
occwrred.

P Loaaim

To prevent ¢ k and food surfaces of
equipment shall be washed, rinsed, and sanitized after each use and following
any interruption of operations during which time contamination may have
occurred.

Non-food-contact surfaces of equipment shall be cleaned as often as is
necessary to keep the equipment free of accumulation of dust, dirt, food
particles, and other debris.

Non-food-contact surfaces of equipment shall be cleaned as often as is

necessary to keep the equipment free of lation of dust, dirt, food
particles, and other debris.
All plumbing shall be sized, installed, and maintained in d with

applicable provisions of the Illinois State Plumbing Code. Local ordinances
may be followed when standards are equal to or exceed those contained in the
aforementioned Code.

A supply of sanitary towels or a hand-drying device providing heated air shall

. be coWd near each lavatory.
750.1220a. %rs, mats, duckboard, walls, ceilings, and attached equipment and

decorative material shall be kept clean.

Floors, mats, duckboard, walls, ceilings, and attached equipment and
decorative material shall be kept clean.

Intake and exhaust air ducts shall be maintained to prevent the entrance of
dust, dirt and other contaminating materials.

Floors, mats, duckboard, walls, ceilings, and attached equipment and
decorative material shall be kept clean.

Enough lockers or other suitable facilities shall be provided and used for the
orderly storage of employees clothing and other belongings.

Maintenance and cleaning tools such as b
similar equip shall be mai
€ inate food, il
orderly for the cl

and

, MOps,
d and stored in a way that does not

quip or linens and shall be stored in an
ing of that storage locati

Page 2 of 2

Wet wiping cloths were stored on counters and rolling
racks in kitchen. In between use wiping cloths should
be stored in sanitizer bucket.

Interior racks of ovens were soiled.

Can opener blade was soiled with debris build-up.
Bottom interior of reach-in cooler in dining area 1&3
was soiled.

Exterior of cooking equipment (including wheels) was
soiled.

Dry storage racks throughout kitchen (including storage
and mop sink room) were soiled/dusty. Exterior of
drawers in kitchen were soiled. Interior of cabinets in
dining area 4&5 were soiled.

Hand sink faucet (next to grill) at base was leaking.

No paper towels were provided at the hand sink in dish
area. COS: Paper towels were provided.

Floors were soiled underneath equipment (especially
near floor/wall juncture) in kitchen.

Floor was soiled in dry storage room and under
shelving in dining area 4&5.

Ceiling vents in dish area and in dry storage room were
soiled with dust/dirt.

Ceiling tiles were soiled in dish area.
Employee items (purse, drink, ets.) were being stored
on a shelf above a prep counter in kitchen.

Brooms and dust pans were stored on the floor in both
the kitchen area and dining areas, not hung up.

Please be sure you are following proper cooling procedures for your cooked and cooled foods (leaving lids off

for proper ventilation).

All hand sinks need to be accessible at all times. Hand sinks are to be used for hand washing only.

Any questions please contact me at 217-531-2918.

INSPECTION CONDUCTED BY: Shannon Wilson

REPORT RECEIVED:
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Champaign, IL Page 1 of 2

Facility DRA f T o

Champaign County Nursing Home
500 Art Bartell RD
URBANA, IL 61801

Number of Routine Inspections: 5

« Back

Top 5 Foodborne lliness Risk Factors/Public Health Intervention practices and
procedures most often violated at this establishment:

Rank W-BB&&% % Out- liance
#1 “w“__w;_,, Y 't,“ng, p/lf'@
#2 Potentially Hazardous Food (Time/Temperature Control) 40
#3 P,re¥gnggg Contamination by Hands 20
#4 Good Hygienic Practices 20

Top 6 most frequent violations at this establishment:
Rank  Violation Item # Violation Phrase

# of Times Out-of-
Compliance
#1 36 Floors: constructed drained, clean, good repair, covering, installation, dustless 10
cleaning methods
#2 37 Walls, ceiling, attached equipment: constructed, good repair, clean surfaces, 10
dustless cleaning methods
#3 22 Food contact surface of equipment and utensils clean, free of abrasives and 8
detergents
#4 23 Non-food contact surfaces of equipment and utensils clean 8
#5 32 Toilet rooms enclosed, self-closing doors, fixtures, good repair, clean: hand 5
cleanser, sanitary towels/hand drying devices provided, proper waste receptacles,
tissues
@ Al Violations A Risk Factors/Interventions
M Repeat Violations
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Champaign, IL

Page 2 of 2
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