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1. South Australian Food Legislation

The Food Act 2001
The objectives of the Food Act 2001 are defined in Section 3 of the Act as:

 > Ensuring that food for sale is safe and suitable for human consumption

 > Preventing misleading conduct in connection with the sale of food

 > Providing for the application of the Food Standards Code.

The Food Act 2001 closely follows the content and structure of national model food provisions, which provide for the 
consistent administration and enforcement of food legislation in Australia. This uniform approach to national food 
legislation was formalised by the Inter-Governmental Food Regulation Agreement 2002. Under the Agreement all 
states and territories have adopted the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code (the Food Standards Code, ‘the 
Code’) through their food acts. While the Act contains important legal and administrative issues, such as defining 
offences and penalties, the Code details the specific requirements with which food businesses must comply.

The Food Standards Code (the ‘Code’)
The Code is a bi-national document that details labelling, composition and food safety laws that apply to foods and 
food handling business. It is set out in four chapters:

 > Chapter 1 — General Food Standards: General labelling and composition standards applying to all foods.

 > Chapter 2 — Food Product Standards: Standards applying to specific foods or categories of foods.

 > Chapter 3 — Food Safety Standards (Australia only): The Food Safety Standards include specific requirements for 
food businesses and food handlers that, if complied with, will ensure food does not become unsafe or unsuitable.

 > Chapter 4 — Primary Production Standards (Australia only): Primary Production and Processing Standards for 
seafood, meat, dairy, eggs, sprouts and wine.

Primary Industries Legislation
The Primary Produce (Food Safety Schemes) Act 2004 is administered by Biosecurity SA (a branch of Primary 
Industries and Regions South Australia (PIRSA)) and the Dairy Authority of SA (DASA). The Act implements food 
safety requirements in the meat, dairy, seafood, sprouts and citrus industries. This Act and the Food Safety Scheme 
regulations under this Act are recognised by (regulation under) the Food Act as they implement equivalent food safety 
requirements to those required by the Food Act. 

South Australian food legislation forms part of a bi-national food regulatory system which is described below.
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2.  The Bi-National Food Regulation System
The food regulatory system is established by the Inter-Governmental Food Regulation Agreement 2002 between the 
State, Territory and Australian Governments. New Zealand’s role and participation in the system is established by the 
Australia New Zealand Joint Food Standards Agreement between Australia and New Zealand, creating a joint food 
standards system. 

The system consists of three major components:

1. Policy development by the Australia and New Zealand Legislative and Governance Forum on Food Regulation  
(the Forum), based on advice of the Food Regulation Standing Committee (FRSC).

2. Standards Development by Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ). 

3. Administration of food legislation.

The ‘Overarching Strategic Statement for the Food Regulatory System’ which provides the strategic context 
for the bi-national food regulation system was endorsed by the Forum in 2008. The document articulates the 
scope and objectives of the system, the approach that will be taken to policy development, standard setting and 
implementation. The statement is available from the Food Regulation Secretariat website [search under FRSC].

Policy Development

The Australia New Zealand Legislative and Governance Forum on Food  
Regulation (the Forum)
The Forum is primarily responsible for the development of domestic food regulatory policy and the development of 
policy for setting of food standards. It has the capacity to adopt, amend or reject standards recommended by FSANZ 
and to request that these be reviewed. 

The Forum comprises Health Ministers from most Australian states and territories and the Australian Government 
as well as other Ministers from related portfolios (Primary Industries, Consumer Affairs etc) where these have been 
nominated by their jurisdictions. Currently all jurisdictions, except New South Wales (NSW) and New Zealand, have 
nominated a Health Minister as Lead Minister for voting purposes. NSW has nominated the Minister for Primary 
Industries and New Zealand has nominated the Minister for Food Safety as Lead Minister. Under the Food Regulation 
Agreement the Australian Government Health Minister chairs the Forum. South Australia is represented by the 
Minister for Health and Ageing and Minister for Agriculture, Food and Fisheries. The Minister for Health and Ageing is 
the Lead Minister. 

Communiques of Forum meetings can be found on the Food Regulation Secretariat website  
http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/foodsecretariat-communiques.htm 

http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/foodsecretariat-communiques.htm
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Some of the key initiatives of the Forum during 2012-2013 include:

 > Forum Response to ‘Labelling Logic’, the Final Report from the Review of Food Labelling Law and Policy 
(December 2011): Implementation of this response continued to be a focus in 2012-2013.

 > Pregnancy warning labels on alcohol: A voluntary program of implementation has been in place for two years. 
An independent review on industry uptake is currently being undertaken to inform Ministers and indicate the next 
steps required. 

 > Front of Pack Labelling (FoPL): In June, 2013 Ministers considered recommendations about a FoPL system. A 
Health Star Rating system has been approved, with more stars (maximum five) being provided on foods which are 
a better nutritional choice. The system will include nutrient information icons for energy, saturated fat, sodium, 
sugars and may also include one positive nutrient such as calcium or fibre. Work on this system is continuing.

 > Health Claims: The Forum considered a number of policy matters about the draft Nutrition Health and Related 
Claims Standard. 

 > Review of Central Interpretive Advice Service (CIS): In June, 2013 the scope of a review of the CIS was 
endorsed by the Forum. The CIS provides consistent advice on the interpretation of Chapters 1 and 2 of the Food 
Standards Code and a two year review was outlined when the service was established in 2011. The findings of the 
review are expected in mid-2014.

The Food Regulation Standing Committee (FRSC)
FRSC is responsible for coordinating policy advice to the Forum and ensuring a nationally consistent approach to 
the implementation and enforcement of food standards. It also advises the Forum on the initiation, review and 
development of FRSC activities.

Membership of FRSC reflects the membership of the Forum and comprises the heads of departments for which the 
Ministers represented on the Forum have portfolio responsibility, as well as the President of the Australian Local 
Government Association and FSANZ as observers. The Director of Public Health represents the department at FRSC.

FRSC Working Groups

The department participated in the following FRSC working groups during 2012-2013.

FRSC Working Group: Implementation of Revised Ministerial Policy Guideline on Food Safety Management 
Work on the implementation of the revised Policy Guideline was completed during the reporting period. The working 
group had one face to face meeting and one teleconference during this period. 

In October 2012, FRSC endorsed a high level strategy to guide the next phase of work which will be undertaken by 
the Implementation Subcommittee on Food Regulation (ISFR). This work will focus on developing risk management 
tools for general food service and closely related retail sectors.

Following endorsement of the strategy by FRSC, the working group was disbanded.

FRSC Working Group: Strategic Planning  
This working group updated the FRSC Strategic Plan to cover 2012 – 2017. This document defines the key outcomes 
to be delivered and the work programs that will be undertaken. These include food safety management and 
implementing the Forum Response to the Labelling Logic Report. 

The plan is available on the Food Regulation Secretariat website www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/
Content/foodsecretariat-strategic-plan.htm 

FRSC Working Group: Monitoring and Enforcement Strategy for Food Labelling  
This working group is tasked with implementing the Forum Response to Recommendations 3, 57 and 58 of the 
Labelling Logic Report. This working group met once in this reporting period.

http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/foodsecretariat-strategic-plan.htm
http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/foodsecretariat-strategic-plan.htm
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Standards Development

SA Health’s Advice to FSANZ regarding Proposed Amendments to the Australia  
New Zealand Food Standards Code
SA Health Food Policy and Programs Branch provided comment to FSANZ on the development of Food Standards. A 
total of 19 applications and proposals to amend the Code were gazetted during the 2012-2013 financial year.

Some of the issues raised in these applications/proposals include:

 > Primary production and processing standards

 > Genetically modified foods

 > Processing aids

 > Country of origin labelling

 > Nutrition, Health and Related Claims

 > Low THC Hemp in Food

A summary of some of the major issues covered by applications and proposals are set out below. More details on all 
applications and proposals can be found at the FSANZ website www.foodstandards.gov.au

Proposal P1014 – Primary Production & Processing Standard for Minor Meat Species & Wild Game

This proposal seeks to develop an Australia only Primary Production and Processing Standard for meat and meat products 
from minor species and wild game to provide a nationally consistent approach to the management of meat safety.

Proposal P1015 – Primary Production & Processing Standard for Horticulture 

This proposal examines options for primary production and processing requirements for the raw horticultural produce 
sector. FSANZ is developing Proposal P1015 to explore what measures are needed to manage food safety hazards 
associated with fresh produce such as fruits, vegetables, mushrooms, tree nuts and edible flowers. SA Health is a 
member of the national committee assisting FSANZ with this proposal.

Proposal P293 – Nutrition, Health & Related Claims 

This proposal is for the development of a regulatory framework for the management of nutrition, health and related claims. 
Ministers requested a review of the proposal in 2008 with concerns about enforceability and public health impact.

At their December 2012 Forum meeting, Ministers considered a review report from FSANZ and agreed to a new 
Standard for Nutrition, Health and Related Claims. On 18 January 2013 (Amendment 138) this new Standard was 
gazetted with a three year period provided for industry compliance. 

Proposal P1011 – Country of Origin Labelling – Unpackaged Meat Products

This proposal considered extending Australia only requirements for Country of Origin labelling to include unpackaged 
beef, lamb and chicken meat. On 18 January 2013, Standard 1.2.11 was amended to extend the labelling 
requirements.

Application A1039 – Low THC Hemp as a Food

This application seeks approval to use Cannabis sativa with low levels of tetrahydrocannabinol (THC), in both seed 
and seed oil, as a food. FSANZ has held two rounds of public comment on this application. On 7 December 2012, the 
Forum asked FSANZ to review the proposed Standard and agreed to seek advice from the Standing Council on Police 
and Emergency Services to inform this work.

http://www.foodstandards.gov.au
http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/foodstandards/proposals/proposalp1014primary5331.cfm
http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/foodstandards/proposals/proposalp1015primary5412.cfm
http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/foodstandards/proposals/proposalp293nutritionhealthandrelatedclaims/
http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/foodstandards/proposals/proposalp1011country4791.cfm
http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/foodstandards/applications/applicationa1039lowt4708.cfm
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Administration of Food Legislation
States and territories have enacted Food Acts based on model food provisions as agreed under the Food Regulation 
Agreement 2002. Also under the agreement, states and territories have adopted the Australia New Zealand Food 
Standards Code (the Code) through their Food Acts. The model for administration of Food Acts differs between 
jurisdictions with either state and territory governments taking sole responsibility or responsibility being shared 
between State Government and Local Government.

The Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) is responsible for the control of 
imported food which must also comply with the Code.

States and territories have traditionally regulated food safety in the domestic meat, dairy and shellfish industries under 
Primary Industry Acts, administered by primary industry departments. In recent times there have been moves in some 
jurisdictions to integrate this legislation into single Primary Industry Acts or modified Food Acts, with corresponding 
changes in administration. DAFF has responsibility for food safety regulation of the export meat, dairy and shellfish 
industries. Some jurisdictions, in some industries, share enforcement responsibilities between DAFF and states/
territories.

Implementation Subcommittee for Food Regulation (ISFR)
ISFR is responsible for developing and overseeing a consistent approach across jurisdictions to the implementation and 
enforcement of food regulations and standards. ISFR was previously known as the Implementation Sub Committee 
(ISC) and the change of name (April 2013) is to indicate better linkages with FRSC but has resulted in no change in 
remit or intent.

ISFR members are either heads of their agencies or operational experts at senior level with capacity to make 
and implement decisions about enforcement issues in their jurisdictions. The membership comprises up to two 
representatives from each state and territory; one representative from each of the Commonwealth Departments of 
Health and Ageing, Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry — Australia and DAFF; FSANZ; one representative from New 
Zealand; and one representative from the Australian Local Government Association. SA Health is represented by the 
Director of Food Policy and Programs Branch.

ISFR has a ‘Strategy for consistent implementation and enforcement of food regulation in Australia’ endorsed by the 
Forum. The strategy is available at the Food Regulation Secretariat website www.foodsecretariat.health.gov.au.

The strategy has been re-organised into three key work programs: Implementation, Monitoring/Surveillance and 
Evaluation, and National Response. ISFR reports at each FRSC meeting on progress of its work.

SA Health contributes to the work of ISFR in a number of ways, for example through participation in working groups 
and in nationally co-ordinated surveys and incident responses.

ISFR Working Groups

In 2012-13 the department participated in the following working groups. 

ISFR Nutrition, Health and Related Claims Working Group 
The Nutrition, Health and Related Claims Working Group has been set up to provide guidance on the consistent 
implementation and enforcement of Standard 1.2.7, as well as providing a forum for industry consultation and 
feedback on material developed to assist industry comply with the Standard.

ISFR Risk Management Tools Working Group 
This Working Group was established in February 2012 to define the set of potential risk management tools including 
options for nationally consistent implementation of each tool if/when it is deployed. This work would be provided to 
the ISFR Food Safety Management Working Group for consideration when implementing the revised Ministerial Policy 
Guideline on Food Safety Management for the retail/food service sectors. 

One teleconference was held in mid-2012 to develop the Terms of Reference and tasks to be completed. It was 
agreed by ISC (now ISFR) late in 2012 that this work should instead form part of the work to be completed by the 
ISFR Food Safety Management Working Group (see below). No further work is required from this working group.

ISFR Food Safety Management Working Group 
In October 2012, FRSC endorsed the creation of this working group and provided a two year period to allow ISFR to 

http://www.foodsecretariat.health.gov.au/
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implement the revised Ministerial Policy Guideline on Food Safety Management in eight sections covering food service 
and closely related retail. The group held one face to face meeting and one teleconference during 2012-13. 

The working group has representation from all jurisdictions and local government and is responsible for finalising the 
scope, timeframes and stakeholder engagement plan for this work, including how to best engage local government 
throughout the project.

The ISFR Risk Management Tools project which commenced in 2012 will also be completed as part of this project.

The revised policy guideline may be found at the Food Regulation Secretariat website at:  
http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/00E8A0712A1A5C3BCA2578A7007FBE77/$File/
FoodSafetyManagement%202011%20Policy%20Guideline%20Dec%202011.pdf 

ISFR Food Medicine Interface Working Group: 
This joint ISFR/ Therapeutic Goods Authority (TGA) Interface working group provides expert advice and guidance on 
development of a process for, and assessment of, products at the food-medicine interface. The group continued its 
work in 2012 – 2013.

ISFR Local Government Engagement and Consistent Reporting Framework Working Group 
In 2012-13, SA Health continued to participate in this ISFR working group. At its meeting in August 2012, ISFR 
endorsed a high-level framework for the development of a voluntary national ‘Scores on Doors’ scheme by 
jurisdictions who have chosen to implement such a scheme. 

The framework recommends:

 > Reliance on compliance inspection regimes conducted within jurisdictions by an ‘authorised officer’ of an appointed 
‘enforcement agency’ (in most cases, a council Environmental Health Officer). 

 > Use of a standardised checklist template based on compliance with the requirements of the Food Standards Code 
(Code) and the relevant jurisdiction’s legislation.

 > Use of a nationally accepted scoring system.

 > Calculation of a grade from the results of an inspection on core Code elements using a standardised checklist 
template.

 > A tiered grading scheme to be adopted.

ISFR Imported Food Labelling Compliance Working Group 
This working group was established in February 2011 to consider strategies for enabling better compliance 
of imported foods with the labelling provisions of the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code. Eight 
teleconferences were held during the reporting period. A series of draft tools have been developed including facts 
sheets for importers and draft systems for jurisdictions to report non-compliances to DAFF.

Implementation of ISFR guidelines and policies

In addition to participating in ISFR working groups, SA Health supports the work of ISFR by implementing guidelines 
and policies agreed by ISFR.

Implementation of the National Food Safety Audit Policy and Regulatory Guideline 
ISFR endorsed this Guideline in 2009 which was developed to provide guidance to food regulators on the consistent 
implementation of the National Food Safety Audit Policy (the Policy). 

SA Health has developed and maintains approval systems and auditor guidelines consistent with the requirements of 
the Policy and Regulatory Guideline.

The Policy and Guideline are available from the Food Regulation Secretariat website www.foodsecretariat.health.gov.au.

Implementation of the ISC Australia and New Zealand Food Regulation Enforcement Guideline (2009) 
SA Health continues to use this Guideline as the basis for its risk based, graduated and proportionate approach to 
enforcement.

This document is also being used in the development of a SA state-wide enforcement policy with the aim of 
facilitating consistent enforcement across local councils in SA. 

The national guideline is available from the Food Regulation Secretariat website.

http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/00E8A0712A1A5C3BCA2578A7007FBE77/$File/FoodSafetyManagement 2011 Policy Guideline Dec 2011.pdf
http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/00E8A0712A1A5C3BCA2578A7007FBE77/$File/FoodSafetyManagement 2011 Policy Guideline Dec 2011.pdf
http://www.foodsecretariat.health.gov.au/
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3.  South Australian Government Initiatives

The Social Development Committee Inquiry into Food Safety Programs 
(‘Scores on Doors’)
On 23 November, 2010, Parliament passed a motion that the Social Development Committee (SDC) investigate and 
report on the merits or otherwise of schemes that provide information to the public on the results of food safety 
inspections and non-compliance with the Food Act 2001. 

On 18 September 2012, the SDC provided the then Minister for Health and Ageing, its final Report into Food Safety 
Programs (the Report).

The Report contained 20 recommendations relating to the establishment of a centralised, state-wide food safety 
rating scheme, more commonly referred to as ‘scores on doors’.

The Minister’s Response to the Report (the Response) was tabled in Parliament on 19 February 2013. The Response 
supported the main recommendation of the Report, which was to develop and implement a voluntary, state-wide, food 
safety rating scheme in SA, similar to those already operating in some local government areas of Australia and overseas.

The Response proposed a phased approach to implementation of a food safety rating scheme in line with national 
and state work which is currently progressing. Current work on consistency between councils administering 
food regulation is being undertaken by SA Health and local government via a work plan developed under the 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Minister for Health and Ageing and the Local Government 
Association (LGA).

This work is particularly important to the success of a state wide ‘scores on doors’ scheme as it will underpin the 
inspection and enforcement practices of local councils and thereby provide a consistent foundation for rating food 
businesses across SA.

Display of kilojoule information
On 23 February, 2012, amendments were made to the South Australian Food Regulations 2002 to require multiple 
site food businesses to display kilojoule information at the point of sale. A 12 month implementation period for 
businesses to comply was provided with the new regulations becoming enforceable on 23 February, 2013. 

Only businesses that sell standardised food from 20 or more outlets in South Australia or 50 or more outlets 
nationally are captured by the new requirements. The types of businesses that must comply include burger, pizza, 
coffee, ice cream, beverage, bakery and salad chains. 

Monitoring is currently being undertaken for compliance, and initial findings indicate that compliance is high.  
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4.  Administration of the Food Act 2001 in South Australia
In South Australia, the Food Act 2001 (the Act) and the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code (the Code) are 
administered jointly by the Department for Health and Ageing and Local Government.

Responsibilities of the Department for Health and Ageing
The department is responsible for the following:

 > Oversight of administration of the Act

 > Monitoring compliance with labelling, composition, microbiological and chemical requirements of the Code 
throughout SA

 > The safety and suitability of food sold, and monitoring and enforcement of compliance with Food Safety Standards 
in unincorporated areas of the state (85% of the geographical area of SA)

 > Monitoring food safety related incidents and initiating appropriate responses

 > Providing advice to local governments dealing with minor food borne disease outbreaks in their areas and leading 
investigations and remediation of more significant outbreaks

 > The exercise of emergency powers to remove, prevent or reduce the possibility of a serious health risk including 
initiation and coordination of food recalls

 > Providing advice, support and assistance to local government

 > Providing advice to food businesses and the public on food issues

 > Advising the Minister on issues pertaining to the application of the Act and food issues generally.

Food Policy and Programs Branch
The branch is responsible for the day-to-day administration of the Food Act, as described above (except for the role 
of the Health Protection Operations as described below). More specifically, the branch prepares advice to senior 
department staff and the Minister for Health on food issues, development of legislation and proposed amendments 
to the Code. The branch monitors compliance with the Code and the results of surveys undertaken for this purpose 
are published on SA Health’s web site.

The branch conducts environmental investigations of major food poisoning outbreaks. This involves an immediate 
response to stop the supply of suspected food, the collection of food and environmental samples, analysis of food 
handling procedures to determine the cause of an outbreak and follow-up enforcement actions. 

The branch also participates in the development of state and national food regulatory policy and contributes to 
national programs which facilitate a consistent approach across jurisdictions to the implementation and enforcement 
of food regulations and standards. The branch also provides advice on significant issues and assistance to the food 
industry in the implementation of significant new legislation. 

Communicable Diseases Control Branch
Under the South Australian Public Health Act 2011 laboratories and medical officers are required to notify 
occurrences of food borne disease to the department’s Communicable Diseases Control Branch (CDCB). Monitoring 
and analysis of these reports by CDCB provides an alert for food borne disease outbreaks in the community. CDCB 
also conduct follow-up interviews with affected persons, including an assessment of foods eaten during the days 
prior to the onset of the illness to trace potential causes of a food borne disease outbreak. The application of 
statistical tools can assist in identifying the likely food or business responsible for the outbreak.
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Health Protection Branch
Environmental Health Officers within Health Protection Operations administers the Food Act 2001 to ‘unincorporated’ 
areas of the state (those areas not serviced by a local council) consisting of rural and remote areas of South Australia.  
These areas accounts for approximately 85% of the state. Health Protection Operations is responsible for the 
following functions: 

 > Monitoring and enforcement of compliance with Food Safety Standards and of safety and suitability of food sold

 > Routine and follow up inspections of food businesses to ensure that the premises, equipment and standard of food 
handling will result in the supply of safe and suitable food

 > Food safety audits of high risk food businesses

 > Responding to complaints about food businesses and investigating food poisoning and disease outbreaks

 > Monitoring and taking action as appropriate to ensure efficiency with which food is recalled for health and safety 
reasons, and/or is removed from sale

 > Receiving notifications from food businesses

 > Provision of food safety advice and delivery of educational programs and resources to food businesses, schools and 
communities.

All Health Protection Operations staff authorised under the Food Act 2001 are qualified Environmental Health officers 
with extensive regulatory experience in rural, remote and Aboriginal communities.  The vast distances and extreme 
weather conditions associated with outback South Australia provide a challenging environment for both food 
business operators and regulators alike.  In the majority of cases however, the risks associated with the environment 
and logistics of such locations are well managed and compliance is maintained.

Statistics about food businesses, staff and surveillance activities are provided in the following tables.

Authorised Officers Environmental Health Qualifications Full-Time

4 4

Food Businesses and Surveillance Activity Number

Businesses 146

Routine Inspections 134

Follow-up Inspections 15

Food Safety Audits 9

Enforcement Actions

Business Type Warnings Improvement Notices

Hotel/Pub/Tavern 1 0

Roadhouse/service station 2 1

Total 3 1
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Roles and Responsibilities of Local Government 
Food regulation in South Australia is a partnership between state and local government. The Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between the Minister for Health and the Local Government Association of SA (LGA) for the 
exercise of functions under the Food Act 2001 (the Act) establishes the roles and responsibilities of the department 
and local councils.

Local government is responsible for the following functions within its jurisdiction:

 > Safety and suitability of food sold, and monitoring and enforcement of compliance with Chapters 3 of the Australia 
New Zealand Food Standards Code, including undertaking appropriate food premises inspections.

 > Managing minor food borne disease outbreaks within council boundaries and assisting the department with 
investigations into any significant food borne disease outbreaks within SA

 > Monitoring and taking action as appropriate to ensure efficiency with which food is recalled for health and safety 
reasons, and/or is removed from sale

 > Receiving notifications from food businesses.

Environmental Health Officers (EHOs) representing local councils are the front line for food safety in South Australia. 
EHOs routinely inspect food businesses to ensure that the premises, equipment and the standard of food handling 
will result in the supply of safe and suitable food. A key part of their role is the provision of advice and educational 
materials to food businesses. They also respond to complaints about food businesses and investigate food poisoning 
outbreaks independently, or with the assistance of officers from the department.

Effective Administration

SA Health – LGA Work Plan 2010-12
The MOU between the Minister and the LGA includes an agreement to establish a joint work plan to continuously 
improve food safety and the effectiveness of the Act. A working group with representatives from the Food Policy and 
Programs Branch, local government and Environmental Health Australia (EHA) released a joint work plan in May, 2010.

It is anticipated that the working group will review the current work plan later in 2013 to better target the main 
issues for local government. SA Health continues to lead and support the working group overseeing this work plan as 
well as the detailed work being undertaken within each of the work plan projects.

During 2012-13 work progressed on the following projects contained within the current joint work plan.

Risk Classification and Inspection Frequency Project

Under Project 1 of the work plan, a draft state wide system for food business risk classification and inspection frequency 
was developed and piloted with four councils over a period of 3 months from September to December, 2012.

This risk classification system is science based, reflecting risks inherent to the food product/ process and the potential 
for control of the risks in the food business. It also sets a frequency range for inspections for each risk classification 
with business performance determining the frequency of inspection in the range assigned by that risk.

A total of 219 businesses were reclassified during this pilot with participating councils reporting that the new system 
supports environmental health officers to identify and focus on food processing and handling of higher risk products.

SA Health also presented the outcomes of this work as part of the Environmental Health Australia state conference on 
13 April, 2013.

The intention is that this system would be used state wide. The system is now being finalised and is intended to be 
released for use by all councils later in 2013, with accompanying training.

Toolkit

SA Health has also continued work on the Food Act Toolkit to develop a comprehensive resource that assists the 
consistent interpretation, monitoring and enforcement of the Act. This toolkit will utilise the outputs of relevant 
projects under the plan such as agreed enforcement and inspection principles to develop a state-wide enforcement 
policy & consistent enforcement tools.
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Review of Notification

In 2012 -2013, further work has been done on reviewing the food business notification requirement under the 
Act. The LGA and SA Health will continue to work together to develop options for resolving issues raised through 
consultation undertaken with councils in 2011-2012. 

Primary Production Standards

In late 2012 and early 2013, SA Health conducted information sessions in metropolitan and regional councils relating 
to the ongoing management of food businesses captured by new and existing Primary Production and Processing 
Standards. 

The Policy Administration of Primary Production Standards in SA under the Food Act 2001 was finalised in late 2012, 
following consultation with local government. The agreement sets out the roles and responsibilities of compliance 
and enforcement.

Food Special Interest Group of the SA Division of Environmental Health Australia 
(Food SIG)
SA Health has continued to maintain an association with the Food Special Interest Group (Food SIG). Environmental 
Health Australia (EHA) conducts Food SIG meetings for the purpose of providing professional development to EHOs 
relating to food safety and food legislation. 

The group consists of EHOs as members of EHA together with invited representatives from SA Health. The goal of 
the group is to draw on the depth of knowledge and to promote new ideas and thinking in relation to food safety 
enforcement and assessment. 

The Food SIG holds regular discussions on the interpretation of various components of the Food Safety Standards 
to encourage consistent enforcement of legislation. Other major topics routinely discussed by the SIG during the 
reporting period include:

 > Promoting effective communication and improved understanding of roles between Commonwealth, state and  
local regulators

 > Providing guidance or clarification to local government on the consistent interpretation of food standards in 
relation to practical field issues

 > Providing updates on consistent interpretation and enforcement of mandatory food safety programs and audit 
requirements of Standard 3.3.1

 > Providing food technology advice and information

 > Promoting effective communication with the national food industry

 > Development and support for smaller working parties to discuss concerns around technical matters

 > Food Bulletin and survey discussions. 

Establishing Roles and Responsibilities with Biosecurity SA (a Branch of PIRSA)
To maintain food safety through all stages from primary production to the consumer, the responsibilities and cooperative 
arrangements between the department, Biosecurity SA and local government are defined through the following:

1.  MOU between the department and Biosecurity SA for Surveillance, Incident Response and Regulation of Food 
Safety in the Primary Industry Sector in South Australia.

2.  MOU between the Minister for Agriculture Food and Fisheries, Minister for Health and Ageing and Local Government 
Association of SA: ‘Regarding Management of Food Safety at Accredited Meat Processors in South Australia’.
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5. Activities of the Food Policy and Programs Branch

Monitoring Compliance with the Food Act 2001
The Food Policy and Programs Branch (FPPB) conducts sampling surveys of various foods that are of public 
health concern, or to confirm compliance with the compositional and labelling requirements of the Code. A key 
performance indicator has been established to analyse 800 food samples per year. For the Year 2012-2013, a total 
of 862 food samples were taken consisting of 320 routine survey samples, 250 samples as part of food borne illness 
investigations and a further 292 in relation to surveillance of compliance with the Code.

The surveys completed by the Branch in 2012–13 include:

1. Microbiological Integrity of Fresh Herbs

2. Microbiological Integrity of Fresh Poultry Meat

3. Microbiological Integrity of Whole Eggs

4. Microbiological Integrity of Ready to Eat Meats

5. Egg Wash Survey

6. Labelling Surveillance Survey

7. Country of Origin Labelling 

Past and current surveys listed above can be found on the SA Health web site at <www.health.sa.gov.au/pehs> - click 
on ‘Food Safety’.

South Australian Participation in National Food Surveys — the ISC National 
Coordinated Survey Plan
The ISC national coordinated survey plan consists of surveys which are selected to gather information on current 
national issues of food safety and compliance. The Food Surveillance Network consists of representatives from FSANZ, 
States and Territories.

Investigation of Food Safety Issues 2012–13
Food safety related issues come to the attention of Food Standards Surveillance Section (FSS) of the FPPB from a 
variety of sources including routine food surveys, complaints from members of the public, reports from the food 
industry itself, EHOs in local government, other regulatory agencies, or notification of illness from the Communicable 
Disease Control Branch (CDCB). During the year 2012-13, a number of significant issues were investigated and are 
summarised below. 

SA Health undertook a total of seven (7) outbreak investigations during the year 2012-2013. Details of these 
investigations can be found on page 26, one additional outbreak investigation was conducted by local government as 
the lead agency. 

Investigations included sampling of foods, environmental swabbing, and on-site assessments of food handling 
practices at a suspected food business. The primary objective of investigations is to establish the cause, ensure that 
food businesses implement short and long term corrective action and to determine if an offence has been committed 
against the Food Act.

Many more reports are received however not all incidents resulted in on-site investigations (refer to Cluster 
Investigations reported by CDCB on page 28).  

The graphs below provide a summary of statistics from these investigations and represent the pathogens of 
significance and factors contributing to food-borne illness observed during on-site investigations.

http://www.health.sa.gov.au/pehs
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Figure 1: Attribution of Pathogens to Outbreaks
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7 incidents related to foodborne pathogens

Figure 2: Outbreak Investigations: Observed Risk Factors
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Factors contributing to breakdown of food safety in business have not changed greatly since 2011 - 2012. Cross 
contamination and temperature control remain significant in a high proportion of cases.
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Food Recalls
Food recalls, whether initiated voluntarily or by a state or territory agency are nationally coordinated by FSANZ. 
The food business undertaking a recall is responsible for ensuring that the recall is carried out as soon as an issue is 
identified. Standard 3.2.2 requires a food business that engages in the wholesale supply, manufacture or importation 
of food, to have a system in place to ensure the recall of unsafe food. This usually includes advertisements in 
newspapers informing consumers of the recall. SA Health informs Environmental Health Officers (EHOs) state wide 
of the recall and requests that they check food businesses in their local council area to ensure food businesses are 
complying with the recall.

FSANZ acted as coordinator for forty four (44) food recalls during the 2012 – 2013 financial year. This consisted of 
five (5) trade level recalls, where the company has only provided product to distribution centres, wholesalers and food 
services. As the product has not been released in retail stores and could easily be retrieved a consumer level recall was 
not required. 

A further thirty nine (39) recalls were consumer level recalls, where it was necessary to recover product from retail 
outlets and/or consumers. South Australian food businesses were responsible for one recall in this period. In total 
South Australia was affected by 25 recalls where recalled product had been distributed in this state. 

Table 1. Type, reason and the states involved in each of the recalls

No. of 
Recalls

Type of Recall Reason for Recall SA Not 
Affected

National SA & Other 
States Affected

SA 
Only

 44 Consumer 39 Microbiological    23 19 13 12 0

Trade 5 Labelling              12

  Foreign Matter     8

  Chemical               1

Food Policy and Programs Branch Enforcement Actions 
Local Government is responsible for the conduct of routine food business inspections to verify compliance with 
Chapters 3 & 4 of the Code. FPP Branch is responsible for food industry compliance with Chapters 1 & 2 of the 
Code and also becomes involved with compliance matters associated with Chapters 3 & 4 in the course of surveys, 
complaints and investigation of illness.

Where FPP Branch identifies non compliance issues in food businesses, corrective actions are addressed through a 
graduated and proportionate response. Where warning letters are issued and effective corrective action is confirmed no 
further enforcement action is undertaken. Should non-compliance remain unresolved, enforcement action can be escalated.

Letters of Warning Expiations Issued Improvement Notices Prosecutions

10 0 0 0
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Complaints/ Enquiries Received
FPP Branch receives complaints and enquiries from a number of sources throughout the year.

The following table has been extracted from records to quantify the source and nature of communication received to 
Food Standards Surveillance (FSS) via phone and email enquiries/complaints.

Nature Total Source Total Issue Total

Enquiry/ Advice 533 Public 382 Food Safety Standard/ Enquiry 202

Complaint 101 Local Government 108 Labelling 116

Total 634 Industry 122 Request for Resources 181

State Govt Dept 22 Unsafe/ Unsuitable 53

C/wealth 0 Notification/FAIS* Enq 65

Total 634 Recall 3

Food Composition 14

Total 634

* Food Act Information System

Prioritising Enquiries
All enquiries are recorded and where appropriate risk assessed to assign priorities that enable effective resource 
management. The following management strategy is adopted:

High Priority Information suggests that a food safety hazard or breach of 
standards exists

Immediate Response Required

Medium 
Priority

Information suggests that a food safety hazard  or breach of 
standards may occur

Establish timeframe for 
proportionate response

Low Priority Information suggests that no likely food safety hazard or 
breach identified

Monitor issue to establish trend & 
re-assess risk
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High Priority Enquiries
The following table breaks down high priority enquiries by category and identifies the source and status of each category.

Complaints 
assessed 

as High 
Priority

Issues 
Resolved 
without 
further 
action

Un-subst-
antiated 

Issue

Complaints 
Referred 

from Other 
Jurisdictions

Complaints 
Referred 

to Other J/
dictions

Complaints 
Referred 

to LG

Complaints 
Referred 
to Other 
Agency

Foreign Matter 27 26 1 7 5 0 0

CoOL 2 1 1 0 1 0 0

Food Allergy 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Food Labelling 13 12 1 1 2 0 1

Health Claims 1 1 0 0 0 0 1

Seeking Advice 5 4 1 0 0 0 0

Personal Hygiene 3 3 0 0 0 1 0

Prohibited 
Substance

1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Shelf Stability 4 4 0 1 0 0 0

Substitution 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

Unsafe Food 24 17 7 1 1 4 1

73 61 12 8 7 5 3

25%

3%

1%18%

1%

7%

4%
1%

6%
1%

33%

Nature of High Priority Enquiries

Foreign Matter

CoOL

Food Allergy

Food Labelling

Health Claims

Seeking Advice

Personal Hygiene

Prohibited Substance

Shelf Stability
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Food Safety Programs (FSPs)
Food safety programs have been mandated nationally for businesses providing food to vulnerable populations in 
hospitals, aged care facilities, childcare centres, and via delivered meals organisations such as Meals on Wheels.

National Food Safety Standard 3.3.1 (audited mandatory food safety programs for food services to vulnerable 
persons) became enforceable in South Australia in October 2008. The department has continued to liaise with 
industry, local government and food safety auditors to develop monitoring and review systems, to ensure effective 
management of the audit process in SA food businesses to whom this standard applies.

In 2012–13 the department has continued to conduct food safety audits of public hospitals and not-for-profit delivered 
meals organisations including Meals on Wheels. This year the department also commenced auditing Department for 
Communities and Social Inclusion (DCSI) businesses such as Disability Services and Domiciliary Care. Audits commenced 
in early 2013 with the remainder to be conducted after July 2013. These facilities are audited at the frequency 
determined by the performance of individual sites, in line with the priority classification for these businesses.

Risk Classification No of Businesses Routine Audits

Public hospitals 72 73

Not for profit delivered meals organisations 46 48

Aged care / childcare audited in regional areas/ DCSI 15 7

Food Safety Program Information Sessions 
To continue to support the consistent interpretation and enforcement of Standard 3.3.1 the department has 
conducted information sessions and presentations for stakeholders on the progress and common outcomes of food 
safety program auditing. In particular:

 > Country Seminar for the Institute of Hospitality in Health Care – Port Pirie.

 > The Australian Institute of Food Science Technology (AIFST) National Conference.

Start Right Eat Right for Child Care Centres
The Start Right Eat Right program focuses on nutrition and food safety in child care environments. 

The department has continued to work with the facilitators of the Start Right Eat Right program this year and has 
assisted by providing food safety advice, providing food safety training resources and contributing articles for industry 
newsletters. 

Since 2012 the National Quality Framework has applied to all early childhood settings including long day care. The 
Framework requires these businesses to meet National Quality Standards including criteria for both healthy eating and 
physical activity. As a result of these changes and in response to a recent review, the Start Right-Eat Right program 
finished on 30 June 2013. 

Auditor Training for Department for Health and Ageing and Local Government Officers
The annual SA Health auditor forum was held in October 2012 to assist with improving consistency of interpretation 
and professional development for the auditor workforce.

The department continued to facilitate the Lead Auditor in Food Safety Management Systems training sessions. One 
session was held in 2012-2013.
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Food Safety Presentations
Food Policy and Programs Branch provided food safety and food legislation presentations to interested groups and 
organisations including;

 > Adelaide University medical students incorporating an overview of food regulatory system, the causes and 
investigation of foodborne illness outbreaks and food safety tips.

 > Flinders University nutrition students on food law in general, and the process involved in development of food 
standards. A separate presentation was delivered on food safety programs and auditing.

 > Environmental Health Australia Annual Conference.

Food Safety Week 
Food Safety Week is a national event organized by the Food Safety Information Council (FSIC), Australia’s leading 
disseminator of consumer targeted food safety information.

The theme of this year’s message was preventing “Cross Contamination”. 

To help promote Food Safety Week in council areas, SA Health provided promotional material to assist councils who 
planned information booths, events in or provide lectures to interested community groups in their council areas.  The 
promotional material included pens, hand gels, soaps, shopping bags, fridge magnets and tea towels. These products 
all displayed a food safety message giving information on temperature control of food, hand washing requirements 
and the correct storage of perishable foods. 

FPP Branch also produced a Food Safety Fundamentals DVD to promote safe food handling and preparation practices 
to the food industry and general public. The DVD has been posted on the SA Health Food Website http://www.
health.sa.gov.au/pehs/food/food-safety-fundamentals.htm and can also be viewed on YouTube. 

http://www.health.sa.gov.au/pehs/food/food-safety-fundamentals.htm
http://www.health.sa.gov.au/pehs/food/food-safety-fundamentals.htm
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Communication and Consultation
To facilitate communication and consultation with stakeholders, the department used a number of different 
mechanisms this year:

Food Regulation Inter-Departmental Committee
The SA Government Food Regulation Interdepartmental Committee (IDC) was established in October 2005 to 
facilitate improved communication and consultation between relevant government organisations regarding food 
regulation matters. 

The South Australian government departments represented are:

 > Department of Health and Ageing (Chair, secretariat)

 > Department of Premier and Cabinet

 > Dept of Primary Industries and Regions South Australia (PIRSA)

 > The Department for Manufacturing, Innovation, Trade, Resources and Energy (DMITRE)

 > Department of Treasury and Finance

The Terms of Reference are:

 > Consider food regulation, policy and industry compliance issues

 > Actively share information that may be relevant or of interest to South Australian Government agencies in relation 
to food regulation and policy

 > Consider issues referred to it by Government, Ministers or the Premier’s Food Council

 > Advise the Minister for Health and other relevant Ministers on food regulation and policy issues.

SA Meat Food Safety Advisory Committee
The department continues to participate as a member of the Committee under the Primary Produce (Food Safety 
Schemes) (Meat Food Safety Advisory Committee) Regulations 2005. The committee considers issues pertinent to 
management of the Primary Produce (Food Safety Schemes) (Meat Industry) Regulations 2006 under the Primary 
Produce (Food Safety Scheme) Act 2004.

The role of the Committee is to provide advice to the Minister for Primary Industries and Regions on matters relating 
to food safety in the primary production sector in South Australia. The Committee met twice during 2012-2013.

Other
Food Policy and Programs Branch provides briefings as required for South Australian members of:

 > the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) working groups and sub committees

 > the Standing Council on Health

 > the Australian Health Ministers Advisory Council (AHMAC)

 > the Community Care and Population Health Principal Committee of AHMAC.
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6.  Foodborne Disease Investigations in South Australia,  
 2011-2012
Epidemiological investigations into foodborne and suspected foodborne disease outbreaks within South Australia (SA) 
are coordinated by the Disease Surveillance and Investigation Section (DSIS) and OzFoodNet staff that is based within 
the Communicable Disease Control Branch (CDCB) of SA Health. OzFoodNet is a national body which conducts 
enhanced foodborne disease surveillance. 

OzFoodNet and other CDCB staff work in collaboration with a range of stakeholders when investigating outbreaks. 
SA Pathology conducts microbiological testing and molecular typing of isolates from food and environmental samples. 
Local Government Environmental Health Officers and the SA Health Food Policy and Programs Branch provide food 
technology and environmental investigation expertise and perform environmental and food premises investigations. 
Biosecurity SA staff assists with trace-back investigations where appropriate. 

Epidemiological information is collated to provide a descriptive analysis when clusters of suspected foodborne disease are 
detected. This includes food histories of cases, environmental reports for premises, and food and stool sample laboratory 
results. This information helps determine the appropriate approach should further investigation be required.

When epidemiological investigations lead to analytical studies, the aim of the analysis is to demonstrate a statistical 
association between illness and the consumption of a particular food item, eating at a particular premise, or an 
environmental exposure. When a food and/or premises is suspected on epidemiological grounds, microbiological and 
molecular evidence can support associations. 

Often, the specific food vehicle or source of an outbreak is difficult to identify. An implicated food item may no longer 
be available or suitable for microbiological testing, making it impossible to provide laboratory evidence for the source 
of an outbreak. Cases may also have difficulty in remembering foods consumed or premises visited if too much time 
has passed between the exposure and the initiation of the investigation.

During the period of 1 July 2012 through to 30 June 2013, SA Health investigated eight outbreaks of gastrointestinal 
illness which were known or suspected to be foodborne. Three of these outbreaks were associated with restaurants, 
and one each was associated with a catered function within a restaurant, bakery, school, or aged care facility, and 
there was also a community outbreak. 

Thirteen clusters of illnesses were also investigated during this timeframe, of which ten were caused by Salmonella 
and three were due to Shiga-toxin producing E. coli. Hypothesis generating interviews were conducted with the 
majority of cases. While potentially foodborne, no common source could be identified. 

Clusters or outbreaks which were suspected to be person-to-person or animal-to-person have not been included in 
this summary. All investigation data are subject to change, as this is the nature of clusters and outbreaks.

A summary of outbreaks investigated during July 2012 to June 2013 and their settings are presented in Table 1; 
clusters investigated are listed in Table 2. 
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Outbreak Investigations
An outbreak is defined as an event where two or more people experience a similar illness after eating a common meal 
or food and epidemiological evidence indicates the meal or food as the source of the illness.

Outbreak No. 1: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 - Bakery
In July 2012, an increase in cases of Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 (STm 9) was noted in a region of South 
Australia, with eight cases clustered in time and place. Four of these eight cases consumed items from the same 
local bakery, but no common food items were identified. Several other STm 9 cases notified in the same time period 
were also interviewed, but no links to the bakery were identified for those cases. Based on the findings of hypothesis 
generating interviews, an environmental investigation was conducted at the bakery, including the collection of food 
samples and environmental swabs. No pathogens were detected in any food or environmental samples collected. 

Outbreak No. 2: Campylobacter – Restaurant (private function)
An outbreak of Campylobacter at a private function in a commercial restaurant was investigated in July 2012. A 
retrospective cohort study was conducted amongst the 57 party guests. All guests completed the questionnaire 
(100% response rate). Fifteen guests reported diarrhoea after attending the function. Three guests submitted faecal 
samples; all were positive for Campylobacter. Analysis of the data showed a significant association between illness 
and consumption of the chicken liver pâté entrée (relative risk 16.7, 95% confidence interval 2.4-118.6, p<0.001). 
The environmental investigation identified that the cooking process used in the preparation of chicken liver pâté 
may have been inconsistent, resulting in some portions not cooked adequately to inactivate potential Campylobacter 
contamination.

Outbreak No. 3: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 - Restaurant
An outbreak of Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 (STm 9) associated with a restaurant was investigated in 
September 2012. Eleven cases of gastrointestinal illness were found to be associated with dining at or receiving 
takeaway food from this restaurant. Nine of eleven cases submitted faecal samples; all nine were confirmed as 
STm 9. Interviews were conducted with cases and all 11 cases had consumed fried ice cream at the restaurant. An 
environmental investigation was conducted and STm 9 was identified from a sample taken from the breadcrumb 
plate. The ice cream was rolled in raw egg and then breadcrumbs before frying. 

Outbreak No. 4: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 3 – Community
An increase in an uncommonly notified subtype of Salmonella, Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 3 (STm 3), was 
reported in September 2012. In South Australia, six cases were reported, five of whom were able to be interviewed. 
All five cases had consumed raw almonds. STm 3 was isolated from unopened packages of raw almonds collected for 
testing in South Australia. An increase in STm 3 cases was also reported in other states and territories across Australia, 
with the majority of cases consuming almonds during their incubation period, either as a single food or part of a 
mixed nut product. Traceback and microbiological evidence led to recalls of multiple raw almond products nationally. 
(Note that Table 1 reports only on South Australian cases). 

Outbreak No. 5: Agent unknown – Aged Care Facility
Nineteen residents from an aged care facility reported diarrhoea over a few days with the majority of cases (n=12) 
reporting illness on 3 October 2012. Of the 19 cases, 12 were reportedly on a vitamised diet and two on a minced 
diet (these diets include the same foods). A statistical association was identified between illness and consumption of 
a vitamised diet (relative risk 12.0, 95% confidence intervals 4.4 - 33.1, p=0.00). The illness was short lived, only one 
case reported vomiting in addition to diarrhoea, and no cases were hospitalised. Ten faecal samples were submitted, 
and no common viral or bacterial pathogens were detected. Due to the nature and short duration of symptoms, 
a bacterial toxin was suspected as the cause. Four faecal samples were forwarded to an interstate laboratory for 
Clostridium perfringens and Bacillus cereus testing. C. perfringens was detected in all faecal samples, but was below 
the diagnostic level for C. perfringens food poisoning (>106 cfu/g). No B. cereus was detected in any of the faecal 
samples. An environmental inspection of the facility kitchen was conducted, including collection of food samples. The 
environmental investigation identified that the dishwasher was not working prior to residents becoming unwell, and 
food reheating practices were of concern. C. perfringens and Bacillus species (not able to be further classified) were 
detected in food samples. Actions taken at the facility included fixing the dishwasher and kitchen staff undertook 
food safety training.
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Outbreak No. 6: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 – Restaurant
An outbreak of Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 (STm 9) associated with a restaurant was investigated in March 
2013. Nine cases of gastrointestinal illness were found to be associated with dining at the restaurant on one specific 
day. Seven of the cases submitted faecal samples; all were confirmed as STm 9. Hypothesis generating interviews 
were conducted with cases and all cases had consumed poached eggs and hollandaise sauce. An environmental 
investigation of the restaurant was conducted and identified problems including the use of raw eggs in the 
hollandaise sauce, temperature abuse of eggs and the need for improvements in food handling.  

Outbreak No. 7: Norovirus - Restaurant
In March 2013, an Environmental Health Officer reported a call from the public indicating that 14 people had 
gastroenteritis after consuming a buffet meal at a restaurant the day before illness onset. Twenty-five of the 34 
attendees were able to be contacted and ten reported illness (vomiting and/or diarrhoea). Six people submitted faecal 
samples; all were positive for norovirus. No associations were identified between illness and foods available at the 
buffet. An environmental health officer inspected the premises and practices were deemed to be satisfactory and no 
staff had reported illness before the event. The overall investigation and analysis did not show any conclusive evidence 
of a particular source of illness; person-to-person transmission could not be ruled out. 

Outbreak No. 8: Campylobacter – School
A cluster of gastrointestinal illness was identified at a boarding school in June 2013. Six people experienced 
gastrointestinal illness and two were confirmed with campylobacteriosis. Interviews were conducted and several 
common meals were identified. An environmental investigation was conducted that identified a faulty oven that was 
not cooking food on the bottom shelf sufficiently. There were reports of undercooked honey soy chicken wings being 
returned to the kitchen from one of the meals served before illness onset in cases. All six cases ate the chicken wings 
and became ill 2-4 days after, consistent with the incubation period for Campylobacter.

Table 1: Summary of foodborne disease investigations in South Australia during the period 1 July 2012 to 
30 June 2013

No. Month and Year Organism Location No. ill Transmission Evidence

1 July 2012 STm 9 Bakery 4 Suspected 
Foodborne

D

2 July 2012 Campylobacter Restaurant (private 
function)

15 Foodborne S

3 Sept 2012 STm 9 Restaurant 11 Foodborne D, M

4 Sept 2012 STm 3 Community 5 Foodborne D, M

5 Oct 2012 Unknown Aged care facility 20 Suspected 
Foodborne

D, S

6 Mar 2013 STm 9 Restaurant 9 Foodborne D

7 Mar 2013 Norovirus Restaurant 14 Suspected 
Foodborne

D

8 June 2013 Campylobacter School 6 Foodborne D

D – Descriptive; M – Microbiological; S – Statistical 

STm – Salmonella Typhimurium



Food Act Report  Year ending 30 June 2013page 25

Cluster Investigations 
A cluster is defined as an increase in a specific infection in terms of time, person or place, where the source and mode 
of transmission remains unknown.

Cluster No. 1: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 8 
Four cases of Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 8 (STm 8) were investigated in November 2012. Hypothesis 
generating interviews were conducted and a number of commonly consumed items were identified. Samples were 
collected for testing from a common place of purchase but no Salmonella was detected.

Cluster No. 2: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 135
An increase in Salmonella Typhimurium 135 was detected in two separate regions of South Australia in December 
2012. Of eight cases notified in the two regions, seven were able to be contacted for a hypothesis generating 
interview and no common links were identified. Environmental exposures also featured in several case histories. 

Cluster No. 3: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 
An increase in Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 notifications was reported from the Australian Salmonella 
Reference Centre in January 2013. Twelve cases were included in the cluster investigation for hypothesis generating 
interviews and ten were able to be contacted for interview. No common links were identified and exposures 
to household pets were common. Further genetic typing of isolates by Multiple-locus Variable number tandem 
repeat Analysis (MLVA) identified several different patterns within these cases interviewed, supporting the lack of 
epidemiological links between interviewed cases.

Cluster No. 4: Shiga-toxin producing E. coli (STEC) O157 
An increase in STEC O157 notifications occurred in January - February 2013 with five cases notified. Interviews 
were conducted with three cases reported to have acquired their illness in Australia; a further two cases were not 
considered part of the cluster as their illness was acquired overseas. No links were identified between the three cases 
interviewed.

Cluster No. 5: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 141 
An increase in Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 141 was observed in South Australia in January - February 2013. 
Cases were not geographically clustered and resided across different rural areas. Five cases were identified for follow 
up, but only three were contactable for interview. No links were identified between cases interviewed. Environmental 
exposures were common to all cases, specifically exposure to pets.

Cluster No. 6: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 135 
An increase in Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 135 (STm 135) was noted in late March 2013. Fourteen cases 
were identified as part of the cluster in March – April 2013 and were interviewed with hypothesis generating 
questionnaires. Chicken and eggs were commonly consumed by cases but common brands or sources of these items 
were not identified. Environmental exposures, specifically exposure to animals, were common to all cases. A range of 
different genetic types were identified amongst the cases indicating potential for multiple sources. 

Cluster No. 7: Shiga-toxin producing E. coli (STEC) O157 
An increase in STEC O157 notifications occurred in March-April 2013. Interviews were conducted with four cases and 
no links were identified between the cases interviewed.

Cluster No. 8: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 
An increase in Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 notifications was observed with nine cases reported on 10 
April 2013. A total of 19 cases were included in the cluster investigation. Three household clusters were identified 
within these cases. Hypothesis generating interviews were conducted, including only primary cases within household 
clusters. No common links were identified. Further genetic typing of isolates by MLVA identified several different 
patterns within these cases interviewed, supporting the lack of epidemiological links between interviewed cases.
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Cluster No. 9: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 
An increase in Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 cases were reported in late May, with 11 cases in the cluster 
identified for hypothesis generating interviews. One household cluster was identified but both cases had onset of 
illness on the same day. No links were identified between cases interviewed. Further genetic typing of isolates by 
MLVA identified several different patterns within the cases interviewed. 

Cluster No. 10: Salmonella Typhimurium RDNC 
The Australian Salmonella Reference Centre notified CDCB of three cases of Salmonella Typhimurium RDNC (reaction 
did not conform) in May that had identical reaction patterns. The patients were of a similar age group and lived in the 
same metropolitan region. Interviews were conducted with all cases. No common exposure was identified. 

Cluster No. 11: Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 
Six new cases of Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 9 were reported on the phage typing run on the 13 June 2013. 
Interviews with the cases did not identify any common links. Further genetic testing was conducted on the isolates 
and the MLVA profiles of three of the cases were the same. 

Cluster No. 12: Salmonella Virchow phage type 25
An increase in Salmonella Virchow phage type 25 was investigated in June 2013. Four cases were interviewed with 
hypothesis generating questionnaires. Three of the cases had eaten chicken at home. The fourth case was an infant 
whose parents fed their pet dog raw chicken necks. 

Cluster No. 13: Shiga-toxin producing E. coli (STEC) O157 
Three cases of Shiga toxin producing E.coli O157 were reported over a two week period in June 2013. Interviews were 
conducted with two of the cases, and the other case declined interview. No links were identified between the cases.

Table 2: Summary of cluster investigations in South Australia during the period 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013  

No. Month and Year Organism Location No. ill Transmission Evidence

1 Nov 2012 STm 8 Community 4 Unknown D

2 Dec 2012 STm 135 Community 8 Unknown D

3 Jan 2013 STm 9 Community 12 Unknown D

4 Feb 2013 STEC O157 Community 3 Unknown D

5 Feb 2013 STm 141 Community 5 Unknown D

6 Mar 2013 STm 135 Community 14 Unknown D

7 Apr 2013 STEC O157 Community 4 Unknown D

8 Apr 2013 STm 9 Community 19 Unknown D

9 May 2013 STm 9 Community 11 Unknown D

10 May 2013 STm RDNC Community 3 Unknown D

11 Jun 2013 STm 9 Community 6 Unknown D

12 Jun 2013 Salmonella 
Virchow 25

Community 4 Unknown D

13 Jun 2013 STEC O157 Community 3 Unknown D

D – Descriptive; M – Microbiological; S – Statistical 

STm – Salmonella Typhimurium; STEC - Shiga-toxin producing E. coli

E.coli
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7.  Local government activities under the Food Act 2001
Under the Food Act 2001 (the Act) it is a mandatory requirement for local government to provide the department 
with information on their activities. For the purpose of this Annual Report, a request for information was circulated to 
all councils. Councils are empowered under Parts 4 and 5 of the Act to ensure that hygienic standards are maintained 
in relation to the manufacture, transportation, storage and handling of food for sale under Chapter 3 of the Australia 
and New Zealand Food Standards Code. They are also responsible for taking measures to prevent the sale of unfit 
food and to investigate complaints related to the sale of unfit food. EHOs are authorised under the Act to issue orders 
and notices and take action for breaches.

Authorised Officers
All EHOs must be authorised under Division 3, Section 94 of the Act to be able to enforce the Act. EHOs must have 
the necessary skills and knowledge to effectively perform their food related responsibilities to gain authorisation.

Authorised Officers (Currently working in local government) Full-Time Part-Time

138 112 52*

* Numbers may be duplicated where EHOs are employed in more than one council

Inspections
To gain a better understanding of how inspections are organised and undertaken by local government, it is necessary 
to establish the number and make up of food businesses across South Australia. The following table establishes how 
many food businesses exist and the proportion of businesses by food safety risk categories. These figures have been 
combined with the number of inspections conducted by local government to ensure that planning and inspection 
frequencies are appropriate and maintained.

Inspections

Food Safety Risk Classification

TotalHigh Medium Low

Number of Businesses 1229 8709 2958 12896

Inspections Conducted 1179 5929 1256 8355

Follow-up Inspections 567 2429 106 3102

Inspections from Complaints 93 587 29 709

Inspection Fees
The Food Regulations 2002, Part 4 Section 11 makes provision for enforcement agencies to impose an inspection fee. 
Following is a summary identifying the policy of Councils regarding imposing an inspection fee.

Council Inspection Fees No. of Councils

Charging Fees 32

Not Charging Fees 32
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Audits
Since 5 October 2008 businesses captured under Food Safety Standard 3.3.1 (audited mandatory food safety 
programs for food services to vulnerable persons) have required food safety audits. 

In 2012-13 local government food safety auditors have continued to conduct food safety audits of aged care, child 
care and private hospitals at a frequency determined by the performance of individual sites, in line with the priority 
classification for these businesses. 

2012-13 Local Government Audit of aged care, child care and private hospitals

Aged 
Care %

Child 
Care

Private 
Hospitals Others TOTAL

Number of 
Captured Businesses 267 296 36 44 643

Number of 
Businesses Audited 264 99% 276 93% 30 83% 39 88% 609

*Businesses may receive > one audit per annum

The table below identifies the policy of councils regarding the charging of a fee for audits.

Council Audit Fees* No. of Councils

No of councils carrying out audits 21

No of councils charging audit fee 21 

* Not all councils conduct audits and as a result do not charge for audit services.

Complaints
Consumer enquiries and reports of illness, non-compliant businesses or food, constitute an important source 
of information. In addition, they provide: opportunities for the public to interact with EHOs first hand, a ‘shop 
window’ for food safety and give EHOs the opportunity to promote food safety. All complaints are logged and 
generally risk classified to ensure that the most serious cases are dealt with as a priority. The following table has 
classified complaints/reports into a list of most likely sources, in addition to reporting on whether the complaint and 
investigation was found to be valid or verified by an authorised officer.

Type Complaints/Reports Verified

Foreign Matter in Food 135 68

Micro Contamination   71 22

Chemical Contamination or Residue 6   1

Alleged Food Poisoning   266   47

Unclean Premises   173   65

Personal Hygiene or Food Handling   193   78

Pest Infestation   74   37

Refuse Storage   75   43

Labelling Issues   25   15

Others   127   45

TOTAL   1145 422
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Enforcement Actions
The table below provides an indication of the nature of enforcement actions applied to each food business group. The 
Food Act 2001 makes provision for authorised officers to apply enforcement actions to improve food safety outcomes 
for the public. Enforcement actions may take the form of written warnings, improvement notices, prohibition orders, 
expiations or prosecutions. These actions are applied using a graduated and proportionate response. As a consequence, 
Tables A to D demonstrate written warnings making up the largest single action applied, progressing to improvement 
notices and expiations as food businesses fail to respond or issues became more serious.

It should also be noted that the numbers in Table A differ from the numbers recorded in Tables B, C and D as 
warnings, improvement notices and expiations may contain multiple issues resulting in a variation in numbers.

Table A Number of Enforcement Actions by Food Industry Sector

Business type
No. written 

warnings issued
No. improvement 

notices issued
No. of Prohibition 

Orders issued
No. Expiations 

issued

Aged care 5 2 0 0

Bakery 41   44 1 13

B&B/motel 10 3 0 1

Café   67 45 0 9

Canteen   13 3 0 0

Caterer   2 3 0 0 0

Charitable 3 0 0 0

Child Care   7   0 0 0

Club 19 10 0 3

Deli 22 9 1 1

Delivered meals 2 0 0 0

Distributor 0 1 0 0

Farm Gate Sales 0 0 0 7

Fishmonger/seafood 1 1 0 0

Fruit and veg   2   6 0   9

Function centre 2 0 0 1

Hospital   1 0 0 0

Hotel/pub tavern 69 41 1   8

Liquor store 3 0 0 14

Manufacturer 2 7 0 1

Mobile food van 4 0 0 0

Restaurant 71   85 5 38

Service station 13 7 0 35

Snack bar/kiosk 7 12 1 1

Stall 4 0 0 0

Supermarket 51   22 0 20

Takeaway 106 57 2 14

Temporary Business 5 0 0 0

Other 167 13 0   0

Total 699   370 11   175
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Table B: Enforcement Actions by Number - Referenced to Standard 3.2.1 (Food Safety Program (FSP))

Reason for  
enforcement activity 

Written 
warnings

Improvement 
notices

Prohibition 
Orders Expiations Prosecutions

FSP not prepared, implemented, 
maintained and monitored 1 0 0 0 0

FSP not audited at the frequency 
determined by the auditor 1 0 0 0 0

FSP not revised so as to comply 
with the regulations 3 2 0 0 0

FSP audit report not retained by 
business for four years 0 0 0 0 0

Sub-Total 5 2 0 0 0

Table C: Enforcement Actions by Number - Referenced to Standard 3.2.2 Requirements

Reason for  
enforcement activity 

Written 
warnings

Improvement 
notices

Prohibition 
Orders Expiations Prosecutions

Skills and Knowledge 20 24 3 1 0

Notification 42 0 0 3 0

Food Receipt 11 2 0 0 0

Food Storage 176 166 8 8 0

Food Processing 69 60 2 2 0

Food Display 65 31 0 2 0

Food Packaging 14 3 0 0 0

Food Transportation 1 1 0 0 0

Food Disposal 10 22 0 10 0

Food Recall 18 4 0 0 0

General Req of Food Handlers 44 16 0 0 0

Health & Hygiene of Food Handlers 40 21 1 4 0

General Duties of a Food Business 14   30 1 4 1

Cleanliness 298   183 13 32 0

Cleaning and Sanitising 165 98  4 1 0

Maintenance 253 95 0 1 0

Temperature measuring devices 92 38 0 0 0

Single use items 18 6 0 0 0

Animals and Pests 54   77 6 7 0

Alternative methods of compliance 0 0 0 0 0

Sub-Total 1404 872 38 75 1
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Reason for  
enforcement activity 

Written 
warnings

Improvement 
notices

Prohibition 
Orders Expiations Prosecutions

General Requirements 3 9 0 0 0

Water supply 10 3 0 0 0

Sewerage & waste water 
disposal 9 4 1 0 0

Storage of garbage & 
recyclables 17 14 1 3 0

Ventilation 29 11 0 0 0

Lighting 16 9 0 0 0

Floors 48 44 2 0 0

Walls and ceilings 37 69 1 0 0

Fixtures, fittings and equipment 215 110 2 1 0

Hand washing facilities 137 67 1 4 0

Storage facilities 24 25 4 1 0

Toilet Facilities 14 8 0 0 0

Food Transport vehicles 0 0 0 0 0

Sub-Total 559 373 12 9 0

Total of Tables C & D 1963 1235 50 84 1

 Table D: Enforcement Actions by Number - Referenced to Standard 3.2.3 Requirements

Prosecution Register
SA Health publishes on its website details of businesses or individuals that have been found guilty by a Court of a 
breach of the Food Act 2001. This website is intended to provide information to the community regarding successful 
Food Act prosecutions, the most serious action available, undertaken by local councils and SA Health. Since the last 
reporting one (1) additional business has been added to the prosecution register and one (1) business removed as the 
period of notification has expired. This information can be viewed on “The Food Act Prosecutions Register” on the SA 
Health website: http://www.dh.sa.gov.au/pehs/Food/Prosecutions-Register/Register.htm 

Highlights of other Local Government activities
Local government undertakes additional food safety programs in support of their statutory roles. These programs 
include food safety training courses, food compliance surveys, presentations to food handlers and primary school 
students, and special activities for National Food Safety Week.

http://www.dh.sa.gov.au/pehs/Food/Prosecutions-Register/Register.htm
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Adelaide City Council
The Council conducted a number of proactive food safety presentations to a variety of audiences. Presentations are 
targeted to the needs of the audience and cover relevant aspects of food safety. Over the 2012/13 financial year 
presentations conducted included:

 > Environmental health promotion at an Adelaide College, at two Home Economics classes.

 > Two meetings with business study students to discuss what’s involved in setting up a food business and interactions 
that need to occur with council.

 > Establishing a business – briefing to entrepreneurs.

 > Several pre-event meetings with food handlers participating at the Malaysian, Mela, African and Korean festivals.

 > Mobile food vendor and temporary businesses information session held in conjunction with Council’s Economic 
Development with approximately 70-80 attendees: and 

 > Two fixed business food handler presentations.

Events
Environmental Health Officers are involved with events held within the Adelaide City council jurisdiction. Food safety 
information packs are sent to all food vendors to ensure food handlers are aware of their food safety requirements. 
Presentations are conducted with food stall holders and meetings with event organizers. Environmental Health 
Officers visited a number of events and undertook inspections of food stalls to ensure compliance. 

Environmental Health Officers provided comments to approximately 29 Development Applications for new or change 
in use food businesses. The Development Application process enables Environmental Health Officers to ensure the 
food business set-up  meets the requirements of the Food Act 2001 – in particular Food Safety Standard 3.2.3. Where 
noncompliances are observed on the plans further information is requested and general comments are provided to 
ensure a business meets the requirements of the Food Act 2001.

Alexandrina Council
Environmental Health at Alexandrina is continuously providing information to the community on food safety. 
Alexandrina Council continues to partner with Regional TAFE SA to provide food handlers in the Council area access 
to affordable accredited training in food safety and legislative requirements of handling food for sale to the public. 
The Environmental Health team coordinated the promotion of the sessions and promoted the sessions to food 
handlers within the district. The training is undertaken in one afternoon and conducted by TAFE SA with input from 
the Environmental Health Officers. This training improves the knowledge of the food safety requirements and also 
demonstrates what environmental health officers do as a part of their inspection.

The feedback from these sessions continues to be positive particularly in conveying a better understanding of what 
the Environmental Health officer’s role and responsibilities are when undertaking food safety inspections.

Barossa Council
Council has recently combined with TAFE SA Regional to deliver an accredited food safety short course. The first 
of these was held September 2012 and March 2013 and attracted a total attendance of 32 people. The course 
was publicised via a mail out to appropriate businesses. The short course covered, among other things, the legal 
requirements of food safety, preventing food spoilage, pests and waste control, cause and effect of food poisoning, 
food handling practices, storage of food and personal hygiene.

Council has continued to take a more proactive approach with routine food hygiene inspections. Where necessary 
(in addition to the face copy of the AFSA inspection record sheet), written warnings/advisory letters are now sent to 
food business proprietors post inspections. The purpose of these letters was to reiterate items identified during the 
inspection and reinforce the necessary actions required. The letters also satisfy natural justice provisions if further 
action were required at a later date. This strategy has seen an approximate decrease of 18% in the number of letters 
required compared to 2011/12. Fortunately none of the matters identified warranted Prohibition Orders, however 
three Improvement Notices were issued during the reporting period (one more than 2011/12).
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Nominal Risk Food Premises Survey
Council recently carried out a survey of all premises considered to be either low or nominal risk. The object of the 
survey was twofold:

1. To determine the number of premises which would fall into either category so as to determine resource allocations 
while complying with Councils’ duty of care under the Food Act, and;

2. To update the Council database with more relevant information and to capture those premises that may have 
changed risk classification in order to assist with reporting and general day to day food surveillance activities.

The main premises that were targeted included cellar door wineries, whose activities may have changed from simple 
wine tasting to a more elaborate food service, and bed and breakfast (B&B) facilities that may be providing hosted 
accommodation with a food service rather than just an overnight stay.

The survey revealed a total of 25 wineries that were considered a medium risk and 24 that were considered low risk 
being identified as well as 7 medium and 49 low risk B&B’s being identified, the status of which was not clear prior 
to the survey. The issue of drinking water supply was also included in the survey for B&B’s in anticipation of the 
provisions of the new Safe Drinking Water Act, 2011.

City of Charles Sturt

Deliciously Safe Program
The innovative ‘Deliciously Safe – Excellence in Food Safety’ program was-relaunched this year. The program still 
works by rewarding and recognizing those businesses found to be fully compliant at the time of their routine 
inspections. The new features of the program include: 

 > The deliciously safe sticker is now bigger, bolder and brighter;

 > We have an additional information brochure designed to promote the program to the general public;

 > Deliciously safe businesses have their names published through Council’s social media including Twitter and 
Facebook;

 > An advertising banner has been placed on Port Road prompting the community to check out our deliciously safe 
webpage, which provides an up-to-date list of all deliciously safe businesses.

In addition to these new features, deliciously safe businesses continue to receive a ‘Deliciously Safe’ certificate. 
The certificate, and sticker, identifies the date of inspection when the food business was identified as being fully 
compliant, allowing the customer to easily recognize their fully compliant status and providing confidence that the 
business has met all the food safety requirements.

In the 2012/2013 report period, 64 businesses were awarded with Deliciously Safe. The program has resulted in a 
15% increase in compliance with the Food Safety Standards amongst food businesses within the City of Charles Sturt 
since its inception.

Coorong Council
Council participated in several community events over the last year including the Coonalpyn Show, the Meningie 
Family Fun Day and the Raukkan Health Day where Council displayed information covering food safety and hygiene 
and other general information. Council also undertook a Pet Awareness Workshop at a local kindergarten for parents 
and children that included issues of personal and food hygiene.

Flinders Ranges Council
Due to the remoteness and services availability within our regional Council area the Council continue to offer for 
sale digital food thermometers for use by food businesses throughout the area. These temperature measuring 
devices meet with requirements of the Food Standards. The service is well received by food business operators in 
remote areas. Council continue to provide temperature validation tabs (accurate to within +/- 1 degree centigrade). 
The thermal temp-tabs are distributed to certain food businesses to assist in the mitigation of risk from potential 
transmission of harmful pathogens. Temp-tabs may assist food businesses in mitigating risks through allowing for 
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thermal operational checks on equipment such as dishwashers and equipment used for laundering services associated 
with food service. For example this may be associated with laundering of, protective clothing, dish-clothes and 
cotton food service drying towels. Or to assist in validation of other thermal pasteurisation steps being undertaken 
in connection with the business operation. Food operators continue to provide positive feedback for assistance in 
attempting to mitigate risks thorough ability to use measurable outcomes.

Council continue to offer Food Safety Information Sessions, run by Council’s Environmental Health Practitioner 
for those operators who have had no food safety knowledge training, for those that have been out of the food 
processing sector or not kept up with current food safety requirements and advancements.

Since inception in 2009 these training information sessions continue to be well received from attendees and 
supported by those attendees written response outcomes. Under the LGA Shared Services arrangement this Council 
continues to work with the Shared Services Group of Councils for the purpose of the longer term objectives in the 
standardisation of shared service delivery of food safety and policy governance. This will lead to increases in efficiency 
by creating a standardised framework of governance throughout. Part of this process is being achieved through 
meetings and continued governance driven co-operation between the Shared Services Environmental Health Team 
and the continued involvement of all four Councils.

Eastern Health Authority (EHA)

Preventing Kitchen Nightmares – A Guide to Food Safety Fundamentals
EHA provided food safety training to an extensive range of businesses and community groups during 2012-13. The 
food handler training session ‘Preventing Kitchen Nightmares – A guide to Food Safety Fundamentals’ continued into 
its fifth consecutive year. Authorised Officers conducted three training sessions with 39 people attending.

EHA was contacted by a school college, a Constituent Councils community club and an aged care facility to 
undertake in-house training. Authorised Officers presented to 16 staff within the school college, volunteers at the 
Constituent Councils community club program and 45 staff across six aged care facilities. The training presentations 
were tailored to target specific food safety issues to ensure food handlers were able to obtain the necessary basic 
safety food handling principles. 

EHOs continue to work closely with the constituent councils to ensure all stall holders at the fairs and special events 
are well informed and have the necessary equipment and skills and knowledge to ensure food is prepared and 
handled in a safe and suitable manner. 

The temporary events information booklet, strong support from the constituent councils and EHO attendance at stall 
holder meetings has prompted a significant rise in the number of ‘temporary event notifications’ and an improvement 
in food safety. 

Holdfast Bay Council
Environmental Health Officers from the council inspect local weekend markets quarterly, however there is the risk that 
dangerous produce may be sold when an Officer is not present. Therefore Officers have developed a comprehensive 
screening tool to address potential risks. Furthermore, market organisers have been provided with comprehensive 
training to ensure they can detect high risk activities. This has been effective in preventing dangerous food being sold 
to the public and there have been no reported food poisoning from these markets.

Kingston District Council
The only food sampling undertaken was for a lobster pate to determine suitability and shelf life of the product, as 
well as a crayfish sandwich due to a customer complaint. 

FoodSafe Food Handlers Training Program 
Council continues to offer to all food premises the FoodSafe Program. The majority of businesses have embraced the 
program, some have completed and others are currently working towards completing the program. The aim is to 
declare Kingston a FoodSafe town. 
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Food Safety Short courses in conjunction with TAFE SA
Council supports these courses to be offered to the Region. Every year the venue is rotated between Robe and 
Kingston. A great number attended the June course which was held in Robe Institute Hall. Some of the attendees 
came from charitable organisations and various food businesses. A total of twelve (12) were registered.

City of Marion
Environmental Health Officers have been visiting Primary Schools within the city of Marion and talking to the children 
about the importance of hand washing. The children participate by using the Glitterbug products which help the 
children understand the concept of bacteria on their hands and how the bacteria can be transferred to others. The 
children have responded well to this presentation and really enjoyed the activities that have been included in the 
presentation. At the end of the session the children are given free soaps and stickers to reinforce the message of 
good personal hygiene practice.

City of Mitcham
The City of Mitcham introduced a free food safety training program targeting food handlers working in the Council area. 
Due to excellent participation rates and the positive feedback received the Environmental health team continued with 
the training program over the 2012-2013 financial year and a total of seven sessions were provided. The program saw 
high participation rates from local food businesses particularly cafes, restaurants, child care centres, aged care facilities 
and volunteers. Additional sessions were also held at the request of businesses where the demand for training was high. 
The session was presented onsite at the business to approximately 15-30 food handlers at one time.

The program continues to remind food handlers of their responsibilities and reinforce the food safety fundamentals. It 
has become an excellent opportunity to discuss the common issues that Environmental Health Officers identify during 
regulatory inspections and the interactive ‘hands on’ activities have also been effective in educating participants on the 
correct use of thermometers and appropriate storage of food. It has also given the Environmental Health Officer’s an 
opportunity to promote the training during routine inspections and highlight their role as educators, not just enforcers.

District Council of Mount Barker
Two food safety training sessions were held at the Council Chambers in conjunction with TAFE SA. All sessions 
were well attended and received positive feedback from participants. All participants received a certificate for the 
accredited course. Council conducted a food safety training session  for a local church café focusing on the skills 
and knowledge required for the specific activities conducted, as well as information on food based legislation and 
responsibilities of food handlers. 

City of Mount Gambier
A food safety presentation in conjunction with OPAL was given to sixty year 6 and 7 students at Melaleuca Park Primary 
School as part of their life skills program. This included the UV light testing of all participants for effective hand washing, 
temperature control for packed lunches, cross contamination and the role of Council’s Environmental Health Officers.

Participation in the project promoted the role of Council’s Environmental Health Officers for public health within 
the community, advised on food safety for students at home and highlighted the link with food safety skills and 
knowledge with possible careers in the food, hospitality or Environmental Health fields. The food safety sessions 
received great feedback from teachers, students and OPAL staff with the hand wash demonstration with the UV light 
the students favourite.

A joint accredited food safety training with TAFE SA was conducted for 11 migrant high school students to provide 
training for potential work placement and to introduce the student to Australian Food Safety Regulations and 
Standards. This was an opportunity to connect the students with Council and the local Environmental Health Officer. 
It also provided a comfortable environment for the students to learn new skills such as using a probe thermometer 
and food safety. This presentation was part of the South East Regional Community Health Project for Culturally and 
Linguistically Diverse communities. 
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The partnership with some local councils and TAFE SA to present Food Safety short courses has continued with more 
people attending the courses in Mount Gambier in 2013. Three sessions have been held in the current financial year 
with approximately 73 food handlers attending. The June 2013 session was the biggest class for Mount Gambier with 
36 participants from across the South East.

This short course provides consistent food safety content across the region and provides a local training opportunity 
for food handlers from food business and community groups. Continued participation by food handlers of the local 
community in these courses improves their food safety skills and knowledge for their customers. 

Rural City of Murray Bridge
The Rural City of Murray Bridge continued to be proactive with food safety education and has facilitated three TAFE 
accredited food safety training courses for food handlers throughout  2012/2013.

The three hour courses explain the legal requirements of businesses and food handlers under the Food Act and Food 
Safety Standards, as well as providing participants with an understanding of basic food science. The courses continue 
to be well attended, with a total 53 people completing the training during 2012/2013. A further session has been 
scheduled for November 2013.

Councils Environmental Health Officers also attend schools and community groups to promote the importance of safe 
food handling practices. These presentations are conducted upon request of the food business/community group.

City of Onkaparinga
A total of 12 food safety presentations were made to 194 individuals: 22 school students and 172 adults working 
in businesses and/or community groups. These interactive presentations introduce and review the food legislation 
and safe food practices and include a showing of the Bug Busters DVD as well as a practical hand-wash activity. The 
sessions are conducted on-site at the council’s central office or off-site on request, subject to numbers. Certificates 
of attendance are issued. On 3 days each year, we conduct scheduled morning and evening sessions on-site. We 
advertise these sessions on the council website, in our local Messenger and by distributing information flyers.

City of Playford
Playford Council’s Environmental Health team continues to produce and distribute a high quality newsletter known as 
PLAYfood. Four editions are produced and distributed each year, creating articles based on research from scientific food-
related articles and SA Health information. PLAYfood highlights aspects of the Food Safety Standards, updates businesses 
on the latest food-related news, profiles food borne pathogens and gives links to websites of interest. Consistent 
information is disseminated to all food businesses within the Council area encouraging best-practice methods.

I’m Alert 
To encourage consistent food handler knowledge, Council provides free access to “I’m Alert” food safety training 
through a link on the City of Playford website. EHOs encourage business owners to give their staff time to complete 
this training and print certificates for learning modules. This tool empowers food handlers by giving them personal 
influence over their food safety education.
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City of Port Adelaide Enfield

Risk Based Food Inspection Project Summary
The Risk Based Food Inspection project was undertaken to improve the prioritisation of food inspections and increase 
EHO assessment of food processing activities. The aims were too:

 > shift inspection focus on overdue inspection to food safety risk presented by food business operation;

 > shift aspiration from achieving high inspection numbers to prioritise inspection of high risk premises;

 > ensure highest risk businesses are inspected during periods of resourcing issues;

 > prevent graduates from undertaking inspections of high risk food businesses without adequate on the job 
experience.

A review on the Food Business Notification (FBN) form was included as part of the trial. There is a consensus amongst 
EHOs that a quantitative assessment of the system and its functions are required. 

Additionally a draft inspection sheet based on the national model for risk classification was trialled in an attempt to 
increase EHO focus on processes and risks during food inspections. 

The trial involved businesses being classified based on the food processes and food types found during routine 
inspection. The draft SA Health Food Business Risk Classification document was used to determine the new 
classification.

City of Port Lincoln
Food safety training sessions were provided in some of the local secondary schools. Tailored sessions have also been 
provided to business and community groups upon request. This year Council has subscribed to the ‘I’m Alert’ food 
safety training package, which provides another avenue for food handlers to further their skills and knowledge. To 
date 118 people have accessed the program. There has been positive feedback for all training forms. 

The focus of our food safety newsletters this year has been: 

 > to inform the food sector of the regulatory changes pertaining to drinking water; 

 > to advise business of Council’s intent to better align assessment with high risk food handling processes; 

 > to highlight the importance of sanitising steps; 

 > to educate food handlers about the risks associated with ready-to-eat meats; and 

 > to highlight notification and responsibilities of private caterers. 

Other health promotion activities involving food safety elements included a display during Food Safety Week and EHO 
participation in a local Careers Expo.

District Council of Robe
Council continues with promoting the FoodSafe Food Handler’s Training Program. Currently there are food premises 
undertaking the Program. It is hopeful more food businesses complete the Program and are awarded with the 
FoodSafe accreditation.

The successful partnership between TAFE SA and the Robe for the delivery of food safety training has gone from 
strength to strength with sessions available over the coming months in Millicent, Penola, Mount Gambier, Naracoorte, 
Wattle Range Council, Kingston, and this year expanding to areas such as Meningie and Mannum.

The Robe Council supports this important initiative to address the needs of local businesses and community groups 
and improve the level of food safety awareness in the region. This nationally accredited training will assist food 
handlers in developing the required skills and knowledge to ensure food is handled in a safe and hygienic manner. 
The training covers a number of competencies including food handling and storage, the legal requirements of food 
safety, personal hygiene, temperature control and the prevention of food contamination. 

The training session can assist businesses in the induction of new staff members, especially those employees who 
may be new to working in the food sector. It is also of value to existing staff that may need to refresh their skills and 
knowledge. Participants, upon successful completion of the training unit will receive a statement of attainment. 
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The location is rotated annually between Robe and Kingston area. This year Robe hosted a session. It was pleasing to 
see a good number of food handlers that attended.

Council continues to be committed in undertaking random food sampling in the Robe area. In May (6) six foods  
were purchased mainly, cakes with high-risk fillings. The results were overall very pleasing. The results were well 
within the satisfactory microbiological quality. There were many excellent results, such as levels as low as 20 
organisms per gram for the standard plate count was detected in one of the food samples. All the cakes purchased 
had satisfactory test results.

City of Salisbury

Food Sampling Project – Microbiological Safety of Sushi Follow-up Survey
In April 2013 Council’s Public and Environmental Health Section undertook a follow up sushi food sampling program 
to measure any improvements in food safety following the sampling survey undertaken in July 2012. The original 
sampling survey identified that of the 20 samples collected from 4 retailers within the City of Salisbury, 95% were 
microbiologically acceptable. However the results indicated that 50% were marginally satisfactory with relation to 
coliforms indicating that some food businesses could improve their hygiene and temperature control practices. 

Council’s Environmental Health Officers re-visited the four sushi businesses following the initial sampling program. 
One food sample was collected from each business and sent to the IMVS Food Laboratories for analysis (for coliforms 
and E. coli) to compare with the results taken from the samples in July 2012. The samples were assessed for E. 
coli and coliforms as these indicator organisms correlate with the hygiene and food handling practices of the food 
business. Each business visited was assessed for hygiene practices as well as their food handling skills and knowledge. 
The questionnaire used in 2012 was completed again in this sampling period for consistency and comparison. SA 
Health has supplied Local Councils with a sushi specific inspection report proforma; this was also completed at the 
time of inspection. 

The results indicate that 100% of businesses had acceptable levels of coliforms and E. coli present in the sushi 
sampled. Food businesses demonstrated a greater understanding of the time/temperature control rules for potentially 
hazardous foods (eg rice, meat products) as well as improved storage temperature of sushi products on display.

Food Safety Training – TAFE Food Handler Course
The City of Salisbury offered another round of TAFE SA food handler training courses in February 2013. There was a 
single session held for approximately 3.5 hours and were attended by 13 participants from the food retail industry. 
The training course covered key aspects of the food safety legislation and positive feedback was received. The course 
was held at the Council Offices and the registration costs were $60 per participant. 

Food Safety Newsletter
The City of Salisbury published an edition of ‘Salisbury Food’ in February 2013 as part of our initiatives to educate 
food businesses. The publication was distributed to all food businesses in the Council area. The publication covered 
a range of food safety topics including the food handler training opportunity, food safety standards focus, cooling 
potentially hazardous foods, food recalls, use-by dates, battering foods and an update of the Social Development 
committee (SA Parliament) inquiry in Food Safety Programs. 

Food Safety Rating Program
The Food Safety Rating Program ‘Recognising Excellence in Food Safety’ has continued to be implemented and the 
seventh assessment has been completed for the 40 pilot businesses being licensed hotels, cafes and restaurants. 
The program’s success has been highlighted with 70% of businesses having a 4 or 5 ratings and 63% of businesses 
implementing food safety management systems. Since the beginning of the program the average score out of 100 
has increase from 77.8 to 87.6. Minor non-conformances have reduced from 184 to 99 and more significantly major 
non-conformances have reduced from 44 to 5. 

A presentation of the program was undertaken at the South Australian LGA conference in March 2013. The City of 
Salisbury Council has continuing to consider the expansion of the program to target other food retail sectors. The 
expansion of the voluntary program will be dependent on the ongoing progress towards the development of a State 
Based program as recommended by the Social Development Committee.
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City of Tea Tree Gully
Council has held three food handling information sessions for volunteers of Council that are involved in various levels 
of food handling. The information covered has included food storage, personal hygiene, temperature control, cross 
contamination and pest control. One more session is to be held later in the year.

A food safety article was displayed on the Council’s website and intranet to promote this year’s Food Safety Week 
theme of “Contamination”. The article included a link to YouTube that contained the ‘Food Safety Fundamentals’ 
food handling video, that was prepared by SA Health. Council staff that read the article were provided with the 
promotional material that was provided by SA Health. 
In addition, Council’s Environmental Health team held an information session at Hive 12 – 25 for a youth group 
that is involved in food handling activities. The session explained the role of Environmental Health Officers and the 
various ways that food contamination can occur. A number of examples demonstrating common causes of food 
contamination were set up in the kitchen area of The Hive. The session concluded by asking members of the group to 
identify what type of contamination was happening in each of the scenarios. At the end of the session, promotional 
material provided by SA Health, was distributed to all of those who attended. Council officers received very positive 
feedback regarding the training session that was provided. 

Wakefield Regional Council
Council continued with the TafeSA Regional food partnership in running a food handlers course. Three courses were 
held at the Council offices in Balaklava with 33 participants attending overall. The courses were well received and 
positive outcomes were noted in following food inspections. 

City of West Torrens
During the reporting period the City of West Torrens continued to provide informal training opportunities to 
community groups, nursing homes and other interested business. Officers undertook education sessions that focussed 
on improving food handler skills and knowledge.

During August 2012 the City of West Torrens undertook a sushi monitoring program to assess the microbiological 
quality of sushi that is manufactured and/or sold within the area. Overall the results indicated that the sushi products 
were acceptable. When providing feedback of the results to the proprietors the opportunity was made to distribute 
and discuss the SA Health food safety bulletin and checklist for sushi. The City of West Torrens will continue to look 
at sampling and education programs directed at specific identified risks as a commitment to education and promotion 
relating to food safety. 

City of Whyalla 
Food safety newsletters are devised and distributed to all food business on a 6 monthly or as needed basis. The 
newsletters detail common non-compliance issues, training opportunities and key safety news. During the July/
August 2012 newsletter we provided businesses with a short survey to be returned to council. The completed survey 
was used as a chance for the business to win a food safety session paid for by council for one of their staff and also 
provided the EHO with key information about the business’s knowledge of the importance of temperature control 
requirements and what the business was currently doing in relation to this requirement. Council paid for 3 food 
handlers sessions. 

Whyalla Council has continued its partnership with TAFE SA Regional to deliver food safety training courses to food 
handlers within Whyalla. Participants are extremely impressed with the courses stating that they are informative, 
interactive and useful in their day to day operations. 
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Activities Undertaken By Councils During Food Safety Week

> Adelaide City Council (ACC)
Environmental Health Officers ran a stall at the Adelaide City council Open Week Expo, which was held in 
Victoria Square. This year’s theme Cross contamination, had  a main focus on hand washing, cleaning of cooking 
utensils, storage and separation of raw and cooked foods. The event which ran over two days was opened to 
the general public during the day and invited guests at an evening opening. Public were encouraged to approach 
Environmental Health Officers about food safety to which officers provided hints and tips on safe food handling 
practices from preparation, storage and transport. Promotional and informational materials including brochures, 
fact sheets and giveaways were available. 

> Alexandrina Council
Food Safety Week was undertaken by Alexandrina Council where the theme was handling poultry safely.  As in 
previous years it was a huge success in relaying food safety information to the community. Resources provided by 
the Department of Health were distributed to the community whilst environmental health officers cooked chicken 
kebabs on the BBQ. During the BBQ information was passed out regarding the handling of potentially hazardous 
foods such as chicken, which gave an opportunity for environmental health officers to engage the community on 
how to handle food safely. The video provided by the Department of Health was playing throughout the morning 
which also emphasised handling food safely.

The feedback from the event was successful and it not only gave Environmental Health Officers the forum to 
conduct a food safety lesson but to also raise our profile and engage the community.

> City of Charles Sturt 
To celebrate National Food Safety Week and raise awareness of the importance of food safety, a BBQ was held at 
Council’s Civic Centre. A ‘how to’ and ‘how not to’ BBQ was displayed with best practice food handling, storage 
and processing being displayed and poor food handling practices demonstrated respectively. An educational 
display was also erected in the Civic Centre, Hindmarsh Library, Findon Library and Henley Beach Library 
providing food safety information to the public. Lucky dips were also on offer at each of these locations with 
prizes reflecting food safety tips. An article in the Messenger Press was also publicised providing the public with 
education about preparing and storing food safely.

>  Eastern Health Authority 

The Authority took part in Food Safety Week by arranging an interactive display stand at Norwood Library and Firle 
Plaza Shopping Centre. This year’s theme “cross contamination with a focus on hand washing, cleaning of cooking 
utensils, storage and the separation of raw and cooked foods” within the home kitchen. A participatory exercise 
involved a life sized poster of a domestic refrigerator with which participants were asked to demonstrate where 
common, household foods should be stored. Environmental Health Officers provided advice and answered questions 
on food hygiene issues, delivered a range of promotional materials and gifts that generated public interest and 
encouraged participation. There was a positive reaction from the community and information was well received.

> City of Holdfast Bay
Environmental Health Officers handed out free show bags to the general public in the local shopping centre. The 
show bags were provided by SA Health. This was an opportunity to engage the public and talk about food safety. 
In addition, the food safety cooking demonstration DVD, produced by SA Health, was played in the front foyer of 
the Council and on the Council’s website. This was further promoted by Councils social media platform.

> City of Marion
As part of food safety week the City of Marion organized information display stands at the Marion Cultural 
Centre Library, Councils Administration Centre and one of the local neighbourhood centres. Pamphlets and 
brochures were on display at the information stands which were used as a tool to educate a cross section of the 
community. Free merchandise was also used to encourage visitors to the stands.
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> District Council of Mount Barker 
A static display was set up in the Mount Barker Library for the duration of Food Safety Week. The display 
included free promotional material, a food safety crossword and a kids food safety activity pages. The display and 
promotional material was very well received by the community.

> City of Mount Gambier
SA Health provided an Adam Liaw DVD which was played in the Library for public viewing throughout each of 
the seven days of Food Safety Week. The Mount Gambier Library had 7,948 visitors during food safety week 
and posters and brochures were given away. The library visitors had the opportunity to improve their food safety 
knowledge for food preparation practices at home which potentially reduces the number of food borne illness 
outbreaks with in the community.

> City of Playford
Council participated in Food Safety Week by the use of local media and educational sessions. An Environmental 
Health Officer (EHO) spoke to a community group of 15 people at the Playford Civic Centre library promoting 
the importance of food safety and hygiene. Food safety packs were provided to all community members at the 
seminar. An EHO spoke on community radio for approximately 30 minutes spreading the message of Food Safety 
Week and promoting the importance of food safety and hygiene. In the October – December edition of PLAYfood 
an article on Food Safety Week was published. It highlighted the theme set out by the Food Safety Information 
Council and disseminated the food safety message to the wider Playford food community.

> City of Port Adelaide Enfield
For Food Safety Week two authorised Environmental Health Officers conducted presentations at 2 local schools to 
raise awareness on food safety with a focus on cross contamination. The presentations included a discussion on 
how to prevent cross contamination and other food safety fundamentals. The newly released food safety video 
produced by SA Health was shown to the students. A hand wash activity then utilized the Glitter Bug UV light 
hand wash system to provide a hands on demonstration of the importance of good hand washing. Food safety 
promotional material supplied by SA Health was provided free of charge to all students. Question and answer 
sessions were held at the start and end of the presentation to monitor the success of the presentation.

> City of Tea Tree Gully
A food safety article was displayed on the Council’s website and intranet to promote this year’s Food Safety 
Week theme of “Cross Contamination”. The article included a link to YouTube that contained the “Food Safety 
Fundamentals” food handling video that was prepared by SA Health. Council staff that read the article were 
provided with the promotional material that was provided by SA Health.

> Wakefield Regional Council
A stall was set up outside the local supermarket and many people were talked to. We handed out the ‘freebies’ 
provided by SA Health. We had several positive comments and hopefully all who stopped to talk to us went away 
with a better knowledge of hand washing and general hygiene around food and its preparation.

> City of West Torrens 
The theme for 2012 was cross contamination with a focus on hand washing, cleaning of cooking equipment, 
storage and separation of raw and cooked foods. The environmental health team attended the Crumbs Cooking 
Class which is a 10 week cooking class for children aged 8 – 15 years. A brief presentation was given on the 
importance of good hygiene and food safety, focusing on cross contamination followed by a quiz. SA Health 
sponsored promotional show bags were given to each child and Glitter Buddy was used at the end of the session to 
demonstrate the importance of correct hand washing. This proved popular with the parents also participating. As a 
result of this presentation the Environmental Health Officers have been requested to attend at the commencement 
of each new crumbs class/intake to discuss food safety and use the Glitter Buddy educational tool.

> Whyalla City Council
Whyalla Council developed a Cross Contamination newsletter for food businesses and encouraged them to spend 
November and December focusing their in house staff training on the issue of cross contamination. We also 
distributed promotional materials to the community.
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8.  Biosecurity SA Activities under the Food Act 2001
Biosecurity SA is a division of the Department of Primary Industries and Regions SA (PIRSA).

The Primary Produce (Food Safety Schemes) (Meat Industry) Regulations 2006 require retail butcher shops to be 
accredited with Primary Industries and Regions SA. Audits of accredited retail businesses are carried out by officers of 
Biosecurity SA. 

Under the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the Department for Health and Ageing, a number of 
Biosecurity SA officers have been appointed authorised officers under the Food Act 2001 to look at other foods 
(besides meat) in retail butcher shops.

Throughout 2012-13, 1009 audits were conducted on retail butchers shops, where a component of audits addressed 
other retail activities under the Food Act 2001.

During the audits at retail butcher shops 85 Corrective Action Requests (CARs) were issued which related to either 
their food safety program, hygiene or construction and required follow up visits. There were also four incidents 
resulting in expiation notices being issued.
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Appendix 1

A survey to measure the microbiological integrity of  
Fresh Herbs available for retail sale

Aims and Scope of the Investigation
The purpose of this survey was to identify the prevalence of pathogens in commonly consumed fresh herbs, these 
may be eaten raw or partially cooked, and are available for retail sale in South Australia. Samples were analysed for E. 
coli, E. coli O157, Salmonella spp. and Listeria monocytogenes. 

Background to the survey
Epidemiological evidence has suggested that fresh herbs can be potential vehicles for transmission of pathogenic 
microorganisms known to cause human disease.

In the United States (2010-11), Parsley and coriander were recalled due to regulators confirming the presence of 
Salmonella.

In Australia, 2011, Listeria monocytogenes was detected in a vegetable and herb mix. In 2012, E.coli was also 
detected in a vegetable and herb mix, both of these detections resulted in a food recall throughout Australia.

However reported outbreaks of foodborne illness associated with fresh herbs in South Australia are comparatively rare.

Standards
The Food Act 2001 requires a food business not to sell food that is unsafe or unsuitable for human consumption. 
While no specific product standards for fresh herbs are referenced in the Food Standards Code, it does require that 
food be safe for human consumption.

What foods were tested?
A total of 80 samples were collected, taken periodically over the financial year, capturing a variety of fresh herbs 
available for retail sale throughout metropolitan and rural South Australia. 

What did we test for?
All samples were sent to the IMVS Food and Environmental Laboratory in Adelaide for analysis. 

Samples were analysed for 

 > Escherichia coli (E. coli), 

 > E. coli O157, 

 > Salmonella spp.

 > Listeria monocytogenes
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Results

Table 1. Microbiological results for Fresh Herbs

Fresh Herb 
Type

Samples 
Taken

Salmonella Escherichia 
coli**

Escherichia 
coli 0157

Listeria 
monocytogenes

Listeria spp.

Basil 13 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g ND

Chives 3 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g ND

Coriander 11 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g (x2) Listeria 
seeligeri <100cfu/g

Dill 1 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g ND

Lemongrass 8 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g (x2) Listeria 
seeligeri <100cfu/g

Marjoram 1 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g ND

Mint 11 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g (x2) Listeria 
seeligeri <100cfu/g

Oregano 3 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g ND

Parsley 
(various)

16 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g (x5) Listeria 
seeligeri <100cfu/g

Rosemary 5 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g ND

Sage 1 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g ND

Tarragon 1 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g ND

Watercress 6 *ND / 25g <3 MPN *ND / 25g *ND / 25g (x1) Listeria 
seeligeri <100cfu/g

* ND – Not Detected 

**Confidence interval for E. coli – MPN <3 cfu/g
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Discussion of results 
The survey results indicated an acceptable level of microbiological integrity, in respect to the presence of pathogens. 
Of the 80 samples obtained, no detections of the target pathogens were reported.

 > Escherichia coli (E. coli) 

 > E. coli 0157 

 > Salmonella  

 > Listeria monocytogenes

Twelve samples returned a positive detection for Listeria seeligeri. This strain of Listeria is considered to be non-
pathogenic and is not considered a risk to public health.  

The twelve samples that Listeria seeligeri were detected on are:

 > Parsley (x5)

 > Mint (x2)

 > Lemongrass (x2)

 > Coriander (x2)

 > Watercress (x1)

In summary, a total of 80 fresh herb samples were collected from various retail outlets throughout South Australia, 
all samples were transported under temperature control and submitted for microbiological testing of the four target 
organisms associated with fresh herbs, we recorded no detections of the targeted pathogens in any sample obtained. 

Twelve samples (15%) returned a positive detection for the non-pathogenic species Listeria seeligeri.

Conclusion
80 random samples of 13 different fresh herbs varieties were analysed for four target pathogens associated with fresh 
herbs and potential foodborne illness. All samples recorded no detection for the targeted pathogens. Twelve samples 
returned a positive detection for the non-pathogenic species Listeria seeligeri.

The absence of a positive detection for the four target pathogens may be an indication of relatively low 
microbiological contamination of fresh herbs at the retail outlets or if pathogens were present, they were in numbers 
below the limit of detection.

The absence of a positive detection should be perceived as a positive result, it may be an indication that the South 
Australian fresh herb industry and retail outlets are appropriately handling the fresh produce in a manner to control or 
limit contamination of fresh herbs. 

Despite the results of this survey it is still highly recommended that consumers reduce the risk of food poising 
incidents in the home by rinsing all fresh herbs before consuming and following good hand hygiene and food 
handling practices.

Appendix 1
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A survey to measure the microbiological integrity  
of raw chicken meat

Aims and Scope of the Investigation
The purpose of this survey was to determine the microbiological integrity of raw chicken meat available for retail sale 
in South Australia. Products sampled included chicken breast fillet, chicken thigh fillet, chicken wings and chicken 
drumsticks purchased from supermarkets, butchers, gourmet shops, continental stores and delicatessens. Samples 
were analysed for Campylobacter spp. and Salmonella spp. 

The survey is currently in its 4th year of a five-year sampling plan and SA Health will continue to sample and analyse 
the microbiological quality of raw chicken periodically. From the information gathered it can be determined whether 
the development and implementation of the Primary Production and Processing Standard for Poultry Meat is effective 
in reducing the prevalence of Salmonella spp. and Campylobacter spp. and in due course reducing the likelihood of 
illness to consumers.

Background to the Survey
Chicken meat is a commonly consumed food in Australia, with 80% of people consuming chicken meat within any 
seven-day period. Equally, chicken meat is one of the most commonly identified causes of food borne illness by SA 
Health.

For the period 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013 Campylobacter infections were the most frequently reported foodborne 
illness with 1,882 notifications which is a decrease from last year’s 2,323 notifications. In contrast Salmonella 
infections comprised 853 notifications which is down from last year’s figures of 948 notifications.

While other meats and other foods carry these bacteria, raw chicken is the leading source. Cooking will destroy the 
bacteria but undercooking and more importantly, cross-contamination between raw chicken to ready-to-eat foods, 
can result in illness.

Results obtained during this survey may provide a benchmark for determining risks in the future. The following charts 
highlight the number of human Campylobacter spp. and Salmonella spp. cases (from all potential sources) in South 
Australia (July 2012 to June 2013).

Appendix 2

Food Act Report  Year ending 30 June 2013 page 48



Food Act Report  Year ending 30 June 2013page 49

Figure 1: Campylobacteriosis notifications, South Australia, 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013
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Figure 2: Salmonellosis notifications, South Australia, 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013 
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Standards
The Food Act 2001 requires food businesses not to sell food that is unsafe or unsuitable for human consumption. 

Standard 4.2.2 of the Code sets out a number of food safety requirements for the primary production and processing 
of poultry, poultry carcasses and poultry meat for human consumption. At the primary production stage, businesses 
that produce poultry meat must implement measures to control the food safety hazards and must be able to trace 
their products. Food businesses that process poultry meat must control their food safety hazards and must also be 
able to trace their products. This standard is aimed to reduce the contamination of poultry, poultry carcasses and 
poultry meat by pathogenic Campylobacter spp. and Salmonella spp.

What foods were tested? 
A total of 80 samples were tested, obtained periodically over the financial year from a variety of meat services and 
supermarkets in rural and metropolitan South Australia. Products included but were not limited to chicken breast 
fillet, chicken thigh fillet, chicken wings and chicken drumsticks.

What did we test for?
All samples were sent to the IMVS in Adelaide for analysis. Samples were analysed for Campylobacter spp. and 
Salmonella spp.

Previously IMVS measured out a specific weight of the sample and then analysed the sample for pathogens however, for 
this year’s survey, a surface rinse method was used for the detection of pathogens as per industry recommendation.

Results

Table1. Summary of Salmonella Detections (past 4 years)

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13

Number of samples obtained 80 80 80 80

Number of samples positive for Salmonella 13 8 4 18

% Positive detections 16.25% 10% 5% 22.5%

Figure 1. Salmonella in Poultry Meat
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Figure 2. Summary of Salmonella Detections
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Table 2. Summary of Campylobacter spp. Detections (past 4 years)

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13

Number of samples obtained 80 80 80 80

Number of samples positive for Campylobacter 55 71 51 15

% Positive detections 69% 89% 64% 18.75%

Figure 3. Campylobacter in Poultry Meat
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Table 3. Comparison of Skin off versus Skin on and types of Campylobacter spp. detected

Chicken sample 
skin off

Chicken sample 
skin on

2012-2013 total 
detections

Campylobacter jejuni 5 1 6

Campylobacter coli 2 7 9

TOTAL 7 8 15

Figure 4. Detected in Skin-off & Skin-on
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Table 4. Comparison of different cuts of chicken and types of Campylobacter spp. detected

Region of Chicken samples originated

Breast 
(Fillets & 

Tenderloins)

Legs  
(Thigh & Leg 

Fillets)

Wings  
(Wings & 
Nibbles) Total

Campylobacter jejuni 0 6 0 6

Campylobacter coli 1 3 5 9

Total 1 9 5 15

Figure 5. Campylobacter in Portions of Chicken
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Appendix 3

Discussion of Results
Eighty raw chicken products were analysed for the presence of Salmonella spp. and Campylobacter spp. 

Salmonella
In comparison this year’s survey results indicate that Salmonella spp. was detected on a greater number of samples 
over previous sampling periods. The survey results indicate 22.5% of samples were positive for the presence of 
Salmonella spp., which is up from last year’s figure of 5%. This could be attributed to a change in method used by 
IMVS, previously a specific weight was measured from the sample and then analysed however, this year a surface 
rinse method was used to detect Salmonella spp as per industry recommendation. As a consequence this year’s survey 
results may not be directly comparable with previous survey results due to this change in methodology, however the 
results should be considered a more accurate reflection of the pathogens that are present on raw poultry meat.

Eight different species of Salmonella spp. were detected in this year’s survey which is the most diverse range of 
pathogens found to inhabit the raw poultry meat in the 4 years of the survey highlighting the accuracy of the new 
rinse method.

Salmonella Typhimurium phage type 135 had the highest incidence of detection with 9 detections representing 
11.25% of the sample group and accounts for 50% of the 18 positive detections. In total 4 different species of 
Salmonella typhimurium were identified.

 > Salmonella typhimurium phage type 135  (x9)

 > Salmonella typhimurium phage type 12a  (x2)

 > Salmonella typhimurium phage type 141 (x1)

 > Salmonella typhimurium phage type U307  (x1)

Salmonella Typhimurium spp. account for 16.25% of the sample group with 13 detections in total.

Campylobacter
Campylobacter spp. was detected on 18.75% of the samples obtained as part of this year’s survey, this figure is 
significantly lower than last year’s figure of 64%. This reduction in detections could be attributed to the new testing 
method or is it a genuine occurrence. In consideration with the Communicable Disease Control Branch notifications, a 
similar trend can be observed, that being this year’s Campylobacter notifications of 1,882 are also significantly lower 
than last year’s figure of 2,323, indicating the decrease in detections could be a genuine occurrence.

A total of 15 samples returned a positive detection for Campylobacter spp. this was spilt between to the two species 
identified as Campylobacter coli (x9) and Campylobacter jejuni (x6). 

The data shows that Campylobacter jejuni was detected in greater numbers in samples with the skin-off, which is 
the same relationship identified in last year’s report, conversely Campylobacter coli was detected in greater number in 
samples with the skin left on, again this result was observed in last year’s sample group.

Analysing the data a step further, shows that Campylobacter jejuni was only detected in the leg cuts (thighs, 
drumstick and Maryland), whereas Campylobacter coli was identified in all portions of poultry meat, but was found to 
be most prevalent in breast portions.

Follow up Activities
SA Health will continue to sample and analyse the microbiological integrity of raw chicken for the 2013-2014.
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Conclusion
A total of 80 samples were tested for Campylobacter and Salmonella spp. The results showed that 18.75% of the 
samples were positive for Campylobacter spp. and 22.5% positive for Salmonella spp. 

Compared with last year’s survey results, the findings show a decrease in the number of detections for Campylobacter 
spp. and an increase in the number of detections for Salmonella spp.

Communicable Disease Control Branch total notifications are down from last year’s numbers, which supports the 
survey’s decrease in positive detections for Campylobacter spp. 

A significant increase in the number of Salmonella spp. were detected in this year’s survey and this can be attributed 
to the change in testing technique, the new rinse technique, adopted as per industry recommendations will be used 
for the remainder of the Microbiological Integrity of Raw Chicken Meat survey period. 

Eight different varieties of Salmonella spp. were detected in this year’s survey, this demonstrates the diverse flora 
inhabiting the raw poultry meat and emphasises the need for good hygiene practices of raw poultry to prevent cross 
contamination in domestic and commercial situations. 

This information highlights the need to continue sending the safe food message to cook chicken meat thoroughly 
until the juices run clear.
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A survey to measure the microbiological integrity  
of whole chicken eggs available for retail sale

Aims & Scope of the Investigation
The purpose of this survey was to identify the prevalence of salmonella in chicken eggs available for retail sale in 
South Australia. Products sampled in 2013 included free range eggs, cage eggs and barn-laid eggs which were 
purchased from fruit and vegetable retailers, butchers and supermarkets throughout South Australia. Samples were 
analysed for Salmonella spp.

This survey is currently in its fourth year of a five-year sampling plan and SA Health will continue to sample and 
analyse the microbiological integrity of eggs periodically. From this information trend analysis can be utilised and it 
can be determined if the introduction of the egg standard in future has had a positive impact on the prevalence of 
salmonella in eggs available for retail sale in South Australia.

Background to the survey
Eggs are one of the most versatile ingredients used in food preparation. In a number of food borne disease outbreaks, 
epidemiological evidence has suggested that eggs may have been the source of salmonella.

From 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013, there were 853 Salmonella notifications in South Australia this is down from last 
year’s figures of 948 notifications.

Figure 1. Salmonellosis notifications, South Australia, 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013
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Standards
The Food Act 2001 requires that food businesses not sell food that is unsafe or unsuitable for human consumption. 

Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code – Standard 2.2.2 Egg and Egg products applies to processing 
requirements for egg and egg products and prohibits the use of cracked eggs for retail sale or catering purposes 
unless pasteurised or equivalent heat treatment is applied. This standard commenced on the 26th November 2012.

The Primary Production and Processing Standard 4.2.5, for Eggs and Egg Products was gazetted in May 2011 and 
commenced on the 26th November 2012. 

Primary Production and Processing Standards aim to strengthen food safety traceability throughout the food supply 
chain from paddock to plate.

What foods were tested?
As with previous years sampling a total of 80 samples of 1 dozen eggs (960 eggs) were purchased periodically over 
the financial year, aiming to capture all varieties available for retail sale in South Australia. The 960 total eggs sampled 
covered different:

 > Brands. 

 > Sizes (600g, 700g, 800g). 

 > Production types (cage, free range and barn laid). 

What did we test for?
All samples were sent to the IMVS Food and Environmental Laboratory in Adelaide for analysis. Samples were 
analysed for Salmonella.

For all samples, the external shell and contents were tested separately for Salmonella contamination. 

All eggs were examined (candled) prior to being sent to laboratory for testing to identify any hairline cracks. 

Eggs were also visually assessed for physical signs of faecal material, feathers, dust, mud, blood and other visual 
contamination, if any egg from a sample carton of eggs was deemed dirty or cracked, that egg was isolated and the 
laboratory was asked to test separately. Dirty or cracked eggs were analysed for salmonella contamination on the 
surface and contents as a composite sample.

Results 

Table 1. Summary of results for 2012-13

Free Range 
Eggs

Cage Eggs Barn Laid 
Eggs

Totals

Salmonella on Shell/dozen
Detected 0 0 0 0

Not Detected 36 39 5 80

Salmonella in Contents/dozen
Detected 0 0 0 0

Not Detected 36 39 5 80

Number of Cracked Eggs Identified (from 960 eggs)

8 9 0 17

Salmonella detection on Cracked Eggs (shell)
Not Detected Not Detected Not Detected 0
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Discussion of results 
A total of 80 cartons of samples of eggs (960 eggs) were purchased periodically over the financial year, capturing 
different brands, sizes and production types available for retail sale in South Australia. Salmonella was not detected in 
any of whole egg sampled in the 2012-13 Survey.

17 individual eggs (1.78%) were detected as having hairline cracks from the 960 individual eggs inspected.  These 
cracked eggs were separated from the intact eggs and analysed separately for salmonella contamination as a 
composite sample.

Salmonella was not detected in any of the cracked eggs sampled in the 2012-13 Survey.

No eggs inspected were deemed to have physical signs of faecal material, feathers, dust, mud, blood and other visual 
contamination.

Table 2. Previous year’s results compared with 2013

Year of survey # of detection % of sample size (n=80) Combined or accumulative %

2009-10 2 2.5% 2.5% (n=80)

2010-11 0 0.0% 1.25% (n=160)

2011-12 0 0.0% 0.83% (n=240)

2012-13 0 0.0% 0.625% (n=320)

Follow–up activities
SA Health will continue to sample and analyse the microbiological integrity of whole chicken eggs over the 2013-14 period.

Conclusion
Comparison of this year’s results with the previous year’s, indicate zero detections of Salmonella over the past three 
years of sampling eggs, with the only detection of Salmonella occurring in the first year of the survey (2009-10). 

A total of 960 eggs (80 x 1 dozen samples) were analysed for the presence of Salmonella internally and externally. 
Salmonella was not detected in any of the samples obtained as part of this year’s survey.

A total of 17 cracked eggs (1.78%) were analysed for the presence of Salmonella as a composite sample. Salmonella 
was not detected in any of the samples submitted as part of this year’s survey. 

1.78% of eggs sampled were identified as possessing cracks, considering the nature of eggs (fragile) this is a 
reasonable percentage and could be due to a number of causes such as, transportation, shelf stocking and/or 
customer interaction.

The absence of positive samples being detected as part of this year’s survey may be the result of relatively low 
microbiological contamination of whole eggs at the retail outlets and/or if present, salmonella numbers are below the 
limit of detection.

Over the four years of the survey 320 dozen eggs (3840 eggs) have been sampled with 2 detections in the first year 
of the survey equating to 0.625% detections over four years. The lack of Salmonella detections should be viewed as 
a positive result in consideration of how many eggs have been tested. This data should assist investigators of food 
borne illness to focus on handling, processing and temperature abuse of eggs by food handlers.
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Appendix IV

Food Safety Survey Report                                     June 2013 
Microbiological Integrity of Ready to Eat Meats

Author:   
Jamie Woodward, Scientific Officer
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A survey to assess the microbiological integrity  
of ready-to-eat meats

Aims and Scope of the Investigation
This was the 4th year of a 5 year survey plan to assess the occurrence of Listeria monocytogenes in ready to eat meats 
available through retail outlets in South Australia.

Manufacturers of vacuum packaged ready to eat meats have been subjected to comprehensive Listeria control 
programs administered by Biosecurity SA. Therefore this survey is also intended to determine the effectiveness of 
these Listeria control programs in addition to the incidence of Listeria monocytogenes in ready-to-eat meat at the 
point of retail sale.

Ready to eat meats may be presented for sale as:

 > On display as pre-sliced ready-to-eat meats wrapped in quantities at the purchaser’s request.

 > On display as unsliced ready-to-eat meats which are sliced and wrapped at the purchaser’s request. 

 > Vacuum packaged un-sliced ready to eat meats.

 > Vacuum packaged sliced ready to eat meats.

A collection of pre-packed and unpackaged ready-to-eat meats were purchased from supermarkets, butchers and 
specialty smallgoods stores. 

This survey included unpackaged foods for the reason they have undergone additional handling by food handlers, 
such as slicing and preparation for display consequently this presents additional cross contamination risks.

The results were compared against the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code (the Code) and the Food 
Standards Australia New Zealand Guidelines for the microbiological examination of ready-to-eat foods. 

The Recall Guidelines for Packaged Ready-to-eat foods will be used as a reference for follow up activities should 
Listeria monocytogenes be found in any of the samples. 

Background of the Survey
Listeriosis is a rare, yet very serious food borne infection that affects vulnerable groups of people such as those who 
are immunocompromised, the elderly, pregnant women and their unborn babies. 

Listeria’s low infection rate does not reflect the severity of the disease which can cause spontaneous miscarriage in 
pregnant women and death in vulnerable populations. Listeriosis also has a long incubation period which makes it 
difficult for investigators to identify a single causal agent.

In South Australia, the number of Listeria monocytogenes notifications of human cases reported for the past four 
financial years are as follows:

1 July 2009 to 30 June 2010 1

1 July 2010 to 30 June 2011 4

1 July 2011 to 30 June 2012 5

1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013 2

Nationally, for the period 1st July 2012 to 30th June 2013, Listeria monocytogenes was implicated in 8.3% of all 
national recalls, which is up from last year’s figure of 4.7%.
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Standards and Guidelines
The Food Act 2001 makes it an offence to sell food that is unsafe or unsuitable for human consumption. The Food 
Standards Code sets standards for food safety, composition, chemical and microbiological limits for foods. 

Standard 1.6.1 establishes microbiological limits for specific pathogens in certain foods, including Listeria 
monocytogenes in packaged cooked cured/salted meats as set out in Table 1.

Table 1: Food Standards Code: Standard 1.6.1 Microbiological limits for foods.*

Food Micro-organism n c m M

Packaged cooked cured/salted meat Listeria monocytogenes/25 g 5 0 0

* Abridged table.

n means the minimum number of sample units which must be examined from a lot of food as specified in Column 3 of the 

Schedule in this Standard.

c means the maximum allowable number of defective sample units as specified in Column 4 of the Schedule.

m means the acceptable microbiological level in a sample unit as specified in Column 5 of the Schedule.

M means the level specified in Column 6 of the Schedule, when exceeded in one or more samples would cause the lot to be rejected.

In addition to mandatory standards the “Guidelines for the microbiological examination of ready to eat foods” 
(FSANZ, 2001) and the “Recall Guidelines for Packaged Ready-to-eat foods found to contain Listeria monocytogenes 
at point of sale” (FSANZ, 2001) were applied where appropriate to these products. 

The application of these guidelines is provided in Tables 2 and 3 below for use where Listeria monocytogenes is 
identified in ready to eat meats that:

(a) are not packaged     Table 2 applies

(b) are packaged, require refrigerated storage and   Table 3, category 1 
  support the growth of Listeria monocytogenes

(c) all other packaged ready-to-eat meat including   Table 3, category 2 applies 
 products that will not support the growth of  
 Listeria monocytogenes

Table 2: Guideline levels for determining the microbiological quality of ready-to-eat foods*

Microbiological Quality (CFU per gram)

Test Satisfactory Marginal Unsatisfactory Potentially Hazardous

Listeria monocytogenes not detected in 
25g

detected but 
<102 .

≥102

*Abridged table showing criteria for Listeria monocytogenes only.
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Table 3: Recall Guidelines for Packaged Ready-to-eat Foods found to contain Listeria monocytogenes at 
point of sale. Food categories and Action levels

Category of food Level of L. monocytogenes Action

Category 1 – ready-to-eat foods requiring refrigerated storage 
and able to support the growth of L. monocytogenes;

Detected in 25g recall

Category 2 - all other packaged ready-to-eat foods ≥100 cfu per gram recall

What foods were tested?
80 samples units of ready-to-eat meats were purchased in metropolitan Adelaide and regional South Australia over 
the 2012-13 collection period. Pre-packaged and unpackaged samples were collected for sampling purposes.

A range of commonly consumed ready-to-eat meat products were obtained for analysis, these included but were not 
limited to ham, silverside, chicken, fritz, roast beef and pork, mortadella and turkey breast.

What did we test for?
Ready-to-eat meats were tested for Listeria spp., on the occasion a positive test result, the test was continued to 
confirm the presence of Listeria monocytogenes for comparison against Standard 1.6.1 and the guidelines for the 
Microbiological quality of ready-to-eat foods.

Results

Table 1. Packaged ready-to-eat meat results 

Sample No. Product Sampled Result 
(*N/D = Not Detected in 25gm)

32801 Packaged Sliced Baked Honey Leg Ham N/D

32802 Packaged Sliced Smoked Leg ham N/D

32806 Packaged Shaved Leg Ham Double smoked N/D

32805 Packaged Shaved Leg Ham Champagne N/D

32811 Packaged Shaved Chicken Free Range N/D

32812 Packaged Sliced Honey Roasted Leg Ham N/D

32815 Packaged Shaved Roast Chicken N/D

32816 Packaged Shaved Leg Ham English style N/D

32820 Packaged Sliced Turkey Breast N/D

32821 Packaged Sliced Leg Ham N/D

32822 Packaged Turkey Fine Sliced N/D

32823 Packaged Roast Chicken Fine Slice N/D

32824 Packaged Baked Virginian Leg Ham N/D

32825 Packaged Shaved Honey Leg Ham N/D

32826 Packaged Shaved Mild Salami N/D

32827 Packaged Shaved Roast Chicken N/D

32834 Packaged Sliced Leg Ham N/D
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Sample No. Product Sampled Result 
(*N/D = Not Detected in 25gm)

32835 Packaged Diced Chicken Breast N/D

32840 Packaged Fritz Bung N/D

32841 Packaged Sliced Bone Ham N/D

32842 Packaged Shaved Premium Chicken N/D

32843 Packaged Sliced Angus Pastrami N/D

32844 Packaged Sliced Smoked Chicken Breast N/D

32845 Packaged Gypsy Ham Sliced N/D

32850 Packaged Sliced Prosciutto N/D

32729 Packaged Sliced Baked Virginian Leg Ham N/D

32775 Packaged Shaved Virginian Leg Ham N/D

32776 Packaged Shaved Champagne Leg Ham N/D

32780 Packaged Sliced Roast Beef N/D

32781 Packaged Chicken Breast Fillet - Smoked N/D

32901 Packaged Sliced Gypsy Ham N/D

32902 Packaged Sliced Roast Beef N/D

32903 Packaged Sliced Leg Ham N/D

32904 Packaged Bung Fritz N/D

32907 Packaged Shaved Honey Leg Ham N/D

32909 Packaged Sliced Pastrami N/D

32910 Packaged Sliced Leg Ham N/D

32913 Packaged Ham Sliced (Free Range – Nitrate free) N/D

32924 Packaged Shaved Leg Ham N/D
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Table 2. Unpackaged ready-to-eat meat results

Sample No. Product sampled Result 
(*N/D = Not Detected 25gm)

32846 Sliced Turkey Roast N/D

32847 Sliced Turkey Smoked N/D

32848 Shaved Roast Beef N/D

32849 Shaved Silverside N/D

32740 Sliced Savoury Loaf N/D

32741 Sliced Roast Beef N/D

32773 Shaved Ham Leg Premium Boneless N/D

32774 Sliced Silverside N/D

32782 Sliced Pepper Mortadella N/D

32783 Shaved Silverside N/D

32788 Sliced Gourmet Chicken Roll N/D

32789 Sliced Boneless Ham N/D

32790 Sliced Pastrami N/D

32791 Shaved Silverside N/D

32853 Sliced Chicken Breast - Premium N/D

32854 Shaved Pork Roast Seasoned N/D

32857 Sliced Ham Gypsy Blackforest N/D

32858 Sliced Pastrami N/D

32861 Sliced Savoury Loaf N/D

32862 Sliced Mortadella - Plain N/D

32863 Sliced Turkey Roast N/D

32864 Shaved Roast Beef N/D

32865 Shaved Boneless Ham N/D

32866 Sliced Leg Ham N/D

32871 Sliced Wood Smoke Ham N/D

32872 Sliced Gypsy Ham N/D

32875 Shaved Turkey Breast Roasted N/D

32876 Shaved Chicken Roast (Free Range) N/D

32878 Sliced Premium Boneless Leg Ham N/D

32881 Shaved Roast Pork N/D

32882 Sliced Silverside N/D
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Appendix 5

32883 Sliced Silverside Listeria monocytogenes <100 per gram

32884 Shaved Old Style Leg Ham N/D

32895 Shaved Silverside N/D

32896 Shaved Roast Beef N/D

32905 Sliced Turkey Breast N/D

32906 Sliced Plain Mortadella N/D

32908 Sliced Leg Ham N/D

32911 Sliced Chicken Roast (Free Range) N/D

32912 Sliced Mortadella (Pepper) N/D

32914 Sliced Plain Mortadella N/D

Assessment of Results
Of the 80 samples tested, one product (sliced silverside) was found to have Listeria monocytogenes present.

Forty one samples of unpackaged ready-to-eat meats were obtained from delicatessen sections of supermarkets, 
butchers and speciality meat shops, these samples were obtained from both metropolitan and rural areas to 
assess cross contamination within the retail sector. It was within this group of samples that the positive for Listeria 
monocytogenes was recorded.

Thirty nine samples of pre-packaged meats were collected from supermarkets, butchers and speciality meat shops 
from both metropolitan and rural areas. No detection of any Listeria species was recorded from this sample group.

In comparison with last year’s results, the incidence of Listeria monocytogenes detections in ready-to-eat products has 
slightly increased from zero detection’s to one for the 2012-13 phase of the survey. Over the four years the survey 
has been in operation a total of 6 detections of Listeria monocytogenes has been recorded from the 300 samples 
obtained.

Summary of Survey Results

Year of survey Number of Samples Number of Lm detection

2009-10 60 3

2010-11 80 2

2011-12

2012-13

80

80

0

1

TOTAL 300 6

Packaged Ready to Eat Meats
Listeria monocytogenes was not detected in any packaged samples obtained for the sampling period 2012-2013. No 
follow up action was required.

Un-Packaged Ready to Eat Meats
Listeria monocytogenes was detected at <100cfu per gram in a sample of silverside obtained from a refrigerated 
display cabinet at a deli counter of a supermarket. Standard 1.6.1 applies to only packaged ready-to-eat meats and as 
a consequence reference to the “Guideline for the Microbiological Examination of ready-to-eat foods” was made and 
the guideline defines this result as marginal.
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Follow-up Activities
SA Health followed the Guideline for the Microbiological Examination of ready-to-eat foods to determine adequate 
follow-up action where a product is identified as “marginal”. This action included determining a potential source of 
contamination and ensuring that control measures were established to manage the environment in which these foods 
are prepared, stored and served.

Sample number 32883 (silverside) had been delivered whole by the manufacturer to the retailer (a separate 
independent business) and the sample had been sliced prior to purchase from the retail outlet. The manufacturer 
is subject to regulatory control through Biosecurity SA, who in turn notifies the Food Standards Surveillance Branch 
of SA Health if Listeria monocytogenes is detected through its Listeria Control Program. As the silverside had been 
opened and sliced by the retailer, it was considered appropriate to assess the risk of cross-contamination from food 
handling and preparation environment at the retail outlet.

The retail outlet was inspected to confirm effectiveness of cleaning and sanitisation procedures by SA Health and 
Local Council staff. 30 environmental swabs were collected from several sites within the retail outlet (e.g. Cool-
room and Front Deli display area). Listeria monocytogenes was found at one site (Plastic food container), and Listeria 
innocua was found to be present at 9 different locations throughout the Front Deli display area. The test results 
confirm the retail outlet as the likely source of contamination.

Support material and advice regarding Listeria control was provided to the retail outlet management and advice 
provided on developed cleaning procedures for control of Listeria. 

The retail outlet was re-visited and additional environmental swabs were analysed for Listeria spp, all additional 
samples obtained returned a result of not detected for listeria spp.

Conclusion
This was the fourth year of a five year sampling program. This year one out of eighty samples detected Listeria 
monocytogenes, and the retail outlet responsible was investigated and educated in regards to cleaning and sanitising 
of equipment and environment with a constructive outcome.

When the four years of data is combined, 300 samples have been analysed with 6 detections of Listeria 
monocytogenes being reported (2%) over the 4 year period. The low incidence of detection of Listeria 
monocytogenes is suggestive of an effective implementation of Listeria control programs within retail sectors and 
manufacturers of the ready-to-eat meats.  

The unpackaged component of the survey would suggest that risks of cross contamination at the service deli and 
display cabinet still exist and that ongoing effective cleaning and  safe handling procedures are needed to effectively 
control Listeria monocytogenes prior to retail sale.

References
Food Standards Australia and New Zealand, 2011 Food Standards Code Standard   1.6.1 FSANZ. ACT. 
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Food Safety Survey Report                                     June 2013 
Egg Wash Survey 2013. 

Research/Survey:  
Author: Cherylyn Stevens
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A survey to verify the effectiveness of egg washing  
in reducing microbiological loads on eggs

Aims and Scope of the Investigation
The aim of this survey was to verify the effectiveness of egg washing in reducing microbiological loads on whole eggs.

Whilst the prevalence of eggs contaminated with Salmonella spp. is relatively low in Australia, what this survey 
aims to show is that with an effective egg-washing practice in place, it can further reduce the risk of an egg being 
contaminated with Salmonella spp.. Test methods for Salmonella spp. on eggs have historically indicated low 
incidence or presence below the level of detection. As a result, it was decided to use total viable count (TVC) as an 
indicator of the effectiveness of egg washing.

Egg samples were taken both before and after the egg washing process and included a combination of free range 
and cage eggs. The samples were analysed for both Salmonella spp. and TVC. 

TVC results were expected to demonstrate a 2 log reduction at minimum from samples taken before the egg washing 
process when compared with those taken after.

Background of the Survey
In 2011, SA Health investigated a food poisoning outbreak which identified a food sample positive for Salmonella 
sp., however, when sampling the environment, Salmonella spp. was not detected. This suggested that cross-
contamination at the food business may have been the cause of the outbreak. 

Although it was not possible to trace the point of cross-contamination, it was identified that eggs were a possible 
source. The outside of eggs may be contaminated with Salmonella spp. during laying or from the nest and shed 
environment. During production, egg producers will clean the shells of dirty eggs to remove faecal material and debris 
with the intention of reducing or eliminating Salmonella spp.. 

Egg washing is intended to remove visual and microbiological contamination from the shells of whole eggs by using 
a process which includes washing, rinsing and drying steps. Water temperature and the use of a detergent and 
sanitiser are the controls used in this process. It is anticipated that this method may deliver a significant reduction in 
microbiological loads on whole eggs.

Standards
The Food Act 2001 requires food businesses not to sell food that is unsafe or unsuitable for human consumption. 

Standard 4.2.5 states that an egg producer must not sell or supply eggs or egg pulp for human consumption if it 
knows, ought to reasonably know or to reasonably suspect, that the eggs are unacceptable. Standard 4.2.5 defines 
an unacceptable egg as:

(a) a cracked egg or a dirty egg; or

(b) egg product which has not been processed in accordance with clause 21; or

(c) egg product which contains a pathogenic micro-organism, whether or not the egg product has been processed in 
accordance with clause 21.

What foods were tested?
A total of 120 eggs were tested over a 3 month period – 60 eggs were sampled prior to the egg washing process and 
60 eggs after the egg washing process. The eggs sampled were also a combination of free range and cage eggs – 60 
eggs were free range and 60 eggs were cage.

What did we test for?
All samples were delivered to the Institute of Medical and Veterinary Science (IMVS) Food and Environmental 
Laboratory on the day of collection for analysis. Samples were analysed for Salmonella spp. and TVC – Standard Plate 
Count at 300C.
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Results

Table I. Results for samples taken prior to egg washing (pre-washing) and after egg washing (post-washing)

Date

Samples Pre-Washing Samples Post-Washing

Egg Type
Sample

Salmonella 
(per g)

TVC 
(cfu per mL)

Sample
Salmonella 

(per g)
TVC 

(cfu per mL)

04/06/2012 1 ND 28,000 61 ND <1 Free Range

04/06/2012 2 ND 38,000 62 ND 2 Free Range

04/06/2012 3 ND 130,000 63 ND 6 Free Range

04/06/2012 4 ND 490,000 64 ND 1 Free Range

04/06/2012 5 ND 760,000 65 ND 1 Free Range

04/06/2012 6 ND 130,000 66 ND 1 Free Range

04/06/2012 7 ND 24,000 67 ND 4 Free Range

04/06/2012 8 ND 1,400,000 68 ND 7 Free Range

04/06/2012 9 ND 98,000 69 ND 24 Free Range

04/06/2012 10 ND 59,000 70 ND <1 Free Range

18/06/2012 11 ND 4,500 71 ND <1 Cage

18/06/2012 12 ND 17,000 72 ND 2 Cage

18/06/2012 13 ND 6,000 73 ND <1 Cage

18/06/2012 14 ND 600,000 74 ND <1 Cage

18/06/2012 15 ND 64,000 75 ND <1 Cage

18/06/2012 16 ND 10,000 76 ND <1 Cage

18/06/2012 17 ND 8,500 77 ND <1 Cage

18/06/2012 18 ND 7,500 78 ND <1 Cage

18/06/2012 19 ND 23,000 79 ND 2 Cage

18/06/2012 20 ND 49,000 80 ND <1 Cage

23/07/2012 21 ND 17,000 81 ND 2 Free Range

23/07/2012 22 ND 56,000 82 ND 6 Free Range

23/07/2012 23 ND 47,000 83 ND 1 Free Range

23/07/2012 24 ND 110,000 84 ND >3,000 Free Range

23/07/2012 25 ND 33,000 85 ND >3,000 Free Range

23/07/2012 26 ND 180,000 86 ND >3,000 Free Range

23/07/2012 27 ND 330,000 87 ND 5 Free Range

23/07/2012 28 ND 950,000 88 ND <1 Free Range

23/07/2012 29 ND 390,000 89 ND <1 Free Range

23/07/2012 30 ND 1,000,000 90 ND <1 Free Range

30/07/2012 31 ND 6,500, 91 ND 10 Cage

30/07/2012 32 ND 5,500 92 ND <1 Cage

30/07/2012 33 ND 20,000 93 ND 15 Cage

30/07/2012 34 ND 44,000 94 ND 2 Cage

30/07/2012 35 ND 20,000 95 ND <1 Cage

30/07/2012 36 ND 180,000 96 ND <1 Cage

30/07/2012 37 ND 5,000 97 ND <1 Cage

30/07/2012 38 ND 280,000 98 ND 170 Cage

30/07/2012 39 ND 9,000 99 ND 5 Cage

30/07/2012 40 ND 38,000 100 ND <1 Cage
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03/09/2012 41 ND 3,000 101 ND <1 Cage

03/09/2012 42 ND 3,000 102 ND <1 Cage

03/09/2012 43 ND 7,500 103 ND <1 Cage

03/09/2012 44 ND 6,000 104 ND <1 Cage

03/09/2012 45 ND 3,500 105 ND <1 Cage

03/09/2012 46 ND 8,000 106 ND <1 Cage

03/09/2012 47 ND 3,000 107 ND <1 Cage

03/09/2012 48 ND 4,000 108 ND <1 Cage

03/09/2012 49 ND 1,000 109 ND <1 Cage

03/09/2012 50 ND 1,000 110 ND <1 Cage

18/09/2012 51 ND 1,000 111 ND <1 Free Range

18/09/2012 52 ND 2,500 112 ND 2,500 Free Range

18/09/2012 53 ND 34,000 113 ND <1 Free Range

18/09/2012 54 ND 250,000 114 ND <1 Free Range

18/09/2012 55 ND 2,000 115 ND <1 Free Range

18/09/2012 56 ND 2,500 116 ND <1 Free Range

18/09/2012 57 ND 500 117 ND 3 Free Range

18/09/2012 58 ND 2,000 118 ND 2 Free Range

18/09/2012 59 ND 2,500 119 ND 1 Free Range

18/09/2012 60 ND 2,000 120 ND <1 Free Range

* ND = not detected

Discussion of Results
The results demonstrated that the egg washing process reduces microbiological loads on eggs. A minimum 2 log 
reduction in TVC after egg washing was expected. The results exceeded expectation demonstrating a 4 log reduction 
overall. 

Four TVC results show that the egg washing may not have been as effective in the samples. This may be attributed 
to a lower level of available chlorine in the water during the egg washing process. Monitoring records were available 
for chlorine concentration tests, however, the results were only recorded as within or outside of the allowable limits. 
Quantitative results were not recorded and as such, it was not possible to determine if high TVC results could be 
attributed to lower levels of available chlorine in the wash water. 

No Salmonella spp.. were detected on any of the eggs sampled.

Although no Salmonella spp. were detected on these samples, the reduction in TVC after the egg washing process 
demonstrates the potential of egg washing to reduce the prevalence of Salmonella spp. on whole eggs.

Conclusion
This survey verified that egg washing is an effective process for greatly reducing microbiological load on whole eggs. 
Implementation of this process should be considered by large egg producers to aid in further reducing the risk of an 
egg being contaminated with Salmonella spp.. 

To enable an egg producer to troubleshoot effectively and plan corrective actions, it is recommended that quantitative 
monitoring records are kept for critical process parameters. This includes detergent concentrations used in the 
washing step, sanitiser concentrations used in the rinsing step and water temperatures of both steps.

A great deal of effort is being made to reduce microbiological loads at the egg producer point in the food chain. 
It is important to note that eggs must be handled in a safe manner at every stage further down the food chain to 
maintain these reduced levels and to ensure Salmonella spp. cross-contamination does not occur.
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Appendix 6

A survey to monitor labelling compliance of packaged food

Aims and Scope of the Investigation
The aim of this survey was to determine the compliance rate of food labels against the Australia New Zealand Food 
Standards Code (the Code). Products sampled included baked goods, confectionary, salty snacks, sweet snacks, 
fruits & vegetables, beverages, various meats including fish, herbs & spices, pasta & noodles, rice, milk, oils and 
condiments. 

Samples were assessed against the labelling requirements outlined in the Code and occurred from July 2012 through 
to June 2013. 

Background of the Survey
According to FSANZ, research shows that most shoppers regularly read food labels for a number of reasons. It may 
be that a family member needs to avoid certain products because they have an allergy or intolerance to a food or 
food additive, or they may have to reduce fat intake. Some may want to avoid genetically modified food for personal 
reasons. In Australia, the information on a food label is governed by the Code. The aim of the Code is to ensure that 
foods are labelled with adequate information to allow consumers to make informed choices.

Standards
The Code requires packaged foods to contain the following ten key label elements: 

1. Name of Food

2. Name and Address of Supplier

3. Mandatory Advisory Statements and Declarations

4. Labelling of Ingredients 

5. Date Marking of Food / Lot Identification

6. Directions for Use and Storage

7. Nutrition Information Panel

8. Legibility Requirements

9. Characterising Ingredients and Components of Food

10. Country of Origin Requirements

Some foods have an exemption and do not require to be labelled, these include:

 > Food made and packaged on the premises from where it is sold (for example at a bakery).

 > Food packaged in the presence of the customer (for example foods purchased from a delicatessen or take away 
food shop).

 > Packaged whole or cut fresh fruit and vegetables (but not bean sprouts) where you can see the fruit or vegetables 
through the package. 

 > Food delivered packaged at the customer’s request (for example home delivered pizza)

 > Food sold at a fund raising event for charitable purposes like a school fete. 

 > Individual serve packages that are sold in a large package such as a 12 pack of corn chips, although the information 
has to be on the outer package. 

 > Also, foods in very small packages (less than 100cm2) or foods with minimal nutrition such as herbs, spices, tea and 
coffee do not require nutrition information panels.
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What foods were tested?
A total of one hundred and twelve (112) samples were collected. There was no specific category of food targeted but 
rather random samples were purchased from various retail outlets across metropolitan Adelaide by Officers at SA Health.

What did we test for?
This survey involved the visual assessment of the information contained on a food label. The information was then 
assessed against the requirements of the Code for compliance.

Results

Table I. Summary of Labelling Compliance Rates – Sample Total: 112

Total Complaint % Compliant Total Non-Compliant % Non-Compliant

Name of Food 110 98.2 2 1.8

Name & Business Address of 
Supplier

108 96.4 4 3.6

Mandatory Warning & 
Advisory Statements

110 98.2 2 1.8

List of Ingredients 111 99.1 1 0.9

Date Marking/ Lot 
Identification

108 96.4 4 3.6

Directions for Use & Storage 108 96.4 4 3.6

Nutrition Information Panel 106 94.6 6 5.4

Legibility 109 97.3 3 2.7

Characterising Ingredient 110 98.2 2 1.8

Country of Origin 107 95.5 5 4.5
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Figure 1. Summary of Labelling Compliance Rates
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Discussion of Results
The results show that there is a relatively high level of compliance overall.

The label elements that had the highest level of compliance were the list of ingredients (99.1%) followed closely 
by the name of food (98.2%), mandatory warning and advisory statements (98.2%) and characterising ingredients 
(98.2%). The label elements with the lowest level of compliance were the nutrition information panel (94.6%) and 
country of origin (95.5%). 

The food sample that was least compliant was made locally with 6 out of the 10 label elements missing - name & 
address of supplier, mandatory warning & advisory statements, list of ingredients, date marking/ lot identification, 
nutrition information panel, and characterising ingredient. Despite this, 102 out of the 112 samples (91.1%) were 
fully compliant with the respective labels meeting all ten key label elements (as per Figure 2.). 

It is worth mentioning that when assessing the food labels the following observations were considered non-compliant 
- label elements not in the prescribed format, labels in a language other than English or label elements missing 
entirely from the label.

Corrective Action & Follow up Activities
All non-compliant labels were followed up with the responsible business either directly in-store or through an advisory 
letter which was then followed up at a later date to confirm that the required corrective actions had been completed. 
In cases where the business or its head office was located interstate, the matter was referred to the home jurisdiction 
for investigation.

Conclusion
In this survey, a total of 112 food products were sampled and assessed against key labelling requirements set out in 
the Code.

Overall, there is a high level of compliance. The vast majority of food sampled contained the required information on 
the corresponding label. The results show that packaged foods for sale in South Australia provide consumers with 
information – such as, what is in a food, where it is made, if there are any allergens present, how to cook and store a 
food and the expected shelf life – that allows them to make informed choices. 

However, there is room for improvement and SA Health will continue to routinely monitor food labels.
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Appendix Vll

Food Safety Survey Report                                      June 2013 
Country of Origin Labelling

Author: Surinder Singh Aietan, Scientific Officer
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A survey to measure the level of compliance of South 
Australian food businesses with Country of Origin labelling 
(CoOL) requirements

Aims & Scope of the Investigation
This survey is intended to measure the level of compliance of South Australian food businesses with Country of Origin 
labelling requirements as set out in the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code (the Code). Food businesses 
included but were not limited to supermarkets, fruit and vegetables stores, seafood stores and butcher shops in 
metropolitan and rural South Australia. 

Background of the Survey
A standard that sets out the requirements for labelling packaged food and certain unpackaged foods with its 
Country of Origin commenced on 8 December 2005. Standard 1.2.11 – Country of Origin requirements, provides 
consumers with information on the country or countries where the food was grown, manufactured or packaged. 
Food businesses were given a transitional period, with all requirements of the standard to be enforced by 8 December 
2007. Food policy and Programs Branch conducted a survey in 2008-09. This was conducted between June2008 and 
June 2009. 

Standards
Standard 1.2.11 of the Code sets out the requirements for Country of Origin labelling of packaged and unpackaged 
foods: 

 > Packaged food must clearly identify where the food was made or produced, or identify whether the constituents 
were imported or are a mixture of local and imported produce

 > Unpackaged (loose) fish, pork, and fruit and vegetables require a label on or in connection with the display of 
the food identifying the country or countries of origin of the food, and whether the food is a mix of local and/or 
imported foods

The standard applies to foods for retail sale and food sold to catering establishments in catering packs, but does not 
apply to food sold by restaurants, canteens, schools, caterers or self-catering institutions where the food sold is for 
immediate consumption.

What was done?
A total of 60 food businesses were initially inspected for Country of Origin labelling (CoOL) compliance from January 
2013 to May 2013. Food business  in metropolitan Adelaide and surrounding areas were covered in this survey. 
Follow up inspections were conducted from April 2013 to May 2013 in 11 food businesses. Food businesses included 
supermarkets, butchers, fruit and vegetable stores and seafood stores.
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Results

Table 1. Compliance with Country of Origin Labelling – Initial Inspections

CoOL-Overall Compliance

Business Type Initial inspections Compliant Non Compliance % Compliance

Supermarkets 42 40 2 95.2%

Fruit & Vegetable Shops 7 5 2 71.4%

Butcher shops 7 2 5 28.6%

Seafood Shops 4 2 2 50.0%

Total 60 49 11 81.7%

Table 2. Compliance with Country of Origin Labelling – Follow Up Inspections

CoOL- Follow-up Compliance by Business Type

Business Type
Non- Compliant 

at Initial 
inspections

Compliance 
at Follow-up 

inspections 

Non Compliance 
at followup 
inspections

% Compliance

Supermarkets 2 2 0 100.0%

Fruit & Vegetable Shops 2 2 0 100.0%

Butcher shops 5 5 0 100.0%

Seafood Shops 2 2 0 100.0%

Total 11 11 0 100.0%

Table 3. Compliance with Country of Origin Labelling – Improvement

CoOL Compliance - % age improvement by Business Type

Business Type Initial Compliance Follow-up compliance Improvement

Supermarkets 95.2% 100.0% 4.8%

Fruit & Vegetable Shops 71.4% 100.0% 28.6%

Butcher shops 28.6% 100.0% 71.4%

Seafood Shops 50.0% 100.0% 50.0%

Total 81.7% 100.0% 18.3%

Table 4. Compliance with Country of Origin Labelling – Business comparison

CoOL Compliance - Supermarket vs Other Business Types

Business Type Initial Compliance Follow-up compliance Improvement

Supermarkets 95.2% 100.0% 4.8%

Other Business 50.0% 100.0% 50.0%
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Table 5. Compliance with Country of Origin Labelling – Comparison with last Survey

CoOL  Compliance Comparison with Previous Survey

  2013  2008-09 Improvement

Initial Compliance 81.7% 50.40% 31.30%

Follow-up Compliance 100.00% 86.50% 13.50%

Figure1. CoOL- Overall Compliance for Year 2013
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Figure 2. Compliance rates by business type – Initial Inspection v’s Follow Up Inspection
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Figure 3. Overall CoOL Compliance comparison Supermarket v’s. Other Business Types
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Figure 4. Overall CoOL Compliance Comparison – Year 2013 vs. Year 2008-2009

50.40%

81.7%

31.30%

86.50%

100.00%

13.50%

0.00%

20.00%

40.00%

60.00%

80.00%

100.00%

Year 2008-09 Year 2013 Improvement

co
m

p
lia

n
ce

 p
er

ce
n

ta
ge

Country of Origin Labelling compliance comparison

Year 2008-09 vs Year 2013

Initial Compliance Followup Compliance

Appendix 7



Food Act Report  Year ending 30 June 2013 page 82

Discussion of Results

Initial Inspections
From January 2013 to May 2013, Authorised Officers from Food Standards Surveillance inspected food businesses for 
compliance with Country of Origin labelling requirements. 60 food businesses were initially inspected in the Adelaide 
metropolitan area plus surrounding suburbs. Out of 60 food businesses inspected, 49 businesses were compliant 
(81.7%) and 11 businesses were non-compliant (18.3%) as detailed in Table 1. Two business sectors were of major 
concern: butchers shops and Seafood shops with only 2 of the 7 butchers inspected (28.6%) and 2 of the 4 Seafood 
shops (50%) being compliant. 

Supermarkets were the most compliant (95.2%) followed by fruit & vegetable stores (71.4%). A similar survey 
conducted in 2008-09 demonstrated overall compliance of 50.4%. This year’s survey showed significant improvement 
of 31.30% compared to 2008-09 at initial inspection. 

Food businesses that were not compliant were verbally advised of the legislative requirements provided with an 
information brochure and two were sent written warning letters.

Follow-up Inspections
From April 2013 to May 2013, 11 previously non-compliant food businesses were re-inspected to determine the 
improvement in compliance. Of the 11 business re-inspected, all were compliant (100%) as detailed in Table 2. 

Improvements
From initial inspection of 60 businesses to follow-up inspection of 11 businesses, an overall 18.3% improvement in 
compliance with Country of Origin labelling was observed. Follow-up inspection shows 100% compliance by shops 
revisited. Significant improvement was observed in butchers and fruit and vegetable stores with improvements of 
71.4% and 50% respectively. Comparison of 2008-09 and current survey data indicates a significant increase in 
overall compliance at initial inspection (31.3%). Also, follow-up compliance in 2008-09 was 86.5% whereas 100% 
compliance was achieved during follow-up in April-May 2013. 

Conclusion
Compliance with CoOL has improved between 2008-09 and 2013. In 2013 monitoring initially identified 82% 
compliance compared to 50% in 2008-09 which is a 31% improvement. Also follow-up action in 2013 achieved 
100% compliance compared to 86.5% in 2008-2009, which is a 13.5% improvement. However this demonstrates 
that continued monitoring and follow-up action is required by food standard and nutrition branch to maintain and 
improve compliance with CoOL. 

References 
Food Standards Australia and New Zealand (FSANZ), Food Standard Code 1.2.11
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For more information 

Food Policy and Programs Branch 
SA Health  
PO Box 287 Rundle Mall 
SA 5000  
Tel:  +61 8 8226 7100 
Fax:  +61 8 8226 7102 
www.sahealth.sa.gov.au

If you require this information in an alternative language or format 
please contact SA Health on the details provided above and they 
will make every effort to assist you.

You may download, display, print and reproduce the material in this publication in unaltered 
format for work, study and training purposes subject to the inclusion of an acknowledgement 
of the source and reference to the title of the publication. Not for commercial use or sale. 
Apart from any use as permitted under the Copyright Act 1968, all other rights are reserved.
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