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(1) REMOHE

i EEENURYEEHEDOEH
[% 1 b]: EEEIKERMLLRY A7 R
(Semi-quantitative seafood safety risk assessment)
[£#] : Sumner J, Ross T
[Hi#1] : International Journal of Food Microbiology, 77 (2002), 55— 59

i EEM R EFHEDOEH
(i) EEMY AT FHEOEFHDO
[#1 b]: BINKOHHBORIZE T L LVERXTBED Y A
i
(Risk Assessments of Sa/monella in Eggs and Broiler Chickens)
[ EHhatRI] : FAO/WHO
[ B8] : Microbiological Risk Assessment Series 2. 2002

(i) EEMY A7 FHMOEF@
[Z1 b]: e, ZH—NVOFETHESNIZBENORFICL DN
B a R B —EYE K OV VT R T EGED U A 7 Gl

(Risk Assessment of campylobacteriosis and Salmonellosis
Linked to Chicken Meals Prepared in Households in Dakar,
Senegal)

[#%% ] : Pouillot R, Garin B, Ravaonindrina N, Diop K, Mahery
Ratsitorahina M, Ramanantsoa D, Rocourt J

[ B8] : Risk Analysis, Vol. 32, No. 10, 2012

(iii) EEMY 27 FEMOEHIG
[# 4 Fv]: ZA O Bloody clam HOBRE T U AD U R 7 D7~
DERMNET VT
(Quantitative modeling for risk assessment of Vibrio
parahaemolyticus in bloody clams in southern Thailand)
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[%35] : Yamamoto A, Iwahori J, Vuddhakul V, Charernjiratragul W, Vose
D, Osaka K, Shigematsu M, Toyofuku H, Yamamoto S, Mitsuaki
Nishibuchi M, Kasuga F

[ H#41] : International Journal of Food Microbiology 124 (2008) 7078

(iv) EEAY R 7 FHl O EFH@
[% A4 Fv]: —RAEEEBSICK T 2WAB T O Ern "y 2 —nar o
— VT D RMOERF L L B 2 —
(Update and review of control for Campylobacter in broiler at
primary production)
[ S]] - BN & Sh 22 iR (EFSA)
[tH8k] : EFSA Journal. 2020. 18(4): 6090

(v) EEMY X757 (FERimi) U 2 7 2l $61]) ©
(24 S WHBON e a Ny 2 — 5T 2 HBOEH KT T
ADT — RF == DRI 2T —VIZE T D0 AHE O FE
Fi
(State of Knowledge Relating to the Contamination of Broilers
with Campylobacter and Assessment of the Impact of
Interventions at Different Stages of the Food Chain in
France )
[EMFE] . 7 7 v AR MR @A 4L 2T (ANSES: Agence nationale
de s écurité sanitaire de 'alimentation, de ’environnement et
du travail) .
[H#] : Collective Expert Appraisal Report; Anses: Fougéres, France,
2018:1-81

(vi) EEMY R 7 G EH©

[Z7 4 ] BELBETONAEFET 27O DRAHOT e mNy H—
DERIEAED Y X 7 FHiE T v

( A quantitative microbial risk assessment model of
Campylobacter in broiler chickens: Evaluating processing

interventions.)
[%35] : Dogan OB, Clarke J, Mattos F, Wang B (University of Nebraska-

Lincoln, U.S.A.)
[HE8] : Food Control 2019; 100: 97-110
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(vii) EEH Y R 7 FHHEHF D

[ Fv]: EDOFHRAOTARN TS 5 8B RICEHE LI ADH En
NG B—EYE « A — A N T U TIZEBT DI AD T U T
EHA RTH700EENY R 7 5o
(Human campylobacteriosis related to cross-contamination
during handling of raw chicken meat: Application of
quantitative risk assessment to guide intervention scenarios
analysis in the Australian context)

[Z53] : Habib I, Coles J, Fallows M, Goodchild S

[ #] : International Journal of Food Microbiology 2020; 332(2):108775

i URVEFEOHLVHMEREZRAV:-EERMY R =S
[%# 4 bV): BRBERTES MEW - VA NVAGHEE £ER8HAAEA (FA)
2B B IGE I R K O L 2 T B
[FehEréBd] - NRINR M ZEEES
[AZFERF] - 2011 4 8 A

v BREEZRENESFHMEZELTIEEMNY XY FHbEFEH]
[ A4 Fv]: BinEERAR  BRTOIEu s F— VxVa=/a])
[EHEtERE] : MR R L EEAR
[AFEEHH] - 2009 4F 6 H

(2) FEEMD—F
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(1) KRGIOWME
i FEEM Y XD R D
[Z 1 Fv]: EEEAKERMZEY R 7 FH
(Semi-quantitative seafood safety risk assessment)
[#] : Sumner J, Ross T
[Hi#] : International Journal of Food Microbiology, 77 (2002), 55— 59

(#£]

F—=A T VT OMEF—LIZLY, FEENY AZ7FHO—H & LT, 10
DUFFES (—7—FK) IZBIF A2 ¥ — R/ OMBEFIZHOWT, “Risk
Ranger” &\ 95 U X 7§y — V2R L, VA7 Z %27 (BLF TRR) &3
5o) BMERR LTz, 2OV —LidEiHEY—F (A7 Ly Kv—h) Y7 o=
TR THY, VAITHEOHEREZRMT D, UA271T0 005 100 DEfETHR
SN, 01XV ARV EERL, 100 1T TR TORFICBFHEO N — %
Gl L HRBERT L, 20T UoF U IESWTC, A=A T U T DY —T—FR
X350V A7 7TV —IZHhEIhT,

T U7 32 RGO Y — R OFAITIE, KRR (FEXHU 27 =24) |
HaEOMOARY U X AE (RR=25), BEZEIEIn-mEfs (RR=28) OR
VU XA, FalMlEO%ER (RR=31), GRS T\ ewEgko 55 (RR
=31)., WA SN-FHEHE = EOBNME (—2RA—2 7 U 70ER) (RR
=31). KOEEHINAKIEOARL A ¥ (RR=31) B"aEhi, Eito
WTFNONYT— RALGOMAE S, —A T U TIZBW TR P EFHEOFELNILE
ST R0,

TR T 32~48 O Y — R OMAETICIT, SN - v DBk
7'V 4 (Vibrio parahaemolyticus) (RR = 37), Sl h/l-=tvoD= 1L 7

(Vibrio cholerae) (RR=37), HERM L —7— KO U 271U 7 (RR=39), A
ayv7na hF ot (RR=40), 5D Vibrio vulnificus (RR=41). —#xi7¢
F—ARZUTDONIEBTLHVHTT 7/ (RR = 45), EMEH (EEE. &
i) (RR =45) LIFFIEZMEORWWER (HIV &YuB¥ . nAEE) (RR
= 47) 2B} % Listeria monocytogenes. &M D WIHEE N D FHELH
T EHOENME (RR=48) NEENl, ZOHT IV —DIFEAETRTO

1 Az 7nm h¥ T (scombrotoxin) I, #/VF} (scombroid) DFAZMET5HZ &LIC
KV RAETHEFFEIL. Scombroid fish poisoning & FEiXiL, B A ¥ I &2 & DRKY)
BOBHE LTINS ZEbd D, SR BHWKESRNZRICETLY A7 7 n
ZrANT—h (BRRM) (BFWE) 2021412 H 5 0 EHIR)
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AN — R/ @ﬂAﬁi,ﬁ~xk7)7f@ﬁ$ﬂ®%$@ﬁiéhfwto

TR UTIN A8 B H AT — NG OMATIZIEL, BEEZZITO0T WV
W (A=Y 7)) ToOEREIY T AT T (RR = 60), (Y SmK
WHRkROBEDO A LA (RR = 67), filffl TV eWKIRIZI 1T 5 A HiE
HZ RR=72) BEEnl, 2073V —TCRHEHEIIEENDI VA NVA LA
MEHZ, A —A T T ORAKDRFEHIE CEIE L TWAI T T hER Y, &
K7g (>100 FD) BHEFEORAENHRE STV,

(#5R]

Risk Ranger (Excel # HH\Wc A7 Ly R — MET V) AW EERRNY
A7 Tl OFERIIUL TORDO ELBY, F£1 3 (Table 2)

R/ S & b8 4E5] (Selected population) %V A2

(Risk ranking) L7z (0=U A2 72L, 100=3t1),

Table 2

JROSox2T

Risk rankings of hazard/product pairings of significance for the Australian seafood industry

T E oz, ~Y—
WIS L TT o 7 AT

Hazard/product pairing

Selected population

Risk ranking

Ciguatera in reef fish General Australian population 45
Ciguatera in reef fish Recreational fishers, Queensland 60
Scombrotoxicosis General Australian population 40
Algal biotoxin in shellfish-controlled waters General Australian population 31
Algal biotoxin—during an algal bloom Recreational gatherers 72
Mercury in predaceous fish General Australian population 24
Viruses in oysters—contaminated waters General Australian population 67
Viruses in oysters—uncontaminated waters General Australian population 31
V. parahaemolyticus in cooked prawns General Australian population 37
V. cholerae in cooked prawns General Australian population 37
V. vulnificus in oysters General Australian population 41
L. monocytogenes in cold-smoked seafoods General Australian population 39
L. monocytogenes in cold-smoked seafoods Susceptible (aged, pregnant, etc.) 45
L. monocytogenes in cold-smoked seafoods Extremely susceptible (AIDS, cancer) 47
C. botulinum in canned fish General Australian population 25
C. botulinum in vacuum packed smoked fish General Australian population 28
Parasites in sushi/sashimi General Australian population 31
Enteric bacteria in imported cooked shrimp General Australian population 31
Enteric bacteria in imported cooked shrimp Susceptible (aged, pregnant, etc.) 48

(Sumner J, Ross T (2002) 7>55(H,)
€t
DOV R EEfEATOET LD EIC, BBENR YV AT EHEET S Z
EMFREE 720 . U AT EEE N A — NG OMAGDEIZONT, K0
HEIZ Y A 7RISR 21T 5 REBEINANLZ DT H 2 ENTE D, F2, XA A
U —IZ “what if” TV AITHISTE, VA7 EHEROBEBREIZE > THR
ThoreEXLND,
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i EEMY R EEMEDEH
(i) EEMY RAZFHEOEFHDO
[# A4 bv)]: BIRAORWABRIZBIT DV LVERTBEO Y A7 740
(Risk Assessments of Sa/monella in Eggs and Broiler Chickens)
[ EHhatRI] : FAO/WHO
[ B8] : Microbiological Risk Assessment Series 2. 2002

(#iZ])

FAO/WHO %, mBEEE GFREmEEZ S (Codex ZEE) OMINLH
IR ORI T 2V VEXRTBEO U X 7 5HlIZAR 5 HAZE OB E 25K
bizZ et BINKOWHBORIZBIT 2T VERTEBEDO U A7 5%
1To 7z, AFHmIE,
cHEINB LOHABORICBIT AV LERTBEO U A7 F IR T 5 HAE

(2000 F41RF) AFARERARIERICET L2 XEFE LR T L2 &, MEIZZES

WZKHLT D1 DICBEATTELT —FDEZBRARREL, EOLH R &%

MHORTULR SR EHMICT D 2 L,

- YR EHMEORHAI & ET VB EAERRT D Z &,

U R EHMi 2 E UL FBINE X OB OOV ILE R T JEE I 5 M-I
KT 572D DN DD Y 27 EEH (M A) HEOREKRTTDHZ L,
ZHME L, VRAZEBRBEOEBERREOYIT LR DEREEMTLIEDE L
T, A= FOFE, N — FOFRREREMN, 1L < BRI LY 27 OHE LD

U 275D 4 SO BRE A& il 24T - 72,

2O L CARABICB T2V LVEXRTEEO U A7 FHIE] Tk, X—%
ATV T RN, BARORTEMRE (ENORTEFFIC BV TR
HENMEE CXEHT—%) HEOT7T—2 2T, LT 19 1T HEK
SRR DMERL STz,

723, FAO/WHO Tid., DX 9 ¥/ T %O MR FEED 8K
BIFRIC DWW TIE, EMFERZ2BERGFAE Lian &0 5 A Z T AN B IV ARE
EEHH LTV,

LIFTiE, BiD Y 27 G > TR 5,

7. N\Y— FO4FHEETE
HAROEPEHRET —ZI2HKS%x, HERICHBROER MEKR SN, k

[B (Upperbounder). FER ( lowerbounder). 2.5/3—% %A1/ 95 /X

—t U Z AN ROMIFHEN REINTWD, HFHE (Expected value) dDX—
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BRT I ETTNAD o, BAEIX0.1324, 51.45 ThH o7,

Probability of lliness

0.0 T r T v T T T T ’
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Log Dose

E19. YIILERTDHAERIGHER
%IX 19 O &SRR ORI 3 TR (Log Dose) . Ml I IiEMEEZ /R LT\ 5, Hifk
X By EBR, 95 persentile, expected value. 2.5 persentile, X X FERDIEIZ R L TH D,
@ AP HEMREBRICESS T —F TR~ RECEBRETET M LIS TUTE> T
2o
(Microbiological Risk Assessment Series 2. (2002) 25 5], )

4. 1E < B

T BT A (TBIRERY) A DB (GP Ly —, M. fil, BK
JE . UNFERR) & B\ BB L BIE0 T T M T OB 2 T L
fbL. HBMCORFCRELEF—2 %A 7 v kLI,
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LELY:

L ERBerEL Y, : RDr N 7
SEEERE  ME ke BFF %
SERPARATR £y SRS B

SERIENR )= EEE
N e T wmT. opmEe
. B MIE-E HEE
b

1 E
F =R

RN
NS

20. & (GRIRIS). B (PEr42—. ME. W5, ERE. NEE) &
VERE - HEETORKRLFNIBZ TOMIROFE - HEFTORBRETIL

(Microbiological Risk Assessment Series 2. (2002) 7S 51H., 1ERK, )

7. URXIDHE

AN — RERHEREAM & 13 < @Rl 2 A G, U X7 OHIEZ1T - 1ok R,
FRREDTBEYLRIN 5 % T, IIOARE H ORR L IREE D> F U 428 reducd (R
<, REHIMBEW T U A) TRBIKS 0.00002% MRS 1 T HEH
720 B 2 4), WITEBREEYLRDY 50% T, INOMRE OB & IEE D v
U A0 elevated (RENE ., REHMBEOEWI TV F) THrbEL
0.00045% (M2 B2 100 HEIH -0 BE 4.5 4) ThoT, VAT ODEGITE
FEDOVBYRITIZITHHI L, X"—R T A TRELGATEYE 5% 5 25% (5
f#) TYU 2213 0.00002%7>5 0.00012% & 1FEIE 5 5 L5 5%0°5 50% (10
) T, URAZIZ 0.00002%7>5 0.00024% & 1EIE 10 £ EH- LT,

# 14 (Table 5.1) Tix, BINEOREOFHFE (Flock prevalence) % 5%.
25%. 50% & L7=iy, WpfE & BEREZF CEHT & Ly U A2 {RET
D LIRIETHRIME (B%DAHRE) TIEMERKS 100 SHH7-0 EE 0.2 4

(Time-temperature scenarios ® Reduced D45y : 0.00002%) . fic s T HIME

(50% DAEFHE) TR 100 SEIHT-Y BHE 4.5 4 (Time-temperature
scenarios @ Elevated O &4y : 0.00045%) & 725,
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£ 14 FRSERSR
Table 5.1. Predicted probabilities of illness per egg serving based on different flock
prevalence settings and different egg storage time and temperature scenarios.
Flock prevalence Time-temperature scenarios
Reduced Baseline Elevated
5% 0.00002% 0.00002% 0.00004%
25% 0.00009% 0.00012% 0.00022%
50% 0.00017% 0.00024% 0.00045%

(Microbiological Risk Assessment Series 2. (2002) 7573 H,)

EYLPI o SE (Salmonella Enteritidis) 23984 7-0 1, 10 XiX 100 f# &
BRE LISt 1HY4ERD 5% D56 IROMMIE S 1, 10, 100 fHV§ 7T
HoTh, 1 BOBELTDDOY 27131 T HEYZY 24 ThoT-, 15
N 25% & 50% TIIMIIIE DB N R, FIMEEA 1 025 100 EI12H
25 & BERBHTD DOV A3 1 FHEIOEST-0 8415 10 41
M 2%, #IIEEDS 1log 2L L TH, BYD U 27 02T 1log Kiili T
o7,

2. 56-06
o5 RESY
W55,
szE% 0% 508 —
i
-9
B 1.5E-06 —
e
u
4 1.0E-06 —
N
T
5.0E-07 -
0.0E+00 1 .
1 10 100
EEBBHOYILERSEH

21, BEINAOBEREBHOFTERLEREHREDOE R,
SIGYINR O SE OWENAINYE 720 1, 10, F721% 100 il L E LTz & D, BWRGYE T
& DEERR ST 0 DIRYEHERO TR, 3 S>DOEBEDIEYRAME L=, JIOREHR &R
FEIITR—AT A ) A5 L RE,
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XX 21 (Figh.6) Ti. BEOETIIIN 1 HE 7= OWEAD S. Enteritidis DA,
7T ZNIGEEDTEYL A 5%, 25%. 50% & L7-FFORER AR L TW5, Rl IR EMESR T,

BEFEECL 7D DY A7 ZEKRL TV 5D,

(Microbiological Risk Assessment Series 2. (2002) 2>551H, 1Ek,)
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(i) EEMY R 7l OHEFID
[Z A1 R BRI, FH—NVOFETHEINTCHBAORFIZL DI
B R XY B YYE K O LE R T IEGYED U R 7 G

(Risk Assessment of campylobacteriosis and Salmonellosis
Linked to Chicken Meals Prepared in Households in Dakar,
Senegal)

[#% ] : Pouillot R, Garin B, Ravaonindrina N, Diop K, Mahery
Ratsitorahina M, Ramanantsoa D, Rocourt J

[ 8] : Risk Analysis, Vol. 32, No. 10, 2012

(#iZ])

BRI NDE I —IVOFEFET, HEINTHRAOREEIC % ﬁéﬁw%z
JBIER N ey X —EYSED ) A7 AT 272910, EENRMAE
%%m)xﬁﬁﬁ%Tw%ﬁ%Lﬁ@%Twi\&ﬁ~wm%fﬁkbt%@ﬁ
DEE DOAMF N L DIGFE0H L, BABADHE £ TORM EIRED T 1
Ty AN, FEOF v F AT HREFUE OB K VR ITH M & B
DFORFAROKR M & FERIER L, Z OO TZOIZRRNCINE S iz T —
X EMH L TREE S,

S _mﬂfék\%@Kﬁﬁféf&f@%iﬁ%@L&?%mf
B3, HERE A DHBA B 5 WX AT XSRS O T2 LT AEBRIL, &
w%ﬁf@ﬁﬁ%@ﬁﬁ:oﬁﬁok@it\ﬁ@mﬁf@ﬁmﬁﬁ@% #w
%7\7%-@%1/1/\&*5157%%*@%%710 INOEDEWIL BNRX T —IVDFRE

B H T X —EYE R ONE T VT R T RYYEICEE LT,
ﬁﬁémt%ﬁﬁka&%%b<Tﬁé:kﬁ\ﬁ%%@%m%wf%@@
YR AW O T & XIF v F U COMBEREANRICL Y ERLTE D, X
TN DR EARE O AERE it 2 BR2OMNEENH 5,
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(E7L778—7F]

TRDL (Stage 0 1 B O AMMET (HEINDET) OEE
T, 62DOAT v 7 (DRI, @B O FE~OHE, @ZFETONN
B, @EL, @Iz oORE ., OBA) THEII TV,

Stage D Erage 1 I Sagel | Erage 3 I Stage d Srage 5
1
s

Down the mael incheds ATE?
2 @ Ves A&TTE
T
Bacterial | Bacterial
(o

= . . =
il
et 81
el 5 |
OO =

5T
m |
/T B |
Washing | |

Fig. L. Model disgram of the quantitalive exposure sssessment for Campylabacter and Safmonsila in Dakar howseholds.

EET

22. (Fig. 1) #HA—ILORETOHAVEANIZI—RUYILERSEED
EEMIE BTN ETILE
(Pouillot R et al. (2012)22 554, )

(#&%)

OWEAFE D

RN H— FOBYRITHIZ 100% T, SHOEBGAMA T LR
VT2 S 05-0.281 logio T SD 78 2.66 logio Th o7,

YILERT BT UiT zeroinflated XEEHIS5A CTH 72, FBOIEYR
FIL 78.0% & HEE Slc, 1HYSNT2F CORBITREIESR 210 T, ) 1.91
logio CFU/% > 7 V¢, SD 1% 1.15logio CFU/Y > 7V EHEE 7=,

QEBEELEBOTOT7Z7AIILRUMBOME

Fig. 2 (FMECHIE SN, 4 DO R SREDO T 0 7 7 A L &R
LTW5, MEFHBERTO AT » 7§72 b HLEAOEEA D S INEVE T O RFEILE
w1 < CEY: 4 B[ 17 4, SD: 1 B[] 52 47) . O, BAII=ER CTHRE S
Tz () 29.3 °C; Table 1D, MR IMMEGHEE A T~ 7 O & £ 02 o 72
(F¥J 75°C ; Table ID), MIEGHEEA 7 » 7 Cld, BRI A LIZrigkat 2R L
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TR IS TE Y 93 CTh o7, Z ORRRH O BIBMBOM ARG DI
X0 HEERMICIZINET R TILF 1071og10, 1 HE T 3x1041ogl0 @ HEEUL
WENERNE Z b, MEAITRRIZEFEE S, L LRSI 2 FEREIBL BT, 2D/
DOYHNREITBB L Z 35 CTh o7, wEIT, MEME, WHWERTORERAT v 7
FFEFICANTYIRHY, 6 0005 9 K] 36 0 E TTh o7, MEWEDOIEAIZ
BIRJE £ 71T HE CRE S D 2 L3l OB CRIKEEIX 175 C.
SERE L 32CTH o T2,
(Table I ICEIER SN T2 FBOT —H 2 FE O TRLTWS,)

Temperature (°C)
40 80 80 100 120
1 1 1

20

Time (h)

Fig. 2. Four examples of time-temperature profiles. Note the generally high temperature of storage and the extremely high temperature of
zooking.

23 (Fig 2) Pouillot 5DIMXIZHE TS 12 HIDMEIZH 1T %R E K OB
U 72 4 By THEA ] 205 THfr | FCoORFRIRGE (Bl : Time (h) &R (e -
Temperature (°C)) %KL C\ 5%, (Pouillot R et al. (2012)7>55[H,)

#&15. (Table I) 72610 4 RT—L DEFRROFEHER P RIE

Mean of the Median of the
Stage 72 Records 72 Records
Precooking Duration 4 hours 17 minutes 4 hours 21 minutes
Average temperature (°C) 293 29.7
5D temperature® (°C) 278 2.56
Cooking Duration 51 minutes 51 minutes Table II. Time-Temperature Profiles
Average temperature (°C) 75 78 Observed from Chicken Purchase in the
SD temperature (°C) 14.0 14.3 Market to Consumption, 72 Records,
]_.Og]_g reduction 107 3 % 104 Dakar (Senegal)
Cooling Duration 17 minutes 12 minutes
Average temperature (°C) 35 35
SD temperature (°C) 4.0 3.5
Storage Duration (minutes) 3 hours 40 minutes 3 hours 30 minutes
Average temperature (°C) 30 30
SD temperature (°C) 1.14 0.8

2The SD refers to the standard deviation of the varying temperature during the considered
period.
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# 15 (Table II.) Ti%., K@i 2 72 D 4 27— 530 (BRI
[i : Precooking . EFEFF : Cooking. AIEER] : Cooling, MR R OLRE FER]
Storage) DEJE, HREZTRL TV,

(Pouillot R et al. (2012)2>5 51 F,)

QEARNEREICHEYT HAE
HBRORFIZHET A TIE, BT TR V52210 ATRetE s 54
STz, Bz, 55 NAOFHEEANERNZME LT L HE LT\, 9 ADNME
ARNCERRT A 72 b ) oA L2 v ERZEL, 36 NTT9<
7200, B ADNEFRTZT, 5 ADBEAITHE S LI Lz, MR OHIE TOIREDOA
WO EB NG NE e o Tz,

#1 6 (Table 1) 1%, Afw L TrHli &7z 72 Ny OFBRORFIZEIET 5
BRI ZORZEAELTEBY . X F o COREGY HIEE O BEHE AT REME 2 KO
BFEOANICEA L TOEME, BEMREEN RSN TN D,
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(Table 1) : RE/XTEE SN 12 A DBERDEEICEHET S

Questions on Potential Cross-Contamination in the Kitchen

Was the raw chicken in contact with uncooked or ready-to-eat food during
its transport from the market to the house, or during its storage?

Does the meal include uncooked, or already cooked and not recooked
(ready-to-eat, RTE) food?

If yes: what is the order of preparation of the food items?

Does the cook wash her hands before preparing the meal or touching the chicken?

Does the cook use a hand cloth while preparing the meal?

If yes, what is the state of the cloth?

Is the chicken cut before cooking?

If yes, is the material (knife, board) cleaned before use?

Is the material (knife, board) cleaned after use?

Is uncooked or RTE food placed on the cutting board after the chicken is cut?
After the cooking step, is the chicken put on the cutting board?

After cooking, is the chicken placed on a dish?

After cooking, is the chicken in contact with uncooked food while stored?

Questions to Investigate Potential Bacterial Growth
In the kitchen, do you have a freezer?

In the kitchen, do you have a refrigerator?

How did you store the chicken at home, before its preparation?

How did you store the chicken at home, after its preparation?

Questions to Investigate Consumption
How many people will share this meal?

Yes 2
No 70
Yes 44
No 28
Chicken, then RTE 33
RTE, then chicken 8
Simultaneous 3
No 29
Yes 43
Yes 26
No 46
Very clean 0
Clean 6
Rather dirty 14
Dirty 5
Really dirty 1
Yes 55
No 17
No 13
Rinsed 31
Washed, without detergent 4
‘Washed, with detergent [
No 9
Rinsed 36
Washed, without detergent 5
‘Washed, with detergent 5
Yes 14
No 58
Yes? 18
No 54
The same as before cooking, washed 9
The same as before cooking, not washed 13
Another dish 48
Yes 6
No 66
Yes 35
No 37
Yes 13
No® 39
Ambient temperature 62
Refrigerated 2
Frozen 9
Ambient temperature 61
Refrigerated 1
3 1

4 10

5 12

6 6

7 9

8 13

9 10

=0 11

2 Among the 18 people who answered “Yes,” six did not cut the chicken before cooking. Among the 12 who cut the chicken before cooking,
four did not clean the board between these two confacts, six rinsed it, one washed it without a detergent, and one washed it with a detergent.

bTwenty-four individuals had neither freezer nor refrigerator.
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@Y RYFEBEETIL

BFOFRELO AR M O~ DIFEOHED T2 DD T — KN F = —2F

TIVHVERPRIZ K % B2 M OB T OB D b #Em S LTz,

7. HRELTOTOERETIL
FHENDOFER NS >OR2D O (3, HEFE (RTE) ,E42K, AT EkD
) MNEZ iz, TT/MIK 2 2 (Figl) (T L7z 6 DD BEPECRERL L 72,

1. IELKBFMETIL

TEUTHhHE Y2 b= arnb, 74% (95%CL: 4-82) OIBHA N & AL
HIZIZBW T vy ¥ —0ERENTWD EHEE S, FEEE, 71
OFINGGE, 153R1T100% T, WHEITERSRELIZZ 0D, a2 I Lb—
ar LB LZE2%D L IRITEBNE e Th o 1=, AT O (& R4K)
IZIEE IR T Y RN KRE L, EHRT7.5 logl0 CFU (95%CI: 6.1-8.3), i
731.5 1og10 CFU (95%CI: 0.8-1.9) ChH -7z, B a7 X — T R5H Tk
HGH L 7o 7= ob FHBERF O BEEUIIEARFE R U EMRE LTz, v F o Tldh v
Er N 2= IRFEOEFHICH A b DICBAT LI (F, £, B XY
FTA47), Fig. 3 IZIZNOLDOBITORELZ R LIZLDTHD, HELERFD
5% 135% (95%CL: 3-7) | “FHE%133.4 logioCFU/serving (95%CI: 1.6—
5.4 1og10 CFU/serving) T - 7=, (Table IVE )

PR TRBEICOWTIE, B LB FOIHYHIL21% (95%CIL: 15-26) |
Y £0035.1 logio CFU/serving (95%CI: 4.4-6.1 logio CFU/serving) T >
7= (kD z 1 8 (Table V) &)
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— Chicken
--- RTE
=== Hand
-=--  Board
——- Knife
7 —— Dish

Chicken

Stage

Fig. 3. Changes in the mean of the logyp (number of bacteria + 1) on objects and food at the end of each stage (see Fig. 1 for definition of
the stages). Top panel: Campylobacter; Bottom panel: Salnonella.

24, #EEH(X Figl TRENf= Stage 0 (BEMEEE) M5 Stage 6 GHE - B2
B) D55 1~5NDRAT—CORTFR
KD HEMR D D WVITHAITFEAOF, B, HEE RTE) ,F724K, 2T LXOIOH
BHeB AR LTV D,

(Pouillot R et al. (2012)2>5 5] H,)

%17 (Table IV) I21%, Ao B0y Z— |25 SN BR AL - 2%
AR LTRED, BAROIE TR, WA SN BYOHERROARE, I
BT Z D% DFEAE D FTREME O SE-HIME - BEAE(R 248 - /AL EIZBE L, RAEE - 95%
BRAE - 95% T IRMEIZ-DWTREEL,
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Fz11 . Fh—ILOREIZEITH ERHEESFEOH EQNI 22—
HEIXCBEER

Table IV. Outputs of a Quantitative Risk Assessment of Campylobacteriosis Following Ingestion of a Serving of a Chicken Meal in Dakar

Households (Senegal)
Quantiles

Output Mean 5D 50% 75% 97.5%
Dose (CFU/serving)

Estimate 2,624 160,933 0 0 6

Lower limit 95% CIL 39 1.473 0 0 1

Upper limit 95%CI 251465 20,409,503 0 0 49
Prevalence at Consumption

Estimate 0.047 0.212 0 0 1.000

Lower limit 95% CI 0.030 0.172 0 0 1.000

Upper limit 95% CI 0.070 0.255 0 0 1.000
Probability of Infection

Estimate 0.033 0.177 0 0 1.000

Lower limit 95% CI 0.019 0.137 0 0 0.000

Upper limit 95%CI 0.052 0.221 0 0 1.000
Probability of Illness (Children)

Estimate 0.031 0.171 0 0 0.999

Lower limit 95% CI 0.015 0.110 0 0 0.000

Upper limit 95%CI 0.051 0.219 0 0 1.000
Probability of Illness (Adults)

Estimate 0.015 0.118 0 0 1.79 x 10-7

Lower limit 95% CI 0.007 0.081 0 0 0.000

Upper limit 95%CI 0.029 0.166 0 0 1.000

(Pouillot R et al. (2012)2>5 5| f,)

7. YR DHE

e mANY H— JEGe Y 27 OYEEIL 8.83% (95%CL: 1.9-5.2) & #EE =
Niz, THEOFR Y A 7 134 3.1% (95%CI: 1.5-5.1) | il ATtk v K<,
W) 1.5% T - 7= (95%CI: 0.70—-2.9) (Table IV),

PLEXRTEE: BHEOEEROEYY X7 OHEEFEEIIT 16% (95%CL:
1.5-25)T. 35 U A7 OHEE T 13% (95%CI: 0.4-25)Tdh 7=, H o E
a7 X —[Fk, ZNHDY A7 O5MMITEHD T skewed ThH o7z,

Flo, HERIGET WVICRKRERAFHEREEDH D720, 2 s OHEE IR HETE
HERREN, FALERTEREICONWTH, BrEm "y Z—LEEk 50% LL
FOEADY 227 1ZPaThoT-, 2ERS, AETICHLEXTBEEEL
B L TWenwhbThHsD, (18 TableV).

# 18 (Table V) Tix, YL ERTBEICIHREINTZHERNEZHE L - RBF
AR LT RE D MEROIX BEE, WEINLBYOHEEROFHE, I
DT Z D% DOFIE D A REME D ELEE - FEHERZEE - BB L, A - .
95% LRRAE + 95% FIRMEIZ DN TREHL,
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£18. FH—IDOREICEITHP2EAHNEBEEREROYILERSEED

oo ST
HEFTEEY
Table V. Outputs of a Quantitative Risk Assessment of Salmonellosis Following Ingestion of a Serving of a Chicken Meal in Dakar
Households (Senegal)
Quantiles

Output Mean SD 50% 75% 97.5%
Dose (CFU/serving)

Estimate 119,614 4.94 x 10° 0 0.000 31,507

Lower limit 95%CI 22,794 5.98 x 10° 0 0.000 9,672

Upper limit 95%CI 1,353,948 116 » 108 0 2.000 98,592
Prevalence at Consumption

Estimate 0.205 0.404 0 0.000 1

Lower limit 95%CI 0.151 0.358 0 0.000 1

Upper limit 95%CI 0.263 0.440 0 1.000 1
Probability of Infection

Estimate 0.161 0.360 0 0.000 1.000

Lower limit 95%CI 0.015 0.117 0 0.000 0.000

Upper limit 95%CI 0.248 0.432 0 0.134 1.000
Probability of Iliness

Estimate 0.125 0.318 0 0.000 1.000

Lower limit 95%CI 0.004 0.057 0 0.000 0.000

Upper limit 95%CI 0.248 0.432 0 0.010 1.000

(Pouillot R et al. (2012)7> 55| H,)
T fTARE

BISWBERGIZ 8B D EEHIE U A 7 KU R H iz (Fig. 4), 2
logio M (F%A 99%HIE) |2 XV BEKEZ 12 [ZELTIENTED L
HEE &7z, 5 logio BB CTH U A Y Z2ICHERRT DI+ Th D &
EBZ b, BITCOWEMROET LN, ??E?%&iﬁﬂ/{—z\%m”‘“fi
Tixrea Ry Z—EYRED U A7 2 LWL T 7DIZiFE A+ 7T
HZENRBENTZ(X 2 5D alternatives #4 and #5), U A7 % %ﬁ”’;ﬁ
ROV IFETMEGTRICIBWT, 2K, BT ARMEZEZ S Z EI2XD .
TR OB Y ERET D 2 & Th D & & X b= (alternative #6), AllEE 1
HEFEA 72 1 U, RSN DB OV A 7 (T BT & 7B A M E
TThA A, LL, :0)4 VNI MITRELIELI Y REL 2L, 207
T2AICBIT LIS BTN TR ENERERERZ R L TNDL EE X
LTz,
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0.06
0.05
@
3 o Fig, 4. Mean risk (95%CI) of
= campylobacteriosis for children (top
S o003 » " panel) and salmonellosis for adults and
£ children (bottom panel) for children,
£ 002 following the ingestion of a serving of a
L)
g } chicken meal in Dakar households
(Senegal), according to the baseline
0.01 * ¥ model and the alternative models: Alt#1:
reduction in the prevalence of
0 L contaminated chickens by a factor of two;
Baseline Alt4l Altd2 A3  Althé  AItHS  ARHG  Alth7 Alt#2: 2 logyo reduction in bacterial load
at slaughter; Alt#3: 5 log,, reduction in
bacterial load at slaughter; Alt#4: the
0.3 cooks wash the various objects (with a
detergent) each time they attended to
0.25 wash or rinse them in the baseline model;
Alt#5: the cooks systematically washed
y = the various objects (knife, board, dishes,
g and hands) during stage 2; Alt#6: the
= cooks changed the knife, board, and dish
E 0.15 between stages 1 and 3 and washed their
£ " hands with a detergent; Alt#7: products
S o1 are stored in a refrigerator before and
L] after cooking.
2
N
0 .

Baseline Alt#l Alt#2 Alt¥3  Ala Altds  Alte Alti7

25 (Fig. 4.)

TEFEOAEONT A —BRE. FE: AAETFROVILERS BRRE
[CBHT SRAETFHRY (95 %IERERE) ORR

RO T FRRIEY 27| HERIIAET L TRLTO S,

Fedi 2 N— AT A BT IVORER,
Alt#1 ;B SNTBOERBEHD G5 &, & SORFIC EIRKDOIHYRE %
HoE5,
Alt#2 . & S ORFOHIE & 2logio 8 L 72K,
Alt#3 . & S ORFOHIE & 5logio I8 L 72K,
Alt#4 : FHBRND, XR—=R T A VBT N THNRT T EEIT, kL 7o b D& BEA
THE- T2l
Al#5 : 27—V 2 12BW T, FHBEARG T, ek, B, FhEEERMIC
Be o T2,
Alt#6 . HEAN AT —V 1 L AT —V 3O TEUT., £, B4 5H LTk
HITFE2 o 12k,
AT : BHEES | FHBEAT & FHERMZ e CORE S LT E,

(Pouillot R et al. (2012)2>5 5] H,)
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(Z%]

HWOEEOH a2 —bPLEXTBEOEVEREEN T v F 1T
ANV REFREEZTZENASDEGE R PR OE WY A7 I1ZD70 > T
WD ZEDRRBRI NI, BB BRHEHERF O AEDOUEICI Y X —iZ
B DD T X —RYYE & LT R T EGYE ORI AR 28 53 2 & A
TEDHLEEZILNT, BRMWRESR, o Eans Z—Lth LERTBHEIC
BT 5., EROE#HZEDDHMLENHSH, WHO @ “Five keys to safer food” ®
KO THO TN A v =l aIa=l—Ta Y —n
BiFE ST, BRI ICBIT 2B BB OfE, K OME A~ OFIE TOFA %
LT DT ODEBMOY A7 EHRE NI A7 a3 a=r—3 a2 — LRERK
INHRETH D,
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(iii) TR Y R 7 Gl O
[# 4 Fv]: %A REED Bloody clam HOBRE T U AD U R 7D 7~
DEBRMETV 7
(Quantitative modeling for risk assessment of Vibrio
parahaemolyticus in bloody clams in southern Thailand)
[%35] : Yamamoto A, Iwahori J, Vuddhakul V, Charernjiratragul W, Vose
D, Osaka K, Shigematsu M, Toyofuku H, Yamamoto S, Mitsuaki
Nishibuchi M, Kasuga F
[ #] : International Journal of Food Microbiology 124 (2008) 70—78

(#iZ])

X A FEE T % X172 Bloody clam: 7 7 71 (Anadara granosa. 2A T [BC]
EWVNDL) BT RE TV ADOY A7 FHMENFE M SN, ZOFETIE, #
B OV, Z L CZo7nt A0/l <o BC TOFEMEREZ U 40
HYREREZHEE LT, £70, BCORBRE T U A LREERRE T U 4%
BT 5 HFiEZA LTz, BC OIEE L INBFHEO=RIT, HEEDOA X a
—CBIGBERIC L VA LT, X—% ATV CHBRKISETVEMBALT, K
FDA Ik » TR ENT KD TREMEOES W T XA —Z —OHEE J7 15 % 1
U CRIEMERZHET L, 25 OMEOERE K VEEITEIT — & 13, feRTT
NERBTLZ LIk ToHtranie, ¥I=2b— 3Tk, BC ZiHE L,
B2 E 7 U AR/ D A 5.6X104 / N/ L HEE ST, [RE DT
0. BCEZFGITMEL 2o ANV A7 Z2mb b ERBERTH DL Z L NR
e Iiz, ZOMRITRONT T — 2 IUE L FEEEH ) (B, K, A1) 2L 5
AR Y AT BN ED X D ICEEARHIT ORISR D)L v D Fifi &
LT&RMDEEZ BT,
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3 FIHFREZR T — 2062 6 (Figl) IR LEEET DRI,

Fraction of
pathogenic cells [*"* "= { Harvest
Growth rate [*emenn e MimeTemperature |
= .
: | Mumber of cells -~ i
L el
e Mime/Temperature |
Fraction of 1

undercooking

Frevalence
oncentration

ime/Temperature |

I N -
¥y v ¥ Consumption )4 Quantity|
Dose of pathogenic Frequency |

cells in a meal

Li|.||.u||.|n.|u|||u|.|l-u||u.|u-u-uuul-unluu-l-l-ni

Fig. 1. Schematic representation of the model framework for production-to-cons ump-
tion risk assessment of V. parahaemaolyticus in bloody clams, Modeled parameters are

4 written in double-lined squares.
5 26, £EISHEFTOVRIFFMETILIL—LT—Y
(Yamamoto A et al. (2008)7> 55| H.,)
35
30
& 25
[ =
a
g 20
B
T 15
e
E
=]
= 10
5
D 1 I 1 I L | I
O 2 4 & B 10 12 14 16 18 20 214

Frequency of bloody clam consumption (limes/year)

7 Fig. 3. Distribution of frequency of bloody clam consumption per year.

X2 7. £/BDBCDOEEDIEESF
(Yamamoto A et al. (2008)7>5 5] H.,)
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HEEHEDA A E 22— RO BC OMBREDKEE S NES N (X27),
wedh - AJk. ARl £ O BC OMBRE R A R,

K «=0.3 ¥ ==3.12
5% B5%
0.6
Mean = 1.504882

0.5 T
& 04f
5 — _—
g
= 03¢
2
o
T 02p |

0.1

0 I
1] 2 4 g g8

Logy, pathogenic Vp consumed per meal
Fig. 5. Distribution of pathogenic V. parahaemolyticus (Loge cells)in a simulated bloody clam meal after improper cooking
28 (Fig. 5. ) TS REYIZHREE S vz BCEHELOREME V p

DI
SCHIET : FSCHEEE . B - A0 B S PRI OIS B S vz BC R ORIENE Vp 0%k (4

FH e S HA D)
(Yamamoto A et al.(2008)7>5 5] FH,)
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0.0030

FractTOH

FraciTRH

0.0025

Load at reail Mean

0,0020 — Load al retall

Stdev

Bactanal growth

0.0015 factor k Mean

------- Bacteral growth
factar k Stdev

0.0010 Max tre

= e = Consumer index

Probability of iliness/person/yearimproper cooking

0.0005
— = FracMotCooked
e Boolstrap selection
0.0000 T : T T
0 20% 405 60% 80% 100%

Fercentile of uncertain parameters
K29. (Fig. 6.) R/ HF—R (BRESH)
fithh © R4 OMEVCHELCO 1M 1 N Y720 OFRIEMERE, Ml RiEREMERO -k ¥
A v
- FractTDH: 4 Vp 1o tdh+k 7 UV A4 (Vp) OFlE
* FractTRH: 42 Vp IZ &8 % trh+Vp OFIA
- Load at retail Mean (/NEEMETOEL WHMHE) : /INTEEBETO A Vp OSFEHJRFE,
- Bacterial growth factor k Mean GHIEAHEAEK 1 k “EIME) : Vp O RGO EfHE,
- Bacterial growth factor k Stdev (HiE#%E[K 1 k Stdev) : Vp OHGFEE L DIEHER 2,
* Max tre : /N7ED» B FE TIRELT % % T ORFR O R RE,
- Consumer index (HEFFE) : A L X Ea—ZZ T AOTING ., FROT YU OBLELEE
R, 1HOEFFETHRET L7 4V OEEEZET ML LTz D AR,
« FracNotCooked: 7 U BlEROIMEGHER DS AR +43 72 NDOFI G,
- Bootstrap selection : K[E FDAIC L A7 — FZ F T v FHEBROAREVEICIG U B-R T Y
BGRE T VDT h— 2 HEEE DR,
(Yamamoto A et al.(2008)7>55[H.,)

[(#Z8])
VIal—iarETMUIL BCORBICIVBAET U AR PEIC HHER
DOIN-HIEIL 5.6x104, DF D 14EIZ A H 10,000 AYE720 6 ANIRIET D L HEE
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L7,

RIESHTICE D& K6 IR T Lo, BRET Y AOKYT BC Z AiEtlic
W SE TN RV A7 ICROEELHE 2, ZOWIZ BC OFMEEED
frx . MOMRERIIV AV ICHBEICHE LW EREFES T,

fhmm e LT, ZOFT VOB FHESIEMEIL, 7 00 OHEE TIL, AiEE
12T A =2 DWW D Ze St AEM— AH72D 0.003 2352 L3
HYVRDHD, TNLLERELS DT LTV ENI DT,

AIFFETIE, WL ODDEKRRT =L XY v TRH D120, IHRET U A AH
FEDFIE Y Xﬁ%L/J\?ﬂﬂﬁTéﬁ““'fiﬁ%é ZEIZOWVWTEKLLTWS, T,
KL T, 7— FF=—r%2@U T BC IZBIFAMEICET AT —%%2 L0
ZEL, ~NP— FOBRHICESZE %\E@W%\% \ PHER R DR A R 2
— BT ITEI O L Ve T — X HINET HMEMICS R LTV 5,
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(iv) EEAY R 7 FHl O EFH@
[% A4 Fv]: —RAEEERFSICK T 2WAB T O o Ern "y 2 —nar o
— VBT DI MO ERH LI E 2 —
(Update and review of control for Campylobacter in broiler at
primary production)
[Sha ] - BN in 22 2B (EFSA)
[tH8k] : EFSA Journal. 2020. 18(4): 6090

(%]

EFSA 7% 2020 /£ 3 A 18 HIZAR LB FERE [—RAEFEIZRIT 2HHHE
DAy =T HEHEAT /@E%ﬁ&fﬁlﬂfnﬂ(ﬁﬁ L) Tix
2011 D1 v wr sy X —|ZB83 5 EFSA O E HZE (EFSA:Scientific Opinion
on Campylobacter in broiler meat production: control options and
performance objectives and/or targets at different stages of the food chain.
EFSA Journal 2011; 9(4): 2105) 22\ T, K VL OFRFEHT —X 2R L
THHT LT,

@m%@@mﬁﬁ¢5EUT@A@ﬁyEmﬂﬁ&—ﬁ%r@Wﬂ)zﬁ@
B BRED T e r Ny B —DIHRERE D I ADTZDIT, B TOEHO
7T a OB EEHOFSEES (NOFEHEE Populatlon Attributable
Fractions (PAF) 2) ZHWWCHEE L7=, £7=. BIFEFROD By 72—
EEERTEELNADZOOET V7T a—F R EHSi, S HICRF
BRO L B o= Thhde, FEBERIZBITS 6 >DOEH (2 hr—L) 7

> (LLF TCOJ EvH,) & LT, OfAENRETE, QU ~liEEH, OFE
~ORAE OB, QPOKDOFKE., OUEER DRI, ©F v 778 LEUKERIZD
WTRHA SN PAF #TIc L5 &, Ziun 6 2D CO DENENZEBIZERH
T5Z & TEMRTE LMY X7 OHBULN R DETH D &HEE ST,
FTRTD CO DX U A7 DIEFXMDOIER R E WD, FFED U A7 Z HIl
T2 CO OFFEMEITIE, RERAMEEMEDNFED b,

BH SNIZET VOB RIL, 2011 0D EFSA OB RETHEH S NZET VL
Db EBOHEDEKD > T, ABOBERO N > e n T 2 —E % 3-1ogl0
YEEDLZ LI, AHBORICERT D ANDOH e T Z—RGE D

2 DIV ATHERIZEDIZSEICHOWNT, RBOF I AHTLY, ZOEFEENWI L
A BT 2 HEH ORI BSEROWDEIED Z L, (8. WHO: Metrics:
Population Attributable Fraction (PAF). Health statistics and information systems.

https://www.who.int/healthinfo/global_burden_disease/metrics_paf/en/)
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*H72 BU TO Y A 7K, DRETOER TIX90% Z# 2 5 L HEE I Tz
DIZx L, ZDOFET LTI 58% DI & HEE Sz,

BMZF Oz 5| = LENT 5 51k (Expert Knowledge Elicitation) % B4
IRAFHUCE AT TRA L, ETAMEELZFHMIL T, CO 27 7575
T2 LTz,

BRI CO DY 27 B O FIfEIFEFEXHARESEELTND
oD NIRRT o7 0 U 7 F o Hefd 27% (90% OEHEXH (PD) 4-74%) 5
fAEHRS K ORI 24% (90%PT 4-60% ) ;[ OVE O ZEIE 18% (90% P 5-65%) ;
IO+ 53723 a2 T T A% v 72 RBHAT 5 16% (90%PI 5-45%) #a/KaR
DOFEHIZ L LK 15% (90%PI 4-53%) . FKEK~DHEEEF DTN 14% (90%
PI 3-36%) ;fiAzA072R0=R 12% (90%PI 3-50%) ;P D& m O E L
BOEH 7% (90%PI 1-18%), CO DA OE DR EZEE(NT H T LILT
7RI o T, G BB X H ST HEEME IS BITEAE L TR 0 | BET 5 R
EMED LUV R E o T,

B, VA7 EEERND Y R 7 SHIEEEE ~OFER & £ oRE O BAEp L L
T, BUFICEEA 2R,

(VRO EFMIZH T HEEEH L DFER]

AU A7 SRS DFEITR D BV,

R 1 : BIEO 2011 4FOE RELIE, CO ICOW T EARTT LWEAER T v
ANESNTZD, ETENEOH e a Ry X RYSERD ORI Y A 7 (K
NRIT 2

M2 —WAEEL L TERIRLTZ CODADI B r T X JEYYE 2 ) S &
5 ETCOMPICETHT X 0E?

13 : @R L7= CO DFLE K OKR S ?

4 : CO AT NFIL?

(7 7o —FDE]

CO DRIT 2 >OERRDET Y 7T Fu—F 2O THE

() BB ~E SN LSRR T o B a Ry X —ERKRZ T T 5 CO
OEWGETFOI Eu Ny Z—EEE NP5 COET I 7

123



O© 0 3 O G = W N =

| N e e I o S S S L e e
S O 00 N N O WD = O

202268308 FE8TIEMEM - VM IILAEMFAESEHN
& 2

Primary
production

Industrial
processing

Consumer
Phase

¥

Dose-
Response

¥

Public Health
Risk

3 0. Population Attributable Fractions (PAF) S#FRICKBEBEHDE
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(EFSA (2020) »>55(H,)
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Figure 6: Results of step 2 of the ranking and uncertainty analysis. The horizontal axis is the relative
risk reduction for each control option, assessed by expert judgement and expressed as %
relative risk reduction in EU campylobacteriosis cases if the control option was implemented
by all EU broller producers. For each control option, the horizontal line shows the 95%
probability interval for the estimated risk reduction (P2.5 and P97.5), the box shows the
interquartile range (P25 and P75) and the vertical line shows the median (P50). The control
options are ordered by the medians, but this should not be interpreted as a ranking due to
the large degree of overlap bebween options

(EFSA (2020) 7>55]HH,)
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Table A.1: The model parameter values for the models used are given below. For details, see
Teunis et al. (2018)

Fint Pitins
a B r 1 Constant
Classic model 0.145 7.59 0.33
Median Challenge model 0.44 0.51 0.06 D.88
Median Outbreak model 0.38 0.51 0.76 0.0092

For this opinion, the default choice for the DR model remains the 'classic model, for best
comparison with the 2011 opinion. In the uncertainty analysis, a random choice is made between the

Campy DRs

1

1 10 100 1,000 10,000 100,000 1,000,000 10,000,000 100,000,000

Fxact dose (cfu)

Classic e Cuthreak

= Challenge

13
14 3 3. Teunis o (2018) AMRIEL - REBEAERICHIRETILICERAL

15 ZETILDEAKRMNS A —2 RUBERIGCHE

127



O© 0 N O G = W DN =

W W W W W W W NN DN NN DN NN N DN DN = = === == =
N Gl W NN R, O O 0NN 0N R WY RO O 0NN YWY = O

202268308 FE8TIEMEM - VM IILAEMFAESEHN
& 2

At - FEAEMER, Mlwh - 1T < BEEK

7381 © ‘median challenge model (F% L > VT /LD HFRAE) . FHE : classic model (7 7

SHNIRETIV) . B median outbreak model (77U K7 LA J T LD HFHE)
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