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TABLE 1. Percentage [frequency) of rapid test/chemical indictor, microbial indicator
organisms, and foodborne pathogens tested for by zone in environmental
monitoring programs for fresh produce packinghouses
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pathogen targets (e.g., Salmonella) for zones 2-4.

“Respondent indicated what is tested for including rapid test/ chemical indicator, microbial indicators, and or foodbome pathogens,
“Zones were described according to United Fresh Environmental Monitoring Program Guidance Version 2 (30); and the N is the
total number of responses per zone.

Percentage (frequency).

TABLE 2. Percentage [frequency) of corrective action(s) used by zone in environmental
Whl le 1 oo% Of produce paCkers Wlth an E M P monitoring programs for fresh produce packinghouses
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had corrective actions (CA) identified, 42% Gaccestive Al (o) . — -
re ported never need i ng to i m plement a CAI Visual inspection 1{?’:[ :‘j} s I:‘:[’:;} | I:‘:[t:ij lh-::: ::)1
= - Clean and sanitize as normal 14.3(12) 11.5{10) 11.8(10) 13.6(8)
suggeStl ng prOduce paCkers were always In Intensified cleaning and sanitation | 226019) 23.0(20) | 224 (19) 23.7(14)
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*Comection action(s) used if the environmental monitoring program tanget was out of compliance (e.g, Listeria spp. positive sample,
a re expected . ATP value exceeded threshold).

*Zones were described according to United Fresh Environmental Monitoring Program Guidance Version 2 (30); and the N is the
total numbser of responses per zone.
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