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August 14, 2012
The non-profit Partnership for Food Safety Education is seeking pro-bono management consulting services for: 

1) Analysis of the Partnership’s internal and external capacities for performing evaluation and measurement in the field of consumer food safety education. 

2) Development of a multi-year budget for the initiation of evaluation and measurement as a core organization function area.
3) Analysis of PFSE revenue streams for all core function areas, and of the soundness of the link between PFSE’s business model, PFSE strategy and PFSE resource planning. 

If you are interested in participating in the RFP process, please review the enclosed packet and return your proposal to my attention on or before September 26, 2013. 
Sincerely,
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Shelley Feist
Executive Director
The mission of the Partnership for Food Safety Education is to end illness and death from food borne infection in the United States. 
Request for Proposals 


Pro-Bono Management Consulting Services
Partnership for Food Safety Education
Contact:  Shelley Feist, Executive Director







202-220-0651







sfeist@fightbac.org
The non-profit Partnership for Food Safety Education is seeking pro-bono management consulting services to inform the organization’s leadership on how best to advance a new core function area for the benefit of the thousands of health educators and millions of consumers the Partnership serves nationwide.  This project will help the Partnership to examine its’ internal and external capacities for implementing a recent set of recommendations for initiating a new function area in measurement and evaluation.  
We want to work with a professional services firm that is interested in this opportunity to:

1) Analyze the Partnership’s internal and external capacities for performing evaluation and measurement in the field of consumer food safety education. 

2) Develop a multi-year budget for the initiation of evaluation and measurement as a core organization function area.

3) Analyze PFSE revenue streams for all core function areas, and explore the soundness of the link between PFSE’s business model, PFSE strategy and PFSE resource planning. 
We believe this pro-bono support is imperative to the future success of the Partnership for Food Safety Education, and to improved private-public cooperation in developing excellence in food safety education across the United States. 

Expert pro-bono support can set the Partnership on a strong and well-informed course of action in moving forward this new core function to the benefit of the people we serve. 

BACKGROUND
In 2011, the Partnership adopted a strategic plan which entailed three focus areas: 
1. CONVENE: Convening practitioners inside and outside government to work together to improve outcomes in food safety education.

2. AMPLIFY: Tell the story of the impact educators have on protecting the health of consumers.

3. LEAD EVALUATION: Leading this effort among partners and Agency liaisons and better aligning programs with intended outcomes.

This third focus area is described as:  

The Partnership leads efforts to evaluate the impact of consumer food safety education,

and anticipates needed changes in program approaches that will better align programs with intended outcomes.

In 2012, the Food Marketing Institute (FMI) awarded the Partnership a grant for development of a white paper that would explore the Partnership’s possible leadership role in evaluation.  Dr. Mildred M. Cody was retained to execute a series of interviews with key stakeholders and to examine the current state of research related to consumer food safety practices and how they align with the Healthy People 2020 goals.  From her research, Dr. Cody proposed three specific recommendations on what the Partnership should do to be a catalytic leader in evaluation and measurement of outcomes (see Appendix A for the report and recommendations).

ORGANIZATION BACKGROUND

The non-profit Partnership for Food Safety Education unites industry associations, consumer and public health groups and the United States Department of Agriculture, the Environmental Protection Agency and from the Department of Health and Human Services, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and the Food and Drug Administration, to educate the public about safe food handling and preparation. The Partnership is the creator and steward of the Fight BAC!® campaign, a food safety education program developed using scientifically based recommendations and resulting from an extensive consumer research process.  

Among U.S.-based non-profit organizations the Partnership has unusual origins.  In May of 1997 multiple Federal government agencies and Partnership industry and consumer leaders signed a Memorandum of Agreement pledging cooperation in the development of science-based, consumer-oriented messages to promote safe food handling practices in the United States.  Original government signatories to the MOU included the Secretaries of Health and Human Services, Agriculture, and Education with responsibilities of the parties as follows:

“The Partnership for Food Safety Education and FDA, CDC, FSIS, CSREES, and ED will work together to develop one overarching theme or slogan akin to “Five a Day” or “Only You Can Prevent Forest Fires.”  Key educational messages will be channeled through existing networks of each signator and the outlets such as the media; local, state and federal governments; public health offices; consumer-based organizations; and private sector businesses.”

In this spirit of cooperation a set of initial messages was selected following review for scientific accuracy by food safety experts and food safety educators from the CDC, FSIS, and the FDA.  In 1997 Yankelovich Partners, Inc., under contract to the Partnership, conducted 16 focus groups in six cities.   As a result of the focus group process, and subsequent “mall intercept” testing, the slogan “Fight BAC!®, Keep Food Safe from Bacteria” was  selected, and the “core four” messages (Clean, Separate, Cook and Chill) utilized in Fight BAC!® graphics and as the organizational structure for conveying key practices that would reduce risk of foodborne illness. 

In 2012 the Partnership has 24 association, non-profit and corporate contributing partners.  The country’s leading consumer groups, food industry associations, commodity groups, and professional associations in the food sciences and nutrition are our contributing partners. Liaisons from the USDA, FDA, and CDC are very active in the Partnership’s work and regularly attend Partnership meetings. 

The IRS in 2003 issued a determination letter of the Partnership as a not-for-profit, 501 c 3 organization.  The current volunteer Chairman of the Partnership Board is Pamela Bailey, President and CEO of the Grocery Manufacturers Association of Washington, DC. 
The Partnership has 3 full-time staff and operates on a calendar year basis with budgeted revenues of approximately $420,000.

The Partnership Brand Promise:  The Partnership delivers trusted, science-based behavioral health messaging and a network of resources that support consumers in their efforts to reduce risk of foodborne infection. (every time)

INFORMATION REQUESTED OF THE PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FIRM
We ask that you include the following information in your response to the RFP.  Selection of a firm will be based on a complete response on the following items. 
1. Statement of interest in providing pro-bono services.

2. Firm’s vision and aims in providing management consulting services.  
3. Short reference list of not-for-profit clients, particularly those with similar needs to ours.

4. Estimated number of person hours required to execute the proposed deliverables. 

5. Estimated commercial cost of the services. 

6. The team’s proposed approach and proposed schedule of delivery.

DELIVERABLES 

Upon selection of a firm by PFSE, that firm will be asked to produce the following deliverables:
1. A written report that analyzes the Partnership’s internal and external capacities for performing evaluation and measurement in the field of consumer food safety education as outlined in the white paper by Dr. Cody; the report also addresses these questions: 

· What would be the estimated annual cost for the Partnership to hire and retain an evaluation officer with the capability for managing this line of work?

· What internal structural changes would PFSE have to make to support the evaluator’s duties (ie new databases, new reporting structures, Board oversight functions, etc.)?

· How should PFSE engage external stakeholders, including government partners, and what structural systems need to be in place to allow for productive information exchange?

· How might the Partnership’s current activities need to be altered or aligned with the evaluation work?

· How might biennial or triennial research summits fit with the Partnership’s strategic plan to host the National Food Safety Conference and regional meetings?
2. A multi-year budget and budget justification for initiation of evaluation and measurement as a core organization function area; 

3. An analysis of PFSE revenue streams for all core function areas, and explore the soundness of the link between PFSE’s business model, PFSE strategy and PFSE resource planning.
4. A 40 minute telephone briefing and Q&A session with the Partnership’s Board of Directors. 

SCHEDULE AND CONTRACT INFORMATION 
Responses to this request for proposals received on or before Thursday, September 26 will be given first priority.  PFSE reserves the right to consider proposals received after the deadline, but is not obligated to do so. 

Proposals must indicate that they are valid for a period of at least one hundred and twenty (120) days from Thursday, September 26, 2013. 
The RFP response must be submitted electronically.  A copy should be e-mailed to sfeist@fightbac.org.  
Response to RFP Deadline:
Thursday, September 26 (5 p.m. EST)
Anticipated date of selection:
  mid October, 2013
Please submit proposal to:

Shelley Feist, Executive Director
Partnership for Food Safety Education
2345 Crystal Drive, Suite 800
Arlington, VA  22202
Phone: 202-220-0651
E-mail: sfeist@fightbac.org
EVALUATION CRITERIA AND EVALUATION
Selection of the successful contractor shall be based on bidder qualifications and the quality of response to items 1-6 above.  
A history of reliable technical support and excellent customer service is essential.  PFSE will evaluate your organization's experience, quality of services provided, capabilities, services, and estimates, along with comments received from the references provided.  

PFSE:

a.
Reserves the right to make an award without further discussion.

b.
Reserves the right to reject any or all proposals.

c.
Accepts no responsibility for the costs to contractors for proposal preparation or submission.

d.
Reserves the right to implement any part of the accepted proposal, but not necessarily the proposal as a whole.  This preference will be given to those proposals which present a modular framework and can be implemented in stages. 

PFSE’s main website

www.fightbac.org
Partnership for Food Safety Education

RFP August 13, 2013

APPENDIX A

Improving Evaluation of Consumer Food Safety Education

Strategic Development of Measures of Consumer Food Safety Practices to

Align with Outcomes for Healthy People 2020 and for

Development of Partnership Programming
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Partnership for Food Safety Education – Strategic Action Plan (July 2011)

Focus Area (3):  The Partnership leads efforts to evaluate the impact of consumer food safety education, and anticipates needed changes in program approaches that will better align programs with intended outcomes.

Strategy:  Develop and adopt evaluation measures

Action steps:

1. Sponsor a multi-sector forum for development of a multi-year research agenda that will lead to improved measures of the impact of consumer education on changes in food handling behavior; and for discussion and adoption of metrics for accountability and quality improvement.

2. Sponsor forums for development of science and health behavioral communications topics and the identification of emerging topics.

Healthy People 2020 Objective FS-5

FS-5:  Increase the proportion of consumers who follow key food safety practices

FS-5.1:  Increase the proportion of consumers who follow the key food safety practice of “Clean:  wash hands and surfaces often.”

FS-5.2:  Increase the proportion of consumers who follow the key food safety practice of “Separate:  don’t cross-contaminate.”

FS-5.3:  Increase the proportion of consumers who follow the key food safety practice of “Cook:  cook to proper temperatures.”

FS-5.4:  Increase the proportion of consumers who follow the key food safety practice of “Chill:  refrigerate promptly.”
Introduction 

The focus of this project was to begin a dialogue on current measures of consumer food safety practices and how they align with metrics for desired outcomes for Healthy People 2020 (FS-5) and for development of Partnership programming.  The goals of these early dialogues were to document successes of current ongoing evaluation projects, to consider potential for future collaborative improvements, and to begin consideration of enhancement of the evaluation process.  This dialogue was undertaken in support of the Partnership’s 2011 strategic plan:  “The Partnership leads efforts to evaluate the impact of consumer food safety education, and anticipates needed changes in program approaches that will better align programs with intended outcomes.”

Ideally, consumer food safety education evaluation research would demonstrate the relationships among education strategies/programs to actual practices of consumers and then to foodborne illness (fbi) trends (both sporadic illnesses and outbreaks).  This would also enable food safety educators to determine which salient food safety behaviors were most closely linked to foodborne illness incidence.  However, this is difficult for both intermediate (actual consumer practices) and final (reduction in fbi) evaluation outcome measures.  Consumers may not practice what they know and may not be consistent in their practices, and poor consumer practices do not always result in fbi.  This means that there is not always a causal relationship linking consumer practices to fbi outbreaks or to sporadic fbi occurrences.  Further, many pathogens that cause fbi may be transmitted person-to-person or by fomites and therefore do not cause only illnesses that are foodborne.  For these reasons, tying successful food safety education strategies directly to fbi reduction is unlikely.

While there is no gold standard in place for the evaluation of education strategies used to guide consumer food safety practices, the ideal measures would determine what education strategies result in individuals of specific demographic groups applying preventive practice(s) correctly and consistently.  Thus far, most evaluation research has focused on documenting consumer reports of their knowledge and practices by survey and on observation of their practices under various conditions.   Outbreak investigations document practices that have contributed to food contamination by pathogens and toxins and to magnification of the causal agent, when possible.  These methods of analysis, each useful on its own, cannot be integrated to tie improved general consumer practices to reduction in fbi.  Having these separate data streams with very different methodologies helps to validate trends, however.

Methodology

Information for this report was collected by review of Partnership Expert Panel and Strategic Plan reports, literature review, and interviews.  The interviews were short (30 minute – 1 hour) telephone and in-person interviews with a set of thirteen individuals from government agencies, non-governmental agencies, and universities who are active participants in conducting evaluation research in the area of consumer food safety and in using the results of this research.  These individuals are listed in Acknowledgements.  The information is reported in aggregate and is not attributed to a single source. 
Recommendations

Recommendation #1: Hire a consumer food safety evaluation specialist to direct the evaluation component of the Partnership’s Strategic Plan.  The scope of work for this individual should include the following roles: 1) evaluating, synthesizing and grading existing research using methodology described by the USDA Nutrition Evidence Library to define the state of food safety education research for both content and delivery (possibly collaborating with the Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee that is forming now for the next set of Dietary Guidelines), 2) organizing the program evaluation component for the Partnership’s BAC Fighters, 3) serving as the Partnership liaison to researchers conducting evaluation research, and 4) planning, hosting and conducting follow up for a biennial summit to review current progress and make recommendations for future work.

Rationale and description:  

The current staffing of the Partnership does not include an individual who is prepared to direct the evaluation component of the Strategic Plan.  This evaluation component is described in the Partnership’s 2011 Strategic Plan (page 3) and is crucial to developing an effective process that can align evaluation metrics to desired outcomes for Healthy People 2020 and guide future development of Partnership programming.  This individual should ideally have a strong evaluation background AND specific knowledge about food safety research methodologies.  

The scope of work for this individual should include the role of defining the state of research for food safety recommendations and their delivery by developing an evidence analysis library for food safety education.  This process is described briefly at the USDA’s Nutrition Evidence Library site:  http://www.cnpp.usda.gov/NEL.htm.  It was used to support development of the 2010 Dietary Guidelines for Americans.  While the Partnership evaluation expert cannot do all of the analysis on his/her own, s/he can recruit a committee of evaluation experts from academia, governmental and non-governmental agencies and the private sector to engage Partner organizations in this effort.  Using a process that is rigorous and transparent will reduce bias in review and promote acceptance and use of the library.  The output of this process will be useful to all who conduct evaluation research or use the results of evaluation to develop programming and future recommendations.

The Partnership’s evaluation specialist can also mobilize, guide, and monitor the Partnership’s BAC Fighters to become part of the evaluation system for food safety education (See Recommendation #2).

The evaluation specialist would serve as the Partnership’s liaison to researchers conducting evaluation research to help them collaborate and would be the principal investigator for Partnership-lead research.  There are several ongoing surveys (FDA/FSIS Food Safety Survey, International Food Information Council (IFIC) Foundation Food & Health Survey, and the CDC’s Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS)) that offer opportunities for collaboration by sharing questions and helping to develop questions.  For example, in the case of BRFSS, there is potential to link food safety risk-taking to other risk-taking to determine whether there is a risk-taking demographic that may be reached with different messaging systems.  There may be potential to use a call-back system for call lines, such as the USDA’s Meat and Poultry Hotline, the Butterball Hotline or Cooperative Extension Program calls to determine whether individuals who have sought food safety advice followed it (and if not, why not), thought they were successful, and communicated the advice to others.  The call back may be conducted as part of a university project, such as a master’s thesis.  These types of collaborations can be somewhat cumbersome, because they require working through agency requirements for confidentiality, etc.  While they take time, the information would be valuable for determining the effectiveness of hotline message programming.   This liaison function could also include quarterly email updates to researchers describing ongoing research and recent projects that are not part of the refereed literature at that time. 

The evaluation specialist would be the point person for planning, hosting and follow up for Partnership summits on evaluation and new program development (See Recommendation #3). 

The Partnership might anticipate nominating the consumer food safety evaluation specialist to serve on the next Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee, because his/her background and experience with the Partnership by that time would be unique in linking basic and translational research in the area of consumer recommendations for food safety.

Recommendation #2:  Engage the Partnership’s BAC Fighters in on-the-ground evaluation efforts and in community change strategies.

Rationale and description:

The Partnership’s BAC Fighters can be a strong resource for on-the-ground evaluation and as change agents, if they are provided good tools and are monitored effectively.  As a conservative estimate, these BAC Fighters reach over 250,000 individuals a year, representing demographic groups ranging from children to seniors, a variety of socioeconomic groups and every region of the country.  

BAC Fighters could potentially capture both quantitative and qualitative information.  Examples of quantitative information include numbers of clients reached with specific information, site where programs were conducted, some demographic data and some outcomes data.  Examples of qualitative information might include descriptions of questions asked and comments made as well as short videos of participant activity.  Having a record-keeping tool that is easy to use and sends data to a universal database for analysis would make this information easier to collect and analyze.  This record-keeping tool should be developed by the Partnership food safety specialist, in collaboration with Partnership members, to coordinate with national surveys and other research information.  

Partnering with a group such as the Illinois Institute of Technology Interprofessional Projects Program (IPRO) to develop a variety of data collection platforms could make using BAC Fighters to capture illustrations of food safety practices and program outcomes more effective.  Also, IPRO, in collaboration with the Partnership’s evaluation specialist, could design methods to make social media measures that could strategically track message deployment and use for certain demographic groups.

BAC Fighters are a large potential group of self-declared, engaged individuals who could form a network to support behavior change communication (BCC).  BCC is a process of intervention to develop communication strategies to promote positive behaviors appropriate to the setting.  Especially if they are members of the communities, including worksites, in which they provide information, BAC Fighters could be the focus of a supportive environment to help initiate and sustain positive behaviors.  For example, they know the vulnerabilities and the obstacles faced by their communities and can select the appropriate form and delivery format of messages to best reach their groups.  As they report their successes and issues back to the Partnership, this information can be used by the Partnership in development of programming messages and materials.  Once the Partnership is able to categorize the groups served by a BAC Fighter, specific BAC Fighters could be selected to help with development and pilot testing for new materials and for formal, planned review of existing materials in a standard two- or three-year cycle.

Volunteers, such as BAC Fighters are not free.  They require educational materials and other resources, supervision, motivational incentives, and recognition for their efforts.  The Partnership is equipped to provide materials and other resources through the BAC Fighter store, and the Partnership’s evaluation specialist can provide recognition, such as certificates, recognition on the Partnership’s Website, etc.  With support, a BAC Fighter of the Year could be recognized at Partnership summit.

Recommendation #3:  Engage food safety educators in a biennial or triennial summit to review current reports from the evidence analysis library, develop a priority plan for consumer food safety education research and programming, encourage networking and recognize excellence in leadership, research, and program delivery.   

In 2011 the Partnership conducted two summits for expert consultation – one on the scientific content and relevance of messages and one on delivery of education programming. The primary four core messages developed by the Partnership – Clean, Cook, Chill, and Separate – have been deployed by many groups in many different delivery systems to reach general and specific audiences.  These summits looked at progress to date, potential for improvement and additional research needs.  For example, the science panel confirmed the relevance of the four core messages, provided examples of how short messages can be enhanced to make them more complete or to reach specific demographic populations, suggested additional message content, and considered strong “do not” messages.

The 2010 Food Safety Education Conference, Advancements in Food Safety Education:  Trends, Tools and Technologies, served the roles of presenting current research findings and encouraging networking.  One of the major objectives of this conference was to “preview the role of technology in consumer education.”

Integrating these two meetings, i.e., the summits for expert consultation (by invitation) and the Food Safety Education Conference (by registration), could be a driving force for improving food safety education evaluation.  If the expert consultation were held at the beginning of the meeting time, its preliminary results could be a component of the more open part of the conference and engage all conference attendees on final recommendations.  This would have the advantage of engaging attending BAC Fighters in developing implementation plans and making recommendations for tools to meet their needs.  One of the follow up components to the summit should be a white paper on current evidence reviews and on priorities for research. The white paper could serve as a guide to university researchers and others on technical research to support content of educational messages, their framing for targeted groups and program delivery methods and their evaluation.

While there will likely be need for resource support for the meetings, search for these resources should not be a primary role for the evaluation specialist, because it would likely dilute the evaluation effort. 

Additional recommendations and comments:

These additional recommendation and comments include some repetitive elements that have been retained to include context.

4. Dr. Jeannie Sneed (Kansas State University) has recommended that the Partnership apply for a NIFA (National Institute for Food and Agriculture) grant to discuss current evaluation of consumer food safety and develop a strategic plan for the future.  This could be the expert consultation pre-meeting to the next Food Safety Education Conference or a separate meeting.  She would be happy to work with a team to draft this proposal for the upcoming year.

5. National food safety surveys from FDA/FSIS, IFIC and CDC have provided us with good trend data.  Recently, trend data from the FDA/FSIS survey were correlated with velocity of news stories.  There are likely other ways that these data can be used for evaluation of food safety behaviors as food patterns change and in relation to other factors, such as economic stress.  Amy Lando (FDA) has expressed interest in this topic because FDA is starting to consider questions for the 2015 FDA/FSIS Food Safety Survey. These surveys are limited by selection of their participants (land line telephones, computer cohorts) and by the nature of self-reports.

6. Examples of current collaborations include a proposed upcoming event pre- or post the International Association of Food Protection annual meeting that includes FSIS, the Partnership, and grill manufacturers to provide consumers with food thermometers and food safety information as a part of their grill purchase.  Adding an evaluation component, perhaps as a follow-up to consumer registration of their purchase, could help to determine whether the thermometer is used, etc.  This could serve as a model for working with other industries and merchandising efforts.
7. Continue work on debunking misinformation in creative ways.  Measure changes in knowledge and practices of those who have received the debunking messages.

8. Evaluate kitchens for their promotion of food safety practices.  Determine what cues are most effective in promoting vigilance, such as placement of thermometers, availability of clean dish towels/paper towels, etc.
9. Increasing our information on consumer responses to food recalls, including their specificity of action could help use determine how attribution of risk to a food product affects consumer behaviors both short term, i.e., during the recall, and long-term, after offending food is removed from the food supply chain.  These findings could help us determine how consumers process information and where they turn for accurate information about food recalls in particular and food safety in general.  This could lead to development of more motivational and compelling messages tailored to specific consumer groups (especially high-risk groups).  It is likely important to look at these messages separately from the core four messages that remain fairly constant.
10. Deliver a shortened, adapted version of the FDA/USDA Food Safety Survey and the IFIC consumer survey (including Levy’s antecedents to practicing safe food behaviors) to individuals who have sporadic foodborne illness confirmed through FoodNet or a State/Territorial food safety agency.  This would take cooperation through CDC/State/Territory and meeting HIPPA compliance issues.  This group of victims is largely considered to be home-focused instead of institutionally-focused because two or more victims of the same occurrence would be an outbreak.  It could give a good link between consumer food safety behaviors and foodborne illness incidence.  This would be a largely untapped (at least now) source of very valuable data.  Current surveys ask participants whether they or members of their households have been victims of foodborne illness, but they cannot verify the responses.  We have no reason to think that the responses to these surveys have a direct link to foodborne illness, especially with the relatively small numbers that report confirmed foodborne illness.  That means that current surveys provide general information that is not tied specifically to foodborne illness.  Targeting individuals who have laboratory-confirmed foodborne illness would help to fill this gap.  This could specifically target the key pathogens, because you would have pathogen confirmation.  It could be retrospective and prospective, if you could survey past and current victims.  [It could be a good university project that is potentially fundable, if good cooperation with CDC can be assured.]  
11. Deliver a shortened, adapted version of the FDA/USDA consumer survey and the IFIC consumer survey (including Levy’s antecedents to practicing safe food behaviors) to individuals who are part of nationwide foodborne illness outbreaks.  This would take cooperation of foodborne illness investigators.  By comparison to general survey responses, this might give us a better linkage between foodborne illness and consumer behaviors.  This could target the key pathogens, because they are confirmed in outbreak data.  It could be retrospective and prospective, if you could survey past and current victims.  [This could be a good university project that is potentially fundable, if good cooperation with investigative agencies can be assured.]
12. Make questions from the FDA/USDA and IFIC surveys open-ended for BAC Fighters and their audiences with researchers compiling data under choice categories.  Some questions in the FDA/USDA survey are currently quasi-open-ended and could be a model for this adaptation.  While not random, these data would be multi-site and could add to our current data.  If coordinated well, the BAC Fighters could be linked to universities through the Cooperative Extension program.  That way, the BAC Fighter data could be collected in an open-ended format and coded by university researchers, including trained students.  This would make excellent use of BAC Fighter audiences at all age, gender, region, and educational levels, etc.  Individual students could collect data in their region so that each student would have an individual thesis.  Data could be compiled nationally on a periodic basis for the Partnership reports.  Example questions could include:

a. What are my greatest risks of foodborne illness?

b. When do I think about practices that will reduce risk of foodborne illness?

c. What could I do to reduce risk that I am not doing?

d. Why am I not doing those things that I think could reduce risk of foodborne illness?

13. Add questions from Levy’s Cognitive Antecedent presentation to the FDA/USDA, IFIC or other survey.  The primary gap for this area is for survey questions that reflect the general question, “When do consumers think about practices that will reduce their risk of foodborne illness?  Suggested questions (with responses of never…rarely…occasionally…sometimes…usually…often…always) include:

a. Healthy foods like produce and lean protein foods can contain bacteria that can make you sick.

b. How often do you think about food safety when you choose the foods you eat?

c. How often do you think about food safety when you prepare the foods you eat?

d. How often do you think about food safety when you store the foods that you have purchased or preciously prepared?

14. Observed performance in a research setting may allow tracking of practices in a way that answers some of the following questions (and others).  There is an FSIS-funded project at Kansas State University under the direction of Dr. Jeannie Sneed that is using this methodology.

a. What are the current food handling practices of consumers?

b. What are the impacts of food safety messages on food handling practices of consumers?

c. What are the impacts of food safety messages on the microbiological profiles of prepared foods?

d. What are the impacts of food safety messages on the food preparation environment?

e. What is the extent of cross contamination in the food preparation environment?

f. What do consumers do that reduces their risk of foodborne illness?

g. How often do consumers use practices that can reduce their risk of foodborne illness?

h. Under what circumstances do consumer use practices that can reduce their risk of foodborne illness?

i. What cues to desired practices (behavior antecedents) are most successful in promoting these practices?

j. What food safety concerns do participants during or after observational or visualization studies, and how did they address these concerns during food preparation.  These responses would help to link awareness and behavior antecedents to consumer practices.

15. Conduct home-based observational studies of food preparation for consumers.  These studies, whether video-captured or documented by research notes, may help to determine effort (did participant try to include a recommended practice) and skill (level of compliance to practice recommendations).  This confirmation is important because individuals may report completing a recommended practice, while unknowingly performing it incorrectly.  They may be aware of a practice without fulfilling it completely.  Observed performance gaps include answers to the following questions:

1. What do consumers do that reduces their risk of foodborne illness?

2. How often do consumers use practices that can reduce their risk of foodborne illness?

3. Under what circumstances do consumers use practices that can reduce their risk of foodborne illness?

16. Conduct home-based visualization studies of food preparation for consumers.  These would be similar to observational studies, but they would ask the participants to describe their actions in detail in real time without actually performing tasks.  After the first description, the researcher might ask additional questions to fill in any gaps.  This method can be used where observational studies are not feasible.

17. Work with social media to direct specific messages to target audiences.  Test the messages for reaching their target, being compelling and motivational (i.e., followed), and for extension into other audiences.

18. It would be helpful to consumers if the Partnership were to make specific recommendations for thermometers and focus efforts on how to use the recommended tool.  It is too complicated to have a complete range of tools with conflicting practices.  For high-risk, hard-to-reach audiences, recommendations might focus on helping households gain access to low-cost, durable thermometers.  These are often lacking in such households.

19. It would be helpful for the Partnership to work with industry to make recommendations for kitchen improvements that could provide cues to effective food safety practice, such as visible storage of thermometers and better access to clean towels/paper towels, etc.

20. Effective messages are motivational and easy (and inexpensive) to follow.  Looking at newer technologies may provide better ways to capture data (such as video on smart phones), provide tools (such as infrared thermometers on smart phones connected to data on appropriate internal temperatures), and transfer data to a database for analysis.  The Partnership is already using e-cards to send out messages.  This could expand into other social media formats.

Conclusion

The Partnership has potential to lead evaluation efforts focusing on consumer food safety education and practices.  The Partnership has participated in planning and implementing the international food safety education meetings and has taken the feedback from the most current meeting and from Partnership discussions to hold expert summits on evaluation of the Partnership’s core four messages and on the delivery of food safety programming to consumers.  Further, the Partnership has leading evaluation impact on consumer education as a strategic goal.  The primary recommendation in this report is that the Partnership team be expanded to include a food safety evaluation specialist.  This specialist will have expertise in evaluation and knowledge of the consumer food safety context.  He or she will collaborate with governmental agencies, non-governmental agencies, professional associations and universities to 1) plan and conduct targeted research aimed at understanding consumer decisions and practices associated with food safety, 2) mobilize the Partnership’s unique BAC Fighter corps to include evaluation as a component of their activities, and 3) help to plan the next international meeting on food safety education to include both expert and participant components.  These activities require strong collaboration and communication skills.  After initiation, these activities are continuing or cyclical.  Specific recommendations above outline potential activities that could lead to stronger evaluation of specific programs and of total impact of programming.

Timeline for implementation
	
	2013
	2014
	2015

	Hire food safety evaluation specialist
	         *******
	
	

	Conduct evidence-based review of literature
	
	************
	************

	Organize BAC Fighters, including tool development
	
	************
	

	Provide service on evaluation to Partnership community, including BAC Fighters
	
	************
	************

	Participate in planning and implementation of next international food safety meeting
	
	          ******
	******

	Follow-up for international food safety meeting
	
	
	           ******


Note:  Many items are continuing or cyclical.  Only the first three years are illustrated.  
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