
October 1, 2009 – September 30, 2010

Katherine Fedder, Director
Food and Dairy Division

Michigan Department of Agriculture
P.O. Box 30017

Lansing, MI 48909
Ph: (517) 373-1060

www.michigan.gov/mda

  
Annual Report

Fiscal Year 2010

Food and Dairy Division

  



Food and Dairy Division
2010 Annual Report

Contents:

Introduction ......................................................................................... 1

Part A – Food Safety and Inspection Program Summary ................... 2 
I  Food Establishment Evaluations – Michigan Department of Agriculture . 2
II Food Service Establishment Evaluation – Local Health Departments .. 7

Part B – Milk and Dairy Product Safety and 
   Inspection Program Summary ............................................ 10

Part C – Foodborne Illness Outbreaks and Food Recalls ................ 14 
I Overview of Foodborne Illness Outbreak Results ...................... 15
II Food Recalls .............................................................................. 20

III Recommendations ..................................................................... 21

Appendices
I  Workload Data by Local Health Department (LHD) ................... 22 
II Output Data-Licensing by LHD .................................................. 23
III Program Staffi ng – Program Revenue by LHD  ......................... 24
IV Foodborne Illness Outbreaks by LHD ........................................ 25
V Five Year Trend Analysis Charts
  Local Health Departments ................................................... 26
  MDA Food Safety and Inspection Program ......................... 27
  MDA Milk and Dairy Produce Safety and 
  Inspection Program .............................................................28



Introduction
Fiscal Year 2010 was an important year to sharpen our focus on the decade ahead, and 
examine the important role that the Food and Dairy Division will play in advancing the mission 
of the Michigan Department of Agriculture (MDA). Our staff is actively engaged in discussions 
at the federal level on how to integrate the collective federal, state and local food safety 
resources to better address existing and emerging food safety issues. It is clear there are 
opportunities to build a more effi cient system to address national problems, while continuing to 
keep our eye on Michigan-specifi c issues.

Integration has also become an important part of our state effort as we take a broad-based 
look at food safety from production right through to the consumer. A good example has been 
the Salmonella Enteritidis issue in eggs. A major recall, along with new federal standards, has 
caused us to take a more comprehensive look at who regulates what and how…..questions 
that make it clear that our food safety system has room for more clarity and focus for the 
myriad of agencies involved in keeping food safe.

One of the most interesting policy challenges has been the balancing of new food and 
agriculture business opportunities with our critical public health mission. This requires us to 
work with partners on the evaluation of risk, the public policy impacts on individual decision-
making, and the assessment of risks and benefi ts. FY10 brought us the opportunity to explore 
these issues with the convening of a workgroup to evaluate the concept of a Cottage Food Law 
for Michigan. Within two months the workgroup developed language, the legislature passed it, 
and the Governor signed it into law. Michigan is already seeing the impact of the law as many 
new small food businesses have been started.

As we move into the next decade of continued budgetary and policy challenges, it will be 
important for us to continue to foster partnerships and collaboration with our public and 
private sector partners. We cannot succeed in our mission without our federal and local health 
department partners, nor our sister agencies. We cannot succeed without a concerted effort 
from the private sector in identifying risks and resolving issues without the need for continuous 
regulatory intervention. And we can’t succeed without the public holding us to high standards 
-- standards to which we must also hold ourselves. 

As we forge ahead, improving and integrating our food safety system, and focusing our 
resources on our critical mission, we will continue to value each and every partner. Thank you 
for the role you play in helping us maintain an even balance and keeping our eye on the ball.

Katherine Fedder, Director
Food and Dairy Division
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Part A – Food Safety and Inspection Program Summary
Assuring a safe and wholesome food supply is an important part of Michigan’s $71.3 billion food and 
agriculture industry.  Michigan produces over 200 commodities on a commercial basis, making the 
state second nationally in agricultural diversity and providing a strong and varied portfolio for our food 
processing industry.  The food processing industry alone has a total economic impact of nearly $25 
billion, and employs nearly 134,000 workers.  

Food safety continues to be a concern for our nation.  The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC) estimates that each year roughly one out of six Americans gets sick, 128,000 are hospitalized, 
and 3,000 die from foodborne diseases.  Based on 2010 population estimates, foodborne illness strikes 
1.65 million Michigan citizens each year, at a cost of up to $4.87 billion.

Michigan’s food service establishments, grocery and convenience stores, food processors, and food 
warehouses are regulated by the Food Safety and Inspection Program of the Food and Dairy Division 
(FDD), in partnership with Michigan’s local health departments. FDD staff works with a variety of food 
industry, regulatory, consumer, and academic partners to assure the food produced, distributed, and 
sold in Michigan is safe.  By working closely with these partners, FDD has been able to identify and 
resolve public health issues relating to food safety in a timely manner.

In addition to assuring a safe and wholesome food supply, Michigan Department of Agriculture 
(MDA) and local health department food inspectors play a key role in assuring a robust, growing 
industry.  Although the overall number of food establishments has been stable for the past fi ve years, 
approximately 2,500 new food establishment licenses are issued each year in Michigan.  These 
range from grocery stores and restaurants to small on-farm and specialty food processors and larger 
processors who distribute their food products worldwide.  

Food inspectors assist the owners of these new businesses before, during, and after the licensing 
process, by giving advice and guidance on building design and processing plans; reviewing labels 
and standard operating procedures to assure food safety compliance; explaining state and federal 
regulatory requirements; and connecting new business owners with the resources they need from 
local health departments, zoning offi cials and other state departments.  Food inspectors also provide 
marketing resources to new business owners that are available through MDA’s Offi ce of Agriculture 
Development and the Michigan State University (MSU) Product Center.  This assistance helps new 
businesses get off to a great start, which directly translates to new jobs and a stronger economy 
for Michigan. 

I. Food Establishment Evaluation
Approximately 49 MDA fi eld staff conducted regular evaluations of grocery and convenience stores, 
food processors, farmers’ markets, temporary and fair food operations, and food warehouses, ensuring 
a safe food supply and informing consumers of recalls and other foodborne illness outbreaks. MDA 
staff performs plan reviews; conducts evaluations; processes license applications; takes enforcement 
actions; investigates complaints; collects food samples; and responds to fi res, power outages, recalls 
and other emergency situations. The division also works closely with various industry segments, such 
as grocers, food processors (including commodities such as fruits, vegetables, shellfi sh, wine, cider, 
honey, venison, maple syrup, beverages, leafy greens, bakeries, etc.), egg producers, growers, and 
farmers market operators. Other programs include conducting Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) contract evaluations, registration and evaluation of 
bottled water manufacturers, and providing certifi cates of free sale for fi rms exporting foods around 
the world.
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Accomplishments and Projects
During FY10 the Food Section worked to improve food safety in three major areas: engaging 
stakeholders; shaping national strategy; and building organizational efficiency.  

Engaging Stakeholders
Food Law•  - A food law steering committee and four subcommittees were formed to explore  
possible updates to Michigan’s Food Law.  A consensus update proposal is expected to be 
ready for legislative consideration in early 2011.  Major focus areas included: adoption of the 
2009 FDA Model Food Code, passage of the Cottage Food Law, developing improved small 
business and local foods regulatory approaches, and updating Michigan’s egg safety law.

  Michigan’s Cottage Food Law Encourages Food Entrepreneurship
The entrepreneurial spirit and opportunities available in the food industry have been   
especially apparent in the response to Michigan’s Cottage Food Law, P.A. 113 of 2010.  
Under the Cottage Food Law, non-potentially hazardous foods that do not require time 
and/or temperature control for safety can be produced in a home kitchen for direct sale 
to customers at farmers markets, farm markets, roadside stands, or other direct markets. 
The products can’t be sold to retail stores, restaurants, over the Internet, by mail order, 
or to wholesalers, brokers or other food distributors who resell foods.  Selling directly to 
consumers under the Cottage Food Law provides an opportunity for new, small scale 
food processors to “test the waters” and see if operating a food business is the right fit 
for them, and could lead to full-scale, licensed food processing businesses for many 
cottage food businesses in the future. 

Shaping National Strategy
National Food Safety Integration Efforts • - MDA participated in the FDA 50 state food safety   
conference aimed at making significant progress in integrating food safety nationally.

FDA Manufactured Food Standards • - MDA received an audit of its self-assessment in 2010.    
MDA is also participating in this evolving effort to improve the manufactured foods regulatory   
standards assessment and audit program.

RRT Grant • - Through our existing rapid response team (RRT) grant, MDA is working with other   
RRT states and FDA to develop a variety of materials that can be used to improve national   
consistency in food safety emergency response.

CIFOR • - MDA participated in the Council to Improve Foodborne Illness Outbreak Response  
(CIFOR) and has used the national document recently released to develop a state guide for  
improving multi-jurisdiction foodborne illness response among local health departments and 
state agencies. 

AFDO • - MDA attended the Association of Food and Drug Officials (AFDO) meeting, and brought  
back resources and materials to improve Michigan’s food safety efforts. MDA was also able to  
invite presenters from the AFDO meeting to speak at industry meetings in Michigan to share 
their knowledge and expertise.

 

CFP • - MDA participated in the national Conference for Food Protection (CFP) where the FDA 
Model Food Code is updated.  Michigan regularly adopts this code by reference in the Michigan 
Food Law.
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Building Organizational Efficiency
• MI-Inspector Program - MDA is in the process of replacing E-Inspector with a new inspection 

system, MI-Inspector.  This project will modernize several systems, and improve MDA’s ability 
to manage and monitor its programs.  The system will be integrated with the department’s 
licensing program.  

• Quality Processing Improvement Project - A variety of improved inspection forms, guides 
and industry/regulator reference materials were developed to improve the food safety focus 
at Michigan’s licensed processing establishments.  Staff training and implementation will be 
conducted in 2011.

• Emergency Response - Significant staff training in use of the incident command system was 
accomplished throughout the year, with the goal of building several trained incident command 
response teams.  Staff participated in an emergency exercise that focused on building capacity 
among partners at multiple levels.

• Environmental Sampling at Processing Plants - Under contract with FDA, MDA conducted 
environmental sampling at 10 Michigan processing plants to determine if bacterial contamination 
was present.  Several environmental contamination issues at processing plants were also 
investigated and resolved.  MDA will continue to build its environmental sampling capacity 
across the state in conjunction with FDA contract inspections during FY11.

• FDA Voluntary Retail Program Standards - A self-assessment against the 2007 national 
standards was completed. Michigan currently meets three of nine standards.

• Food Policy Manual - An updated policy manual was completed and a companion field guide 
containing various reference documents was started, to standardize policy implementation and 
provide field staff easier access to policy information.

• Variance HACCP Guide - Staff developed a variance HACCP guide to assist industry in 
conducting complex processing operations in retail food establishments. The guide will be 
distributed in 2011.

Workload    

Licensed Establishments 2009 2010

Retail Food Establishment......................................................................... 13,695 13,688                    

Extended Retail Food Establishment ............................................................. 967 976

Wholesale Food Processor ............................................................................ 625 646 

Limited Wholesale Food Processor ................................................................ 963 1,102 

Food Warehouse ......................................................................................... 1,039 1,054 

Mobile Food Establishment ............................................................................ 105 104

Mobile Food Establishment Commissary  ........................................................ 48 65 

State/County Fair Temporary ....................................................................... 1,049 977

Special Transitory Food Unit   .......................................................................... 53 47

Temporary Food Establishment   ...................................................................... 57 53

Total Licensed Establishments .............................................................. 18,601 18,712

Number of licensed establishments per FTE* 
assigned to conduct evaluations .................................................................... 380 382

*Full Time Employee
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Workforce      FDA 
        MDA Actual         Recommended**

Number of FTEs assigned to conduct food evaluations (all types) .................. 49 66-75

Number of FTEs involved in technical support, management 
and administrative support ............................................................................... 27 NA

Total number of FTEs ....................................................................................... 76 NA

Number of standardized trainers ........................................................................ 5 NA

**FDA recommended number from FDA Voluntary Program Standard

Program Output
      

1.  Evaluations (Inspections)
 

Evaluation Type Evaluations Evaluations
 Conducted   Due      

Routine ...................................................................................................... 10,825 14,821
Ad-hoc^ ....................................................................................................... 4,253 4,253
Follow-up ..................................................................................................... 2,115 2,137
Fair vendors.................................................................................................... 977 977
Shellfi sh ............................................................................................................ 24 24
Grand Total ............................................................................................... 18,194 22,212
Total product samples tested ..................................................................................................1,142
FDA import samples ....................................................................................................................30
Environmental samples ..........................................................................................................1,080
Average number of evaluations per FTE assigned to conduct  
food establishment evaluations .................................................................................................371
 

^Ad hoc evaluations:  Includes evaluations for new establishments, evaluations associated with complaints, 
and any other evaluations initiated by the inspector outside of routine or follow-up evaluations.

2.  Plan Review
Number of plans received for review .........................................................................................201
Number of plans approved ........................................................................................................201

3.  Investigations
Consumer complaints investigated (all types) ........................................................................1,225
                        Illness-related ....................................................................................................166
                        Non-illness related ..........................................................................................1,059

4.  Enforcement
Enforcement Letters ..................................................................................................................201
Compliance Reviews ...................................................................................................................11
Consent Agreements/Administrative Fines....................................................................66/$58,762
Prosecutions/Fines ...................................................................................................................1/$0
Seizures............................................................................................................ 705 (1,768,895 lb.)
Dollar Amount of Seized Product...................................................................................$2,890,337
Informal Hearings ..............................................................................................................8/$1,080
Re-inspections/Fees ......................................................................................................150/$7,627
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5.  Miscellaneous
Certifi cates of Free Sale .........................................................................................................1,709
Freedom of Information Act Requests .........................................................................................84
Bottled Water Registrations ....................................................................................................1,249

Funding Sources
 FY09 FY10
Fees.................................................................................................... $2,537,204 $2,777,141*
Federal/Special Revenue funds ............................................................ $425,284 $636,243**
General fund ....................................................................................... $6,007,930 $6,065,735
Total program revenue........................................................................ $8,970,418 $9,479,119

*Increase in fees from FY09 due to timing of collection
**Increase in federal funds due to USDA Country of Origin Labeling (COOL) contract

General Statistics
Occurrence per 100,000 population
Number of fi xed food establishments* .......................................................................................173
Food related complaints ...........................................................................................................12.1

Program dollars spent per
Licensed establishment ...........................................................................................................$507
Michigan citizen (Total Program Revenue) .............................................................................$0.94 
      Michigan citizen (General Fund).......................................................................................$0.60
      Michigan citizen (License Fees/Others) ...........................................................................$0.34

*Fixed food establishments include retail food stores, food processors, and food warehouses.
Michigan population - 2006 estimate, U.S. Census Bureau
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II. Food Service Establishment Evaluation
Local Health Department Food Service Program
Food safety in Michigan’s restaurants is a collaborative effort among MDA and the state’s 45 
independent local health departments. MDA provides statewide program policy, direction, consultation, 
and training services to local health department sanitarians. Local health departments perform plan 
reviews, conduct evaluations, process license applications, take enforcement actions, investigate 
complaints, and conduct foodborne illness outbreak investigations. Local health department 
performance is evaluated by MDA every three years in conjunction with the “Michigan Local Public 
Health Accreditation Program.” The accreditation program helps to assure accountability for the more 
than $8.4 million in state funds utilized for the Food Service Program. With the addition of locally set 
fees and local tax contributions, local health departments operate a $29.5 million overall food service 
program.  This means that for every $.28 spent in state funds, local health departments deliver $1 worth 
of programs and services to Michigan residents. 

In Michigan, almost half of all adults (46 percent) are restaurant patrons on a typical day.  In an average 
month, 78 percent of all households use some form of food carryout or delivery service.

Accomplishments
Major accomplishments of the Food Service Program in FY10 include:

• Fifteen local health departments completed successful accreditation reviews with a 99 percent 
degree of compliance with program standards.  

• The Food Service Program’s FDA-certifi ed trainers standardized or restandardized 17 local 
health department trainers to promote consistent and focused inspection for food service 
establishments across the state.

• MDA’s Food Service Program staff provided over 1,000 hours of training to local health 
department inspectors.  

Projects
• Local Health Accreditation - A guidance document was developed to assist those local health 

departments that are voluntarily using the recently added self-assessment accreditation option.

• Manager Certifi cation - Food service consultants continued to work with local health 
departments to implement the requirement for a certifi ed manager at most food 

 service establishments.

• FDA Voluntary Retail Standards - Food service consultants enrolled 10 local health 
departments to meet national food safety program standards and helped several agencies 
obtain grant funds to support their efforts to meet these standards.

• Plan Review - A workgroup began an effort to update the statewide plan review documents 
related to Special Transitory Food Units (STFUs).

Michigan’s Smoke Free Air Law•  - MDA food service consultants worked with the Michigan 
Department of Community Health and local health departments to implement the state’s new 
non-smoking law in food service establishments. Michigan’s Smoke Free Air Law, which took 
effect May 1, 2010, bans smoking in all Michigan restaurants, bars and businesses (including 
hotels and motels).  The law allows exemptions for some cigar bars, tobacco specialty retail 
stores and casinos that meet certain requirements.
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The following information was reported by local health departments (LHDs) to MDA:

Workload
 2009 2010
Licensed Establishments
Fixed Food & Mobile Commissary............................................................. 31,702 31,890
Temporary.................................................................................................. 11,402 11,041
Mobile ............................................................................................................. 455 441
Vending........................................................................................................ 4,020 3,785
Special Transitory Food Unit (STFU).............................................................. 720 791
Total Licensed Establishments .............................................................. 48,299 47,948

Number of licensed establishments 
per FTE* assigned to conduct evaluations ..................................................... 249 253

*FTE = Full time employee.

NOTE: See pie charts on page 9 for breakdown by local health department.

Workforce
 LHD FDA  FDA 
 Actual Minimum Recommended 
Number of FTEs assigned to conduct food 
establishment evaluations (all types)....................................189 201 283
Number of FTEs involved in plan review, 
management and administrative support .............................157 NA NA
Total number of FTEs ...........................................................346 NA NA
Number of standardized trainers ............................................62 NA NA

Program Output 
         
1.  Evaluations (Inspections)  
Establishment Type Evaluations Evaluations
 Conducted Due
Fixed food service - routine ....................................................................... 58,400 
Mobile, Vending, STFU................................................................................ 3,983  
Sub-Total .................................................................................................. 62,383 57,971 
Follow-up evaluations ................................................................................ 18,299  
Temporary food service ............................................................................. 11,041 
Grand Total ............................................................................................... 91,723 

Average number of evaluations per FTE 
assigned to conduct food establishment inspections ................................................................485

2.  Plan Review  
Number of plans received for review ......................................................................................1,633
Number of plans approved .....................................................................................................1,352

3.  Investigations 
Consumer complaints investigated (all types) ........................................................................3,959
Foodborne illness outbreaks (met MI defi nition)........................................................................148

4.  Enforcement
Administrative action (offi ce conference, informal hearing, 
formal hearing, civil fi ne, order) ..............................................................................................1,252
Court action (civil, criminal) .......................................................................................................212
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Funding Sources FY09 FY10
Fees collected by local health department ....................................... $13,646,533 $14,495,341 
Local tax dollars ................................................................................. $8,627,701 $6,664,189
State dollars - local public health operations (LPHO) ........................ $8,268,245 $8,424,431
Total local health program revenue ............................................. $30,542,479 $29,583,961 

General Statisics  
Occurrence per 100,000 population
Number of fi xed food service establishments ...........................................................................316
Food related complaints ..............................................................................................................39
Foodborne illness outbreak investigations .................................................................................1.5
Program Dollars Spent Per
Licensed establishment ..........................................................................................................$802
Michigan Citizen (Total Program Revenue) ...........................................................................$2.93
       Michigan citizen (Fees collected by LHDs) .....................................................................$1.44
       Michigan citizen (Local tax dollars) .................................................................................$0.66
       Michigan citizen (LPHO/state dollars) .............................................................................$0.83
Michigan population - 2006 estimate, U.S. Census Bureau

Part B – Milk and Dairy Product Safety and 
Inspection Program Summary
Michigan’s dairy industry is the largest single segment of Michigan agriculture. Milk is the top ranked 
commodity in terms of cash receipts, with the dairy industry contributing about 20 percent of the 
total cash receipts for Michigan’s agriculture industry annually. Michigan ranks 8th nationally in 
milk production with a $5.9 billion impact of the state’s economy. Our state’s dairy farms produced 
approximately 8.3 billion pounds of milk in 2010.
Michigan boasts 2,200 dairy farms, including 1,931 Grade A farms and 269 manufacturing farms, 
which are inspected by MDA Dairy Section staff.  In addition, the Milk and Dairy Product Safety 
and Inspection Program licenses and inspects 79 Michigan dairy processing plants and 39 other 
dairy facilities; and 1,563 milk hauler/samplers, milk tank trucks, and milk transportation companies.  
Enforcement is a strong component of the program. Law violations resulted in 91 dairy farm permit 
suspensions and the removal of 1,442,294 pounds of suspect milk from the market with an estimated 
dollar value of $239,421.
MDA’s Milk and Dairy Product Safety and Inspection Program serves the people of Michigan by: 
assuring a safe, high quality supply of dairy products; providing programs which help to maintain 
a strong, economically viable dairy industry; and ensure Michigan dairy products continue to move 
freely in interstate commerce; and participating, in a leadership role, with representatives of the dairy 
industry, universities and other government agencies in the development of policies and programs to 
further those aims.  
In addition to assuring a safe and wholesome dairy supply, MDA dairy inspectors also play a key role 
in assuring growth in the state’s dairy industry, to help create new jobs and strengthen Michigan’s 
economy.  Michigan’s dairy industry saw the addition of fi ve new dairy processing facilities in 2010.  
MDA dairy inspectors assisted these businesses, before, during and after start-up to assure that all 
regulatory requirements are met, and the businesses have the resources they need to succeed. 
Inspectors provide advice and guidance on building design and processing plans; reviewing labels 
and standard operating procedures to assure food safety compliance; explaining state and federal 
regulatory requirements; and connecting new business owners with the resources they need from 
local health departments, zoning offi cials and other state departments.  Dairy inspectors also provide 
marketing resources to new business owners that are available through MDA’s Offi ce of Agriculture 
Development and the MSU Product Center.  This assistance helps new businesses get off to a great 
start, which directly translates to new jobs and a stronger economy for Michigan. 
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Accomplishments
Major accomplishments of the Milk and Dairy Product Safety and Inspection Program in FY10 include:

New Value-Added Milk Processing Facilities
MDA’s milk safety inspection staff continued to receive inquiries in 2010 from dairy farmers and others 
who are interested in starting up local, value-added milk processing facilities. These facilities include 
manufacturers of goat, sheep and water buffalo cheese as well as on-farm milk bottling facilities. The 
milk safety inspection staff works with these entrepreneurs from the initial planning stage all the way 
through construction and start-up. A continuing inspection program of these new facilities helps assure 
a smooth transition from planning to the production of safe, wholesome dairy products.

Dairy Processing Plant Expansions
MDA’s milk safety inspection staff worked with several existing dairy processing facilities during 
their expansions in 2010. These processing plant expansions were designed to increase production 
capabilities and effi ciencies at the various plants. MDA’s milk safety inspection staff worked with plant 
personnel, equipment installers and builders on building design, product protection requirements and 
pasteurization systems. Both traditional and innovative state of the art equipment were reviewed by 
MDA dairy inspectors for compliance with milk safety requirements. These expansions exemplify the 
dairy industry’s commitment to maintaining a plentiful supply of quality milk in Michigan and reinforce 
the reputation of cooperation for which MDA’s milk safety inspection staff is known.
 
New Dairy Plant Slated for Michigan
MDA’s milk safety inspection staff reviewed and approved plans for a new dairy plant in Coopersville.  
MDA staff from the Milk and Dairy Product Safety and Inspection Program and the Offi ce of Agriculture 
Development were instrumental in securing the building of the new dairy plant in Michigan.  Staff met 
with company representatives to discuss the requirements for the plant to meet the Pasteurized Milk 
Ordinance (PMO) and USDA milk safety standards for statewide and interstate movement of their milk 
and milk products.  The new plant broke ground in the fall of 2010 and is expected to begin operation 
in 2011.

Projects
Updated Dairy Fees and Fines
Due to signifi cant funding cuts in MDA’s FY10 budget, a workgroup of stakeholders was assembled 
to explore options and develop a plan to address the revenue shortfall in the Milk and Dairy Product 
Safety and Inspection Program. The workgroup reached consensus to update dairy fees and fi nes to 
generate an estimated $100,000 in revenue for the program, which required amendments to the Grade 
A Milk Law of 2001 and the Manufacturing Milk Law of 2001. The law amendments addressing the 
new dairy fees and fi nes were signed into law on March 31, 2010. In addition, MDA pledged to reduce 
program expenses by $200,000 through cost saving measures and by eliminating one dairy 
inspector position.

The changes include:

•  License fee(s) increased for all Michigan dairy licensees (including dairy plants, dairy farms, 
milk haulers, milk trucks, single service manufacturers, and certifi ed industry farm inspectors).

•  Dairy processing plants: License fee(s) increased based on volume of annual milk receipts. 

•  Dairy farms: Annual permit fee(s) increased with a portion of the fee waived if the farm’s 
inspection program is covered by a certifi ed industry farm inspector.

•  On-site plan review: Fee established for new facilities when an on-site plan review consultation 
is requested.
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•  Re-inspections: Fee established when two or more consecutive re-inspections are required for 
non-compliance. The fee is $300 for a Grade A licensee/permittee and $150 for a manufacturing 
licensee/permittee. 

•  Positive drug residues: Fine assessed to dairy farms with a positive drug residue, in addition to 
paying for the value of the contaminated load. The fi ne is $300 for the fi rst offense for Grade A 
producers, with the fi ne doubling for each additional offense within a 12-month period.

Workload    
  

Licensed Establishments FY09 FY10 
Farms .......................................................................................................... 2,299 2,200
Grade A Plants.................................................................................................. 30 32
Manufacturing Plants (includes cheese & ice cream)....................................... 45 47
Grade A Milk Distributors .................................................................................. 15 15
Grade A Transfer Stations/Receiving Stations/Tank Truck Cleaning ................ 13 15
Grade A Single Service....................................................................................... 9 9
Milk Tank Trucks and Can Milk Trucks ........................................................... 650 626
Milk Transportation Companies ...................................................................... 129 124
Milk Haulers/Samplers (currently licensed) .................................................... 837 813 
Certifi ed Fieldpersons....................................................................................... 27 31
Total Licenses ............................................................................................ 4,054 3,912

Labs Approved/Certifi ed FY09 FY10
Certifi ed Industry Labs........................................................................................ 9 10
Approved Drug Screening Sites ....................................................................... 35 34
Certifi ed Commercial Labs ................................................................................. 2 2
Approved/Certifi ed Industry Analysts.............................................................. 190 193
Number of licensed establishments per FTE 
assigned to conduct inspections..................................................................... 225 230

Workforce 
Number of FTEs assigned to conduct dairy inspections 
(dairy farm, plant and other inspections, and pasteurization evaluations) ..................................17

Number of FTEs involved in management, 
technical and administrative support .............................................................................................9

Total number of FTEs ..................................................................................................................26
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Program Output   
1.  Inspections and Evaluations
Inspection/Evaluation Type  Inspections/Evaluations Conducted
Farm .......................................................................................................................................5,499
Plants.........................................................................................................................................232
Hauler/Sampler/Tanker ..............................................................................................................843
Pasteurization ............................................................................................................................542
USDA Survey...............................................................................................................................20
Total Inspections ..................................................................................................................7,136

Grade A Survey ...........................................................................................................................90
Laboratory Analysts Evaluated ....................................................................................................98
Laboratories Evaluated..................................................................................................................6
Drug Residue Screening Sites Evaluated ...................................................................................25
Total milk and milk product samples taken .............................................................................5,968
Average number of inspections per FTE assigned
to conduct dairy establishment inspections ...............................................................................420
 

2.  Investigations 
Consumer complaints investigated (all types) .............................................................................26

3.  Enforcement 
Enforcement letters ...................................................................................................................276
Informal Hearing/Compliance Reviews .......................................................................................12
Administrative Fines collected by MDA ..............................................................................$11,380
Prosecutions ..................................................................................................................................0
Seizures.........................................................................................................................................5
Dollar amount of seized products .......................................................................................$11,023
Total Permit Suspensions ............................................................................................................91
Total Pounds of Contaminated Milk Disposal .........................................1,442,294 lbs. ($239,421)

4. Miscellaneous 
Certifi cate of Free Sale ..............................................................................................................398
Freedom of Information Act Requests .........................................................................................73

13

 Number of Inspections by Type, Performed by the Michigan Dairy Program   

  

Plants, 232

Pasteurization, 542

USDA Survey, 20

Farm, 5,499

Hauler/Sampler/
Tanker, 843
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Funding Sources  FY09 FY10
Fees collected by MDA* .......................................................................... $52,410 $195,860  
Special Revenue Funds .......................................................................... $33,100 $34,421 
General Funds .................................................................................... $3,080,100 $2,783,965
Total Program Revenue ................................................................... $3,165,610 $3,014,246
* New dairy fees and fi nes signed into law March 31, 2010.

General Statistics 
Occurrence Per 100,000 Population
Number of dairy farms ..............................................................................................................21.8
Number of dairy manufacturers ..................................................................................................0.8

Program Dollars Spent Per:
Licensed establishment ...........................................................................................................$771
Michigan citizen (Total Program Revenue) .............................................................................$0.30
     Michigan citizen (General Fund)........................................................................................$0.28
     Michigan citizen (License Fees/Other) ..............................................................................$0.02

Michigan population- 2006 estimate, U.S. Census Bureau

Part C – Foodborne Illness Outbreaks and Food Recalls
Foodborne illness outbreaks, recalls and food contamination incidents caused heightened public 
concern in 2010 and emphasized the vulnerability of our complex, globalized and interconnected 
food supply.  The following concerns were brought to the forefront in FY10 during foodborne illness 
outbreaks and food recalls that impacted Michigan citizens: 

• Complex food processing systems and equipment that are diffi cult to suffi ciently clean to 
eliminate pathogens from processing environments. 

• Contamination of foods at the retail level by sick workers and patrons.
• Contaminated imported foods. 
• Increasing workload of regulators associated with investigating illnesses caused by   

unlicensed fi rms.

The Food and Dairy Division developed new emergency response capabilities through active 
participation in the department’s multi-disciplinary Rapid Response Team (RRT). An FDA grant supports 
this effort which is designed to better coordinate emergency responses of local, state, and federal 
food regulatory agencies. Two of the four core RRT members are Food and Dairy Division employees, 
including a food processing specialist and an epidemiologist.

The RRT had a successful second year that included completing multiple commodity assessments, 
hosting a multi-agency food and feed emergency response exercise, expanding environmental 
sampling capacities to detect contamination sources, and further developing multi-agency investigation 
teams with our fellow local, state, and federal partners.  The RRT serves as a catalyst for increasingly 
effective department-wide food and feed emergency responses. 

MDA’s RRT food processing specialist conducts in-depth assessments of higher-risk food processing 
establishments. As food processors adopt new technologies to remain competitive in the global 
economy, having a food processing specialist assigned to the RRT allows the division to better assess 
how these increasingly complex conditions impact food safety. 

MDA’s RRT epidemiologist has improved information sharing between public health and food regulatory 
agencies, and provided surge capacity to assist both state and local agencies during outbreak 
investigations. This has resulted in identifying potential sources of contamination more quickly so timely 
control measures can be implemented and additional illnesses prevented. 
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I.  Overview of Foodborne Illness Outbreak Results
Investigations of foodborne illness outbreaks are typically multi-disciplinary efforts involving sanitarians, 
food regulators, communicable disease specialists, epidemiologists, and laboratory staff from 
multiple agencies.  

Under Michigan’s Public Health Code, PA 368 of 1978 (MCL 333.2433), local health departments are 
required to investigate the causes of disease.  The Michigan Food Law of 2000, sec. 3129(2), requires 
local health departments to notify MDA of foodborne illness outbreaks they are conducting.  MDA uses 
foodborne illness data to:

• Investigate emerging threats
• Illustrate trends
• Ensure that accurate reports are refl ected at the state and national level

A total of 148 events meeting the Michigan defi nition of a foodborne illness outbreak were reported 
by local health departments to MDA in FY10.  Final reports were received for 96 percent of reported 
potential foodborne illness outbreaks.  Additionally, accreditation fi ndings show 94 percent of local 
health departments were found to respond to a foodborne illness complaint within 24 hours of 
notifi cation, and 100 percent met foodborne illness investigation procedure requirements relating to 
documentation and reporting of foodborne illness outbreaks. 
Note:  Accreditation minimum program requirement reviews are based on a summary of random sample 
evaluations, and are not an evaluation of every foodborne illness complaint received.

Although ill individuals in reported outbreaks shared common food sources, it was often not possible 
to rule out other routes of illness transmission, particularly in smaller incidents. Of the 148 reported 
foodborne illness outbreaks, local health departments identifi ed a total of 21 incidents as confi rmed 
or probable foodborne illness outbreaks after complete investigation. This number is low due to 
indeterminate conclusions or lack of conclusions stated in fi nal reports.

Total # of incidents reported to MDA………................................................... 148 (1,070 illnesses)
Total # of incidents identifi ed as confi rmed or probable foodborne illness 
outbreaks....................................................... ..................................................... 21 (469 illnesses)
Median number of illnesses reported per confi rmed or probable foodborne 
outbreaks....................................................... ..............................................................................18
Leading causative agents of foodborne outbreaks reported to MDA:

Salmonella species……………. .........................................................................................3
Norovirus……………………… ...........................................................................................2
Staphylococcus aureus………. ..........................................................................................2
Campylobacter jejuni................. ........................................................................................2

Seven percent of incidents reported to MDA identifi ed a causative agent.



Foodborne Illness Outbreaks Caused by Norovirus
National data recently released by the CDC identifi ed norovirus as the leading cause of foodborne 
illness in the U.S. Norovirus continues to be a public health challenge in multiple settings throughout 
Michigan.  The Michigan Department of Community Health (MDCH) reports that 139 norovirus 
outbreaks were reported by local health departments in 2010.  Of the 139 outbreaks, only nine 
outbreaks (6 percent) were subsequently categorized as restaurant/food related.  Healthcare settings 
and schools reported a greater proportion of outbreaks.  Food continued to be a high-risk vehicle 
of norovirus transmission.  Offi cials from both MDA and MDCH were asked by the Food Marketing 
Institute to participate in a review of the norovirus guidance for retail food industry.  This document 
can be found at http://www.fmi.org/docs/supersafemark/Norovirus_Info_Guide.pdf.  This partnership 
illustrates government-based subject matter experts and industry working together to protect the health 
of consumers.

1.  Noteworthy Incidents from FY10
Detection of Contaminated Food Ingredients
In January 2010, FDA informed MDA of a Reportable Food Registry (RFR) alert it had received from a 
California manufacturer regarding Salmonella contamination in raw soy grits received from a Michigan 
fi rm.  The RFR program requires industry to report to FDA when there is reasonable probability that 
an article of food will cause serious adverse health consequences.  A joint FDA/MDA Food and Dairy 
Division inspection, which included environmental sampling and fi nished product sampling, was 
conducted.  A high number of positive environmental samples were found, with the genetic pattern 
matching that of the fi nished product.  MDA actions included seizure of all on-site fi nished product and 
the initiation of a voluntary recall, and the fi rm implemented a corrective action plan to ensure adequate 
process control was established.  

Kalamazoo River Oil Spill 
In late July 2010, Michigan experienced a pipeline break near Marshall, which spilled more than 
819,000 gallons of oil into a creek that drained into the Kalamazoo River. Food and Dairy Division staff 
was part an intensive MDA-wide response to the event that spanned several weeks.  FDD focused 
efforts on ensuring contaminated surface water did not adulterate foods entering the commercial food 
supply and providing guidance to non-commercial gardeners in the impacted areas. MDA used an 
Incident Command System (ICS) which enabled the department to more quickly and systematically 
manage response actions, track costs, generate reports, coordinate activities and communicate
with stakeholders.

2.  Noteworthy Outbreaks from FY10:
Norovirus Outbreak Associated with an MDA-Regulated Facility, January 2010
A norovirus outbreak occurred among three separate groups within the same weekend.  The LHD 
investigation revealed that all of the groups consumed products made by a single bakery in Southwest 
Michigan – indicating a common source outbreak.  The LHD fi led the complaints with MDA, and staff 
from both the LHD and MDA inspected the facility.  During the initial inspection, a number of critical and 
non-critical violations were noted. Violations mainly focused on the Person-In-Charge not knowing how 
to prevent foodborne diseases, not understanding personal hygiene of food employees, and failing to 
exclude ill employees for at least 24 hours after symptoms ceased. MDA used this as an opportunity 
to educate the facility about appropriate control measures for when employees are ill and for assuring 
employee personal hygiene, to help prevent reoccurrence.

16
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Note: Statistics prior to 2002 were based on the calendar year rather than the fi scal year.
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Campylobacter Outbreaks Associated with Raw Milk, March - June, 2010
Over a four month period in 2010, more than 25 cases of Campylobacter linked with consumption of 
raw milk were identifi ed in two separate outbreaks in Michigan.  MDA staff worked closely with the 
U.S. Food and Drug Administration, local health departments, the Michigan Department of Community 
Health, and the dairy farmers involved.  MDA and partners investigated reported cases of illness, 
traced products back to their sources, conducted inspections, and collected and tested samples. 
Investigations showed an epidemiologic link between illness and the consumption of raw milk.  
Michigan law does not strictly prohibit the distribution of raw milk to cow share members.

Multistate E. coli O145 Outbreak Associated with Romaine Lettuce, April 2010  
An outbreak of an unusual strain of E. coli sickened people in three states.  Twenty-fi ve Michigan 
residents were affected, a number of whom were college students.  Illnesses were linked to the 
consumption of romaine lettuce.  Traceback of the implicated product indicated that it had been 
processed at a facility in Ohio, but grown in Arizona.  Laboratory analysis of a package of the 
implicated product was found to be contaminated with the same strain of bacteria.  MDA staff worked 
with local health departments, the Michigan Department of Community Health, FDA and other involved 
states to coordinate investigative activities, which resulted in a nationwide recall of the product.  MDA 
and partners responded rapidly to identify cases, traceback efforts, and share information with local, 
state and federal partners - all of which accelerated the implementation of control measures at the 
processor and farm levels.

Staphylococcus aureus Outbreak Associated with Catering Facility, June 2010
An outbreak caused by both Staphylococcus aureus and Bacillus cereus intoxications in a West 
Michigan county was found to be associated with the consumption of potato salad produced by an 
unlicensed caterer.  Eleven people became ill after consuming the food that was prepared at the 
caterer’s home, further prepared at a second unlicensed location, and then served at a party.  The LHD 
investigation found that no temperature logs were maintained during any of the preparation, 
cooling, cold holding, and/or transport of the foods served.  Additional questioning revealed the caterer 
prepared the food with bare hands. 

Ten-Year Summary of Foodborne Illness Outbreaks, by Number of Reported Illnesses 
2000-2010
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II.   Food Recalls
Salmonella Montevideo in Black and Red Pepper in Italian–style Meats, Spices, etc., 
January-April, 2010
A nationwide outbreak involving 242 laboratory-confi rmed cases in 44 states (including Michigan) and 
the District of Columbia was linked to black and red pepper used as ingredients in various products.  
One manufacturer in Rhode Island recalled over 20 Italian-style deli meat products, totaling 1,263,754 
pounds.  FDA and state authorities conducted extensive sampling of the imported pepper and the 
environment at the Rhode Island manufacturer and two East Coast pepper suppliers and found the 
outbreak strain of Salmonella in black and red pepper imported from three different nations. The 
investigation resulted in the recall of over 120 products nationwide and sparked an ongoing federal 
reassessment of existing controls on imported spices.

Hydrolyzed Vegetable Protein – Salmonella Tennessee, February-May, 2010
Salmonella Tennessee was found during industry sampling of hydrolyzed vegetable protein (HVP) 
manufactured by a company in the western U.S. This ingredient is used as a fl avor enhancer in a wide 
variety of processed food products, and is often blended with other spices to make seasonings that are 
used in or on foods.  The discovery resulted in a cascading series of at least 171 recalls, spread out 
over several weeks, of food products that used the contaminated ingredient. No illnesses were ever 
linked to this contamination. The early alert by industry through FDA’s Reportable Food Registry (RFR), 
and the resulting recalls, may have had a direct effect on preventing illness.  

Whole Shell Eggs – Salmonella Enteriditis, May-October, 2010 
A multistate outbreak of some 1,800 illnesses between May 1 to October 15, 2010, was associated with 
contaminated shell eggs.  FDA’s new egg safety requirements took effect July 9, 2010.  Two producers 
in Iowa were implicated as the sources of the eggs, and the event resulted in recalls of 550 million eggs 
nationwide, which was the largest recall of shell eggs in U.S. history.  

C6 Contaminated raw product- food was intended to be consumed after a kill step
C7 Contaminated raw product- food was intended to be consumed raw or undercooked/processed
C8 Foods originating from sources show to be contaminated or polluted
C9 Cross-contamination of ingredients
C10 Bare-hand contact by handler/worker/preparer who is suspected to be infectious
C11 Glove-hand contact by handler/worker/preparer who is suspected to be infectious
C12
C13 Foods contaminated by non-food handler/worker/prepared who is suspected to be infectious
C14 Storage in contaminated environment
C15 Other source of contamination
P1 Food preparation practices that support proliferation of pathogens (during food preparation)
P2
P4 Improper cold holding due to malfunctioning refrigeration equipment
P5 Improper cold holding due to an improper procedure or protocol
P6 Improper hot holding due to malfunctioning equipment
P7 Improper hot holding due to improper procedure or protocol
P8 Improper/slow cooling
P12 Other situations that promoted or allowed microbial growth or toxic production
S1 Insufficient time and/or temperature control during initial cooking/heat processing
S2 Insufficient time and/or temperature during reheating
S4 Insufficient or improper use of chemical processes designed for pathogen destruction
S5 Other process failures that permit the agent to survive

Other mode of contamination (excluding cross-contamination) by a food handler/worker/preparer 

No attempt was made to control the temperature of implicated food or the length of time food 

Key: Partial list of risk factors, from CDC form 52.13
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Infant Formula Recalled Because of Potential Contamination with Insect Parts, 
September, 2010
A Michigan food processing facility recalled powdered infant formula due to the possibility that some 
products could be contaminated with small beetles and insect parts. An insect pest identifi cation guide 
developed by MDA’s Pesticide and Plant Pest Management Division’s Insect and Rodent Management 
Program, and distributed to local, state, and federal food regulatory offi cials, played a key role in the 
identifi cation of the pest involved. 

III.  Recommendations
MDA Recommendations for Regulators

• Emphasize exclusion and/or restriction of ill food handlers, discuss risk of transmission and the
      health and fi nancial consequences that could ensue. 

• Focus on fi nding and eliminating, during routine food safety inspections, unsafe food handling   
 practices that are highly associated with foodborne illness. 

• Review handwashing and glove use procedures.

• Evaluate cleaning and sanitizing practices for food equipment and utensils.

• Evaluate slow-cooling practices, to ensure compliance with proper time and temperature   
 standards for foods.

MDA Recommendations for Local Health Departments
• In fi nal reporting and termination reports for outbreaks, give a conclusion stating whether or not   
 the outbreak was deemed foodborne based on investigation fi ndings.

• Submit a completed Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) Form 52.13 with all   
 events deemed probable foodborne illness outbreaks.
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Appendix I – Workload Data by LHD
FY10 Workload – Output
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Appendix II – Output Data - Licensing by LHD
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Appendix III – Program Staffi ng – Program Revenue by LHD

Note: Holland City inspections reported through Allegan and Ottawa Health Departments.
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Appendix IV – Foodborne Illness Outbreaks by LHD

% of  % of  % of Total  Reports Missing
Jurisdiction FBI Outbreaks  Total FBIs  Total MI FSEs Population Population Filed w/ State  Reports

WAYNE 24 16.2% 11.1% 1,100,732 11% 24 0
KENT 17 11.5% 5.8% 599,524 6% 17 0
OAKLAND 16 10.8% 12.5% 1,214,255 12% 16 0
WASHTENAW 12 8.1% 3.7% 344,047 3% 12 0
BR-HILLS-STJOE 8 5.4% 1.6% 155,858 2% 8 0
INGHAM 8 5.4% 3.0% 276,898 3% 5 3
GRAND TRAVERSE 5 3.4% 1.0% 84,952 1% 4 1
BARRY-EATON 4 2.7% 1.5% 167,136 2% 4 0
DHD #10 4 2.7% 2.8% 266,085 3% 4 0
LIVINGSTON 4 2.7% 1.3% 184,511 2% 4 0
GENESEE 3 2.0% 4.0% 441,966 4% 3 0
IONIA 3 2.0% 0.5% 64,821 1% 3 0
JACKSON 3 2.0% 1.4% 163,851 2% 2 1
LENAWEE 3 2.0% 1.0% 102,191 1% 3 0
OTTAWA 3 2.0% 1.8% 230,617 2% 2 1
MID-MI DHD 3 2.0% 1.6% 175,993 2% 3 0
MACOMB 3 2.0% 7.4% 832,861 8% 3 0
MUSKEGON 3 2.0% 1.8% 175,231 2% 3 0
BAY 2 1.4% 1.2% 108,390 1% 2 0
BERRIEN 2 1.4% 1.9% 161,705 2% 2 0
CALHOUN 2 1.4% 1.5% 137,991 1% 2 0
DHD #4 2 1.4% 1.3% 81,971 1% 2 0
ALLEGAN 2 1.4% 1.0% 106,310 1% 2 0
MARQUETTE 2 1.4% 0.8% 64,675 1% 2 0
DHD #2 2 1.4% 1.0% 69,395 1% 2 0
MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL 1 0.7% - - - 1 0
MONROE 1 0.7% 1.5% 155,035 2% 1 0
KALAMAZOO 1 0.7% 2.6% 240,720 2% 1 0
SAGINAW 1 0.7% 2.0% 206,300 2% 1 0
CENTRAL MI 1 0.7% 2.2% 190,805 2% 1 0
SANILAC 1 0.7% 0.5% 44,448 0% 1 0
WESTERN UP 1 0.7% 1.3% 69,985 1% 1 0
VANBUREN-CASS 1 0.7% 1.2% 130,347 1% 1 0

148 100.0% ~ ~ ~ 142 6

Potential Foodborne Illness Outbreaks by Local Health Department

Note:  The number of reported illnesses cannot be interpreted as indicating the relative risk or safety of food in any jurisdiction.
Michigan Population Estimate, 2006:  10,095,643 (Source: U.S. Census Bureau)

Michigan Foodservice Establishments= 31,890
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Appendix V – Five-Year Trend Analysis Charts
Local Health Departments

Licensed Food Service Establishments (LHD), Five-Year Comparison
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LHD Funding Sources, Five-Year Comparison
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MDA Food Safety and Inspection Program

Note: Fair inspections are not included in the food inspection counts for this graph.

Licensed Food Establishments (MDA), Five-Year Comparison
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MDA Milk and Dairy Product Safety and 
Inspection Program
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Licensed Dairy Farms, Five-Year Comparison
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Licensed Facilities Includes: Grade A Plants, Manufacturing Plants, Grade A Milk Distributors, Grade A Transfer 
Stations/Receiving Stations/Tank Truck Cleaning and Grade A Single Service.

Inspections Include:  Farm, Plant, Hauler/Sampler/Tanker, Pasteurization, and USDA Survey.

Licensed Dairy Facilities, Five-Year Comparison
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MDA Milk and Dairy Product Safety Funding Sources, Five-Year Comparison
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www.michigan.gov/mda
Toll-free: 1-800-292-3939

www.facebook.com/MIDeptofAgriculture
@MichDeptofAg

www.youtube.com/MIAgriculture


