CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
FOOD AND DRUG BRANCH
EMERGENCY RESPONSE UNIT

Environmental Investigation of an Escherichia coli
0157:H7 Outbreak in October 2013 Associated with Pre-
Packaged Salads

EXHIBIT A
Ratto Bros. Leafy Greens Marketing
Agreement (LGMA) Audit
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Food Safety Audit Report

1o#: I
Audit Date; 07/11/13
Handler: Ratto Brothers, Inc.

AUDIT SUMMARY

ile# 2 — SRR S Smmmmrpmmemm .‘:...‘!

(Handler Name Ratto Brothers, Inc.

|iGrowar Name Ratto Bros i

[Ranch Name #9

iStatus LGMA Final

E AP Retjuirad No

iAudit Type Unannounced

{cAP Due.Dese

| AP due in 5 days o
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

et L R e .'?IM'i'no.r_ Mmor o Nlajor ; Fiagrant
g __ Checkpoints: I rlfgl'qi'ci_'_r'__i:s Dewattons o De\natiuus Uro,_lat_lon; RN
Water Use (UA 01/01A) 0
Soil Amendments {UA O1B-E) 4 - - - - (1]
Environmental Factors (UA 02) 5 - - - - 0
Work Practices (UA 03) 10 1 - - - 1
Field Sanitation (UA 04) 6 - - - - (1]
General Requirements {UA 05) 9 - - - - 0
Total 35 1 a 0 0 1
DETAILS ON CITATIONS AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
Q) 0 Lots 1 R no
UA 93i - No Iother observations of improper 1) Auditor observed Harvester sanitation unit #58  Minor o ““m_"—"“f{
had the sink plugged with the water not moving, Infraction

work practices?
Action taken at time of gudit with foreman

unplugging sink. 2) Auditor observed Grower
sanitation unit #7 had no soap in the soap
dispenser, the hand wash water holding tank
(fresh water) had no cap, and there is no signage
to instruct employces to wash hands after using of
restrooms. Action taken at time of audit by
replacing the samitation wnil. Auditor verified

i;___ R . repla tunit #5 attime ofaudit,
lelndIngs lul 15 2013% - ——m . Wy o 1 i e ST 8 B R PO B g 0 B L e S 0
fk‘omment; Thanks,
i
| I
i LGMA Compliance Officer
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LGMA Audit Date: 07/11/13
R T Food Safety Audit Report Handler: Raito Brothers, Inc.

TP TR T

HITE

CERTIHED

AUDIT DETAILS

Note: On the audit checklist'a “Yes” answer indicates complianice; while a “No?” may indicate a titation,

ID# - [ ]
Date Creates Jul 11, 2013
Last Modified - - Jul 18, 2013
Status & : LGMA Final
Originator .
[Audit Type + - . Unannounced
Assigned Auditor : : [E—— ]
Audit Scheduled Date ' . Jul1y, 2023
Audlt Start Date. - : Julad, 2013
Audit Completed Date Jul11, 2013
Handler Name . Ratto Brothers, Inc.
Ha"nﬂle‘r, 'é’s't;qudrt Date . . Apr 18, 2013
’ : Ratto Bros
Grbw Last Audlt Date
2 #-9
UA 01 - From sﬂsual Inspattlon, there is no evidence that the water sources and dlstribution systems may pose Yes
conldminution risk (damage, Inadequateiy mamtaihe«i, avidence of animal activlty, connection with effluent systems)?
UA 01 Oomment .
UA 013 - No. other ‘observatlons of Improper use of water? : Yas
VA Ola Comrnem & F ) k s g . There are 3 water sources In Ranch 9.
| e Y - ’ ‘ : : Well at field 3 & well at
| : fleld 4. Also, there is a gate at the ranch
that comes from
canal {Modesto irrigation District), Any
of these 3 water
) sources can Irrigate field 4, valve 6.
{UA 01b - No evidence of undocumented use of soll amendments? Yes
UA Dih Comment : . Handler food safety stated only
Y ] synthetic soil amendments are
- . applied to Ranch 9.
UAD1e-No evidence of Imprcperly applied soll amendments? ) ' Yes
UA 01c Cumment
UA 014 - Na evidence of Improperly stared soll amendments? Yes
TUA'Q1d Commernik ’
| luA D1e- No other observatlons of Improper use-of soll amendments? Yes
VA Dle Comment
| A 02~ No evidence of fecal contamination In the field? ' Yes
| UAO2 Cnmrnent .
| U033 - No evidénce of-animals of signifcant risk In the field? ‘ a Yes
|ua 02a Cominent : .
l UA 02b -.No evldence of non-compllance wlth distances as outlined in the Envirunmental Assessment? Yes
,UA §2b Lomment. . " . . . .
UA 0Z2c - No evidence that remedlal actlons such as animal barrlers (fences, gates, grates, etc) are not I goad repair and Yes
t operational?
UA 02z Comment
{UA 024 - Na other ohservations af environmental risk factors? Yes
1UA 02d Comment Auditor asked Foreman:

P



LGMA
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Food Safety Audit Report

No err}_p_lgyégg eating, drinking (except water), chewing tobacco or smoking in crop production actively harvested

UAGS Comment

{UA'03a - All employees observéd to have washed their hands after; restroom usage, work breaks, or any returning to work
occaslon?

UA Oaa Commerit

UA 03b - No evldence that sanltary facilitles are not routtnely clean and operational?

LIA 03b £ammant

LIA Dsc' [} evidence that worker hyglene rules have heen violated durlng the crop cyele?

UAD.!c Comment

UA 03d - No evldence that Sanltaryfacllmes are not adequately stocked with dlsposable supplles?.

UA oad Comment

i
!
|
|

{UA 03e - No Improperly stored personal ftems observed in the field?
UA 03e Comment.

jUA D3f - No evidance or observations that emplayens are not psing the restrooms?
i UA 03f Cofnment

UA 03g - No employees with untovered wounds, boils or cuts?
UA 03g Comment

{ UA 03h - No employees with symptams of infection or contaglous disease?
UA 03h Comment .

-UA 03] - No other observations of improper work practices?
‘UA 03i Comment
1

Audit Date: 07/11/13
Handler: Ratto Brothers, inc.

0#: IR

"How do you assess the ranch prior to
start of harvest, and what

do you look for?" Foreman stated he
walks the block, and looks

for animal tracks, fecal matter, trash,
and presence of animals.

Faraman stated the 5 animals of
significant risk correctly,

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Auditor asked Foreman:

"# you run out of sanltation unit
supplies, what is your

procedure?” Faremazn stated he carries
extras sanltatlon suppltes

on the bus, Auditor verified extra
supplles at time of audit.

Auditor asked Foreman:

"Ifyou run out of hand wash water in
the sanftatioh unit, what

is your procedure?" Foreman stated the
water Is from the well

on ranch 3, and will take 5 minutes to
more hand wash water,

Handler food safety stated the water Is
Iab tested.

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yas

Auditor asked Foreman:

"How do you assess your employees,
and what do you look for

prior to starting work each day?"
Fareman stated he fools at

the employees to make sure they are
not slel, or have apen

wounds.

No

1) Audlior chserved Harvester
sanitation unit #58 had the sink
plugged with the water not moving.




LGMA Food Safety Audit Report
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Audit Date: 07/11/13
Handler: Ratto Brothers, Inc.

1D I

\A.04 -No svidence of excessive non- vegetatlve debris in the field? .

UA Q4 Camment - : : :

Ua Dda - No evndence of epen and/for unsupervlsed chsmlcais In the field?
LA 0da Comrnent : ; :

UAD4c ! ND Ev!dence of the use, of non- sanltlzed 1arm Pquipment that may have come |n contact with raw manure,
untréated compbst waters of unkrown qualrly, wild{ife or domestic animals?

g Comment :

UA ad - No evidence of other cross-contamination potentlaI of product and/or product contact surfaces?
UA: 04d Commem

UA:G4¢ - No other evidence of Improper field samtatlon?

UA OAe. Commem

UADS-Isa speclﬁc mdwrdual asmgned the food safety responsiblllty for hal'vestlng?

UA DS Commenk Rl

1 UA USa Is 3 documented daily food safety harvest assessment avallable for review?

UAOSb ls xhe assessmenl dated? )

UA 05b Comment ]
UA Oc - Is the |ndividual who conducted the assessmant identified?
UA BSc.Comment '

UA {56 - Are the specific growing blocks associated with the assessment clearly identified?

U4 05¢ Cotmiment .

Ua OSef is the Harvester name and contact Information documented?
| . |

. UA (5e Comment

UA 05f - Does it require a visual assessment for intrusion into the field for animals of significant risk?

' UA 051 Comment

UA 05g - All chemical storage containers are laheled appropriately?

Action taken af tline of

audit with foreman unplugglng sink,

2) Auditor observed Grower sanitation
unft #7 had no sazp In the

soap dispenser, the hand wash water
holding tank {fresh water)

had no cap, and there Is no signage to
Instruct employees to

wash hands after using of restrooms.
Action taken at time of

audlt by replacing the sanltation unit.
Auditor verified

replacement unit #5 at time of audit,

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yas

7-11.2013
Yes

I

Yes

Field 4, vakve 65 {chard)
Yes
Ratto Harvest

Yes

Yes




ID#: 16963
Audit Date: 07/11/13

FOOd Safety Audit Report Handler: Ratto Brothers, [nc.

LALIEOTERA L L Sl fnllH' ROBLC

WANDT B MANKESLHY AGHIEBENT

\\\‘/.

| UA 05g Comment

UA 05h - Use of contalners only as intended? Yes

|
‘ UA 05h Comment
i .

- end of report -




CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
FOOD AND DRUG BRANCH
EMERGENCY RESPONSE UNIT

Environmental Investigation of an Escherichia coli
0157:H7 Outbreak in October 2013 Associated with Pre-
Packaged Salads

EXHIBIT B
Ratto Bros. [Redacted] Audit



Revivion )

Organlzation: RATTO BROS, INC.
Coatact(s);

Addres: 6312 Beckwith Road 95358
Lecallon: Modésto, CA
Phome: 209-545-4445

Ranch: RBI Ranch ¥6 & RBI #9 & RBI #10

Contact:

Lacatlon: 5358 Modesto, Califomia, Unlied States
Shipper: Ratto Bros., [nc.
Operation Type: Ranch

The scope covers RBI renches 6,9Those ranches are under the ssme management,
share the ssme water source and are on contiguous grounds. The surface of all the
ranches is 270 acres of convenlional Spinach, Romaine, Kale, Cilantiro, Red Leaf,
Gteen Leaf, Butter, Bndive, Anise, Bok Choy, Beets, Cabbage, Onions, M d,
Napa, Radlcchio, Chard, Collard, Escarole, Mint, Tumip, Dill, Dandelions, Basil,
Audit Scope: Leek, Savoy, Chard, Rainbow, Radish, Daikon, Parsley, ltalian, Kohlrabi, Parsley
Green, Chincse Mustard, Celery, Root, Dill-Baby, Tumip Poly, Yul Moo, Put Bac
Choo, Chang Gak Moo, Lo Bok for human consumplion. The audit was based upon
a sampling review of food safety documentation and a field survey of the ranch
operation and surrounding grounds. Well water and cannl watcrare uscd in this

ranches.
Date Audit Started: 08/08/2013 09:00
Date Audit Finlshed: 08/08/2013 10:00

Spinach, Romaine Lettuce, Kale, Cilantro, Red Leaf Leltuce, Green Leaf Lettuce, Butler Lettuce, Endive, Anisc,
Bok Choy, Baby Bok Choy, Beets, Green Cabbage, Onions, Greens Mustard, Napa Cabbage, Radicchio, Red
Produci(s): Cabbage, Greens Tumips, Collard Qreens, Escarole, Mint, Red Chard, Green Chard, Dill, Dandclions, Basil, Leck,
Savoy Cabbage, Cactus, Rainbow Chard, Daikon Radish, ltalian Parsiey, Kohlrabi, Color Kale, Parsley Green,
Chinese Musiard, Root Celery, Dill-Baby, Tumip Poly, Y|;|l Moo, Put Bae Choo, Chong Gak Moo, Lo Dok

Auditor:

Audit Percentage Score: 95.91%

Score after acceptance of correctlve sctlons:  99.32% Click here to see Corrective Action Activity
Certifleate Link: Yiew Certificate

view

Food Safet; 202
Possible Polats: 202
Peteenl Bearvs 100 (Y Pereen | Seores 10K (K

Good Agriculturs] Practices Requi Scores 783 Seore: 8i8
Pessible Polmis: 825 Pousilile Pelnis: 825
Percenl Beere: 94,9156 |Perceni Seore: 99.15%

Totsl: Score: 98BS Score: 1020
Possible Polnts: 1027 [Pessible Polnts: 1027
Perceal Score: 95.91% |Percenl Scorr: 49.32%




Scclions:

Food Safety Management Systein Requivements
Man: 5

1.01.02

1.01.03

1.05.04

1.01.05

1.01.06

Question Nanie

1s there a documented food safely policy detailing the company s
commitment to food safety?

Is there a food safely 1 or other d ted food salety
manageinent sysiem covering the scope of business included in this
audit and proccdures/instructions for all food safely processes?

11 there a detalled organizational structurc chart of ali employeex
whese aclivities affect food salely?

Is there a food safely convmittee snd are there logs of food safely
meetings with topics covered and attendees?

1s there documenied management verificalion of the entirc food
safcty management system on at least an annual basls?

Is there a documented analysis detailing resources required lo
implement and Improve the food safety management system
processes with documented commilment from senlor management
to provide these resources?

Good Agriculiural Practices

Requirements

Qiven
Answer
Total
Compliance

Tolsl
Compliance

Total
Compliance

Total
Compliance

Total
Compliunce

Total
Compliance

5

Eld inpluvee Hyinene (Anolics 1o
on _the -farm or grecnhouse w opkers not
the bhan cahige worhrs)

‘Given Possible

Score  Score

5

Auditor Comments

Yes. There was a food safety policy in place

iling the y's iunent (o food
safety, It is called "Qur Missian & Vision
Statement.” It was signed by Ron Ratlo on
March 1, 2013.

Yes. There was a {ood safety manual
covering the scope of the ranch and
harvesi(Module | and 2). For example, there
were SOP's for water, pesticides, calibration
and sonitation. The food safety manual is called
"FFood Safety Management Syslem/Module |
&2."

Yes. There was an organization flow chert
describing the activities related 10 food safety.
It is called "Organization Structure."

Yes. There was a food safety commitiee and
there were logs nvailable for review on the day
of the audit. I is called "lI'ood Safely
Commitling Notes.” The last food safety
commitice meeling wos held on July 24, 2013,

June 6, 2013 and Jmua 12I 2013. Ron Ra“nl
e = e e o
present in e meelings,

Yes. There was a documented management
verification available for review on the day of
the audit. It is called "Verification of Food
Safety Management Sysiem.” )i was signed by
Ron Ratto on March 1, 2013.

Yes. There was a documented analysis
detailing resources required to implement end
improve the food safety program. It is called
"Foad Sufety Resaurces Analysis.” [L was
signed by Ron Ratio on March [, 2013.




Question

1.02.00

1.02.02

1.02.03

1.03.02

1.03.03

1.04.02

1.04.03

1.04.04

1.04.05

1.04.06

Question Name Qiven
Answer
Are all records free of "correction Auid" (white out), pencil text Total
and erasable Ink text? )l using compulerized records, is there a Compllance
system that shows record amendments (dats histery) if the records
are changed afer [nidal entry?
Arc all monitoring and process control records stored for a Total

minimum period of a year or for at least the shelf life of product if Compliance
greater than a year?

Total
Compliance

Are the written procedures available to relevant users and ls a
master copy maintnined in a central file?

Question Namie Given
Are there wrilten Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) that Total
detail work instructions for food safety related activities performed Compliance
in the fictd opcrations?

Arc there written Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) that N/A
detail work Instructlons for food safety related actlvities in the

facility operations?

I3 there a corrective action procedure thet describes the Total
requirements for follow up and prevention of future occurrences?  Compliance

Given

Angwer

Is there a program for perlodic self-Inspeetions of the ficld Total
operations covering any process impacting food safety and are Complinnce
records maintained detalling corrective actions? For Field (GAP
oplion) this Includes the growing and harvesling practices nnd all
the relate documentation and records generated.
Is there a program for periodic self—inspections of the facility Total
aperalions covering any process impaclting food safety and are Compliance
records mainlained detailing corrective actions? For Facility (GMP
option) includes the obscrvation of the facllity practiees and all the
relate documentation and records generated.
Are there written procedures for handling regulatory Inspections? Total

Compliance
Are there records of regulatory inspections and/or contracted Total
inspections, company responses and corrcctive actions, if any? Compliance
Are there documented pollcies and/or procedures for the Total
celibration for ing and iloring devices used in (he ficld Compliance
operations such as fertllizer and crop protection application
cquipment, and other cquipnent related to the safely of the
product?
Are there documenied policies and/or procedures for the N/A

calibration for measuring and monltoring devices used in the
[acility operalions such as chemical application equipment,
8, metal di 8, ORP metcrs, pH meters and other

ther

equipment relrled to the safety of the product

Given
Scoro

3

3

5

Given
Answer  Score

s

5

Score  Score
10 10
10 10
3 3
5 5
10 10
0 0

Possible
Score

3

Possible
Score

5

" Given Possible

Auditor Comments Files

Yes. Yes, all records reviewed were free of
correction fluid on the day of 1he audit. For
cxample, records of sprayer calibration,
fertilizer applications, and sanitation records
ect. The document is called “Records Free From
Adulieration.”

Yes. Yes, all records from the past years
were available for review. The document is
called "Control of Records/ Documents
&Recard Keeping Guideline.”

Yes. SOMs were available to relevant users

and there was a master maintained in n
conial file. According to (R o~

copies were given o the employees.

Files

Auditor Comments

Yes. There were written standard operation
procedures (SOP's) that detsiled work
instructions for food safety related activitics
that were performed in the field operntions. For
cxample, the SOP's of fertilizer/crop nutrition,
crop protection, irrigation and harvesling werc
available for review in the day of the audit. The
document is called "Standard Operating
Procedures Development & Approving Policy.”

N/A. No focility operation.

Yes. There were written SOIs called
“Corrective Aclion &Preventive Action Plan
Guidelines.”

Audltor Comments

Files

Yes. Programs for periodic sclf~inspections
of the ficld operation were in ploce. 1t is called
"[nternal Audit Policy." Records of the
inspections were available on the day of the

audit. The last self iispection was an July 23,
2013 by S

N/A. No facility operation.

Yes, Yes, there were written procedures for
regulatory inspections in place. It is ealled
"Guidelines for Handling Regulatory and
Independent Inspections,”

Yes. There were records of regulatory
inspeclion available for revicw during the audit,
The last inspections was on October 8, 2012 by
Primuslabs. Corrective actions were in place
and available for review during the audit

Yes. There were documented policies and‘or
procedures for the calibration. The SOP is
called “Fenilizer/Pesticide Application
Machinery/Calibration.”

N/A. No facility operation.




Quostion
No, .
1.05.01

1.85.02

1.05.03

Question
No.
1.06.01

1.06.02
1.06.03

1.06.04

1.06.05

1.06.06

Question
No.
1.07.01

1.07.02

1.07.03

1.07.04

Question Name Gilven
Answer
Is there a writlen procedure for handling on hold or rejected Total
products? Compliance
Are producl release procedures implemented (e.g. lot signed out, Tolal
when a product lot sampic is undergoing an analysls, etc.) and are  Compliance

records available for review?

Is there a documented system for dealing with p Total
and buycr fved safety complaints and nre those on file, along with  Compliance
company responses, including corrective actlons?

Given

Question Name
Answer

Arc there current writlen specifications for all ingredients, Total
materials, products and services purchased &/or provided that Compliance
relate (o praduct safety, are (hey casily accessed and there is 8
review process In place for the specifications?
Is there a list of approved suppliers? Total

Compliance
1s (here a wrilten procedurce detailing the selection, cvaluation, Total
approval and monitoring process of approved supplicrs? Compliance
Docs the organization have documented evidenee to ensure that raw  Total
materinl, processing aids and ingredients suppliers comply with Compliance
specifications, regulatory requirements and best practice
guidelines?
Does the organization have documented evidence to ensure that N/A
packaging, materials and scrvices supplicrs comply with
specifications, regulatory requirements and besi praclice
guidellnes?
Are appropiate supplicr contvols in place (e.g. results of pesticide Total

multi-reslduc analysis) to ensure product pesticide r
matcrial/ingredients do nol exceed published MRLs?

idues of raw  Compli

QuestionName Given
Answer

I3 there a doc ted t that indicatcy how the pany Tolal
product tracking system works, thereby enabling trace back and  Compliance
traec forward Lo occur In the event of a potentlal recall issue?
Does the organization have a documcaled recall program Total
including: procedures, recall team roles and contact detalls, Compliance
external coniact listings, cxplanation of different types (classes) of
recalls?
Is testing of recall procedures (including trace back) performed and ~ Total
documented annually? Can the company identily where affceted  Compllanee
product was sent?
Is there n daily incidents reporl, somelimes called a Nolice(s) of Tolal
Unusual Occurrence and Corrective Actions Log (NUOCA) ? Compliance

10

Giu
Score

10

QGiven DPossible

Score  Score

10

Given Possible
Score  Score
5 5

.

5

wn

Passible
Score

10

15

10

Auditor Comments Files
Yes. There were procedures for handling
product on hold/rejected on file. It is colled
"Hold/Rclcase &Rejection Policy.”
Yes There were pracedures implemented in
place. It is called "Hold Tag Procedures.”

Yes. There was a documented system for
ling with c conplaints and buyer
food safety plaints. {t is called “Sy for

Dealing With Customer complaints."

Files

nuﬁlturmmems

Yes. There were specifications for all
ingredients, materials, products and services.
The SOP's are called "Current Written
Specifications for Materials, Products
&Services.” The specification was casily
accessible to users,

Yes. There was a list of approved suppliers.
It is called * Supplicr List." For example,

were
included in the approved supplier list.

Yes. There was o written procedure detailing
the seleclion, evaluation, and approval of the
suppliers. It is called "Approved Supplicr
Procedures.”

Yes. There were letters of guaranice by-

n July 1, 2013, 1 was signed by
The letters of guarantee state that
they were complying with the established
specifications, regulatory requirements and best
practice guidelines.

N/A. This question is not applicable to the

organization.

N/A. According lo_

supplicrs did not provide raw materiels or
ingredients.

Auditor Commenis

Yes. There were documented traceabilily
procedures indicating the code used 10 aid in
sccurnte and timely raceability of product lor
possible recall. It is called "Product Tracking
Systein Traceability &Recall.”

Yes. Yes, the organization had a recall
program that included: procedures, recall team,
roles and conlact detnils, external contact
listings, and an explanation of different types
(classes) of recatls. These SOP’s were called
"Traceback Recall Policy/Recall Classification
Catcgories.”

Yes. The mock recall was conducted on
October 7, 2013 by Ratto Bros. The resson for
recall was that il organization found a knifc in
i box of romaine letiuce. The orgenization was
able to locate 100% of the effected product in a
timely manner. The mock recall summary and
the suppuring documentation were in place and
available for review during the audit. The
documenialion also included tle lessons leamed
by doing the mock recall.

Yes, There was 8 NUOCA available for
review on the day of the audit, It is called
Notice(s) af Unusual Occurrence and
Corrective Actions Log."




Question Question Name 2 Given Given  Possible Auditor Commeats Files

No. Answer  Score  Score
1.08.01 Bascd on risk L, is there scheduled testing program for Tolal L] 5 Yes. Tests for raw materials were nol
raw materials, work in progress, packaging and finished goods? Compliance necessary according Lo the risk assessmenl
(Risk Assessment Product Testing) provided lor
review,
1.08.02 If test are necessary from the risk assessment, Is there evidence of Total 5 5 Yes. Tests for raw materials were nal
the test results for ran malerials, work in progress, packeging and Compliance necessary according to the risk assessment(Risk
finlshed goods, at the scheduled (requencies and with follow—up for Assessment Product Testing) provided for
identified devintions? revicw.
1,08.03 Are testing and analysis performed by licensed/accredited Total 5 5 Yes. _erfon'nl:d the
laboralories (e.g. 1SO 17025 or cquivalent, Nallosel Regulations,  Compllancc product and water testing for this organization.
State Department, elc.)?
Questldn . Question Name . Given Given Passible Auditor Comments Files
No. . RO AT Anstver  Score  Score sise L2
2.01.01 s lhere a designated person responsible for the food salely program Yer 10 10 ch._s responsible for the
in the field? food safety program in the field

Question Question Name Given  Glyen Posible Auditor Comments Files
No. )] Answer  Score  Score
2.02.01 Is the growing arca(s) adequstely ideniified or coded to enable trace Yes 15 15 Yes. The growing areas are identified with

back and trace forward In the event of a recall? ranch names and block numbers,

Question Question Name : Given Given Possible Auditor Cominents Files

No. Answer Score  Score

2.03.01 Were farming area(s) used for growing food crops for human Yes 0 0 Yes. The growing arcas were used for food
consumption las| season? crops for human conswinption

2.03.02 Has the growing area(s) been used for any non—agricullural No 7 7 No. The growing area was not used for any
functions? If No, go 10 2.03.03 non-agticullural functions.

2,03.02a If the land had been used previously for non-agricultural functions NIA 0 0

have soil tests been conducted showing sofl was ncgative or withln an
appropriate regulatory agency's approved limils for contaminants?

2,03.03 Has the growing arca(s) been used for animal husbandry or grazing Ne 7 7 No. The growing nrcas were nol used fol
land for animals? If No, go 10 2,03.04 animal husbandry or for grazing.

2.03.03a If the land was used previously for anilmat husbandry or grazing land  N/A 0 0
for livestock, has o risk cvaluation been performed?

2.03.04 Is there evidence of animal presence and/or animal activily in audited  Yes 0 15 Yes There was evidence of animal presence
uren? Il answer is NO, go lo 2.03.05 (hirds on block #2 Ranch 6) in the audited area

during the audit.

2.03.0da Is the evidenec of animal presence and/or animal activity found, in No 20 20 Ne. The evidence of animal presence found in

the form of fecal contamination? I is NO, go (0 2,03,05 the audit arca was not in form of fecal

conlamination.
2,03,64b Is the fecal matter found in the audiled area, n sysicmalic evenl (nol N/A 0 0
sporadic)? 1F THIS QUESTION IS ANSWERED YES,
AUTOMATIC FAILURE OF THIS AUDIT WILL RESULT.

2.03.05 Has flooding from uncontrolled causes occurred on the growing No 0 0 No. There was no Nlooding rom uncontrolled
area(s) since (he previous growing season? If No, go to 2.03.06 causcs in the growing arca, This was verbally
confinea by I
2.03.05a If the growing arca(s) and product was affected from the flood N/A 0 0

walers, is there documented evidenee (hat correclive measures were
(nken lo afTected land and product?
2.03.05bh Have soil tests been conducted on the floaded area(s) showing soil was  N/A [} 0
negalive or within an appropriate regulatory agency's approved
limits for confaminanis?

2,03,06 Is the growing opcration under organic principles? 1f No , go to No 0 0 No. The growing operation is nol under
2.03.07 organic principles.

2.03.06a 1s current certification by an accredited organic certification N/A 0 0
organizalion on lile and available for review?

2.03.07 If the growing area(s) is 2 new purchase or lease, has a documenled N/A 0 0 N/A. The growing areas nre nol 8 new

risk assessmen( been underiaken? purchase.




Question Queslion Name Given Qiven Possible Auditor Comments Files

No. Answer Score  Score

2.04.01 Is the adjacent land to the growing srea o possible source of No 10 10 No. There were no intensive livestock
contamination from intensive livestock production (e.g. feed lots, activities on the adjacent land.
dairy opcralions, poultry houses, ment rendering operation)? If No,
go (0 2,04,02

2,04.01a Have appropriate measures been taken to mitlgate this possible N/A (1] 0

contaminalion source onfo (he growing area (e.g. buffer areas,
physical barriers, foundation, fences, ditches, etc.)?

2.04.02 Are, or is there evidence of d (ic animals, wild animals, grazing Yes 0 10 Yes. There was evidenee of domestic animals
lands (Includes homes with hobby farms, and non commercial {three dogs) in the adjacem land
livestock) in proximily lo growing operalion? If No, go t0 2,04,03
2.04.02a Have physical ineasures been put in place to restrain domestic Yes 15 15 Yes. There were physical measures thal were
animals, grazing lands, (includes homes with hobby farms, and non put in place to resirin domestic animals (dogs)
commercial livestock) and their waste from entering the growing area froin cnlering the growing area. For example, a
(e.g. vegetative strips, wind breaks, physical barricrs, berms, fences, fence, buffer zone and a ditch.
diversion ditches.)?
2.04.02b s there a writien policy supported by visual evidence thal domestlc, Yes 10 10 Yes. There was a written policy that domestic,
livestock, or wild animals are not altowed in the growing area? Nute: livestock, or wild animals are not allowed in the
This Includes any packaging or equipment storage areas. growing area. It is called *Adjacent Land/Source
of Contamination.”
2.04.02¢ Arc measures in place to reduce or limit the animal intrusion (i.e., Yes 15 15 Yes. Measures were in place 10 reduce or limit
monitoring ficld perimeter for signs of intrusion)? animal intrusion, The ranch supervisor monitored
the feld perimeters for signs of intrusion ‘T his
was verbally confirmed by—
2.04.03  Are untreated animal manure piles, compost, biosolids, or No 10 10 No. There was no untreated animal imonure
noosyn(hetic amendment siored and/or npplied on adjacent land? 11 piles, compost, biosolids, or nonsynthetic
No, go to 2,04.04 amendment slored or applied on {he adjocent

land at the time of the audit.
2.04.032 Have physical measures been (aken 1o secure untreated animal NIA 0 0
¢ plles, post, blosolids, or nonsynthetic amendment stored

and/or applied on adjacent land?
2,04.03b If biosolids are stored and/or applied on adjacent land, bas the N/A 0 0

adjacenl landewner supplied paperwork conlirming the biosolids

meet prevailing guidelines, governmental, or local standards?
2.04.04 s the growing aren situated In a higher risk location where No 10 10 No. The grawing arcas werce not located in a

contamination could occur from nearby operations or functions (e.g. high risk arca

leach ficlds, runoffl or potential Nooding from sewers, toilet sysiems,

industrial facilities, labor camps)? If No, go to 2,04.05

2.04.043 Have appropriate measures been taken (o mitigate risks related to N/A [ 0
nearby operations?
2.04.05 Is there cvidence of human fecal matter in the edjacent land to the No 15 15 No. There were no evidence of human fecal
audited area? If NO, go to 2.05.01 contaminntion in the ndjacent land during the
audit.
2.04.05a Does the human fecal matter found in the adjacenl ares, represents s N/A 0 0
high risk to the crop for p fal of contamination due to conditions

as: lack of sccess contrals (barriers), closeness (o the growing area
and equipment, crop type and maturity, land condition, and others?

Question Question Name Given  Given Possible Auditor Comments Flles
No. Answer  Score  Score
2,07.01 Is unireated human sewage sludge used in the growing cycle? IF No 20 20 No. No human sewage sludie was used | Dis
THIS QUESTION IS ANSWERED YES, AUTOMATIC FAILURE was verbally confirmed hyW
OF THIS AUDIT WILL RESULT.
2.07.02 Is composi produced from animal derived materials used by the No 0 0 No, No campost produced from animal was
grower? If No, go o 2.07.03 Iiicii ”|ii \\'its verbally canfinned by-
2.07.02a Are composi applicalions incorporated into the soil prior (o planting  N/A 0 0
or bud huret for tree crops and not applied during the growing
season?
2.07.02b Are there compost use records available for each growing area, NIA 0 0

including application records which shows that the interval between
application and harvest was not less than 45 days?

2.07.02¢c Are there Cerlificnic(s) of Analysis (CoA) from the compost NIA 0 0
supplier(s) that covers pathogen testing (plus any other legally/hest
practlice required testing) and does (he grower hnve relevant letters of
guarantee regarding SOP's and logs?

2.07.02d Are there Cerlificate(s) of Analysis (COA), letters of guaraniee or N/A 0 0
some other documents fromn the compost supplicr(s) thal covers heavy
metal lesting”

2.07.03 Are biosolids used? I No, go 10 2.07.04. NOTE: Special attention (o No 0 0 No. No biosolids were used This was verbally
commodity speeific guldelincs rules (e.g., Callfornian Leafy Greens) confimed by
which ban the use of biosalids, see 2.07.03d

2.07.03a Are biosolids incarporated into the soil prior to planting or bud burst  N/A 0 0
for trec crops and nol spplied during the growing scason?

2.07.03b Are the grower's hlosolids use recards available for each growing N/A 0 0
ares, especially application records?



2.07.03c

2.07.03d

2.07.03¢

2.07.04

2.07.04a

2.07.84b

2.07.04c

2.07.04d

2.07.08

2.07.05a

2.07.05h

2,07.05¢

2.07.05d

2.07.06

2.07.06a

2.07.06b

2.07.07
2.07.07a

2.07.07b

2.07.08

Is there n Certificate(s) of Analysis (COA) from the biosolid
supplier(s) cerlilying complinnce with prevailing national/ local
siandards and guidelines? IF THIS QUESTION IS ANSWERED NO,
AUTOMATIC FAILURE OF THIS AUDIT WILL RESULT.

Are lhere Certificate(s) ol Analysis (COA), leliers of guarantce or
some olher do from the biosolid supplier(s) certifying
compliance with prevalling national/ local standards and guldelines
(heavy metnl leit analysis)?

Are blosolids being applied to crops where the couniry of production
regulations/guidelines ban the use such materials e.g. Leafy Green
Commodity Specific Guidelines in California? I¥ THIS QUESTION
IS ANSWERED YES, AUTOMATIC FAILURE OF THIS AUDIT
WILL RESULT.

Is uatreated animal manure used? If No, go to 2.07.05. NOTE:
Specinl attention (o commodity specific guldelines rules (e.g.,
Californisn Lealy Green Commodity Specific Guidelincs) which ban
the use of untreated aniranl manures. See 2.07,04d

Is unireated animal manure Incorporated inlo the soil prior to
planting or bud burst for (ree crops end not applied during the
growing season?

Are there untreated animal manure records avallable for each
growing area including application records which shows that (he
interval between application and harvest was not less than 120 days
(unless more stringent laws or guidelines exlst)?

Are there Certificate(s) of Analysis (COA), specification or some
other document available for review provided by the untreated
anlmal manure supplicr stating the components of the material?

Are untreated animal manures belng used where the country
regulations/guldelines ban the usc such malterials (e.g., Californian
Leafy Green Conunodity Specific Guidclines)? IF THIS QUESTION
IS ANSWERED YES, AUTOMATIC FAILURE OF THIS AUDIT
WILL RESULT.

Are other nonsynthetic crop treatments used (e.g. composi (eay, fish
emulsions, fish meal, blood meal,"bio fertilizers™)? If No, go to
2.07.06

Are nonsynthetic treatments that contain animal producis or aniinal
manures applied to the edible portions crops?

Are nonsynthetic crop treatment records avallable for each growing
area including applicatlion records d trating the interval
between application and harvest was not less than 45 days?

Are there Cerlificate(s) of Analysis avallablc from (hc nonsynthetic
crop treatment suppliers that covers pathogen (esling (plus any other
legally/best practice required testing)?

Are there Certlilcate(s) of Analysis {COA), letters of guarantee or
some other documents from the nonsynthetic crop treatment
suppliers that covers heavy metal testing?

Arc any soll or substrate amendments (except inorganic
nutrients/fertilizers) used that do nol contain animal preducts and/or
animal manures? If No, go to 2,07.07

Are the grower’s soll or substratc amendment (except inorganie
nulricnts/fertilizers that do not contain animal producis and/er
animal manures) records available for review Including application
records?

Are there Certificate(s) of Analysls (COA) and/or lctters of guarantee
slatling that the materials used are free from animal products and/or
animal manures?

Are Inorganic fertilizers used? 1f No, go to 2.07.08

Are the grower's inorganic fertilizer records available for review
including application records?

Are there Certificate(s) of Analysis (COA), letters of guarantee or
some other documents from the inorganic fertllizer supplier(s) that
specifies the source of all the ingredients including inert materlals?

If ferlilizers nnd/or fertilizer containers are stored on the property,
are they stored in a inanner lo preveat conlamination lo the growing
area(s) or any of watcr sources?

N/A

N/A

N/A

No

IN/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Na

N/A

N/A

Yes

Yes

N/A

15

No. No untreated animal manure was used,
This was verbally by

No. No Non-synthetic crop treattncats were
used. This was verbally confinned by

No. No 50il or substiate amendiments were
used. This was verbally conlirmed by

Yes. Inorganic synthetic fertilizers were used.
Yes. The grawer application records were
available for review deiailing date, arca treated,

pplicati hod, and pplied
Yes. There was o letter of guarmntee I'mm-
July [, 20013) signed by
The leters of guarantee stated that they
were complying with the established
specifications, regulatory requirements and hest
practice guidelines.
N/A. Fenilizers and/or fertilizer containers
were not stored on the property during the audit.
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2,08.01 Does the growlng operation practice dryland farming? If No, go to
2.08.02.

2.08.01n If the growing operation practices dryland farming, sre there water
sysiems used in the growlng operation to 1upply for crop needs such
as crop protectlon/fortilzer applications, and frost or lreeze
prevention program? If No, go o 2,08.02

2.08.0Lb Are microbiologlcal tests, Incluading goneric E.coll conducted on the
water? LT No, go to 2.08,01d

2.08.01¢ Aro tho microbiologicnl tests curront and conducted at the required
and/or expected frequencies?

2,08.01d Do written proceduras {SOPs) exist covering proper sanpling
protocols which include where samples should be iaken and how
sumples should be identified?

2,08.01¢ Do wrltten procedures (SOPs) exirt covering correctlvo measures for
unsuitabie or abnormal wator tosiing rosulis?

2.08.01f Jf unsnitable or abnormnl results have been detected, have
docuinented corrective measures becn performed?

2.08.02 s the wator uaed for the growlng operation sourced from Munlcipal
or District waler pipelioe systems? I No, go to 2,08.03

2.08.02a Are microbiological tests, including Generic E.coli conducted on
waler used for crop protection/fertilizer applicatlons, and frosi or
freeze prevention program? If No, go to 2.08.02¢

2.08,02b Are the nicroblologicnl tests current and conduceted at the requived
andjor cxpocted frequencics?

2.08.02¢ Do written procedures (SOPs) exlst coverlng proper sampling
protocols which include where sninples should be taken and bow
sanploz should be Identifled?

2,08.02d Do wriiten procedures (8OPs) exis¢ covering corrective measures [or
unsultable or abnormal water testing results?

2,08.02¢ Il ungulinbie or rRbnornal results have been detected, hive
documented corrective measures boen performed?

2.08.02F Are the crops ivrigated by a maicro irrigativn or drip system?

2.08,02¢ 18 avorhead irrigation used to irrigate the crop or as part of a Ivost ar
freeze preventlon program? NOTE: "Irrigating the crop® refers to
irrvigation during ibe mature growing cycle. This does not include
pre—planting or just after planting to create a atand.

2,08.02h Are the crops ivrigated by fload irrigation or a furrow system?

2.08.021 Are the crops sub irrigated (also Jonosva as seepage irrigation)?

2.08.03 15 the water nsed in Lthe growing eperalion sourced from wells? 1f No,
go to 2,08,04

2,08.03a Aro all swell heads nn pdequnte disinnco from uotreated manure?

2,08.03b Is the well desigued to prevent contnminotion?

2.08.03¢ Ly it evident tha¢ the well(s) Is free [rum contamination Issues and are
measures taken to minimize contaminntion of wells?

2.08.03d Are records kept for periodic inzpectlons and (reaiment of wells (if
performed) available for review?

2.08.03¢ Arc microbislogicnl testy, including gencric E.eoli conducted on {he
water? If No, e to 2,08,03g

2,08.031 Ave the mieroblologleul tests cwirent and condavted at the required
and/or expected frequencies?

2,08.03g Do written procedures (SOPs) cxist coyering proper sampling
protocols which include where samples should be taken ond how
sumples should be identified?

2,0R.03h Do written procedires (SOPs) exist covering currective incasures for
unsuitable or abnormal water testing resal(s?

2.08.03i 1f unsuliable or abnovmal resulls bave been delected, have
docimented corrective meagures been performed?

2.08.43] Arc the crops irrigated by a micro irrigntion ar drip system?

2,08.03k 1s overbend irrignlion naod la irrigaie tho erap or as pnrd of n frost or
freeve prevention program? NOTE: "hrripating the crap" rofers to
irrigation during the mature growlng eycle, This docs nol include
pre=planting or jusi after planting to create a sland.

e
Ansirdr

No

N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

NA

N/A

N/A
N/A

NfA
N/A

Yes

N/A

Glyen: Poisiple:

Scom - Beore.
0 0
0 0
0 4]
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 1]
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 i3
13 0
0 0
0 O
0 ¢
0 0
10 16
10 10
q 0
20 20
is &3
10 10
10 10
0 0
o 0
0 0

No. No distriel waler was used,

Yes, The irrigation water was sourced from 1
well.

N/A. There was no manure of any kind
observed in praximity to the waler source.

Yes. The wells ia designed 10 prevent
conlumination,

Yes, It is evident that well is free from
cortaminmion issues during he audit,

Yeg, There wers records wero available for
reviow, I js colled "Iirigation Sanitary
Assessment.” The lest well inspection was
performed on October 7, 2013 by

Yes, Testing was periooned on an Monthly
basis or 8 nooded, This wad verbally confinned

1y

perfonns the microhlological testing for B.coli,
on 1he water source, The last rerull was on July

9, 2012, No unsuitable or abnormal resylts were
detected this was verbally confirmed b}“

Yes, Testing is performed monthly or as need
it, It was verhally confirimed h

Yes, The written procedures were availablo for
review, The SOP is cnlled “Leignation/Water
Use."

Yes. The written procedures (SOP's) included
correclive aclions in case of sbnormal waler
resulls. The SOP is called "Corrective Action for
Unsuitable/Adnonnnl Testing Resull 3O7."

N/A. No unsuilable or abnormal results wore
dotected. This was verbally confirmed by

Yes. Micro irrigotion nnd drip system were
used.
NIA. No overhiead inigntion weas used,



2,08.031 Are the crops Irrigated by flood irrigation or a furrow sysiem?

2,08.03m Are the erops sub irrigaled (also known as seepage Irrigation)?

2.08.04 I3 the water used In the growing operation sourced from ponds,
reservoirs, watersheds or other surface water source? If No, go to
2.08.05

2,08.04a Is surface walcr in adequate distance from untreated manure?

2,08.04b Do animals (domeslic, livestock, or wild) have access (o the water
source?

2.08.04c Isitevident that the water source Is free of conininination Issucs and
are measures taken (o minlmize contamination of the waler source?

2,08.04d Are records kept for the periodic visual i tions and disinlectl
treatments (If uscd) avallable for review?

2,08.04¢ Are microbiological tests, including generic E.coll conducted on the
water? If No, go to 2.08.04g

2.08.04f Are the microblological fests current and conducted at the required
and/or expected frequencies?

2,08.04¢ Do written procedures (SOPs) exisl covering proper sampling
protocols which include where samples should be taken snd how
samples should be identified?

2,08.04h Do written procedures (SOPs) exist covering correciive measurcs for
unsuilable or abnormal water testing rcaulis?

2.08.04i If unsultable or abnormal results have been detected, have
d {cd corrective es been performed?

2.08.04) Are the crops irrigsted by a micro irrigation or drip system?

2,08.04k Is overhead frrigation used to irvigate the crop or as part of n frost or
freeze prevention program? NOTE: "Irrigating the crop® refers to
Irrigation during the mature growing cycle. This docs not include
pre—planting or just afler planting to create a stand.

2.08.041 Are the crops Irrigated by Nood Irrigation or a furrow sysiem?

2.08.04m Are the crops sub irrigaled (also known ns seepage Irrigation)?

2.08,05 1 the water used In the growing operation sourced from conals,
rivers, difches, or other open flowing water systems? If No, go to
2.08.06

2,08.05a Is surface water In ndequate distance from untreated manure?

2.08.050 1s the water source under the direction of a waler authorily or
district?

2.08.05¢ Do animals (domestic, livestock, or wild) have access (o (he waler
source?

2.08.05d )s it cvident that the water source Is free of contaminstion issucs and
are measures taken (o minlinize contamination of the water source?

2.08.05¢ Are records kept for perledic visual inspection and disinfection (If
occurring) of the water source and avaliable for review?

2,08.05f Arc microbial tests, including Generic E.coll conducted on water used
for Irrig crop profection/fertilizer applicati and frost or
freeze prevention program? If No, go to 2,08.05h

2.08.05g Are the microbiological tests current and conducted at the required
and/or expected frequencics?

2,08.05h Do written procedures (SOPs) cxist covering proper sampling
protocols which include where samples should be taken and how
samples should be Identifled?

2.08.051 Do writien procedures (SOPs) cxisl covering corrective measures for
unsultable or abnormal water testing resulls?

2.08,05} I unsuilable or sbnormal resulls have been detected, have
docuimented corrective measures heen performed?

2.08.05k Are the crops irrigated by a micro irrigntion or drip system?

2.08.051 Is overhead Irrigation used (o irrigate the crop or as part of a frost or
frevee prevention program? NOTE: "Irrigating the crop” refers lo
irrigation during the mature growing cycle. This does not include
pre—planting or just after planting to create a stand.

2.08.05m Are the crops irrigated hy Nood irrigation or furrow system?

2.08.05n Are Lhe crops sub Irrigated (also known as scepage irrigation)?

2.08.06 s reclaimed waler used in the growing operation? NOTE: This refers
to wastewalcr that has gone through a treatment process. Il No, go to
2.08.07,

2.08.06a Is the reclamation process under the direction of 8 waler reclamnailon
managemeni or authorily?

N/A
N/A
No

N/A

NA

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

NIA

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
Yes

N/A

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

N/A

Yes

N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
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N/A. Furrow systein was not used for the crop.
N/A. The crops were not sub irrigated.
No. No reservoirs were used ns a waler source.

Yes. Water from canals was uscd,

N/A. Therc was no manure of any kind
observed in proximily 1o the water source.

Yes. The water source is under the direction of
n water suthority.

Yes Aniinals have access 10 1he waler souree,

No. The waler svurce was nol free lrom
conlamination there was vegetalion,

Yes. There were records were available for
review. It is called "[rrigation Sanilary
Assessment." The last well inspection was

irformed on October 7, 2013 by-

Yes. Testing was performed on an Monihly
basis or as needed. This was verbally confirmed

petfonms the microbinlogical westing for E.coli,
on the water source, The last result was on July
9, 2013. Ne unsuilable or abnormal results were
ot is was verbally confirmed byH

Yes. Testing is performed monthly or as o
it. It was verbally conﬁrmcdﬂ
Yes. The wrillen procedures were svailable for
review, The SOP is called "Imigation/Water Use,

Yes. The written procedures (SOP's) included
corrective actions in case of obnormal waler
results, The SOP is called "Corvective Action for
Unsuilable/Adnormal Testing Resull SOP."

N/A. No unsuitable or abnormal resulls were
detecled. T'his was verbally confirmed by-

Yes. Micro irigation and drip system were
used.
N/A. No aoverlead irrigntion was used.

N/A. Furrow system was not used for the crop.
N/A. The crops were not sub irrigated,
No. No reclnimed water was used.



2.08.06b Arc microhial control measures for reclalmed water uthlized? NIA 0 0

2.08.06c Are microblal tests, Including Generic E.coll conducied on the waler?  N/A 0 [
1f No, go to 2.08.06e

2.08.06d Arc the microbiological tcsls current and conducied at the required NIA 0 [y}
and/er eapected frequencies?

2.08.06c Do written proccdures (SOPs) exist covering proper sempling N/A 0 0
prolocols which include where samples should be taken and how
samplcs should be identifled?

2.08.06f Do written procedures (SOPs) exist covering corrective measures for ~ N/A 0 0
unsuitable or abnormal water testing results?

2,08,06g If unsuilable or nbnormal resulls have been detected, have N/A 0 0
documented eorrective measures been performed?

2.08.06h Are the crops irrigated by a micro Irrigation or drip system? N/A 0 0

2,08.061 1s overhead irrigation used lo irrigste (he crop or as part of a frost or  N/A 0 0
frecze prevention program? NOTE: "Irrigating the crop” refers (o
Irrigation during the muature growing cycle, This does not include
pre=planiing or just after plantiag (o create s stand,

2,08.06j Are the crops irrigated by Nood irrigation or a furrow sysiem? N/A 0 0

2,08.06k Are (he crops sub [rrigated (slso known as scepage irrigation)? N/A (1] 0

2.08.07 Are (2il water (run off water) sysiems uscd In the growing operation? No 1] 0 No. Tail water was nol used.
11 No, go (0 2.08.08,

2.08.07¢ 1s surface waler in adequate distance from untreated manure? N/A 0 0

2,08.07b Do animals (domestic, livestock, or wild) have access (o the tail water  N/A a 0
sysiems?

2.08.07¢ lnit cvident that the water source is free of contanination issues and  N/A 0 0
are measures (sken to minimize contamination of the tail water
system?

2,08.07d Are records kept for periodlc visual inspection and disinfection (If N/A 0 0
occurring) of the water source and avellable for review?

2.08.07¢ Are microblal tests conducted, Including Gencric E.coll on watcr used  N/A 0 0
for irrigation, crop protection/feriiticer applicatlony, and frost or
freeze prevention program? If No, go to 2.08.07g

2.08.077 Are the microbiological iesis current nnd conducted at (he required N/A 0 1]
andfor expecied frequencles?

2.08.07g Do writlen pracedures (SOPy) exlst covering proper sampling N/A 0 0
protocols and are the SOPs belng Implemented? NOTE: Irrespective
of water source, samples for microbial testing should be taken at 2
point as close (0 the point of use as practical, 5o a3 to test both the
waler source and the water distribution system.

2,08.07h Do written procedures (SOPs) cxlst covering corrective measures for  N/A 0 0
unsuitable or abnormal water testing resulls?

2,08.071 Il unsultabte or abnormal resulls have been delected, have N/A 0 0
documented corrective measures been performed?

2.08.07) Are the crops irrigated by o micro irrigation or drip system? N/A 0 0

2.08.07k s overhead irrigation used to Irrigatc the erop or as part of a frost or ~ N/A 0 0
freeze preventlon program? NOTE: "Irrigating the crop” refers lo
irrigation during the mature growlng cycle, This docs not Inclade
pre—planting or jusl alter planiing (o create a stand,

2,08.071 Are the crops Irrigated by flood Irrigation or furrow system? NIA 0 0

2.08.07m Arc the crops sub irrigated (also known as seepage irrigation)? N/A 0 0

2,08.08 Are check valves, anti-siphon devices, or other back flow prevention  Yes 10 10 Yes. Check valves were used in the system,
1ystems In use when ond swhere necessary?

2,08.09 Isirrigation equipmest thut Is not in use free from pest N/A 0 0 N/A. No lrrigation equipment was observed
coniamination and stored clean off the ground? during the nudit.

Question ' QuestlonNam¢ Glven Given Possible Auditor Comments Files

No. Answer Score  Score
2.09.01 13 (here a documented policy and/or procedures lor the Yes 5 5 Yes. The grower had documcated policy end
mixing/loading of crop protection materials? procedurcs for the mixing/loading of crop

protection materials for the food snfety manual. It
is called "Crop Protection/ Mixing and Loading
Crop Protection Materials."

2.09.01a Is mixing, losding, or (ke dilution of crop pratection materials N/A 0 0 N/A. This activity was not abserved during the
performed safely and within 8 distance where the growing arca and audil,
waler sources ore nol affected?

2.09.02 s there a documented policy and/or procedures for the rinsing and Yes 5 ) Yes, The grower had documented procedures
cleaning of crop prolection cquipment? for the rinsing and cleaning of crop proteciion

cquipment. It is ealled "Crop Protection/ Rinsing
and Cleaning of Crop Protection.”

2,09.02a 1s rinsing and cleaning of crop profection cquipment performed N/A ¢ 0 N/A. This activily wns not observed during the
safely and within a distance where land and waler sonrces are not audit,
affected?

2.09.03 I3 there documentatlon that shows the individual(s) making declalons  Yes 10 10 Yes, is the PCA. License
for crop prolec(ion are qualificd? 1t is valid until December 31, 2013,
2.09.04 I3 there documentation that shows employces who haadie crop Yes 15 15 is responsible for ey

prolection materials nre trained or are under the supervision of a pratection, This was verbally confirmed by

trained Individual?



2.09.08

2.09.05a

2.09.06

2.09.06a

2.09.06b Where harvesting Is restricied by preharvest lntervals (as required on

2.09.07

2.09.07a

2.09.08

2.09.09

2.09.10

2.09.11

2,09.12

2.09.12a

Docs the growlng operation follow a pesticide applicatlon recording

program of all plant protection products (including soil and substrate

pre-plant treatments)? IT No, go (0 2.09.06. IF THIS QUESTION IS

ANSWERED NO, AUTOMATIC FAILURE OF THIS AUDIT WILL

RESULT.

Are crop protection application records up (o date and available for
review?

Has the growing operation gol regisiratlon information avallable
about the plant protection products registered for use for the target
crops in (he country of production? If N/A, go to 2.09.07. IF THIS
QUESTION 1S ANSWERED NO, AUTOMATIC FAILURE OF
THIS AUDIT WILL RESULT.

Are crop protection applications restricled by the guidelines
established by the prodact label, manufacturer recommendation, or
by prevailing national/ local standards and guidelines? IF THIS
QUESTION IS ANSWERED NO, AUTOMATIC FAILURE OF
THIS AUDIT WILL RESULT,

the crop prolection chemical product Inbels, manufacturer
reccommendations and/or by prevalllag aationalflocal standards) Is
the grower adhering fe these pre—harvest inlerval lime periods? IF
THIS QUESTION IS ANSWERED NO, AUTOMATIC FAILURE
OF THIS AUDIT WILL RESULT.

If applicable, for those plant protection products thal are not
reglstered for usc on target crops In the country of production, if the
country has no or a partial legislative framework to cover plani
protection products, can the grower show that they have regiatration
information, label information, MRL lolerances, elc. for the country
of destination? IF THIS QUESTION IS ANSWERED NO,

AUTOMATIC FAILURE OF THIS AUDIT WILL RESULT. ITN/A,

go to 2.09.08.

Is there evidence available thal the grower is taking all the necessary
measures to comply with the country(les) of destination expectations
regarding plant protection products use (registration Informadon,
label information, MRL tolerances and any other guidelines
applicable)? IF THIS QUESTION 1S ANSWERED NO,
AUTOMATIC FAILURE OF THIS AUDIT WILL RESULT.

Arc employec reentry intervals established as required by the
pesticide label, facturer r tion, or by prevailing
national/ local standards and guldelines?

When crop protection applications occur, does posting take place on
nrea of treatmen( according (o prevailing national/ locel standards
and guidelines?

Ta avoid drilt, are crop prolection applications resiricicd when gusts
are excessive?

If crop protection containers arc slored on (he properly (cven
temporarily), are they stored in a manner to preveat contamination
and disposed of responsibly?

Have documented pnlicies and/or pmcedures been developed for the
monitoring of crop pr th lon equipment (e.g. calibration
procedures, inspeclions, replaccmenl)"

Is it evident that the equipment used for crop proteciion applications
Is in good working order?

Yes

Yes

Yes

N/A

Yes

N/A

N/IA

N/A

N/A

20

20

20

20

20

20

20

20

20

Yes. Grower application records were
available for review,

Yes. The crop protection application records
were up Lo date and were available for review.

N/A. The growing operation had registration
information available for review.

Yes. According to the manager, applications
were made according to the guidelines
estoblished by the product Jabel.

Yes. The records and labe! showed that
pre-harvest intervals had been respected.
Records of applications were available for review
during the audit..

Yes. The grower had registration infonnation,
label infor , and MRL 10! es for the
country of destination.

Yes. There was evidence available (Pesticide
MRL Database} that showed the grower was
1oking all the necessory measures to comply with
{le couniries of destimation expectations
regarding plant protection product.

Yes. The records showed that re -entry
intervols had been respecied, Records of
applications were available for review during the
audit.

ere was verbal conflimation hy-
hat stated the posting was performed
when application took place.

N/A. Applications were not performed during
the audit.

N/A. Pesticides and emply comainers were not
stored in the ranch. This was verbally confirmed
b

Yes. There were documented policies and‘or
procedures for the calibration. The document tille
was called "Fertilizer Application Equipment
Calibriaton.”

N/A, Equipment used lor crop protection
applications were not observed at the time of the
audit.

Quminn
No.
2,10.01

2.10.02

2.10.03

2,10.04

2.10.08

Quntinn Name

Does the growing vperstion have u dot ) snd tmpl nted
policy for dealing with cmployees who appear to be phvalcnll) i, or
become ill while working?

Does the growing operstlon have a documented and Implemented
policy regarding employees with open sores and wounds?

Does the growing operslion have written procedurcs describing the
disposition of product that has come Into conlact with blood or other
bodily NMuids? 1F THIS QUESTION IS ANSWERED NO,
AUTOMATIC FAILURE OF THIS AUDIT WILL RESULT.

Does the growing operation have documented and impiemented
policies prohibiting eating, drinking (including gum chewing) using
tobaceo In the growing arca?

1s (here a food safety hyglene training program covering new and
exisling employees and arc there records of (hese tralning eveals?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

(11}

10

20

Olven Given Ponlble
Answer  Score  Score

10

10

20

Audilw ( ommrnu

Yes. The written policy was aveilable for
review. [t is called "Field Employee
Hygienc/Employce iness #1.”

Yes. The writlen policy was available for
review. It is called “Field Employce
hygiene/Limployee 1llness #2."

Yes. The written policy was available for
review. 1t is called "Field Employee
Hygienc/Product Contaminated With Blood #8
and 11 -

Yes, The written policy was available for
review. Il is called "Good Agriculture Practices/
No Smoking Eating or Drinking in this Area."

Yes. There was a food safety program
covering new and existing employee truining
The records were available from the last training.

was responsible for the Safety
meeling iraining on July 2, 2012. The titlc of the
document is called "Employee Training Log.”



2.10.06 Are there aperationnl toilef facilities provided? 1f NO, go to 2.10.07 [F
THIS QUESTION IS ANSWERED NO, THE AUDIT WILL
RESULT IN AN AUTOMATIC FAILURE,

2,10,06a Are the tollet Pacllities placed within % mile or 5 minutes walking
distnnce of all employees?

2.10.06b Are (oilot facilitics In a suitable location tv prevent contamination (o
preduct, packaging, equipmenl, and growing areas?

2.10,06¢ 18 A minimum of ono toilet facility provideil for each group of 20
employees?

2,10.06d Do toilet facilities have viruals or signs, written lo the approprlate
Isngunges, reminding cmployees 1o wash their hands before retnrning
10 work?

2.10,06e Avg the tollets maintained In a clesn and sanitury condition nnd nre
ihere records showiog loilet clenning, servicing and stocking id
occurring rogolarly?

2.10861 Are the cateh basion of the tollets designed and malnteined to prevent
contaminatien (e.g. free from lealw and cracks)?

2,10,06g 1s thare (5 a documented and Implemented procedure for cmptying

the catch bastn in a hygionic mannor and alsc Ia & wny (hat preveot

product, packaging, cquipinent and water systoms and growing avea
contamination?

Is there evidence of humean focal contamination in the growing

area(x)? If this guostion is answered Yes, antomatle fallure of this

audit will rerult,

Are (herc uperstional hand waghing facilitles provided? 1 No, go to

210,09

2.10.082' Are the hend wnvhing Macilitics placed within % mile or 5 minutes
wilking distance of nll employcos?

2.10.08b Are hand wash stetions clesrly vigible (¢,g. situated outside the toilet
facility) and easily accesuible fo workers?

2,10.07

2.10.08

2.10.08c Are hand wash stations properly stocked with soap, paper towels and
trash can?

2.10.08d Arc the hund wash stations designed and being mainlained (v preveat
contaminalion onio the growing arca(s) (l.e. spent water docs nat go
atralght to the ground)?

2.10.080 Daes the growing uperaticn bave a d and lmp
policy and procodure in place requiring ewmployers lo wash their
hauds (e.g. prier to beginning work, afler breaks, after tollot nse)?

2,10.09 18 fresh potable drinking waler provided for workers? 1 No, go (o
2.10.10

2.10,092 T uscd, nre water conlai intained in a clean

210,10 Are first~nid Kits avallable and Is the Inventory maintained properly?

1 1 ted

dltion”

2,10.11 Ave there teash cans availablo on the field placed in suitablo
locations?

2.10.12  Are there any forclgn materlal issues observed that are or could be

potentisl risks lo {he product In the growing area(s) (e.g., jewolry)?

1s there 4 d ted and impl Led policy that infant oy toddler

sged children are nol allowed In the growing srea? NOTE; This

includes any packaging or equipmani storage ureas.

1.10.13

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yei

Yes

Yex

24

13

10

20

10

Yes. Oporatianal tollet facilitles were
provided,

Yes, Toilets were ploced within 1/4 mile/5
ininules of employees.

Yes. Tolle trailer was located owutslde of the
growing ares.

Yeg. Toilet units were provided faor the
employees.

Yes, Hond wash signs were pasted in English
and Spanish,

Yes. Toilet aupplies were maintained properly
doring the Inspection. The last service wus on
August 8, 2013,

Yes. Cuteh besins wasa intact and free flom
cracks or leaks durlng the audit,

Yes. There was documented nnd implemented
procsdures for emptying the catch bagin in o
hygieaic imanner, I1 is called "Portable Toilet
Palicy.”

No. There were no evidence of fxcal
coutamination in the growing area during the
andit,

Yes. A band washing unil was atlached io the
exterior of the toilet.

Yes. The hand washing focilities were located
with the tollets.

Yes. The hand wnsh stntions were cleatly
visible, there wore located outslde of the toilet
unit,

Yes. The supervisor and harvest trucks had

siro suiilies, This wns verbally confirmed by

Yes. The band wash uniis appeared to be well
designed and maintained.

Yes. There was a policy and procedures in
place. It la called "Field Empoyee Hygiene/Hand
Washing Policy.”

Yes. Drinking water was available at the time
of the nudit,

Yes, Water containérs wore clean.

Yes. The Orst nid kit was kept on gite and
maintained praperly.

Yea, T'rash cuns were located hext to the tailot
units,

No. No foreing materizls issues were abserved
during the eudit.

Yos. There wns a documented policy in place.
Tt is called "Field Employes Hygione/No
‘Toddlers, Infants or Children Allowed in the
growing aron,”



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
FOOD AND DRUG BRANCH
EMERGENCY RESPONSE UNIT

Environmental Investigation of an Escherichia coli
0157:H7 Outbreak in October 2013 Associated with Pre-
Packaged Salads

EXHIBIT C
Ratto Bros. [Redacted] Corrective
Actions



Revislon 1

Organlzation: RATTO BROB, INC.

Afdress: 6312 Beckwith Road 93358
Locatlony Modesto, CA
Phones 209-345-4448

Ranch: RBI Rauch #6 & RB1 #9 & RB1 #16
Conlact:
Locatleii: 2358 Modesto, Californta, United States
Shipper: Ratio Bros., Ine.
Operation Type: Ranth
Date Audit Started: 08/08/2013 09:00
Date Audit Finished: 08/08/2013 10:00

Anlse, Basil; Beels, Bok Choy, Baby Bok Choy, Green Cabbage, Nupa Cabbage, Red Cabbage, Suvoy Cabbuy
Caciug, Root Celery, Rainbow Chard, Chinese Mustard, (‘lumg Gak Moo, {‘Iluntm, Collard Greens, Dandelions,

Produci(s): DL, Dill-Baby, Endive, Escarole, Green Chand, Kale, Color Kale, Kohlrabi, Leck, Butter Letiuee, Green Leaf
Lettuce, Red Leaf Lettuce, Romaine Letiuce, Lo Bok, Mint, Greens Mustand, Onions, Parsley Green, ltalian Parsley,
Put Bae Choo, Radicchio, Daikon Radish, Red Chard, Splnach, Tumip Poly, Greens Tumnips, Yul Moo

Audltor:

Audit Percentage Score: L

Score after aceeplance of correcilve actions: 99.32%
Certlficate Link: Vicw Certificate

Score:
202 Powiible Polmist
100 00%{ Pereent Score:
Uond Agri ! Practices R i< Score:
828 Possible Pelnts:
94.91% |Percent Score:
Total, 985 Score:
1027 Possible Polniss
95.91% |Percent Score:

Food Safety Management System R

|(im! Apticuliurd] Practices Rﬂ]ui'lﬂl;_;_ﬂ_n 4 L]
Total: 4 0
AT AR R e R e S

2.03.04 Is there evidence of animal presence and/or animal activity in audited arca? 1f answer is NO, go 10 2.03.05

Auditor Answer: Yes Approved

Auditor Comments: Yes. There was evidence af animal presence (birds on block #2 Ranch 6) in the audited area during the audit.



Organlzation Corrective Action Response:
The following Corrective Action has been performed

Organization Corrective Action Comments:

There were & few birds observed close to the area that was being harvesied, However, crew leader and employees lave been cxiensively traincd 1o inform
someone if he/she encounters any contlamination issues (birds, dogs, feces, etc.) that could possibly contaminate our product, equipment, packaging material,
environment and employees, Our crew leaders also fill out PRE-HARVEST FOOD SAFETY ENVIRONMENTAL FIELD INSPECTION each time they are

going 1o harvest a field if problem—asscssment must take place.

Flle1

Elle2

Decision for Corrective Action?

Accepted

New Answer after Correclive Actions Acceptance:
No

CB Comments
Accepted.

2.04.02 Are, or is there evidence of d ic animals, wild animals, grazing lands (includes homes with hobby farms, and non
commercial livestock) in proximity to growing operation? 1f No, go to 2.04.03

Auditor Answer: Yes Approved

Auditor Comments: Yes. There was evidence of domestic animals (three dogs) in the adjacent land.

Organization Carrective Action Response:
The following Corrective Action has been performed

Organization Corrective Action Comments:
Please review picture of house on ranch 6 where occupant removed his dogs, as well as a letter that was scnt Lo occupant regording the company ‘s food safety
program.

Eile1

Eile2

Decision for Correclive Action?

Accepted

New Answer alter Correclive Actions Acceptance:
No

CB Commenl(s
Accepled.

2.08.05¢ Do animals (domestic, livestock, or wild) have access Lo the water souice?
Auditor Answer: Yes Rejected
Auditer Comments: Yes. Animals have access to the water source.

Organization Correclive Action Response:
The following Corrective Action has been performed

Organization Corrective Action Comments:

Even though our waler source is an open source we lake various measures 10 ensure that the water used for irrigation, washing of cquipment, mixing of
pesticides, ctc. remains free from contaminates. Thesc are some of the measures we take: water is filtered, chlorinated, tested regularly, equipment is
intained/cl dfrepairedireplaced to ensure it is not a source of contamination to our water source and we have onsite personnel as well as a sccurity company

that patrols our ranches.

Decision for Corrective Action?

Rejecled

CB Comments
Rejected. No evidence submitted.




2.08.05d Is it evident that the water source is free of contamination issues and are measures taken lo minimize contamination of the water

source?
Audltor Answer: No Approved
Auditor Comments: No. The water source was not free from contamination there was vegelation.

Organlzation Corrective Actlon Response:
The following Corrective Action has beon performed

Organizallon Corrective Action Commonts:
Please review the company’s Controlling Vegetation Around Wells/Canal Policy as well as the monthly well/canal inspection log that addresses vegetation
management.

Elied
Elle2
Ellad
Elle4

Declslon for Correctlve Action?

Accepted

New Answer after Corrective Actions Acceptance:
Yes

CB Comments
Accepted.




CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
FOOD AND DRUG BRANCH
EMERGENCY RESPONSE UNIT

Environmental Investigation of an Escherichia coli
0157:H7 Outbreak in October 2013 Associated with Pre-
Packaged Salads

EXHIBIT D
Photos of Positive Sample Locations
(Ratto Bros.)



Ratto Bros., Inc.
209-545-4445
Date: 11/21/13
Photographs taken by: Brandon Adcock #710
Exhibit_D _Page__1 of _5

Sample: 171112113-004: Puddle on dirt farm road, West of Ranch 9, Field 1



Ratto Bros., Inc.
209-545-4445
Date: 11/21/13
Photographs taken by: Brandon Adcock #710
Exhibit _D Page__2 of _5

Sample: 171112113-006: Mud from road in front of CAFO, [Jij road East of Ranch 7



Ratto Bros., Inc.
209-545-4445
Date: 11/21/13
Photographs taken by: Brandon Adcock #710
Exhibit D Page 3 of _5

Tg 1 R A
L 1

e -.—.'—'—:!—-'-:_]-‘

Sample: 171112113-007: Puddle on road in front of CAFO, |Jili] road East of Ranch 7



Ratto Bros., Inc.
209-545-4445
Date: 11/21/13
Photographs taken by: Brandon Adcock #710
Exhibit _D Page_ 4 of _5

Sample: 171112113-008: Mud on road in front of CAFO, [Jij road Northwest of RB
Ranch 9, Field 1



Ratto Bros., Inc.
209-545-4445
Date: 11/21/13
Photographs taken by: Brandon Adcock #710
Exhibit_D _Page_ 5 of _5

Sample: 171112113-009: Puddle on road in front of CAFO, [JJij road Northwest of
Ranch 9, Field 1



