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Presentation Notes
Prior to 2014 the data system we used for licensing and inspections was very basic. While we did capture some data, very little was aggregated into reports and the searches/or queries had limited filters. 
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Presentation Notes
In 2014 we implemented a new data system that enabled more comprehensive data collection and the ability to filter search results by numerous filters. At this point, we were still primarily counting widgets, however, we with the ability to apply multiple filters to system searches, we began to identify more valuable widgets. During the first year, we concentrated on populating new the data fields and began thinking about a more sophisticated way to report out and use our data. 


Inspection trends
2015 Complaint trends
Violation trends

DEVELOPED A MANAGEMENT
DASHBOARD FOR TREND Revenue trends

ANALYSIS AND
MONITORING A FEW KPIs On-time completion %
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Presentation Notes
In 2015 we took what we learned with the new data system worked closely with our vendor to build a Management Dashboard where we could easily analyze trends and monitor a few KPIs. The original driver to the dashboard was the retail program standards. Specifically, standard 9’s risk factor study where we used routine inspection data instead of a separate random data collection survey.  Standards 5 and 6 were also targeted with the dashboard by tracking complaint trends and on-time follow-up inspections and complaint responses.  


Trend Analysis
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Presentation Notes
The interactive dashboard allowed us to quickly generate visuals based on a number of filters. This made it easy to generate and compare inspection, complaint and violation trends across programs, agencies, regions, supervisors, individual inspectors, establishment types, and industry segments.  This helped us easily compare programs, agencies, and individuals to statewide averages and identify outliers that we could look into more deeply. 

We were able to measure effectiveness of certain activities. For example, we were able to see the effectiveness of an foodborne illness reporting campaign as the number reported illness complaints dramatically increased during the campaign.  We also identified certain inspection questions that were answered as Not Observed at a high rate. We developed a training to help our staff better identify opportunities to make observations in these areas. After the training we saw a decrease in the Not Observed responses for these inspection questions.

We were not the only ones that found this information valuable, we were able to generate violation trends for specific industry segments and even specific brands or franchises. This helped us to communicate to our industry partners where they might be able to focus their resources. This strengthen our partnership with industry. 

The value that our data provided for program improvement was apparent.  


By Inspection Reason

Inspection Reasomn

Follow Up-Letter of Correction
Follow Up-Risk Control Plan
lllness Complaint

Mon-lllness Complaint
Fhysical Recheck
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4002
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Finished On Time
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Mot Started
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Presentation Notes
Another area we identified as a programmatic gap was that we were not completing complaint inspections and follow-up inspections as timely as we would have liked. Our Standard 6 self-assessment helped us identify this programmatic gap. Once we began tracking, reporting and communicating our on-time completion % we immediately began to see performance improve in these areas. This too was another demonstration of the value of our data and the ability access it easily had on program improvement. We continue to monitor these KPIs closely and they are incorporated into our individual performance plans and our Bureau’s performance metrics.


2021

W ITH SEVERAL YEARS OF
DATA COLLECTION AND
DATA USE UNDER OUR
BELTS, WE WANTED TO
SEE WHAT QUESTIONS OUR
DATA COULD ANSWER
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Presentation Notes
In 2021, after several years of data collection, we began to explore what other questions we could answer or program improvement opportunities we could explore with the accumulation of data.  We surveyed our program leaders it see what questions they wanted to answer. We heard everything from, how long does it take to process an application? how effective is our compliance and enforcement process? are individual compliance action more effective for certain violations? how does inspection time correlate to inspection frequency? how does inspection frequency correlate to complaints and outbreaks? how does the inspection time of day correlate to observed risk factor violations? We knew that we could not tackle all of this at once, so we needed to focus one or two things. Ultimately, we chose to explore whether and to what extent consumer complaints are indicators of inspection performance. Responding to complaints has become a significantly larger part of our inspection workload over the last several years and there were grumblings as to the value of following up on every consumer complaint. In addition, we, like most everyone else, have very limited resources. We wondered whether consumer complaints might be a factor we should consider in prioritizing our inspections.
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Presentation Notes
To fund the project we applied for and received $20,000 for a special project under the Retail FFM grant.  The project was to create a PowerBi page that brings together inspection result data and consumer complaint data. The purpose was to see if the data showed a correlation between consumer complaints and inspection performance and whether this supported creating a more dynamic risk based inspection frequency model.  So, the ideas is that instead of solely basing inspection frequency on static risk assessment of menu, processes and population served, inspection frequencies would be also take into account more dynamic factors such as consumer complaints and prior inspection performance. This will help us to prioritize inspections at facilities that pose a higher risk to public health. While inspection performance has long been a factor that we considered in inspection frequency adjustments, consumer complaints were not and even inspection performance adjustments lacked standardization. 


omplainis & inspection results, inspection & program
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
With a very rudimentary understanding of how PowerBi works, we developed a document that outlined what filters and results we thought we would need. We provided this to the vendor and we were off and running.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
After several weeks, the vendor created a page based on the original document. We soon recognized that the vendor needed additional information to get us what we really wanted. We then provided more details as to the questions we wanted to answer and created several scenarios the vendor could look at while the development process continued.  


Risk Level Organization InspectionType Inspection Reason Line Item Group Complaint Status

Risk Level & {ngh} | Multlple selections | MU“IPIE‘ selections | Routine l Fnudbnme lllness Risk Factors _

State-County Clt'yl' # of Cnmplamts Cumplalnt Type Inspecimn Date Cnmplalnt I

# of Repeat Violation Cumpllance Outbreak # of Outbreaks .—. .—.

BusinessID MNumber of AVG # of Mumber of repeat  AVG # of repeat Mumber of AVG # of
violations OUT  violations OUT risk factor risk factor follow-ups follow-ups
violations violations
10001
Routine 1 1.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Total 1 1.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
10015
Routine
282253 3 3.00 1 1.00 2 2.00
337404 2 200 0 0.00 0 0.00
360229 2 200 0 0.00 0 0.00
Total 7 2.33 1 0.33 2 0.67
Total 7 2.33 1 0.33 2 0.67
10023 7 2.33 1 0.33 1 0.33
10025
Routine
227270 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
252774 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
278233 b 6.00 1 1.00 1 1.00
313120 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00
Total 7 1.75 2 0.50 2 0.50
Total 7 1.75 2 0.50 2 0.50
10024 10 2 .00 1 020 4 n_gno
Total 25526 1.89 3986 0.30 4800 0.36



Presenter
Presentation Notes
The process of iterative refinement and testing the filters, tables and how they interacted was tedious, but each iteration we made progress. Until, many months later, the single PowerBi page was complete and we could begin to answer some of the questions we had. 


Average Number of Risk Factor Violations Average number of Repeat Risk Factors Average Number of Follow-

Number of Complaints Per Routine Inspection per Routine Inspection up per Routine Inspection
All 2.01 0.31 0.37
Zero 1.29 0.12 0.26
1.00 2.84 0.40 0.48
2.00 3.60 0.65 0.62
3.00 3.81 0.86 0.73
more than 3 3.90 1.00 0.67

At least one verified

1.00 2.72 0.30 0.44
2.00 3.72 0.69 0.63
3.00 3.94 0.86 0.79
more than 3 3.98 1.07 0.71
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Presentation Notes
What did we find?  We were able to confirmed our hypothesis. Establishments with reported consumer complaints, had a higher average of FBI Risk Factor and PHI violations and higher average of repeat FBI Risk Factor and PHI violations on routine inspections than establishments with the same risk that did not have consumer complaints. Those with complaints also required more follow-up inspections per routine inspections.  Now that we have data we are working to identify a risk based inspection frequency model that incorporates consumer complaints as a factor in determining our inspection priorities. 
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