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INFORMATION NOTE
Food hygiene information system in selected places
1.

Introduction

1.1
The purpose of this information note is to provide the Panel on Food
Safety and Environmental Hygiene with information on the food hygiene information
system in Denmark, the United Kingdom (UK) and Los Angeles of the United States.
The health authorities in these places conduct regular inspections of food
establishments, and make the inspection results available at the business premises and
via the Internet for public viewing. In Hong Kong, there have been discussions over
recent years on the introduction of a similar scheme for licensed food establishments.
In particular, the Open Categorization System has been proposed by the Government
and discussed on a number of occasions as a scheme to publicize information on the
hygiene standards of licensed food establishments1. Under the proposed System, the
hygiene conditions of licensed food establishments would be graded in accordance
with results of a score-based inspection system. Food establishments inspected
would be required to post a hygiene grading sign at a conspicuous place on their
business premises.

2.

Denmark

2.1
In the mid-1990s, the Danish government embarked on several reform
measures to streamline its food safety policies, in an effort to bring greater
transparency and efficiency into the administration of the food sector. For example,
it established a new Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries in 1996 to
consolidate the responsibility for food safety regulations under one ministry2. In
addition, the body of laws governing food safety regulations, along with the number
of the regulatory authorities in charge of their implementation, was reduced
considerably.

1

2

See Food and Environmental Hygiene Department (2001) and (2002), Team Clean (2003),
Audit Commission (2005), and Legislative Council Secretariat (2002) and (2004).
Before 1996, the responsibility for food safety regulations was divided between the Ministry of
Health and the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries.
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2.2
The Danish government continued the food safety reform in 2001 with the
launch of a Smiley scheme to enhance the protection of consumers' interest in the
food market. The scheme breaks away from the tradition of not publicizing the
names of food establishments with food safety problems. Under the Smiley scheme,
all inspections of food establishments are followed up by the publication of an
inspection report in which the results are summarized in the form of a symbol (a
Smiley face ranging from big smile to sad). In so doing, the inspection report and
the expression of the Smiley face in particular provides a simple and convenient way
of identifying the hygiene conditions of food establishments.

Operation of the Smiley scheme
2.3
In Denmark, all shops, restaurants and other food establishments selling
foods and drinks to the public are inspected by health inspectors of the Danish
Veterinary and Food Administration3 on a regular basis – typically one to three times
a year4. The inspections, which are unannounced, cover the compliance with food
safety regulations and other control areas such as food contamination and labelling.
Food establishments, after each inspection, receive an inspection report showing the
inspection results and the Smiley awarded by the responsible health inspector (see
Figure 1). In addition to the Smiley summarizing the latest inspection, the Smileys
for the preceding three inspections are also shown on the report. The display of four
Smileys allows consumers to trace how a food establishment has fared over time.
Below the Smiley symbols, the health inspector may put down some comments to
explain the inspection result.

3

4

The Danish Veterinary and Food Administration is a department established under the Ministry of
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries to handle food control and veterinary inspections in Denmark.
The frequency of inspections is determined by the risk evaluation of the lines of business operated
by a food establishment. See Danish Veterinary and Food Administration (2008).
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Figure 1 – Sample inspection report

Source: National Smiley Website (2008).

Criteria for rating a food establishment
2.4
At each inspection, the responsible health inspector will check a number of
control areas, such as food handling practices and procedures, provision of food
hygiene education, food labelling and administrative-type violations (e.g. failure to
post the inspection report)5. The health inspector will rate each of these control
areas, and the lowest rating marked by the health inspector will determine the Smiley
to be awarded after the conclusion of the inspection.

5

According to the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration (2008), a number of control areas
will be checked at each inspection of food establishments. However, the control areas inspected
may vary from inspection to inspection and from establishment to establishment.

Research and Library Services Division

page 3

Legislative Council Secretariat

IN19/07-08

Symbols to categorize the inspection results
2.5
In Denmark, all food establishments will receive one of the following
four Smileys after inspection:
Table – Four Smileys
Smiley

Definition

Big smile face

No negative comments.

Small smile face

Instructions given.

Straight face

Injunctions or prohibition orders given.

Sad face

Fine imposed, police report made or licence withdrawn.

Source: Danish Veterinary and Food Administration (2008).

2.6
In 2007, 75% of all food establishments inspected received the big smile
face, 18% the small smile face, 2% the straight face and 5% the sad face.
2.7

In 2007, the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries added another

Smiley face – the elite-smiley
– to the four-tiered Smiley grading scheme. The
elite-smiley is awarded to a food establishment which has got the big smile face on
the latest four inspection reports and received no remarks during the past 12 months.
Display of the inspection results
2.8
In Denmark, all food establishments must display the most recent
inspection report visibly in a place where consumers could read it before deciding
whether to eat there. Failure to do so will result in a fine of 2,000 Danish Kroner
(HK$3,3006). As such, many food establishments have displayed their most recent
inspection report on the front door or shop window where it can be seen easily by
consumers.
2.9
All food inspection reports are available on the national smiley website
(www.findsmiley.dk) for public viewing. The website allows consumers to search
for the inspection results of a particular food establishment by various criteria such as
the name, address and type of business. For each establishment, the website
summarizes the latest four inspection results in the form of four Smiley faces7, with a
date showing when each inspection was conducted (see Figure 2). Consumers could
click on any of these four Smiley faces to access the corresponding full inspection
report.
6
7

The calculation was based on the average rate of HK$1.65 per Danish Kroner at end-March 2008.
The website will display an elite-smiley symbol if the food establishment concerned has got the
big smile face on the latest four inspection reports and received no remarks over the past
12 months.
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Figure 2 – National Smiley website

Source: National Smiley website (2008).

Re-assessment mechanism
2.10
In Denmark, the Smiley scheme provides food business operators with the
opportunity to request a re-inspection of their food establishments after the initial
inspection. Re-inspection normally takes place after a food establishment has
achieved a low rating at the initial inspection, and remedial measures have been taken
since then to improve its hygiene conditions. The costs of re-inspection are borne by
the requesting food business operator.
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Assessment of the Smiley scheme
2.11
According to the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration8, a market
survey conducted in November 2007 showed that 97% of consumers supported the
Smiley scheme. In the same survey, two out of three consumers said that they would
reject a restaurant with a sad Smiley face, whereas 59% stated that they actually chose
to dine somewhere else because of the expression of the sad Smiley face. As to food
establishments, 88% of them supported the Smiley scheme and 86% believed that
health inspectors' judgement was fair when making the assessments.

3.

The United Kingdom

3.1
In the UK, both the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the
Environmental Information Regulations 2004 came into force in January 2005, in an
effort to promote a culture of openness and accountability among public authorities9.
These two pieces of legislation set out the statutory right for public access to
information held by public authorities in the course of carrying out their functions,
unless there are good reasons to keep the information confidential. As to provisions
relating to the food safety regulation, the Freedom of Information Act 2000 allows the
public to request information on hygiene inspections of food establishments carried
out by local authorities. Likewise, the Environmental Information Regulations 2004
provide for public access to more specific information on "the state of human health
and safety, including the contaminations of the food chain, where relevant"10.
3.2
In order to cope with the implementation of the Freedom of Information
Act 2000 and the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, the Food Standards
Agency11 launched a pilot scheme – Scores on Doors – in 2004 to make hygiene
inspection information of food establishments available at the business premises and
online for public viewing. The pilot scheme was also part of the Agency's Strategic
Plan 2001-2006 which aimed at, among other things, reducing food-borne illnesses by
20% over the plan period by improving food safety right through the food chain.

8
9

10
11

See Danish Veterinary and Food Administration (2008).
The Freedom of Information Act 2000 prescribes public access to official information held by
public authorities, whereas the Environmental Information Regulations 2004 stipulate the granting
of the rights of access to environmental information to the general public. See Wikipedia (2008)
and Information Commissioner's Office (2008a) and (2008b).
See Part 1 of the Environmental Information Regulations 2004.
The Food Standards Agency is an independent government department set up by an Act of
Parliament in 2000 to protect public health and consumer interests in relation to food.
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Operation of the Scores on Doors scheme
3.3
The first Scores on Doors scheme (doors scheme) was introduced in 2004
and a number of similar schemes have been set up across the UK in the ensuing years.
At present, there are over a hundred local authorities operating various versions of the
doors scheme in the UK. Many of these schemes are sponsored by the Food
Standards Agency with a view to providing the Agency with evidence of how well the
schemes work in practice. Meanwhile, there are a number of local authorities which
have developed their own doors schemes to cope with the increasing number of
requests from the public for hygiene inspection information. The following
paragraphs summarize the general features of the various doors schemes currently in
operation across the UK.

Criteria for rating a food establishment
3.4
In the UK, the Food Law Code of Practice, issued under the Food Safety
Act 1990, sets out instructions and criteria which health inspectors are required to
follow when enforcing the food law. In particular, the Code stipulates a food
hygiene scoring system which employs a set of seven risk assessment criteria to rate a
food establishment and determine the frequency of inspections so required12. Most
of the doors schemes have made use of this scoring system and employed the
following three criteria stipulated therein to inspect and rate a food establishment13:
(a) food hygiene and safety procedures (including food handling
practices and procedures, and temperature control);
(b) structure of business premises (including cleanliness, layout,
condition of structure, ventilation, etc.); and
(c) confidence in management/control systems (including the food
business operator's history of compliance with food hygiene law, the
attitude of the management towards hygiene and food safety, and
evidence of a food safety management system14).
During an inspection, each of the above three criteria is given a score by the
responsible health inspector. The scores are then totalled to determine the overall
score, which will be translated into a Smiley, a letter or a grade to summarize the
hygiene standards achieved at the time of inspection.

12

13

14

The frequency of inspections ranges from every 12 months for the highest-risk food establishments,
to once every five years for the lowest-risk food establishments.
The coverage of the doors scheme differs among local authorities. Some schemes focus on
specific sectors of the food market, usually catering outlets, while others cover all food businesses
subject to food hygiene inspections.
Most doors schemes have selected these three criteria out of the seven criteria set out in the food
hygiene scoring system because they are under the direct control of the food business operator.
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3.5
After an inspection, each food establishment will receive a certificate
summarizing the hygiene standards achieved at the time of the latest inspection. The
amount of information shown on the certificate varies among local authorities. For
example, the city of Derby adopts a star-rating scheme and the certificate only shows
the star awarded (see Figure 3).

Figure 3 – Sample certificate issued by the Derby City Council

Source: Derby City Council (2008).

Research and Library Services Division

page 8

Legislative Council Secretariat

IN19/07-08

3.6
In contrast, the city of Leicester adopts a Smiley scheme and the certificate
includes not only the Smiley face, but also the rating for each of the control areas and
a summary of the inspection findings (see Figure 4).

Figure 4 – Sample Certificate issued by the Leicester City Council

Source: Leicester City Council (2008).
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Symbols to categorize the inspection results
3.7
Local authorities have converted the food hygiene inspection results into
symbols to differentiate the various hygiene standards of the food establishments
inspected. A wide range of symbols is used in the existing doors schemes. Most of
them use a 5-star rating scheme, ranging from no star (very poor hygiene standards) to
five stars (best standards of food safety management). There are also other rating
schemes employed to categorize the inspection results, such as:
(a) Smiley scheme – big smile (high standards of food hygiene), smile
(satisfactory standards), no smile (unsatisfactory standards) and frown
(highly unsatisfactory standards);
(b) letter-grading system – "A" (excellent), "B" (good), "C" (acceptable),
"D" (poor) and "E" (very poor);
(c) a two-tiered scheme with "Pass" and "Improvement Required"
ratings; and
(d) traffic light scheme, plus "gold" for the best rating – gold (excellent
hygiene standards), green (good hygiene standards), amber
(satisfactory compliance level) and red (enforcement action
taken/some improvement required).

Display of the inspection results
3.8
Local authorities post the latest hygiene inspection results on their
websites for public viewing. However, there is currently no legal requirement
obliging a food establishment to display its rating certificate at the business premises.
Should the food establishment choose to do so, the certificate must be displayed in
places visible from outside of the business premises, thereby enabling the public to
view the latest hygiene result before deciding to enter.

Re-assessment mechanism
3.9
In general, a food establishment will get a new rating only at the next food
hygiene inspection or if there has been a change in ownership. Nevertheless, there
are a few doors schemes which allow for re-assessment upon request by the food
business operators. For example, in the city of Leicester, a food business operator
could request for a re-inspection if he/she is dissatisfied with the Smiley rating
received at the initial inspection and has taken remedial actions since then to improve
the hygiene conditions of his/her food establishment. The operator must make the
request within 28 days of the initial inspection and pay for the re-inspection costs.
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Assessment of the Scores on Doors schemes
3.10
In 2007, the Food Standards Agency commissioned two research
companies – Continental Research and Greenstreet Berman – to evaluate the doors
schemes in the UK. Continental Research focused on consumer understanding of
the schemes, whereas Greenstreet Berman evaluated the impact of the schemes on
local authorities and food businesses and recommended the way forward for the
schemes in light of the evidence found.

Key findings of Continental Research
3.11
The evaluation conducted by Continental Research showed support from
consumers, food businesses and local authorities for the doors scheme as a way to
better inform and empower consumers. The research company also found the need
shared by all stakeholders for introducing a national doors scheme in order to avoid
confusions arising from the current proliferation of various versions of the schemes
across the UK.

Key findings of Greenstreet Berman
3.12
According to Greenstreet Berman, the doors schemes did not place any
undue regulatory burden on local authorities, and the resources to operate the schemes
were less than expected. In addition, there was evidence that the doors schemes
encouraged food businesses to improve their hygiene standards and might have led to
measurable improvements in hygiene inspection scores. The evidence included:
(a) the subjective opinions of food businesses and health inspectors;
(b) statistically significant improvements in hygiene inspection scores
before and after implementation of the doors schemes; and
(c) evaluations of similar schemes overseas which showed a direct link
between the doors schemes and improved standards in food
businesses.

3.13
In addition, Greenstreet Berman highlighted the justifications for the
introduction of a national doors scheme, including the finding that 97% of consumers
and the majority of food businesses supported the idea of a national doors scheme.
In addition, a national approach could increase consumer awareness of the doors
scheme and facilitate self-compliance among food establishments15.

15

According to Greenstreet Berman, the hygiene rating displayed on the certificate issued to food
establishments inspected provides recognition and the incentive to improve the food hygiene
standards. See Foods Standards Agency (2008a).
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Recent development in the Scores on Doors scheme
3.14
At its open meeting held on 12 March 2008, the Board of the Food
Standards Agency agreed that a single nation-wide doors scheme should be put in
place to make food business hygiene ratings available to consumers. According to
the Agency16, the decision on the launch of a national scheme is based on the
experience with over a hundred schemes running over the past two years. It also
demonstrated the commitment of the Agency to facilitate consumer choice.
3.15
On 20 May 2008, the Agency launched a 12-week consultation exercise to
solicit views from all interested parties on the national doors scheme. In particular,
it will consult on two possible rating options:
(a) a four-tiered system, with three stars and a fail rating; and
(b) a three-tiered scheme with "Pass" or "Improvement Required"
certificates being issued, alongside a fail rating.

4.

Los Angeles of the United States

4.1
In January 1998, the Department of Public Health17 in Los Angeles started
issuing letter grades (A, B or C) to food establishments based on their latest hygiene
inspection results. In addition, the Department, for the first time, publicized the
inspection results at the business premises and via the Internet 18 . Previously,
inspections were documented by health inspectors based on a scoring system that
subtracted points from a starting score based on the nature and extent of any
violations of the food safety regulations marked. However, there were no grades
associated with this scoring system, and the hygiene scores were for internal use only.
4.2
The introduction of the letter-grading scheme in 1998 was in response to
an investigative news programme broadcast by a local television station in
November 1997. The programme used hidden cameras to catch unsafe and
unhygienic food handling at a number of restaurants in Los Angeles. It also exposed
poor handling practices at several restaurants that had received acceptable inspections.
In the wake of the negative media coverage, the Board of Supervisors, the governing
body of Los Angeles County, ordered the Department of Public Health to submit a
plan addressing the deficiencies identified in the news programme. The Department
subsequently returned to the Board with a 17-point action plan, which set the stage for
the implementation of the following new food inspection measures from 1998
onwards:
16
17

18

See Food Standards Agency (2008a).
The Department of Public Health is responsible for protecting health, preventing disease, and
promoting health and well-being of the Los Angeles County residents.
Letter grades are issued to permanent food establishments that store, prepare, package, serve, vend,
or otherwise provide food for human consumption at the retail level. See Department of Public
Health (2007).
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(a) adoption of objective inspection scoring criteria to rate food
establishments based on their compliance with the food safety
regulations;
(b) introduction of a letter-grading scheme
establishments of different compliance levels;

to

classify

food

(c) establishment of a re-rating mechanism to provide the opportunity for
food business operators to improve the low grade/score received by
their food establishments; and
(d) provision of increased public access to the food hygiene inspection
results.

Operation of the letter-grading scheme
4.3
The health inspectors of the Department of Public Health conduct regular
inspections of food establishments to ensure compliance with the relevant food safety
regulations. The frequency of inspections is based on the risks posed by an
establishment's food handling practices19. For example, food establishments selling
pre-packaged and already prepared foods (e.g. convenience and grocery stores)
receive one inspection a year, while those with limited menus and limited ingredients
(e.g. fast food establishments) receive two inspections a year.
For food
establishments with full menus, they are inspected three times a year.

Criteria for rating a food establishment
4.4
At each inspection, any violations of the food safety regulations are
documented in the Food Official Inspection Report (FOIR), which will be issued by
the responsible health inspector to the food establishment concerned at the conclusion
of the inspection. The purpose of FOIR is to identify the varying degrees of risk
associated with any of the food establishment's violations of the applicable food
safety regulations. FOIR contains 108 control areas for documenting various
violations and requirements. It is separated into six sections, namely Sections I – IV
for recording violations20 and Sections V – VI for data collection and documentation
(see the Appendix)21.
19
20

21

See Department of Public Health (2007).
Section I is used to record the "major" violations that directly relate to the transmission of
food-borne illnesses (e.g. the adulteration of food products), while Section II is used to record
violations that pose a lower risk to public health and safety (e.g. food temperature). For Section
III, it is used to identify those violations that have no immediate risk to public health and safety
(e.g. improper thawing methods). Meanwhile, Section IV is used to identify administrative-type
violations that do not have a direct impact on health risk (e.g. failure to post a handwashing sign).
See Department of Public Health (2007).
Section V identifies the training needed for the staff of food establishments, while Section VI
documents the temperature of potentially hazardous food. See Department of Public Health (2007).
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4.5
When a health inspector conducts an inspection, he/she will check the
appropriate categories in Sections I – VI of FOIR. Any violations of Sections I – III
are marked and pre-specified points are deducted for each violation22. The health
inspector will add up all the points deducted and subtract the total from a starting
score of 100 points assigned to each food establishment before the inspection. The
remaining points will determine whether the food establishment concerned receives a
grade card or a score card at the end of the inspection.

Symbols to classify the inspection results
4.6
A grade (A, B or C) card is issued to a food establishment receiving a
score of 70 points or above in FOIR. The grade displayed on the grade card is based
upon the following grading scheme:
(a) "A" for a score of 90-10023, meaning generally superior in food
handling practices and overall food facility maintenance;
(b) "B" for a score of 80-89, meaning generally good in food handling
practices and overall food facility maintenance; and
(c) "C" for a score of 70-79, meaning generally acceptable in food
handling practices and overall food facility maintenance.
A food establishment with a score less than 70 points receives a score card, which
only displays the numerical score listed in FOIR24. Receipt of a score card means
poor food handling practices and poor overall food facility maintenance.

Display of the inspection results
4.7
Food establishments are required to have a copy of the most recent
inspection report available for review by the public, as well as posting an information
card advising the public of which local inspection office to contact for additional
information. The inspection results are also made available to the public through the
website of the Department of Public Health (http://publichealth.lacounty.gov/rating/).
The website has an online search function that facilitates rapid access to the score of a
particular restaurant by grade, name, or location/neighbourhood.

22

23

24

The categories in Sections I-III have been assigned a specific point value based on the associated
public health risk of the violation. For example, a food temperature violation will result in a
six-point deduction, while one live cockroach observed with no other evidence of an infestation
will result in a one-point deduction. See Department of Public Health (2007).
The Department of Public Health issues a Certificate of Excellence to food establishments that
have received three consecutive "A" ratings with no Section I violations or no repeated Section II
violations in FOIR. See Department of Public Health (2007).
Food establishments that score below 70 points twice within a 12-month period are subject to
closure.
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4.8
In Los Angeles, the requirement to display the grade/score card only
applies to those food establishments located at the cities that have adopted the Los
Angeles County Ordinance and made it part of their municipal code. Under the
Ordinance, food establishments are required to post their most recent grade/score card
clearly visible to the general public and patrons entering the business premises25. In
addition, the grade/score card must remain posted until the next routine inspection, at
which a new grade/score card will be issued.

Re-assessment mechanism
4.9
The Department of Public Health has put in place a re-assessment
scheme – owner-initiated inspections (OIIs) – to provide food business operators with
the opportunity to request for a re-inspection after receiving low grade/score for their
food establishments. A food business operator is allowed to request for an OII once
in any 12-month period, and must pay for the re-inspection fees so incurred.
4.10
Request for an OII must be made within three business days of receipt of a
grade and inspection score. The approval of the OII will lead to two unannounced
inspections. The first of these occurs within 10 days after the payment of the
re-inspection fees by the food business operator. This arrangement gives the
operator the opportunity to address any critical issues disclosed within the initial
inspection and improve the hygiene condition of his/her food establishment. Within
30-60 days after the conclusion of the OII, there will be a second unannounced
department-initiated inspection. This second inspection allows the health inspector
to determine whether or not the food business operator has managed to preserve
improvements and fully resolve the issues discovered in the initial inspection. If so,
the operator will receive a new letter grade/score for his/her food establishment.

Assessment of the letter-grading scheme
4.11
In January 2008, the Department of Public Health published a report –
10-Year Review of Restaurant and Food Facility Grading Program – to summarize
the evolution and results of the letter-grading scheme over the past decade26. In the
report, the Department highlighted the contributions of the scheme in terms of
(a) improved and safer food facilities, (b) reduced occurrence of related illnesses,
(c) improved information for consumers, and (d) positive public perception of the
scheme. The following paragraphs summarize the key survey and research study
results quoted by the report to quantify the success of the letter-grading scheme.

25

26

According to Chapter 8.04 of the Los Angeles County Code, "clearly visible to the general public
and to patrons" means (a) posted in the front window of the establishment within five feet of the
front door, (b) posted in a display case mounted on the outside front wall of the establishment
within five feet of the front door, or (c) posted in a location as directed and determined at the
discretion of the County health officer to ensure proper notice to the general public and to patrons.
According to the Department of Public Health (2008), the publication of the report marks the
10th anniversary of the launch of the letter-grading scheme in Los Angeles County.
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Improved and safer food facilities
4.12
A review of the trends in inspection scores and statistics showed the
success of the letter-grading scheme in improving the hygiene conditions of food
establishments. Between 1997-1998 and 2006-2007, the average inspection score
for restaurants rose from 84.7 points to 93.3 points. In particular, the percentage of
restaurants with scores of 90-100 points (i.e. "A" grade) rose from 39.9% to 82.5%
over the same period. Meanwhile, the percentage of restaurants with inspection
scores below 70 points fell sharply from 11.8% in 1997-1998 to 0.2% in 2006-2007.
4.13
Similar to restaurants, other retail food facilities exhibited a declining
trend in the percentage of low-scoring inspections between 1997-1998 and 2006-2007.
Within this group, the percentage of inspections with scores below 70 points dropped
from 4.7% in 1997-1998 to 0.1% in 2006-2007, while the percentage of inspections
with "A" grade awarded increased from 63.0% to 88.3%.

Reduced occurrence of related illnesses
4.14
The reduction in the number of low-scoring food facilities, coupled with
improvement in average scores, has been found to improve public health. For
instance, an econometric study by two economists concluded that there was a 20%
decrease in food-borne illness hospitalizations before and after the implementation of
the letter-grading scheme27. Another study by the Department of Public Health in
2005 compared the food-borne disease hospitalization rates in Los Angeles County to
those in the rest of California between 1993 and 2000. The study found a significant
decrease of 13.1% in food-borne disease hospitalizations in Los Angeles County that
was not mirrored in other counties.

Improved information for consumers
4.15
A survey of 2 000 County residents conducted in 2001 reflected increased
public access to information on hygiene inspections of food establishments under the
letter-grading scheme. According to the survey, 84% of respondents heard of the
grading scheme and 77% of respondents noticed posted grades always or most of the
time. The survey also found that 65% of respondents were influenced in their
selection of food establishments by letter grades always or most of the time. Of
respondents who dined out, only 3% responded that they would eat at "C"-graded
restaurants, and 25% would eat at "B"-graded restaurants, whereas 88% would eat at
"A"-graded restaurants always or most of the time.

27

See Jin, G., & Lesile, P. (2003).
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4.16
The public's preference for eating at higher-rated restaurants as
demonstrated in the 2001 survey has been supported by other research studies. A
study conducted by two economists in 2003 found that there was an economic
incentive in the form of increased revenue for restaurants to earn higher grades28. In
areas with mandatory grade posting, restaurants with "A" grades saw an average
increase in revenue of 5.7% once grade cards were introduced. Revenue for
restaurants with "B" grades in mandatory grade posting areas saw an average increase
in revenue of 0.7% after grade cards were introduced, five percentage points lower
than "A"-graded restaurants.

Positive public perception of the letter-grading scheme
4.17
According to the Department of Public Health, whether the public views
the letter-grading scheme as valuable and beneficial serves as another measure of the
success of the scheme. In 2001, 2 000 County residents were randomly selected and
surveyed on their opinions about the letter-grading scheme. The survey found that
91% of the respondents liked the scheme. The Los Angeles Health Survey
conducted in 2005 also found that 89% of 8 648 respondents considered the scheme
effective in assuring food safety.

____________________
Prepared by Michael YU
23 June 2008
Tel: 2869 9695
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Information notes are compiled for Members and Committees of the Legislative Council. They are not legal or
other professional advice and shall not be relied on as such. Information notes are subject to copyright owned
by the Legislative Council Commission (the Commission). The Commission permits accurate reproduction of
the information notes for non-commercial use in a manner not adversely affecting the Legislative Council,
provided that acknowledgement is made stating the Research and Library Services Division of the Legislative
Council Secretariat as the source and one copy of the reproduction is sent to the Legislative Council Library.

28

See Jin, G., & Lesile, P. (2003).
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Appendix

Food Official Inspection Report
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Appendix (cont'd)
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Appendix (cont'd)

Source: Department of Public Health (2007).
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