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PATH-SAFE:  
Rapid in-field diagnostic technologies for foodborne pathogens 
Annex 5: Feedback Questionnaire end-users: Salmonella 


Technology specific feedback questions:
1. What did you think of the overall process and the LAMP technology? 
(The current one-time investment cost of instruments is £11,000 and the per sample cost is £25)
i.e., Feedback on Ease of use, Cost, Time-to-result, Aspects that didn’t work / were challenging.
· Not particularly easy to use for someone without a lab background. Certain amount of training needed. Once trained and experienced, process would become easier and less time consuming.
· Amount of time taken is the main issue. Took aprox. 2 hours per sample for prep. & analysis.
· For routine (non-formal samples) could be useful for indication of contamination. Currently would not be able to be used for formal / enforcement purposes.
· I was concerned with the amount of waste (particularly plastic) involved. Each sample produced around about 5kg of waste (mostly plastic). This may be normal for sample analysis at laboratories, but I found this to be quite significant and quite shocking!

2. Apart from the current scenario where could the technology be used/provide benefits? 
i.e., other pathogens or sample types 
· For routine (non-formal samples) monitoring of other pathogens would be useful to broaden scope.
· E.g. at a Port - samples from ships food preparation areas: Sample of cleaning cloths / Surface swabs etc. different pathogens / bacteria. Also water sampling for quality / contamination.

3. Would any infrastructure changes be needed to deploy the technology?
i.e., Additional training, facilities, staff.
· Additional training would be required
· Due to time taken, this may require additional staffing or role re-evaluations.
· Need to get supply of sampling equipment so this would need to be set-up under procurement and cost analysed etc.

4. How accurate do you find the results provided by the technology?
i.e., accuracy of the results compared to standard lab testing.
· We trialled four samples at the Port. One of these came back with a positive result for Salmonella, whereas the formal sample test from UKHSA lab showed negative. After confirmatory testing at FERA the sample was shown not to have Salmonella present. More trials would be required, but 1 out of 4 being incorrect could be problematic.
General feedback questions:
5. What barriers might prevent the adoption of a new diagnostic technology?
· I.e., Legislative requirements for the testing.

· Samples not being available for enforcement / formal action
· Time & staffing involved
· Equipment costs

6. What are the key factors when considering adopting a technology? (rank)
I.e. - Cost (fixed costs, variable costs) - Time to result - Information obtained - Diagnostic performance (equivalence to current lab testing) - Sample throughput - Ease of use.

1. Diagnostic Performance
2. Time to result
3. Information obtained
4. Cost
5. Ease of use
6. Sample throughput


7. In the future, if legislative requirements permit the test to be used as an alternative to lab tests, would you benefit from investing in the technology and conducting the test on-site? 
(The current one-time investment cost of instruments is £11,000 and the per sample cost is £25)

· I would be concerned with the time commitment. The issue is that our staff have many different tasks across a broad spectrum of areas. Whilst they are not involved with examining / sampling products they are needed for documentary triage and checks, inspections, email triage and reply, providing guidance and advice to agent / importers etc. We also have significant regulatory challenges due to BREXIT at present and ongoing. It would be hard to commit significant resource to carrying out this sort of analysis activity involved with LAMP when we can submit samples to UKHSA. Submitting samples to UKHSA has significantly less impact. Additionally, we are given an allocation from UKHSA for analysis which means there is no cost to us – with this all time and equipment costs are with UKHSA so there is limited impact to the Port Health Authority in these aspects. Also we have the assurance that experienced lab staff and food examiners have analysed & assessed, and then issued the results.

8. Additional comments/suggestions: 

· It has been great to be involved in this project. As front-line staff it is really beneficial to be part of the investigation on effectiveness etc. for this project. We have learned new and interesting skills and it was great to meet and make contacts with staff at FERA. 
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