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Introduction

* Bacterial contamination of food is one of the major causes of foodborne illnesses globally.

* Most uncooked food are contaminated with bacteria during production or processing

* Proper cooking is known to kill most of the bacteria making food safe.

* Cross contamination of cooked and uncooked food is one of the major risk for food born illness.

 Most pork joints in Uganda have poor hygiene practices that lead to cross contamination of raw and cooked pork.
* Studies have shown that nudging food handlers with appropriate tools reinforces the adoption of knowledge and improves food hygiene.
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Key Results

 Atotal of 431 samples were collected in the entire period, and all cultured for coliforms; and 265 cultured for salmonella.

* The prevalence of Salmonella in samples was 1.9% (5/256) and 3.4% (9/256) pre and post-intervention respectively.

 Salmonella was only prevalent in raw pork pre-intervention (10.9%) and in post-intervention was prevalent in raw pork (8.5%); human hands (2.4%)
and Vegetables (6.7%)
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Limitations

COVID 19 control measures that were being implemented at the time could compromise the findings of this study.

Contribution to Uganda’s livestock development agenda

Appropriate foodborne illness risk reduction measures in pork joints have been identified, successfully and could increase consumers interest in pork. With the support of the
private sector, this could have a trickle-down effect on increased uptake of pig farming and pork processing in Uganda.
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