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ABSTRACT - The risk ranking of food groups included the Korea Food Code is a potentially powerful means to
prioritize food safety management strategies. Although the interest in risk ranking of food groups has been increasing
worldwide, there was, until recently, no standard system in Korea for the risk ranking of food groups. This study was
conducted to rank food groups using theoretically estimated comparative risk scores of 101 food groups included the
Korea Food Code. These scores were estimated using the risk evaluation model, which focuses on 3 aspects, namely,
exposure assessment, severity assessment, and consumption part. The results of this study revealed that the risk was the
highest in the case of ready-to-eat (RTE) food items, followed by fish products and breads. Using this ranking system,
we can identify the food with high risk scores and design risk management strategies targeted specifically at these items.
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Fig. 1. The constitution of model for estimation of risk scoring.
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Table 1. The risk scoring of foods included Korea Food Code
estimated by Risk Ranking Model in Fig. 1.

Rank Foods Risk scores
1 Ready-to eat foods 69
2 Fish products 61
3 Breads 60
4 Fruit-vegetable beverages 57
4 Tofu (bean curds) 57
6 Retort food 55
7 Confectioneries 53
8 Infant formula 52
9 Canned & bottled food 49
10 Rice cakes 48
11 Dried shellfish and fish fillet 47
11 Chocolates 47
12 Iced confectioneries 46
14 Frozen food 45
15 Jeotkal 43
16 Carbonated beverages 39
16 Soybean paste 39
18 Dumplings 37
18 Steeping tea 37

20 Saeng shik product 35
21 Fried noodle 27
22 Formulated coffee 25
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