
C h e c k l i s t s

Best practices in urban food safety: operational checklist
By Diego F. Parra · Updated 2026-10-25 · Social Impact

Q U I C K  V E R D I C T

The traditional approach to urban food safety is reactive and transactional: point-in-time
audits, documentation responding to inspections, generic suppliers without verified
supply chains. The Masterestaurant method is predictive and integrated: continuous
monitoring by area, origin traceability, supplier scoring based on real operational data, and
food safety risk tied to cost structure and break-even modeling. The key difference is not
paperwork—it's that one approach sees compliance infractions and the other sees credit
risk and business failure.

✅  C h e c k l i s t Actionable checklist with a measurable “done” criterion per item · 19 min read · 2026-10-25

Urban food safety in Latin America and the Caribbean is a disguised credit risk problem. When a restaurant fails
on food safety, the operational consequence is a 3-15 day closure (during which there is zero revenue but fixed
costs continue), a civil liability claim that erodes 4-8 points of operating margin, and customer trust loss that
takes 18-24 months to recover.
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For multilateral banks and MSME financing operators, that translates into loan default, premature business
failure, and formal employment destruction. The traditional checklist meets regulations; the checklist integrated
into Masterestaurant's cost model predicts and mitigates that risk before it materializes.

SATE Institute (a think tank on Local Economic Development and GovTech for the Inter-American Development
Bank, IDB Lab, and World Bank) defines food safety as a lever for SDG 8 (decent work), SDG 9 (industry and
innovation), and SDG 12 (responsible consumption) within urban short supply chains. Masterestaurant S.A.S.,
the exclusive technology partner, provides the platform that connects each food safety practice to cash flow,
food cost, and kitchen team employability.

S I D E - B Y- S I D E  C O M PA R I S O N

TRADITIONAL METHOD MASTERESTAURANT METHOD

Control model ✕ Reactive and compliance-
driven: internal audits after
inspections, paperwork
responding to infractions.

✓ Predictive and integrated: daily monitoring
by area (receiving, storage, kitchen, service),
data feeding operational risk scoring.

Supplier traceability ✕ Generic suppliers,
document and permit
verification. Receiving log per
delivery without supply chain
validation.

✓ Audited suppliers with continuous scoring:
verified origin, sanitary test history, short supply
chains or documented traceability. Data feeds
cost system.

Integration into cash flow ✕ Food safety operates as a
separate department.
Compliance cost viewed as
overhead.

✓ Each practice is mapped to impact on food
cost, kitchen payroll, or prime cost. A food safety
failure becomes a credit risk signal, not an
administrative document.

Accountability and frequency ✕ Kitchen chef responsible
for everything; internal audit
monthly or quarterly. 3-4 week
gaps between checks.

✓ Clear accountability by area: purchasing
manager (suppliers), warehouse manager
(storage/rotation), chef (critical kitchen
processes), floor captain (service). Daily digital
checklist verification.

Scalability across multiple
locations

✕ Each location requires its
own inspector/auditor; difficult
to standardize criteria across
branches.

✓ Centralized dashboard: all locations report
against the same criteria, data consolidated
automatically by location and chain. Auto-
generated benchmarking.

Data for decision-making ✕ Audit reports at closure; if
pass, archived; if fail, vague
corrective action plan.

✓ Daily data: risk trends by area, suppliers
with highest variability, correlation between food
safety failure and cost spike. Risk prediction 7-
14 days in advance.

Best practices urban food safety, side by side

www.masterestaurant.com · Documento - Best practices in urban food safety: operational checklist Page 2 of 14



When a restaurant fails in food safety, the operational consequence is not a fine; it is a 3 to 15-day closure dur‐
ing which there are no sales but fixed costs keep burning cash. A liability lawsuit after claims 4 to 8 points of net
margin, and customer trust loss takes 18 to 24 months to recover — if it recovers at all.

For multilateral banks and MIPYME finance operators, that becomes loan default, premature business mortality,
and destruction of formal jobs. The traditional checklist passes regulations; the checklist integrated into the
Masterestaurant model predicts and mitigates that risk before it materializes, because it sees it as what it is: an
operational risk factor, not an administrative obligation.

SATE Institute (think tank of the IDB and World Bank for Local Economic Development) defines food safety as a
direct lever of SDG 8, 9 and 12 in urban short supply chains; Masterestaurant provides the platform that con‐
nects each food safety practice to cash flow.

First: not distinguishing between verifiable supplier risk and a supplier with a permit that expires. A vendor with
current certification today can fall into regulatory violation in ninety days; if you do not audit the chain, you are
co-liable. Cost: restaurant closure for irregular supplier, 350,000 to 600,000 pesos in two weeks of downtime.
Second: not recording real refrigeration temperature — trusting that the cooler «looks like it works» is naive.

A three-hour cold chain break spawns pathogenic colonies that inspection catches under a microscope; you
cannot see it. Third: not segregating raw from cooked ingredients, even in the same fridge but with clear physi‐
cal barriers — cross-contamination is microscopic but lab analysis catches it. Fourth: not keeping a log of who
prepped what and when — if someone falls ill after eating in your restaurant, trazability that does not exist con‐
demns you.

Fifth: not training your kitchen in protocol; assuming that if it is written, it gets done is the error that
closes restaurants.

Owner: the head chef or operational sub-manager who sees every shift. Frequency: two reviews daily —
start of shift (pre-checklist) and close of shift (post-checklist).

Tool: physical board in the kitchen with ten key items, not thirty; simplicity is what gets done. The pre-checklist
takes eight minutes: verify the raw ingredient cooler holds 0 to 4 Celsius (digital thermometer, not by eye), thaw‐
ing is labeled and dated, third sink water runs fresh (not stagnant), raw fish area is separate from vegetable
area, and the cook entering the kitchen washed hands with soap per protocol.

The post-checklist takes five minutes: fish and raw meat scraps went into separate bin, all leftover food entered
the fridge in under two hours, no raw food sits on counters after close. Diego F. Parra sees it this way: eight min‐
utes of rigor prevent a three-week closure.

Internal audit weekly, minimum. Owner: not the chef (conflict of interest), but the owner or a manager
separate from prep. Method:

Urban food safety is a credit risk disguised as compliance

The top five failures everyone makes — and the real cost of each mistake

How to implement a food safety checklist in real
kitchen rhythm — without paralyzing service?

How to audit compliance — proof that survives an inspector or a lawsuit?
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review the cooler temperature log (must be in a daily notebook or sheet with time and actual temperature), phys‐
ically check date labels on ALL open containers (lettuce opened Monday must exit Thursday), verify that the
three cleaning logs per shift each bear signatures. Measurable proof: digital dated photo of open cooler with visi‐
ble thermometer, photo of signed log, checklist completed each day. That is not excess; it is what an inspector or
lawsuit lawyer asks for when an incident happens.

Masterestaurant does it in thirty minutes every Friday; for a mid-sized restaurant that is one hour weekly and the
difference between defensible and indefensible if trouble arrives.

First: supplier traceability. Every raw material must carry its invoice, lot number and receipt date — if there is an
outbreak, you need to call the supplier in ninety minutes and say which lot you received. Second: cold chain
without exception. A three-hour break in a dozen frozen shrimp seeds Vibrio parahaemolyticus; thirty people
sicken in 36 hours; your restaurant closes, your insurance sues you back, you lose 500,000 pesos in litigation.

Third: documented hand hygiene — it is not enough that they wash; there must be a log of who entered, who
washed, at what time, witnessed by whom. Fourth: allergen segregation. If your kitchen preps a peanut dish with
no physical barrier between that space and where you prep without peanuts, then one peanut particle in a non-
peanut dish can kill an allergic person and your restaurant is criminally liable. Fifth: pest control — monthly fumi‐
gation inspection with a log is proof you tried to prevent rodent or insect contamination.

The food handler (head chef plus two senior cooks) must hold current certification issued by a verifiable
institution: SENA, ICONTEC or SIC-accredited entity.

Certification expires every two years; a head chef without current certification is criminal liability for the owner if
an incident occurs. Cost: 150,000 to 200,000 pesos per person, once every two years, and seven hours of
classroom and practical training. Return: proof your kitchen got formal training, which reduces civil liability if
a lawsuit comes. Masterestaurant verifies that every certificate is registered in the public record and training
is not «online in three clicks» but auditable. A fake or expired certificate leaves you with no legal defense if
something happens.

You need three active documents, nothing more: first, a vendor card with name, contact, current health
permit and date you verified it online (can be a spreadsheet tab or Masterestaurant system).

Second, a purchase log that travels with each lot: invoice, vendor lot number (if it exists), receipt date, who re‐
ceived it, temperature if relevant — that is four data points per purchase. Third, a map of where each raw mater‐
ial enters: if the chicken comes from Avícola Campeche, note which of their farms and which processing plant,
because if there is an outbreak that is what you need to report to the National Health Institute within an hour.

Real time: ten minutes per major purchase, four hours monthly. Diego F. Parra sees it this way: four hours of
documentation prevent three weeks of closure and three years of litigation.

The five control points that most impact closure risk

Who must be certified — and what certification survives audit?

How to document your supplier chain without turning it into ten hours of paperwork?
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If you get a call or message from a customer saying they got sick after eating, you have ninety minutes to freeze
evidence: any leftover plate from that order (if it exists), ingredients used in that dish the same day, photos of re‐
ceipt and sale time. Next step is preserve the prep log (who prepped, what time, with what ingredients from
which lot). Third, notify Masterestaurant (or your operations consultant) and local health authorities — reporting
suspected outbreak is mandatory.

Fourth, do not administer medicine; medicine does that. What you do is document: date of call, time, person's
name, symptoms described, consumption date, which dish they had, who they ate with. That is evidence of
good faith — you showed you responded fast and transparently. Most lawsuits win when they find documented
negligence or cover-up, not when they find a single isolated incident handled well.

First: a cold chain failure that was not fixed the following week. If an internal inspection found the cooler hit 12
Celsius and the next week it hit 10 Celsius again, that means the problem is systemic and nobody resolved it.
An inspector finds that and it is preventive closure.

Second: incomplete or backdated temperature logs — if the cooler notebook has blank spaces or gets filled «at
the end of the month» with old dates, that is document fraud to an external auditor's eye. Third: evidence the
kitchen did not wash hands between handling raw meat and salads — observation of that during an announced
inspection is closure for cross-contamination. Masterestaurant checks these three weekly because they are high
regulatory risk predictors. If you measure them in real time, there is no surprise at inspection.

Food safety consumes resources: staff certifications, cold-equipment maintenance, traceability proce‐
dures, internal audits.

Real cost at a mid-sized restaurant is between 1.5% and 2.2% of monthly sales — but the cost of doing nothing
is 4 to 8 points of margin if closure happens. That means: if your sales are 100 million monthly, you invest 1.5 to
2.2 million in safety, but you save 4 to 8 million if you prevent a fifteen-day closure.

The budget line «food safety» should sit next to «payroll» and «food cost» because it is operational, not discre‐
tionary. Diego F. Parra structures it this way: 0.8% for certifications and training, 0.4% for internal audits and
measurement tools, 0.4% for storage infrastructure improvements. None of that shows in the customer bill, but
all of it shows at cash close.

While the traditional approach sees food safety as point compliance — audit today, checklist tomorrow, forget for
six months — the Masterestaurant method sees it as continuous prediction. That means: there is a daily temper‐
ature log flowing to a dashboard, there are alerts if anything leaves range, there is one owner who gets the alert
in real time. When the cooler hits 5 Celsius (out of band), the system alerts today, not Friday when they inspect.

That is the gap between reaction and prevention. A kitchen that reacts closes every eighteen months; one that
prevents never closes. Cost to shift from reaction to prevention: one platform, one daily hour of monitoring, and
eight minutes of daily discipline. Return: zero closures, zero lawsuits, a brand that grows because people eat
without fear.

Response protocol if someone falls ill after eating at your restaurant

The three indicators that predict closure in the next 45 days

How to link the safety checklist to budget — because it has cost, it is not magic?

The shift nobody sees but that separates a safe restaurant from one that closes
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The traditional approach sees food safety as legal obligation; Masterestaurant sees it as credit risk and business
mortality factor, integrated into the cash model. In the traditional method, a food safety failure generates an ad‐
ministrative correction; in Masterestaurant, it generates a forecast of closure days, customer loss, and prime
cost impact.

Traditional checklists are audited at closure or on fixed schedules; Masterestaurant checklists are captured daily
in operations and flow into a dashboard that forecasts risks 7-14 days before they materialize. In the traditional
approach, a supplier is 'good' if it has a health permit; in Masterestaurant, it's good if its history shows low vari‐
ability and verifiable supply chain traceability.

The traditional method does not correlate food safety with employability; in Diego F. Parra's experience, im‐
proved food safety practices boost kitchen team reputation and reduce turnover over time (SDG 8).

Key differences that impact profitability

P O I N T  B Y  P O I N T

Comparative analysis: traditional vs Masterestaurant method

RISK IDENTIFICATION

A ·  T R A D I T I O N A L M E T H O D Reactive audit:

a failure is identified AFTER it occurs or
during a point inspection.

B  ·  M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T Continuous

monitoring: a TREND of risk is identified 7-
14 days BEFORE it materializes (errant
temperature, supplier with emerging
variability).

Verdict: Masterestaurant: the advantage is reaction time. With 1-2 weeks' notice, you can change
suppliers, retrain staff, or adjust process without operational failure or closure.
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COST OF COMPLIANCE

A ·  T R A D I T I O N A L M E T H O D External

auditor once monthly or quarterly: $800-
1,200 USD per audit × 12 = $9,600-14,400
USD/year. Post-failure corrections: $4,000-
8,000 USD.

B  ·  M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T Daily digital

capture (15-20 min/day) × $0 (internal).
Risk dashboard: $80-150 USD/month
(optional but recommended). Supplier
internal audit: 4 hours × $25 USD/hour =
$100/supplier. For 8 suppliers: $3,200
USD/year initial, $800/year maintenance.

Verdict: Masterestaurant: similar upfront cost, but ROI is 5-8×: prevents closure ($15,000 USD
revenue loss + reputational damage), reduces waste (2-3 COGS points), enables formal credit
access (CAF/Banco Agrario value low operational risk).

SCALABILITY ACROSS MULTIPLE LOCATIONS

A ·  T R A D I T I O N A L M E T H O D Each location

requires its own auditor or local control
lead. Hard to standardize criteria across
branches. Manual report consolidation.

B  ·  M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T Centralized

dashboard; all locations report against
same criteria; data consolidated
automatically. Auto-generated
benchmarking by location, preparation
type, supplier. Scales without multiplying
headcount.

Verdict: Masterestaurant: at 3-4+ locations, operations savings (consolidation, benchmarking,
best-practice detection) exceed tool cost in 4-6 months.
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ACCESS TO FINANCING AND INVESTOR CONFIDENCE

A ·  T R A D I T I O N A L M E T H O D Baseline legal

food safety compliance is the floor. Banks
see no difference between 'restaurant that
passed audit' and another.

B  ·  M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T Daily operational

food safety data + correlation with cash
impact demonstrate that the business is
PREDICTABLE and LOW RISK. IDB, CAF,
and commercial banks value this in credit
scoring.

Verdict: Masterestaurant: restaurants with integrated data access 150-250 basis point lower rates
and higher loan amounts. Difference of $12,000-25,000 USD in financing cost over 3 years.

S I D E - B Y- S I D E  C O M PA R I S O N

Traditional method R E A C T I V E

Point-in-time internal audits✕

Documentation for compliance✕

Suppliers verified by permits✕

Food safety siloed from operations✕

Kitchen-centered accountability✕

Masterestaurant method M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T

Continuous predictive monitoring✓

Data integrated into cost model✓

Audited and scored suppliers✓

Food safety as cash flow lever✓

Distributed accountability by area✓
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T H E  N U M B E R S  T H AT  M AT T E R

Impact data: food safety and development indicators

60%
Insurance premium surcharge for
urban vs. rural restaurants (U.S.)

85%
85% of operators say real-time food-cost
visibility is very or somewhat important

13%
Food & restaurant share among women entrepreneurs

9
Restaurants as small businesses

I N  1 0

220
Food lost every year in Latin
America and the Caribbean

M I L L I O N  TON S

99%
MSMEs in Latin America

V ISUAL I ZAT ION

The numbers, visualized
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Insurance premium surcharge for urban vs. rural restaurants (U.S.)

60%

85% of operators say real-time food-cost visibility is very or somewhat important

85%

Food & restaurant share among women entrepreneurs

13%

Restaurants as small businesses

9
IN 10

Food lost every year in Latin America and the Caribbean

220
MILLION TONS

MSMEs in Latin America

99%

Sources: MoneyGeek — Restaurant Business Insurance Cost 2025 · Crunchtime — Food Cost Management 2024 ·
Guidant Financial 2024 · National Restaurant Association 2025 · FAO: What are the impacts of food loss and waste?
(Enfoques, in Spanish, 2025)

Chart by masterestaurant.com

I L L U S T R AT I V E  C A S E  ( C O M P O S I T E )

“A 28-employee restaurant in Bogotá implemented supplier traceability using verified short supply chains
and daily receiving data capture. In 8 months, it reduced food cost from 31.8% to 28.4%, deactivated 2
high-risk suppliers (>15% variability in caliber and freshness), and passed a municipal food safety audit
with zero critical findings.

The incremental gain was +$41,000 USD in annual margin, stable kitchen employment (zero turnover in
that period), and ability to access Banco Agrario credit (bank classified the location as 'low operational
risk'). Without the integrated checklist, the restaurant would have spent $6,200 USD on reactive post-
failure corrections.”

— Operations manager, urban restaurant group, Bogotá 2025
Composite case for illustration: the names and figures in it do not describe a real business and are not
industry data.

H O W  T O  A P P LY  I T  I N  Y O U R  R E S TA U R A N T

www.masterestaurant.com · Documento - Best practices in urban food safety: operational checklist Page 10 of 14

https://www.moneygeek.com/insurance/business/restaurant/cost/
https://www.crunchtime.com/inventory-management/food-cost-management
https://guidantfinancial.com/small-business-trends/2024-women-in-business
https://restaurant.org/research-and-media/research/industry-statistics/national-statistics/
https://www.fao.org/americas/publications/enfoques/impactos-pda/es
https://www.fao.org/americas/publications/enfoques/impactos-pda/es
https://www.masterestaurant.com/


Operational checklist by area: measurable criteria and accountability

☐ RAW MATERIAL RECEIVING: Audited suppliers and verified traceability
Measurable criterion: 100% of active suppliers have valid health certificate, internal audit
record (<6 months old), and documented supply chain (origin to delivery point). Frequency:
document verification every 15 days; daily operational audit at receiving (delivery temperature,
packaging condition, documentation). Accountability: purchasing manager and kitchen
receiving staff. Top failure: suppliers without verified origin traceability (produce from
middleman without official registration, meat without slaughterhouse label); consequence: 2-3
hidden food cost points + unidentifiable food safety risk.

☐ STORAGE AND ROTATION: Temperature control and stock turnover
Measurable criterion: refrigerator temperature (0-4°C) verified twice daily; freezer ≤-18°C; all
foods labeled with entry/expiration date; FIFO rotation (first-in-first-out) without exception.
Frequency: daily digital temperature capture (if possible), inventory count every 4 days, weekly
organizational audit. Accountability: warehouse manager and kitchen. Top failure: unlabeled
foods (age unknown), inconsistent temperatures (freezer at -12°C), manual rotation without
records (1-2 products lost weekly); consequence: 3-5% product waste + cross-contamination
risk.

☐ CRITICAL KITCHEN PROCESSES: Time, temperature, and handling hygiene
Measurable criterion: meat reaches 75°C at center (verified each shift); thawing ONLY in
refrigerator (3-8°C, never at room temperature); cutting board change between vegetable/meat
prep, hand washing every 15 min minimum, glove change every 30 min or after contact.
Frequency: direct observation of 2-3 critical processes EACH SHIFT (morning, afternoon,
evening); daily thermometry on at least 2 meat/poultry preparations. Accountability: head chef
and sous chef. Top failure: meat cooking without temperature validation (visual inspection
insufficient), room-temperature thawing (saves time but increases risk 18×), staff without glove
changes (highest contamination pathway); consequence: outbreak potential, 3-15 day closure,
18-24% annual customer loss.
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☐ INFRASTRUCTURE HYGIENE: Preventive cleaning and validation
Measurable criterion: handwashing sink in kitchen stocked with soap and towels every 2 hours
of operation; floors with no standing water, walls with no cooking stains >72 hours old; cutting
boards washed and sanitized (200 ppm hypochlorite) every 4 hours or after raw meat prep.
Frequency: visual inspection each shift change, deep floor/wall cleaning weekly, equipment
hygiene audit (hoods, ovens, tables) every 2 weeks. Accountability: operations manager and
assigned cleaning staff. Top failure: visual-only validation without standard (»looks clean« is not
a criterion); no sanitization between uses (meat board with prior-shift residue); uncleaned
drainage (moisture = mold); consequence: audit failure, 5-10 day corrective plan, customer
loss from perception.

FA Q

What is a food safety group in a restaurant and who should be on it?

A food safety group is the cross-functional team that owns food safety in a restaurant, with one accountable
person per area instead of leaving everything to the chef. Typically the purchasing manager covers suppliers,
the warehouse manager storage and rotation, the chef critical kitchen processes, and the floor captain service.
Each member verifies their area daily with a shared digital checklist, so risk shows up in the data before an
inspection finds it.

Is a digital checklist enough to pass a health inspection?

No. The digital checklist is a TOOL for capturing data and forecasting risk; the health inspection remains a legal
responsibility of public health authorities. What the integrated checklist does achieve is eliminate findings: if your
data shows consistent traceability, temperatures, and hygiene, an inspector sees a low-risk restaurant, not one
that barely passed. Additionally, digital data is defensive evidence if an outbreak occurs (you can demonstrate
each practice was verified, documented, and corrective action taken).

How do I know if a supplier is 'audited' vs just 'certified'?

Certified = documentation (official registration, health permit, ISO). Audited = on-site verification of actual
compliance with those standards. A certified supplier that is not audited is a risk: certification may be expired,
operations may have changed, or the document may be fraudulent. In Masterestaurant, audited means
someone visited the source site (farm, slaughterhouse, processor), verified cold chain, traceability
documentation, and sanitary condition. It is costly (2-4 hours per supplier), but reduces COGS variability by 3-
5 points.

Frequently asked questions on urban food safety and checklists
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Can a small restaurant (10-15 employees) use this checklist or is it only for chains?

The checklist is SCALABLE. A small location does not need a 50-metric dashboard; it needs what is CRITICAL:
1) verify suppliers every 15 days, 2) capture cold temperature twice daily, 3) observe 1-2 critical kitchen
processes each shift, 4) infrastructure hygiene with written standard. One operations manager or general
manager can do it in 30 min/day. The food safety risk and its impact on closure and customer loss is the SAME
at 10 employees as at 100; the scale of practice differs, not the rigor.

What if I discover a food safety failure with the checklist? Do I have to report it?

Depends on failure type: if it is a regulatory violation (out-of-range temperature, potential contamination, lost
traceability), YES it is reportable to public health authorities in most countries (Argentina, Colombia, Mexico
regulate this). If it is a minor predictive finding (supplier with emerging variability but no current failure), it is
internal action: audit, change supplier, improve process. The checklist lets you be PROACTIVE: many
restaurants discover an outbreak AFTER it happens; with data, you prevent it BEFORE.

D ATA  &  S O U R C E S

Verifiable industry benchmarks from official, non-commercial sources (government, industry associations,
market research) - not competitors.

Metric Value Source

share of the region's formal
employment generated by
MSMEs

61% del empleo formal (2020)

ECLAC (Economic Commission for Latin America
and the Caribbean): MSMEs in Latin America:
weak performance and new challenges for
development policies (in Spanish) 2020

MSME share of Latin
America's business fabric

99.5% of firms (2020)

ECLAC (Economic Commission for Latin America
and the Caribbean): MSMEs in Latin America:
weak performance and new challenges for
development policies (in Spanish) 2020

Share of MSMEs in the
Latin American business
fabric

99.5% of firms in the region
(considering the formal
economy) (2020)

ECLAC (Economic Commission for Latin America
and the Caribbean) — MSMEs in Latin America:
fragile performance and new challenges for
development policies 2020

ceiling of the sector's net
margin (3–9% range)

Full-service restaurants
average 3-5% net profit margin;
quick-service and fast-casual
formats see 6-9% (2026)

Restroworks — Restaurant Profitability Statistics
– Startup Success Rates & Margin Insights 2026

2026 data on best practices urban food safety
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Metric Value Source

share of firms in the region
that are MSMEs, and share
of formal employment they
concentrate

99.5% of firms; 61.2% of
employment (2019)

ECLAC (Economic Commission for Latin America
and the Caribbean) — MSMEs in Latin America:
fragile performance and new challenges for
development policies 2019

of food produced in LAC is
lost or wasted (SDG target
12.3, #WithoutWaste
initiative)

34% del total producido (2019)
IDB (Inter-American Development Bank) and
FAO: Latin America wastes 127 million tonnes of
food a year (in Spanish) 2019
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