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JOINT FAO/WHO FOOD STANDARDS PROGRAMME

CODEX ALIMENTARIUS COMMISSION
Eleventh Session, 1976

_REPORT OF THE EIGHTH SESSION OF THE
CODEX COMMITTEE ON PESTICIDE RESIDUES
Tne Hague, 3-8 March 1975 .

INTRODUCTION

1. The Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues held its eighth session in The
Hague, the Netherlands, from 3 to 8 March 1975. Mr. A.J. Pieters, Public Health
Officer of the Ministry of Public Health and Environmental Hygiene, Foodstuffs
Division, acted as Chairman. The session was attended by government delegates,
experts, observers and advisers from the following 34 countries: Argentina,
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Columbia, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
Egypt, Finland, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Ghana, Hungary, Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Japan, Libyan Arab Republic, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Philippines, Poland, Senegal, South Africa (observer), Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
Thailand, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States of America. The following Inter-
national Organizations were also represented: Council of Europe, European Economic
Community (EEC), International Federation of National Associations of Pesticide
Manufacturers (GIFAP), International Organization for Standardization (ISO/TC 34 and
8C5), European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization (EPPO) and the Inter-
national Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry (IUPAC). A list of participants,
including officgrs from FAO and WHO, is set out as Appendix I to this Report.

2. The session was opened by a speech of welcome by Dr. W.B. Gerritsen, Director-
General of the Netherlands Ministry of Public Health. Dr., Gerritsen pointed out

that pesticides could provide a useful contribution to food production but that, as
with so many other human activities,a balance between benefit and risk should be
maintained. After giving some examples of this thesis, he mentioned that the 1974
World Food Conference had stressed the importance of the availability of pestigides
in connection with food production in certain parts of the world. The unbalanced
situation in the world with regard to food supply could easily give rise to different
attitudes concerning the acceptability of pesticide use and of the presence of
pesticide residues in food. In Dr. Gerritsen's opinion it was one of the great
achievements of the FAO/WHO Food Standards Programme that people from all over the
vorld were brought together to consider each others' needs and wishes. Nations
should then be prepared to accept that their decisions, when considering the balance
between benefit and risk, were not identical to that of other nations. He expressed
the hope that the forthcoming FAQO Consultation on Pesticides in Agriculture and
Public Health next April would bring about an improvement of the procedures in this
field, He then wished the Committee success in its work.

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA.

3. The Committee adopted the agenda in the order as proposed.
APPOINTMENT OF RAPPORTEURS
4, Mr. J.M. Lynes (UK) and Mr. G, Viel (France) were appcinted to act as

rapporteurs to the Committee.



MATTERS OF INTEREST TO THE COMMITTEE
Report of the Tenth Session of the Codex Alimentarius Commission

5 The Committee noted that, with the exception of a few points, the proposals
made at its seventh session for maximum residue limits had been adopted by the
Commission at its tenth session (ALINORM 74/44, July 1974, paras 144-168), It noted
in particular that its support for and specific suggestions on the convening of a
Joint FAO/WHO Pesticide Conference on pesticides had been endorsed by the Commission.
The Committee was informed that a FAO Consultation would be held in April 1975 in
Rome and that problems related to pesticide residues would be a separate item on the
agenda. :

Report of the Eighth Session of the Codex Committee on Foods for Dietary Uses
]ﬂﬁ!ﬂﬂﬂﬂl‘i‘!‘ <L SLo2 0r 10000 Jor Diotary 1983

6 It was noted that at the above session it had been proposed by one delegation
to amend the general provisions for pesticide residues in various baby foods by
setting an upper limit of 0.0l mg/kg for all pesticide residues. The Committee took
note of the opinion of the Commodity Committee that this was not a practical
-possibility at this stage.

Procedure for the Acceptance of Codex Maximum Limits for Pesticide Residues

7 The acceptance procedure for maximum limits for pesticide residues as amended
by the Codex Committee on General Principles was generally considered to be capable
of solving a number of problems which had arisen under the previous procedure (see
also para 28),

Other Matters

8. A number of matters raised by governments in connection to this report but
relating specifically to other agenda items were deferred for discussion later in

the session., The Committee took note of a publication by the Council of Europe on
"Pesticides in Agriculture" (3rd Ed.) which had been communicated to the session and
which dealt with guidelines for international standardization of national requirements

for pesticide registration. This was also an item on the agenda for the Ad Hoc
Government Consultation on Pesticides in Agriculture and Public Health which had been
convened by FAO for April 1975, partly as a result of discussions at the World Food
Conference in November 1974. The Committee was presented with a reprint of an article
which had appeared in the Swiss publication "Travaux de Chimie Alimentaire et d'Hygi&ne"
(64, 459, 1973) dealing with the levels of exposure of the Swiss population to pesti-
cide and mercury residues. : : g

Reports of the 1973 and 1974 Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide Residues

9. Before dealing with the reports in detail, the Chairman drew the Committee's
attention to the need for clear definitions agreed upon by the Joint Meeting and
the Committee., As an example, he suggested that the definition of a "tolerance"
should be brought into line., The glossary which appeared in the report of the 1969
Joint Meeting and which was partly revised in 1971 and amended at later meetings,
should be republished. A definition of "guideline levels" should also be published.

10. As for the withdrawal of temporary ADIs because of the lack of to;icity data,
especially for older compounds, the Chairman emphasized the need to cons1d§r the
possibility of a collaborative effort to obtain the necessary data., To this effect
he had prepared a list of compounds for which ADIs had been withdrawn or hgd not
been established at all, as well as compounds for which a temporary ADI existed
(Room document No. 4). The Israeli delegation offered to supply toxicological data
on methyl bromide and ethylene dibromide as soon as these became available. The
Ccanadian delegation mentioned that in Canada toxicological investigations were
~being carried out on hexachlorobenzene, C

11. The meeting discussed extensively the way in which residue limits should be
expressed., It was agreed that limits should be expressed to only one s;gnlflcapt
digit but at this stage it could not accept the proposal of the 1973 Joint Meeting
that tolerances should be based on a geometrical progression (e.g. 0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 1,
2, 5, 10 mg/kg). Governments were requested to express their views on this matter.
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The Committee decided to proceed as in the past, for the time being, i.e. to
recommend maximum limits based on an approach which resembled more closely to an
arithmetical progression (e.g. 0.2, 0.3, 0.4 or 3, 5, 7, 10 mg/kg).

12. The Committee suggested to the Joint Meeting that the Annex to their report
should indicate clearly and not in code, the year in which further data on a

-compound should be made available., It was further suggested that the report should
include complete lists of substances and residue limits instead of additions to

. previous lists only. The Committee also emphasized the need to include in the Annex ..
all metabolites which were of significance in establishing tolerances for the
compounds concerned., ’

13. The Netherlands delegation suggested that it would be desirable to indicate

in the monographs the reasons why in some cases safety factors other than those

which were normally applied had been used. The representative of WHO explained that
the safety factor applied to derive "acceptable daily intakes" from "no effect levels"
was 1in conformity with the agreed opinion of the experts in toxicology responsible
for the evaluation.

14. The Belgian delegation expressed the view that in the absence of an ADI a
guideline level should not be published.
15. The Committee agreed to refer the question as to whether higher priority

should be given to the establishment of tolerances for pesticides in animal feed-
stuffs to the Working Group on Priority Lists (see para 209).

16. In summarizing the discussion, the Chairman remarked that cooperation between
the Committee and the Joint Meeting had improved by making it possible for the
Committee to discuss the reports of the Joint Meeting. It was agreed that this

new development should be followed at future meetings. He asked for government's
comments on the report of the 1974 Joint Meeting which would again be placed on the
agenda of the next session of this Committee.

CLASSIFICATION OF FOODS IN RELATION TO CODEX MAXIMUM LIMITS FOR PESTICIDE RESIDUES

17. The following documents were before the Committee: CX/PR 74/4 "Classification
of Foods and Definition of Food Groups" based on the work of R.E. Duggan and M. B.
Duggan (USA), CX/PR 75/2 "Classification of Foods for (a) presentation of Codex
Maximum Limits for Pesticide Residues by Food and (b) the Establishment of Group
Maximum Limits for Pesticide Residues", prepared by the Codex Secretariat and Room
Document No. 5 "Classification of Foods" prepared by the Chairman of the Committee,

18. In introducing the subject, the Chairman pointed out that these papers raised
two questions: (a) the desirability of establishing group. tolerances as outlined in
document CX/PR 74/4 and (b) the determination of such food groups and the decision
as to which foods should be included in those groups. He noted that the existing
Codex procedures allowed for both group and individual maximum residue limits. 1In
his view there was a need to develop a uniform system of food classification, Wwhich
‘would clearly define the foods to be included'in the various group maximum limits.
Also, he strongly recommended to the Secretariat to develop an automated system of
recording maximum residue limits which would not only overcome errors but would
assist in providing the necessary information required by the Committee and
governments.

19. The Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Relationship between the
Committee and the Joint Meeting, Mr. XK. Walker, informed the Committee that, from
replies received from govermments in response to the US questionnaire, it appeared
that most governments preferred the approach allowing for both group and individual
maximum residue limits. The Committee noted that the Joint Meeting had made
considerable use of document CX/PR 74/4 especially as regards the use of acceptable
terms to describe food commodities. The Joint Meeting had recommended maximum
residue limits for groups of food commodities where data for many of the individual
commodities in the group indicated that the conditions of use of the pesticide and
resultant residue levels were generally similar.

20, The delegation of the USA informed the Committee that the US Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) was currently examining two systems of grouping and that a
crop grouping .plan might possibly be developed during 1975. He also pointed out that
the approach described in document CX/PR 74/4 was also under consideration. The .
delegation of the Netherlands was of the opinion that further consideration should
be given to the significance for Codex work of the groupings into "primary" and
"secondary" crops as listed in document CX/PR 74/4. They also raised the question
whether it was acceptable to determine a maximum residue 1limit for a whole group of
foodstuffs from data of only certain members of the group. The Committee agreed
that the use of food groups should be considered on its merits in each case.
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- 21, The delegation of the USA drew the Committee's attention to the fact that the
new Acceptance Procedure adopted by the Tenth Session of the Commission enabled
governments which were not in a position to accept a group maximum residue limit, to
specify the individual foods in the group for which they could accept the Codex
maximum residue limit. The Committee agreed that there was a need to draw up a
glossary of the definitions of foods grouped in an appropriate manner in order to
ensure the use of a uniform nomenclature and that this need not necessarily be for
the purpose of establishing group residue limits. The Secretariat agreed to explore
the possibility of preparing such a glossary, noting however that this was a major
task requiring the use of resources which were not available in the budget of the
Joint FAO/WHO Food Standards Programme.

ESTIMATE OF POTENTIAL PESTICIDE RESIDUE INTAKE

22, In introducing the above paper (CX/PR 75/5) the representative of WHO outlined
the method used in arriving at estimates of the "potential daily intake" of pesticide
residues and stressed that these estimates were intended to assist the Joint Meeting
and the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues in arriving at Codex maximum residue
limits which could be regarded as safe from the point of view of public health., In
this respect it was to be noted that the "potential daily intake" was useful to
indicate those pesticides where the observance of recommended Codex maximum limits
was most unlikely to result in an intake of residue by the consumer exceeding the
ADI. 1In such cases it would probably not be necessary to initiate studies to
estimate the "actual" daily intake of the pesticide residue concerned based on total
diet studies, market basket surveys and similar monitoring programmes. Where the
"potential daily intake" significantly exceeded the ADI, a similar conclusion could
be reached after further consideration of the assumptions made in calculating the
figure for "potential daily intakes" in the light of the circumstances under which
the pesticide was used or other factors. In some cases, however, further information
concerning actual residue levels at the time of consumption was necessary.

23. The delegations of Australia and Israel expressed their appreciation to the
representative of WHO for his clear explanation and presentation of the paper and
stressed the need to carry out actual intake studies. The delegation of Australia
emphasized that the concept of "potential daily intake" had only a limited application
but it could help to illustrate that in the great majority of cases there was no '
danger of the consumer's intake of pesticide residues exceeding the ADI even when no

allowance was made for the disappearance of pesticide residues during processing and/ .

or cooking. The representative of WHO agreed in principle with the observation of

the delegation of Australia and in reply to the delegation of Israel he indicated

that several countries had submitted surveys of actual residues in food and that the
results of these studies would be made availableée to the Committee. The Chairman
thanked the delegation of Senegal for its offer to make available relevant information
with respect to residues of pesticides and their effects on human health (see for

this subject also the Swiss publication mentioned in para 8).

24, The delegation of the Netherlands pointed out that the concept of "potential
daily intake" did not take into account the possibility that countries for which the
calculation had been made might not, in fact, use the pesticides in question. The
WHO representative pointed out that calculations were based on the assumption that
all food consumed would contain.residues at Codex tolerance levels and that the
purpose of the exercise was merely to give additional assurance as to the safety of
Codex recommendations. The Committee was informed that the Codex Committee on Food
Additives had embarked on a similar approach of calculating "potential daily intakes",
except that the calculations took into account all possible uses of an additive
rather than only approved uses covered by Codex recommendations.

25. The Committee thanked WHO and noted the usefulness of the WHO calculations of
"potential daily intakes" for pesticide residues whilst recognizing the limitations
of such an approach., It requested WHO to continue its efforts to provide information
so that recommendations for maximum residue limits could be compared with the .
figures for acceptable daily intakes published by the Joint Meeting, '




CONSIDERATION OF CODEX MAXIMUM LIMITS FOR PESTICIDE RESIDUES

26, The Chairman drew attention to the fact that as a result of natural influences,
good agricultural practice differed according to which country or region was involved.
Consequently, it was essential for govermments to supply relevant data and also to
explain a particular agricultural practice was needed. In this way countries would
be able to accept that agricultural practices elsewhere were justified and hence
accept the consequences of these practices. The Chairman stressed that it was of the
utmost importance to the Committee's work that all interested parties should submit
available information on residue data to the Jjoint Meeting and also on compounds
which were being reevaluated. ‘

27 Because the possibilities for acceptance had been considerably enlarged since
last year as a result of an agreement reached at the Tenth Session of the Codex
Alimentarius Commission, the Chairman invited delegations to indicate in their
comments on Codex recommendations whether they might eventually be able to give full,
limited or target acceptance to the recommendation, and, in the case of non-
acceptance, their reasons for not accepting the recommendation and also whether
products complying with the Codex maximum limits would be allowed free distribution.

Statement by the Delegation of the USA

28, The delegation of the USA stated that following the adoption by the Tenth
Session of the Codex Alimentarius Commission of new Procedures for the acceptance

of Codex maximum limits for pesticide residues, representatives of United States
agencies concerned in these matters had held discussions on the procedure of the USA
for acceptance of Codex maximum residue limits. Two basic tenets had emerged from
these discussions:

(a) Before a proposed Codex maximum residue limit could be accepted by the
USA it should be determined that the proposed tolerance fully complied with the
requirements of national law and a regulation establishing such a tolerance should
have been promulgated. The establishment of a tolerance under national law was a
condition precedent to accepting a Codex tolerance; and

(b) At present, the USA would not operate on a so-called two tolerance
concept; tolerances will apply equally to imported and domestic agricultural
commodities.

The delegation of the USA recalled that at the Tenth Session of the Codex Alimentarius
Commission, the US position was stated as one that would strive to give "full
acceptance" to as many of the proposed tolerances recommended by the Commission for
acceptance as possible. To accomplish this, where the proposed international
tolerances differed from established US tolerances, each proposal would be reviewed
from the standpoint of determining whether changes could be made in the US tolerance
level: 1In all cases where possible, a regulation would be proposed under national
law to make the US tolerances consistent with the Codex proposals. Where the USA
could not accept a proposed international tolerance for reasons of good agricultural
practice in the USA or for human health reasons, the reasoms for non-acceptance, and .
the data upon which such a decision was based, would be fully set forth., The review
of Codex proposals would not be limited only to those recommended international
tolerances formally submitted to Member countries for acceptance, As an active . -
participant in the work of this Codex Committee, the USA would review all proposed
tolerance levels at the appropriate Steps in the Codex Procedure. Where the USA
could not concur in a proposal, a statement of the reasons for non-concurrence would
be submitted through established channels. . The USA also supported the principle,
recognized in the Codex Acceptance Procedures, which allows a country to accept a
Codex tolerance, while prohibiting or restricting the use of the pesticide
domestically. While tolerances established under national law in the USA applied to
both imported and domestic food, the delegation believed it important to emphasize
that in the USA the establishment of a tolerance for a pesticide, chemical and the
registration of the pesticide for use were two separate but related actions. 1In
order to carry out this policy, new procedures to deal specifically with Codex work
as it related to proposed pesticide residue limits had been established. It was
expected that under these new procedures a proposal to adjust approximately 40 for
carbaryl tolerances so that they would conform to the Codex recommended limits, .
would soon be published by the Environmental Protection Agency. This would be the
first formal US action in response to submissions of international tolerances
recommended at Step 9 by the Codex Alimentarius Commission. The delegation of the
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USA also indicated that a decision had been made by the Environmental Protection
Agency to assign additional personnel to work exclusively on the review of proposed
Codex tolerance levels. In this manner it had affirmed that Codex work had high
priority and that the review of the proposed residue limits at the various Steps in
the Codex procedure would be expedited. .

Working Procedure Adopted by the Committee for Agenda Item 7

29, ° The Committee agreed that, in the consideration of Codex maximum residue limits
for pesticides, the same procedure as the previous year would be followed whereby all
recommendations for each pesticide would be discussed together #ather than according
to the stage it had reached in the Codex Procedure. For this purpose a summary list
of all Codex maximum residue limits had been prepared by the Secretariat, contained
in document CX/PR 75/3 with a corrigendum to the Egglish version., Addenda 1 and 2 to
document CX/PR 75/3 contained the replies of the 1974 Joint Meeting to the various
questions referred to it by the Seventh Session of the Committee. In addition a
document (CX/PR 75/4) summarizing comments from governments, was available to the
Committee. Decisions of the Committee regarding the advancement or otherwise of
proposed maximum residue limits are given in Appendix II under the heading "Steps"
with additional information in footnotes as required. The following paragraphs
contain details of questions raised by delegations and the conclusions of the
Committee regarding such questions.,

AEDRIN AND DIELDRIN
Fruit (except Citrus fruit): 1.3

30, .- At its previous session, the Committee requested the Joint Meeting to specify
the fruits to which the proposed tolerances of 0.1 mg/kg applied and also reiterated
its request to governments to provide relevant information to the Joint Meeting.

The Committee noted that only a few written comments had been received. The question
was raised whether the Codex maximum residue limit had been based on residues
following soil treatment or following application to foliage and whether aldrin and
dieldrin were actually being used for the latter purpose. It was decided to hold
the 1imit in abeyance at Step 7 pending reconsideration by the Joint Meeting.
Governments were requested to provide residue data and to indicate the type of use

to which the data referred. _ ,

AZINPHOS—-METHYL
Fruit: 2.1; Apricots: 2.2; Grapes: 2.3; and Vegetables: 2.4

31. After some discussion, the Committee agreed that insufficient data was
available to enable it to advance the proposed limits for the above crops in the
Procedure. Governments were requested to indicate what further fruits and
vegetables should be covered by specific maximum limits and to provide supporting
residue data. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany considered that the
1imit for azinphos-methyl in fruit was too high. The inclusion of residues of
azinphos—ethyl in the limit for azinphos-methyl was queried because no ADI so far had
been established for the ethyl analogue. It was explained that there were commercial
products containing both analogues and as the analytical methods determined them
both, it was not feasible to exclude the ethyl analogue from the limit.

Pea vines: 2,12; Soybean vines: 2.13; Almond hulls: 2,18

32. The Committee requested governments to supply any information they might have
about the importance of these animal feedstuffs in international trade.
BINAPACRYL :

Cherries: 3.1

33. The Committee was informed that the 1974 Joint Meeting had proposed to lower
this limit to 0.5 mg/kg. As the 1974 Evaluations were not available, the Committee
decided to returr the proposed tolerance to Step 6 and to ask governments for comments.




BROMOPHOS

34. The delegation of the Netherlands remarked that possible residues of the
metabolite 2,5-dichloro-4-bromophenol were not included in the proposed tolerances
for bromophos and that no residue data on crops for this metabolite were presented
in the 1972 Evaluations. Moreover, this compound was not only a metabolite of
bromophos but also of other compounds such as bromophos-ethyl. 1In reply to the
question of the Netherlands, the delegation of the United Kingdom remarked that the
residues of this metabolite were minor in relation to total residue levels - about
15% (Joint Meeting 1972 Evaluations, page 27) — and that the metabolic pathway in
plants and animals was similar. The Committee agreed to ask the Joint Meeting for
clarification on the levels of residues of the metabolite and on its toxicity.

35. The delegation of Canada stated that no comments could be given on the
proposed tolerances because in their opinion the presentation of the residue data
in the 1972 Evaluations was not specific enough with respect to harvest intervals,
concentrations and so on. The Joint Meeting was requested to consider these points.
The delegation of Senegal requested that maximum residue limits be established on
peanuts and tropical Jgrains, .

Red currants: 4.9

36. The delegation of the Netherlands queried the proposed 1limit of 1 mg/kg for
redcurrants . since a tolerance of 0.5 mg/kg had been’ proposed for blackcurrants and
gooseberries, The Joint Meeting was requested to review this item.

Savoy cabbage: 4,13

37. The delegation of the Netherlands reserved their position because the proposed
tolerance of 1 mg/kg seemed illogical in view of the proposed figure of 0.1 mg/kg

for other cabbages. The UK delegation pointed out that the difference in leaf
surface structure between savoy and other cabbages would result in a different level
of retention. ‘

Sugarbeet (roots): 4.22 .

38. The delegation of the Netherlands pointed out that residues of about 2 mg/kg
could occur in sugarbeet leaves. As there were no residue data given for milk and
meat after oral administration to cattle, the Netherlands reserved their position
concerning the proposed tolerance of 0.5 mg/kg in sugarbeet roots. The Joint Meeting
was requested to consider residues in milk and meat of cattle.

-Milk {(whole): 4.35

39. The delegation of the Netherlands reserved their position on the proposed

figure of 0,02 mg/kg which did not allow for the presence of cattle in the stall

during application of the pesticide. They proposed a figure of 0.05 mg/kg. The

delegation of the United Kingdom remarked that the Joint Meeting did not considex

. the treatment of stalls while cows were still inside as being good agricultural
practice.

Brussels sprouts, Broad beans, Milk products

40, The delegation of the Netherlands asked for tolerances to be established for
Brussels sprouts and broad beans because the use of bromophos on these crops was
registered in the Netherlands. 1In addition to the tolerance for milk, the delegation
of the Netherlands asked for a tolerance for milk products.

BROMOPHOS~ETHYL

41, The delegation of the Netherlands made the same remark concerning the
metabolite 2,5~dichloro-4-bromophenol as was made for bromophos. In addition it
noted that according to the computer study "estimate of potential pesticide residue
intake" (CX/PR 74/8) there would not even be a theoretical possibility that the
level of intake might exceed the ADI. In the Netherlands this would not be the case
because of the daily consumption figure of 100 g per caput of apples and pears. The
representative of WHO indicated that a more detailed computer study was to be
carried out in the near future when this compound was to be reviewed.

42, The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany quoted their written
comments and remarked that in their opinion a number of the proposed residue limits
for this compound were too low, Further data would be provided.

Meat of cattle: 5.,6; Rapeseed oil: 5.13

43, According to their written comments, the delegation of the Federal Republic
of Germany reserved their position on both items.




French beans: 5,20 ' .

44, There was a full discussion about the basis for the proposed maximum residue
limit in French beans. It appeared that no residue data on French beans were presented !
for evaluation by the 1972 Joint Meeting but that residue data on kidney beans were
available. This matter was resolved by replacing the item "French beans" by "kidney
beans"; the tolerance proposal being unchanged.

Milk (whole): 5.25

45. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany reserved their position, - !
making reference to their written comments.

Milk Products

46, The delegation of the Netherlands requested that a tolerance for milk products

be established because bromophos—-ethyl is used for direct application on cattle,

The delegation of Australia informed the session that they were preparing data to ]
support their tolerance proposal of 1 mg/kg for milk and milk praducts and that ‘
these data would be sent to the Joint Meeting.

CAPTAFOL
Apricots: 6,7 and Plums: 6.8

47« The Committee was informed through document CX/PR 75.3-Add.l that new
tolerances for these commodities had been recommended by the 1974 Joint Meeting,
The Committee decided to amend the temporary tolerance to 15 mg/kg for apricots and
10 mg/kg for plums and to return them to Step 6. Governments were asked to inform
the Joint Meeting on the use of the product after blossom.

CAPTAN
Apples: 7.1

48, The delegation of the Netherlands entered a reservation on the proposed level

of 40 mg/kg, since according to supervised trials in the Netherlands, residues never

exceeded 5 mg/kg. The delegation of the USA informed the Committee that data on

residues of captan were available in the USA and agreed to send these data to the . .
Joint Meeting. The Committee decided to return the proposed tolerances to Step 6

with a request to govermments to send data to the Joint Meeting.

Cherries: 7.2

49. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany entered a reservation on
this proposal. They pointed out that according to data obtained in the Federal
Republic of Germany, a tolerance of 15 mg/kg would be sufficient. Data from the
Netherlands had already been sent to the Joint Meeting. The Committee decided,
however, that insufficient information was available to advance the proposed limit
and requested,therefore, governments to send data on the 1level of residues to the
Joint Meeting.

‘Pears: 73

50. The Committee decided to return the tolerance of 30 mg/kg in pears to Step 6
and to request governments to send residue data to the Joint Meeting.

Raisins: 7.17

51. The delegation of the USA informed the Committee that data on residues on .
raisins would be supplied to the Joint Meeting. The proposal was returned to Step 6. -

CARBARYL

52. The delegations of the Netherlands and the Federal Republic of Germany .
enquired whether, in view of the extensive use of this pesticide, the intake by the )
consumer could theoretically exceed the ADI. It was pointed out that there was ample
evidence that carbaryl was degraded into naphthol on washing, cooking and processing '

and that, therefore, this was unlikely to be the case, Total diet studies in the

USA indicated that the ratio of actual intake to the ADI, estimated on the basis of /
residues found in food was of the order of 20 to 1. The Committee stressed the need

for further studies on the disappearance of carbaryl and for results of total diet or

similar studies do that WHO could take such residue data into consideration when

evaluating the significance of their calculations of potential daily intake on

carbaryl and thus give further assurances concerning the safety of the proposed Codex .
maximum limits.




Animal feedstuffs: 8,37

53. Some countries had expressed the view in their written comments that the :
limit of 100 mg/kg was unduly high. Furthermore, the delegation of the Netherlands

was of the opinion that a limit should be recommended by the Joint Meeting for

carbaryl in milk and milk products and questioned whether the limit in meat was
sufficiently high to take into account residues in animal feedstuffs. It was

explained that measurable residues in meat resulted from direct application to .
livestock but that residues in meat and milk resulting from intake in animal feed-
stuffs were close to the limit of determination. The Committee requested govern-

ments to provide residue data in milk and milk products on the basis of which the

Joint Meeting could recommend a maximum residue limit.

CARBOPHENOTHI ON

54. The delegation of the Netherlands drew the attention of the representative of
WHO to their written comment concerning the ADI in view of the re-evaluation of this
compound proposed for 1976.

Lemonss: 1l.1

55, The delegation of Canada had pointed out in their written comments that the
proposed residue level of 5 mg/kg was much higher than was compatible with good
agricultural practice and that a limit of 1 mg/kg would suffice. The delegation of
the USA was opposed to a reduction of the limit on lemons to 1 mg/kg in view of the
findings of the Joint Meeting and of residue data available in that country on the
basis of which a tolerance of 2 mg/kg had been established. It was agreed,on the
‘proposal of the Israeli delegation, to set a group tolerance for Citrus fruit and to
delete the limits for lemons, grapefruits, limes and oranges. The Committee decided
to set a limit of 2 mg/kg for Citrus fruit. The Committee was informed that residues
in the edible part of these fruits were near or at the limit of determination.

Apples: 11,9; Pears: 11,10

56 The Committee comsidered the Canadian proposal to increase the limits for
these commodities to 0.8 mg/kg. It was agreed not to amend the proposed maximum
limits since an adequate interval between application and harvest made it possible
to set lower limits,. .

Milk and Milk products: 11,17-11,18

57 « The delegation of the Netherlands was of the opinion that the proposed maximum
limit for milk and milk products was too low. The delegation of Australia pointed
out, and the Committee agreed, that the limit was applicable to commercial milk,
which had been subjected to blending and bulking and that for Codex purposes residue
levels of carbophenothion found in the milk of individual cows subjected to dipping
or spraying in supervised trials should not be taken into consideration.

Potatoes: 11,19
58. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany drew the attention of the

Committee to the limit set for potatoes at 0.02 mg/kg,which in its opinion was below
the limit of determination of 0.05 mg/kg.

CHLORDANE

Proposed Amendments at Step 4 to Recommended Codex Maximum Residue Limits: 12,1-12,9
59. As the proposed amendments were generally acceptable to the Committee and as
governments had not submitted comments in writing opposing . the proposed amend-

ments, the Committee decided to advance them to the Commission with the recommendation
that Steps 6, 7 and 8 be omitted.

Various vegetables: 12,16-12.32

60. The delegation of Canada was of the opinion that a maximum residue limit of
0.1 mg/kg for the root vegetables at 12,16 to 12,21 would be more appropriate. It
was pointed out that a multicomponent pesticide Preparation such as chlordane was
difficult to analyze at such levels. As the 1974 Joint Meeting had reconsidered
chlordane, the Committee agreed that the maximum residue limits for items 12,16 to
12,32 should not be advanced until govermments had had an opportunity to consult
the Evaluations of the 1974 Joint Meeting,
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Milk and Milk products: 12,33-12.34

61. Following a question as to whether the limit of 0.05 mg/kg would be
sufficiently high to cover residue levels found in this commodity, the delegation of
Australia informed the Committee that recent extensive monitoring in that country
‘had not resulted in detectable amounts of chlordane in dairy products,

Meat: 12,35

62, The Committee agreed that further residue data were required to verify whether
the limit of 0.05 mg/kg wobuld accommodate chlordane residues found in meat moving in
international commerce, Governments were invited to provide the necessary information.

various Nuts and Fruits; Olives: 12,38-12,50

63. The Committee noted that the limits for the above items were based on residue
data which often included negative readings and represented a limit at or about the
limit of determination rounded off to 0.1l mg/kg. As the 1974 Joint Meeting had
considered the question of analysis of chlordane and its residues, the Committee
decided to await the publication of the 1974 Evaluations before taking further
action.

Crude Soyabean, Linseed and Cottonseed 0ils: 12.54-12,56

64. The delegation of the Netherlands was of the opinion that the limit of 0.5

mg/kg was too high as unprocessed oils were often used in animal feed. As no data were
or would be likely to become available in the near future, the Committee took no
action concerning the revision of these limits.

CHLORDIMEFORM
Pears: 13.1

65. In the opinion of the delegations of the Netherlands and the Federal Republlc
of Germany, residue data included in the Joint Meeting's Evaluations did not support
a higher limit in pears than in apples. It was pointed out that a limit of 12 mg/kg
had recently been set for chlordimeform on pears in the USA. Noting that the Joint
Meeting had reviewed extensive data on chlordimeform, the Committee decided not to
make any change to the limit for pears. The Commlttee was 1nformed that the 1975
Joint Meeting would reconsider chlordlmeform.

Prunes and Plums: 13.5

66. To avoid any misunderstanding regarding the meaning of the term plums and
prunes, the Committee decided to delete the maximum limit for prunes as this
commodity could be interpreted to be the fresh fruit as well as the dried fruit for
which residue limits would be quite different,

Cottonseed oil (crude or refined): 13.10

67. The delegation of Israel questioned whether there was supporting data to
establish the same limit for crude and refined cottonseed oils. It was pointed out
that refining did not result in a loss of the compound.

CHLORFENVINPHOS

68. The delegation of the Netherlands asked WHO for the background of the use of
a safety factor of 25 in estimating the ADI in view of the fact that no human studies
were available for this compound. The representative of WHO referred to his earlier
statement (see para 13) where he had explained the many considerations which were
normally taken into account by the Joint Meeting when estimating a figure for an
acceptable daily intake. Delegates were requested to direct such specific questions
to the Joint Meeting.

69. Some editorial changes were made in the following items:
Peanuts (shelled): 14.21
amend to read: peanuts 0,05 on a shell-free basis.,
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Maize (grain): 14.22
amend to read: maize 0.05 in the kernels.,
Rice (in the husk or polished): 14,25

In the 1974 Joint Meeting it was agreed that the limits should be: rice (in husk);
rice (polished): 0.05 mg/kg. It was understood that the proposed tolerance of 0.05
mg/kg was at. or about the 1limit of determination. Therefore, it was decided to
delete the words "in the husk or polished",

CHLORMEQ UAT
Wheat: 1203

70, The delegation of CZechgslovakia pointed out that supervised field trials had
been carried out in their country. The results indicated a lower limitin conformity

P

-with good agricultural practice in that country. A limit of 3 mg/kg might be

acceptable for imported wheat.

Grapes: 15.5 . .
71 The Committee was informed that chlormequat was used extensively as a systematic
plant regulator to reduce laterals and to ensure heavier crops.

Milk and Milk products: 15.,7-15.8

72, The delegation of the Netherlands was of the opinion that it would be more
appropriate to refer to this limit as a "practical residue limit". It was pointed
out that the Joint Meeting considered that residues resulting from the use of feed
containing pesticide residues would more appropriately be covered by the term
"tolerances", The Committee noted that the difference between a tolerance and a
practical residue limit was not always clear but that the distinction might have a
limited function.

CHLOROBENZILATE
Apples, Pearss: 16,6 and 16,7

73. The delegation of Canada pointed out that the Evaluations of the Joint Meeting
did not give information on a minimum pre-harvest interval. They informed the
Committee that the Canadian maximum limit was based on a 7-day interval. The
delegation of the USA informed the Committee that difficulties could be experienced
in reconciling the present US tolerance of 5 mg/kg with the Codex proposal. The
delegation of the Netherlands drew the Committee's attention to their written
comments relating to the safety factor of 25 used by the Joint Meeting in arriving

at the ADI for this pesticide. .

Milk (whole): 16.10

74. The delegation of Poland was of the opinion that it would be more appropriate
to refer to a "practical residue limit" rather than a "tolerance"., It was pointed
out that Citrus pulp containing residues was used as cattle feed and that this was -
a deliberate action which resulted in residues of chlorobenzilate in milk (see
general comments at para 72 above). .

)

‘CHLORPYRIPHOS : | .

75 The delegation of the Netherlands expressed concern about the possibility of
the intake of this pesticide exceeding the ADI, especially as chlorpyriphos was also
used in food storage against insects such as cockroaches. The representative of WHO
was of the opinion that there was a need to carry out studies on the rate of dis-
appearance of chlorpyriphos. The delegation of Israel informed the Committee that a
total diet study was currently being carried out in that country and that the
preliminary results were reassuring. The Swiss delegation suggested that a general
limit should be established for foods exposed to this pesticide in establishments
handling foods in a similar way as had been done for dichlorves. The US delegation
informed the Committee that this matter was under consideration in their country

but that, in view of the extremely low levels of residues found, it was not likely
that maximum limits would be laid down to control this type of usage. The
representative of WHO was of the opinion that this matter could be taken up in the
FAO/WHO Food Monitoring Programme. THe Committee requested governments to provide.
residue information on the basis of which the Committee could determine what further
action should be taken : ' ' '
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Apples: 17.2

76 The delegation of the Netherlands considered that a limit of 0.5 mg/kg would
be sufficient. The Israeli delegation pointed out that good agricultural practice
in their country required higher limits.

Carrofs: 177

77 The Netherlands delegation doubted whether this pesticide was used on carrots.
The delegation of Israel confirmed that this was so and informed the Committee that
preliminary results from current trials in Israel indicated that a limit of 0.3 mg/kg
might be sufficient, '

Peppers: 17,11

78, The delegation of Israel was of the opinion that a limit of 0.5 mg/kg would be
needed and undertook to supply the Joint Meeting with the results of tests carried
out in that country. :

Meat of sheep and Poultry: 17,13-17,14

79. In the opinion of the Netherlands delegation and of the delegation of Canada
a limit of 0.1 mg/kg would be sufficient for poultry. The Joint Meeting was
requested to examine data on poultry from the USA and other sources.

Sugarbeet: 17.16

80. The delegation of the Netherlands proposed a limit of 0,01 mg/kg and at the
suggestion of the Federal Republic of Germany, the Committee decided to change the
limit to 0.05 which-was considered to be at or about the limit of determination.

Citrus fruit

81. In reply to a question by the delegation of Israel, the representative of FAO
informed the Committee that the 1974 Joint Meeting had recommended a maximum residue
limit of 0.3 mg/kg for Citrus fruit. ° :

Onion, Cauliflower, Red cabbage: 17,22-17.24

82. The delegation of Israel pointed out that data before the Joint Meeting were
from application to soil only and that application by spray to the crop in
accordance with good agricultural practice would lead to higher residue levels. The
Joint Meeting was requested to evaluate any data supplied by the Israeli delegation.

Milk: 17.26

83. The delegation of the Netherlands was of the opinion that direct application
to dairy cattle might result in higher residues. The Committee noted that the limit
resulted from residues in feed and that further information was needed before any
change to the limit could be considered,

COUMAPHOS » o
Poultry: 18.2

84, ° In the opinion of the Netherlands and Canadian delegations a limit of 0.5
mg/kg was adequate, It was pointed out that the analytical method did not give .
good reproducibility and that significant deviations were observed in the results

of analyses. In the opinion of the delegations of the USA and Egypt a limit of

1 mg/kg was required., The representative of WHO pointed out that the potential daily
intake study of the compound was not conclusive and results of actual residue

intake studies and further toxicological information were needed.

2,4-D . : .

85. In the opinion of several delegations the residue limits for this compound
were too low. The Committee requested governments to provide further information so
that this matter could be reconsidered by the Joint Meeting. In reply to a question
by certain delegations, the representative of FAO informed the Committee that the
1974 Joint Meeting had recommended a maximum residue limit of 2 mg/kg on Citrus
fruit, 0.2 mg/kg on potatoes, and G.05 mg/kg on milk and milk products (at the

limit of determination). 4 . .




DDT

86 The Chairman reminded the Committee that at the Seventh Session it had been
decided to return all limits under consideration to Step 6 of the Procedure with the
request to producing and importing countries to provide any relevant data to the
Joint Meeting in order to re-evaluate the proposals for maXimum residue limits for
DDT., However, no relevant information had been received by FAO for discussion by the
1974 Joint Meeting. It was pointed out that in recent years the use pattern for this
compound had changed considerably and that, consequently, new and up-to-date data
would have to be examined in order to be able to review the limits for DDT residues
on the various commodities. At the same time it was realized that, generally speaking,

those countries where DDT was still used - although in limited numbers of circumstances -

were not in a position to provide the data required. The Committee discussed whether
it would be appropriate to delete all the limits still under consideration,
particularly since Codex recommendations, irrespective of their status in the Codex
Acceptance Procedure, were frequently used as guidelines. The Committee decided to
return the present limits to Step 6 and to remind governments that a re-evaluation of
the proposals for this compound was necessary. Governments were also requested to
send up-to-date information on the present use pattern of DDT together with
appropriate residue data to the Joint Meeting so that this question could be
reconsidered at a future session, After some discussion, the Committee agreed to
request the Ad Hoc Government Consultation on Pesticides in Agriculture and Public
Health to consider the problem of gathering information on the use pattern of DDT in
developing countries and on resultant residue levels in food. The delegation of
Senegal informed the Committee that all efforts were being made in that country to
avoid the use of DDT on edible crops. ' ’ .

DIAZINON .
Sweet corns 22,20

87 At the Seventh Session of the Committee it had been agreed to request govern-
ments to provide data to substantiate the proposed limit of 0.7 mg/kg but no such
data had been provided., The Committee accepted the limit for kernéls and cob of
sweet corn with husk removed, ’

Olives: 22,21 and Olive Qil: 22.22

88. The Committee took note of the reply of the 1974 Joint Meeting to the question
raised at the previous session whether, in view of the high consumption of olives
and olive oil in some Mediterranean countries, there could be an excessive intake of
diazinon. The proposed limit was based on the maximum residues found Ffrom supervised
‘trials following approved use. In this connection, the Committee noted the findings
- of a swiss study (see para 8) which concluded that the intake of diazinon in the diet
was not a cause for concern.

Milk and Milk Products: -

89, The delegation of the Netherlands was of the opinion that maximum residue
limits should be established for these commodities. The Committee requested the
Joint Meeting to examine any data submitted by Switzerland and other countries,

DICHLORVOS ’ .

90. = The Committee agreed to limit the residue analysis to the parent compgund
since the quantity of the metabolite dichloroacetaldehyde, where present, was very
small and represented an unnecessary complication. The Committee agreed that, as
this amendment was not of a substantive nature, it should also be applied to thosg
~limits which were at Step 9 of the Procedure,

Vegetables (except lettuce): 25,4

91. - The third round of govermment comments had provided the 1974 Joint Meeting

with additional data and the Committee agreed with the Joint Meeting's conclusion

that there was no need to act on the suggestion of the Seventh Session of the
Committee to include proposals for limits in specific vegetable crops. The delegation
of the Netherlands had reservations on the establishment of a limit for a group of
products since residues of dichlorvos had been found only in a few crops..




.Miscellaneous foed: 25.20

92. The Committee notéd that this limit was intended specifically to cover foods
exposed to dichlorvos in establishments handling food and would, therefore, be
mainly of interest to national authorities in their control of usage and would have
no real rdle in facilitating international trade. Similar provisions might also
apply to other compounds, e.g. chlorpyrifos (see para 75). '

DICOFOL ‘

93. The Netherlands delegation asked whether the Joint Meeting, at its last
session, had been able to re-evaluate the toxicological data in the light of the
remarks made in the written comments from that country presented to the previous
session and in the light of the data which had been provided to the 1974 Joint
Meeting. The representative of WHO pointed out that the ADI for dicofol did not
have temporary status and that re-evaluation could only be started when WHO was
specifically requested to do so. It was agreed to request WHO to re-evaluate the
toxicological data on this compound.

94. The delegation of Israel, referring to document CX/PR 75/3-Add.2, item 8,
pointed out that resistance of spider mites to dicofol was increasing.

95, The Committee was informed by document CX/PR 75/3-Add.l of the changes made
in existing proposals and some new proposals made at the 1974 Joint Meeting. As ‘the
full report of this Meeting was not yet available it was decided to give governments
the opportunity to comment on the new proposals when the report became available.

DIMETHOATE

96. It was agreed that in order to take into account the use pattern of formothion
in a number of countries, items 27.1-27.4 should include the note "from use of
. formothion and/or dimethoate”.

97 The delegation of Israel considered that the expression "tree fruit (including
Citrus fruit)" was inconsistent with the phrasing used in the case of other
compounds. The Committee agreed that the term "tree fruit" included "Citrus fruit".
‘However, as this item Wasalready at Step 9 and as the Committee considered the
omission of the words "(including Citrus fruit)" to be an editorial matter, the
Secretariat was requested to make the necessary amendments in future publications
of recommended Codex maximum residue limits. :

98. The representative of WHO asked the Polish delegation for copies of the full
reports mentioned in their written comments about loss of vitamin C in blackcurrants
following treatment by dimethoate. ‘L

DIOXATHION

99. Replying to a question from the Federal Republic of Germany delegation, the
representative of WHO informed the Committee that in their study the potential daily
intake of this pesticide had been calculated to be between four to seven times the
ADI. The attention of the Committee was drawn to the data on residues in food in
commerce presented in the 1972 Evaluations in which it was indicated that the compound
had a high rate of disappearance. .

Stone fruit (Apricots,: Cherries, Peaches, Plums, Prunes): 28,12-28,15
100. It was decided to indicate specific . fruits and to delete prunes.
DIPHENYLAMINE '

101, In the 1974 session of the Committee, WHO was requested to reconsider this.
compound in the light of the results of a long term study on mice. The representative
of WHO informed the Committee that the present status of this compound created the
same difficulties as with dicofol (see para 93). In addition, the representative of
WHO made it clear that an evaluation of new toxicological data would not necessarily
result in a change in the ADI established previously. :

Apples: 30,1 ) : _ : S
102, The Netherlands reserved their pqéition on this item pending review of
toxicological data. - "
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DIQUAT
Rice olished): 31,10

103. The Japanese delegation, supported by the delegation of the Philippines, was

of the opinion that limits should be set for unpolished rice (e.g. brown rice, milled
rice). Governments were invited to send data to the Joint Meeting so that this matter
could be fully considered.

Barley, Wheat: 31.15-31.17 Co : e

104. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany pointed out that residue
levels of 5 mg/kg on wheat might result in flour with residue levels up to 5 mg/kg,
especially in whole meal flour. The delegation of Israel informed the Committee that
studies on cattle fed on wheat containing diquat residues were being carried out in
that country and that information would be sent to the Joint Meeting. The Committee
agreed that flour should be made from untreated wheat and that, therefore, the residue
1imit of 0.2 mg/kg in flour was appropriate and that the limit of 5 mg/kg applied .only
to wheat and barley used as animal feed. The delegation of the Federal Republic of
Germany was of the opinion that the residue limit for flour should be at or about the
limit of determination. :

ENDOS ULFAN

105. Document CX/PR 75/3~Add.2 contained the results of the review by the 1974
Joint Meeting. '

Fruit: 32.1

106, It was noted that although new data had been provided, the Joint Meeting had
not been able to propose individual tolerances. The delegation of the Netherlands
repeated their comment of previous years that a tolerance of 2 mg/kg for the whole
range of fruit was unnecessary and unacceptable., The Belgian delegation joined in
this reservation and indicated that results of trials on strawberries in Belgium
would be made available to the Joint Meeting,

Vegetables: 32,2

107. The Committee was informed that this item had been amended by the 1974 Joint
Meeting as follows: "vegetables (except carrots, potatoes, sweet potatoes, onions)"
and that separate tolerances had been proposed for the vegetables named. The delega-
tion of the Netherlands could not accept the tolerance for such a wide range of
vegetables,

" Tea (dry manufactured): 32,3

108. The Committee was informed that endosulfan residues remained in the leaves of
the tea and that, therefore, no residues would be found in the beverage.

Cottonseed: 32.4, and Cottonseed o0il: 32.5

109. It wvas noted that at the 1974 Joint Meeting, the proposals for these items
had been changed to 1 mg/kg and 0.5 mg/kg, respectively. These levels were
accepted by the Committee,

Carrots, Potatoes, Sweet Potatoes, Onions: 32.7-32.10

110. As the evaluations of the 1974 Joint Meeting were not available, these new
proposals were not discussed.,

Sorghum, Millet, Peanuts: -

111, The delegation of Senegal requested the Joint Meeting to propose tolerances
for these items. :

ENDRIN

Poultry: 33.11; Eggs: 33,12

112, New data had been evaluated by the 1974 Joint Meeting but had not resulted in

a change in the previously proposed limits of 1 mg/kg (on a fat basis) and 0.2 mg/kg
(on a shell-free basis) respectively (see CX/PR 75/3-Add.2). There was some discus—
sion about the proposed levels and of a possible inconsistency between them. Questions
were also raised as to the nature of the studies on which the proposals were based,

. It was decided to return both items to Step 6 and to request governments for further
comments, In view of the new interpretation of a Practical Residue Limit by the

Jeint Meeting, it was decided to change both items into Tolerances.



ETHION

113. The delegation of the Netherlands expressed the view set out in their written
comments that the safety factor of 10 used by WHO in estimating the ADI for this
pesticide was too low. They reserved their position on all proposed tolerances.

Apples: 34.4

114. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany proposed a lower tolerance
of 0.1 mg/kg in view of the toxicological data on this pesticide.

Lemons, Limes and QOranges: 34.5

115. On the proposal of the delegation of Israel these three items were grouped
together as Citrus fruit. :

Plums: 34,6

116. The delegation of Canada was of the opinion that 1 mg/kg should be a
sufficient limit.

Prunes: - .
117. This item was deleted as it was covered under plums.
Strawberries: 34.7

118. The delegation of Canada proposed a tolerance of 1 mg/kg because the 2 'mg/kg
proposal would be too high. .

Pears: 34,10

119. On a proposal of the delegation of Canada, the limit of 1 mg/kg was changed
into 2 mg/kg as it was considered more consistent with the residue data.,

Beans: 34,18

120. In the opinion of the delegation of Canada, a figure of 1 mg/kg would be
sufficient.

‘Melons: 34,19

121, It was brought to the attention of the Committee that no residue data were
presented on this item in the evaluations of the Joint Meeting. The Joint Meeting
was asked for clarification. The delegation of Canada had data to show that a
figure of 0.2 mg/kg in whole cantaloupe melons was sufficient.

Edible Offal of Cattle: 34,30.

122, It was decided to change the figure of 0.75 mg/kg to 1 mg/kg in view of the
agreement to express proposals to one significant figure. The USA delegation asked
for information on the difference between the proposals for meat of cattle and their
edible offal and for meat of goats, etc. It was pointed out that only cattle were
dipped in the pesticide and this resulted in higher residues.

FENCHLORFOS

Eggs: 36,2

123, The Committee accepted the recommendation of the 1973 Joint Meeting to change
the limit of 0,05 mg/kg and noted that the maximum limit was no longer temporary.
Meat of Cattle, Goat and Sheep: 36.5~36,7

124, The delegation of Canada pointed out that the data presented to the Joint
Meeting indicated a residue level of 7.5 mg/kg rather that 9 mg/kg as given in the
Evaluations and reserved its position. The delegation of the United Kingdom stated
that such a difference was not analytically significant.

Sorghum, Maize, Corn: -
125, The delegation of Senegal requested that limits be established for these

commodities. The delegations of Australia and the United Kingdom indicated that
they might be able to provide residue data for consideration by the Joint Meeting.

FENITROTHION:
126, The representative of WHO informed the Committee that the compound had been

assigned a definite ADI (0.005 mg/kg body-weight). As a result, the Committee agreed
to change the temporary tolerances to tolerances., The Committee accepted the various

'
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changes proposed by the 1974 Joint Meeting to items 37.5 to 37.10 and noted the
Meeting's confirmation that the commodity under item 37.8 was "cocoa beans",

FENS ULFOTHION ' \‘

127. The Committee agreed that the residue should read "fensulfothion and its
oxygen analogue and their sulfones, determined and expressed as fensulfothion".

Maize,.Onions, Potatoes, Swede (Rutabaga) and Tomato: 38.,1~-38.5

128, The Canadian delegation made the point that the tolerances proposed for these
items were 0.1 although data in the 1973 Evaluations did not show higher residues
than 0.05 mg/kg. .It was pointed out that there were considerable differences in
the use of this pesticide according to good agricultural practices around the worid
and consequently a higher limit had been considered desirable. This was also more
practical for analytical reasons.

Sugarbeet: 38.8

129, It was agreed that the tolerance for sugarbeet should be increased from 0.05
to 0.1 mg/kg to avoid analytical problems,

FENTHION

130. Several delegations were of the opinion that for toxicological reasons the
proposed tolerances were not acceptable. According to the Danish delegation, the
consumption of 15 grammes of apples a day containing the pesticide at the full
tolerance level would result in an intake equal to the ADI. The Australian
delegation was of the opinion that this compound was very useful against certain
fruit flies, but that this use was only necessary on relatively few occasions. 1In
their view such usage would never lead to a real intake exceeding the ADI. The
representative of WHO drew attention to the fact that this compound would be
reviewed by the Joint Meeting in 1975. The Committee decided to return the proposed
tolerances to Step 6 and to ask governments to provide the Joint Meeting with data
on toxicology, use pattern and residues. .

FENTIN

131. 1In order to clarify the definition of the residue, the Committee adopted the
following wording: "Residue: expressed as fentin hydroxide, excluding inorganic tin
and di- and monophenyltin", It agreed to delete the words "on a soil-free basis"
as this applied to all crops growing in soil, and in any event, was part of good
analytical practice.

Coffee (roasted beans), Rice (hulled): 40.8-40.9

132, The Committee noted the clarification of the Joint Meeting that the limits
applied to coffee (raw beans) and rice in the husk. -

FORMOTHION -

133. The Committee decided to amend the definition to "Residue determined as
formothion"., 1In all crops, except Citrus fruit, only dimethoate and its oxygen
analogue had been found; consequently, the tolerances for blackcurrants (42.1) and
strawberries (42.2) were withdrawn. A reference was made to dimethoate where
tolerances result from the use of formothion and/or dimethoate,

HEPTACHLOR
Carrots: 43,9

134. The 1974 Joint Meeting had not received further data. On the basis of
information already at-its disposal, the proposed level had been judged a realistic
value until further data were made available, The delegation of Switzerland
considered a practical residue limit of 0.05 mg/kg sufficient. The Committee did
not change the proposed limit.

Sugarbeet: 43,10

135. The Netherlands delegation and the delegation of France reserved their position
on the proposed practical residue limit. They held the view that the figure was
inconsistent with the practical residue limit for meat and milk. The delegation of -
France agreed to provide data to the Joint Meeting for further consideration.
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HEXACHLOROBENZENE . .
136. At the Tenth Session of the Codex Alimentarius Commission the various limits '
for Hexachlorobenzene for adoption at Step 8 had been returned to Step 6.

137. 1In the absence of the representative of WHO, the FAO representative explained .
that the 1974 Joint Meeting had postponed a full evaluation of the compound but had N
allocated a value of 0,0006 mg/kg body-weight as a "conditional ADI".

Meat of Cattle, Sheep, Goat and Pig: 44.1—44.4; and Poultry: 44.5

138, The delegation of the Netherlands stated that it was not in agreement with _ .
the proposed limits as its own experience as an exporting country had shown that -
governments of the principal importing countries did not seem willing to.accept or

tolerate the proposed practical residue limits. It considered levels of 0.5 mg/kg

more realistic. The delegations of the Federal Republic of Germany and France held

similar views even if higher values were found at times. The delegation of the USA

stated that in general the proposed levels were not found as a result of pesticide

usage and that the major sources of HCB in the USA were pollution in the form of solid

waste materials and effluent from factory stacks. The delegation of Australia pointed

out that collaborative work on HCB had revealed a widespread of results. The delega-

tion of Switzerland noted that proposals for tolerances should not be adjusted to
accommodate analytical errors.

Eggs: 44.6

139. The question was raised whether the practical residue limits for eggs was
consistent with the figure for poultry. Whereas on an arithmetical basis there
seemed to be a discrepancy, the proposed limits appeared to be consistent with
available residue data,

140. Th§ Committee agreed to advance the proposals to Step 8 of the Procedure (see
para 137).

LINDANE ]
Vegetables: 48.14

141. According to document CX/PR 75/3-Add.2, the 1974 Joint Meeting was not able to

recommend any changes to the proposed general maximum residue limit because the ‘
available data were insufficient., Several delegations expressed the view that a

group tolerance of 3 mg/kg for vegetables was not acceptable. The delegation of the

Federal Republic of Germany mentioned that residue data in support of a tolerance of

2 mg/kg would be provided to the Joint Meeting in the near future. It was decided to

return the tolerance of 3 mg/kg to Step 6. All governments were urgently requested ‘
to send residue data to the Joint Meeting. oo

Beans, dried: 48.15

142. It was made clear that the proposed tolerance was intended to cover post-
harvest use., As the residue data available at the Joint Meeting were rather

limited it was decided to return the proposed tolerance to Step 6., Governments were
requested to submit residue data to the Joint Meeting.

Cocoa beans: -

143. The Committee took note of the residue data on cocoa beans provided by Ghana
in Room Document No. 6 "Maximum Limits for Lindane Residues in Cocoa Beans". The
Joint Meeting was requested to make a recommendation for a tolerance for cocoa beans.

MALATHION ‘
Raw_cereals: 49.1; Whole meal and flour from rye and wheat: 49,5

144, The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany informed the Committee about )
the results of recent studies carried out in their country on this compound. During -
long-term storage of grain at low temperature and low humidity it had been noted that

residues of malathion were highly persistent. Milling of such grain resulted in

residues in whole meal higher than the tolerance of 2 mg/kg. As both items were

already at Step 9, the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany was requested to

send their data to the Joint Meeting for their consideration as to whether it was

necessary to act under the amendment procedure at the Commission.
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Lettuce, Broccoli: 49.6~49.15; Turnip: 49,.18; Apples: 49.19; Celery: 49,21

145. As the 1974 Joint Meeting had received no useful information, the proposals were
not changed. The Canadian delegation informed the Committee that new data from
supervised trials on lettuce and apples would be submitted to the Joint Meeting.
Preliminary results indicated a possible tolerance of 3 mg/kg on lettuce and of 2 mg/kg
on apples. The delegation of Egypt stated that their studies on tomatoes and cabbage
showed that residues of malathion were more persistent than had previously been
thought. All governments were requested to provide promptly residue data on

supervised trials to the 1975 Joint Meeting.

Dried beans: 49.34; Lentilss 49,35

146, It was explained that the proposed tolerances were intended to cover post-
harvest use., The Committee agreed that both items be advanced to Step 5 with a
recommendation to the Commission that Steps 6, 7 and 8 be omitted.

MANCOZEB
Potatoes: 50.1

147. The Committee was informed that at the 1974 Joint Meeting the tolerance had
been slightly modified and that additional proposals for a number of crops had been
made, The re-evaluation of the toxicological data resulted in a temporary ADI of
0.005 mg/kg. Some delegations expressed their concern about ethylenethiourea, ‘a
metabolite of this pesticide. The Polish delegation could not accept the proposed
limit of 1 mg/kg in view of the high consumption of potatoes in their country. It
was decided to return the proposed tolerance of 0.05 mg/kg measured as the ethylene-
diamine moiety and 0.0l mg/kg measured as ethylenethiourea (at or about the limit of
determination) in potatoes to Step 6 pending the publication of the 1974 Evaluations
to enable governments to comment.

METHIDATHION

Prunes: -

148, It was decided to delete this item as it was covered under plums (51.8).
MONOCROTOPHOS '

Apples: 54.1 and Pears: 54.2

149. The delegation of the Netherlands and the delegation of the Federal Republic
of Germany were of the opinion that the proposed tolerances were too high in view of
the toxicity of the compound and in the light of the high consumption of these in
some countries. The delegation of Australia pointed out that the proposal only had
a temporary status pending the completion of further supervised trials. These had
now been carried eut and the results imdicated that the limit could probably be
lovered to 0.5 mg/kg. The Committee decided to ask the Joint Meeting to reconsider
these tolerances. o

OMETHOATE

150, Several delegations were of the opinion that the propesed tolerances were too
high in view of the toxicity and the persistence of the compound which was used on,a
large scale. The Committee agreed that there should be a study of omethoate,
dimethoate and formothion together, taking into account metabolism and residues
resulting from the use of each of these compounds. The Joint Meeting was asked to
review these matters., .

ORTHO-PHENYLPHENOL
carrots: 56.3

151. -The delegation of Switzerland asked for information concerning the need for the
use of ortho-phenylphenol on carrots. The delegation of the Nether%ands pointed out
that the use of ortho-phenylphenol on carrots leads to discolouration and spoils the
flavour of the crop. The Committee requested governments to supply information on
the use of ortho-phenylphenol on .carrots and was informed by the delegation of the
USA that data would be made available,,

Appleg: 56.5

152, Data which had been sent to the Joint Meeting to support the proposal fo
increase this tolerance to 25 mg/kg had not yet been received by the Joint Meeting.
Governments weré requested to send further information to the Joint Meeting.

'



Prunes: -

153. It was decided to delete prunes from the list of proposals as they were ‘
covered under plums.
PARAQ.UAT ,

154. Several delegations were of the opinion that it was preferable, wherever -
possible, -to use diquat instead of paraquat in a number of cases because there was a
possibility of potential intake exceeding the ADI. The delegation of Australia

pointed out that paraquat was necessary in rice culture. .

PARATHION _ .
Citrus fruit: 58.3 )

155, 1Until now no data had been sent to the Joint Meeting so that they could not
reconsider the tolerance as requested. The delegation of Israel indicated that it
would endeavour to collect and collate data on residues from Citrus growing areas
-where this pesticide is used, including those in the edible part of the fruit.

PARATHION-METHYL _
Cole crops — Cucumber: 59.1-59.4; Vegetables: 59,6; Fruit: 59,7

156. The Committee noted that the Joint Meeting was not in a position to make
proposals for specific fruit and vegetable items as was requested by the Committee
because it lacked the necessary data. The delegation of Canada reserved their
position because toxicological data were insufficient. The delegation of Egypt
remarked that parathion-methyl was no longer used in their country due to the
resistence developed to the compound. ‘ :

.157. The representative of WHO informed the Committee that their study of potential

intake had produced figures indicating a possible intake exceeding the ADI in all

five countries in the study. However, since it had already been the intention of

the Joint Meeting to re-evaluate this compound in 1975, it was agreed to await the

results of this re-evaluation. The Committee asked governments to provide data

promptly on toxicology, metabolism and residues in order to meet the deadline for

the 1975 Joint Meeting. « » _ .

Rice

158. The delegation of the Philippines requested the Joint Meeting to propose a

tolerance for rice. Governments were asked to provide data to the Joint Meeting.

PHOSALONE ) ' . l
Meat of Sheep o ' ’

159. The Australian delegation indicated that they would submit data to the Joint
Meeting with a view to their proposing a 1limit for meat of sheep.

PHOSPHAMIDON
Fruit, Vegetables: -

160. The Committee was informed through documents CX/PR 75/3-Add.l1 and 2 that the

1974 Joint Meeting had withdrawn the items for fruit and vegetables and replaced

them by proposals for specific commodities at the same tolerance level of 0.2 mg/kg

(see Appendix II, items 61.13 through 61.25). These changes were considered to be
amendments to the former proposals and it was agreed that these proposals should be

redgarded as being at Step 7 and that they be submitted to the Commission at Step 8. _

Root vegetables (including potatoes): 61.22
161. It was noted that this item had not been withdrawn by the 1974 Joint Meeting.

PIPERONYL BUTOXIDE o
162, It was recognized that this compound could become more important, for example-
through its use as a synergist for pesticides on stored products where there was
increasing resistance of insects to certain pesticides. As piperonyl butoxide would
be reviewed in 1975, it was decided to return the proposed tolerance to Step 6.
Governments were requested to send data to the Joint Meeting..
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Vegetables: 62.7 .
163. No data had been received in time for evaluation by the 1974 Joint Meeting.

QUINTOZENE

164. The Committee was informed that the 1973 Joint Meeting had broadened their
recommendation to include hexachlorobenzene, pentachloroaniline, methyl pentachloro-
phenylsulfide and pentachlorobenzene as well as the parent compound. Several
delegations declared their opposition to the inclusion of HCB in the tolerance for
this pesticide because this could lead to the use of unsatisfactory preparations,
The delegation of Australia pointed out that efforts were being made to eliminate
HCB as an impurity in the manufacture of the compound. The Committee agreed to ask
the Joint Meeting to clarify which metabolites and impurities were included in the
proposed levels for specific crops.

Mushrooms: 64,1

165. The Committee was informed that the proposal for mushrooms had been withdrawn
by the 1974 Joint Meeting. .

TRICHLORFON
Bananas: 66,2

166, It was noted that according to the 1971 Evaluations, this item should read:
"bananas, pulp".

Oranges: -

167. In the 1971 Evaluations this item was listed as "oranges, pulp", but in view
of the proposed tolerance and the original working papers for that Joint Meeting,
the item should be "oranges". The delegation of Israel proposed to change the item
"oranges" %nto "Citrus fruit". This proposal was accepted by the Committee (see
item 66.15), .

Tomatoes: 66,23
168. 1In the opinion of the delegations of the Netherlands and Israel the proposed
figure of 0.1 mg/kg was too low to cover residues resulting from the good

agricultural practice in their countries. Supporting data would be provided to the
"Joint Meeting,which was requested to re-evaluate the tolerance.

Crops for which tolerance proposals are requested

169. The delegation of the Netherlands requested the Joint Meeting to propose
tolerances for pears, currants, mushrooms, spinach, melons (under glass), cucumbers
(under glass), and bell peppers (under glassg. Any available residue data would be
provided to the Joint Meeting, Other governments were asked to send any data in their
possession, :

TRICYCLOHEXYLTIN
170. The Committee noted that the 1973 Joint Meeting had recommended the use of the ’

new common name for the compound, Cyhexatin, and had made the definition of the
residue more specific, : .

Apples: 67.1; and Pears: 67.2

171, The delegation of the Netherlands proposed to reduce the tolerance for apples
and pears to 1 mg/kg on the basis of a pre-harvest interval of four weeks, Several
other delegations expressed the view that the proposed tolerance responded to
conditions prevailing in their countries, including post-harvest treatment., The
Committee agreed to retain the present limit. )

Citrus fruit: 67.3

172. 1In reply to a question of the Netherlands delegation concerning the pre-harvest
interval for Citrus fruit, it was stated that in a few countries a tolerance of 2 mg/
kg was valid without such an interval. '

Tea (dry, manufactured): 67.

173. The delegation of Japan indicated that they would provide residue data on this
item to the Joint Meeting. |
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Meat: 67,.,5; Milk: 67.6; and Milk Products: 67.7

174. 'The Committee agreed to ask the Joint Meeting for clarification as to why the ‘
residue limit for meat was established for the whole product whereas for milk and
milk products it was on a fat basis. It was pointed out that the proposed figures
for milk and milk products should read 0.05 mg/kg (on a fat basis) instead of 0.5 o

mg/kg.

PESTICIDE RESIDUE LIMITS RECOMMENDED BY THE 1973 JOINT MEETING ON PESTICIDE RESIDUES
AT STEP 3 2

Compounds Nos., 70-78: Bromopropylate to Vamidothion

175. As the 1973 Evaluations had not been distributed in time for the present session
governments had not had the opportunity to consider the recommendations of the Joint
Meeting for these compounds. The Committee decided not to discuss the pesticide
residue limits recommended by the 1973 Joint Meeting but to reconsider them at Step

4 along with dovernment comments at its next session. A number of delegations
reiterated their concern about the delays in thé publication and distribution of

Joint Meeting documents (see para 213 of this Report).

GENERAL REMARKS CONCERNING THE CONSIDERATION OF CODEX MAXIMUM LIMITS FOR PESTICIDES
(a) Definition of Practical Residue Limits

176. The Chairman of the Committee remarked on the desirability of ensuring
consistency between the definitions used by the Jjoint Meeting and those adopted by
the Committee (see para 9). In particular, there was discussion about the use of
the terms"practical residue limit" and "tolerance". The Committee requested the
Codex Secretariat to review the limits so far recommended in an endeavour to ensure
consistency and report to the next session. The representative of FAO undertook to
submit a paper about this subject prepared by the Codex Secretariat to the 1975
Joint Meeting for consideration.

(b) Pesticide residue limit in processed foods

177. The delegations of Israel and the United States called the Committee's
attention to the question of pesticide residue tolerances for processed or semi- ' ‘
processed foods such as dried fruit and vegetables and fruit juice concentrates.

The two delegations requested that the Jjoint Meeting should indicate specifically

those instances where the suggested maximum residue limits applied to products other

than the raw commodity and that this fact should be taken into account in the

application of these maximum residue limits. The Committee recalled its decision

concerning the application of Codex maximum limits, established for the raw commodity, -
aljp go apply to processed foods (see para 139, ALINORM 72/24A and para 196, ALINORM

74/24

(c) The situation in developing countries

178. The delegation of Argentina drew the attention of the Committee to the
position of the developing countries who were often not able to afford the necessary
resources so as to keep up-to-date with the more sophisticated methods of analysis.
On the one hand, the use of pesticides was ermrouraged by the necessity of increasing
agricultural production and also by the promotion of pesticides by manu-

facturers. On the other hand, these same countries, by applying lower and lower
tolerances on imported foodstuffs, could limit export from developing countries of
these same agricultural products to the most important markets. The maximum limits
should, therefore, not be established at a too low level although they should be
satisfactory from the point of view of publlc health.

(d) Pesticide-free foods

179. The Egyptian delegation stressed the need to base maximum residue limits on -
well-founded scientific and toxicological evidence so as to safeguard the health of
consumers and this consideration should override any economic or analytical considera-
tion. He further stated that it should be recognized that pesticides were

essential in modern agriculture. He considered that many claims made for pesticide-
free foods were, in fact, misleading in this respect, also because of general
environmental pollution,
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(e) Evaluation of the written and oral: comments

180. Closing the discussion on the maximum residue limits, the Chairman made some
general remarks., He remarked that the work done by the Committee was to prepare
proposals which would be generally acceptable to governments. It would not be a
satisfactory situation if many proposals at Step 9 were returned to the Committee at
Step 6 for review., If agreement could not always be reached, perhaps for legal
reasons, it was still desirable to agree on reasonable proposals. The fact was that
when a proposal reached Step 9 this implied that in general this proposal would be
acceptable to most governments. Every country should now see to what extent the
Codex proposals and the national legislation could be brought into line. Several
delegations had done a great deal of work in preparing their written comments. These
written comments were an important contribution to Codex work and although they were
not published officially, they should be used to assist the FAOQ, WHO and Codex
Secretariat in improving the existing proposals.

METHODS OF ANALYSIS FOR PESTICIDE RESIDUES

181, The Committee had before it the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Methods
of Analysis (see Appendix IV to this Report). The Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working
Group was Dr. Greve of the Netherlands delegation, who introduced the report and
pointed out that the purpose of recommending methods was to assist governments in
selecting a suitable method or methods to verify compliance with Codex maximum
residue limits and as a guide when beginning a search throuch the literature for
appropriate methods. He indicated that the Working Group intended to draft a
questionnaire to assist in the compilation of a document on Good Analytical Practice.
The Working Group might also seek ‘to encourage collaborative studies on those methods
for which further validation was required. '

182, During the discussion of para 2.2 of the Working Group's Report, the following
remarks were made:

(a) A list of suitable methods should also include tests to confirm the
identity of pesticide residues;

(b) Ways and means should be sought to ensure the availability of reference
samples of pesticides;

(c) The methods recommended should be appropriate to measure levels of
pesticide residues covered by Codex limits and, conversely, due attention should be
paid, when changing Codex maximum limits, to analytical capabilities;

(d) The methods recommended should be published methods which are readily
available to analysts;

(e) When recommending methods, due consideration should be given to the general
availability of instrumentation and expertise required. -

183. The delegation of Egypt pointed out that there was a need for FAO to assist
developing countries in the setting up of laboratories to carry out analyses on food.
It was pointed out by the Secretariat that FAO was already active in this area and
that problems of food legislation and control, especially the question of how food
control in developing countries could be strengthened, would be discussed by the
forthcoming session of the Coordinating Committee for Africa. The representative of
IUPAC indicated that his Organization would be ready to assist analysts in developing
countries in scientific problems relating to pesticide residue analysis. As regards
the availability of the full text of the methods listed in para 2.2 of the Report of
the Working Group to developing countries, the delegations of Canada and the USA
offered to make available, on request, those published in the Canadian and US .
Analytical manuals and the PAO Secretariat remarked that the text of the great
majority of methods could be obtained from the FAO Library.

184. As regards the inclusion of the determination of metabolites in the analytical
method (see para 3 of the Report of the Working Group), the Committee agreed that

the Joint Meeting should define the residue by listing all components and metabolites
which were toxicologically significant and which needed to be determined. The
Committee noted that in some instances information on these matters was still needed
from the Joint Meeting.



185, The Committee noted that the Working Group had considered that maximwn limits

should be expressed to one significant digit (see para 11). The delegation of the ‘
Federal Republic of Germany was of the opinion that above 10 mg/kg the use of more

than one digit would also be appropriate, e.g. 15 mg/kg.

© - 186. The Committee concurred with the view of the Working Group concerning the !
expression of maximum limits in fatty foodstuffs (see para 4 of the Report of the -
Working Group), but made certain editorial changes as shown in Appendix II (see the

various relevant items). As regards maximum limits in milk, the Committee requested
governments to send comments on the proposal of the Working Group. ®

187. The Committee thanked members of the Working Group and appointed a new Ad Hoc
Working Group to consider methods of analysis until the end of the next session.
The following countries expressed their wish to serve on the Working Group: Belgium,
Canada, Denmark, Egypt, the Federal Republic of Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands,
the Philippines, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the USA, Dr. P.A. Greve of
the Netherlands was appointed Chairman. An invitation was also extended to IUPAC
to attend the next session of the Working Group as well as to FAO (Secretariat of
the Joint Meeting).

PRELIMINARY REPORT ON COLLABORATIVE STUDY ON RESIDUE ANALYSIS

188. The delegation of Australia informed the Committee that the collaborative

study undertaken following the last session of the Committee would be completed in
the near future. Response from governments had been excellent and around 10.000 to
15,000 analytical results were expected to be subjected to statistical analysis.
Preliminary results confirmed that there was considerable intra- and inter-laboratory
variation in the results obtained. This variation of results would eventually have
to be considered in relation to the fact that a homogeneous sample had been analyzed
using well established methods for residues of pesticides.

189. The Committee thanked the delegation of Australia and noted that the detailed
results of the collaborative study would be made available at the next session.

SAMPLING FOODS FOR THE DETERMINATION OF PESTICIDE RESIDUES FOR REGULATORY PURPOSES

190. The Committee had before it a report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Sampling .
{see Appendix V to this Report). The Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group, Dr.

Greve of the Netherlands, introducing the report, pointed out that in developing

guidelines on sampling for regulatory purposes the Working Group had adopted a

practical approach to the taking of a representative sample of food passing in

international trade.

191. The Committee agreed that, for the purpose of enforcement, the results of the
analysis of the laboratory sample (as defined in the sampling procedure) should be
compared with the Codex maximum residue limit. It also agreed that the Sampling

method should be submitted to governments for comment at Step 3 of the Codex'Procedure.
As regards the question as to whether the sampling method should have an advisory or

a mandatory character, the Committee decided to consider this point at its next ses-
sion. It thanked the Working Group for presenting the report and the outgoing Chairman,
Dr. Greve, and appointed another Working Group under the chairmanship of Mr. J.A.R.
Bates of the United Xingdom, to consider sampling until the end of the next session.
The following countries expressed their wish to serve on the Working Group: Canada,
Denmark, Federal Republic of Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom

and the U.S.A. The Secretariat of the Joint Meeting (FAO) was also invited to attend. .

GOOD AGRICULTURAL PRACTICE (GAP) IN THE USE OF PESTICIDES

192, A document prepared by the Canadian delegation "Summary of Replies to the

Questionnaire on Good Agricultural Practice in the Use of Pesticides for Some B
Important Selected Foods (CX/PR 75/10)" was presented to the Committee during the

session. The first version of the paper had been presented at the Seventh Session

of the Committee (issued, January 1974). The Committee had at that time agreed to

extend the scope of the study by including an additional range of food crops, namely
potatoes, maize, oil crops and pulses.
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193. The delegation of Canada thanked the countries which had provided data for
the second survey. It was pointed out that far fewer country replies had been
received in response to the second questionnaire than to the first one. This could
be considered to be an indication that the study need not be expanded any further at
this stage but that, at regular intervals, revisions might be considered.,

194. The Chairman and the Committee expressed their appreciation for the
considerable amount of work done by the delegation of Canada in compiling the
document’ which contained very useful information on one of the basic principles on
which the work of the Committee and the Joint Meeting was based. The Chairman pointed
out that the document included definitions adopted by the Joint Meeting, which
differed from those used by the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues and again
stressed the need for consistency in this field,

195. The Committee agreed that the survey should be up-dated at three-year
intervals and further agreed to request governments to make available relevant
information before the next session on any further food crops to be covered by the
survey. The representative of FAO also undertook to provide information on the use
pattern of various pesticides in certain countries. The delegation of Canada under-
took to produce a new GAP report for the Tenth Session of the Committee.

196, The representative of EPPO expressed the view that, in addition to the present
valuable study, work should also be undertaken to collect data following officially
recommended usages for important crops. Within the framework of the Working Party

on Pesticides in Plant Protection, EPPO had undertaken a study on practices in the
use of various compounds, e.g. mercurials and certain organochlorines, In addition

to providing data on recommended use patterns, the study would also show those
countries which had banned or restricted the use of certain eompounds and would
produce data on alternative pesticides used.

197. The EPPO representative further pointed out that the study indicated that the
EPPO Region could be divided into three ecological sub-regions with common pest
control practices and stated that, in his view, recommended usages should, in the
first instance, be based on such sub-regions. At a later stage these areas might be
expanded. '

GUIDELINES FOR THE USE OF PESTICIDES

198. The Committee had before it a paper prepared by the Netherlands (CX/PR 75/8).
In introducing the paper, the delegation of the Netherlands pointed out that the
purpose of the paper was to state general guidelines for the use of pesticides in

-accordance with Good Agricultural Practice and that the guidelines were directed to

those concerned with the proper use of pesticides and those concerned with
authorization of such uses.

199. Certain delegations were of the opinion that the Guidelines should be enlarged
to include more specific recommendations on the proper use of pesticides in agriculture.
On this point it was stated that it was rnot the purpose of the Committee to provide
more than general principles concerning the use of pesticides in the production and
handling of food and that FAO was actively concerned with the problem of providing
expert advice in specific regions of the world and in specific circumstances. Some
delegations pointed out that the paper would be useful to administrators and others

in developing countries and that advice on this matter was badly needed in these
areas, It was also noted that WHO had drawn up guidelines for the safe use of pest
control agents used in public health and that FAO had also published a model scheme
for the registration of pesticides.

200, The Committee discussed the status of the document (CX/PR 75/8) and it was
agreed that in order to ensure the collaboration of governments the step-procedure
should be followed., Moreover, it was emphasized that according to the Codex General
Principles, a document on guidelines for Codes of Practice was of an advisory nature.
The title of the document was amended to read "Guidelines for Good Agricultural
Practice in the Use of Pesticides". The Committee was of the opinion that the
introductory remarks in the paper should be retained and that the purpose for which
the guidelines were intended and the persons to whom they were directed should be
included therein. It was decided to hold the paper at Step 2 of the Procedure and
ask countries to submit their comments on document CX/PR 75/8 as soon as possible.
The representative of WHO undertook to send comments. The delegation of the Nether-
lands undertook to revise the paper and present it to the next session of the Committee.



ESTABLISHMENT OF PRIORITY LISTS

201. The Committee had before it the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Priority ‘
Lists (see Appendix III of this Repart. The report was introduced by Dr. A.F.H.

Besemer in the absence of Mr. E.R. Houghton, Chairman of the Group. It was pointed

. out that more basic information was available than some years ago. Especially the

reports on Good Agricultural Practice 1973 and 1974, presented to the Committee by !
the Canadian delegation, provided valuable information together with submissions from -
" various countries on new materials. To facilitate the identification of the

compounds mentioned in the Priority Lists, some information was given on trade names,
manufacturers and types of use, It was decided to include the chemical name of each
compound in the above mentioned Appendix.

202, The Committee agreed to the proposed Priority Lists (1), (2) and (3) provided
the following changes were made:

(a) Methamidophos was removed from List I and added in List II, as the
delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany doubted whether the data on this
compound would be available in time for the 1975 Joint Meeting.

(b) Cyanofenphos was removed from List II and added in List I.

All governments and other interested parties were strongly requested to send data
speedily to the Joint Meeting but not later than July 31, 1975 on the compounds of
Priority List I, and not later than June 30, 1976 on the compounds of Priority List
II. The delegation of Israel promised to send residue data on sec-butylamine and on
methomyl to the Joint Meeting.

203, The Chairman informed the Committee concerning a suggestion made by the IUPAC
Pesticide Commission to publish these Priority Lists in open publications enabling
Universities and research institutions to participate. The Secretariat was requested
to take action on this matter. The Chairman of the IUPAC Pesticide Section, Dr.
Abbott,indicated that the lists would be submitted for publication in the IUPAC
Information Bulletin. The Committee agreed that it would be desirable if the
American and the European societies of Toxicology, as well as Codex Contact Points,
were also informed.

204, The delegation of Libya was of the opinion that undue attention was being
paid to agricultural aspects and insufficient attention was given to matters relating ‘
to public health in establishing tolerances. The representative of WHO pointed out

that the recommendations of the Joint Meeting were based not only on agricultural

data but also on a toxicological evaluation of the compounds, as was shown in the

Evaluations. The delegation of the United Kingdom added that all toxicological l
information had been fully discussed by the WHO Experts and that the Committee was :
more involved in aspects such as maximum residue limits which served for enforcement

purposes,

205, The attention of the Committee was drawn to the use of antibiotic agents,
which could give rise to the induction of resistance and also the phenomenon of
cross-resistance in disease organisms affecting animals or humans., The possibility
of sensitisation from penicillin was also mentioned. The Committee was informed
that a meeting of a WHO Expert Working Group had been held in Bremen in 1973 which
dealt, inter alia, with the use of antibiotics in feed and the consequence of such
use for public health.

206, The delegation of Japan remarked that Blasticidin and Kazugamycin mentioned

by the Working Group on Priorities were only used in agriculture, especially on rice,

and were not used for human or veterinary purposes. Residues were not detected on R
rice using bio-assay methods (limit of detection 0.1 mg/kg). Data on short-term

toxicological studies were available; long-term studies, as well as carcinogenic and

teratogenic studies were underway, The FAO and the WHO representatives requested the ]
Japanese delegation to provide all available data and indicated that if desirable, -
they would seek the advice of the Joint Meeting, which would report back to this

Committee,

207, The Chairman asked the delegations what information could be expected on
dithiocarbamates which were to be re-evaluated by the 1977 Joint Meeting. It was
agreed that information was not only being requested on ethylene bis-dithiocarbamates
but also on the dimethyl dithiocarbamates, including the similar compound, thiuram,
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208, The delegation of the USA indicated that results of current work on these
compounds and their metabolites would be made available., The delegation of the
United Kingdom undertook to provide residue data from supervised trials on lettuce,
including glass~house lettuce. The delegation of Canada indicated that results of
fundamental kinetic studies, residue studies from field trials and disappearance
during processing, would be provided. The delegation of Israel, speaking on behalf
of IUPAC, informed the Committee that data on methodology of the parent compounds and
metabolites and studies on the metabolic pathways would be made available. He also
drew attention to a proposal of IUPAC to the Joint Meeting to establish specific
tolerances for ETU. It was pointed out that the 1974 Joint Meeting had proposed
tolerances for ethylene dithiocarbamate and its main metabolites measured as the
ethylenediamine moiety, together with specific tolerances for ethylenethiourea.

209. The Committee agreed with the proposal of the Ad Hoc Working Group to delete

the items acrylonitrile, allethrin, chloropropylate, chlorthion, dimethrin and M.G.K.264
from any Priority List. The recommendation by the Ad Hoc Working Group that the

Joint Meeting continue the present practice in respect to the c¢onsideration of

pesticide residue limits in animal feed indicating where these may lead to residues

on human food, was endorsed by the Committee.

210. The representative of GIFAP informed the Committee that 'all efforts were be-
ing made for industry to provide the data required by the Joint Meeting by the dates
specified and that the Joint Meeting be informed well in advance where these data
would not be forthcoming. Information on pesticides was being generated as required
by the Joint Meeting even where no deadlines had been set, GIFAP would also
cooperate with the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues in an endeavour to furnish
the information requested. As regards Group I on the Agenda of the 1975 Joint Meeting,
information would be supplied to the Joint Meeting, as far as he was currently aware,
on bromophos-~ethyl, chlordimeform, disulfoton, demeton, fenthion, methidathion,
monocrotophos and trichlorfon. Information may be available on coumaphos, parathion-
methyl, piperonyl butoxide, pyrethrins and quintozene, but no information would be
available on omethoate. The representative of GIFAP also stated that the Codex
Priority Lists and the Agenda of the 1975 Joint Meeting would be distributed
immediately to GIFAP member bodies and companies. .

211. The Committee expressed its concern about the data for the older compounds
(the patents of which had expired)not being forthcoming to meet the requirements of
the Joint Meeting (see also para 10). : . :

212, " The delegation of Israel undertook to provide information to the Joint
Meeting on ethylene dibromide and methyl bromide.
213. The Committee thanked the Ad Hoc Working Group on Priorities and decided that

a new Group be appointed to work until the end of the next session. The following
countries expressed their wish to serve on the Ad Hoc Working Group: Israel, Canada,
United Xingdom, Switzerland, USA, Australia and the Netherlands. EPPO and the
Secretariat of the Joint Meeting were invited to participate and the Committee
appointed Mr. E.R. Houghton as Chairman of the Working Group.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE CODEX COMMITTEE ON_PESTICIDE RESIDUES AND THE JOINT FAO/WHO
MEETING ON PESTICIDE RESIDUES

214. The Committee had before it a report of the Ad Hoc Working Group (see
Appendix VI) which had met prior to the Eighth session to consider the results of a
survey of the relationship between the FAO/MHO Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues
and the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues. The Committee, in the main, agreed
with the views of the Ad Hoc Working Group and adopted the following recommendations
based on the Report of the Working Group: ]

(1) Fundamental changes need not be made in the structure of the relation-
ship between the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues .and the Codex Committee on
Pesticide Residues. .

(2) There is need for Member Jgovernments to contribute speedily much more
information for the use both of the Joint Meeting and the Codex Committee on A
Pesticide Residues (see Point 4). It is suggested that through the existing Codex .
Contact Points this could be established within a participating government by the
following: : ' ;
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i. Establishment of a contact point specifically for pesticide matters
who would correspond directly with the secretaries of the Joint
Meeting; and

ii. Bstablishment, within the government, of a group of pesticide experts
charged with the task; utilizatim of national and international trade
or scientific organizations as a source of information from
manufacturers, formulators, etc., and continuity of representation
at the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues.

(3) The Directors-~General of FAO and WHO be urged to give every possible
consideration to the strengthening of the personnel, facilities and financial
resources available to the Joint Expert Meeting on Pesticide Residues. They should
also give consideration to the consequent strengthening of the Codex Secretariat.

(4) Revised guidelines should be immediately prepared and widely distributed’
clearly indicating the nature of the information which must be submitted to the Joint
Meeting to enable it to carry out its responsibility properly.

(5) A Joint FAO/WHO Conference on Pesticides, as recommended by the Seventh
Session of the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues and the Third Joint FAO/WHO
Conference on Food Additives and Contaminants, should be held as soon as possible,
Paending the convening of this Conference, the recommendations above and below should
be brought to the attention of the Ad Hoc Governmental Consultation on Pesticides in
Agriculture and Public Health, to be held in Rome in April 1975.

(6) The FAO Committee of Experts on Pesticides in Agriculture should be
convened regularly at intervals of no more than two years. The operations and needs
of the joint Meeting in relation to the work of the Codex Committee on Pesticide
Residues should be considered as a matter of special concern and priority by the
Joint FAO/WHO Conference on Pesticides and by the FAO Committee of Experts on
Pesticides in Agriculture

(7) Consideration be given by FAO and WHO under rules established by FAO and
WHO, to the utilization of experts, selected by the Organizations, but furnished by
Member governments, to assist in the activities of the Joint Meeting on Pesticide
Residues., If necessary this question should be put to the Governing Bodies of FAO
and WHO.

(8) The Directors-General of FAO and WHO take note of the continuing delays
being encountered in the timely receipt of the reports and Evaluations emanating
from the Joint FAO/WHO Meeting of Experts on Pesticide Residues. They should review
procedures for the publication of reports and Evaluations with a view to decreasing
the length of time between meetings and the issuance of these publications. The
monographs on individual compounds should be sufficiently extensive to support all
recommendations. Amended procedures may require reference to the Governing Bodies.

OTHER BUSINESS

215, The Committee was informed that the venue of the Fourth International
Congress on Pesticide Chemistry had been changed to Zurich in 1978,

216, The Representative of the Council of Europe informed the Committee that the
Partial Agreement Member countries had issuéd a Third Edition of the publication
rapgricultural Pesticides"., A limited number of copies were made available to the
Committee in English and French. He emphasized that its purpose was to encourage
uniform registration procedures for pesticides., It was anticipated that work on an
expanded Fourth Edition would be commenced in 1975, )

217. The delegation of the Netherlands expressed their appreciation of the revised
procedures for the acceptance of Codex limits of pesticide residues which should help
remove the earlier difficulties encountered by ceértain countries.,

218, The delegation of Spain reiterated the point made by the delegation of
Argentina that the provision of Spanish at sessions of the Committee would be greatly
appreciated by Spanish speaking countries and would, in their opinion, greatly
enhance their participation in the work of the Committee.

DATE OF NEXT SESSION: .
219. The Committee noted that the next session would probably be held in March 1976.




- 29 ~ ALINORM 76/24

Appendix T

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
LISTE DES PATICIFANTS

LISTA DE PARTICIPANTE

Chairman of the Session
Président de la session

Presidente de la reunién

Ir.A.Je. Pieters

Directorate of Public Health
Foodstuffs Division

Dokter Reijersstraat 10

Leidschendam
Netherlands

REPRESENTATIVES OF IEMBER CCUNTRIES

ATGENTINA
ARGENTING

Ing.Agr.Jose Faldini

IHinistro Consejero Agricola
Embajada Argentina Ante la C.E.E.
Ave.ilarnix 30

B 1050 Bruxelles Belgium -
AUSTRALIA

AUSTRALIE

WV.C.K.Hammer

Assistant Secretary
Department of Agriculture
2600 Canberra A.C,T, Australia
J.T,Snelson

Pesticides Coordinator
Department of Agriculture
2600 Canberra 4.C.T, Australia
J.P.Warry

Chemist

Department of Health .
2606 Canberra A.C,T, Australia
J.C.Bensgtead

Agricultural & Veterinary Chemicals
Association

c/o Shell Chemical (Aust.) Pty Ltd
155 Villiam St.,
3000 Helbourne Australia
AUSTRIA

AUTRICHE

L.Kahl

Director of the Federal Institute
for Plant Protection
Trunnerstrasse 5

A-1020 Vienna Austria

BELGIUIM
BELGIQUE
BELGICA

R.van Havere

ifinist®re de la Santé Publique
Inspection des Denrées Alimentaires
Cité Administrative
Quartier Vésale 4
B 1010 Bruxelles’ Belgium
J.lenriet

Hinist®re de 1'Agriculture
Station de Phytorharmacie
11, rue de Bordia

B 5800 Gembloux Belgium
W.DeJonckheere

Lab.voor Fytofarmacie

Fac,.van de Landbouwwetenschappen
Rijksuniversiteit Gent
Coupure 533

B 9000 Gent Belgium
BRAZIL

BRESIL

BRASIL

Durval Henriques Da Silva
Ministerio da Agricoltura
Bloco 8 Esplanada dos linisterios
Brasilia. - : Brazil

José Roberto Da Ross .
Associagao Hacional de Defensivos
Agricolés

V%aduto Dona Paulina 80

4~ andar, Salas 405/407

Sao Paulo SP Brazil



- 30 -

CANADA

Dr.,H.V.lMorley

Research Coordinator (Environment and
Resources)

Canada Department of Agriculiure
Research Branch

Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0C6 Canada
P.Bennett

Division of Additives & Pesticides
Bureau of Chemical Safety
Health Protection Branch
Ottawa, Ontario K1A OL2 Canada
Dr.W.?,Cochrane

Analytical lMethodology Laboratory
Plant Products Division
Production and liarketing Branch
Canada Department of Agriculture
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0C5 Canada

E.R.Houghton

Chief

Control Products Section (“estlclde)
Production and ilarketing Branch
Canada Department of Agriculture
Otsawa, Ontario K1A 0C5 Canada

CZECHOSLOVAKIA
TCHECOSLOVAQUIE
CHIEZCOSLOVAQUIA

L.Rosival

Ass.Prof,

Director of the Research Instltute .
of Hygiene
Ul.Cs Arm4dy 40
Bratislava Czechoslovakia
Dr,V,Beneé

Institute of Hygiene and Epidemiology
10042 Prague Czechoslovakia

DENIIARK
DANEIARK
DINAIMARCA

Knud Voldum~Clausen

Head of the Pesticide Section
National Food Institute
ligrkhdj Bygade 19

DK 2860 Sgborg Denmark

EGYPT
EGYPTE
EGIPTOQ

Dr.A.H.HMakky

Head of Insecticide department

Research Institute for Medical entomology
ilinistry of Health
33 Irabystr.
Maadi, Cairo Egypt
PINLAND

PINLANDE

FINLANDIA

Pentti Sippo

Environment health officer
National Board of Health
Siltasaarenkatu 18 A

SF 00530 Helsinki 53 Finland
Prof,Aarre Ylim&ki

Pesticide Regulation Unit
Agricultural Research Centre

SF 01300 Vantaa 30 Finland

K.Salminen

Head of the Department of FFcod Hygiene
State Veterinary Medical Institute
Box 368

SF 00101 Helsinki 10 Finland
FRANCE

FRANRCIA

G.Viel

Directeur Laboratoire Phytopharmacie
INRA i{inist®re de l'Agriculture

CNRA route de St.Cyr

F 78 Versailles France

B,Jurten de la Gravidre

164 Boulevard St.Germain

F 75 Paris ‘France
- L.Richou~Bac

Laboratoire Central des Services
Vétérinaires ,

Ilinist®re de 1l'Agriculture
43 rue de Dantzig :
P 75015 Paris France

GERIIANY, FLD.REP,OF

. ALLEMAGNE, REP.FED.

" lirg.,I.0'Reilly

Toxicological Board
Agency of Environmental Protection
1grkngj Bygade 19

DK 2860 Sgborg Denmark

ALEMANTA, REP,.FED.

Frau Dr.R.Neussel

Ilinisterialridtin

Bundesministerium flir Jugend Familie
und Gesundheit
D-53 Bonn-Bad Godesberg Fed.Rep,of Germany




] o

- 31 -

GERIANY (Cont.)

Dr.H,Drees
Iinisterialrat

Bundesministerium fiir Erndhrung
Landwirtschaft und Forsten
D-53 Bonn~Duisdorf  Fed.Rep.of Germany

Dr.G.,Bressau
WVigsenschaftlicher Direktor im
Bundesgesundheitsamt
D~-1000 Berlin 33 Fed.Rep.of Germany
Dr.H,Tietz

Bund fiir Lebensmittelrecht und
Lebensmittelkunde e,V,

D-534 Bad Honnef/Rh. Fed.Rep.of Germany

Dr.G.Leber

Industrieverband Pflanzenschutz- und
ochadlingsbekémpfungsmittel eV,
Karlstrasse 21

D-6000 Frankfurt/Hain Fed .Rep.of Germany

Dr.K.Kossmann - ,
Industrieverband Pflanzenschutz- und
Sch8dlingsbekdmpfungsmittel e.V,
Karlstrasse 21

D-6000 Frankfurt/llain Fed.Rep.of Germany

GHANA

H.A.llould

Deputy Chief executive
Ghana Cocoa ilarketing Board
P.0.Box 933
Accra Ghana
E.W.Kisiedu

Ghana Cocoa Marketing Board
P,0.Box 933
Accra Ghana
L, Owusu-iianu

Cocoa Research Institute
Box 8

Tafo Ghana

HUNGARY
HONGRIE
HUNGRIA -

A, Ambrus

A.Department Head

Plant Protection Centre ,
Ministry of Agriculture and Food
1502 Budapest P.0.Box 127 Hungary

\

HUNGARY (Cont.)

Dr,V,Cieleszky

Ass.Prof,

Head of the Department of
Toxicological Chemistry
Institute of Hutrition
Gyali - ut 3/a
Budapest IX Hungary
JIRELAND

IRLANDE

IRLANDA

Dr.ii.Lynch

Inspector

Department of Agrlculture and Fisheries
Kildare Street
Dublin 2 Ireland
Dr.7.,1,0'Toole

Inspector

Department of Agriculture and Fisheries
Kildare Street
Dublin 2 Ireland
Dr,J.F.Eades

The Agricultural Instltute

Oak Fark
Carlow Ireland
ISRAEL

br.C.,Resnick

Director of the Plant Protection
Department

Hinistry of Agriculture

P.CG.Box 15030

Jaffa Israel

ITALY
ITALIE
ITALIA

Dr.Ermello liarchese

Asst.llead Chemist

Direzione Generale Igiene Alimenti
e Nutrizione

Ifinistry of Public IHealth
P.,Marconi 25
00144 Roma Ttaly
JAPAN

JAPON

Hiroaki Nakamura

Technical Official 4
Chief, Section of Pesticide Residues
Agricultural Chemicals Inspection Station
inistry of Agriculture and Forestry
Tokyo ; Japan




- 32 =

JAPAN (Cont,)

Junshi Miyamoto

ilember of Technical Committee
Society of Agricultural Chemical Ind,
1-8 Nihonbashi lMuromachi
Chuo~ku, Tokyo Japan

obuo Sato

Iiember of Technical Committee
Society of Agricultural Chemical Ind,
1-8 Nihonbashi iuromachi
Chuo-ku, Tokyo Japan
LIBYAN ARAB REPUBLIC
REPUBLIQUE ARABE LIBYENNE
REPUBLICA ARABE DE LIBIA

Dr.Sajjad Ahmad Khawaja

Head of the Environmental Section
Community Health Department
ilinistry of Health
Tripoli Libyan Arab Republic
Fauzi Bashir Bedri -

Chemist and Hutritionist

Comnunity Health Department

Mutrition and Food controle section
Hinistry of Health
Tripoli Libyan Arab Republic
Dr.Abdul Ilajeed Den Saad

Agricultural Research Centxre

Tripoli Libyan Arab Republic

Gihad Lutfi
itiinistry of Agriculture
Tripoli Libyan Arab Republic

NETHERLANDS
PAYS-BAS
PAISES BAJOS

Dr.N.van Tiel

Director Plant Protection Service
Geertjesweg 15
Wageningen Netherlands
Dr.A.F,H.Besemer

Head Pesticides Division

Plant Protection Service
Geertjesweg 15
Wegeningen Netherlands
Dr.P.A.Greve

Regidue Laboratory

iffational Institute of Public Health
Postbus 1

Bilthoven Netherlands

NETHERLAYDS (Cont.)

Drs,F.l/,van der Xreek
Directorate of Public Health
Foodstuffs Division

Dokter Reijersstraat 10
Leidschendam Netherlands

il,J,.li.Osse

Hinistry of Agriculture and Fisheries
Dept.of Agricultural Industries-

and International Trade

1le v.d.Boschstraat 4
The Hague Netherlands
Dr.G.F.Wilmink

Cabinet Adviser

Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries
1e v.d.Boschstraat 4
The Hague Netherlands
Drs.J.E.Hellingman

Hetherlands Association
Pesticides lianufacturers

Verdugt B.V,
Papesteeg 10
Tiel Netherlands
Drs.0.R.,0ffringa

Netherlands Association of Pesticides
Hanufacturers
Philips Duphar B.V,
Weesyp Netherlands
Dr.P.Korver

Netherlands Association of Pesticides
Ianufacturers '
Philips Duphar 1.V,
Weesp ' Netherlands
Drs.A.G.de Moor

Directorate of Public Health
Ilinistry. of Agriculture and Fisheries
13 v.d.Boschstraat 4

The Hague Netherlands
Dr,J.J.L.lMees

Unilever N.V.

Burg.s~Jacobplein 1

Rotterdam Netherlands

Ir.J.,van der Harst

Netherlands Association of
Pesticides llanufacturers

Shell Intern-Research CY

The Hague Netherlands

" Ir,0.,C.Knottnerus

H.P.4A,
Stadhcudexrsplantsoen 12
The Ilague ‘ Netherlands




- 33 =

NETHUERLAIDS (Cont.)

Dr.,H.G.S.van Raalte

Netherlands Assoc¢iation of Pesticides
Manufacturers

Shell Intern.Research CY

The Hague Netherlands

Drs,E.A.,H.van Heemstra-Lequin
Laboratory of Toxicology
Nat,Institute of Public Health
Postbus 1 :
Bilthoven Netherlands

WEW ZEALAND
NOUVELLE-~ZELANDE
NUEVA ZELANDIA

B.B.Vatts

Superintendent

Agricultural Chemicals

Hinistry of Agriculture and Fisheries
P.0.Box 2298 )
Wellington New Zealand
NORWAY

NORVEGE

NORUEGA

Prof.E.Sggnen

Institute of Pharmacology and
Toxicology

Veterinary College of Horway
P.0.Box 8146

Oslo dep,I Norway

Dr,Johs Barstad
Wational Institute of Public Health
Geitmyrsveien 75

Oslo 4 , Norway ' -

PHILIPPINES
FILIPINAS

Dr,E.D.Magallona

Assistant “rofessor and Head of the:
College of Agriculture Pesticide
Regidue Laboratory

University of the Philippines

Los Banos, Laguna Philippines

POLAND
POLOGNE
POLONIA

. rd

Dr,B,Cwiertniewska

Ilinistry of Health, and Public VWelfare
Institute of Food Hygiene

24 Chocimska Str,

Warsaw Poland

POLAID (Cont. )

lirs.K.lMazurkiewvicsz

Quality Inspection Office

Ministry of Foreign Trade and Shipping
9 Stepinska 3trs

Warsaw Poland

SENEGAL

Dr.Thianar N'Doye

Directeur BANAS au liinistere de la
Santé Publique et des Affaires Sociales
Building du Gouvernement

Dakar : Senegal

D.Diagne

Directeur du service de la protectio
des végétaux

B.P. 486

Dakar Senegal

Victor Kalla-Lobé

Institute de Technologie Alimentaire
B.P. 2765
Dakar-Hann : Senegal

SPAIN
ESPAGITE
ESPANA

Enrique Celma

Dr.Ingeniero Agronomo

Jefe del Devnartamento de Residuos

de Plaguicidas

Laboratorio Agrario Regional Central
Avenida Puerta de Hierro S/N

liadrid 3 Spain

D.José G.ilerck Luengo

Quimico e ingeniero agronomo

Jefe de Control de Calidad y Residuos
Servicio de Defensa contra Plagas e
Inspeccién Fitopatolbgica

Direccién General de la Produccién
Agraria ’

Ministerio de Agricultura

Hadria Spain

SWEDEN
SUEDE
SUECIA

Dr.B,Winell

Food Chemical Laboratory
National Food Administration
S-104 01 Stockholm 60 Sweden



Dr.B.ilarek

- Chef de section

Service Pédéral de l'hygi®ne publigue
Haslerstrasse 16
CH~3C28 Berne Switzerland
TeAvigdor

Socicté d'Assistance Technique pour
Produits ¥estlé (WNESTEC)

Case Postale 88

CH 1814 La Tour-de-Peilz Switzerland

I.8pindlier

Swiss Society of Chemical Industries.
Ciba~Geigy S.A,
Cil-4002 Bile Switzerland
T.5tijve

Société d'Assistance Technique pour
Produits Nestlé (NESTEC)

Case Postale 88

CH~1814 La Tour-de-Peilz Switzerland

THATLALD
THAIL.YDE
TAILAWDIA

Dr,R,Syamananda

Directior of Plant Pathology

Dent,of Agriculture

Hiristry of Agriculture and Co-operatives
Bangkok Thailand

P.Tamprateep .
Deputy Secretary ~General

0f The Food and Drug Administra-~
tien
linistry of 'Public Health
Bangkok Thailand

TURKEY
TURAUIER
TTRQUIA

Prcf.Dr,Seldhattin Iren
University of Ankara

FPaculty of Agriculture
Department of Plant Protection
Anizara Turkey

Dx,Ayten Glivener

Chief of the Residue Laboratory
vinistry of Agriculture
Institute for Plant Protection
Chemicals and Equipment

P.X. 492, Yenimahalle

Ankare Turkey

URITED KTIGDCH
RCYAULIE~UNI
REINC UIIIDO

J.il.Lynes

Invironmental Pollution .

Pesticides and Infestation Control
Division, Branch A

u*nlsbrv of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Food '
Great VWestminster House
Horseferry Road

London SW 1 United Kingdom
Dr,D.C.Abbott

Senior Superintendent

Dnvironmental Chemistry

Laboraitory of the Government Chemist
Cornwall House, Stamford Street

London SE 19 HQ United Kingdom

J.A.R.Bates

Principal Scientific Officer’

liinistry of Agriculture, Fisheries

and Food

Plant Pathology Laboratory

Hatching Green

Harpenden lertfordshire United Kingdom

Dr.A.J.Feuell

Assistant Director

Tropical Products Institute
56/62 Grays Inn Rcad
London WC1X 8LU United Kingdom
T.0'lara

Department of Health and uOClal Seourity
Alexander Fleming House
London SE 1 United Kingdom
R.H.Thompson

Principal Scientific Officer

Hinistry of Ag griculture, Fisheries

and Food

Pest Infestation Control Laboratory
London Road
Slough, Berks United Kingdom
V.Staniforth

{lanager :

Quality Sftandards and Food

Legislation Department
H.J.Heinz & Co Ltd
Hayes PPark

Payes, Iiiddlesex United Kingdom
Dr,R.C.Tincknell

Shell Iaternavional Chemical Co Ltd
Shell Centre

London S31 7PG United Kingdom




- 35 =

UNITED STATES OF AIBRICA
ETATS-UNIS D'AIERIQUE
ESTADOS UNIDOS DE AIERICA

Kenneth C,Walker
U.S.Doparitment of Agriculture
Washinf»"ton, D‘CQZOZSO ch ed.
Lowell E,liiller

Oifice of Pesticide Programs
IEnvironmental Protection Agency
Vashington, D.C, 20460 U.S.A,

John R.Uessel

Scientific Coordinator

Office of Associate Commissioner for
Compliance Food and Drug Administration
Department of Health, Education and
lielfare

Rlockville, ilaryland 20852 U.S.A.
Thomes B,0'Connell

Assistant Agricultural Attache
U.S,llission to the European Communities
Foreign Agricultural Service
23 Av.des Arts ' ' .
Brussels. Belgium
D.R.Thompson

European Representative
Califecrnia~Arizona Citrus Industry

52 Rue de Progres
Brussels 1 Belgium
Richard C,Bruner

Pres.Industry Committee on Citrus
Additives and Pesticides, Incorporated

~

)
953 West Foothill Beulevard
Claremont, California 91711 U.S.4A.
" Dr.Glenn Carman
Vice=Chairman Industry Committee on
Citrus Additives and Pesticides,
Incorporated Department of Entomology
University of California
Riverside, California 92501 U.S.A.
D.D,HcCollister )
i{anager Product Registrations
Agricultural Department
The Dow Chemical Company
P.0.Box 1706

Hidland, Michigan 48640 UeSeAs

R.J.Lacoste

Regulatory Affairs Iianager

life Sciences Section, Narketing Dept.
Interrational Division :
Rohm and Haas Company

independence Mall West .
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19105 U.S.A.°

COLUIBIA
COLUMBIE
COLOMBIA

fanuel Sanz de Santamaria
Ambassy of Columbia
Nassaulaan 10

The Hague FHetherlands
OBSERVER COULITRIZS

PAYS OBSERVATEURS

PAISES OBSERVADORES

SGUTH AFRICA
ATRIQUE DU SUD
SUDAFRICA

Dr.J,.Bot i

Plant Protection Research Institute
Private Bag X134
Pretoria South Africa
INTERNATICIAL ORGANIZATIONS
ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIOWALES
ORGANIZACIONES INTERNACIONALES

COTNGIL OF EUROPE

K.Torbirn :
Administrative Officer .

Partial Agreement Division

F 67 006 Strasbourg France

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COIMMUNITY

Dr,S,Dormal-van den Bruel
Administrateur principal

Commission des Communautés Européennes
Direction Générale de l'Agriculture
rue de la Loi 200
B 1040 Brussels Belgium
M,Graf

Administrateur

Secrétariat Général du Conseil des
Communautés Européennes
rue de la Loi 170 -

B 1040 Brussels Belgium
IETERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF NATRIOMAL
ASSCCIATIONS OF PESTICIDE iiANUFACTURERS
(GIFAP)

Y.Demaret
Secr,Gen,Gifap
28 Square ifarie-Louise

B 1040 Bruxelles Belgium



GIFAP (Cont.)

R.F.Glasser

ohell International Chemical Co.Ltd

Shell Centre
London S,E. 1

Dr.¥,Zisler Ph.D,

Director of Toxicology

Diamond Shamrock Chemical Company
1100 Superior Avenue

Cleveland, Ohio 44114 U.S.A.

Dr,Percy B.Polen

Principal Regulatory Scientist
Velsicol Chenical Corporation
%241 EBast Ohio Street

Chicago, Illifiois 60 611 U.S.A.

John P.Frawley

Iledic2l Dent,

Hercules Incorporation
Vilmington Del.198%9 U.S5.A.

H.C.C.Yagner

Agricultural Department

lierck Sharp and Dohme Int.Burope
P.0.Box 531

Haarlem Wetherlands

Dr.Ai.P.Wunderli

Supervisor of Registrations
Stauffer Chemical S.4,
25 rue des Caroubiers
CH 1227 Geneva ~ Switzerland
Dr.Richard L.Schauer

llanager, Technical Liaison
Diamond Shamrock Chemical Company
1100 Superior Avenue

Cleveland, Ohio 44114 U.S.A.

P.Petrinko

Société Rhone-Poulenc

C.llsG. 9 quai Jules Guesde

F 94-400 Vitry s/Seine  France

A.,Overeen

Hercules B.V,

Postbus 6189

The Hague fetherlands

Dr.G.Dupuis
Ciba~-Geigy A.G.
Agrechemical Division

CH-ACC0 Basel Switzerland

United Hingdom

36 -

GIFAP (Cont,)

Dr.H.G.Varschuuren
Toxicology and Registration
Agricultural IProducts
Dow Chemical Turope
Veena 16

Rotterdam Tetherlands
Dr,B.Schmidli

Vize-Direcktor

P.Hoffmann~La Roche & Co A.G.

Basel Switzerland

G.Weidmann

Pflanzenschutzrittelzulassung

BASF Landwirtschaftliche Versuchsstation
6703 Limburchof/Pfalz Fed.Rep.,of Germany

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR
STAFVDARDIZATION (ISO TC 34 and SC 5)

D»,W.G.de Ruig

Rijkszuivelstation (Govermment Dairy
Station) ‘
Vreewijkstraat 12

Leiden Hetherlands

LEURCPEALT AI'D MEDITERRANEAN PLANT
PROMECTICH ORGANIZATION

Dr.C.lathys

Director-General

Buropean and liediterranean Flant
Protection Orgzanization

1, rue le Ndtre

F 75016 Paris TFrance

INTE :NATIOHNAL UI'IOF CF ¥URE AND APPLIED
CIMiISTRY

Dr.H.Frehse

Bayer A.G,

Pflanzenschutz Anwvendungstechnik
Biologische Forschung

D~5090 Leverirusen-Bayerwerk Germany

FAO PLRSONVEL

. PERSCOIIEL DR LA FAO

PERSOITAL DX LA FAC

G,0.Kermode

Chief Joint FAO/VHO Tood Standards
Programme ’
FAOQ, 00100 Ronme Italy

Dr.L.G,Laccmery
Joint PAC/¥ZO Food Standards Frogramme
FPAO, 00100 Renme taly




FAO PERSONVEL (Cont,)

Wel,de Haas
Joint FAO/WHO Food Standards Programme

FAO, 00100 Rome - Italy
Dr;E.E;Turtle
Plant Protection Service

FAO, 00100 Rome T Italy

WHO PERSONNEL
PERSONNEL DE L'OMS
PERSONAL DE LA OHS

Dr.G.,Vettorazzi

Scientist

Food Additives Unit

Yorld Health Organization

CH 1211, Geneva ' Switzerland

SECRETARIAT

Drs.L.J,Schuddeboom

Directorate of Publie Health
Foodstuffs Division

Dokter Reijersstraat 10

Leidschendanm Netherlands

Drs.,E.A.H,van Heemstra=Lequin

. Laboratory of Toxicology
Nat.Institute of Public Health
Postbus 1 ‘

Bilthoven Netherlands

Ir.J.van der Kolk

Directorate of Public Health
Foodstuffs Division

Dokter Reijersstraat 10
Leidschendam Netherlands

ORGANIZATION SECRETARIAT

I.A.Alkenma

Directorate of Public Health
Foodstuffs Division

Dokter Heijersstraat 10
Leidschendam Netherlands




SUMMARY LIST OF CODEX MAXIMUM LIMITS FOR PESTICIDE RESIDUES

Explanatory Notes and Abbreviations

T — Codex Tolerance (or Codex Maximum Residue Limit)

IT - Temporary Codex Tolerance (or Temporary Codex Maximum Residue Limit)

PRL -~ Practical Residue Limit

TPRL - Temporary Practical Residue Limit

GL - Guideline Level

JMPR — Joint FAO/WHO Meeting on Pesticide Residues

CCPR - Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues

CAC ~ Codex Alimentarius Commission

Step — “¢Step’’ in the Procedure for the Elaboration of Codex Maximum Limits for
Pesticide Residues

Definition of Terms Used in this Document

gggticide

For the purposes of the Codex Alimentarius, the term ‘‘pesticide’’ means’ any substance
or mixture of substances intended for preventing or controlling any pest and includes any
. substance or mixture of substances intended for use as a plant-growth regulator, defoliant
or dessicant, The term excludes fertilizers and antibiotics or other chemicals administered
to animals for other purposes such as to stimulate their growth or to modify their reproductive
behaviour. :

Pesticide Residue

For the purposes of the Codex Alimentarius, a ‘‘pesticide residue’’ means any
substance or substances in food for man or animals resulting from the use of a ‘‘pesticide’’,
It also includes any specified derivatives, such as degradation and conversion products,
metabolites and reaction products which are considered to be of toxicological significance.

Codex Tolerance or Codex Maximum Residue Limit

For the purposes of the Codex Alimentarius, a ‘‘Codex tolerance’’ or ¢‘Codex
maximum residue limit’’ is the maximum concentration of a pesticide residue that is recommended
by the Codex Alimentarius to be legally permitted in or on a food commodity. The concentration
is expressed in parts by weight of pesticide residue per million parts by weight of the food
or food commodity. In general, a Codex tolerance or Codex maximum residue limit refers to the
residue resulting from the use of a pesticide under circumstances designed to protect the food
or food commodity against pest attack, according to good agricultural practice (as defined).
When a residue results from circumstances not designed to protect the food or food commodity in
question against pest attack the maximum concentration recommended is designated as a
¢¢‘practical residue limit?’’,

Guideline Levels

‘‘Guideline levels’’ are included to assist administering authorities, even though
ADIs have not been established for the individual products, or temporary ADIs established
at an earlier date have been withdrawn. The levels recommended are those that need not be -
exceeded if good practices are - followed. With regard to fumigants, they are intended to be
applied at one of the stages indicated by footnotes in the knowledge that, when so applied,
residues of unchanged fumigants in prepared foods eaten by the consumer would not exceed an.
amount close to the limit of determination by present analytical methods. (Note by the
Secretariat: ‘‘Guideline Levels’® are not- taken up in the Codex Procedure for the Elaboration
of maximum limits for pesticide residues until they are evaluated and found safe from
a point of view of health by the JMPR),




1. ALDRIN and DIELDRIN (HHDN and HEOD)

Residue: Aldrin and dieldrin, singly or in combinationm, expressed'as dieldrin.

Food

1.1

- —
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o
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- -

N o

1.8

1.9

1.10
1.1
1.12
1.13
1.14
1.15
1.16
1.17
1.18
1,19
1.20
1.21
1.22
1.23
1.24
1.25

Raw cereals (except

rice in the husk)

Rice in the husk

Fruit (except Citrus
fruit)

Citrus fruit

Milk

Milk products
Carcase meat

Eggs 2/

Asparagus
Brussels sprout.
Cabbages

Carrot
Cauliflower
Broccoli
Cucumber
Eggplant (aubergine)
Horse~radish
Lettuce

Onion

Parsnip

Peppers

Pimento
Potatoes

Radish

Radish tops

Limit

(mg/kg)

0.02
0.02
0.1

0.05
0.15 on a
fat basis

0.2 in the

' _carcase fat

0.1 on a
shell=free
basis

.
-
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.
- e -
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.
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Type of
Limit

PRL
T

T .

T
PRL

PRL

HyH A
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1
]

held at

Step

~ O
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\O WO \O\O\O\WWNWWWW

Paragraphé/

1] Pending reconsideration by the Joint Meeting; Governments are requested to send data.

2/ The term ‘‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and,

such as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.

3/ Refers to this report, 1€ ALINORM 76/24, .

2, AZINPHOS=-METHYL -

Residue: Azinphos=methyl,.*

Food

. @ e @ Ll
VS WN =

Fruit
Apricots
Grapes
Vegetables
Kiwi fruit

Limit
Tug/kg)

t———

1
e
4 .
X "{",’O.V5~ o
s 4 in ‘the

Type of
mit

L

whole fruit T

4/ Third round of government comments.

* Azinphos=methyl., Where azinphos-ethyl also occurs the total residue should not exceed the

Returned to
Returned to
Returned to

, Returned to

Advénced to

therefore, includes products

iParagraph

31

levels recommended for azinphosvnethyl except in .the case .of tomatoes, where the total

should not exceed 1 mg/kg.



2.6 Kiwi fruit

2.7 Peaches

2.8 Citrus fruit
2.9 Melons

2,10 Celery

2.11 Alfalfa (green)
2.12 Pea vines

2.13 Soybean vines
~2.14 Broccoli

2,15 Brussels sprout
2.16 Potatoes

2.17 Almonds

2.18 Almond hulls
2.19 Raw cereals
2,20 Soybeans (dry)
2.21 Cottonseed
2,22 Sunflowerseed

3. BINAPACRYL

Residue: Binapacryl
Food

1 Cherries

2 Peaches

3 Apples

4 Grapes

5 Pears

6 Plums

7 Nectarines

Limit
im§7kg)

0.4 in the
edible part

-_ - NN

0.2

0.2 on a
shell=-free
basis

10

[N ol o]
.
NN NN

Type of

Limit

HHAa AR HaAas

HHAHHRAA

Type of
imit

MR

" Advanced to

Returned to

Step

Step
1/

6
9
9
9
9
9
9

Paragraph

32
32

32

Paragraph

3 o

1/ Returned for government -comments, Changed from 1 to 0.5 on-the proposal of the 1974 Joint

Meeting.

4, BROMOPHOS
Residue: Bromophos

Food

4,1 Olives

4,2 O0live oil
4,3 Apples

4.4 Lamb’s lettuce
4.5 Leeks

4,6 Radishes

4,7 Pears

4,8 Plums

4,9 Red currants
4,10 Carrot

4,11 Celery

4,12 French bean
4,13 Savoy cabbage
4,14 Spinach

Limit
(mg/kg)

— ek b ad ok ok aa NN N WU N

Type of
Linit
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
T
TT

TT
T
TT
TT

Advanced to

Steg

Paragraph
34, 35, 40

37 ‘l’
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Food

4.15
4.16
4.17
4,18
4,19
4.20
4,21
4,22
4,23

4,24
4.25
4,26
4.27

Blackberries

Black currants
Cherries

Gooseberries

Peaches

Strawberries

Lettuce

Sugarbeet (roots)
Carcase meat of sheep

Rapeseed
Rapeseed oil
Wheat
Broccoli
Red cabbage
Cabbage
Cauliflower
Cucumber
Kohlrabi
Onions

Peas

Milk (whole)

Limit Type of Step

(mg/kg) Limit

Luuuunuiunu n
L |
=]

in the TT
case fat

a
TT Advanced to »5
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
T
TT
TT
TT *
TT y

I

OCO0O0O0CO0O0DO0OO0OO0OO0OON OCOOOOCOOOCOC

e e ® ¢ © e ® ® e @

O = ek S aaam NN NR

N

(N
= A

olerance based on residues
evel at or about the limit

5. BROMOPHOS=ETHYL

Residue: Bromophos=-ethyl

~ 5425

Apples
Pears
Plums
Carrot
Spinach

Carcase meat of cattle -

Red currant

Brussels sprout
Sweet cherries
Gooseberries
Peaches

Celeriac

Rapeseed oil

Black currant
Lettuce . :
Strawberries . -
Rapeseed

Cabbage v Lo
Kohlrabi - -
Kidney bean -
Beans (without pod) .
Cauliflower o
Onion

Sugar beet

‘Milk (whole)

OOOO,OOOOOOOOOOOOO—;—A

likely to be found at harvest.
of determination.

Limit Type of Step
(mg/kg) Limit
TT A
TT '
TT
TT
TT
in the T
arcase fat

0O DD DNDNNDND N

TT
TT
TT

TT Advanced to | 5

TT .
TT
CooTT >
TT
TT
T -
TT
TT-
ST
S TT

TT -

TT

TT

TT

T

CCOO0QOOsaanNNULLILIULLL

NN
I

3/ Level at or about the limit of determination.

' /

Paragraph

38

39

43

43

44

45

Paragraph

6



6. CAPTAFOL
Residue:
Food

Peaches

1

2

3

4 Tomato

5 Melons

6 Cucumber
7 Apricots
8 Plums

9 Cranberries
10 Leeks

11 Apples
6.12 Pears

6.13 Eggplant (Aubergine)

6.14 Pumpkin
6.15 Carrot
6,16 Onion

6.17 Potatoes

6.18 Macadamia nut

Captafol

Cherries (sour)
Cherries (sweet)

Limit

(mg/kg)

—
ocToOoOMUVULLUVLEO®O

0.T on a
shell=free
basis

Type of
Limit

TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
T
TT -
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT

T
TT

TT

3

Advanced to |5

J

1/ Returned for a further round of government comments. Changed from 0,5 to 15 and from
to 10 respectively on the recommendation of the 1973 JMPR,

7. CAPTAN

Residue: Captan

Food

Apples
Cherries
Pears
Apricots

Peaches

Plums
Rhubarb
Tomato
Cranberries
Raspberries

—_ =Yoo~V WN =

.
-t -
S WN =0

Cucumber
Lettuce
7.15 Green bean
7.16 Peppers
7.17 Raisins

NN N NN NN N N NN NN

Citrus fruit

Strawberries

7.18 Blueberries 2/'

7.19 Black currant
7.20 Red currants

7.21 Spinach
7.22 Endive

Limit
(mg/kg)

40
40
30
20
15
15
15
15
15
10
10
20
10
10
10.
10
5
20
20
20
20
15

2/ Third round of government comments.

3/ Referred to the JMPR for consideration on the basis of data to be supplied by governments.

4/ Second round of government comments.
5/ Blueberry (or Huckleberry) includes the following varities. V. corymbosum L,, V, angustifolium
Ait., V. ashei Reade, etc,

Type of

Limit .

SRS AR AR A AAA

Step Paragraph
9 - _
g9 - -
9 -
9 -
9 -
9 -
Returned 'to 6 1/ 47
‘Returned .to 6 1/ 47
: - .\

0.2
Step Paragraph
Returned to 6 2/ 3/ 48
Returned to 6 2/ 3/ 49
Returned to 6 2/ 3/ .50
9 -
9 -
Advanced to 8 -
9 -
9 -
9 -
9 -
Advanced to 8 -
Advanced to 8 - ‘
9 - .
9 -
9 - |
9 - ‘ -
Returned to 6 4/ 51 !
‘ - i.
Advanced to]5 - i
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8. CARBARYL
Residue: Carbaryl
Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
(mg/kg) Limit 52
8.1 Rice in the husk 3 T 9 -
8.2 Apricots 10 T 9 -
8.3 Asparagus 10 T 9 -
8.4 Blackberries 10 T 9 -
8.5 Boysenberries _ 10 T 9 -
8.6 Leafy vegetables . 10 T 9 -
8.7 Brassica 5 T 9 -
8.8 Nectarines 10 T 9 -
8.9 Nuts (whole in the
shell) 10 T 9 -
8.10 Okra 10 T 9 -
8.11 Olives (unprocessed) 10 T 9 -
8.12 Peaches 10 T 9 -
8.13 Raspberries 10° T 9 -
8,14 Blueberries 1/ 7 T 9 -
8.15 Citrus fruit 7 T 9 -
8.16 Strawberries 7 T 9 -
8.17 Apples v 5 T 9 -
8.18 Bananas 5 in the
pulp T 9 -
- 8,19 Beans 5 T 9 -
8.20 Eggplant (aubergine) 5 T 9. -
8.21 Grapes 5 T 9 -
8.22 Peas (in the pod) 5 T .9 -
8.23 Peppers 5 T 9 -
-8.24 Tomato 5. T 9 -
8.25 Cucumber 3 T 9 -~
8.26 Melons, cantaloupe 3 T 9 -
8.27 Pumpkin 3 T 9 -
8,28 Squash 3 T. 9 -
8.29 Cottonseed 1 T 9 -
8.30 Nuts (shelled) 1 T ° 9 -
8.31 Olives (processed) 1 T 9 -
8.32 Potato 0.2 T 9 -
8.33 Poultry skin 5 T 9 -
8.34 Poultry 0.5 in the
total edible
portions T i 9 -
8.35 Meat of cattle - . _ . -
goat, sheep : 0.2 T ‘ 9
8.36 Sweet corn 1 in the . .
: ' kernels T 9 -
;8,37 Animal feedstuffs (green): )
- alfalfa, bean and pea ) \ ’
vines, clover, corn forage,) 100 T _ 53
" cow pea foliage, grasses, )
peanut hay, sorghum forage,)
soybean vine, sugar beet )
tops ) . Advanced to ?5
8.38 Cherries 10 T -
8.39 Plums 10 T -
8.40 Sorghum _ 10 in the '
grain T - -
8.41 Cramberries 7 T J -

1/ Blueberry (or Huckleberry) includes the following varietiéds: V. corymbosum L., V.
angustifolium Ait,, V. ashei Reade, etc, -




Food . Limit Type of Step Paragraph

(mg/ke) Limit
8.42 Pears 5 T \ -
8.43 Beet roots 2 T
8.44 Carrot 2 T
8,45 Parsnip 2 T -
8.46 Radish 2 T
8.47 Rutabagas 2 T
8.48 Peanuts (whole in the

shell) 2 T Advanced to | 5 -

8.49 Cow pea 1 T -
8.50 Soybean (dry) 1 T -
8.51 Eggs 1/ 0.5 on a

shell-free

basis T . -
8.52 Sugar beet 0.2 T : -

‘ J
1/ The term ‘‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes products such as
fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.

9. CARBON DISULPHIDE

Residue: Carbon disulphide

Food . Limit Type of Step Paragraph
(mg/kg)  Limit™
9.1 Raw cereals 3/ 10 GL 2/
9.2 Milled cereal products .
4/ 2 GL 2/
9.3 Bread and other cooked
cereal products 5/ 0.5 GL 2/
10. CARBON TETRACHLORIDE
Residue: Carbon tetrachloride
Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
ZE§ZE§ - Limit .
10,1 Raw cereals 3/ 50 ' GL 2/
10,2 Milled cereal
products 4/ 10 GL 2/ .
10.3 Bread and other
cooked cereal
products 5/ 0.05 GL 2/

Not taken up in the Codex Procedure until cleared toxicologically by the JMPR,

To apply at point of entry into a country and, in the case of cereal for milling, if
product has been fully exposed to air for a period of at least 24 hours after
fumigation and before sampling,

To apply to milled cereal products to be subjected to baking or cooking.

To apply at point of retail sale or when offered for consumption. :

N

e




11, CARBOPHENOTHION
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Residue: Total residue of carbophenothion, its sulphoxide and sulphone, together with

Food

1.1
11.2
1.3

11.4
1.4
11,6
11.7
1.8
11.9
11.10
1.1
11.12
11.13
11.14
11.15
11.16
11.17
11,18
11.19
11.20
11.21

11,22

phenothion,

Citrus fruit
Spinach
Carcase meat of cattle

Carcase meat of sheep
Apricots

Nectarines

Peaches

Prunes

Apples

Pears

Broccoli

Brussels sprout
Cauliflower

Olive oil

Olives (unprocessed)
Sugar beet

Milk

Milk products
Potato

Rapeseed

Walnut

Pecans

Limit

(mg/kg)

2
2
1)in the

carcase
fat

.
O = aNpULUITUVLIUL WL

on a
basis
21/
0.02 1/

1
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
fa
0

0,02 on a

shell-fre

 basis 1/

0.02 on a
shell~free
basis 1/

Type of
Cimit
TT
T
TT

TT
TT
TT
TT
T
TT
TT Advanced to
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT
TT

TT
TT
TT

1/ Level at or about the limit of determination.

12, CHLORDANE

their corresponding oxygen analogues, if present, expressed as carbo-

Step

Paragraph
54
55

56
56

57

58

Residue: Combined residues of cis= and trans=chlordane and, in the case of animal

Food

12.1

12.2
12.3
12.4
12,5

products, combined residues of cis- and

Raw cereals

Sweet corn
Popcorn
Pineapple

Pod vegetables

Limit

(mg/ke)

whole pod
basis

- Type of Step

Amendment

Cimit

TPRL 9

TT
T
TT
TT

O \O O W

2/ The Committee recomended that Steps 6, 7 and 8 be omitted.

]

submitted
to CAC at

Step 5 37

Wheat, rye,
oats, rice
(polished),
sorghum:
0.05 T

) Maize:

0.05 T
0.1 T
Beans,
peas:
0.02 T

trans-chlordane and ‘‘oxychlordane’’.

Paragraph




Food

12,6

12,7

12,8

12.9

12,10
12.11
12,12
12,13
12,14
12,15
12.16
12,17
12,18
12,19
12.20
12.21
12,22
12,23
12,24
12,25
12.26
12.27
12.28
12.29
12,30
12,31
12,32
12,33
12,34
12.35

12.36
12,37

12,38
12.39
12,40
12,41
12,42
12.43
12,44

Tomato

Peppers
Eggplant (aubergine)
Pimento
Cucumber
Watermelon
Cantaloupe
Pumpkin

Squash

Sugar beet
Potatoes

Sweet potato
Rutabaga

Turnip

Parsnip

Radish
Asparagus
Broccoli
Brussels sprout
Cabbage

Celery
Cauliflower
Mustard greens
Spinach

Swiss chard
Lettuce

Collard (Colewort)
Milk

Milk products
Carcase meat

Poultry
Eggs 3/

Almonds
Bananas
Figs
Filberts
Guavas
Mangoes
Olives

1/ Returned for fourth round of government comments.
g/ The Committee recommended that Steps 6, 7 and 8 be omitted.
2/ The term ‘‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore,

Limit

(mg/kg)

0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1,
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3.
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.2
0.2°
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
.2
2
0
5

2

on a

at basis
0.05,in the
carcase
0.05"fat
0.02 on a
shell-free
basis

0
0
0.
0
£

as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.

s

Limit

HAHA
HH =3

L e B e B e e e e e e e B e B B B e B B B B B

PRL

PRL
PRL

HRERAARAARS

Returned to
Returned to
Returned  to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Returned to
Advanced to

Returned to

Advanced to
Advanced to

Returned to

/
\

Step

PO OO OO0 OWWWWOWWOWOY

Amendment Paragraph
submitted
to CAC at
Step 5 37
0.02 T
0.02 T
0.02 T 59
0.02 T
1/ )
i/
1/
1/
1/
T/
1/
1/
1/
1/ 60
1/
T/
1/
1/
T/
1/
1/
T/ 7 -61
-62
)
63

includes products such




Food

12,45
12.46
12.47
12,48
12,49
12,50
12.51
12.52
12.53
12.54
12,55
12.56
12,57
12.58

Passion fruit
Papayas
Pecans
Pomegranates
Strawberries
Walnuts
Citrus fruit
Pome fruit
Stone fruit

Crude soya bean oil
Crude linseed oil
Crude cottonseed oil
Edible cottonseed oil
Edible soya bean oil

13, CHLORDIMEFORM

Residue:

Food

13,1
13.2
13.3
13.4
13.5
13.6
13,7
13.8
13.9
13.10

13.11
13.12
13.13
13.14
13.15
13.16
13.17

Sum of

Limit

(mg/kg)

e o o »
NN N

.
CO 22UV UNOOCO A = ed

NN

[oeoBoNoNoeNoNeNoNoNoNoNoNal
.

SHHASAAAARAMAAARAXAASA

Returned to

/
~

Advanced to

»

toluidine and expressed as chlordimeform.

Pears
Peaches
Apples
Grapes

Plums
Strawberries
Cherries
Citrus fruit
Brassica

Cottonseed oil
(crude or refined)

Cottonseed
Beans
Fat

Meat of cattle
Meat products of cattle

Milk (whole)
Milk products

14, CHLORFENVINPHOS

Oocoo0ocoN

Residue: Expressed as the sum of the alpha and beta isomers of chlorfenvinphos.,
. Food

Carrot
Celery
Carcase meat

Milk

Milk products
Cauliflower
Radish
Horseradish
Tomato

Brussels sprout

Cabbage
Broccoli

Swede (Rutabaga)

Limit

(mg/kg)
5 )
5 )
3 )
3 )
3 )
3 )
2 )
2 )
2 )
2 )
)
, )
o5 )
.5 )
o5 )
o3 )
.05 )
o5 )

Limit
(mg/kg)
0.4 )
0.4 )
0.2 in the )
carcase fat)
0,2 on a )
fat basis )
0.1 " )
0.1 )
0.1 )
0.1 )
0.05 )
0.05 )
0.05 )
0.05 )

Type of

Limit

T

Type of

Limit

Al

Advanced to

Advanced to

chlordimeform and its metabolites determined as 4-chloro=-o-

Step

Step
3

Paragraph

63

64
64
64

Paragraph

65
66

66

67

Paragraph
68



Food

14,14 Turnip

14,15 Potato

14,16 Sweet potato
14,17 Onion :
14,18 Leeks

14,19 Eggplant (aubergine)

14,20 Mushrooms

14,21 Peanuts

14,22 Maize

14,23 Wheat
14,24 Cottonseed
14,25 Rice

15, CHLORMEQUAT 1/

Food

15.1 Oat
15.2 Rye
15,3 Wheat
15.4 Pears
15.5 Grapes
15,6 Raisins and other
dried vine fruits
5.7 Milk )
5.8 Milk products

- 48 -

Limit
(ng/kg) -
0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05 on a
shell=free
basis

0.05 in the
kernels
0.05

0.05

0.05

Type of
Limit

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

Residue: Chlormequat cation

Limit

t Type of
(mg/ke)

Limit

— W wuun

1

N N e N N N N Nt N

0.1 2/

1/ Usually as the chloride.
Z/ Level at or about the limit

16. CHLOROBENZILATE

Residue: Chlorobenzilate

Food

16,1 Citrus fruit
16.2 Melons

16.3° Cantaloupe
16.4 Almonds

16.5 Walnuts

16.6
16,7

Apples

Pears

16.8 Grapes

16.9 Tomato

16,10 Milk (whole)

of determination.

Limit. Type of
Gl Limit
1 T

1 T

1 T

0.2 on a T
shell=free

basis - T

0.2 on a T
shell-free

basis

2 T

2 T

2 T

0.2 T

0.05 3/ T

3/ Level at or about the limit of determination.,

Advanced to

Advanced to

Advanced
Advanced
Advanced
Advanced
Advanced

to
to
to

to

N N N N N N N N N

Step

Step

Step

Ui oo 0

Paragraph

69

69

69
Paragraph

70
71
71

72

Paragraph

N N N N N N N N N

73
73

74




17. CHLORPYRIFOS

Residue: Chlorpyrifos

Food

17.1

17.2
17.3
17.4
17.5
17.6
17.7
17.8
17.9
17.10
17.11
17.12
17.13
17.14
17.15
17.16
17.17
17.18
17.19
17.20
17.21
17.22
17.23
17.24
17.25
17.26

Carcase meat of cattle

Apples

Chinese cabbage
Grapes

Kale

Pears

Carrot

Tomato

. Beans

Eggplant (aubergine)
Peppers

Raspberries

Carcase meat of sheep
Poultry

Lettuce

Sugar beet

Rice in the husk
Celery

Cottonseed

Cottonseed oil (crude)
Mushrooms

Onion

Cauliflower

Red cabbage

Potatoes

Milk

S——
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1/ Changed to 0.05 by the 1975
g/ Level at or about the limit

18, COUMAPHOS

Residue: Coumaphos and its

Limit Type of Step
(mg/kg) Limit -
2 in the ) )
carcase fat)
1 ) )
1 ) )
1 ) )
1 ) )
0.5 ) )
0.5 ) )
0.5 ) )
0.2 ) )
0.2 ) )
0.2 ) )
0.2 ) - )
0.2 in the ) Advanced to ) 5
carcase fat) ' )
0.1 ) )
0.05 1/ ) )
0.1 ~ ) )
0.05 ) )
0.05 ) )
0.05 ) )
0.05 ) )
0.05 ) )
0.01 2/ ) )
0,01 2/ ) )
0.01 2/ ) )
0.0t on a ) )
fat basis ) )
2/
JMPR.

of determination.

oxygen analogue, expressed as coumaphos.

Food

18.1 Eggs 3/

18.2 Poultry

18.3 Carcase meat of cattle
18.4 Carcase meat of sheep
18.5 Carcase meat of pigs
18.6 Carcase meat of goats
18,7 Milk

18,8 Milk products

Limit Type of Step
(mg7kg) Limit -
I I— 3
0.05 on a )
shell=free )
basis ) Advanced tof 8
1 in the )y TT
carcase fat)
1 in )
0.5 { the )

caxcase)

[ fat ) »

0.5 on a ) Advanced to~ 5
fat basis ) Advanced to 5

Paragraph

76

77
78
79

80
81

82
82
83

83

Paragraph

84

3/ The term ‘‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg'yolk and, therefore, includes products such
2 g

as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.




19, CRUFOMATE
Residue: Crumofate

Food Paragraph

e .

19,1 Milk (whole)
]

902 Meat
20, 2,4-D
Residue: 2,4=D v,

Food~ Limit Type of Step Paragraph
(mg/kg) Limit

20.1 Barley 0.02

20,2 Oat 0,02

20,3 Rye 0.02 T Returned to 6 25

20,4 Wheat 0.02

21, DDT

Residue: DDT, DDD and DDE, singly or in any combination. 1/

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
(mg/kg) Limit - -

21,1 Milk ) 1.25 on a PRL 9 -

21,2 Milk products , fat basis :

21.3 Eggs 2/ N 0.5'0n a PRL 9 -

» shell-free

basis N\ \

21,4 Apples ) 7 w . .

21,5 Apricots 7

21,6 Pears 7 .

21,7 Peaches 7

21,8 Small fruits 7 :

21,9 Strawberries 1 T Returned tol6 3/ 86

21.10 Vegetables . 7 :

21,11 Root vegetables 1

21,12 Carcase meat 7 in the

’ ) carcase '

21,13 Poultry fat

21,14 Cherries 3.5

21.15 Citrus fruit 3.5

21,16 Plums 3.5 ,

21,17 Tropical fruit 3.5

21,18 Nuts (shelled) 1

J ) )

1/ Codex maximum residue limits are subject to regular review. .

2/ The term ‘‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes products
such as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.

3/ Returned for fourth round of government comments and referred to the JMPR for
reconsideration on the basis of data to be supplied by governments.

22, DIAZINON

Residue: Diazinon 4/

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph ‘
' (mg7kg) Cimit - —

22,1 Fruit . 0.5 T - 9

22,2 Peaches 0.7 T 9 -

4/ Residues decline rapidly during storage and shipment; the Codex maximum residue limits
are based on residues likely to be found at harvest or slaughter.



Food ' Limit Type of Step Paragraph
Tmg7kg) Timit ‘ - -
‘ 22.3 Citrus fruit 0.7 T 9 -
22,4 Vegetables _ 0.5 T 9 -
22,5 Carcase meat of cattle 0.7)in the T 9 -
22.6 Carcase meat of sheep ]carcase .
22,7 Carcase meat of pigs fat )
22,8 Leafy vegetables 0.7 T 9 -
22,9 Wheat
22,10 Barley J 0.1 T Advanced to 8
22,11 Rice (polished)
22,12 Almonds 0.1 on a Advanced to 8
shell=free
basis
22,13 Walnuts . 0.1 on a T Advanced to 8
shell-free
basis
22,14 Filberts 0.1 on a ‘T Advanced to 8
shell-free
basis -
22,15 Pecans 0.1 on a T - Advanced to 8
shell=-free
basis '
22,16 Peanuts 0.1 on a T Advanced to 8
shell-free. '
) basis
22,17 Cottonseed 0.1 T Advanced to 8
22,18 Safflowerseed 0.1 T Advanced to 8
22.19 Sunflowerseed 0.1 T Advanced to 8
22,20 Sweet corn 0.7 in the T Advanced to 8 87
. ' kernels -
cobs with husk
removed
22,21 Olives (unprocessed) 2 T Advanced to 8 88
22,22 Olive oil 2 T Advanced to 8 88
23, 1,2-DIBROMOETHANE (Syn.: Ethylene dibromide)
Residue: 1,2-dibromoethane
Food ' Limit Type of Step - Paragraph
— Tty LG — -
23,1 Raw cereals 1/ 20 ) )
23,2  Milled cereal” : ) )
products 1/ 5 ) GL Yy 2/
23,3 Bread and other cooked ) y -
cereal products l/ 0.1 ) )
1/ See footnotes 3/, 4/, and 5/ at items 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3, respectively,
Z/ Not taken up in the Codex Procedure until cleared toxicologically by the JMPR.
- 24, 1,2=-DICHLOROETHANE (Syn.: Ethylene dichloride)
- Residue: 1,2-dichloroethane
Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
el Lt —
24,1 Raw cereals 3/ 50 ) )
24,2 Milled cereal products ) )
: 3/ 10 ) GL )y 4/
. 24,3 Bread and other cooked ) D T
cereal products 3/ 0.1 ) )
3/ See footnotes 2/, 3/ and 4/ at items 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3, respectively.
4/ Not taken up in the Codex Procedure until cleared toxicologically by the JMPR.




25,

DICHLORVOS
Residue: Dichlorvos, 1/ : ‘
Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
T (mg/ke) Limit ~ — 90
25,1 Raw cereals 2 T 9
25,2 .Milled products from 0.5 T 9
raw grain :
25,3 Fruit (e.g. apples, Pears,(,1 T 9
peaches, strawberries,
etc.)
25.4 Vegetables (except : .
lettuce) 0.5 ) Advanced to 8 91
25.5 Cocoa beans 5 ) Advanced to 8
25.6 Coffee beans (green) 2 )
25.7 Soya bean 2 )
25.8 Lentil 2 ) "
25.9 Peanuts 2 ) . ’
25,10 Mushrooms 0.5 )
25,11 Lettuce 1 )
25,12 Tomato 0.5 )y T 9 92
25.13 Meat of cattle )y )
25.14 Meat of sheep ) )
25.15 Meat of goats ) 0.05 )
25.16 Meat of pigs ) )
25.17 Poultry - 0.05 )
25.18 Eggs 2/ 0,05 on a )
shell=free )
‘ basis )
25,19 Milk (whole) 0.02 )
25.20 Miscellaneous food )
items not otherwise )
specified (e.g. )
bread, cakes, cheese, )
cooked meat, etc.) 3/ 0.1 ) J

2/

Residues decline rapidly during storage and shipment. Codex maximum residue limits are
based on residues likely to be found at harvest or slaughter.

The term ‘‘eggs’®’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes such products
as fresh whole eggs and whole egg pulp.

g/ The tolerance is intended to cover residues resulting from use of dichlorvos in
storage in warehouses, shops, etc. :
26, DICOFOL
Residue: dicofol
Food Limit Type of ‘Step Paragraph
| (mg/kg) Limit™ ‘ 93,94,55
26,1 Fruit (except 5 )
strawberries) )
26,2 Vegetables (except 5 )
cucumbers, gherkins, )
tomatoes) )
26,3 Hops (dried) 5 ) T Returned to] 6 4/
26.4 Tea (dry manufactured) 5° Yy
26.5 Cucumber 2 . T 35/
26,6 Gherkin 2 T 35/
26,7 Strawberries 1 T 35/
26,8 Tomatoes 1 T 3 E/
4/ Returﬁed for third round of government comments and to the JMPR,
5/ These tolerances were recommended by the 1974 Joint Meeting the report of which will be

distributed shortly.
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27, DIMETHOATE

Eesidue: Dimethoate and its oxygen analogue, expressed as dimethoate, from the use of
formothion and/or dimethoate

Food “ Limit Type of Step Paragraph
(mg/kg) Limit 96, 98
27,1 Tree fruit 2 ) ) 97
27.2 Vegetables 2 ) ) 9 -
27.3 Tomato 1 ) ) -
27.4 Peppers 1 y T ) -
27.5 Strawberries 0.3 ) Advanced to: 5 -
27.6 Black currants 2 ) Advanced to 5 -
28, DIOXATHION
Residue: cis= and trans- isomers of principal active ingredient, determined and
expressed as sum of both,
Eggé Limit Type of Step Paragraph
- Taglig) 1/ CiiE 55
28,1 Citrus fruit 3 T )
28,2 Carcase meat of cattle | 1 in the T )
| 28,3 Carcase meat of goat carcase )
| 28,4 Carcase meat of sheep fat ) 9
28,5 Carcase meat of pigs )
28,6 Apples 5 T )
28.7 Pears 5 T )
28,8 Quinces 5 T )
28,9 Grapes 2 T )
28,10 Milk ) 0.2 on a T Advanced to 5
. 28,11 Milk products fat basis )
28,12 Apricots 0.1 2/ T Advanced to 5 100
28,13 Cherries
28,14 Peaches
28,15 Plums
1/ Tolerances are based on residues likely to be found at harvest or slaughter.
2/ Level at or about the limit of determination.
29. DIPHENYL )
Residue: Diphenyl
Food ' Limit - Type of Step Paragraph
' (mg7kg) Cimit EE—
29.1 Citrus fruit 110 T 9 ' -
30. DIPHENYLAMINE
Residue: Diphenylamine .
Food Limit Type of Step , Paragraph
— | Galky - Dimit —
- 30,1 Apples 10 T Advanced to 8 ' 105, 102
31. DIQUAT 3/ '
Residue: Diquat cation
Food Limit Type of . Step v Paragraph
(mg/ke) LimTt
31,1 Rice in the husk 5 T Advanced to 8
. 31,2 Rapeseed 2 T Advanced to 8
2/ As dichloride, dibromide or possibly other salts.
L




Food ‘ Limit _ Type. of
) 81§ Limi

L7}

[xg

13
e

Paragraph

g

31.3 Sorghum

31.4 Peas

31.5 Beans

31.6 Sunflowerseed

31.7 Onion

31.8 Potato

31.9 Maize

31,10 Rice (polished)

31,11 Edible sesameseed oll

31.12 Edible rapeseed oil .

31.13 Edible sunflower seed oi

31,14 Edible cottonseed oil

31,15 Barley (as animal feed) 5

31.16 Poppyseed 5

31,17 Wheat (as animal feed) 2

31,18 Cottonseed 1

31,19 Wheat flour 0

31,20 Sugar beet 0
Q
0
0

Advanced to
Advanced to

Advanced to

Advanced to
T Advanced to

1¢3 -

- OO0 O0OOOOON
e « o o o o ® o
TR SRRV R, I
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104

wn

Advanced to 104
31,21 Vegetables
31,22 Milk (whole)
31.23 Meat

31.24 Meat products . )
A7 Level at or about the Timit of determination, . ‘

32, ENDOSULFAN oo

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

O OO~
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Residue: Determined and expreased as total endosulfar A and B and eudosulfan sulphate.

Food ‘ Limit Type of Step Paragraph
Tng/kg) Cimit - 105, 111 |
32,1 Fruit _ "2 106
32,2 Vegetables (except - 2 127 . |
carrots, potatoes, sweet, )
, potatoes, onions)
. 108
Advanced to}8 109

32.3 Tea (dry manufactured) 30

32.4 Cottonseed 1 3/

32,5 Cottonseed oil 0.5 3/
(crude)

32.6 Rice in the husk 0

32.7 Carrots 0

32,8 Potatoes

32,9 Sweet potatoes

32,10, Onions - ‘

2/ Recommended by the 1974 JMPR the report of which will be distributed shortly.
3/ Changed from 0.5 to 1 and 0,2 to 0.5 respectively on the proposal of the 1974 Joint Meeting.
4/ New recommendation made by the 1974 Joint Meeting. :

=]

132/ 110

Al

vvvvvvvvvvvvv

33, ENDRIN
Residue: Combined residues of endrin and delta-keto-endrin.
Food ‘ : Limit Type of Step : Paragraph
: (mg/kg) Cimit .

33,1 Cottonseed 0.1 ) '
33,2 Cottonseed oil (crude) 0.1 ) )
33.3 Cottonseed oil ) )

(edible) . 0,02 ) . o )
33,4 Apples ' 0.02 ) T Advanced to ) 8 .
33,5 Wheat : ) 0.02 ) )
33,6 Barley - 0.02 ) )
"33,7 Sorghum ' . 0,02 ) )
33,8 Rice (husked or " 0,02 ) )

polished) ' 0.02 )y - )
33,9 Milk : 1 0,02 on a PRL )
33,10 Milk products | £at basis PRL. ).




Food

33,11 Poultry

33.12 Eggs 1/

33.13 Sweet corn

- 55 =

Limit
(mg/kg)

1 in the
carcase fat
0.2 on a
shell=free

* basis

0.02

as fresh

34, ETHION

Residue:
Food

Grapes
Tea (dry manufactured)
Carcase meat of cattle

34,4

34.5

34,6

34,7

34.8

34,9

34,10
34.11
34,12
34,13
34,14
34.15
34,16
34,17
34.18
34.19
34.20
34,21
34,22
34.23
34.24
34,25
34.26
34,27
34.28
34,29

Apples
Citrus fruit
Plums
Strawberries
Nectarines
Peaches
Pears
Apricots
Cherries
Almonds
Chestnuts
Filberts
Pecans
Walnuts
Beans

Melons
Tomato
Eggplant (aubergine)
Garlic

Onion
Pimento
Peppers
Cucumber
Squash
Cottonseed
Maize

of
of
of
of
of

34,30
34,31
34.32
34,33
34.34
34,35
34,36
34,37
34,38
34,39
34,40
34,41
34.42

Edible offal
Carcase meat
Carcase meat
Carcase meat
Carcase meat
Poultry
Edible
Edible
Edible
Edible
Edible
Milk
Milk products

cattle
goats
horses
pigs
sheep

offal
offal
offal
offal
offal

of
of
of
of
of

goats
horses
pigs
sheep
poultry

Limit
(mg/kg)
2 )

5 )

-

2.5 in the )
carcase fat)

)

2/
2/
on a
shell=~
free
basis

e e o @
_ e et ek e

e o o

Te e e
®

kernel

2/ in
the
carcase
fat

0.2 2/

O=rt OO OO0 = = =2 2w NMNMNOODODOCOOON=-=a NN

0.5 on a
fat basis

2/ )

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Type of - Step Paragraph
Limit

T Returned to 6 117

T Returned to 6 112

Type of
Limit

2/ Level at or about the limit of determination.

B T N Bt T A W Wl T WA W W W W W W W e WA Wl W A WV WA WA Wl Wl Wa BV W 4 S0 Wa g Wl WA W W W R

T Advanced to 8

1/ The term ‘‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes such products
whole eggs and whole egg pulp.

Determined as ethion and its oxygen analogue and expressed as ethion.

Step Paragraph

113

9

9

9
114
115
116
117
118

119

120
121

Advanced to 5

122
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Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
Toglkg) ~ Linit -
34,43 Eggs 1/ 0.2 on a
- shell-free
basis 2/ T Advanced to 5

l/ The term ‘‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes such products

as fresh whole eggs and whole egg pulp.
2/ Level at or about the limit of determination,

35, ETHOXYQUIN

Residue: Ethoxyquin

Foo Limit Type of Step Paragraph
‘ Gefke) ~ Linte Zeareeh

35.1 Apples 3 T 9 -

35.2 Pears 3 T 9 -

36, FENCHLORFOS

Residue: To be determined as fenchlorfos and its okygen analogue and expressed as
fenchlorfos,

Food Limit ’ Type of Step Paragraph

T Tmg/kg) Timit -5~

36,1 Milk (whole) . withdrawn -

36.2 Eggs 3/ 0.05 on a T Advanced to 8 5/ 123

- shell-free ‘ -

basis

36.3 Milk 0.2 on a T Advanced to 5

36,4 Milk products fat basis

36,5 Carcase meat of cattle |10 in the T Advanced to 5 124

36,6 Carcase meat of goat ‘ carcase

36,7 Carcase meat of sheep fat

36,8 Carcase meat of pigs 2 in the T Advanced to 5 124
carcase fat

36,9 Poultry 0.01 4/ T Advanced to 5 124

g/ The term ‘‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes products

such as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.
4/ Level at or about the limit of determination.

i/ Changed by the 1975 CCPR on the recommendation of the 1974 JMPR from 0.03 to 0.05.

37. FENITROTHION

Residue: Fenitrothion

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
T (mg/kg) Limit -
37.1 Apples 0.5 ) ) )
37.2 Cherries 0.5 ) ) )
37.3 Grapes 0.5 ) ) ):
37.4 Lettuce 0.5 )y T ) )
37.5 Dried green tea 0.5 ) ) ' )
37.6 Red cabbage 0.5 ) ) Advanced to 8 ) 126
37.7 Tomato ‘ 0.5 ) ) )
37.8 Cocoa beans 0.1 ) ) )
37.9 Meat or fat of meat 0.05 6/ PRL ) )
37.10 Milk 0.05 on a PRL ) )
37.11 Milk products fat basis PRL ) )
6/

6/vLeve1 at or about the limit of determination.




38, FENSULFOTHION

- 57 =

Residue: Fensulfothion, and its oxygen analogue, and their sulphones, determined and

Food

38.7
38.8
38.9
38,10
38,11
38,12
38,13
38,14
38.15

expressed as fensulfothion.,

Maize (grain), .
including kernels of
field corn and popcorn

Onion
Potato

Swede (Rutabaga)

Tomato
Peanuts

Pineapple
Sugar beet
Bananas
Carcase meat
Carcase meat
Carcase meat
Edible offal
Edible offal
Edible offal

of
of
of
of
of
of

cattle
goats
sheep
cattle
goats’
sheep

Limit Type of.
TngTkg) Limit

(roots)

—_ e e

)
)
)
)
)

O OO OO0O

0.5 1/ on a
shell-free )
basis )
0.05 1/ )T
0.1 2/ )
0.02 1/ )
0.02 1/ in )
, carcase )
)
)
)
)

fat
l 0.02 1/

1/ Level at or about the limit of determination,

2/ Changed to this limit from 0.05 mg/kg by the 1975 CCPR.

39, FENTHION

Residue: Fenthion and its major metabolites, determined separately or together

Food

39.1
39.2
39.3
39.4
39,5

39.6,
39.7
39.8
39.9
39.10
39, 11
39.12
39,13
39.14
39.15
39.16

39.18

and expressed as fenthion.

Apples
Peaches
Cherries
Lettuce
Carcase meat

Cabbage
Cauliflower
Olives

Olive oil
Grapes
Citrus fruit
Peas

Squash

Wheat

Rice

Milk products

Milk (whole)

3/

Limit Type of
(mg/kg) Limit

in the
arcase fat
TT

) .
O ma oUW
R N N N N N N N N

OMMOOO0OOOOO = aandD NN

.

N N’ N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

N N N N N N N e N N N N N S N N N S N

Step

Advanced to 5

Step

Returned to 6

3/ Changed from ‘‘oranges’® to ‘‘Citrus fruit’’ by the 1974 CCPR.

N N N N N

Paragraph
127

128

129

Pifagraph
130
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40, FENTIN

Residue: Expressed as fentin hydroxide, excluding inorganic tin and di- and
~  mono-phenyl tin )

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
Tmg/kg) fiﬁfg—_ - T 13T

40,1 Celery 1 ) )

40,2 Sugar beet 0.2 ) )

40,3 Carrot 0.2 ) )

40,4 Potatoes 0.1 ) )

40,5 Celeriac 0.1 ) ) _

40,6 Peanuts 0.,05ona )T ) Advanced to 8
shell=-free ) )
basis 1/ ) '

40.7 Cocoa beans 0.1 1/ - ) ) Advanced to 5 ) 132

40.8 Coffee (raw beans) 0.1 T/ ) ) )

40,9 Rice (in the husk) 0.1 T/ ) ) )

40,10 Pecans 0.05on a ) ) )
shell=-free ) ) )
basis 1/ ) ) )

1/ Level at or about the limit of determination.

41, FOLPET

Re§iggg: Folpet

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
ng?k&) Ligig__ - -

41,1 Currants (fresh) 30 ) )

41,2 Grapes 25 ) )

41,3 Blueberries 2/ 25 ) )

41.4 Cherries i 15 ) ) 9

41,5 Raspberries 15 ) )

41,6 Apples 10 ) )

41,7 Citrus fruit 10 ) )

41.8 Strawberries - 20 )T Advanced to 8

41,9 Tomato 5 ) )

41,10 Cantaloupe 2 ) )

41.11 Cucumber 2 ) )

41.12 Onion 2 ) ) 9

41.13 Water melon 2 ) )

41,14 Lettuce 15 ) Advanced to 5

2/ Blueberry (or Huckleberry) includes the following varieties: V. corymbosum L., V.
angustifolium Ait,, V, ashei Reade, etc.

42, FORMOTHION

Residue: Determined as formothion (see also 27 dimethoate).

Food Limit Type of Step Eiragragh
(mg7kg) Cinit - -

42,1 Citrus fruit 0.2 T ) Advanced to 5 133




43, HEPTACHLOR

Residue: Combined residues of heptachlor and its epoxide, expressed as heptachlor,

Food

43,1 Raw cereals

43,2 Vegetables

43,3 Milk

43,4 Milk products

43,5 Carcase meat

43,6 Carrot

43,7 Sugar beet

43,8 Pineapple

43,9 Tomato

43,10 Cottonseed

43,11 Soya bean

43,12 Edible soya bean oil
43.13 Eggs 1/

43,14 Crude soya bean oil
43,15 Citrus fruit

43,16 Poultry

Limit Type of
(mg/kg) Cimit
0.02 PRL
0.05 PRL
0.15 on a PRL

fat basis

0.2 in the PRL
carcase fat
0.2 PRL
0.05 PRL
0.01 in the T
total edible

portion

0.02 PRL
0.02 PRL
0.02 PRL
0.02 PRL
0,05 on a
shell=free
basis PRL
0.5 PRL
0.01 PRL

0.2 in the PRL
carcase fat

Advanced t
Returned t

Advanced t

(o]
(o]

)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
o

Steg

9
9
9

o 00

Paragraph

134
135

l/ The term ‘‘eggs®’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes products such
as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp. ’

44, HEXACHLOROBENZENE

Residue: Hexachiorobenzene 2/.

of cattle
of sheep
of goat
of pig

Food

44,1 Carcase meat
44,2 Carcase meat
44,3 Carcase meat
44,4 Carcase meat
44,5 Poultry

44,6 Eggs Z/

44,7 Milk

44,8 Milk products
44,9 Raw cereals
44,10 Flour and similar

milled cereal products

|
}
!
o

!

!

Limit Type of
(mg/kg) Timic
1 in the )
carcase)
fat )
) PRL
)
1ona )
shell=free
basis )
0.5 on a )
fat basis)
0.05 )
0.01 )
)

N N N N N N N N N N N NN

Step

Advanced to 8

N N N N N

Paragraph
136, 137, 140

138

2/ The term ‘f‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes products
~ such as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.
3/ The 1974 JMPR set a ‘conditional ADI’,
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45, HYDROGEN CYANIDE

Residue: Hydrogen cyanide ' ‘
Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
(mg/ke) Limit B
45,1 Raw cereals - 75 T 9 - -
45,2 Flour 6 T 9 -

46, HYDROGEN PHOSPHIDE (Syn.: Phosphine)

Residue: Hydrogen phosphide

Food ‘Limit Type of Step Paragraph
— (mg/ke) Limit -
46,1 Raw cereals : 0.1 ) 9 -
46,2 TFlour and other )

milled cereal products 0,01 ) 9 -
46,3 Dried vegetables 0.01 ) 9 -
46,4 Spices 0.01 )T 9 -
46.5 Breakfast cereals 0.01 ) 9 -
46,6 Nuts 0.01 ) 9
46,7 Peanuts 0,01 ) 9
46,8 Dried fruit 0.01 ) 9
46,9 Cocoa beans 0.01 ) 9
46,10 Dried foods 0.01 ) 9

47, INORGANIC BROMIDE l/

Residue: Determined and expressed as total bromide ion from all sources.

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
T (mg7kg) Limit -
47.1 Raw cereals 50 T ) ) '
47,2 Citrus fruit 30 TT ) )
47.3 Strawberries 30 TT ) )
47.4 Avocados 75 - TT ) )
47,5 Dried prunes 20 TT ) )
47,6 Dried peaches 50 TT ) )
47,7 Raisins, sultanas, ) 9 ) -
currants (dried ) - )
products) . 100 TT ) : )
47.8 Dried dates 100 ~IT ) )
47.9 Dried figs 250 TT ) )
47,10 Herbs 400 TT ) )
47.11 Spices 400 TT ) )
47,12 Fruit 20 TT ) )
47,13 Dried fruit 30 TT ) )
47,14 Whole meal flour 50 T ) )
1/ Resulting from the use of organic bromide fumigants.
48, LINDANE (Syn.: gamma=-BHC or gamma-HCH)
Residue: Lindane .
Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
(mg/kg) Limit 7143
48,1 Milk 0.2 on a . -
48,2 Milk products - fat basis TPRL 9
48,3 Eggs 2/ 0.1 on a TPRL 9
. shell=free '
basis ‘ '

2/ The term ‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes products
such as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.



Food Limit Type .of

(mg/kg) Timit

48,4 Poultry 0.7 in the TPRL
carcase fat

48,5 Carcase meat of cattle |2 in the TT

48,6 Carcase meat of pigs carcase

48,7 . Carcase meat of sheep fat

48.8 Raw cereals 0.5 TT
(including rice)

48,9 Cherries

48.10 Granberries

48,11 Grapes

48,12 Plums

48,13 Strawberries

48,14 Vegetables

48,15 Beans, dried

48,16 Apples

48,17 Pears

48,18 Sugar beet (roots)

48.19 Sugar beet (tops)

TT
TT
TT
TT
T
TT Returned to
TT Returned to
TT Advanced to
TT Advanced to
TT Advanced to
TT Advanced to

OO A= cLWLWWLWWWW

NN

49, MALATHLON

———— e e

Re31due. Combined residues of malathion and malaoxon,

Food Limit Type of

TE§7E§) Limit

49,1 Raw cereals 8

49,2 Citrus fruit 4

49,3 Dried fruit 8

49.4 Nuts (whole in the
shell)

49,5 Whole meal and flour
from rye and wheat

49,6 Lettuce

49.7 Endive

49.8 Cabbage

49,9 Spiaach

49,10 Blackberries

49.11 Raspberries

49,12 Cherries

49,13 Peaches

49,14 Plums

49,15 Broccoli

49,16 Tomato

49,17 Kale

49,18 Turnip

49,19 Apples

49,20 Green bean

49,21 Celery

49,22 Strawberries

49,23 Pears

49,24 Blueberries 2/

49,25 Peas (in the pod)

49,26 Cauliflower

49.27 Peppers

49.28 Eggplant (aubergine)

49,29 Kohlrabi

49,30 Root vegetables
(except turnips)

: 49.31 Swiss chard (chard)

49,32 Collard

1/ Returned for a fourth round of government comments,

o

00 00 00 00 00 00 N

N N N N NN N N N N

(=]

Returned to
Returned to

Returned to

o ° o + e
Vit

CODOO0COO=2=MNMNNMNLWWWLOO O

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvv-vvvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

N Nt N N Nl N N N N N N N

OOO

5
)
«5

Step

O

LUtV OON\WO W WO WO W

Step

A¥el

Returned to 61

ON\WO OO\ O WO

| -
~

1= =
~

~
N s N N N N N N N

Paragraph

141
142

Paragraph

144

145

145
145

145

2/ Blueberry (or Huckleberry) includes the followiag varieties: V., corymbosum L,, V.

angustifolium Ait,, V., askei Reade, etc,



Food

49.33
49.34
49.35

Grapes
Dried beans
Lentils

50, MANCOZEB

Residue: Mancozeb

Food

50,1

Potatoes

51. METHIDATHION

Food

51.1
51.2
51.3
51.4
51.5
51.6
51.7
51.8
51.9
51,10
51.11
51.12
51,13
51.14
15.15
51.16
51,17
51.18

5i.19
51.20
51.21

51.22
51,23
51,24
51.25
51,26
51.27
51.28
51.29
51,30
51.31
51.32
51.33
51.34
51.35
51.36
51.38

Residue: Methidathion 1/

Citrus fruit
Apples

Pears
Apricots
Cherries
Nectarines
Peaches

Plums

Grapes

Cabbage
Cauliflower
Leafy vegetables
Beans

Peas

Tomato ‘
Maize (grain)
Sorghum (grain)
Cotton seed oil
(crude)

Cotton seed

‘Hops (dried)

Tea (dry,
manufactured)
Potatoes -~
Meat of cattle
Meat of sheep
Meat of pigs
Poultry

Fat of. cattle
Fat of sheep
Fat of pigs
Poultry fat

Edible offal of cattle
Edible offal of sheep
Edible offal of pigs
Edible offal of poultry

Milk
Milk products
Eggs 3/

CO0O0CO0O0O0O00O0OOCOO0OOON

Limit
(mg/kg)

Limit

2

® o ® o o & @ o » o ® ® o

mmeamama NNV W

Wwo -
-
N

0.02 2/

“0.02 2/
0,02 Z/
0,02 on a

. shell=free

basis 2/ -

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)

Type of
miE

H A3

Tyﬁe of
mit

Returned to

«

vvv‘

Step

Advanced to 5

Step

Step

Advanced to 5

Paragraph

£

146

Paragraph

147

Parégrapﬁ

148

T/ Residues in animal products from Feeding on treated forage and plant products.

7/ Level at or about the limit of determinatiom. .

5/ The term *‘eggs’® covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes products
such as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.

4/ The Committee recommended that Steps 6, 7 and 8 be omitted,




52. METHYL BROMIDE (Syn.: Bromomethane)

Residue: Bromomethane

Food

52,1
52,2
52,3
52,4
52.5
52,6

52.7

52.8
52.9
52,10
52,11

Nuts

Peanuts

Raw cereals
Cocoa beans
Dried fruits
Milled cereal
products '
Bread and other
cooked cereal
products

Cocoa products
Dried fruits
Nuts

Peanuts

Limit Type of Step L Paragraph
(mg/kg) Timit i

Nl N N N N N N N N N N N N N
(2]
Il

L W WA W g g W g W S SR e e
- E

1/ To apply at point of entry into a country and, in case of cereal for milling, if
product has been freely exposed to air for a period of at least 24 hours after
fumigation and before sampling., .

2/ Not taken up in the Codex Procedure until cleared toxicologically by the JMPR.

'3/ To apply to milled cereal products to be subjected to baking or cooking.

4/ To apply to commodity at point of retail sale or when offered for consumption.

53. MEVINPHOS

" Residue: cis- and trans= isomers determined and expressed as sum of both,

Food -

53.1
53.2
53.3
53.4
53.5
53.6
53.7
53.8
53.9
53,10
53,11

- 53,12

53,13
53.14
53.15

53.16
53.17

53,18
53.19
53.20
53.21
53,22
53.23
53.24

Broccoli
Brussels sprout
Cabbage
Cauliflower
Collard.
Cherries
Strawberries
Apples
Grapes
Peaches
Lettuce
Spinach
Cucumber
Tomato
Apricots
Citrus fruit
Pears

Carrot
Beans .

Onion

Peas
Potatoes
Turnip
Melons

Limit Type of © Step Paragraph
(mg/keg) Limit

-

Advanced to 5

OO0 OCOO0OCOCODOOOR = = mitomb ms
.

R R o N N N N W W g W N A S R W e
. =]
N N N N N N N S Nl Nl N N o Sl N N N N N N N N N s



54. MONOCROTOPHOS |
Residue: Monocr

Food

54,1 Apples

54.2 Pears

54,3 Hops (dried)
54,4  Citrus fruit.
54,5 Tomato

54,6 Beans

54,7 Brussels spro
54,8 Cabbage

54,9 Cauliflower
54,10 Onion

54,11 Peas

54,12 Coffee (raw b
54,13 Cottonseed
54,14 Carrot :
54,15 Maize (grain)
54.16 Potatoes
54,17 Turnip

54.18 Soya beans
54,19 Sugar beet
54,20 Cottonseed oi
54,21 Meat of cattl
54,22 Meat of goats
54,23 Meat of pigs
54,24 Meat of sheep
54,25 Poultry
54,26 Edible offal
54,27 Edible offal
54,28 Edible offal
54,29 Edible offal
54,30 Edible offal
54,31 Milk

54,32 Milk products
54,33 Eggs 2/

otophos

ut

eans)

1
e

of cattle
of goats
of pigs
of sheep
poultry

Limit

:
®

.
OCOO0OOCOQOOC = =a=aphdNNDLN

Ny v
O N NN

eYeoNoNoNoloNoNoNoNoNoNoNoNole ol ool B
|2l o |2 =

e e o ® o ® o o e »

=
™~

0.02 1/

0.002 1/
0,02 17
0.02 on a
shell-free
basis l/

Type of
Limit

-
[

H,D—]HHHF—]HHHHHHHD—]HHHHI—]S

T

1/ Level at or about the limit of determination, _
2/ The term ‘‘eggs’’ covers egg white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes products
T such as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.
g/ Residues in products of animal origin arise from feeding treated plant products.

55. OMETHOATE é/

Residue: - Ometh
[EVEE

Food

55,1 Apples
55,2 Apricots
55.3 Cherries
55:4 Grapes
55 . 5 Peaches
55,6 Pears
55,7 Plums

oate

Limit

Tmg/kg)

[NSIN RN ST RN SCR S )

4/ See also dimethoate and formothion,

R A i g

Type of
Limit

TT

N N N N W W N N W N N N N N S N S N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

N’ N N N N N N

Step

Advanced to 5

«

Step

Returned to 6

Paragraph

149
149

Paragraph
0
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56. ORTHO-PHENYLPHENOL (Syn.: 2«phenylphenol) and its SODIUM SALT

Residue: 2=phenylphenol and sodium 2-pheny1phenate; expressed as 2-phenylphenol.

Limit

(ng/kg)

25
20
20
15
15
15
10 in the
edible
portion
10
10
10
10
3
3
10

Food

56,1 Cantaloupe

56.2 Pears

56.3 Carrot

56.4 Peaches

56,5 Apples

56,6 Plums

56,7 Sweet potato

56,8 Cantaloupe

56,9 Citrus fruit

56,10 Cucumber

56,11 Pineapple

56,12 Tomato

56,13 Cherries

56,14 Nectarines

56,15 Peppers

1/ Returned for a third round
to 25 mg/kg.

57. PARAQUAT 2/.

Residue: Paraquat cation

Food

57.1
57.2
57,3

57.4
57.5
57.6
5747
57.8
57.9
57.10

Cottonseed
Potatoes

Cottonseed oil
(edible and refined )-
Sugar cane juice

Rice in the husk
Olives (unprocessed)
Rice (polished)

Sorghum
Maize
Soya beans

57.11 Vegetables

57.12

Milk (whole)

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

Type of Step Paragraph
Linit — -
withdrawn
9
Returned to 6 151
9
Returned to 6 1/ 152
) . 153
)
)
)
)
T ) 9
)
)
)
)
)
)

of government comments in the light of a proposal to increase

LimiE
(mg/ke)
0.2

0.2

o
(9]

OCOOQOOCO0O =0
P

CO ==

53/
13

L N A

2/ As dichloride, di-(methylsulphate) and possibly other salts,
3/ Level at or about the limit of determination. ‘
4/ The Committee recommended that Steps 6, 7 and 8 be omitted.

58, PARATHION

Residue: Combined residues of parathion and paraoxon.

Food

58.1

58,2
58.3
58.4
58.5

Vegetableé
(except carrot)

Peaches
Citrus fruit

Apricots

Fruit

Limit

Tag/kg)

N s N N N

Typé of Step : Paragraph
Limit 154
Advanced to 8
Advanced to 5
T Advanced to 8
withdrawn
Y,
) &
) -
T Advanced to .) 5
) 4/
) 4
) 4/
) 3/
Type of Step. . Paragraph
Limit
9 -
9 -
T returned to 6 5/ 155
9 -
9 -

5/ Returned for third round of government comments and referred
on the basis of data provided by governments. '

to the JMPR for reconsideration



59, PARATHION-METHYL

Residue: Combined

Food

59.1
59,2
59.3
59.4
59.5
59.6
59,7

Cole crops
Cantaloupe
Melons
Cucumber
Cottonseed oil

Vegetables

Fruit

‘residues of parathion-methyl and its oxygen analogue.

1/ Returned for a third round
60, PHOSALONE

Residue:

Food

60,1
60.2
60.3
60.4
60.5
60.6
60,7
60.8
60.9
60,10
60,11
60.12
60.13
60,14
60.15
60.16
60.17
60.18

60.19

60,20
60,21

Apples

Grapes

Peaches

Plums
Cherries

Pears

Beet root

Hops (dried)

Citrus fruit
Strawberries
Broccoli

Brussels sprout

Cabbage
Cucumber

Lettuce
Peas

Tomato
Chestnuts

Pecans

Potatoes

Rapeseed

Phosalone

Limit

Type of
Limit

T

N N N NN N N

Step

Returned to

9
Returned to
Returned to

6 1/
6 1/

of government comments and referred to the JMPR.

Limit

(mg/kg)

-l ek e S =S RNV W

0.1 on a
shell=free
basis 2/
0.1 on a
shell=~free
basis 2/
0.1 2/
0.1 2/

N N N A g e e T P i

Type of
Timit

2/ Level at or about the limit of determination.
61, PHOSPHAMIDON

Res

Food

61.1
61.2
61,3
61.4
61.5
61.6

. 61,7

61.8
61.9

Raw cereals
Apples

Pears

Citrus fruit
Cole crops
Water melon
Tomato
Lettuce
Cucumber

Limit

(mg/kg)

.
-

[~NeoNaoNelNoNoNo XKool
« ® o o o e o o
N Y S V. NV, ]

N W N s S N N N

. Type of
Limit

N N N N N N N N NS

Step

Advanced to

" N N A N W N W A N A N S N N N N N N N N N N S N
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- 67 =
Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
(ng/kg) Linlt - -
61.10 Beans. ) ) V) )
61.11 Broccoli ) ) ) )
61.12 Brussel sprouts ) ) ) )
61,13 Cabbage ) ) ) )
e1.14 Carrots ) 0.2 YT ) Advanced to 8 )y 160
61,15 Celeriac ) ) ) )
61,16 Green peppers ) ) ) )
61,17 Peas ) ) ) )
61.18 Spinach ) ) ) )
61,19 Cherries ) ) ) )
61,20 Plums ) ) ) )
61.21 Strawberries ) ] ) ) )
61.22 Root vegetables 0,05 1/ ) 9 ) 161
(incl, potatoes) )
1/ Level at or about the 1Imit of determination.
62, PIPERONYL BUTOXIDE
Residue: Piperonyl butoxide
Food Limit " Type of ' Step _ Paragraph
(mg/kg) ~ Emit 162

62.1 Raw cereals . 20 TT "9 -
62,2 Fruit 8 T 9 -
62.3 Dried fruit 8 TT 9 -
62.4 Dried vegetables 8 TT 9 -

5 01l seeds 8 T 9 -

.«6 Tree nuts. 8 TT 9 -
2.7 Vegetables 8 T returned to 6 2/ ‘ 163
62.8 Peanuts 8 TT D
62,9 Fish (dried). 20 T Advanced to ) 57

g/ Returned for a third round of government comments and referred to the JMPR.
63. EFYRETHRINS

Residue: Sum of Pyrethrins I and II and other structurally related insecticidal
ingredients of pyrethrum

Food Limit Type of ' Step Paragraph
(mg/kg) Limit

63,1 'Raw cereals 3 )y - 9

63.2 Fruit 1 ) 9

63.3 Dried fruits 1 ) 9

63.4 Dried vegetables 1 ) TT 9 .
63,5 O0il seeds 1 ) 9

63.6 Tree nuts 1 ) 9

63.7 Vegetables 1 ) 9

63.8 Peanuts 1 ) Advanced to 5

63.9 Fish (dried) 3. T Advanced to 5 .

64, QUINTOZENE :

Residue. Quintozene including hexachlorobenzene. pentachloroaniline, methyl pentachlorophenyl~
sulfide and pentachlorobenzene.

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
: ' : (mg/kg) Limit 164
. | —— N
64,1 Bananas 1 in the TT 9
- .. whole product .

64,2 Lettuce : ‘ 3 - TT Returned to 6 3/
64,3 Peanuts 2 in the TT Returned to 6 3/

: kernels -
64,4 Navy beans 0.2 TT Returned to 6 3/

3/ Returned for a third round of government comments and to JMPR,




Food

64,5 Potatoes
64.6 Tomato
64,7 Cottonseed
64,9 Broccoli
64,10 Cabbage
64.11 Bananas

64,12 Beans (other than
navy beans)
h4.12 Pepver (bell type)

65, THIABENDAZOLE

Residue: Thiabendazole
Food

————

65.1 Citrus fruit
65.2 Bananas
65.3 Bananas

65.4 Apples
65.5 Pears

66. TRICHLORFON

Residue: Trichlorfon

Food

66.1 Peppers

66.2 Bananas (pulp)

66.3 Peaches

66.4 Brussels sprouts

66.5 Cauliflowers

66.6 Kale

66,7 Sweet corn (see
66,12)

66.8 Celery

66.9 Beet root

66,10 Wheat

66.11 Barley

66.12 Maize (except sweet

66.13 Apples corn)

66,14 Cherries

66,15 Citrus fruit.

66,16 Strawberries

66.17 Artichokes

66.18 Cabbage

66,19 Cow peas

66,20 Beans (black eyed,
green, lima)

66,21 Mustard greens

66.22 Pumpkin

66,23 Tomato

66,24 Turnip

66,25 Cottonseed

66.26 Linseed

66,27 Rapeseed
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Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
(mg/kg) Limit -

66,28 Safflowerseed 0.1 ) ) )
66.29 Soya beans 0.1 ) ) )
66,30 Peanuts 0.1ona ) ) )
shell=free ) ) )

basis ) TT ) Advanced to 8 ) -
66,31 Meat, fat and offal ) ) )
of cattle and pigs 0.1 ) ) )
66,32 Milk (whole) 0.05 ) ) )
66,33 Sugar beet 0.05 ) ) )

67. CYHEXATIN (Syn.: Tricyclohexylhydroxystannate)

Residue: Tricyclohexyltin hydroxide, exluding organic degradation products and inorganic tin.

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
(mg7kg) Cimit - 170
67.1 Apples 2 IT Advanced to 8 171
67.2 Pears 2 TT Advanced to 8 171
67,3 Citrus fruit 2 TT ) 172
67.4 Tea (dry, manufactured) 2 ‘ TT ) 173
67.5 Meat 0,2 TPRL Advanced to ) § : 174
67.6 Milk 0.05,0m a TPRL ) 174
67.7 Milk products 0.5 }fat TPRL ) 174
basis

68, AZINPHOS=ETHYL

Residue: Determined as azinphos=ethyl and its P=0 analogue and expreséed as azinphos=ethyl, -

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
' Telke)  Limt = -
68.1 Apples 0.5 ) )
68,2 Pears 0.5 ) )
68,3 Vegetables 0.5 ) )
68.4 Potatoes 0,05 1/ ) Yy 2/
68.5 Tomato 1 B ) GL )
68.6 Soybeans (dry) 0.2 ) )
68.7 Cottonseed 0.05 1/ ) )
68,8 Rapeseed 0.05 z/ ) )
69, BENOMYL '
Residue: Determined as sum of benomyl and carbendazim (MBC) and expressed as
T carbendazim.
Food- Limit Type of Step Paragraph
T (mg/kg) Limit -
69,1 Citrus fruit 10 ) )
69,2 Apples 5 ) )
69.3 Pears 5 ) )
69.4 Blackberries 5 ) : )
69.5 Black currant 5 ) )
69.6  Dew berries 5 ) GL ) 2/
69.7 Boysenberries 5 ) B )
69.8 Loganberries 5 ) ) - .
69.9 Grapes 10 ) )
69.10 Raspberries 5 ) )
69,11 Strawberries 5 ) )

1/ Level at or about the limit of determination.
2/ Not taken up in the Codex Procedure until cleared toxicologically by the JMPR.



Food

69.12
69.13
69,14
69.15
69.16
69.17
69.18
69,19
69,20
69,21
69.22
69.23
69.24
69.25
69.26
69.27
69.28
69.29
69.30
69.31
69,32
69.33
69.34
69.35
69.36
69.37
69.38
69.39
69.40
69.41
69.42
69.43
69.44

Apricots
Cherries
Nectarines
Peaches

Pilums

Prunes
Avocados
Bananas
Mangoes

Melons
Potatces

Sugar beet
Brussels sprout
Celery

Dried beans
Lima bean

Snap bean
Mushrooms
Squash

Tomato

Raw cereals
Almonds
Macadamia nuts
Pecans

Peanuts

Meat cof cattle
Meat of sheep
Milk (whole)
Bean vines
Sugar beet tops
Barley straw
Almond hulls
Peanut hay

Limit

(mg/k
5

—_
o

_
o
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(*) Level at
1/ Not taken

70. BROMOPROPYLATE

Residue: Bromopropylate .

Food

70,1
70.2
70.3
70.4
70.5
70.6
70,7
70.8
70.9
70.10
70. 11
70.12
70.13
70,14
70.15
170,16
70.17

Citrus fruit

Citrus fruit (pulp)

Apples

Pears

Grapes
‘Strawberries
Cherries
Nectarines
Peaches
Plums -

Prunes

Bananas :
Bananas (pulp)
Vegetables
Cottonseed
Tea

Hops (dried)
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71, CAMPHECHLOR

. Residue: Camphechlor

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
igg?kg) LImit

71.1 Bananas (whole)
71.2 Pineapples
71.3 Carrots
T 71,4 Parsnip
71,5 Radish
71.6 Rutabaga
71.7 Onion
71.8 Lettuce
71,9 Spinach
71,10 Broccoli
71.11 Brussels sprout
71,12 Cabbages
71.13 Cauliflower
71.14 Collard
71.15 Kales
71.16 Kohlrabi
71,17 Celery
71,18 Dried bean
71.19 Lima bean
71,20 Snap bean
71.21 Soya bean (dry)
71.22 Peas
71.23 Okra
71.24 Eggplant
71.25 Peppers
- 71,26 Pimento
.' 71,27 Tomato
71,28 Rice in the husk
71.29 Rice (polished)
71,30 Maize (grain)
71.31 Barley
71.32 Oat
71.33 Rye
71.34 Sorghum
71.35 Wheat
71,36 Nuts (shelled)
71.37 Peanut
71.38 Cottonseed oil (refined)
71,39 Peanut oil (refined)
71.40 Rapeseed o0il (refined)
71.41 Soyabean o0il (refined)
71,42 Meat of cattle
71.43 Meat of goats
71.44 Meat of pigs
71.45 Meat of sheep
71.46 Milk

GL

v

o~

basis
- 71.47 Milk products 0.5 on a
fat basis

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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1/ Not taken up in the Codex Procedure until cleared toxicologically by the JMPR.
2/ Determined and expressed on the rendered or extracted fat,



72, EéBEEEBQZEM (Syn.: MBC)
B_e_sidue: Carbendazim , .
Food ’ Limit Type of Step Paragraph
— 4 Tng/kg)  Limit — —
72.1 Citrus fruit 10 ) )
72.2 Apples 5 ) )
72.3 Pears 5 ) )
72.4 Gooseberries 5 ) )
72.5 Grapes 10 ) ) -
72.6 Strawberries 5 ) )
72,7 Cherries 10 ) )
72,8 Peaches 10 ) )
72.9 Plums 2 ) )
72,10 Bananas (whole) 1 ) )
72,11 Bananas (pulp) 0.5 ) )
72,12 Melons 0.5 ) GL ) 1/
72,13 Sugar beet 0.2 (*) ) )y~
72,14 Lettuce 5 ) )
72,15 Celery 2 ) )
72,16 Bean, dwarf 2 ) )
72,17 Cucumber 0.5 ) )
72.18 Gherkin 2 ) ) |
72,19 Mushrooms 1 ) ) i
72,20 Tomato 5 ) ) ‘
72,21 Raw cereals 0.1 (%) ) )
72,22 Coffee beans (raw) 0.1 (%) ) )
72.23 Sugar beet tops 5 ) )

73, DEMATON=-3-METHYL

Residue: Combined residues of demeton-S-methyl, oxydemeton-methyl and demeton=-S-methyl
- " sulphone.

Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph ‘
(mg/kg) Timit

73.1 Citrus fruit
73.2 Apples

73.3 Pears

73.4 Blackberries
73.5 Black currant
73,6 Red currant
73.7 Gooseberries
73.8 Grapes

73.9 Raspberries
73.10 Strawberries
73.11 Peaches
73.12 Plums

73.13 Water melon
73.14 Cantaloupe
73.15 Potatoes
73,16 Sugar beet
73.17 Turnip

73,18 Lettuce
73.19 Broccoli
73.20 Brussels sprout
73.21 Cabbages
73.22 Cauliflower
73.23 Beans

73.24 Peas

73.25 Cucumber

.
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(*) Level at or about the limit of determination,
l/ Not taken up in the Codex Procedure until cleared toxicologically by the JMPR, . |



Food ‘ Limit Type of Step Paragraph
@7-125) Limit

‘ 73.26 Eggplant

0.2 ) ) )
73,27 Pumpkin 0.2 ) ) )
73.28 Summer squash 0.5 ) ) ) ,
73.29 Winter squash 0.2 ) ) )
N 73,30 Raw cereals 0.2 ) ) )
73.31 Nuts (shelled) 0.05 (*) ) ) )
73.32 Cottonseed 0.1 ) ) )
" 73.33 Meat of cattle 0.05 (*) ) ) )
73.34 Meat of pigs 0.05 (*) )T ) 3 ) 175
73,35 Meat of sheep 0.05 (%) ) ) )
73.36 Poultry 0.05 (%) ) ) )
73,37 Fat of cattle 0.05 (%) ) ) )
73.38 Fat of pigs 0.05 (%) ) ) )
73.39 Fat of sheep 0.05 (*) ) ) )
73,40 Fat of poultry 0,05 (*) ) ) )
73,41 Milk 0,05 (*) ) ) )
73.42 Milk products 0.05 (*) ) ) )
73,43 Eggs 1/ 0.05 (*) omn) ) )
a shell-free ) )
basis ) ) )
73.44 Animal feed (green) 5 ) ) )
73,45 Animal feed (dry) 10 ) ) )

(*) Level at or about the limit ot determination.
1/ The term ‘‘egs’’ covers egy white plus egg yolk and, therefore, includes products
sucha as fresh whole eggs or whole egg pulp.

74, DISULFOTON

Residue: Determined as disulfoton sulphome and dementon=-S-sulphone and expressed
as disulfoton,

‘ Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
- (mg7kg) Cimit -
74.1 Pineapple 0.1 (%) ) ) ) -
74.2 Vegetables (including ) ) )
beans, broccoli, Brussels ) ) )
sprout, cabbage, ) ) )
cauliflower, lettuce, ) ) )
peas, potatoes, spinach, ) )
tomato, sugar beet) 0.5 " ) ) ) :
74,3 Soya beans (dry) 0.1 (%) ) IT ) 3 )y 175
74.4 Raw cereals 0.2 ) ) )
74,5 Rice in the husk 0.5 ) ) )
74.6 Pecans 0.1 (%) ) ) )
74,7 Peanuts (kernels) 0.1 (*) ) ) )
74.8 Cottonseed 0.2 ) ) )
74, Coffee beans 0.1 (%) ) ) )
. 74,10 Forage crops (green) 5 ) ) )
(8) Level at or about the iimit of determination.
75, PROPOXUR
“ -Re_b;_i_g'_lf_: Combined residues of main metabolites, expressed as propoxur,
Food Limit Type of Step Paragraph
T (mg/kg) Limit T -
75.1 Apples 3 ) ) )
75.2 Pears 3 ) ) ) :
75.3 Blackberries 3 )T )y 3 y 175
75.4 Red currant 3 ) ) )
75.5 Gooseberries 3 ) ) )
‘ 75.6 Strawberries 3 ) ) )

N o )



Food Limit Type of Step Paragragl_{ .

T (mg/kg) Limit
75,7 Cherries 3 ) ) )
75.8 Peaches 3 ) ) )
75.9 Piums 3 ) ) )
75,10 Vegetables 3 )T ) 3 ) 175
75,11 Root vegetables 0.5 ) ) ) .
75.12 Rice in the husk 0.5 ) ) )
75.13 Rice (hulled) .Gl 1 ) ) )
75.14 Cocoa beans 0.05 (*) ) ) )
75.15 Meat 0.05 (%) ) ) )
75.16 Milk (whole) 0.05 (*) ) ) )
75.16 Animal feedstuffs 5 ) ) )

(green) ) ) )
(*) Level at or about the limit of determination, “
76, THIOMEI"_(ll\_i

Residue: Determined as thiometon sulphone and expressed as thiometon.

Food Limit Type of _ Step Paragraph
— Tnglkg)  Limit B —
76,1 Apples 0.5 ) ) )
76.2 Pears 0.5 ) ) )
76.3 Grapes 0.5 ) ) )
76.4 Strawberries 0.5 ) IT ) TIT )
76.5 Cherries (sweet) 0.5 ) ) )
76,6 Peaches 0.5 ) ) ) '
76.7 Plums 0.5 ) ) )
76.8 Carrot 0.05 (*) T 1/ ) 3 ) 175
76,9 Potatoes 0.05 (*) T 71/ ) )
76,10 Sugar beet 0,05 (*) T 1/ ) )
76.11 Lettuce 0.5 )y ) )
76,12 Beans 0.5 ) TT ) )
76,13 Peas 0.5 ) ) )
76.14 Peppers 0.5 ) ) )
76.15 Tomato 0.5 ) ) )
76,16 Raw cereals 0.05 (*) T 1/ ) )
76.17 Hops (dry) 0.5 T~ ) )

(*) Level at or about the limit of determination.
1/ These tolerances are not listed as ‘‘Lemporary’’ although the ADI is “‘temporary’’,

N

L)




-

77.27 Raw cereals

77. THLOPHANATE=-METHYL

Residue: Determined as thiophanate~methyl and carbendazim and expressed as carbendazim.

Food Limit Type of . Step
(mg/kg) Cimit -

77.1 Citrus fruit 10
77.2 Apples

77.3 Pears

77.4 Black currant
77.5 Gooseberries
77.6 Grapes

77.7 Raspberries
77.8 Strawberries
77.9 Cherries
77.10 Peaches
77.11 Plums

77.12 Bananas
77.13 Carrot

77.14 Sugar beet
77.15 Onion

77.16 Lettuce
77.17 Celery

77.18 Broad bean
77.19 Dwarf bean
77.20 French bean
77.21 Runner bean
77.22 Kidney bean
77.23 Cucumber
77.24 Gherkin
77.25 Mushrooms
77.26 Tomato
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77.28 Sugar beet tops

(*) Level at or about the limit of determination.

78. VAMIDOTHION

Residue: Vamidothion

Food Limit : Type of . - Step
(uglkg) Timit

78,1 Apples

78,2 Pears

78.3 Grapes

78.4 Sugar beet

78,5 Brussels sprout

5y,
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1/ Not taken up in the Codex Procedure until cleared toxicologically by the JMPR.
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ALINORM 76/24
APPENDIX III

REPORT OF THE AD HOC WORKING GROUP ON PRIORITY LISTS 1/

Attendees:

E.R., Houghton - Canada

A.F.,H. Besemer -~ The Netherlands

G. Bressau -~ Federal Republic of Germany
W.P. Cochrane - Canada

G. Mathys - E.P.P.O.

C. Resnick - Israel

J.T«. Snelson - Australia

M. Spindler - Switzerland

R.H. Thompson - U.K.

KoCo Walker - U‘S.A.

E.E. Turtle - FAQ

G. Vettorazzi - WHO
W.L. de Haas - FAO
L.G. Ladomery - FAO

1. The Working Group first addressed itself to the selection of compounds for
pPriority consideration using various sources noted as follows:

(a) The 1974 Good Agricultural Practice Report (prepared by Canada)

éb) The 1975 Good Agricultural Practice Report (prepared by Canada) (CX/PR 75/10)

c) Submissions from various countries concerning new and other compounds shown
to meet the criteria for consideration.

2. The Group reviewed the selection criteria that candidate compounds must meet in

order to be placed on the Priority Lists. These criteria are set forth in the Report

of the Third Session, 1968, paragraph 76. Paragraph 76 states that the compound, ‘
when used in accordance with good agricultural practice, must result in residues, must
affect international trade on a sigmificant scale and should be a matter of public

health concern or be creating commercial problems.

3. The Group decided that one further parameter for selection was necessary to
facilitate its decisions in selecting candidate compounds for priority listing. If
residue limits are already under consideration at some stage of the Codex Procedure
for a given compound it will not be included in the priority listings. Countries
should note that if a compound is under consideration in the Codex Procedure but not
for a particular crop for which there is interest, petitions for consideration of
those crops should be sent directly. to the Joint Meeting and .copies provided to the
Chairman of the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues. .

4. Pursuant to a suggestion made earlier by the Secretariat of the FAO/WHO Food
Standards Programme, the Group decided to establish three priority lists in
descending order of urgency. This was done in order to maintain lists of compounds
that meet the criteria by means of which countries and.industry are notified well in
advance of the need for information to facilitate evaluation by the Joint Meeting.
In this regard the Group wished to emphasize the need for countries and industry to
provide information on residues, analytical methodology, toxicology and use patterns
to the Joint Meeting.

5e The Group, using the sources of candidate compounds and the criteria Jjust
referred to, developed three priority lists as follows:

Priority List Number One (1): This list includes those compounds judged to . have
the highest priority for evaluation by the Joint Meeting.

Carbofuran 2,3-dihydro-2,2-dimethyl-benzofuran-7-yl methylcarbamate
Cyanofenphos 0-4-cyanophenyl-O~ethyl phenylphosphonothionate
Methomyl 1-(methylthio)ethylideneamino methylcarbamate

=S-methyl-N-(methylcarbamoyloxy) thioacetimidate
Chlorpyriphos-methyl 0,0~dimethyl-0-(3,5,6-trichloro-2-pyridinyl )phosphorothioate

Sec-butylamine 2-aminobutane
Ethephon 2-(chloroethyl) phosphonic acid
Bioresmethrin 5-benzyl-3-furylmethyl-cis, trans—chrysanthemate

1/ See paras 201-212 of the Report of the Committee.
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- 77 -

. Because of shoptage of pyrethrins generally, bioresmethrin may be regarded as a
;1ke1y replgcement in the treatment of cereal grains. For this reason the Group
included this compound on Priority List (1) for early consideration by the Joint
Meeting.

In regpect to the remaining six (6) compounds in Priority List Number One, it
was the view of the Group that all were coming into wide scale use, and that there was
considerable toxicological and other essential information available for evaluation
by the Joint Meeting.

Priority List Number Two (2): This list includes those compounds that also call
for early consideration and which should be evaluated in 1976:

Acephate 0,8-dimethyl acetylphosphoramidothioate

Cartap 1,3~di(carbamoylthio)-2-dimethylaminopropane
§,8'-/2~(dimethylamino)trimethylene/bis-thiocarbamate

Cyclosulfyne 2(4—tert—butylphenoxy)—1—methy1ethy1—2'—chloroethyl sulfite

Dialifor S-(2—chloro—l-phtha1imidoethyl)0,0—diethylphosphorodithioate

Edifenphos O-ethyl-8,S~diphenylphosphorodithioate

Formetanate 3-dimethylaminomethylene aminophenyl methylcarbamate

Maleic Hydrazide

Methamidophos 0,S~dimethyl phosphoramidothiocate

Phosmet 0,0-dimethyl-S-phthalimidomethyl phosphorodithioate
Pirimicarb 2-dimethylamino-5,6~dimethylpyrimidin~4-yl dimethylcarbamate

Priority List Number Three (3): This list includes those compounds that also
meet some of the criteria but do not warrant high priority at this time. These
compounds will be included in the list of candidate compounds to be considered
by the Working Group on Priorities at the 1976 Meeting of the Codex Committee
on Pesticide Residues:

Chlorthal-dimethyl dimethyl tetrachloroterephthalate

Chlorthiamid v 2,6~dichlorothiobenzamide

Dalapon 2,2-dichloropropionic acid

Dicamba 3,6-dichloro-2-methoxy-benzoic acid

Dicrotophos dimethyl cis-2-dimethyl-carbamoyl-l-methyl vinylphosphate

Dinobuton 2-sec,~butyl-4,6-dinitrophenyl isopropylcarbonate

Dinoseb 2-sec,~-butyl-4,6-dinitrophenol

Dithianon 2,3~dicyano~1,4~dithia-anthraquinone

Drazoxolone 4-(2-chlorophenylhydrazono )~3-methyl~5-isoxazolone

Pentachlorophenol (PCP) .

Picloram 4-amino-3,5,6-trichloropicolinic acid

Propanil 3,4 dichloro propionanalide

Propyzamide 3,5 dichloro-N-(1,l-dimethyl-propynyl) benzamide

Tetrachlorvinphos trans 2-chloro-1-(2,4,5-trichlorophenyl)vinyl dimethyl--
phosphate

6 Among the compounds listed in the Report on Good Agricultural Practice (CX/PR
75/10) were two antibiotic agents - Blasticidin and Kazugamycin. The Group wished
to draw to the Committee's attention that there may be special evaluation procedures
applicable to antibiotics that are used as pesticides. This is especially true
where an antibiotic is used, or may be used, in the future to control infections in
humans and animals and where residues from crop uses may raise questions that their
presence could induce resistance in disease organisms affecting animals or humans.

7 It was felt that the Codex Commission may wish to decide how these substances
should be dealt with, and this meeting of the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues
may wish to consider this possibility.

8. Among the requests for candidate compounds to be considered by the Group,

there was a submission from the FAO/WHO Food Standards Programme on behalf of Ghana.,
The submission consisted of the results of analyses of cocoa beans for lindane
residues. Because lindane is already in the Codex Acceptance Procedure, this
submission was transmitted for consideération by the Joint Meeting. (This item is
included here for information purposes only). .
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S. The Group also discussed the re-evaluation status of the ethylenebisdithio-
carbamate fungicides by countries and by the Joint Meeting. The Group took note
that the Joint Meeting had recently reviewed these compounds and that they were
formally scheduled for reconsideration in 1977. (In the advance report of the Joint
Meeting the evaluation of these fungicides is discussed and the kind of information

that should be supplied in the interim is identified).

10. Because of the importance of these fungicides in crop protection, the Group
recommended to the Committee that its report include a statement expressing the
urgent need for toxicological information, improved methods of analysis for the
parent compound and their degradation product ethylenethiourea and recent residue
information and use patterns of essential uses, where alternative, compounds are not
yet available. '

11. The Group also received and commented upon a summary list of groups of compounds

compiled by the Secretariat of the Joint Meeting to be considered by the Joint Meeting

in 1975. This summary 1list is appended to this report.

12. The Secretariat of the Joint Meeting also drew attention to the following
compounds which had previously been listed for further consideration and which in
the opinion of the Secretariat could now be deleted from any priority list. The
Group agreed that the following compounds should be deleted:

Acrylonitrile
Allethrin
Chloropropylate
Chlorthion

Dimethrin

M.G.K0264 - -

13. The Working Group was asked by the Chairman of the Codex Committee on Pesticide
Residues to consider the question of establishing pesticide residue limits for
livestock feeds within the Codex procedures on the advice of the Joint Meeting. It
was noted that the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues was primarily responsible
for the establishment of pesticide residue limits on human food. However, whenever
information came before the Joint Meeting that enabled a recommendation for a
residue limit on a feed item, it had been the practice to do so. Such residue
limits had been subsequently considered by the Codex Committe€e on Pesticide
Residues and a number of them adopted, It was questioned whether residue limits on
animal feeds should be recommended to the Codex Commission on the grounds that they
may be outside the terms of reference of the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues.

14. The Group recommended the present practice to be continued in respect of the
consideration of pesticide residue limits on animal feeds, particularly where they
may lead to residues on human food. However, it was the view of the Group that more
intensive efforts to elaborate such residue limits should not be undertaken at this
time. ‘ ' '

15, 1In concluding this report it should be noted that tasks assigned to the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Priorities are sufficiently time consuming so as to warrant its
meeting two days in advance of the Codex Committee. The Group recommended to the
Committee that an Ad Hoc Working Group should be appointed at this session in
order to facilitate its meeting next year.

LIST OF COMPOUNDS FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE 1975 JOINT MEETING OF THE FAQ WORKING
PARTY AND THE WHO COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS ON PESTICIDE RESIDUES: Tentative Proposals of
the Secretaries of the Joint Meeting

Group I -~ Compounds suggested by the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues and
not previously evaluated by the Joint Meeting of Experts: .

bioresmethrin
carbofuran
chlorpyriphos-methyl
cyanofenphos
ethephon

methomyl
sec.-butylamine




Group II

Group III

Group IV

Group V

_79_

Compounds listed in previous reports of the Joint Meeting as due for
re-evaluation in 1975. For these compounds existing recommendations
for ADIs on residue limits have mainly been expressed on a temporary
basis. The years indicated are those in which each compound was
previously evaluated:

bromophos—ethyl (1972)
chlordimeform (1971)

.coumaphos (1968, 1972)

disulfoton (1973)

demeton (1965, 1967, 1973)

fenthion (1971)

methidathion (1972)

monocrotophos (1972)

omethoate (1971)

parathion-methyl (1965, 1968, 1972)

piperonyl butoxide (1965, 1966, 1967, 1969, 1972)
pyrethrins (1965, 1966, 1967, 1968, 1969, 1970, 1972, 1973)
quintozene (1969, 1973)

thiophanate methyl (1973)

trichlorfon (1971)

Certain compounds only partly evaluated at previous meetings for which
it seems likely that further progress shall be possible in 1975:

benomyl (1973)
carbendazim (1973)
2,4-D (1970, 1971)
leptophos (1974)

Other compounds or problems submitted for evaluation and advice by FAO
or WHO. In 1975 it is proposed to consider aldrin and dieldrin within
this Group.

This Group lists compounds for which re-evaluations are pending without
dates having been specified previously. Re-evaluations will be scheduled
as soon as appropriate data seem likely to become available. It secms
unlikely that re-evaluations of these compounds will be possible in 1975,
but it is proposed to do so at future meetings:

propham/chlorpropham (1965)

DNoC (1965)

azinphos—ethyl (1973)

BHC-mixed isomers (1965, 1968, 1973)
camphechlor (1967, 19735
chloropicrin (1965)

daminozide (1973)

fumigants:

bromoethane (methyl bromide) (1968, 1969)

carbon disulfide (1965, 1967, 1968, 1971)

carbon tetrachloride (1965, 1967, 1968, 1971)

1,2-dibromoethane (ethylene dibromide) (1965, 1966, 1967, 1968, 1971)
1,2-dichloroethane (ethylene dichloride) (1965, 1966, 1967, 1968, 1971)
ethylene oxide (1965, 1968, 1971)

2,4,5~T (1970)
tecnazene (1973)
trichloronat (1971)
vamidothion (1973)
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APPENDIX IV

REPORT OF THE AD HOC WORKING GROUP ON METHODS OF ANALYSIS y ‘

In the discussions of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Methods of Analysis, the
following took part:

D.C. Abbott - U.K.

A. Ambrus - Hungary

J+A.R. Bates - U.K. -
W.P. Cochrane - Canada

H. Frehse - I.U.P.A.C.

P.A. Greve -~ The Netherlands (Chairman)
W. deJjonckheere - Belgium

K. Xossmann - Federal Republic of Germany
T. Stijve - Switzerland

X. Voldum~Clausen - Denmark

JeR. Wessel - U.S.A.

E.E. Turtle - FAO

G. Vettorazzi - WHO

1. General Remarks

The Working Group examined the comments received from Member countries and
IUPAC and considered again the criteria for the selection of reliable analytical
methods. It re-affirmed its view expressed in the previous reports that particular
weight should be given to multi-residue methods, gas-liquid chromatographic methods
and to methods which had been subjected to collaborative studies. The undertaking
and subsequent publication of collaborative studies would, therefore, be extremely
helpful in the selection of methods suitable for Codex purposes. When collaborative
studies-were lacking, published methods which were known to have been validated by
more than one laboratory were chosen.

It was considered that the ultimate goal of fair practice in international
trade depended, among many other things, on the reliability of the analytical
results, This, in turn, particularly in pesticide residue analysis, depended not ‘
only on the availability of reliable analytical methods, but also on the experience
of the analyst and the maintenance of "good practice in the analysis of pesticide
residues", which included:

(a) regular assessment of the performance of the method at the folerance level,
as well as at the lower limit of determination, by checking the recovery rate, the
standard deviation, the blank response, etc.;

(b) confirmation of the identity of the pesticide residue by independent tests
such as thin-layer chromatography, mass spectrometry, infrared spectroscopy, chemical
derivatization, etc.;

(c) adequate replication (separate analyses of the same laboratory sample) of
determinations so that results can be given with confidence. Repeat analyses by a
second analyst are considered advisable in cases when the initial result exceeds
the Codex Maximum Residue Limit for Pesticides.

The Working Group suggested that such aspects of good analytical practice
should be included in any questionnaire on methods of analysis to be sent out by
the Secretariat. o8
2. Recommendations for Methods of Analysis

2.1 List of Pesticides Considered

The Working Group considered the pesticide substrate combinations which were
at Step 9 of the Procedure at the beginning of the 8th Session of the Committee
(document CX/PR 75/3), viz.: : '

1/ See paras 182-189 of the Report of the Committee.
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aldrin/di eldrin See Paragraph 2,
binapacryl " " 2
captafol " " o)
captan " " P}
carbaryl ' " " 2
chlordane " " 2
chlorobenzilate " " 2
crufomate " " 2
DDT (DDE, TDE) " " 5
ql azinon " " )
dichlorvos " ”" 2
dimethoate " " )
dioxathion " " 2
diphenyl - " " 2
diquat " " 2
ethion n " 2
ethoxyquin " n o
folpet " " o
heptachlor " " 2
hydrogen cyanide " n o
hydrogen phosphide " " 2
inorganic bromide " " 5
lindane . " " 2
malathion " " 2
orthophenylphenol " " 5
parathion n " o)
parathion-methyl " " 2
phosphamidon " n o
piperonyl butoxide " " )
pyrethrins " " 2
quintozene " n o
thiabendazole " " o

WHWWOMNMNDMNDWRDHWWWHWWNDWWRONNORMNDHNDWRWWWW -

In giving the references listed below the Working Group emphasized that these
methods had not always been fully checked for all substrates for which there were
Codex limits so that the analyst might have to adapt the methods to his particular
problem (see General Remarks). This especially held true when food-groups were
mentioned rather than specific foods, e.g. item 25,20 (ps52 of Appendix II): L
"miscellaneous food items not otherwise specified", 27.2 (ibid p. 53) and 43.2 (ibid
P.59 ): "vegetables", 62,2 and 63.2 (ibid p.67 ): "Ffruit", etc.

2.2 List of References to Suitable Methods of Analysis

This list supersedes previous lists.,
2.2.1 Organochlorine Pesticides

(aldrin/dieldrin, chlordane, DDT-complex, heptachlor/heptachlor epoxide,
lindane and quintozene),

General Methods and Techniques

(a) Official Methods of Analysis of the AOAC, 11th ed. (1970), 29,001
(b) J. Ass. Off. Anal. Chem., 54, 470 §1971)
(c) J. Ass., Off. Anal. Chem., 55, 428 1972)

(d) U.S. Food & Drug Administration, Pesticide Analytical Manual, Vol., I,Section 211.14

(e) Canadian Dept. of National Health & Welfare, Analytical Methods for Pesticide
Residues in Fcods, Information Canada,0ttawa (1973), Catalogue No. H 44-2869—Rev.

(£) De Faubert Maunder, M.J. et al., Analyst, 89, 168 (1964)

(g) Holden, A.vV. and Marsden, K., J. Chromat., 44, 481 (1969)

(h) Mills, P.A. et al., J. Ass. Off. Anal. Chem., 55, 39 (1972)

(i) Porter, M.L. and Burke, J.A., J. ASs. OFFf. Anai. Chem., 56, 733 (1973)

(j) Wood, N.F., Analyst, 94, 399 (1969)

gkg Burke, J.A., Res. Revs., 34, 59 (1971)

1) Beck, H., Bundesgesundheitsblatt, 17, 269 (1974)
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Other Methods
For chlordane:

(m) Comptes Rendues of the 27th IUPAC Conference Vol. B, (Munich, August 1973),
Meeting of the Commission on Pesticide Residue Analysis, App. II A, p. 310

~ (n) "Chlordane", National Research Council of Canada, Associate Committee on Scientific

Criteria for Environmental Quality (Panel Chairman: Dr. H.V. Morley),Ottawa (1974)

For guintozene:
(o) Baker, P. B. and Flaherty, B., Analyst, 97, 378 (1972)

2.2.2 Organophosphorus Pesticides

(crufomate, diazinon, dichlorvos, dimethoate, dioxathion, ethion, malathion,
parathion, parathion-methyl, phosphamidon)

General Methods and Techniques

(a) Official Methods of Analysis of the AOAC, 1lth ed. (1970), 29,001
(b; ibid., 29.028
(c) J. Ass. Off. Anal. Chem., 54, 470 (1971)
(d) U.S. Food & Drug Administration, Pesticide Analytical Manual, Vol. I,Section 211.14
(e) canadian Dept. of National Health & Welfare, loc.cit.
(f; Abbott, D.C. et al., Pestic. Sci., 1, 10 (1970)
McLeod, H.A. and Wales P.J., J. Agr. Fd. Chem., 20, 624 (1972) for fatty samples
especially
(h) Mills, P.A. et al., J. Ass, Off. Anal. Chem., 55, 39 (1972)
(i) Becker, G., Method S 8 in "Methodensammlung zur RUckstandsanalytik von Pflanzen-
schutzmitteln", Verlag Chemie GmbH, Weinheim (1974)
(j) watts, R.R., et.al., J. Ass.Off. Anal. Chem., 52, 522 (1969)

Other Methods
For crufomate:

ék) Bowman, M.C. and Beroza, M., J. Ass. Off. Anal. Chem., 50, 1228 (1967)
1) Greenhalgh, R. Bull. Env. Cont. Tox., 7, 237 (1972)
(m) Rice, J.R. and Dishburger, M.J., Dow Co., ACR 70.4 (1970)

For diazinon and diazoxon in animal products:
(n) Machin, A.F. and Quick, M.P., Analyst, 94, 221 (1969)
For dichlorvos and malathion in grain:

(o) Report of the U.X. Collaborative Panel on Dichlorvos and Malathion in Grain,
Analyst, 98, 19 (1973)

For dichlorvos:
(p) Dale, W.E., et al., J. Agr. Fd. Chem., 21, 858 (1973)
)

(q) Drdger, G., Pflanzenschutz-Nachr. Bayer, 21, 373 (1968)

ely
(r) Elgar, X.E., et. al., Analyst, 95, 875 (1970
For dimethoate/omethoate:
(s) steller, W.A. and Pasarela, N.R., J. Ass. Off. Anal. Chem., 55, 1280 (1972)

2.2.3 Other Pesticides (special methods only)

For binapacryl:

(a) Baker, P. B. and Hoodless, R.A., Analyst, 98, 172 (1973)
For captafol/captan/folpet:

(b) Baker, P, B. and Flaherty, B., Analyst, 97, 713 (1972)
For captan:

(c) Canadian Dept. of National Health & Welfare, loc. cit.

For carbaryl:

(d) Official Methods of Analysis of the AOAC, 1lth ed. (1970), 29.066
(e) Holden, E. R., J. Ass. Off. Anal. Che., 56, 713 (1973)
(£) cohen, I.C., et al., J. Chromat., 49, 403 (1970)




For chlorobenzilate:

(g) U.S. Food & Drug Administration, Pesticide Analytical Manual, Vol. II,Section 120,218

For diphenyl:
h) Official Methods of Analysis of the AOAC, 1lth ed. (1970), 29.048 (U.V. method)
1; Beernaert, H., J. Chromat., 77, 331 (1973) (GLC method)
Vogel, J. and Deshusses, J., Mitt. Geb, Lebensm. Hyg., 56, 185 (1965)
(GLC method) :
For diquat:
(k) calderbank, A. and Yuen, S.H., Analyst, 91, 625 (1966)
For ethoxyquin:
(1) J. Ass. Off. Anal. Chem., 51, 453 (1968)
For hydrogen cvyanide:

(m) U.S. Food & Drug Administration, Pesticide Analytical Manual, Vol.'II,Section 120,130
(n) Kr8ller, E., Method 11 in "Methodensammlung zur RUckstandsanalytik von Pflanzen-
schutsmitteln", Verlag Chemie GmbH, Weinheim (1974)

For hyvdrogen phosphide:

(o) Robinson, W.H. and Hilton, W.H., J. Agr. Food Chenm.,
(p) Berck, B., and Gunther, F.A., J. Agr. Food Chem., 18,

For inorganic bromide: (*)

(q) Heuser, S.G. and Scucamore, K.A., J. Sci. Food Agric., 20, 566 (1969)
(r) Heuser, S.G. and Scudamore, K.A., Pestic. Sci., 1, 244 {1970)

For orthophenylphenol:

(s) Mestres, R. and Chave, C., Trans. Soc. Pharm. Montpellier, 24, 272 (1965)

For piperonyl butoxide: ] ’

(t) Official Methods of Analysis of the AOAC, 1llth ed., (1970), 29.145

For pyrethrins: , '

(u) U.S. Food & Drug Administration, Pesticide Analytical Manual, Vol. II,Section 120,128
For thiabendazole:

gv) Rajzman, A., Analyst, 99, 120 (1974) .
w) Aharonson, N. and Ben-Aziz, A., J. Ass., Off., Anal. Chem., 56, 1330 (1973)

J

BZS (1971)

19,
148 (1970)

3. Special Remarks

3.1 Although hexachlorobenzene is not yet yet considered at Step 9 of the Procedure,
the Working Group Felt that, in view of the importance of this compound, it was
desirable to give recommendations for its analysis. The general procedures for
organochlorine pesticides given in pdragraph 2.2.1 above will not all be suitable

for the analysis of hexachlorobenzene, especially if liquid - liquid partitioning s
used in the clean-up step.

Suitable methods for the analysis and confirmation of hexachlorobenzene are given by:

(a) Zzimmerli, B. and Marek, B., Mitt. Geb. Lebensm. Unters. Hyg., 63, 273 (1972)
(b) Collins, G.B., et al., J. Chromat., 69, 198 (1972)

3.2 The Working Group also considered whether methods of analysis always included
relevant metabolites. It felt, however, that it sometimes needed further information
on this point before it could make recommendations. It hoped that more information
would become available from the Joint Meeting, from the IUPAC Commission on Terminal
Residues or through replies to questionnaires.

3.3 The Working Group was of the opinion that Codex maximum limits should be
expressed to one significant digit only.

(#) The Working Group feels that methods giving the "total bromine content" (incl.
unspecified organic bromine) are not in conformity with the recommendations
given by the Joint Meeting (1971).
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3.4 The Working Group considered Conference Room Document 3 submitted by the U.X.
on tolerances for fatty foodstuffs, While agreeing that the recommendations made
in the paper (para 10) represented the ideal aim, which could be achieved for most
compounds and commodities, it was realized and accepted that for certain pesticides
that are preferentially soluble in fat it was more practical to express tolerances
on the fat content than on the whole product. The position taken by the Joint
Meeting in making its recommendations in these circumstances is clearly set out in
its reports of the 1970 (para 2.15) and 1971 (para 2.6) meetings. Summarized, the
position is as follows:

meat: Maximum limits for residues of highly fat soluble compounds
are expressed ‘in the form "in the fat of meat from ...".
This is stated as applying to samples of body fat removed
from a carcase and analyzed on an "as received" basis. It
does not apply to "rendered or extracted fat", nor to
processed meat products.

milk and milk products: In view of the wide variability of the fat content of milk
from different breeds of dairy cattle and also of milk-
derived processed products, many different tolerances would
be required to set levels appropriate to each whole
commodity and much confusion would result. Therefore, for
fat-soluble pesticides the only practical approach is to
recommend tolerances expressed "on a fat basis". It is
stated that this means that the fat content of the sample
must be determined separately, by the appropriate Codex
method, where available, and the observed pesticide residue
content, obtained by analysis of the whole product on an "as
received" basis, is expressed as if it were wholly contained
in the fat.

While generally accepting the need for this pragmatic approach to a difficult problem
by the Joint Meeting, the Group nevertheless expressed the view that it would still
be preferable to express tolerances for milk on a "whole milk" basis rather than on a
"fat basis". It was also recognized that recommendations for tolerances on "fat of
poultry" posed problems in that discrete portions of fatty tissues were not always
readily available for sampling purposes. Here again a "whole product" tolerance
would be preferable if available data allowed this to be recommended. It was agreed
that the expression of Codex maximum residue limit for meat "on extracted or rendered
fat" was not acceptable. The processes involved.were ill defined and prone to variation,
For these reasons the Group supported the Joint Meeting policy of expressing such
tolerances as "on fat of meat from ..." and suggested that the relevant Codex
recommendations should be altered accordingly.

3.5 It was again considered essential that reference samples of pesticides,
including relevant metabolites, should be available. The Working Group was aware of
the fact that some laboratories experienced difficulties in obtaining such samples
and believed that the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues should make available a
list of suitable sources of supply. The Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues could
be provided with such information by Member countries by means of a questionnaire.
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APPENDIX V

. REPORT OF THE AD HOC WORKING GROUP ON SAMPLING l/

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Sampling was formed prior to the 8th Session of the
Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues (para 176, ALINORM 74/24). The following took
part in the discussions: . , . . :

‘A, Ambrus, Hungary

J.A.R. Bates, United Kingdom

G. Bressau, Federal Republit of Germany
w.P. Cochrane, Canada

P.A. Greve, Netherlands (Chairman)

X. Kossmann, Federal Republic of Germany
A. Kruysse, Netherlands

B. Marek, Switzerland

H.V. Morley, Canada

T, Stijve, Switzerland

R.H. Thompson, United Kingdom

X. Voldum-Clausén, Denmark

J.R. Wessel, United States of America
L.G. Ladomery, FAO '

E.E. Turtle, FAO

G. Vettorazzi, WHO

1. General Remarks

The Working Group first considered the document CX/PR 74/7 on "Sampling Plans
for Pesticide Residue Tolerances" and the comments received from a number- of Member
countries. It also examined Room document 8, "EEC Commission Draft Working Paper
702/V1/75, Revision 1 on the method of sampling fruit and vegetables for the
determination of pesticide residues for regulatory purposes” and the Canadian.
document on Sampling Guidelines as outlined in "Apnalytical Methods for Pesticide
Residues in Foods". ' ‘

The Group decided that the immediate need was for a working document limited to
basic guidelines on the taking of representative samples. Since the document CX/PR
74/7 was not intended to meet this objective, the Group recommended that this paper.
be given further consideration at some Puture date. Using the EEC document and
Canadian guidelines which offered a practical approach on how to obtain a represent-
ative sample for Codex purposes, the Group drafted the sampling procedure outlined
below. .

2. Proposed Draft Method of Sampling Foods for the Determination of Pesticide
Residues (at Step 3 of the Proce&ure’ _ :

2.1 Objective v ‘ . a .

. The purpose of sampling is t6 discover whether a lot being examined complies

with Codex Maximum Residue Limits for Pesticide Residues. The objective of the

sampling procedure is to obtain a Laboratory Sample representative of the Lot. The

- sample is considered representative when the procedure outlined below has been
followed. The Codex limit-applies to the average of the Laboratory Sample.

2.2 Definitions
2.2.1 Lot

An identifiable quantity of goods having or presumed to have common Properties
or uniform characteristics such as the same origin, the same variety, the same
consignor, the same packer, the same type of packing or the same mark. " Several Lots
may make up a Consignment. ' -

2,2,2 Consignment . : _

A quantity of material covered by a particular consignment-note or shipping
document. _
2,2.3 Primary Sample

A quantity of material taken from a single place in the Lot.

1/ See paras 190, 191 of the Committee's Report.




2.2.4 Bulk Sample
Total of all the Primary Samples taken from the same Lot.

2.2,5 Laboratory Sample
sample intended for the laboratory.

2.3 Employment of Authorized Samﬁling Officers '

The samplgs'shall be taken by officers authorized for the purpose by the
appropriate authorities. » . - .o

2.4 Sampling Procedure
2.4.1 Material to be sampled
- Bach lot which is to be examined shall be sampled separately.

2.4.2 Precautions to be taken

In the course of sampling and preparation of the Laboratory Sample precautions
shall be taken to avoid contamination of the samples or any other changes which
would adversely affect the analytical determinations.

2.4.3 Primary Samples : ‘

As far as possible primary samples should be taken at various places throuhgout -
the Lot. The minimum number of Primary Samples to be taken is given in the tables
below. As far as possible the samples should be of similar size. The total weight
of the samples shall never be less than that required for the Laboratory Sample as
listed in 2.4.5. (*) The authorized sampling officer can use either of the
following schemes: :

For prepackaged goods:

Number of packages in the Lot - _ ' Minimum Number of Primary Samples
' to be taken
1l - 10 . 1
11 .- 100 ‘ 5
101 - 500 ’ 10
> 500 ' . 20

For loose goods: 1/

Weight of the Lot in kilogrammes Minimum Number of Primary Samples
. . to be taken
< 50 3
51 - 500 : ) . 5
501 - 2000 i . ) 10
> 2000 20

2.4.4 Bulk Sample

- The Bulk Sample is made up by uniting and mixing the Primary Samples. It may
be sent to the laboratory as it stands in which case it constitutes the Laboratory
Sample., If the Bulk Sample is too large the Laboratory Sample may be prepared from
it by a suitable method of reduction. In this process, however, individual fruits
and vegetables must not be cut.

(*) Where several Laboratory Samples are required the total number/weight of the
Primary Samples must be increased accordingly. National authorities may require
the Laboratory Sample to be subdivided for legal purpeoses.

1/ For whole cereals and other materials shipped in bulk alternatiﬁe, well
established, sampling programmes are also available.




‘ 2.4.5 Laboratory Sample

b The minimum amount of material to be submitted to the laboratory is shown
elowv.

Food Minimum sample Minimum number of
weight units

b small fruits and vegetables
(unit weignt up to ca. 25 g) - . 1.5 kg i -

e.g. beans
berries
Brussels sprouts
cherries
peas

medium sized fruits and vegetables
(unit welght between ca. 25.and
‘ca. 250 ¢) ‘ 1.5 kg ' ‘ © 10

e.g. apples
apricots
carrots
oranges
potatoes

large fruits and vegetables '
(unit weight over ca, 250 g) - 1.5 kg 3

e.g. cabbages

cauliflowers
- melons
3 pumpkins
‘ dairy products ' ' _
' whole milk _ 1 kg -
! cheese _ 1 kg -
. butter "1kg -
cream 0.5 kg - :
eggs 0.5 kg : 10 (if whole)

oultry, fish and other animal R ‘
groaucts : 1 kg ‘ -

e.g. rav fat
rawv meat . : ,
rav fish . . . :
prepared meat ‘ ' . L
£ish products

: vegefable oils and fats . 0.5 kg , ' -
e.g. cotton seed o0il Ty ' .
soya bean oil -

8, - margarine _ :
cereals and cereal products : " 1 kg : -

2.5 Packaging and Trangmission of Samples

The Labordtory Sample should be placed in a clean inert container offering .
adequate protection from external contamination and protection against damage in
transit. The container should then be sealed and sent to the laboratory as soon as
possible, taking any necessary precautions against spoilage, €.d. frozen foods should
be kept frozen, perishable samples should be kept cooled or frozen. Each sample must
be accompanied by a note giving the nature and origin of the sample.and the date and
place of sampling, together with any additional information likely to. be of ‘assistance
to the analyst. : ' ' .
N.B.: If, for any reason, there has had to be a.departure from the above procedure,
especially para 2.4, full details of the procedure actually followed ahall also be
stated in the note.
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Survey of the Relationship Between the FAO/WHO Joint Meetin on 1/
Pesticide Residues and the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues

(Working paper prepared by an ad hoc Working Group)
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Introduction

At the Seventh Session of . the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues, a statement was
presented regarding the relationship between the FAQ/WHO Joint Meeting on Pesticide
Residues and ‘the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues., This statement was prepared
cooperatively By several national delegations present at the Seventh Session, The
statement taken from ALINORM 74/24 (paragraphs 188 through 191) are as follows:

"188. Since the beginning of the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues

the recommendations of the FAQ/WHO Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues

of the Cédex Committee on Pesticide Residues. The valuable assistance
rendered by this expert body is sincerely appreciated. Over the years
of the work of the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues the need for
expert assistance has increased. This increase has been due in part to
additional interest on the part of more nations and increased demands
for ADIs and Codex maximum pesticide residue limits,

189. During the sessions of the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues,
we have considered several hundred Proposed pesticide residue limits,
There has been difficulty on the part of nations in concurring with the
pProposed limits, In addition, on several occasions the Committee has
found it necessary to recommend that matters be returned to the Joint
Meeting for further clarification or for review and justification. In
some instances the action was based on the availability of new data,
in other instances the information madeé available to the Joint Meeting
‘appeared not to have been complete. One of the major points within the
Committee that appears to contribute to the difficulty in nations

accepting proposed residue limitg is the lack of 1nformation on the

maximum residue limits ag recommended by the Joint Meeting. Another
factor appears to be the lack of Clear criteria for the establishment
of ADIs and maximum residue limits, These problems are understandable
when one considers the limited number of members on the Committees of
the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues due to budgetary limitations.

190. We are aware of some of the Problems facing the members of the
Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues, We believe that members of the
Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues can be of assistance in many
areas, We further believe that the Codex system of national contact
points can be better utilized for acquiring information from member
nations on toxicology, use pattern, residue data and tolerances so that
monographs on pesticide become more fully documented. We respectfully
suggest that the Chairman consider the establishment of an appropriate
body, within the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues, to study the
relationship between the Joint Meeting and the Codex Committee and to

- work with the Joint Meeting on the problems outlined above and any other
vhere joint action may be beneficial. We believe that this action is
necessary to improve the efficiency of both groups.,

191. The Committee accepted the statement of the delegation of the
USA and requested governments to send their observations on the existing
working procedures and relationship between the Joint Meeting and the
Committee, The delegation of the USA agreed to prepare a paper on the
basis of government comments for the next session of the Committee., The
Committee agreed that a small Ad Hoc Working Group could meet Prior to
the 8th session to discuss the US working paper, should this Prove
necessary, The delegations of the Netherlands, Israel, Canada, the
Federal Republic of Germany and Australia expressed their interest in
Participating in this work,"

1/ 8ee para. 213 of the Report of the Committee.

>
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Replies to a Questionnaire distributed to Governments .

In consultation with other national delegations, a series
to elicit information that could be utilized in the evaluation of the relationship
and the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues. Responses

between the Joint Meeting

vere received from thirteen national delegations,

ing summation can be made

1. Do you receive the Report of the Joint FA

Evaluatiors of

regarding each question:

Some Pesticide Residues in Food

in time for adequate study before the Session
Committee on Pesticide Residues ?

The reports of the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues and the Monographs usually deo

not arrive in time for adequate revview and consideration

requested to comment on the pest

of questions were developed

Based on the responses, the follow-

0/WHO Meeting and the

(FAO Monograph)
of the Codex

before a delegation is

icide residue levels suggested by the Joint Meeting.,

2. Are the Reports and Monographs of assistance in framing your

country's comments to th

There was general agreement that the Re

documents in the preparati
pesticide residue levels,

on and consideration of national

e Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues ?

pofts and Monographs' are useful as source

viewpoints on proposed

Data on pre-harvest intervals are often omitted., At times
ustify the conclusions on the basis of the data presented.
The WHO aspects of the reports were cited as being very us
health aspects of the pesticide, _

3. Do you find the format of the Monographs satis
If not, please suggest a format that would be more useful.

The format being used in t
wvere received for changes,

eful in evaluating the human

factory ?

he Reports and Monographs are satisfactory. No suggestions

It was suggested by some count

may permit more prompt publication.

4. Are the data i

ries that individual monographs

n the Monographs in sufficient detail for your purposes ?
If not, what additional detail do you feel would be helpful ?

The degree of detail in the Monographs is satisfactory to
information, particularly for information not generally
available in the published literature. Requests were made
ed and the good agricultural practices of the nation where

geographical limitation of the data was cited as a matter of
lustration of the need for more nations to Provide data for

indicated a need for more

between the values suggest
the data originated. The
concern and cited as“an il
consideration.

5. Are you satisf
arriving at re
.Please suggest

Regarding the procedures u
there was general agreemen

ied with the procedures used by

several respondents. ‘Others

. for a clearer relationship

the Joint Meeting in

commendations for maximum residue limits % If not,

changes you feel are needed.

sed by the Joint Meeting in arriving at their recommendations,

t that the procedures are sound,

It was generally recognized

that the Joint Meeting is limited by the amount of data, they have for consideration.

The quantity and quality o
from the governments, Oft
may not be representative

considered and good agricu
suggested that an expanded

6. Are you satisf
to the Joint M
may be improve

f the data needs to be improved.

There is a lack of input

en the data originates from experimental trials which may or

of good agricultural Practice,
ltural practices is not clear in

The relationship of the data
many instances., It was

data base together with an exparided Secretariat would enable
the Joint Meeting to improve the quality of their decision

Se

ied with the deductions made from the adata available

eeting ? If not, please suggest
d.

hov the deductions
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As a general rule, it was felt that the deductions made by the Joint Meeting appear to

be reasonable and based on the data available for their evaluation. As in the responses
to the previsous question, several nations pointed out the need for greater participation
by governments in the development and provision of data. While there was general agree-—
ment regarding the deductions made from the data in the Monographs, it was pointed out .
that on occasion the theoretical daily intake, based on the suggested tolerances, far
exceeded the acceptable daily intake when calculated from the toxicology data.

7. If you feel that the supply of information going to the Joint Meeting
is not adequate, how would you suggest that the information be increased
and made more representative.of the worldwide use patterns ?

It was agreed that the supply of information going to the Joint Meeting is inadequate.
Some responses indicated that nations ‘'did not appreciate the need for greater participa-
tion. Some nations are not in a position to participate more fully. A special Codex
pesticide contact point in each nation was suggested as a means of centralizing requests
and responsibility. A standardized format for data presentation, to be developed by the
FAO Secretariat, was suggested as a means of encouraging the submission of data. The
strengthening of the Secretariat was cited as necessary to permit increased processing

of submitted data as well as better communication with the Codex Pesticide Contact peints.

8. If you do not provide data reflecting use patterns, results .of
trials, or residue surveys, would you be willing to do so ?

All nations indicated that they would be willing to provide data to the Joint Meeting.
Several nations pointed out that they are doing this at the present time,

9, Does your country comment in writing to the Directors General of
FAO and WHO regarding the Reports and Monographs ?

In general, the responses indicated that the nations are not corresponding with the
Directors-General of FAO and WHO regarding the Reports and Monographs., Two nations have
commented in the past and they will continue to do so. . Co

10. Does your country provide in}prmation and’' data on the compounds
‘suggested for review by the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues ?

The response was similar to that indicated in numhgr eight above.

11. When a pesticide is to be considered by the Joint Meeting, or to be
reconsidered for a specific reason, have you been asked for information
and data ? If not, would you be willing to provide data ?

Nations have been asked to provide information for those compounds that are being
considered. The requests have been in the form of the Circular Letters that are issued
by the Codex Secretariat. All nations indicated a willingness to supply information.
However, in many instances, the requested information can come primarily from the '
manufacturer of the pesticide. A request can be made of the manufacturer, but this

is no guarantee that the data will be supplied.  No general programme appears to be
available for the development of this information when the industrial sector does not
provide the data requested, , ; _

12. Does your country endeavour to initiate activities with a view to
- obtaining new data for this purpose ? ) SR

The Monographs have indicated under "further work required" the types of information
that is required to permit the Joint Meeting to evaluate a pesticide. It was pointed
out that many time the pesticide is either very close to the expiration of the patent
period or may have already exceeded the period of patent protection. In such a case,
there is little incentive for the manufacturer to expend funds to provide the requested
information, Some nations undertake studies to provide the information. It was
suggested that consideration be given to the establishment of a special fund forxr
financing the research. The International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry has
undertaken research. in certain areas the results of which have been of value to the
Joint Meeting,
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13. Would your office, or an office designated by your country, be
willing to serve as an advisor to the Joint Meeting, at no cost to
the Joint Meeting ? The function of the advisor would be to collect

. and collate the information on the specific pesticide under study by
the Joint Meeting for your country.

Most nations indicated their agreement to serve as a cost-free advisor to the Joint
Meeting., It was pointed out the the establishment of the Codex Pesticide contact
point in each country would help to serve as a focal point for such a programme.
Several countries pointed out that experts from their country had served on the Joint
Meeting. A question was raised as to whether or not the "advisor" could better serve
in supplying the information than those already engaged in the programme.

14, If it were decided ‘that the Monographs were to be produced in
some sort of draft form so they could be reviewed by national
representatives to determine.if all of the relevant data had
been included, would you be agreeable to such a plan ? Would
you agree to serve as a reviewer or to be responsible for someone
in your country to serve as a reviewer ? -

The suggestion of a review programme of draft monographs was rejected almost uniformly.
The possibility of such a programme delaying even further the publication of thé mono-
graphs seemed to be the main reasor’ for rejection.

15. Would your country be willing to support an item on the agenda of
‘an appropriate governing body to review the programmes of FAO and
WHO, including the support provided these programmes ?

Two nations indicated that they would not support an agenda item for the review of the
programmes of FAO and WHO, including the support of the programmes. Another nation
did rniot reply to the question. The action taken at the Seventh Session of the Codex
Comnmittee on Pesticide Residues was cited and suggested that the proposed conference
should be convened at reasonable and feasible intervals. The 17th Session of FAO was
indicated as expressing their reservations on the postponement of the meeting of the
Committee of Experts on Pesticides in Agriculture. It was suggested that the Committee
of Experts could serve as a kind of an Executive Committee for a conference to review
the FAO/WHO pesticide programmes.

16, Is your country in favour of tolerances being established on:

a. Individual raw agricultural commodities ? (For example:
Wheat, corn, apples, lettuce, etc.)

b. Groups of commodities ? (For example: Cereals, fruit,
© root crops, leafy vegetables, etc.g- -

é; Combination of both individual raw agricultural commodities
and groups of commodities ? (For example: Cereals, apples,
pears, root crops except carrots, carrots, rice, etc.g

There was a variation in the type of tolerances favoured by the nations. .While it was
recognized that it may be desirable to have only one type of a tolerance, nevertheless
the combination- of individual tolerances and group tolerances were preferred by most.

17. Would you be willing to provide the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues
with a listing of agricultural commodities and pesticides of interest to
you, from the standpoint of international commerce, so that a coordinated
list could be provided to the Joint Meeting for their consideration ?°

The ongoing study of the delegation of Canada was cited as a good example of a list of
agricultural commodities of interest to the participating nations. Several nations
indicated that they had already provided the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues
with lists in the centext of prierity lists. In general, there was agreement that such
lists could be provided wvhere they are needed. ‘





