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REPORT OF THE PHYSICAL WORKING GROUP ON CCFH WORK PRIORITIES (PROPOSALS FOR
NEW WORK AND/OR REVISION OF EXISTING STANDARDS)
PREPARED BY THE UNITED STATES AS THE CHAIR OF THE WORKING GROUP

1. Ms. Jenny Scott, United States Delegate to the CCFH, was the Chair of the physical working group.
The chair opened the working group meeting by welcoming the delegates.

2. The chair noted the agenda items for pWG as follows.

i. Discuss the revisions to the Process by Which the Codex Committee on Food Hygiene Will
Undertake its Work (CRDO04);

ii. Discuss the two proposals for new work received in response to the Request for Proposals for New
Work and/or Revision of Existing Standards (CL 2017/68-FH):

] The project document of Australia and the United States of America to develop a Code of
Practices on Food Allergen Management for Food Business Operators (See CX/FH 17/49/7;
Appendix 1).

] The project document of the European Union to develop a Guidance Document for the
Management of (Micro)biological Foodborne Crisis/Outbreaks (See CX/FH 17/49/7;
Appendix 2).

iii. Provide input to the United States on the scope of the discusson paper related to potential new work
on Shiga-toxin producing E. coli (STEC);

iv. Discuss the need to develop a guidance document based on the FAO/WHO findings on water for
food production and processing;

V. Rank the projects using the revised prioritization process; and
Vi. Provide recommendations to the plenary.

Revision to the Process by Which the Codex Committee on Food Hygiene Will Undertake its Work

3. Key changes to the prioritization process were the creation of a single criterion for public health
impact by combining two questions and the creation of a stepwise approach to apply the criteria.

4. Delegations discussed and agreed with the revision with minor modifications.

i. In the criterion for ranking the impact of new work on public health, a question was revised to focus
on the impact of the new work on public health instead of the public health risk associated with the
new work.

ii. In the Forward Workplan, the term “currency of information” was changed to “information to update”
because the “yes/no” responses to “currency of information” were seen as counterintuitive.

5. The revised document is attached to this report as an appendix.

The development of a Code of Practices on Food Allergen Management for Food Business Operators

6. Australia introduced the project document, noting that food allergens are food safety hazards and
food businesses are expected to consider allergen management.

7. While allergen as a public health issue did not affect all countries, food allergens have an impact on
trade with countries with allergen issues.
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8. This Code of practice would address good hygiene practice (GHP) in manufacturing and food
preparation practices in food service and complement the revised General Principles of Food Hygiene
(CAC/RCP 1-1969), which will include information on the importance of controlling food allergens.

9. Many food business operators may not be aware of control measures for allergens other than
labeling.
10. Australia noted that the Codex Committee on Food Labeling (CCFL) is considering new work in

allergen labeling and proposed to develop a discussion paper as an option to allow better alignment with
CCFL

The development of a Guidance Document for the Management of (Micro)biological Foodborne
Crisis/Outbreaks

11. The European Union presented the project document, noting that the scope of the new work was to
provide guidance to competent authorities on the management of foodborne outbreaks/crises.

12. Such guidance intends to contribute to the limitation of the extent of such events by enhancing
preparedness and improving management.

13. The guidance would take into account information from FAO/WHO documents.

14. Following a discussion by the delegations:

i. Some delegations considered there was sufficient information in the project document to start this as
new work.

ii. Other delegations considered a discussion paper is necessary.
o to allow for better understanding of the gaps in existing guidance/documents;
o to allow for further evaluation by their countries’ agencies involved in outbreak management;
e to expand the scope to include the role of food business operators in a foodborne crisis.
The scope of the discusson paper related to new work on STEC

15. The United States briefly discussed the FAO/WHO expert meeting on STEC and the attribution to 4
main commodities: beef, fruits and vegetables, certain dairy products made with unpasteurized milk, and
meat from small ruminants,)

16. Most delegations agreed that the scope of the discussion paper should cover all commodities. This
will allow for full evaluation in subsequent discussion of this project in the next pWG meeting.

Project ranking

17. Delegations ranked the two new projects in the forward work plan and their scores are reflected in
the appendix

The pWG on new work priorities recommends that CCFH:

18. Accept the revision to the Process by which the Codex Committee on Food Hygiene (CCFH) will
Undertake its Work

19. Agree to the development of a discussion paper for CCFH50 on Food Allergen Management instead
of taking up new work, in order to coordinate the work with a discussion paper on food allergen labeling
being developed by the Codex Committee on Food Labeling

20. Discuss whether to forward to the Commission a request for new work on the Management of
Microbiological Foodborne Crises/Outbreaks or to develop a discussion paper that clarifies the scope and
identifies the gaps in existing guidance such as that of FAO/WHO.

21. Agree that the discussion paper on STEC should address all categories of foods identified in the
FAO/WHO report as being associated with illness from STEC.
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Appendix |

PROCESS BY WHICH THE CODEX COMMITTEE ON FOOD HYGIENE (CCFH)
WILL UNDERTAKE ITS WORK

Proposal by the chair of the PWG on CCFH work priorities

Purpose
1. The following guidelines are established to assist the CCFH to:

¢ lIdentify, prioritize and efficiently carry out its work; and

¢ Interact with FAO/WHO and their scientific bodies as the need arises.
Scope

2. These guidelines apply to all work undertaken by the CCFH and encompass: guidelines and procedures for
proposing new work (including the revision of existing codes of hygienic practice); criteria and procedures for
considering the priorities for proposed and existing work; procedures for implementing new work; and a
process by which CCFH will obtain scientific advice from FAO/WHO.

Proposals for New Work

3. Proposals for new work to be undertaken by CCFH should follow the process outline below. In addition to
the provisions applying to proposals for new work in the Procedural Manual, the proposals for new work should
include a Risk Profilel, as appropriate. The proposals for new work should indicate the specific nature or
outcome of the new work being proposed (e.g. new or revised code of hygienic practice, risk management
guidance document).

4. The proposals for new work will typically address a food hygiene issue of public health significance. It should
describe in as much detail as possible, the scope and impact of the issue and the extent to which it impacts
on international trade.

5. The proposal for new work may also:

e Address an issue that affects progress within CCFH or by other committees, provided it is consistent
with the mandate of CCFH;

o Facilitate risk analysis activities; or

o Establish or revise general principles or guidance. The need to revise existing CCFH texts may be to
reflect current knowledge and/or improve consistency with the General Principles of Food Hygiene
(CAC/RCP 1-1969) or with other Codes of Practice.

Criteria for Evaluating and Prioritizing New Work

6. In addition to the provisions applying to the proposals for new work contained in the Codex Procedural
Manual, the following criteria and associated weighting factors will be used in evaluating new work priorities to
assist in determining the priority for new work to be undertaken by CCFH. Standards older than five years or
those with duplication or inconsistency with existing codes should also be assessed by the criteria below to
determine their need for revision.

1 Definition of a risk profile is “the description of the food safety problem and its context” (Codex Alimentarius Commission,
Procedural Manual). The elements of a risk profile are provided in the Principles and Guidelines for the Conduct of
Microbiological Risk Management (CAC/GL 63-2007).
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Criterion Rating
Currency of Information — Yes/No
. Is there new information/data that would

justify the need to review the existing
code(s) or establish a new one?

. Are there new technologies that would
justify the need to review existing codes or
establish a new one?

. Is there duplication or inconsistency with
existing codes that should be addressed?

Positive impact of new work on public health — High 20

e Would new work result in a document that | Medium 14
could have a positive impact on public

health? Low 8
¢ How significant is the impact to public
health, e.g. foodborne risk to public
health?
Impact of trade due to the public health risk Global Trade Impact, High Consumption: 10

Regional Trade Impact, High Consumption: 5
Global Trade Impact, Low Consumption: 4
Regional Trade Impact, Low Consumption: 2

No trade impact: O

*Risk? is defined as a function of the probability of an adverse health effect and the severity of that effect, consequential to
a hazard in food. The hazard may be a biological, chemical or physical agent in, or condition of, food that has the potential
to cause an adverse health effect.

The criteria are applied in a stepwise manner.
Step 1:
Assess currency of information.

¢ Is there new information/data that would justify the need to review the existing code(s) or establish a
new one?

o Are there new technologies that would justify the need to review existing codes or establish a new
one?

e |s there duplication or inconsistency with existing codes that should be addressed?

If the answer is “yes” to any of these questions, proceed with Step 2. If the answer to all these questions is
“No,” there is no justification for new work in the area at this time, and no need to apply the remaining criteria
for prioritization. Standards older than five years for which there is no new information should be retained in
the Forward Workplan (clearly separated within the table) for consideration at a later time.

Step 2:
Assess the public health impact:

Would the proposed new code, or the revisions to an existing code to be revised, result in a document that
could have a positive impact on public health? How significant is the public health risk, e.g. foodborne risk to
public health? The public health risk should be based on documented convincing or probable scientific
evidence of adverse health effects or potential adverse health effects including morbidity and/or mortality due
to a biological, chemical or physical agent in, or condition of the food. The Working Principles for Risk Analysis
for Application in the Framework of the Codex Alimentarius® should be referenced when determining the public
health risk.

2 Codex Procedural Manual
3 Codex Alimentarius Commission, Procedural Manual.
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Apply rating points as follows:

20 — the proposed new code or the proposed revisions to an existing code are likely to have a high public
health impact (e.g., the hazard presents a high risk of iliness/outbreaks or the provisions to be incorporated
are reasonably likely to mitigate the risk from a hazard)

14 — the proposed new code or the proposed revisions to an existing code are likely to have a medium public
health impact (e.g., the hazard presents a medium risk (lower probability or severity than other hazards) or the
provisions to be incorporated can reduce but not eliminate the risk from a hazard)

8 — the proposed new code or the proposed revisions to an existing code will have little or no impact on public
health (e.g., the hazard presents a low risk (low probability and severity), the provisions to be incorporated
have minimal impact on the risk from a hazard)

Step 3:
Assess the impact of the work on trade:

Is the food traded globally or only in particular regions? Is the food one that is frequently consumed or is
consumption generally low?

In addition to ranking the project based on the criteria, the Forward Workplan should include information on
whether the proposal contains a project document* or discussion paper (a project document must be submitted
to the Codex Alimentarius Commission (CAC) for approval of new work) and whether the project requires
FAO/WHO assistance (see “Obtaining Scientific Advice"). The need for FAO/WHO assistance may impact the
timing of taking on new work due to FAO/WHO resource constraints.

Process for Considering Proposals for New Work

7. To facilitate the process of managing the work of the Committee, CCFH may establish an ad hoc Working
Group for the Establishment of CCFH Work Priorities (“ad hoc Working Group”) at each Session, in accordance
with the Guidelines on Physical Working Groups.

8. The Committee on Food Hygiene will, normally, employ the following process for undertaking new work.

i. Arequest for proposals for new work and/or revision of an existing standard will be issued in the form
of a Codex Circular Letter, if required.

ii. Proposals for new work received in response to the Codex Circular Letter will be transmitted to the Host
of the ad hoc Working Group as well as the CCFH Host government and Codex Secretariats. Proposals
should describe the new work and provide a rationale for taking up the new work. The proposal may
include a project document to facilitate sending a request to the CAC for approval; the absence of a
project document could delay approval of new work.

iii. The Host of the ad hoc Working Group will collate the proposals for new work in a document that will be
distributed by the Codex Secretariat to Codex members and observers for review and comment within
a specified time frame.

iv. The ad hoc Working Group will meet as decided by the Committee, normally on the day prior to the
plenary session of CCFH, to develop recommendations for consideration by the Committee during the
CCFH session. The ad hoc Working Group will review the proposals for new work along with comments
submitted. It will verify the completeness and compliance with the prioritization criteria of the proposals
for new work and make recommendations to the Committee on whether the proposals for new work
should be accepted, denied, or returned for additional information.

v. If accepted, a recommendation will be provided on the priority of the proposal for new work compared
to pre-established priorities. The priority of the proposals for new work will be established using the
guidelines presented above. Proposals for new work of lower priority may be delayed if resources are
limiting. Proposals for new work of lower priority not recommended may be reconsidered at the next
CCFH session. If the ad hoc Working Group recommends that a proposal for new work be “denied” or
“returned for revision,” a justification for this recommendation will be provided.

vi. At the CCFH session, the ad hoc Working Group Chair will introduce the recommendations of the ad
hoc Working Group to the Committee. The CCFH will decide whether a proposal for new work and/or
revision of an existing standard is accepted, returned for revision, or denied. If accepted, a project
document, which may include amendments agreed upon by the Committee, will be prepared by the
CCFH (or, if a project document was submitted with the proposed work, CCFH may recommend
revisions) and submitted to the CAC with a request for approval of the proposed new work.

4 The elements of a project document are described in the Codex Alimentarius Commission, Procedural Manual.
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vi. The CCFH Workplan (see below) will be updated at each meeting of the ad hoc Working Group in order
to maintain continuity and a historical record of CCFH’s consideration of new work.

CCFH Workplan

9. CCFH will maintain a forward-looking Workplan that will include new work proposals and, for the purpose
of review, existing codes. The Workplan will list work in priority order based upon decisions made by CCFH
and using the criteria for evaluating and prioritizing work (see above). The Workplan will be reviewed by the
ad-hoc Working Group at each Session of CCFH when prioritizing proposals for new work. CCFH will
progressively work down the prioritized list of items contained in the Workplan. CCFH may reassess the priority
of each item on the Workplan; where new data or other information is available relating to an item on the
Workplan, such data may be submitted for consideration and the priority for the work item reconsidered. It is
intended for the Workplan to continue from Session to Session, updated and revised as appropriate based on
CCFH's criteria for undertaking new work. If items are moved forward as new work, each item will require a
Project Document and a clear indication of how the work is to be progressed (e.g. nominated delegation to
lead work, use of a working group process).

Obtaining Scientific Advice

10. There are instances where progress on the work of the Committee will require an international risk
assessment or other expert scientific advice. This advice will be typically be sought through FAO/WHO (e.g.,
through JEMRA, ad hoc expert consultations), though in certain instances such advice may be requested from
other specialized international scientific bodies. When undertaking such work, the Committee should follow
the structured approach given in the Principles and Guidelines for the Conduct of Microbiological Risk
Management (CAC/GL 63-2007) and the Working Principles for Risk Analysis for Application in the Framework
of the Codex Alimentarius.

11. In seeking an international risk assessment to be conducted by FAO/WHO (e.g. through JEMRA), CCFH
should consider and seek advice on whether:

i.  Sufficient scientific knowledge and data to conduct the needed risk assessment are available or
obtainable in a timely manner. (An initial evaluation of available knowledge and data will typically be
provided within the Risk Profile.)

i. Thereis areasonable expectation that a risk assessment (if one is needed) will provide results that can
assist in reaching risk management decisions related to control of the microbiological hazard without
unduly delaying the adoption of the needed microbiological risk management guidance.

iii. Risk assessments performed at the regional, national and multinational levels that can facilitate the
conduct of an international risk assessment are available.

12. If the Committee decides to request that a microbiological risk assessment or other scientific advice be
developed, the Committee will forward a specific request to FAO/WHO, the risk profile document (where
available), a clear statement of the purpose and scope of the work to be undertaken, any time constraints
facing the Committee that could impact the work, and, in the case of a risk assessment, the specific risk
management questions to be addressed by the risk assessors. The Committee will, as appropriate, also
provide FAO/WHO with information relating to the risk assessment policy for the specific risk assessment work
to be undertaken. FAO/WHO will evaluate the request according to their criteria and subsequently inform the
Committee of its decision on whether or not to carry out such work, together with a scope of work to be
undertaken. If FAO/WHO responds favourably, the Committee will encourage its members to submit their
relevant scientific data. If a decision is made by FAO/WHO not to perform the requested risk assessment,
FAO/WHO will inform the Committee of this fact and the reasons for not undertaking the work (e.g. lack of
data, lack of financial resources).

13. The Committee recognizes that an iterative process between risk managers and risk assessors is essential
throughout the process described above and for the adequate undertaking of any microbiological risk
assessment and the development of any microbiological risk management guidance document or other CCFH
document(s).

14. The FAO/WHO will provide the results of the microbiological risk assessment(s) or other expert scientific
advice to the Committee in a format and fashion to be determined jointly by the Committee and FAO/WHO.
As needed, the FAO/WHO will provide scientific expertise to the Committee, as feasible, to provide guidance
on the appropriate interpretation of the risk assessment.

15. Microbiological risk assessments carried out by FAO/WHO (JEMRA) will operate under the framework
contained in the Principles and Guidelines for the Conduct of Microbiological Risk Assessment (CAC/RCP 30-
1999).
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CCFH FORWARD WORKPLAN — Proposed format

Appendix Il

Precooked and Cooked Foods in
Mass Catering (CAC/RCP 39-1993)

Title of Work Last Information to Impact to Trade Impact Project FAO/WHO Comments Total
Revision Update Public (20/5/41 2/0) document/ assistance
(Yes/No)s Health discussion needed?
(20/14/8) paper (Yes/No)
(Yes/No)
Control of Shiga toxin-producing E. N/A Yes 20 10 No Yes Discussion 30
coli paper
planned for

CCFH50
Code of Hygienic Practice for the N/A Yes 8 5 Yes 13
Storage of Cereals
Code of Practice on Food N/A Yes 20 10 Yes No Recommend 30
Allergen Management for Food discussion
Business Operators paper for

CCFH50
Guidance Document for the N/A Yes 20 10 Yes No Discussion 30
Management of (Micro)biological paper or new
Foodborne Crisis/ Outbreaks work?
Principles for the Safe Use of N/A No
Water in Food Processing
Code of Hygienic Practice for Meat 2005 No
(CAC/RCP 58-2005)
Code of Hygienic Practice for Milk and 2009 No
Milk Products (CAC/RCP 57-2004)
Code of Hygienic Practice for Eggs 2007 No
and Egg Products (CAC/RCP 15-
1976)
Code of Hygienic Practice for 1993 No

5 Information to Update (Currency of information): Is there new information/data that would justify the need to review the existing code(s) or establish a new one? Are there new
technologies that would justify the need to review existing codes or establish a new one? Is there duplication or inconsistency with existing codes that should be addressed? If
there is an existing code in place and a determination is made that the code is sufficient, no new work should proceed.
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Title of Work

Last
Revision

Information to
Update

(Yes/No)®

Impact to
Public
Health

(20/14/8)

Trade Impact
(10/5/4/ 2/0)

Project
document/
discussion

paper
(Yes/No)

FAO/WHO
assistance
needed?

(Yes/No)

Comments

Total

Code of Hygienic Practice for the
Transport of Food in Bulk and Semi-
packed Food (CAC/RCP 47-2001)

2001

No

Code of Hygienic Practice for Low-
acid and Acidified Low-acid Canned
Foods (CAC/RCP 23-1979)

Code of Hygienic Practice for
Aseptically Processed and Packaged
Low-acid Foods (CAC/RCP 40-1993)
Guideline Procedures for the Visual
Inspection of Lots of Canned Foods
for Unacceptable Defects (CAC/GL
17-1993)

Code of Hygienic Practice for Canned

Fruit and Vegetable Products
(CAC/RCP 2-1969)

1993

1993

1993

1969

No

Code of Hygienic Practice for
Bottled/Packaged Drinking Waters
(other than natural mineral
waters)(CAC/RCP 48-2001)

2001

No

Code of Hygienic Practice for
Refrigerated Packaged Foods with
Extended Shelf-life (CAC/RCP 46-
1999)

1999

No
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