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Introduction-

The Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues held its second
session in The Hagug, The Netherlanhs, 18 -~ 22 September
1967. The aebeion waﬁ opened bf the Cﬁairman Dfs. 4. |
. . Kruysse, Inspector General of Public. Health in charge
a of Food Stuffs Division, The Netherlanda.
" The aession was attended by Government delegatea; exports‘
- and advisers ffom the following 23 cpunfries: Argentinﬁ.
—> Aus'tr:l.a,‘ Australia, Belgium, @ Canada, Denmark,
® " France, Federal Republic of Germany, Ghana, Ireland,
IsraeI,VItaly, Japan; Nétherlan&s, New Zealand, Norway,
Poland, Switzerland, Thailand, Turkey, United Kingdom,
- : United States of America.
‘ . a The following organizations were also répresentedtl
® > EEC, @ @ IS0/TC 34, IUPAC.
* A list of participanta including officers from
FAO and WHO is set out in Appendix I.

Report of the Fourth Session of the Codex Alimentarius

» Conmission.
2 1. The 00mn1ttee took note of the decision of the fourth

session of the Codex Alimentarius Commission, that it

would not at this time make chaunges in the terms of
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reference or working procedures of the Codex Committee
on Pesticide Residues but that the new approaches
proposed by FAO and‘VHO should bo tried to see how
they would spood up the consideration of poafioidos.
Appointment of Rapporteurs.

24 ~ The Commi¥too decided that there was no need to appoint

a rapporteur for the hooting and the secretariat should

' be responsible for preparing the report. .

3. The Comnittoo.notod that different tolerances were in
A»Aforoo'in o,nnnbor of_ogggtr;og‘rogarding some of the
pootieidoa under consideration.

, no'ovor, tho uajority ondorood the proposed tolorancos

1_tor oubnittina to. Govornmonts or the Commission as ap-
'ofproprioto._- .

| B Exggination of Qovornmont oommonto at tog 4 on toloranoes -

1&; ;.Tho Coﬁnittoofoohoidorod Government comments (CCPR/67/
: , 2,3, ,5.6) at Stop 4 on the toloranooo proposed at the
5f;rirot Soooion fLor nalathion, hydrogen cyanide, nothyl

=olbrenido and othylono dibromido for raw grain at thov

into a country or entry into trado channels ¢
—— T

rdjhia e oount

‘The rosulto of the doliboration of the Conmittoo are given

bolow.‘
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(a.:galathion

After full discussion the Committee endorsed in the

{ g light of Government commente the<g£gpoeei.E&E:\ft the

previous session of 8 ppm malathion for. raw graiy eand

o | reggE535ggg_3&5&___g_ggmnieatnn—adop#—4$—aamah2§aft
\ N § proyisional standard (Step 5). e

(b.\ﬂzdresen c;anide.

During discussion of the commente:reeeived from Gevernmente_

on the previeue proposal o( 75 ppm hydrogen ezanide for -

raw grain _}_he Delegation of the Federal nepublic of
Germany pointed out that 1evele ot hydrogen cyanide -

exceeding 5 - 10 ppn were exceptional 1n imperted grain, |
that the tigure of 75 ppn therefore appeared too high
and that it wiehed to give the matter rurther coneideration‘

The Delegation of Poland sleo drew the conmittee'e-xwr,ﬁ; ::h

attention to the faet that the level of 75 ppn 1
packed for retall eale veuld net be acceptable 1n that
conntry. S SRR SR

Having dieeﬁeeed'theee iieie7the'Comniftee?feebﬁheﬁded'

v-—-EEFVS ppm hzdrosen cyanide be- adopted as - & draft provisionale_

etandard (Step 5).
- =
The Connittee unaninouely endorsed the previoue propoeal

=

‘similarly (Step 5).

,/V
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c.\Moethyl Bromidé.
The Committee unanimously recommended the adoption

at Ste of the previous proposed tolerance for raw
P35 P prop ;

grain of 50 ppm ingggggig_gzggigg) determined and ‘
[ oamanea S . —.

expressed as total bromide from all sources.

The Committee unanimously recommended the adoption

at _Step 5 of the proposal made at the previous session .
/7 for a tolerance for raw grain of @c ' -

bromid determined and expressed as total bromide
: ;;’ P p—

from all sources.,
Pefinition of tolerances.

S The Committee discussed the comments received from

Governments on the terms "trade or import tolerance"

and 'accegtable consumer residue® given on page 11 of -

the Report of the First Session of this Committee

(Alinorm/66/24) and the proposals from Delegations. The

Committee's attention was drawn to a proposal of the Joint v

Meeting on: Pesticide Residues (WHO Techn. Rep. 1967, 370)

that the word 'tolerance"when ueed aione should referxr

to"the concentration that is permitied in and on food" ' \
but that the word ahould alwaye be qualified to indicate o
its preciee,meaning.

In the discussion some Delegatiens were of the opinion
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that the:e'vas a need to establish two types of
tolerances fox pesticide roesidues, viz. for products
entering into international trade and for products

at the consumer level,

Most Delegations were of tﬁe opinion that_{gr productg
1:WMWO was necessary,
enforcable at the point of entry into a country.

The Committee agreod that when prop&sing tolerances,

the stage at which the tolerances applied ghould be
specified and that the‘kind of tolerance should always

be stated.

The Committee A se the LJ el

or detexrnm

* Methods of annlzsig.
6. The Committee noted that only-two Governments had

commented on the methods of analysis'propoeéd by the

FAO Vofking Pnrty‘on‘Pesticides Residues in May 1965

for the substances under paragraph 4 above., It decided

therefore to draw gttention of the Commission to the

need to ask Governments torrturther comments, on the

————

methods under forwarding the draft provisional standards

. under Step 5 nnd that in the future the attention of

o

Governments sho
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conments on the tolerance and the method of analysis
are invited.

The Committee noted that IUPAC was working in the
field of pesticide residue analysis and that a liaison
between that body and the Joint Meeting on Pesticide
Residues has been established.

Discussion of the omission of Steps 6, 7 and 8.

7. The Committee discussed whether the pfoposod tolerances

for malathion, h:dro‘on cyanide, methyl bromide and
ethylene dibromide could be considered as entirely

uncontroversial and whether to recommend to the Commission

that Stegs 6,7 and 8 of the Procedure for the

Elaboration of Codex Standards be omitted. It was
pointed”out to the Conmittee that'vheﬁ it recommended
toler#nces, the FAO Working Party on Pestiéide Residues
normally recommended methods of analysis for the
pesticide residues in the foods concermed. The Committee

- decided by..s

insufficient Go:
had_been received.
| WHO Exzert_connittoé on Pesticide Residues-Progress Report
8.a. Acngtablo daily intakes

The Comhittéq took note of a verbal report on the
progress of the WHO Expert Committee on Pesticide Residues.
itbnotod th@t as requested by'the Codex Committee ADI's
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. had been established for the following pesticides:

aldrin / dieldrin | léndénel(géqmafBﬁc)" |
carbaryl » : ‘heptachlor (and hqptachior.
PT | " epoxide)
d'.:l.chlﬂorvos : | ﬁ;lathion v

‘ﬁdiphénii ' , | diizinonA
othyléne dibromidoy/’ o ‘_diﬁethoate';"

~methyl bronido v’ R phosphuidon :

In the absenco of tully adoquato toxicological data,.
tenporary ADI's had ‘been eatablished for piperonyl
butoxide nnd the pyrethrina

‘ \?n An oxplanation of the mea.n:lng of a "temporary 'ADI“ had
been given'in the Joint Reportvot the FAO Vorking Party

oanoéticido Réaiduea and the WHO Expert Committee on
Pesticido Residues. and is reproduced at Appendix II.
b;.Negligiblo Residues
| At'the last session of the Codex Committee on Pesticide
‘Residues it was rqéommendeds "that WHO should at a
future n;eting conqider and advise on levels of residues
~which may be regarded as negligible from a toxicological
viewpoint in connection with unintentional residuog."
The Committee was advised that this matter had been
: bfought to the attention of the WHO Scientific Group.

on Procedure esti v tentional
Uniitentional Food Additives but that ho decision’
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could be reached on this point.

The Committee again requested that the Joint

Meeting on Pesticide Residues should reconsider this
uatter at a future meeting in connection with intentional

and unintentional residues.

- FAO Yorking Party on Pesticide Reeidues - Proggese Report

The COmmittee received a verbal progress report on the

‘vork of the FAO Working Party on Pesticide Residues

and an explenation of the meaning of "temporary

tolerances" and "practical residue limits". It noted

'the'recommendatioﬁ that a."temporary telerenee' could
be given'ih_either of two circumstances i

‘a. vhen-it.wae deriied from a temporary{ADI;

b. when it was derived from en ADI that could be

“““exceeded when the pesticide is applied acce£§ing
gt .

to good agriculfural practice.

L

In connection with the circumstance described in
b. above, the following extract of the 1967 Report of the

Joint Meeting-on'Peeticide-Residues»(p.13) is relevants

"It-mhef be pointed out that the tolerance figures

'_propoeed for specific cempoundelvere arrived at only

after incerporafihg»many'eafety factors, among them -

j_-beings |

(a) a conservative approach in establishing acceptable
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daily 1ntakee;,.
(b)‘the assumption that all the food of a pa;tieuier
type vill-eentein the reeidue;
,(e) the aeeﬁmption that the’reeidue'vill be present
in all the feod to the 1imit of the tolerancej
(d) the adoption of high coneumptien riguree, which
.veuld be exceeded by only about 15$ of the population;
where the residue is present in more than one type of
' feed,‘it may be eeeumed that the cembined high éeneunptien
fignree rer all eueh reede would be exceeded by mueh - |
" less than 15% et the populatien; | |
‘(e),yhe:e data‘vere not evai;eble. unless the geﬁere1 ,”a
: fepinion of the Voriinc Party 1ndice§ed etherwiee;lit
was aeeuned that there was no diaappearanee of reeiduee'
.vih eterage, handling or preceeeing befere cenaumptien :
by man." , DR ’
- Tﬁe CQQnittee elee,getee fheteaueh temporary teiefeneee -
| iefe veiid for e‘Abecified'peried during hich additionel
date on texicity end/er on the dieappearence of the . o
.peetieide reeiduee during eterage and proceeeing of
food should become evailable.'
'The COmmittee neted the propoeal that where unintentienal
- reeidnee occurred 1n ggggg from backgreund or enwironmental
voentanﬂntion and if it resulte from the uee.ef peetieidee

at an earlier stage in the food chain, that Governments
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. should use "practical residue limits" which would _:'..
"be the subject of administrative decisions based on
residues actually found., =~ , I ‘ -

v< Definition of Pesticide Residgss

11, The Committee received a d:aft‘defihition.of'”Pesticide

 »Raaidues".ff6m>the FAO Secretariat. The Committee was

unable td arrive at a satiafactofy definition'and requested

- the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues to propose a

definition for pesticide rgsidﬁes for the next session
‘of the COmmittée. It was agreed that in the meahwhile

~ the progress of work of this Committee.WOuld_ggz_B:’”

hindeped by a lack of definition.
f Residues in animal feeding'stuffs and from other sources
12. - | The Committee recommended that it should deal with |

all lve of their origin

pestic

g ted the Co ssion to endorse this view.
Mgthods emgloxed for estimating tolerances.

‘13.,,  The CommitteeVdiscussed a paper by the Netherlands -

 Delegation on the Food Factor (CCPR/67/10), the

‘estimationvof the intake of pesticide residues in
the Report of the Joint Meeting, (p. 11 WHO B .

Technical'Report‘1967/370) and a paper by tﬂb FAO | -

Secretariat on estimating tolerances for pesticide

residues (CCPR/67/9) (See Appendix I1I).

1%, = The paper CCPR/67/10 concludad that the ninth decile
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‘methodeas'not thé best for the éstimation of fhe

fogd intake. This methqd had been used in the
calculation 6f tolerances by the Joint

Meéting_on Pesticide Residues at its

seésion in 1966. The document CCPR/67/10 contended
amongst other arguménts that the ninfh decile method
repregented>an additional safety factor, that itvdid
not take into account the coﬁnterbalancing of the
differeﬁt_food items and that realisfic ninth decile
values applicable fd worldéwide conditions were not
'available and probably would not be available within

a reasonable time. V

The Canadian Delegation pointed out.that fhe-additional
safety fﬁctor represented by the use'of the ninth
decile method'representéd less than one order of
mégnitudé,vwhereas other safefy factors such as the -
assumption that all food of a particular tyﬁe will
contain:fhe,residue.and the assumption that the residue
will be present in all the food to the limit of the
tolerahce.»represent‘additional safety factors involving
several orders of magnitude (see paragraph 9).

Qge Committee decided to refer these matters.tb the

Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues, with the

reqﬁest,to study and to compare the agplicat#giJ_
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of the different methods in estimating food intakes,
———
thgg_ggghliggﬁCodex Committees to_gga_xhg__gst

- re stic approach.

In the discussion on document CCPR/67/9 the Committee'

endorsed the approach suggested by the FAO Secretariat

on’ the estimating 3 of the intake of pesticide residues

and remitted it to the Joint- Meeting on Pesticide
Residues after making the followingvamendments: |
a. Theplast sentence of the fourth paragraph'
fshould reads nADi‘when calculated from appropriatehi

- consumption data“ | |

" De The second line of page 2 should be deleted.

(CCPR/67/9 so amended is at Appendix III)

The Committee also discussed the questicn of establishing

-tolerances on the basis of;good aggicultural practice. .

The Committee agreed that such tolerances are acceptable

-where.the pexr’ caput daily intake of the pesticide

‘residues calculated from the.propcsed tolerances and.

the appropriate food ccnsumption data do not exceed
the ADI.
On the other hand, in cases where the calculated daily

intake apparently exceeds the ADI,~the proposed tolerance

may be . acceptable when there are relevant data e.g.
disappearance rate or total diet studies, etc. to

indicate that the estimated actual intake does not
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. exceed the ADI.
In the meantime_suoh tolerances mightibe acceptable'
only on a temporary basis (see Appendix III).

17. In view of the large'discfepancjdbetween’intakes

calculated from tolerances and t nstrated
by market basket surveys already undertaken, the

——

Committee strongly'reconmended that Governments

should arrange monitoring surveys (such as . restaurant meals.‘

vtotal diet studies and market basket surveys) which would

venable the Joint.Me : on Pesticide Res to make an
assessment of the actual intake of pestic . idues., .
w .

Ailzsuch‘data and any other data'avsilablern_the
residue.of pesticides,'metabolites-end deéradation
products in raw and processed food should be sent
,directly to the Chief Crop Protection Branch, Plant

Production and-Protection Division, FAO Rome.

_— Maf Step 2 of tolerances, temporary tolerances

and gracticel residue limits (see Appendix Iv)

18. Methods of analysis.
In every case where a practical residue limit.orla
temporary tolerance or a tolerance‘is submitted‘to
Governments the views of Governments are also required
on the appropriate method of analysis included in the

monographs submitted by the Joint Meeting on Pesticide

Residues.,

a. Aldrin»and Dieldrin




CCPR 67/Report -
Page 1k4.

The Committee discussed the document CCPR/67/12

entitled "Aldrin and Dieldrin", prepared by the

Netherlands Delegation with thevassistance'of the

United Kihgdom Delegation, and the recommendations of the’

Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues for aldrin and dieldrin.

The Committee agreed

1.

2.

In the light of new toxicological data which

have recently become available, to request
the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues to reconsider
the recommended acceptable daily 1ntake figure

of 0,000t mg/kg body-weight for aldrin and

dieldrin, and to considerxr recommendations

for tolerances; |

To invite Government comments af'Step'B onﬁfhe

practical residue limits shown in Appendix IV
s
and on the analytical methods presented in the

Report1) of the Joint Meeting with the addition

~of 0.1 ppm in egg yolk, The attention of

Governments ﬁas drawn to the views of the
Delegations summarised in Appendix V.

This rsport will be sent to FAO and HHO. so

that it can be fully discussed by the Joint Experts.

Meeting on Pesticide Residues.

1) Evaluation of some'pesticide residues in food

(FAO/PL &« CP/15, WHO/Food Add./67,32).
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Bighenxl

The Committee discussed the recommendation of the
Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues and endorsed a
tolerance of 110 ppm biphenyl on citrus fruit.
Carbaryl

The Committee took note of the fact fhaf.new toxicological'

information had become available on this compound and that

the Joint Meeting on Pestieide Residues intended to review
these new data at their‘next session. IUPAC wes reviewimg‘
studies about the chemical'mature of the termimal.
residues of carbaryl. | |

The Committee therefore decided to refer. the ADI and

the'tolerances to the Joint Meeting, but requested

that meat and poultry meat be included among the foods

-to be considered and to.coneider also the nature of -

theAmetabolites of carbaryl._

222 _ ,

The Committee examined the recommendation of-the‘Joint
Meetihg on Pesticide Residues but nofed that theee were
made on DDT and did not take into account the metabolites,
such as DDD and DDE, which are of pazticula;.imporfance
in certain foods. It was decided to request thedJoint
Meeting to reexamine the ADI but decided to submit the

tolerances and practical residue limits recommended by

the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues
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to Governments for comments. For information

of Governments recommendations of Delegations regarding
tolerances and practical residue levels are given in
Appendix VI.

The Committee was of the opinion that it would be

necessary that the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues
should recommend single figures for each group of

vegetables instead of proposing a range.,

Methyl bromide and ethylene dibromide

The Committee examined the recommendations of the Joint

Meeting on Pesticide Residues regarding temporary tolerances

for a number of commodities as shown in Appendix'IV and

‘noted that the tolerance of 50 ppm inorganic bromide

measured as total bromide in raw cereals was already
endorsed at Step 4. The Committee also endorsed the
recommendations of the Joint Meeting and decided to
request Governments to comment on these at Step 3.
The proposed tolerances appear in Appendix IV.

Lindane (gamma-BHC! *

The.attention of the Committee was drawn to the

occurrence of residues of the alpha and the beta isomers of
BHC. The desirability of collecting data on this subject was
expressed. The Committee endorsed the recommendations of

the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues on the temporary
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tolerances and practical residue limits shown

in Appéndix IV and requested Governments to comment
on these in the light of the information given in
Appendix VII. |

Heptachlor and heptachlor époxide -

The Committee endorsed the temporary tolerances and
practical residue limits recommended by the Joint

Meeting on Pesticide Residues and requested Governments to
comment on the proposals in Appendix VI in the light of

‘the information giﬁen in Appendix VIII.

h., Hydrogen phosphide

In discussing the proposals of the Joint Meeting on Pesticide

Residues the Committee noted that no ADI was proposed. for

this compound. It was drawn to the attention of the Committee

,that_cereais.treated with aluminium phosphide, if
properly cleaned and washed before being processed for
food,'did not contain residues from the fumigant materials.
The reéommended tolerance of 0.1 ppm hydrogen phosphide
for raw cereals in international trade was basedlon the
fact that no residue would appear in food ready for

consumption.

The Commitfee took note that the tolerance of 0.1 ppm was
erroneously referred to as "temporary" on p.11 of the 1967

report of the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues.,
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The Committee endorsed the recommendation of the Joint
Meeting and requested'Governmentvcomments on these at Step 3¢
Malathion

It was ﬁoted that the tolerance of 8 ppm ih raw cereals
'inlinternational trade had.already been endorsed at

Step 4.

The.Committee'endorsed the other tolerances shown in

Appendix IV, but decided to delete "and cereal products", K .

- The Committee asked Governments to comment on these

proposals at Step 3 in the 1ightdof the information

Organomereggz comgoﬁnds.

A comprehensive oaper prepared by the Udited'Kingdom'
delegafion with the assistahce of Sweden was presented,
from which it appeared that high levels of mercury were

found in Japanese riee.

The Japanese delegation pointed out that in the near

future the use of organomercury eompounds 4n the

oproduction of rice would be prohibited. The Committee

decided to refer this paper to the Joint Meeting on Pesticﬂb
Residues for reconeideration of organomercury compounds.
Piperonyl butoxide | |

It eee-noted that the ADI established by the Joint Meeting

on Pesticide Residues was temporary and that a reappraisal ‘

would be made in-five years if new foxicological data become
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'available. The Committee endorsed the proposals of

'the Joint Meeting on Pesticide. Residues as shown in Appendix

IV and invited Governments to comment at Step 3 on the
proposed temporary tolerances.

Pzrethrins

vThe-Connittee endorsed the recommendation of the
~Joint Meeting;on Pesticide Residues as~shown;in'Appendin'IV
‘but noted that the ADI”establishedjwas temporary;end_that

it would be revieﬁed in_three years if neﬁ.toxicologicelb

data beoome available,
The‘dovernments were requested to_oomnent7on theber

proposals at Step 3. §’

' Additions to and deletions from Prioritx List II R
. The Committee reexamined the Priority List II of

oompounds which will be examined by the Joint Meeting on :
Pesticide Residues.in December 1967 and decided to delete'
endrin fromdtnis 1list in view of.the:fact that extensive
vwork was in‘progress on this compound.' -

A working paper on diohlorvos brepared by the United
Kingdom delegation_(CCPR/67/1u)1Las presented, which

gives an extensive review of toxicological and residue

information.

In contrast to the recommendations in this'working_

paper the Swiss delegation suggests that international

1) and CCPR/67/14 add.1.
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toleraﬁoes be established for dichlorvos.
The Committee referred this paper to the Joint Meetlng on
Pesticide Residues for consideration. I .

It was pointed out to the Committee that the Joint Meeting -

on Pesticide Residues would. deal with the Priority List II .

pesticides‘and all matters referred to it by the CCPR.

'Establishment of Priority Lists III, IV and ¥ - | -

As agreed at its first meeting (Alinorm 66/24 para.it)
the Committee based its consideration of priorities on
whether pesticides were widely used on foodstuffs in

international trade which leave residues which might

be hazardous, taking into account the amount of the

foodstuffs which are consumed.

was guided by practical aspects such as the grouping

of the pesticides according to whether they were
insecticides, herbicides, fungicides etc., since
this would facilitate the work of the Joint Meeting.
After considering several proposals the Coﬁmittee

decided to include only insecticides in List III for
consideration by the Joint Meeting\on Pesticide Residues in -

1968. This 1ist is described in Appendix X.

b. With regard to Priority List IV a proposal was adopted

that only fungicides should be included in view of
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the already heavy work load of the Joint Meeting on
Pesticide Residues at their 1969 Session.
However, it was understood that this list of priorities

could be supplemented by other compounds, not

‘necessarily fungicides, on the condition that a short

paper, describing the technological need and the'i
importance in‘international-trade; is.submitted to the

third session of the CCPR.

‘During the discussion of the priority lists the

following requests and comménts were mades

WHO requested that Governments would submit a list
of manufacturers which are connected with the productiqn

of the compounds mentioned in the priority lists.

‘The head of the FAO wbrking Pafty invited Governments

to submit statistics on the percehtage ofbcrops which
were actually treated with a certain pesticide and

data on the disappearanée of reéidues during processing.
The Austfalian delegation drew attention to the fact

that residues resulting from good agricultural préctice
vary from coun£ry to country and thati;;porting countries
should recognize the'good agricultural practices of
exporting countries and provide tolerances accordingly.
While the Committee was discussing the pesticides to

be considered b& future joint meetings of the FAOQ
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working Party and WHO Expert Committee on Pesticide
Residues, the WHO representative explored the desirability
. and‘feasibilityvof having the pesticides on Priority
:IV, alongfwithlthose on Priority'III. considered by
e_the HHO Expert Committee on Pesticide Residues in :
/ e ———— ‘
1968, instead ‘of 1969 as proposed by this Committee.

This Committee reviewed the implications of this
proposed procedure upon the planned program for the |
vdevelopment of recommendations of acceptable daily ;
intakes, tolerances and methods of analysis. It was
noted that the toxicological data on some of the‘
-_pesticidee are not expected to become available until
1969. | B
For this and other reasons it is strongly recommended
that the Codex Alimentarius Commission inform the
Direotor-General of VHO of the need to hold ennual
meetings in order to facilitate the development of :
acceptable daily intakes, tolerances and methods of
analysis for pesticide“residues inbthe interests'of
protecting the health of consumers and of removing |
barriersto international trade in food. _
The FAO Working Party'on Pesticide Residues‘will'hold

a meeting in 1969.
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Allocation of Future Work
24, The Committee agreed that 41t would be desirable for individual

Governments to undertake work assignments and to prepare

working papers for fﬁtufe sessions. of the Joint Meeting on

3 Pesticide Residues.Such working papers should follow

the lay-out of the monographs of the Joint Meetings

(Evaluation of some pesticide residue$ in food,
o FAO, PLi1CP/15, WHO/Food Add./67.32) and two copies each
should be sent to the chief, Crop Protection Branch,
Plant Production and Protection Division, FAO, Rome and
the chief, Food Additives, WHO, Geneva in time, so that
experts participating at the Joint Meetings have time
\,. to study them. Two copies should also be sent to the
Chairman of the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues.
The type of information required has been outlined in
tﬁe various monographs and reports of FAO and WHO. -

@ List III (to be sent before 1 August 1268’

ethylene oxide : Federal Republic of Germany,
assisted by the United Kingdom

azinphos methyl Federal Republic of Germany
phosphamidon Switzerland
. endrin United States of America
" lead arsenate and Canada, assisted £y the
N calcium arsenate United Kingdom




fenchlorphos
dioxathion
rueleneR
chlorobenzilate
chloropropylate
coumaphos
oxythioquinox
ethion a)

dicofol a)

List IV (to be sent before 1
\
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United States of

United States of

United States of
Switzerland
Switzerland
Federal Republic

Federal Republic

August 1969)

binapacryl
dichlofluanid
organotin compounds
captan

félpet

difolatan

ortho-phenylphenol(and
sodium salt)

dinocap a)

quintozene a)

Federal Republic

Federal Republic

Netherlands

United States of
United States of
United States of

United States of

a) no country has assumed responsibility for

preparation of working paper.

America
America

America

of Germany

of Germany

of Germany

of Germany

America
America
America

America

the
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Recommendations made to the Commission at the first

Session of the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues.

25. Recommendations concerning the terms of reference of the
Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues (see page 11 of
Alinorm/66/24, paragraphs 1 and 4) were made to the
Fourth Session of the Codei Alimentarius Commission.

The Commission decided that it would not make changes

in the terms of reference or working procedures proposed
;nd referred the matter back to the Codex Committee on
Pesticide Residues for reconsideration.

After full discussion the Committee made the following

N new recomméndation: "That the procedure for the
establishment of tolerances, set out in paragraph 36 of

“E” the ﬁeport of the Third Session of the Codex Alimentarius

Commission (Alinorm 65/30 p. 23), should be slightly

, modified so that Member Governments should supply
foxicological data to the Codex Committee as well as to WHO!
26. The original‘proposal that "provisional international
tolerances" be established which were not based on
acceptable daily intake figures was again considered.

The Delegation of the United Kingdom pointed out that

there was still a need to establish "provisional international

tolerances" for pesticides for which no ADI's had as yet been

established by the Joint Meeting on Pesticidé Residues.
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The Delegation questioned the validity of the
mathematical calculations which were done to arrive

at intakes from tolerances and the value of comparing
ADI's with such calculated intakes.

The Delegation of the United Kingdom suggested that

the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues should be able
to establish such provisional international tolerances
based on good agricultural practice provided that the Joint
Meeting on Pesticide Residues had been able to make a
toxicological evaluation of the pesticides concerned and
subsequently market basket surveys were carried out.

The Committee decided not to make such a recommendation

in the light of the new procedure adopted by the Joint

Meeting on Pesticide Residues in recommending temporary
ADI's and temporary tolerances.’
Other business

The technical secretariat of FAO undertook to prepare

a list of legal tolerances for pesticides in various
countries for the next session of the Codex Committee
on Pesticide Residues.

Upon the request of some Delegations the technical

secretariat of FAO undertook to prepare a_glossary giving an

explanation of the meaning of the terms used in the reports

of the Joint Meetings on Pesticide Residues and of the Codex
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Committee on Pesticide Residues.

The secretariat of the Commission promised to collect
data on the residues occurring in‘food as a result of
market basket surveys, total diet'studies etc. and

to prepare a paper for the‘ﬁext session of this
Committee. | |

The Australian Delegation pointed out.that.it is
necessary‘to receive the felevanf'recommeﬁdations and
conclusioﬁs of the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues
as soon as.possible after their session.

The FAOISecretariat undertook to prbfide,Such-information.

Date of the next Session

A paper prepared by the FAO Secretariat (CCPR/67/11(1))

setting out the proposed dates for the sessions of the

-Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues and this Committee

was presented. It was pointed out in this papex that in
ordef to facilitate the work on pesticide residues 1t was
essential that the Jdint Meeting on Pesticide Residues meet
approximately two months after the session of this
Committee. This would allow WHO and FAO to make available
the réport and monographs of the Joint Meeting on Pesticide
Residues in time for distribution two months before the

sessions of this Committee.

- The FAO Secretariat stated that the monographs of the

Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues would be made

] Wh
C "
Ao .
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availabie by 1 July 1968,

It would also be possible for this Committee to refer
urgent matters to the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues
for consideration.

It was recommended that the next session of this

Committee bé held early October 1968 in The Netherlands.
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: Explanation of the meaning of a temporaray ADIL given:

in the Joint Report of the FAO Working Party on Pesticide

Residues and the WHO Expert Committee on Pesticide

Residues (WHO Technical Repprt Series 1967, 370, page 9)

The present (Joint Expert) meeting agreed to adhere
to the principles set out in earlier reporfs conéerning
‘. | the establishment of acceptable daily intakes. However,
A it also agreed to using a greater margin of safety ih
cases where several long-term studies have been reporﬁed
and where the lowest dosage showed an effect of |
questionable significance. This was done for a few
. | pesticides. The possibility of adopting what have been
referred to as‘temporary acceptabie daily intakes
(temporafy ADI's)! has also been considered in order to
arrive at temporary tolerance figures. As a result,

' some temporary ADI's have now been est‘imated for some

W e e S

Cel RIS

pesticides with the condition that additional necessary

toxicological information be available within a specified

T

R .

period of time, —

e, < =

i ¥por information on the significance and limitations of
the establishment of such figures the reader is referred
‘. to the Report of the Scientific Group on Procedures for

Investigating Intentional and Unintentional Food Additives

(WHO Techn.Rep.Ser., 1967, 348).
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These temporary ADI's have involved the application
of a large safety factor. (Sometimes it is stiil
;mééssible to estimate any ADI at all), The figure
will be reviewed within a specified period of |
time as set out in the relevant monographs. If no
action has been taken to provide the further evidence
required, it will be assumed that neither the
manufacturers nor the user countries are interested in

continuing the use of the pesficide.
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"Methods employed in estimating tolerances, CCPR/67/9,

as amended by the meeting.

‘The methods used by the FAO Working Party on Pesticide
Residues in estimating tolerances at the last Joint
Meeting are fully discussed in Section 2.3 pages 10
through 13 of SP.10/115.

However, due to the recent development of multi-
detection methods for pesticide residue analysis.‘rapid
p:ocedures_are’now becoming avalilable which permit the
‘determination Bf_the amount of pesticide residue in
‘fbod-at any stage of production, diétribution and
proceséing. In some countries'these procedures are now being
emﬁloyed'toAmphitor'theAfood sﬁpply and obtain a realistic
meééurement of potential pesticide ingestion by fhe
consumer. These monitoring programmes include "restaurant
meal studies", "total diet studlies" and "market baskef
surveys'. In countries in which such surveys have been
carried out, the ADI's for individual pesticides are

not being exceeded, even though a purely arithmetical
caiculat}on from tolerances on raw agricultural products
(trade tolerances) might suggest otherwise. Monitoring
programmes are useful for determining the actual residue
ingested by the consumer and whéther a tolerance required

by good agricultural practice is approaching or exceeding



In the monographs resulting from the 1966 Joint FAOQ/

 héve;beeﬁ incorporated (e.g. the assumption that all
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the ADI,
It is appreciated that there will be regional, seasonal
and annual variations in this results of such monitoring

of residues ingested by the consumer and that both

. food produced within the country and imported food

will be subject to such variations. However, the mean
values obtained in such annual surveys will be most

useful.
WHO meeting on Pesticide Residues, many safety factors

food of a particular tjpe will coptain residue and,
inbgome instances, no disappearance of residues
insforage, handling or processing before cdnsumption by
man) . |

Acc@rdingly,.the FAO Working Party on Residues is
conéidering that in its future work, the proposed
tolerances will be based primarily on the requirements
of éood agricultural practice, except where these
to;erances on raw agricultural products might exceed
the ADI when calculated from appropriate cohsumption
dafa. .

In theée latter cases,'they shall be designated as

a "temporary tolerance" for a périod not to exceed
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five years. The necessity for a five-year "temporary
tolerance" would result from one or more of the'
following situationss
a) Incomplete information on’ the chemical nature_
’:of the terminal residue on the Taw agricultural
| product or the processed food as ingested by man."
. b) Inadequate information on losses of residue |
"during storage, handling or consumption in man
s(including metabolic balance sheets in plants ».
' and animals) | o |
. c)'Incomplete information on “actual intake of
1residues by consumers.' | |
During this period, the FAO Vorking Party on Pesticide_
i_Residues would recommend that each member country using
:sisnificant quantities of the pesticidee under review ':ﬁi‘

or importing food containing these residuee,:should s

/lconduct a monitoring programme to analyse residues:fa

_actually occurring in the diet of the population to
. determine actual consumer intake. These data should
. be submitted directly to the FAO Vorking Party on

fvPesticide Residues for review as to the effectiveness'

'of the proposed tolerances in maintaining pesticide

vresidue intake below the ADI.
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'Sincefthetnni is established on the assumptionbof
C;”eﬁdaiiymlife-time'ingestion,_the five-year period
fifor“temporary tolerances will only be concerned with
:hless than 104 of the life span of man.

'It ie considered that the FAO Working Party must take
'isuch additional steps in proposing residue tolerances
in order to ensure that food products and conservation

“can be expanded with adequate realisation of the
;fnecessity for safeguarding the interests of the
p.consumer. | |

Q'Furthermore, the FAO Working Party respectfnlly wishes

ﬁito draw to the attention of the member countries of this

'fVCodex Committee the needs for additional research as

'Vhoutlined in the individual monographs, information

on member country patterns of pesticide use, residues
resulting from experimentaivprogrammes,,residues found
"in'commerce and losses of residues during storage and

. fdod‘processing. These datafwill be most important in

| the fnture forvthe purpose of proposing international

' tolerances for pesticide residues which will be practical
}iand safe for both the user ‘and consumer. These data
should be available to the FAO Vorking Party on \ |
Pesticide Residues early in the year in which this

Codex Committee proposes a pesticide for evaluation

of its‘residues by the FAO/WHO Joint Meeting on Pesticide

Residuesr
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PROPOSED TOLERANCE, TEMPORARY TOLERANCES AND PRACTICAL

RESIDUE LIMITS AT STEP 2 +)

:::Tofffff? =) ~ pem - " Food
pheny | | 110 Citrus'. 3“;>; 
hydrogen phosphide - - 0.1 Raw - cereals

malathio <§Z§>\'Fruit and dried fruit = -
: " (excluding citrus) Nuts ﬂ

Citrus fruit

Leafy Vegétables

" Other vegetables

TEMPORARY TOLERANCES

@ ~ éthylene dibromide™ | o
{ and methyl bromide/*+) "_400 o Dried eggs,spi¢és,herbs

250 Dried figs
75 Aiocadoeé
T 100 Dried raiéiﬁs; dates }
. | | o - 50 = Dried peacheé__ . |
» '20 | Dfied prunes
30 'the:'dri;d_fru;ts
30 Citrus ffuit;serawberries;
- | %0 Other fresh fruit, |

+) Governments are requested to comment on these

B N

proposals at Step 3 of the Procedure for the
'. Elaboration of Codex Standards.

++) Expressed as total inorganic bromide.




~_heptachlor and

1]heptachlor epoxide '

,_7( m-application to seed
.. and soil only) R

j'pipe:onyl_butoxide T

pyrethrins

(( PRACTICAL RESIDUE LIMITS
aldrin and dieldtih o

T CC?R‘67/Report
Appendix Iv

. Page 2.
Ppm Food
0.5 Raw cereals

(EEE:;K:?EE::ableefsmall.ffuits.v,

0.1 Milk §roducts (on fat 3

basis
0.1 Root vegetables (other
‘than potatoes)
Cole crops
Head lettuce

'.sSTEZEEf L

vather.leafy vegetable

20 ;Ne Raw cereals'
-85?_ Fruit (for canning)f:
o Dried fruit o
- Dried vegetables
| Oil seeds _
Tree~nuts_ 
3.0 Raw cereals o
1.0 Fruit (for canning)-
| Dried fruit u
Dried vegetables fe
011 seede .

Tree,nuts

0.003 VWhole milk

0.2 Meat (on fat‘haeis)




lindane

heptachlor and
heptachlor epoxide

’0;057

0.05

0.002

CCPR 67/Report.
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Foodv

¥ getable%
?Whole milk

Meat and poultry -

(Qn_fatﬂbasis) S

Meat (on fat basis)'
PotatOes_ 
Whole milk

Milk products (on'

fat basis)



ks

- 2 ; oo : ' : '
. RN ? “ . 2 ‘ " . . - f oo ’
o . . .
. - U ' V
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'Comments on, additions to and‘variafions of the Joint Meetin

Proposals for Bractical residue limits (temgoragz!'inlggm.

-Joint '
Meeting » : S o ‘ . '
Proposal | AUSTRALIA  AUSTRIA = BELGIUM CANADA FRANCE NETHERLANDS U.S.A.
Milk 1) _ 0.003 0;008 0.00k o - 0.004 ' 0.003 - 0.012
Meat ') o o o - -
(on fat basis) 0.2 0.25 , 0.2 | 0.25 0.2 0.25
Vegetables @ 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 >AO.05 - 0.05 0.1
~ ts 2) S |

Milk products - : o , _ v
(on fat basis) - 0.2 0.1 - 0.1 0.3

1) open spaceé $ no comment'on‘the’proposal

2) newly proposed during the Second Session of Codex Committee on
Pesticide Residues.
open spaces 3 to be studied.



- Newly . | meat etc.
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Comments oh, additions to and variations of the JointiMeeti: 1o osals for e S
recommended temporary tolerances and practical residue limits (temporg;x[ in"ggm;)

Mooting Y NETHER- NEW - -
" Proposal AUSTEALIA AUSTRIA BELGIUM CANADA GERMANY ‘LANDS ZEALAND U U.S.A.
L , ‘, : 2‘, 2, p 2,;_. 2’ » 2; O ,2;. _2; 2; 2
_ ,berriesf‘ 1 1.0 | i1 =3 o, 1 -

Recom- tru 1 4.0 S for ‘_7d' 1 o -
mended | other tree fruit 7.0 ’ the | 1.0
toleran- vegetables 1.0-7.0f ~ l'whole'| 1.0 1 -} o
ces 3) meat, fish, 1 7.0 7}  range| B o
poultry (omn fat | . | . ot b o
basis) SRR R . ,

1.0|

Newly | apple, pears, | - | | 1. . | 1.0
grapes and . T R 3:ifi'-~ e : R

propo= ‘cabbage .

- sed : : e L
. 5,6)| wide rango of B D I

foods .. - R 7;0'

-~
[ ) -
o

apples = ' - | - A , - 5.0 .
o black currants | == | 4. i PR ! IR R L Y
Practi- milk . - | .0.005{%o.005 | - 1. .} o.osf . - | $0.005 /0,02 |0.05
cal | milx products ' ERETEE [T o .if.f. S T S I -

' (on fat. basis) 0.2 |02y T 1.0 c po.2. 1.0 j1.25

Residue
11mita3)

. propo=- (on fat basis e A - o k?.o i
sed eggs - , _ - O 5 '
1) metabolites not included - 3) open spacessno comment on the proposal 5)proposa1 during ‘the Seoond

2) metabolites included . .~ 4) ‘Germany proposed for some fruits and Session of CCPR
_ 7 =T _ L vegetables 1 0 CoEe T e ERR T 6)open spaces:no proposal made




ALINORM 68/24
gccpn 67/Repert)
SP 10/115)
November 1967

CORRIGENDA |
(applies to the English version only)

Report of the Second Session of the

Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues

@ Appendix VII LINDANE
h (a) The second horizontal column under "Newly proposed 2,3"
should read:
e
egg, whole 0.1 prm
egg yolk 0.2 ppm
\
" ‘ hog fat 4,0 ppm
- cattle fat 7.0 ppm
‘ (v) Delete fourth horizontal colum ®*Newly proposed (practical

residue limits) 2,3

. 65930




LINDANE

CCPR 67/képor§

_ v L iAppendix VII. ‘i
'AComments on, additions to and variations of the Joint Meetigg proposals " '
~ for Recommended temporary tolerances and practical gggidue limits (tem ora.
Joint - | |
‘Meeting | = - - T ,
_ _ Proposal | AUSTRALIA CANADA - NETHERLANDS _U,.K.,
~ Recommen- |cereals . 0.5 ‘ S N el
‘ded tole- vegétables; small o o
rancesﬂ1 | fruits . . 3.0 2.0 o
’ milk produets : _ , : : ' -
(on fat basis) 0.1 1.25 0.2
Newly»z;a) egg. whole Cl L R | _'1,1 .
proposed |egg yolk , 1.2
Practical |milk S 0.00h 70,005
Residue : meat and’ poultry R R
1imits 1) | (on fat baeis) .o..7.- o 2.0

Newly 2,3) hog fat
. ' ) .
proposed cattle fat

1) open spacess no comment on’ the proposal
2) during the Second Session of CCPR.
3) openvspacest to be studigd, »

b0
7.0
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HEPTACHLOR AND HEPTACHLOR EPOXIDE

Comments on, additions to and variations of the Joint Meeting's

proposals for practical residue limits {temgorggx} in ppm

Joint

Meeting :

Proposal CANADA UeS. A
Meat (on fat basis) 0.05 - 0.25 0.1
Potatoes 1) 0.05
Milk : ~ 0.002 0.004 0.012
Milk products -
(on fat basis) 0.025 0.1 0.3

) {

1) open spaceévs no comment on the proposal.
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MALATHION

Comments on, additions to_and variations of the Joint

Meeting's proposals for recommended'temgoragx toierancea in ggm

j

Joint
Meeting
Progogal | CANADA NETHERLANDS U.S.A.

Fruit and dried fruit
(excluding citrus),

nuts, cereals . 1) 8.0 |

Citrus fruit 1) 4.0 8.0 | 8.0
Vegetables,leafy . 6.0 8.0 3.0 8.0
Vegetables,other - 1) 3.0 8.0 8.0

Meat (cattle, poultry
hog’ Sheep) ‘ 2.3) - o . o uoo hoo

1) open spaces § no comment on the proposal
2) néwly‘proposed during the Second Session of CCPR

3) open spaces 3 to be studied.
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 PRIORITY LISTS

‘Priority T s - o |
(aﬁended)f-ﬂf;ﬁjDDT and metabolites

'vﬂ};lindanef”=‘ | 3,
"iifgaldrin and dieldrin

; ff;heptachlor

ri“malathion_f5t

fdcarbaryl

' ﬁihydrogen phosphide (as derived from aluminium:
' : phoephide) -

“:otethylene dibromide (as such)
’“f”methyl bromide (as such)
dl‘“?gfpiperonyl butoxidefffﬂjafff

E'}i PYrethrins_af$Fm A:}f-w

r;diphenyl
R : ‘dorganie mercury compounds
af?Prior1t27iIe"i*fcarbon disulfide ' |

(rev;eed)hfﬁ*ﬁ;*

-ﬂcarbon tetrachloride

| fﬁichlordang:e;g*J--

s _,demeton.s-methyl
?diazinon | .
"diohlorvos , _
"5dg€;d1methoate:;!f'd"
o dithiooarbamates
:€:endosu1fan ,7'”

" ethylene dichloride




Priority IIT 3

Priority IV
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parathion

MGK 264
Insecticides
azinphos methyl
phosphamidon
endrin

ethylene oxide
lead arsenate
calcium arsenate
ethion

dicofol
fenchlorphos
dioxathion
ruelene R
chlorobenzilate
chloropropylate.

coumafos

oxythioquinox

$ fungicides

binapacryl
dinocap
quintozene

dichlofluanid

captan
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folpet

difolatan

organotin compounds

ortho-phenylphenol (+ sodium salt)
Priority V .z herbicides

atrazin

simazin

promethryn

barban

di-alléte

ﬁaraquat

diguat

2,4~-D

2,4,5-T

Pyrazon (=PCA)

Consideration of Priority lists by the Joint Meeting

of Experts on Pesticide Residues (JMPR) and the Codex

Committee on Pesticide Residues (CCPR) 1/

JMPR CCPR
I Dec. 1967 2/
II Dec. 1967 Oct. 1968
IIX Dec. 1968 1969
Iv 1969 1970
v 1970 -1971
1/ Tentative time~table of meetings.
2/ Reconsideration of the amended List I which has already

been evaluated by the Joint Meeting on Pesticide Residues
in November 1966.




