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ALINORM 76/44
] . April 1976
REPORT OF THE ELEVENTH SESSION
OF THE
JOINT FAO/WHO CODEX ALIMENTARIUS COMMISSION

PART I

INTRODUCTION

1. The Eleventh Session of the Joint FAO/WHO Codex Alimentarius Commission was held

at FAO Headquarters, Rome, from 29 March to 9 April 1976. The session was attended by

310 participants, including the representatives and observers of 60 countries and

observers from 29 international organizations (see Appendix I for the List of Participants).

2. The Commission was presided over by the Chairman, Dr. D.G. Chapman (Canada) and by
two of its three Vice-Chairmen, Dr. E. Matthey (Switzerland) and Dr. T. Ndoye {Senegal).
The third Vice-Chairman, Dr. E. Méndez (Mexico) could not be present for the entirety
of the session.  The Joint Secretaries were Mr. G.O. Kermode and Mr. H.J. McNally (FAOQ)
and Dr. F.C. Lu and Dr. L. Reinius (WHO). .

Address by the Deputy Director-General of FAQ

3. The Eleventh Session of the Joint FAQ/WHO Codex Alimentarius Commission was convened
by the Directors-General of FAO and WHO, and was opened, on behalf of the Directors-General,
with a speech of welcome by Mr. Roy I. Jackson, Deputy Director-General of FAO. Amongst
other things, Mr. Jackson referred to the expanding interest shown by Member Governments
of FAO and WHO in the work of the Commission, the shift in emphasis in FAO and WHO to what
might be described as country-focus activities and its relationship to the work of the
Commission, and the increasing attention being paid by the Commission to the needs of the
developing countries. He also paid tribute to the retiring Chairman of the Commission,
Dr. D.G. Chapman (Canada) and expressed the appreciation of WHO and FAO to those govern-
ments which had undertaken the task of chairing and hosting meetings of the Commission's
subsidiary bodies. The full text of Mr. Jackson's address is contained in Appendix II to
this report.

Adoption of Agenda and Timetable

4. The Commission adopted the provisional agenda with a slight re-arrangement in the order
of items to be discussed.

Election of Officers of the Commission

5. During the session, the Commission elected Dr. E. Matthey (Switzerland) as Chairman
of the Commission to serve from the end of the 11th to the end of the 12th session of the
Commission and also re-elected Dr. T. Ndoye (Senegal) and elected Dr. D. Eckert (Federal
Republic of Germany) and Mr. W.C.K. Hammer (Australia) as Vice-Chairmen of the Commission
to serve from the end of the 11th to the end of the 12th session.

6. The Commission elected from the members of the Commission representatives for the
following geographic locations in the Executive Committee of the Codex Alimentarius
Commission, to hold office from the end of the 11th to the end of the 13th session of the
Commission in accordance with Rule III.1 of the Rules of Procedure of the Commission:
Africa - Kenya; Asia - Thailand; Europe - Czechoslovakia; Latin America - Brazil;
North America - U.S.A.; South West Pacific - New Zealand. ’

PART II

REPORT BY THE-CHAIRMAN ON THE TWENTY-FIRST AND TWENTY~-SECOND SESSIONS OF THE EXECUTIVE
COMMITTEE

7. The Commission received reports concerning the 21st and 22nd sessions of the Executive
Committee held in Geneva from 17 to 19 June 1975 and in Rome on 23 and 24 March 1976,
respectively. The reports of these two sessions of the Executive Committee were contained
in ALINORM 76/3 and ALINORM 76/4. 1In introducing and reviewing the reports, the Chairman
indicated that all but one of the substantive items considered by the Executive Committee
would be dealt with by the Commission under the agenda items relating to the matters
concerned. The following matter was dealt with under this item of the agenda.
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Proposed GATT Code of Conduct for Preventing Technical Barriers to Trade

8. The proposed GATT Code of Conduct for Preventing Technical Barriers to Trade had
been discussed by the Commission at its Tenth Session (ALINORM 74/44, paras 15 and 16)
and by the Executive Committee at its Twenty-First and Twenty-Second Sessions (ALINORM
76/3, paras 15-17 and ALINORM 76/4, paras ;7-20).

9. The representative of GATT was invited to speak on the proposed Code. He referred
to correspondence between the GATT Secretariat and the Codex Secretariat concerning the
proposed Code, the substance of which ‘had been conveyed to the Members of the Commission
in circular letter CL 1975/10, April 1975. There had been very recent correspondence
between the two Secretariats and the Executive Committee at its Twenty-Second Session
took note of a communication from GATT summarizing developments concerning the proposed
Code.

10. The communication indicated that in March 1975 it had been agreed that negotiations
should commence initially on a range of non-tariff measures and in this regard the Sub-
Group Technical Barriers to Trade had been established to draw up general rules in the
area, inter alia, of standards. The Sub-Group Technical Barriers to Trade had agreed

that the proposed Code of Conduct for Preventing Technical Barriers to Trade should be
used as the basis for its work. A great deal of work had been done on the text of the
proposed Code. This work, which also related to problems in the area of packaging and
labelling, was continuing (for example, the Sub-Group had been examining specific drafting
suggestions and had also examined the .applicability to the proposed Code of the definitions
drawn up by the United Nations Economic Commissieon for Europe and the International
Organization for Standardization). So far, the question of the applicability of this

work to agricultural product standards had yet to be taken up by the relevant negotiating
bodies established within the framework of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations to treat
tariff and non<tariff measures relating to agricultural products.

17. In reply to an enquiry from Dr. T. Ndoyc (Senegal), Vice-Chairman, as to whether
UNCTAD wa~n ancoci>ted with GATT in this area of activity, the representative of GATT
indicated that there were close working relationships with a number of interested inter-
national organizations in this area, including UNCTAD.

12. The Commission endorsed the view of the Executive Committee which had re-emphasized

the need for the Secretariat to maintain the closest liaison with the GATT Secretariat

and fFor the work in GATT on the proposed Code and in other areas of possible interest

to the Commission to be followed very closely. In this connection, the Executive Committee
had re-stressed the desirability that the Secretariat of the Codex Alimentarius Commission
should be invited to attend these GATT meetings in an observer capacity. The Secretariat
undertook, within the limits of its travel budget, to try and be represented at these
meetings, assuming that they were not restricted meetings.

13. The Executive Committee had also reiterated the view which it had expressed at its
Twenty~First Session that delegates attending sessions of the Commission and its subsidiary
bodies should get in touch with their counterparts in other Ministries in their countries
attending the GATT meetings on this subject, so that the representatives attending the
GATT meetings might be more closely acquainted with the objectives and working procedures
of the Commicsion in the matter of international food standards.

PART III
MEMBERSHIP OF THE CODEX ALIMENTARIUS COMMISSION AND ACCEPTANCE OF CODEX STANDARDS

14. The Commission had before it a list of Members of the Codex Alimentarius Commissiqn.
The membership as at 9 April 1976 is set out below. The Commission noted that since 1ts
last session, membership had increased by nine countries and that 114 countries were now
Members of the Commission. The nine new Members of the Commission were as follows:
Bangladesh, Bénin - People's Republic of, Burma, Cambodia, El Salvador, Guinée-Blssau,
Nepal, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Western Samoa.




AFRICA

1.
2.
3.

21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

Algeria

Bénin, People's Rep. of *
Burundi

Cameroon

Central African Rep.
Congo, People's Rep. of
Egypt, Arab Rep. of
Ethiopia

Gabon

Gambia

Ghana

Guinea-Bissau *
Ivory Coast

Kenya

Liberia

Lybian Arab Rep.
Madagascar

Malawi

Mauritius

Morocco

Nigeria

Senegal

Sudan

Swaziland

Tanzania, United Rep. of
Togo

Tunisia

Uganda

Upper Volta

Zaire, Rep. of
Zambia

ASIA

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

Bangladesh *

Burma *

Cambodia *

India

Indonesia

Iran

Iraq

Japan

Jordan

Korea, Rep. of
Kuwait

Lebanon

Malaysia

Nepal *

Oman, Sultanate of
Pakistan
Philippines

Qatar

Saudi Arabia
Singapore

Sri Lanka

Syrian Arab Rep.
Thailand

United Arab Emirates
Viet-Nam

Yemen, People's Dem. Rep. of

EUROPE

58. Austria

59. Belgium

60. Bulgaria

61. Cyprus

62, Czechoslovakia
63. Denmark

64. Finland

65. France

66. Germany, Fed. Rep. of
67. Greece

68. Hungary

69. Iceland

70. Ireland

71. Israel

72. Italy

73. Luxembourg

74. Malta )
75. Netherlands
76. Norway

77. Poland

78. Portugal

79. Romania

80. Spain

81. Sweden

82. Switzerland
83. Turkey

84. United Kingdom
85. U'S..SDR' *

86. Yugoslavia

LATIN AMERICA

€7. Argentina
€6. Barbados
89. Bolivia
90. Brazil
91. Chile
92. Colombia
93. Costa Rica
94. Cuba )
95. Dominican Republic
96. Ecuador
97. El1 Salvador *
98. Guatemala
99. Guyana
100. Jamaica
101. Mexico
102. Nicaragua
103. Panama
104. Paraguay
105. Peru
106, Trinidad and Tobago
107. Uruguay
108. Venezuela

NORTH . AMERICA

109. Canada
110- UoSo'Ao

SOUTH-WEST PACIFIC

111. Australia

112, Fiji

113. New Zealand
114, Western Samoa *

* New Members since the Tenth Session of the Commission.
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Progress Report on Acceptances of Recommended Codex Standards and Recommended Codex
Maximum Limits for Pesticide Residues

15. The Commission took note of the contents of documents ALINORM 76/6, Parts I, II,
I1I, IV and vV and LIM 2, which were introduced and reviewed by the Secretariat.

Document ALINORM 76/6, Part I, contained a detailed comparison which had been made by
Japan, between many of the Recommended Codex Standards and Recommended Maximum Limits
for Pesticide Residues and Japanese national standards. The differences between the
Codex recommendations and the Japanese national standards were set forth in detail in
the document.

16. Document ALINORM 76/6, Part II, contained details of the deviations notified by
the U.S.A. in connection with its Acceptance with Specified Deviations of the Recommended
General Standard for the Labelling of Prepackaged Foods and the Recommended Standard for
Ouick Frozen Peas. The U.S.A. also set forth in a summary document (LIM 2) - which as

a Conference Room document did not receive full distribution prior to the Commission's
session - its position on several Recommended Codex Standards and Recommended Maximum
Limits for Pesticide Residues. The U.S.A. had completed its rule-making procedure
including publication of Recommended Codex Standards in the Federal Register Ffor comments
on 21 Recommended International Codex Standards. 1In addition, the U.S.A., had completed
action on the Recommended European Regional Standard for Honey. Included in the actions
to-date was the establishment of eight new regulations for products not previously
covered in U.S. regulations. Official notification of the U.S. action had been prepared
on the appropriate form supplied by the Secretariat and these completed forms were in the
process oif being formally transmitted to the Secretariat by the U.S. Government.

17. The U.S.A. had given Acceptance with Specified Deviations to the Recommended
General Standard for the Labelling of Prepackaged Foods and to 12 Recommended Commodity
Standards (canned Pacific salmon, margarine, canned grapefruit, canned applesauce, canned
sweet corn, canned plums, quick frozen peas, dextrose anhydrous, dextrose monohydrate,
glucose syrup, dried glucose syrup and lactose). The U.S.A. reaffirmed its previous
advice to the Secretariat that it did not accept the Recommended International Standards
for edible soya bean o0il, edible arachis o0il, edible cottonseed oil, edible sunflowerseed
0il, edible rapeseed o0il, edible maize oil, edible sesameseed oil, edible safflowerseed
0il and mustardseed oil. However, as there did not appear to be any provisions in the
above Recommended International Standards which would be in conflict with the basic
requirements of the U.S. food laws and regulations, those oils, other than rapeseed oil,
complying with the Recommended Codex Standards would not be barred because of any
specifications or requirements therein from entering the U.S. or moving freely in U.S.
domestic commerce. Only hydrogenated rapeseed oil had been used for food in the U.S.A.
and there would be some question of the acceptability of untreated rapeseed oil until

the significance of its erucic acid content and toxicity had been more fully explored.

18. The summary paper prepared by the U.S.A. (LIM 2) reiterated that while the U.S.
did not accept the Recommended European Regional Standard for Honey, the U.S. would
permit honey that fully complied with the standard to be distributed in the U.S.A. The
summary paper also indicated that Recommended Codex Maximum Limits for Pesticide Residues
had been accepted by the U,S.A. The commodity definitions differed slightly from those
recommended by the Commission, and for this reason, the applicable commodities had been
identified. The list of Recommended Maximum Limits For Pesticide Residues accepted by
the U.S.A. has been reproduced in document ALINORM 74/6-Part IV Addendum.

19. Document ALINORM 76/6, Part III, set forth the position of Canada concerning the
acceptance of certain Recommended Codex Standards and also concerning the Recommended
Codex Maximum Limits for Pesticide Residues. Canada had given Acceptance with Specified
Deviations to the Recommended Standard for the Labelling of Prepackaged Foods and to 16
Recommended Commodity Standards, as listed in the document mentioned above. Canada had
decided to give non-acceptance in the case of one Recommended Commodity Standard. The
details of the position of Canada with regard to each of the 18 Recommended Standards
including full details of specified deviations, were set forth in the eighteen completed

forms for the declaration of acceptance or non-acceptance, which formed part of ALINORM
76/6, Part III.
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20. Document ALINORM 76/6-Part III also set forth in detail the position of Canada
regarding acceptance or non-acceptance of every Recommended Codex Maximum Limit listed
in the publication "Recommended International Maximum Limits for Pesticide Residues
(Fourth Series)". Each and every food product listed in that publication had been
covered in the Canadian reply. This information was set forth in the required completed
forms which also formed part of document ALINORM 76/6-Part III. It was noted that
Canada had been able to give Full Acceptance to a very substantial number of the
Recommended Codex Maximum Limits for,Pesticide Residues.

21. Document ALINORM 76/6-Part IV contained information supplied by Singapore.<
Singapore had completed the form relating to acceptance or non-acceptance of the
Recommended General Standard for the Labelling of Prepackaged Foods and also the form
relating to the acceptance or non-acceptance of the Recommended Codex Maximum Limits for
Pesticide Residues (Fourth Series). Singapore had given Acceptance with Specified
Deviations to the Recommended General Standard for the Labelling of Prepackaged Foods
and had specified the deviations. As regards the Recommended Codex Maximum Limits for
Pesticide Residues, Singapore had given Full Acceptance to a number of them, but, in

the main, its position was one of non-acceptance on the grounds that most of the
recommended maximun limits were above the tolerance levels permitted in Singapore.

22, Document ALINORM 76/6-Part V, contained replies from 20 countries (Bahrein,
Bolivia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, Ghana, Honduras, Iran, Republic of Xorea,
Madagascar, New Zealand, Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania, Thailand, United Kingdom, Venezuela,
Yemen Arab Republic and Zaire. Five of the above countries (Costa Rica, Ghana, Honduras,
Thailand and the Yemen Arab Republic) had given Full Acceptance to certain of the
Recommended Codex Standards. Two countries (Costa Rica and Egypt) had given Acceptance
with Specified Deviations to some of the standards and six countries (Bahrein, Bolivia,
Iran, Madagascar, Rwanda and zaire) had given Target Acceptance to a number of the )
standards. Other countries listed in the document indicated their respective positions,
including action being taken by them in regard to the standards.

23. Replies had also been received from the Netherlénds, Portugal Switzerland and the
United Kingdom, but they arrived too late to enable them to be published and put before
the Commission. The Secretariat gave a verbal resumé of these replies.

24. The Netherlands, as host country for the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues
and, therefore, conscious of a special responsibility in this field, had sent to the
Secretariat a very detailed reply with reference to all of the Recommended Codex Maximum
Limits for Pesticide Residues contained in the Fourth Series publication (CAC/RS 65-1974),
in order to furnish an idea of how the Recommended Codex Maximuwn Limits related to .
existing tolerances and tolerances to be developed in the’Netherlands. The main purpose
of the response of the Netherlands was to indicate whether products conforming with the
Recommended Codex Maximum Limits could or could not be imported into the Netherlands.

In its reply, the Netherlands had indicated that it had to take account of developments

in this field in the European Economic Community. The Netherlands had also indicated that
it had found that there was a need for some more headings in the form (Form 3) than those
which had been devised by the Secretariat.

- 25. Portugal had indicated that it gave Full Acceptance to the following Recommended
Standards: canned tomatoes, canned peached, canned grapefruit, canned pineapple, edible
dried fungi, fresh fungus Chanterelle, quick frozen peas, tomato juice and apple juice.
Portugal had also given Acceptance with Specified Deviations to the Recommended Standards
for canned green beans and wax beans, canned applesauce and canned sweet corn. The
deviations, which were few, and concerned mainly the sections on food additives in the
standards would have to be complied with for the products to be permitted to be distributed
freely in Portugal. Portugal also accepted the Recommended Methods of Analysis for
Processed Fruits and vegetables.

26, Switzerland had completed the form concerning acceptance or non-acceptance of the
Recommended Maximum Limits for Pesticide Residues (Form 3) in respect of the maximum

limits listed in the Fourth Series publication. 1In Switzerland legislation .was .currently
being considered with respect to pesticide residues, in order to achieve some harmonization
with the Codex recommendations. It was not known yet, however, whether the revised
legislation would be adopted. The information given in the completed form by Switzeriand
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was for information purposes only. The information showed what Switzerland intended to
accept when the amendments to Swiss legislation came into force. As soon as this took
place, there would be an official communication from the Swiss Government. For the
moment, the law in Switzerland laid down that only residues from those pesticides
permitted to be used in Switzerland would be tolerated on imported foods. The intention
of Switzerland, as expressed in the markings in the completed form, indicated a number

of Full Acceptancesand Non-Acceptances. In many cases, where there was a marking under
Non-Acceptance, there was an indication that the intention would be that products comply~
ing with the Recommended Maximum Limits would be allowed to be distributed freely in
Switzerland.

27. The Swiss response also covered the acceptance procedure in Switzerland for
Recommended Codex Standards. All the Recommended Standards that had been issued to
Governments for acceptance had been evaluated by the Swiss National Codex Committee for
the purposes of incorporation in Swiss legislation. The Swiss National Codex Committee
had transmitted them, with its recommendations, to the Federal Health Service, Division
of Foodstuffs Control. The Federal Health Service had the task of incorporating the
standards in Swiss law. The legal texts on the following were in the course of revision:
labelling, quick frozen foods, margarine and fruit juices, As soon as the proposed
amendments came into force in Swiss legislation, Switzerland would be in a position to
give either Full Acceptance or Acceptance with Specified Deviations to the Recommended
Standards on the above subject and commodities. All other standards would be gradually
. incorporated into Swiss law in accordance with the same procedure. Switzerland was of
the opinion that a world-wide harmonization of food laws had a great priority and hoped
that other Governments as well as international. agencies would be guided by the same
philosophy.

28. The United Kingdom had given a response in respect of all of the Commodity
Standards which have been adopted so far by the Commission and also in respect of the
General Standard for the Labelling of Prepackaged Foods. The U.K. had indicated that

it had no specific compositional or labelling regulations for any of the products covered
by the Recommended Codex Standards and, for this reason, was unable to accept any of

the Recommended Codex Standards at this time. The U.XK. added that it was not possible
to allow the free circulation of products conforming to the Recommended Codex Standards,
because of differences between the U.K. general labelling laws, which apply to all of
these products, and the Recommended Codex International Standard for the Labelling of
Prepgckaged Foods, the provisions of which are attracted to the Recommended Commodity
Standards.

29. The U.K. pointed out that the European Economic Community had adopted Directives
covering several of the products for which there were Recommended Codex Standards, namely:

Apricot, Peach and Pear Nectars

Orange Juice

Grapefruit Juice

Lemon Juice

Apple Juice

Concentrated Apple Juice

Concentrated Orange Juice

White Sugar

Dextrose Anhydrous

Dextrose Monohydrate

Glucose Syrup

Dried Glucose Syrup .
Honey (Codex European Regional Standard)

The U.K. had indicated that consideration was being given to the extent to which the U.K.
‘law implementing the Directives, when made, would be consistent with some form of
acceptance of the Recommended Codex Standards for these products.

» 30. For certain other products cqvered by Recommended Codex Standards, namely:

Powdered Sugar (Icing Sugar)

Soft Sugars

Lactose

Powdered Dextrose (Icing Dextrose)
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the U.K. had indicated that compositional and labelling regulations were being drafted.
When these came into force, and when the results of the ICUMSA review of methods of
analysis for these sugars were known, further consideration would be given to the extent
to which the U.K., was able to notify some form of acceptance of the Recommended Codex
Standards for these products.

31. As regards all other products for which there were Recommended Codex Standards,

the U.K. indicated that it was currently involved in a major domestic review of its general
labelling law and was involved in continuing discussion with other Member States of

the European Economic Community on the harmonization of general labelling laws in the
Community. The U.K. would be reconsidering the replies to the questions set forth in

the form for the declaration of acceptance or non-acceptance of Recommended Codex
Standards, when these exercises had been completed.

32. As regards the Recommended International Standard for the Labelling of Prepackaged
Foods, the U.K. also indicated its position on the form for the acceptance or non-
acceptance of this standard (Form 2§ The U.X. indicated that it was not yet in a
position to accept this standard, because it was, at the present time, involved in a

major review of all its general labelling law. It was also involved in continuing
discussions with other Member States of the EEC on the harmonization of general -labelling
laws in the Community. The U.,K. pointed out that this Standard was playing an important
part in the preparation of the proposed Community general labelling law. It was for these
reasons that the U.K. could not, at present, accept the Recommended Codex Standard and
that the differences which exist between the standard and corresponding U.K. labelling

law had not been listed at this time.

33. During the course of the discussion that followed the presentation and review
of the papers on acceptances which had been prepared by the countries mentioned above,
several delegations indicated what action was being taken in their countries concerning
acceptance of the Codex recommeridations.

34. The delegation of Norway referred to the administrative and legal procedures
that had to be followed in Norway in giving consideration to the Recommended Standards
and of the need for ensuring the fullest coordination with all the interests involved.
The delegation of Norway stressed the importance of the Recommended Standards as forming
the foundation on which fair practice in world-wide food trade was based. Norway hoped
to be in a position to notify 'a number of acceptances in the not too distant future.

35. The delegation of Australia referred to difficulties in giving acceptances,
arising from Australia's constitutional arrangements. However, Codex work was being
followed very closely in Australia and Australia hoped to be in a position before too
long to communicate its position on acceptances of the Recommended Codex Maximum Limits
for Pesticide Residues.

36. The delegation of Nigeria indicated that there was great interest in Codex work
in Nigeria. A new Food Law had come into force on 10 February 1976. One of the basic
principles of the new law was that where Nigeria did not have a national standard for a
particular food product, it would use the Recommended Codex Standards. As the applica-
tion of national standards developed, Nigeria would, in the event of there being
differences between the national standards and the Recommended Codex Standards, review
its acceptances of the Recommended Codex Standards.

37. . The delegation of Senegal indicated that it was hoped to establish shortly in
Senegal a National Codex Committee. The establishment of such a Committee, working in
conjunction with the 'Comité Scientifique de l1a Commission du Contrdle des Produits
Alimentaires', would hasten the process of considering the Recommended Codex Standards
with a view to acceptance., Senegal expected that it would, in ‘due course, be able to
give Target Acceptance to many of the Recommended Codex Standards, and, where appropriate,
Full Acceptance to certain of them,

38. The delegation of Malaysia indicated that Malaysia was in the process of revising
its food and drug regulations., Wwhen this work was completed Malaysia expected to be

in a position to communicate its position concerning acceptance of the Recommended
Standards to the Commission,



39. The representative of the Commission of the European Economic Community gave

a brief outline of developments within the EEC in this field. He indicated that within
the Community there was a positive attitude to the acceptance of the standards passed
to Step 9 which are covered by Community rules. The procedure and form in which such
an attitude is to be expressed were currently being examined.

40. The Commission expressed satisfaction at the progress being made concerning
acceptance of the Recommended Codex Standards and Recommended Codex Maximum Limits for
Pesticide Residues. The latest position on acceptances is summarized in tabular form
on a standard by standard basis in Appendix III to this report. The Commission noted
that the Secretariat hoped to be in a position to institute a "drive" on acceptances
and would be giving attention to how best and in what format to report periodically

to Governments on replies received.

PART IV

ACTIVITIES WITHIN FAO, WHO AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS OF INTEREST TQ THE

CODEX ALIMENTARIUS COMMISSION

4. The Commission had before it document ALINORM 76/33, section A of which contained
a report by FAO and section B a report by WHO on activities in the two Organizations of
interest to the Commission.

42, In introducing section A of the document, the FAQO Secretariat pointed out that,
while FAO activities on food control and consumer protection were not an integral part
of the work of the Codex Alimentarius Commission, the activities were directly related
and complementary to the Commission's work. Mention was made of activities in the areas
of food additives and contaminants, such as the FAO/WHO Joint Expert Committee on Food
Additives and the FAO/WHO Symposium on Anabolic Agents. With regard to mycotoxins, the
ongoing UNEP supported FAO programme was mentioned, which was designed to promote
action on a national level in control of mycotoxins and included a Joint FAO/UNEP/WHO
Conference, which would be held during 1977.

43, The FAO Secretariat mentioned various Joint FAO/WHO activities being carried out
under a UNEP supported project to assist the Codex Alimentarius Commission in the area of
contaminants in food and FAO and WHO in strengthening food control capabilities. Work
under this programme had been done with regard to (i) methods of analysis and sampling
for contaminants, (ii) microbiological specifications, (iii) a publication on Guidelines
for Developing an Effective National Food Control System, and (iv) review of the work
done by the Codex Alimentarius Commission in the field of pesticide residues. Further
work on the project would include the development of a Manual for Food Inspectors.

44, It was pointed out that the FAO Programme of Food Control Assistance operated
both at the national and regional levels and included advice on food legislation, the
training of inspectors, laboratory personnel and food control administrators and on the
setting up of laboratories, and that in carrying out this programme, the work of the
Codex Alimentarius Commission had been utilized. Country and regional projects and
surveys were mentioned. Training was being given the highest priority in this programme
and valuable support had been received from UNEP in this regard. Emphasis was placed

on the fact that food control was a developmental activity and not merely a system for
policing.

45. The FAO Secretariat referred to a number of other FAO activities which were
related to overall development of effective food control services at a national level.
Mention was made of the FAO programme which provided advice on the carrying out of food
consumption surveys in developing countries. The work of the units in FAO in the field
of food hygiene and quality control, covering fisheries and animals was also described.
with regard to fisheries, it was mentioned that there were a number of projects on fish
inspection. Reference was also made to the work on the development of codes of tech~
nological/hygienic practice for fish handling to ensure food quality and safety, and
also to work on other related topics.
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46. The FAO Secretariat also referred to the work of the Animal Production and
Health Division of FAO, which covered inter alia a Meat Development Programme; codes
of meat hygiene practices; projects on meat inspection, including the hygiene aspects,
in slaughterhouses; seminars on meat hygiene; and the development of materials for
use in training on meat hygiene. Reference was made to a Meat Inspection Training
Centre for English-speaking countries of Africa, a project supported by DANIDA, located
in Nairobi, Kenya. Information was also given on the work done by the Plant Production
and Protection Division in assisting developing countries in the use and control of
pesticides, in order to minimize pesticide residues in food, and in strengthening
pesticide laboratory facilities and the carrying out of environmental impact monitoring
surveys with regard to pesticides.

47. The WHO Secretariat, in introducing section B of document ALINORM 76/33, referred
to the close working relations between WHO and FAO, for example the FAO/WHO Guidelines
for Development of an Effective National Food Control System. He stated that the
objective of WHO's Food Safety Programme was to collaborate with Member States in their
efforts to develop or strengthen their food safety control programmes and/or services.
This objective was to be achieved by two main approaches. One was the provision of
various types of food safety information and the other the promotion of national food
safety control programmes. Most of the latter, i.e. food safety control was in the form
of country projects or inter-country projects which were handled by WHO's six regional
offices, located in Washington, Copenhagen, Brazzaville, Alexandria, New Delhi and
Manila. There was a more limited number of inter-regional projects which were handled
by the Headquarters of WHO. There were about 100 such projects. Most of these projects
were initiated at the request of government agencies.

48, The above-mentioned projects were either financed from WHO's regular budget or
from extra-budgetary funds and covered various aspects of food control including (i)

the assessment of national needs, (ii) the provision of training courses and fellowships
for personnel engaged in various facets of food safety control, and (iii) the provision
of other services as required (e.g. WHO had provided expert assistance in two very
recent food poisoning episodes, and had offered facilities for analysis of foodstuff
suspected of being contaminated). The WHO Secretariat also pointed out that the projects
mentioned in document ALINORM 76/33 (4.3.2 and 4.3.3) were examples only. A complete
list was given in WHO's Official Record # 220 - Programme and Budget Estimates.

49. The other main approach involved the provision of food safety information. It
included (1) the collection or generation of information, (2) the evaluation of health
hazards of additives, pesticides and microbiological and chemical contaminants, (3)
collaboration with Member States in the elaboration of food standards within the Fframe-
work of the Codex Alimentarius Commission and (4) the preparation of food safety manuals,
guidelines, etc.

50. The WHO Secretariat described a few recent activities and activities that were
in preparation. The Joint FAO/WHO Food Contamination Monitoring Programme, supported
by UNEP, had completed a number of activities and it was expected that additional
activities would be undertaken, including the preparation of guidelines for national
food monitoring systems, designation of collaborating centres and collaboration with
Member States.

51. The Expert Committee on Irradiated Foods would be jointly sponsored by FAO and
IAEA and would take place in Geneva from 31 August to 7 September 1976. There would

be two sessions of the Joint FAO/WHO Expert Committee on Food Additives in the biennium
1976/77. However, there was provision for only one session of the Joint FAO/WHO Meeting
on Pesticide Residues,

52. In June 1976 there would be an Expert Consultation on the subject of ceramic
foodware safety as a follow-uyp to the International Conference held in Geneva in 1974.
The proceedings of the 1974 Conference should be available in the very near future;

the undue delay was the result of a fire accident which destroyed the original manuscript.

53. With respect to the Conference on Anabolic Agents held in November 1974, the

WHO Secretariat stated that the report of the Conference has been distributed by FAO and
WHO and that the papers presented at the Conference would be published in their entirety
in the near future. '

















































































































































































































































































