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The Member States of the European Union (MSEU) welcome the 30" edition of the Codex
Procedural Manual (PM) and thank for the document (CX/GP 25/34/5) prepared by the Codex
Secretariat.

While the MSEU agree with the majority of the analysis and/or proposed follow-ups to the
comments received in CX/GP 25/34/5, the MSEU would like to comment on the following
items:

Table 3: Section 2.1 Procedures for the elaboration of Codex standards and related texts

Location Nature of comment received Analysis and/or proposed follow-up
Paragraph 6 and Part A proposal to clarify the text Final adoption of Codex texts with the
3 concerning adoption at Step 5/8 to omission of steps 6 and 7 as foreseen

better reflect current practices. in paragraph 6 is an application of the
Also consider possible existing procedure, often referred to as
consequential amendments to adoption at Step 5/8. To avoid
other parts of the Codex misunderstanding and improve clarity,
Procedural Manual. it is proposed to add a footnote, after
the first sentence in paragraph 6,
indicating:
“this is sometimes referred to as
‘adoption at Step 5/8."

The MSEU believe that an explicit mention of an adoption at “Step 5/8” should be given in
Para 6 and Part 3 of Section 2.1 (not only in a footnote as proposed), as this modality is used
on a regular basis to expedite the approval standards or parts of standards.

We understand that paragraph 6 of Section 2.1 forms the procedural basis for an adoption at
Step 5/8: “The Commission may authorize, on the basis of two-thirds majority of votes cast,
the omission of Steps 6 and 7, where such an omission is recommended by the Codex
committee entrusted with the elaboration of the draft. [...] When formulating
recommendations to omit Steps 6 and 7, Codex committees shall take all appropriate matters



into consideration, including the need for urgency, and the likelihood of new scientific
information becoming available in the immediate future.”

However, this description no longer fully corresponds to the current use of an adoption at Step
5/8 as i) consensus is the basis in our decision-making process, and ii) it is mostly motivated
by flexibility reasons rather than urgency or scientific aspects.

We suggest that this paragraph and the Uniform procedure (Part 3) be re-drafted to better
reflect the current practices.

oy Casa ey e

Part 2 Critical review, To delete the entire sentence: Endorsement is an important part of the

paragraph 19bii) . standards development process as
outlined in Section 2.5 and also

) contributes to consistency across
procedure-have ;E_E filed; Codex texts which together make up
' ' ’ the Codex Alimentarius. Endorsement

should be considered in a timely
manner so potential issues can be
identified as early as possible in the
standard setting process to avoid
delays to the finalization of the
standard.

This text serves as an important check
point as was recognized by the last
session of CCEXEC and CAC. It is
therefore proposed to retain the text as
is.

The MSEU would like to highlight that the term “endorsement procedure” is not explicitly
mentioned in the Procedural Manual. The MSEU suggest the following rewording of para
19b(ii): To ensure that the requirements of the endorsement by the relevant committees have
been fulfilled, as appropriate.

Section 2.5 (Relations between commodity committees and general subject committees)
mentions that “where commodity committees are of the opinion that the general provisions
are not applicable to one or more commodity standards, they may request the responsible
general subject committees to endorse deviations from the general provisions of the Codex
Alimentarius” (para.56). The section then mentions some specifications on endorsement for
CCFL, CCFA, CCCF, CCFH and CCMAS, but does not describe a general endorsement
procedure for reference to or deviations from general provisions.




Part 3 Uniform procedure | Why are milk and dairy products Standards for Milk and Milk products were

for the elaboration of singled out and why is IDF mentioned? | developed originally by the Joint FAO/WHO
Codex standards and Committee of Government Experts on the
related texts, Step 2 Code of Principles Concerning Milk and Milk

Products established in 1957. In 1991, the
committee was integrated into the
framework of the CAC with the same
arrangements whereby related costs were
covered by a host country. CCGP10

of Codex standards for milk and milk
products which they considered should be
the same as for other committees but noted
that “In the special case of standards for
individual named cheeses where the
depositing country for the standard was
normally consulted at the first stage of the
elaboration process, it was noted that this
consultation could be done by the
International Dairy Federation when
formulating its recommendations to the
Committee on Milk and Milk Products at
Step 2”. CAC20 supported this proposal and
as a result there is specific reference to IDF
in this step of the procedure.

The MSEU would like to clarify whether specific mentioning of milk and milk products,
individual standards for cheeses and IDF under Step 2 is considered necessary, given that also
in other areas of Codex work recommendations of Observer Organizations may be distributed
by the Codex Secretariat or published on a committee webpage. For example, consideration of
relevant documents of WOAH was even part of the Terms of Reference of TFAMR.

To keep the statement more general, the MSEU suggest to ensure that the step procedure
applies broadly to all types of food standards and avoid implying a preference for a specific
Observer Organization. The MSEU prefer the deletion of the last statement in Step 2.

The entire section A proposal to undertake a review Currently, practical guidance on new
(2.1) in conjunction of Section 2.1 with the criteria work proposals is being developed. It is
with: described in Section 2.3 and the proposed that any discussion of

2.3 Criteria for the criteria applicable to commaodities potential amendments related to this in
establishment of work described in 2.4, in particular the the Codex Procedural Manual be
priorities and parts that relate to new work postponed until after that practical

2.4 Guidelines on the proposals. guidance is available.

application of the
criteria for the
establishment of work
priorities

The MSEU support to review of Section 2.1 “Procedures for the elaboration of Codex
standards and related texts” in conjunction with Section 2.3 “Criteria for the establishment of
work priorities” and 2.4 “Guidelines on the application of the criteria for the establishment of
work priorities (criteria applicable to commodities)”. However, MSEU are of the view that, in
principle, the review of the PM should take precedence on the development of the guidance,
the purpose of a guidance being to support the application of the PM.

It should be avoided that the development of the guidance would be based on outdated
provisions of the PM.

discussed the procedures for the elaboration




Table 4: 2.2 Criteria for the establishment of subsidiary bodies of the Codex Alimentarius

Commission

Location

Nature of comment received

Analysis and/or proposed follow-up

The entire section
(2.2), see also Section
3.6 Guidelines on
electronic working
groups

Revise how working groups are
established under the Commission
either in this section, or Section
3.6 Guidelines on electronic
working groups, or both.

A working group is not a subsidiary
body, therefore Section 2.2 is proposed
to remain as is.

Any discussion on changes to the
procedural guidelines as regards
working groups should be considered
under Agenda ltem 4.1. This is a more
substantive issue than superseded text
and therefore goes beyond the scope
of this document.

The PM does not explicitly mention the possibility for the Commission to establish EWGs
under its responsibility. The Guidelines on electronic working groups (Section 3.6), only
mention EWGs as being established by Codex committees. It should be considered to extend
this section with EWGs established under CAC, as there was a recent case.

SECTION 4 RISK ANALY SIS
Table 6: 4.8 Risk analysis principles applied by the Codex Committee on Pesticide Residues

Location

Paragraph 218

Nature of comment received
Add a new item (f) to the list:

f) Table 5 — Unsupported
compounds

Analysis and/or proposed follow-up

These principles were developed by the
CCPR and adopted by CAC. Therefore,
any proposals for substantive changes
need to be brought to the attention of
CCPR.

The purpose of this exercise was to
address inconsistencies and superseded
content, and this goes beyond that
mandate.

Paragraphs 219-224

The priority list now has a
rolling submission and does
not follow the prescribed
dates necessarily and that the
EWG invitation also does not
wait until after the CAC to be
issued.

These dates are considered indicative and
such flexibility has so far not impacted
negatively on the work of CCPR, nor have
concemns been expressed by Codex
Members at CCPR. Therefore, it is
proposed to retain the text as is and, if
needed, concemns may be brought to the
attention of CCPR.

Paragraph 220

Remove struck through text,
add bold text:

“In early September of each
year, the EWG Chair will issue
a-broadeast-emal message
to Members/Observers. "

It is proposed to retain the text as is as an
email is issued by the EWG chair to all
IMembers/Observers.

Paragraph 246

The JMPR report is not
always available by February.

These dates are indicative of when the
JMPR report is needed, and some degree
of flexibility is required: The JMPR report is
usually available between December and
January. Therefore, it is proposed to retain
the text as is.

The MSEU suggest to forward the proposals above to CCPR for further consideration.




As a general comment, the MSEU would stress that that any deviation from the PM should be
the exception and not the rule. When flexibility is required, it should be directly provided for
in the procedures, not in their implementation.

The MSEU suggest that paragraph 246.b should be changed: The JMPR report is available
electronically at least three months prior the CCPR session.

Table 7: 6.1 Core functions of Codex contact points

Location Nature of comment received Analysis and/or proposed follow-up
Codex contact points CCPs do not receive final Codex It is proposed to replace “Receive” with
(CPPs) no. 3 texts, but rather they are “Access” to reflect current practice.

downloaded from Codex website. “R ive Access all Codex final

texts...”
Entire section Consider updating the section to The proposal above addresses the
reflect current practice, specifically problem identified with paragraph 12 as
paragraphs 12 and 17 as Codex per the 28th edition.

texts and working documents are
now exclusively online and
paragraph 16 as it does not align
with paragraph 14 of Section 3.1
Guidelines to host governments of
Codex committees and ad hoc
intergovernmental task forces
currently under review by host
secretariats.

While the CCP no longer needs to
maintain a physical library of Codex
Texts, there is nevertheless the
expectation that they remain the
national focal point for any information
on Codex texts. Members may wish to
consider whether “library “continues to
give the sense of this role or other
terms may be more appropriate such
In-depth revision of this text would as overview, inventory etc.

he welcome

As the MSEU have already indicated Core functions of Codex contact points (Section 6) is
outdated, especially paragraphs 3 and 8 as Codex texts and working documents are now
exclusively online. In-depth revision of this text would be welcome.

Furthermore, following the recommendation of CCGP33 and the decision of CAC46 to move
the section on Membership from the PM to the Codex website, the Core functions of Codex
contact points is now the only text in Section 6: Membership. A new location for this text
should be reflected upon.

Location Nature of comment received Analysis and/or proposed follow-up
Paragraphs 26a-c Remove the struck through text in [--]
the following:

For paragraph c), it is proposed to

[-] retain the word seminars as Observers
may be and indeed have been invited
to participate in events other than
Codex committees and this provides
the flexibility to do so.

c) may be invited by the Directors-
General to participate in meetings
or-seminars-on subjects organized
under the Joint FAO/WHO Food
Standards Programme which fall
within its fields of interest, and if it
does not so participate, it may
submit its views in writing to any
such meeting erseminar;

The MSEU support the deletion of the word “seminar” as it is not commonly used in daily
Codex work. This deletion would not prevent Observers from participating to such events
other than Codex committees. If it is maintained, a definition should be provided.



