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INTRODUCTION

to negatively respond to “  mcat has taken a pounding. Consumers are now finely A
be lagging behind consumer expectations Sunermart- " or a ulte'‘ant • R egulator standards and Government inspections are * ,
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as an additive or contaminants is bad ê ' advertISmg point o f view anything “natural" is good, anyth!

CONSUMER ATTITUDES

c h e m ic a l  “d ° " C ° f  *  “ V “ ™  “ * < *  by buyer, > £
o f salmonella and campylobacler in poultry doesn't seem to .... re5|olue content o f meat seem to be ranked unduly highly. The pre^ that
raised on a » , i b i „ , i c 3  *> “  -  ^  Ü » » ' ?

describT S “  0 ^ 3 " 3  T e s f  “  f T  L“ "  “  DDT “  BSE' But how else can you « #  W
Where in the ranking d T s  c h e je a  e s V e ' s S ,  Î  e nee m rah T ’T T Z * »  address those food safe,, issues o f  mos signitf

consumers and regulators a l i T  g ’ grams and fruits as the foods that contnbute most to our "residue diet" seems to be *  ,

FOOD SAFETY

a i ™  r  nr  ,o  t i z  6 roup s- ^  f°"ow" 8 is *  » « = 00»«», *
industry and national r e g u L T ¿ S S  Zî ?  1 ‘ ‘T 8“ ” “  *“ »> Safety held in Rome (January 1997) „
from risks is an unattainable g o T s a K d ^ S j ^  8 T , ' ?  ™  tta ' •» « » d  be "sale and wholesome’ complete ¥  0
comparison with other risks in every day life " There are some important °  2 u ^  that S° Ciety reSards as reasonable in context- an 
o f complex production and processing systems, nothing is ̂  »'

INTERNATIONAL TRADE OBLIGATIONS

b, ’risk asstssmems". h t a h r a “ ,“ S * ^ Î S ^ ' ^ S ! Î 5 ^ ^ b ? ï ^ i S ^ Æ ,S ^ 1 S S ! b r < r ,,PK<!<i,“  " T " '  “  V *  ** 

outcome and different food production processeTmay justify^iS rem  control"0 ' reqUlrCd '°  ^  equivalent’Just the final sanitary or phyt<^
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WHA1 ENSURES SAFE FOOD

imcult to change it" Pre harvest m ntmi , >, ucmg satellites but there is a common link: once you have made the product it is very
ensuring a whole ? ?  *  safe food E d u c in g  safe food is about process control. Its abom

Product produced is saleable The principles o f S k A n l l  h  “  ^ T T  Wh'Ch bCSt C° mr0lS the risks t0 food safcty while ensuring the
assurances with respect to residues L d  food sa fe t AnalyS1S Critical Contro1 Poi“  (HACCP) are tailor made for providing
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FOOD PRODUCTION IS A PROCESS
f  h is process not 1 ”
'“ »■ detemuniug 1 *“ * comP“ “ B encompassed by Che o«en quoted-from pasture to plate" but also those
of process ™ le ,h'  pr0“ ss “ “  * "  ««puts will be pred,cable i f “  X , „ S
reversibly and negatively affect the o u t c o ^ ^ F  „h ^  6SS predlctable' However, not every component o f the process has the same ability to
t o h i o ftue fo° d b » wyor t t whS out cor i K paranEter has the same relative effect on the overall 
0 human health. emphasise that food safety is the relevant outcome we after and must be defined in terms of relative risk

HACCP, RISK ANALYSIS AND FOOD SAFETY

5 f  ÂnfotŜ ' deâ ^ ^ k° ^ ^ 8 0 T O n f s f f ^ ^ i^ Ŝ ^mroDriate*1and*t0^yiÎ0 ^  ^  beSt Way t0 achieVe an 0VeraU a~ e n t  o f risks and
4 ^ Ct,° n ° f  the Probability of an adverse effect anS fh Ï ’s °  f° l  ™ OUIce& and priorities accordingly. Note, risk has been defined as:

, s S i S . “ S b T ; 7 b Z pz ,i8tl of,he ■—  ° f> risk— - ■
K ï  » « *  to decide w S “ ' °rn, al i0n “  “  » “
¿ i  s1“1“ «“ '» »  »f the s t . u d . r d s r f ! Z o t b  Z r Z Z l ?  a m ,<i<ires“ d m ,he HACCT P“ “-- Risk management involved
the that the nsks are kept within the limits set bv fw P ctf /  /  )° ,dlffere" t types o f food hazards, and the establishment o f procedures to

e ood safety outcomes. Equivalence of outcomes as opposed to m e asu re s isw h m t S v m t .  ^  management approaches ™ y Produce

CHEMICAL RESIDUES AND FOOD SAFETY
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that there is apk Scenanos to be calculated. While affording consumers a high level o S s  ^  P ?’ “  Wlthm defined parameters aUowing 
C0lTOlated w?nmCentive for them to be circumvented such as the ^  whPr .  h . S  ° f  aSS“ e’ controls must n°t be so restrictive or expensive 
of agricultn |h practice if they are to be effective in mananino rkV ^  u haVC flounshed- Controls must be practical and closely
ittipact on Chemicals have to be before there is an "annreciahlP “ ? POlntS of controh and how out o f control does the use

consumer health. Remember under the SPS Agreerent tha s t h e ^ M  V prevalence of chemical residues will have an adverse
Agreement that s the only legitunate parameter justified with respect to international trade.

T, CONTROLS* de
trols available to countries and the industry are as follows:
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VERIFICATION

Z S l l t "  v“ fic? r  i ° ? k  W l,h"  * ^  < * * » *  ° "
disincentive or penalty applicable if caueht The more inte H , ° n ormancc’ andlhe balance between the incentive not to conform ̂  

,heir V erifa ' ,° “- ““ l0Wer,h'  » * " * ’« - *  - q » e d  by G o v ™ ,

RISK ASSESSMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH REGISTRATION OF AGRICHEMICALS

I f ^ T e S " “ ^ r « ^ x hs ,L a fu*H r r  * * i*  “ d evataio” - * * *  a » — *+
very tittle evidence to the contrary is required to shed douhT The 7  W 1 e a d rta ' deal o f evidence is required to provide a level of b' 
o f results. q doubt- The assessment Process consistently defaults to the most c o n s e r v e  interpr

ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ACCEPTABLE DAILY INTAKE

* “ > ■»' elende,I has ,  careinogenie potential t h r o u g h * f

ä s t

trial work. The ADI i, considered r . ' “ “ ‘«¡t1“  d»” B the assessment have any criticisms o f*

i “ d k ° Wever’ * “  « the * »  * ■  countries enforce rath“  M ™  S S l ^ S S ' ^ j S S S i

MAXIMUM RESIDUE LIMITS & EXPOSURE CALCULATIONS

p« * »  — ¡ated . ¡ ,h  the use o f ,h „  * f  
Daily Intake (TMDI) figure When calculating the TMDT S th A? InWlU n0t ^  exceeded bV calculating the associated Theoretical ^  
in v .ty  high amounts (300g me” “  i S Z t  “ “ “ level and will he consumed <
is performed less than 50% o f the ADI is used up for most cheirdcals ^  ' ° f  Evcn when lhls 8ross overestimate of c o #

a J t l , S  l T  h ° T 17 T  ° fS‘“? h,er « * “ «“ *  P '™ ds * "  substantially lower than ,h . M#

and the M u lf f re  ^ t T a 'S t t  * *  ^  " *  ° f 3 " * *  Wth Averse b e #
to normal agricultural practice, and the TMDI which uses the MRLs is ° f T  p0pula,l0n when the Product is used
much abuse/misuse is required before an a p p r ^ b l .  S  ° f  ‘iC,U,l “ “ “" P '” ” lh“  “  »  be ^

FUNCTION OF RESIDUE TESTING PROGRAMMES

‘  f *  «■* -  described as a tool for a.d«* 
one hundred percent effectively Most do not bv themsplv f  • t  ° D comp lant results mainly tell us one o f the controls is not" 
Rather than identifying tEat the food »  unsafe, or a sector o f the population
and potential range o f levels "  L n  c Z  i a n S t  f  EstabLshment of whlch control«  not working, why, and the possible p re v #
supplier and/or making a product disposition judgement tha? thC ^  ° f  the result for taking a punitive action ag^
are far less important than communicating the result to the countrv o fonV  T™ if ^  f etected at port o f entry. product disposition J #  
significauce bom ,  food safe,, pout, o f v ® ^ , , T i m 5 £ E  »  S  ,'h°e e l l “  “  W“  ^

CONCLUSION

S o u "r« s  am u“ l l “ S , ' s T t a  , X s  l ~ l f s  1  J T ” ? * “  lb° “  «“ W“ *  ™  d» so .bat the commu.it/*’ 
is au inefficient aud l l h T e E v e  r ^  o f l l T l T  T  f  “ thc resul,s <* ™ « d « *  o f  eud-produ« '
resources towards more effective control measures and more Dressing fonH tyf  There ls “  Urf ent need for the world t0 refocus its t h i #  
to those issues with the greatest food safetv sionifiranpp ® sa ety issues. The challenge for countries today is to prioritise #

world continues to be supplied with a safe and e c o n o m ic a U y lu T ta ta S o d lu p p ly ^ reCOgDiSin8 e3ch ° thers diffcrcnces’ towards ensU#
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