HEALTH FREEDOM TAKES A DOUBLE HIT AT CODEX
by John Hammell

This years Codex committee meeting on nutrition and foods for special dietary uses started with a nasty shock,
something that we all were expecting but not this year. Dr. Christine Taylor of the FDA, now on assignment
to the world health organization in geneva, announced the formal opening of a new joint FAO/WHO project.
The joint FAOwho development of a scientific collaboration to create a framework for risk assessment of
nutrients and related substances. Behind this fancy title lurks an ominous project @ the creation of a framework
risk assessment model to govern the assignment of upper limits (uls) to vitamins and minerals and presumably
other nutrients as well. Sound like progress? It is not! Based on the project description so far, the current
proposal envisions: going forth to set ULs on vitamins and minerals using expanded uncertainty factors, a fancy
name for guesswork even where the data is unclear, setting levels based on intakes calculated on the basis of
both maximum supplementation and food source consumption of nutrients and then setting the Upper Limits
low enough for the general population to protect even the most sensitive (sensitive to over exposure to nutrients)
within the generally applied upper intake levels.

This is bad, bad news indeed and probably much worse than the general health freedom oriented observer at
Codex realized since a little-known wrinkle within the Sanitary Phytosanitary Agreement allows the WTO to
pick the international organization that sets these standards. In other words, it could be this joint FAO/WHO
committee without reference back to Codex.

Or, equally bad, it could be this joint FAO/WHO Committee then referring back its framework to another entity
within the Codex immediate parent, the Joint FAO/WHO Food Standards Program that entity then acting in
concert with Codex in the final stages of risk management under the guideline finalized at CCNFSDU this week
(to be adopted by the full Codex Commission next summer.) Yes, it’s confusing, but international
bureaucracies often are! The point is whether they take path A or path B, the news seems equally grim and
equally imminent. This is true in part because on Tuesday of this week, the USA caved in on disputed
language in part 3.2.2 of the proposed draft guideline for vitamin and mineral food supplements. As now
agreed, the guidelines part 3 on contents of vitamins and minerals, maximum amounts now contains three
dangerous pegs:

First, the statement that safe upper levels per daily portion shall be based on scientific risk assessment. That
is a seemingly innocuous statement until you realize that risk assessment is going to be set within the
framework of the new FAO/WHO joint project described above.

Second, that daily intake of vitamins and minerals (maximum values) shall also be set by taking into account
daily intake from other dietary sources That phrase hides another EU victory, namely, that in setting upper
levels, both nutrients consumed from standard food sources and nutrients consumed from estimated high end
dietary supplement consumption will be counted together in order to suppress general upper levels to protect
the sensitive consumer.

Third, that when maximum values are set, regulators may use relatively low levels established in population
reference values as part of the UL setting process. While the FDA claims this latter is acceptable compromise
language, don{ t you believe it!

While only the third peg is new as of this meeting, the changed meaning of the first two scientific risk
assessment and other dietary source is new, too, thanks to the unveiling of the new joint FAO/WHO project
discussed above. Could it possibly get any worse? Yes, and it will unless intelligent concerted action is taken
now.
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