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1. FIFTH REPORT OF COMMITTEE B (Document А28 /B /6) 

At the request of the CHAIRMAN, Dr VALLADARES (Venezuela) (Rapporteur) read out the 
draft fifth report of Committee B. 

Decision: The report was adopted. 

2. SAFE USE OF PESTICIDES: CLASSIFICATION OF PESTICIDES ACCORDING TO HAZARD: Item 2.10 
of the Agenda (Resolution EB55.R19; Document A28/14) (continued) 

Mr PARROTT (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) welcomed the 
proposal for a WHO Recommended Classification of Pesticides by Hazard as a very useful 
initiative on the part of the Executive Board and the secretariat. The proposed WHO 
Classification met with general approval among United Kingdom experts on the subject and 
would fit in well with the current national classification. He understood that the 
European Communities, in which similar work was in progress, were taking note of WHO's 
work on the toxicology and classification of pesticides. 

Dr FLEURY (Switzerland) said that his country had a classification of pesticides 
according to risk based, like the WHO recommended Classification, on LD50 (expressed in 
mg /kg of body -weight) but having five classes, Class I being the most dangerous. That 
classification had proved satisfactory, and his delegation would support the proposal for 
a WHO recommended Classification. 

Dr GRAHAM (Australia) expressed his Government's satisfaction with the proposal 
before the Committee. He noted that the proposed Classification was presented as one 
that would almost certainly require modification in the light of further experience, but 
that in no way detracted from its value. 

Class III, Class II and Classes Ia and Ib, as shown in the table in document A28/14 
summarizing the criteria for classification, corresponded broadly to Schedules 5, 6 and 
7 - in which most of the pesticides subject to scheduling fell - of the 8- schedule 
Australian Uniform Poisons Standard, which had been adopted by the National Health and 
Medical Research Council in the interests of uniformity in the practices of states of 
the Commonwealth. 

The Australian classification was based on studies of acute toxicity - on dermal 
contact and inhalation - in at least two unrelated animal species: the rat always, and 
the dog often being used as second species. 

As regards the application of the criteria for classification (section 4 of the 
Classification proposal), acute oral or dermal LD50 values were proposed for the 
majority of cases, but not all of them, and so classification by "hazard" rather than 
"toxicity" would appear to be useful. In view of the clear need to protect persons 
handling pesticides - whether those who applied them professionally, transport workers, 
or indeed the general public - the proposal to adopt appropriate warnings on containers 
(section 7 of the Classification proposal) was wise and timely. Substances classified 
in the Australian schedules to which he had referred were required to be labelled with 
the words "Warning ", "Poison" or "Dangerous Poison" respectively. His delegation would 
support the use of signs such as the skull and crossbones for Classes I and II. A 
further international study on labelling might be useful. 

His delegation appreciated that the hazard concerned in the proposed Classification 
was the acute risk to health that might be encountered accidentally by a person handling 
the product and that the main purpose was to inform the purchaser of the degree of risk 
involved. But the classification could also be a useful part of a registration 
procedure for the control of patterns of pesticide use and for training in operational 
techniques. 

Professor МАТЕзICEK (Czechoslovakia) welcomed the proposed Classification, which would 

help reduce the harmful effects on human health of the use of pesticides. Much attention 

was being paid to the subject in his country, which had a similar system. The proposed 

Classification was in line with modern thought on toxic levels and its technical basis 

was just one way of dealing with the risks involved; the Classification would be amended 
and improved in the future. The health authorities in his country were working along 

similar lines. For those reasons his delegation would support the draft resolution 

proposed by the Executive Board. 
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Dr UHRICH (United States of America) supported the proposal to classify hazards by 
criteria of toxicity. The principles were basically sound and the Classification would 
meet an important long -felt need of Member States. The proposals for the development of 
the Classification and notification of adjustments (sections 6 and 7 of the Classification 
proposal) were useful. His delegation would therefore support the proposed Classification. 

Professor PACCAGNELLA (Italy) said that the proposed Classification would provide 
useful guidelines for Member States in the control of pesticides. He agreed with its 

purpose as stated in the Introduction (section 1 of the Classification proposal), adding 
that persons handling the product would include production workers and any persons coming 
into contact with it when it was not in a container, including farmers and their families, 
and the world population as a whole through contact with residues in food and the 

environment. 
The situation in Italy until 1960 had been much the same as that described by the 

delegate of Nepal at the previous meeting, with massive and inexpert use of pesticides 
placing whole families at risk and creating difficulties of diagnosis for the medical 
profession. Since then, studies had been made and regulations enacted so that the 

situation was under control, thanks to the application of the regulations, the information 
of the medical profession and the health education of the public, particularly agricultural 
workers. Trade unions had supported the health authorities in that work. 

The proposed Classification would provide useful guidance to the developing countries, 
which would be able to adapt it to their own special needs. He therefore supported the 

draft resolution before the Committee. 

Professor GERIC (Yugoslavia) also supported the proposed Classification, which, though 
not perfect, could be improved in future years. Meanwhile it would serve as a useful 
basis for the enactment or amendment of legislation in Member States: his Government would 
certainly examine the national law on pesticides and poisons in the light of the WHO 
Recommended Classification. His delegation therefore supported the draft resolution 
contained in resolution EB55.R19. 

Professor SULIANTI SAROS° (Indonesia) recalled that large amounts of imported pesti- 
cides were being used during the "green revolution" and for the control of communicable 
diseases. Because of the interest shown by the Ministry of Health in preventing damage 
to health as a result of the use of pesticides, her Government had set up a commission, 
with a representative of the Ministry of Agriculture as chairman and a representative of 
the Ministry of Health as deputy chairman, which reviewed the import of all pesticides 
into Indonesia. Her government therefore warmly welcomed the proposal to develop a 
classification of pesticides according to hazard. 

In view of the need for pesticides in agriculture, the risks had to be evaluated. 
In her country they had been classified in two groups on a somewhat different basis from 
the one proposed. Group 1 pesticides - LD50 less than 50 mg /kg of body -weight - 

classified as "very hazardous" could not be used without a special permit from the Ministry 
of Agriculture and had to be handled by experienced operators; Group 2 pesticides - oral 
LD50 more than 50 mg /kg, could be used by others. 

In 1974 a seminar for Ministry of Health and Ministry of Agriculture personnel and 
for persons engaged in the handling of pesticides had been held for a week to discuss 
pesticide management. It had received the advice of a team of experts from the United 
States of America. 

In the provinces there was a pesticides protection team, composed at the moment of 
health personnel only, though it was hoped that they would be joined by agricultural 
personnel to give a twofold approach. Progress was being made in that direction in that 
pesticide use was currently supervised by both the Ministry of Agriculture and the 
Ministry of Health, though that coordination so far existed only at national level. 

The Ministry of Health also undertook epidemiological surveillance in order to 
identify any outbreak of pesticide poisoning; some deaths that might have been attributed 

to infection had been identified as in fact being due to accidents caused by pesticides. 

That work was being continued with the investigation of other aspects of pesticide hazards 

in the National Institute of Health Research and Development. 

Her Government therefore warmly welcomed the efforts of WHO, although the list of 

active ingredients of pesticides appended to the Classification proposal would have to be 

developed further; the Indonesian Government would cooperate very closely with WHO in the 

matter. 
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Dr HAMON (Chief, Vector Biology and Control) recalled, in connexion with the point 
raised by the delegate of Finland at the previous meeting, that the proposed Classification 
was designed to prevent acute risk to users or persons exposed to pesticides during their 
use; the technical criteria on which it was based would enable the national authorities 

responsible to day down rules for the importation, use and labelling of pesticides. He 

agreed with the delegate of Finland that studies of pesticide residues - particularly in 

food, water, and even in air - were also very important and could follow from the proposal 
before the Committee. Such studies were already in progress in connexion with the Codex 
Alimentariusandby FAO and WHO expert committees. The problem was also periodically 
reviewed in joint FAO /WHO studies from the point of view of tolerances for residues of 
chemical substances in food, with special reference to insecticides. 

The delegates of Nepal and Zaire had referred to problems of labelling and the 

provision of instructions for use in national languages. As already pointed out, the 

proposed Classification was intended to assist Member States in laying down regulations for 
the importation of pesticides that would specify what information was to be provided and 
how the product was to be labelled, in order to prevent accidents. A classification of 
the kind proposed would also enable Member States to prohibit the importation of dangerous 
pesticides when the conditions for safe use could not be fulfilled. The incidents caused 
by Folidol reported by the delegate of Nepal were directly due to lack of labelling and 
instructions in national languages; Folidol was one of the trade names of parathion which 
was included in Class Ia - i.e., "extremely hazardous" - in the list of examples appended 
to the Classification proposal. 

The points raised by the delegate of the Soviet Union had been noted and would be taken 
into account in the further development of the proposed Classification, which had been 
deliberately presented as a first stage to be adjusted in the light of experience. It 

was essential to start from what was known about all, or almost all, the pesticides in use 
and improve the Classification, taking into account chronic, long -term toxicity and 
biodegradability characteristics as more became known. 

In that connexion he pointed out that the proposed Classification took account of the 
fact that the presence of ingredients other than the main active ingredient might enhance 
or diminish the toxicity of a pesticide, and so the same pesticide would appear in 
different classes according to its formulation; examples could be seen in the list appended 
to the Classification proposal. The Organization would be most grateful for all 
information and documentation that Member States could communicate with a view to promoting 
the constant development and refinement of the Classification in the light of their 
experience. He had much appreciated all the comments and constructive suggestions made, 
particularly those concerning labelling and the presentation of instructions for use. 
The intricacies of labelling had been intentionally avoided in the current proposal because 
of the great differences from country to country in such matters as the appreciation of 
colour graphic symbols, etc.; but more detailed provisions might be envisaged at a later 
stage 

Decision: The draft resolution proposed by the Executive Board in resolution EB55.R19 
was approved. 

3. COORDINATION WITHIN THE UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM (continued) 

WHO's human health and environment programme: coordination on programmes and action 
in the field of the environment: Item 3.16.6 of the Agenda (Resolution WHA27.50, para 2(3); 
Document A28/27) (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the fact that, in accordance with what had been agreed 
at the previous meeting, the texts of United Nations General Assembly resolutions 
3264 (XXIX) and 3326 (XXIX) were circulated for the Committee's information in a conference 
document (А28 /B /Conf.Doc. No.18). Those were the resolutions referred to in the third 
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution that had been presented at the tenth meeting 
of the Committee and that constituted a revision of the draft resolution introduced by the 
delegate of Belgium at the ninth meeting. 

Professor AUJALEU (France) recalled that the first version of the draft resolution 
had given rise to no difficulty and had seemed likely to be approved after some discussion. 
Its revision by the introduction of a reference to resolutions 3264 (XXIX) and 3326 (XXIX), 
however, had given rise to some disturbance in the Committee's discussions without 
contributing much, in his opinion, to the effectiveness of the draft resolution. He 
therefore wondered whether it would not be best to dispense with the reference Co the 
General Assembly resolutions. 
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Professor LISICYN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that reference to those 
resolutions involved a matter of principle, since resolution 3264 (XXIX) of the United 
Nations General Assembly and the draft international convention annexed thereto had a 
bearing on the work of the Organization. The resolution, which had been adopted by 126 
votes to none, and only 5 abstentions, contained firm recommendations directly connected 
with the protection of human health. Because of that it would have been possible for 
the Health Assembly to request the Director -General to study what steps WHO could take 
towards implementing them. The third preambular paragraph was not superfluous, as the 
delegate of France seemed to suggest, and he could not agree to withdrawing it. 

Mr SCHUMANN (German Democratic Republic) joined the previous speaker in maintaining 
the reference to the General Assembly resolutions for the reasons already given. He felt 
that the Health Assembly should fully support the General Assembly's efforts to increaѕ� 
security and limit armaments, especially as the draft international convention appended 
to resolution 3264 (XXIX), if adopted, would have important consequences for human 
health. 

Mr PARROTT (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that the point 
raised by the delegate of France did not seem to him to have been fully covered by the 
reply of the delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The original draft 
resolution submitted at the ninth meeting had been carefully considered and had seemed 
acceptable to the whole of the Committee. It was no doubt desirable that the General 
Assembly resolutions referred to in the third preambular paragraph of the new draft 
resolution should be recalled; his delegation had no comment to make on the merits or 

otherwise of that paragraph. From the procedural point of view, however, since the 
General Assembly resolutions were well -known, it was not clear why the reference to them 
had not been included by the Soviet delegation in the original version of the resolution 
which he had also sponsored. 

Dr VALLADARES (Venezuela) said that, speaking as one of the sponsors of the revised 
draft resolution, his interest lay in the operative paragraphs; he could therefore 
approve the draft resolution with or without the third preambular paragraph. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), replying to the delegate of the 
United Kingdom, said that in the first place the World Health Assembly could not fail to 

respond to United Nations decisions, which were referred to the organs of the United Nations 
system in conformity with the provisions of the Charter. 

Secondly, the protection of the environment had medical and sanitary aspects, 
particularly with respect to types of pollution which arose from military action and were 
contrary to the welfare of humanity. Not long before, consideration had been given by 
the Health Assembly to ecological warfare, which involved means of destruction that 
rendered land unusable for many years. 

Thirdly, the reasons for the adoption of resolutions on such questions had been 
discussed by the Health Assembly, for example, in connexion with chemical and 
bacteriological (biological) weapons. In the light of those discussions, a resolution 
had been adopted in which it was stated that science should be used for the good of 
mankind, as a result of which the Director -General had submitted to the Secretary -General 
of the United Nations a most valuable report entitled "Health aspects of chemical and 
biological weapons ". In that way WHO had made an outstanding contribution to the 
definitive prohibition of chemical and biological warfare. More recently, a resolution 
had been adopted by the Health Assembly on the continued pollution of the environment, 
including the atmosphere, in some parts of the world, which had had a practical effect in 
certain countries. 

Fourthly, the draft resolution before the Committee was a minimal resolution, for 
the Director -General could have been asked to express an opinion to the General Assembly 
or to approve the draft convention, or to prepare a document showing exactly how human 
health was prejudiced by environmental pollution. Those and other questions had not been 
included in the draft resolution in order to avoid complicating the work of the Committee 
and the Health Assembly or disturbing the prevailing harmony. It was left to the 
Director -General to decide later, in consultation with the Secretary -General of the 
United Nations, what action should be taken. 

He considered that further discussion of the draft resolution was unnecessary aid 
proposed that it be adopted forthwith. 
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Mr de GEER (Netherlands) said that, as a cosponsor of the draft resolution, his 
delegation was in full agreement with the substance of General Assembly resolutions 
3264 (XXIX) and 3326 (XXIX). Both resolutions were not only important in themselves but 
also related to the work of WHO. For those reasons his delegation had supported the 
inclusion of the reference to them in the third preambular paragraph. Since the new 
paragraph appeared to be giving rise to discord in the Committee, he feared that it might 
be detrimental to the resolution as a whole. In previous years similar resolutions on 
WHO's work on the environment had been adopted by consensus, and consensus was vitally 
important for the future work of the Organization on those questions. For that reason 
alone he, as a cosponsor, would be prepared to accept the deletion of the third 
preambular paragraph so that the resolution could be considered by the Committee in its 
original form. Later on, the Soviet delegation could perhaps submit a separate resolution 
on the question of the General Assembly resolutions. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the delegate of the Soviet Union whether he wished to propose a 
formal amendment to the original draft resolution (А28 /B /Conf.Doc. No.16). 

Dr VENEDIKTOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that there was no call for 
the Soviet delegation to propose any amendment. The Committee had before it a draft 
resolution (А28 /B /Conf.Doc. No.16 Rev.1), from which the Netherlands delegate, for the 

sake of obtaining unanimity in the Committee, wished to delete the third preambular 
paragraph. That proposal was the first amendment and as such should be put to the vote 
before the Committee voted on the draft resolution. 

Mr de GEER (Netherlands) said that he had not moved any amendment. The resolution 
as it stood was acceptable to his delegation. He had merely suggested that the Committee 
might wish to consider the deletion of the third preambular paragraph, since its inclusion 
might make it difficult to obtain a consensus. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) considered that, since the 

delegate of the Netherlands had not moved a formal amendment, the Committee should proceed 
to vote on the draft itself. 

Professor AUJALEU (France) proposed that the draft resolution be amended by the 

deletion of the third preambular paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had before it a draft resolution on 
WHO's human health and environment programme: coordination of programmes and action in 
the field of the environment, which was sponsored by the delegations of Belgium, German 
Democratic Republic, Netherlands, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Venezuela, and 
an amendment proposed by the delegate of France. He invited the Committee to vote first 
on the amendment. 

Decision: The amendment proposed by the delegate of France was adopted by 21 votes 
to 19, with 31 abstentions. 

Mr SCHUMANN (German Democratic Republic) said that he was not sure whether the 
German Democratic Republic could sponsor the draft resolution as now amended, in view of 
the close relationship between the subject of that draft resolution and the General 
Assembly resolutions. 

Professor AUJALEU (France), speaking on a point of order, said that the delegate of 
the German Democratic Republic should not at that stage in the proceedings revert to the 
substantive issue. 

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the representative of the German Democratic 
Republic to the fact that since the voting procedure had begun he might interrupt it only 
on a point of order. He could only state whether his delegation did or did not wish to 
remain among the sponsors of the draft resolution. 

Mr SCHUMANN (German Democratic Republic) asked whether the meeting could be suspended 
for five minutes to allow time for further consultation among the sponsors of the draft 
resolution. 
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The CHAIRMAN said that in accordance with Rule 74 of the Rules of Procedure he was 
obliged to put the amended draft resolution to the vote. 

Decision: The amended draft resolution was adopted by 60 votes to none with 8 

abstentions. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), explaining his vote, said that 
he had abstained from the voting not because he disagreed with the action requested by the 
resolution or with the spirit of it, but because the adoption of the French amendment 
seemed to him to have weakened the text of the resolution. 

Mr SCHUMANN (German Democratic Republic) said that, like the delegate of the Soviet 
Union, he had not abstained from the voting on account of any disagreement with the 
principle or content of the resolution, but because it no longer included any reference 
to two most important General Assembly resolutions related to the agenda item. At the 
same time, he wished to stress again that in the view of his delegation no activity of 
any one agency in the United Nations system could be seen in isolation from the work of 
the other specialized agencies or of the General Assembly. 

The meeting rose at 11 a.m. 


