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Wednesday, August 5, 2026 

Title: Comments to the US Codex Delegation on the Draft Guidelines on the Prevention and Control of Food 

Fraud at Step 6/7 (August 2026) 

From: Dr. John W. SPINK, Director, Food Fraud Prevention Think Tank & Assistant Professor, Michigan State 

University 

NOTE: The comments here are mine alone. 

To: US Codex Delegation, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on CL 2026/77-FICS and the Draft Guidelines on the 

Prevention and Control of Food Fraud at Step 6/7. The draft is thorough, comprehensive, and closely aligned 

with current industry, governmental, standards, certification, and scholarly practice. The comments below are 

intended primarily to document support, clarify interpretation, and assist the United States delegation in 

responding to the three questions presented by Codex. 

 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 

Overall, the draft appears ready for finalization. No revisions are recommended because the definitions, types of 

food fraud, principles, and assigned responsibilities are aligned with established practice. Any further edit should 

be reserved for a fatal or material flaw. Reopening wording that is already substantially aligned could require 

another comment cycle and delay final publication by a year or more without a proportionate benefit. 

1. Feed for food-producing animals: Yes. Further clarification is useful, and the current scope 
appropriately recognizes feed where it affects food safety or otherwise leads to food fraud. Supporting 
definitions are attached below for the US delegation commentary without reopening the Codex text. 

2. Food integrity and food authenticity: Yes. Both definitions should be retained. They clarify their 
relationship to food fraud and preserve the conceptual development that began when the work was 
initially framed around food integrity and food authenticity. 

3. Sections 6 and 7: Yes. The sections should be finalized. They provide a detailed and practical 
allocation of responsibilities to competent authorities and FBOs, with an appropriate emphasis on 
prevention, detection, mitigation, control, collaboration, and organizational awareness. 

4. Recommendation: Add a note in the Codex Procedural Manual of the EWG definitions (detailed 
location and text included below). 

 

The detailed comments identify several wording nuances for interpretation and future drafting consistency. 

These observations do not rise to the level of a material flaw and should not delay finalization. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this process. 

 

Sincerely, 

[Electronic Signature – John W. SPINK, 8/5/2026] 

Dr. John W. Spink, Director, Food Fraud Prevention Academy (FFPA), 

 www.FoodFraudPrevention.com 

Assistant Professor, Supply Chain Management, College of Business, Michigan State University, 

SPINKJ@msu.edu 
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Attachment — Detailed Line-by-Line Comments 

 

The Codex text is reproduced below so the review can be read as a stand-alone document. Comments are 

numbered sequentially and follow the paragraph numbering in the draft. 

 

1. PREAMBLE / INTRODUCTION 

Codex paragraphs 1–4 

1. The increasing complexity of food systems and global trade in food makes food supply chains more 
vulnerable to food fraud 

. Protecting the global food supply from intentional actions that undermine protection of public health and 
upholding fair practices in food trade are common goals for all stakeholders. 
 
2. Food fraud incidents can present a risk to public health and can result in economic loss for consumers and 
other stakeholders, disruption in trade, reputational damage, and unfair economic advantages. 
 
3. Regulatory frameworks, government oversight and good manufacturing practices by food business operators 
(FBOs) are important to protect public health, to limit the opportunity for food fraud and to maintain consumer 
confidence. 
 
4. Food fraud can be prevented or minimized using the existing controls and mitigation measures available to 
countries through their National Food Control Systems (NFCS) or by adopting new measures, if necessary. 

FFPA Comment 1: Agreement. These paragraphs provide a strong and balanced introduction. They connect 

supply-chain complexity with vulnerability, public health, fair practices in trade, economic loss, reputational 

damage, regulatory oversight, and existing NFCS controls. The progression from context to consequences 

and then to prevention is clear and appropriate. 

 

Codex paragraph 5 

5. The prevention and control of food fraud is a shared responsibility, with FBOs responsible for producing safe 
and suitable food, and for presenting it in a manner so as not to deceive consumers. Competent authorities 
provide regulatory oversight and have an important role in increasing awareness about food fraud by building 
partnerships and collaborating with relevant stakeholders to prevent, detect, mitigate, and control food fraud. 

FFPA Comment 2: Excellent emphasis. “Prevention” is presented first, followed by detection, mitigation, and 

control. The paragraph also efficiently establishes shared responsibility while distinguishing the operational 

role of FBOs from the oversight, awareness, partnership, and coordination roles of competent authorities. This 

is consistent with prevention-focused food safety management systems and should be retained unchanged. 

 

Codex paragraph 6 

6. Work in the area of food fraud is widespread in a range of international organizations. Countries may wish to 
consider work from these and other organizations, as appropriate, when developing tools and strategies to 
prevent, detect, mitigate, and control food fraud. 

FFPA Comment 3: Agreement. This statement recognizes the extensive international work already completed 

without creating a fixed or potentially outdated list of organizations. It also gives countries appropriate 

flexibility to consider relevant tools and strategies. The wording is efficient and should be retained. 

 

Codex paragraph 7 

7. Fundamental to the successful functioning of any food fraud combating strategy is the collaboration of the 
stakeholders and establishment and maintenance of preventative measures. 

FFPA Comment 4: The emphasis on stakeholder collaboration and maintained preventive measures is 

excellent. For future drafting consistency, “food fraud prevention” is clearer, simpler, and more consistent with 
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the terminology used throughout the document than “food fraud combating strategy.” This is an editorial 

nuance rather than a material issue, and no revision is recommended if it would delay finalization. 

2. PURPOSE / SCOPE 

Codex paragraph 8 

8. The purpose is to provide guidance to competent authorities and FBOs on the prevention, detection, 
mitigation, and control of food fraud to help protect the health of consumers, and to ensure fair practices in food 
trade, including, as appropriate, feed for food producing animals [where it impacts food safety or leads to food 
fraud]. Aspects related to food fraud are already addressed through many existing Codex texts; this guidance is 
intended to support or supplement existing Codex texts by providing additional guidance specific to food fraud 
that can be considered within NFCS. Issues related to intellectual property are not included in this document. 

FFPA Comment 5: Agreement regarding feed. Feed for food-producing animals is a critical input to the food 

system and can create food safety or food fraud consequences. The bracketed phrase provides a reasonable 

Codex-focused application boundary. The current wording can be finalized without change.  

[Note: Refer to the appendix of feed, animal food and related definitions.] 

 

A supporting note may include the food, feed, and animal food definitions and discussion. 

 

3. DEFINITIONS 

 

Codex paragraph 9 

9. For the purposes of this document, the following definitions apply: 
 
[Food Fraud: Any deliberate practice intended to deceive others in regard to the characteristics of food to gain 
an unfair economic advantage.] 
 
[Food Integrity: The status of food in which it is not altered or modified with respect to characteristics expected 
by the consumer, including food safety, quality, composition, nutritional properties and authenticity.] 
 
[Food Authenticity: Conformity between the food product characteristics and the corresponding information 
provided through food product labeling or other information associated with food trade.] 

FFPA Comment 6: Retain all three definitions. Together, they explain the principal concept and distinguish two 

closely related terms that have been central to the work since the earlier Food Integrity/Food Authenticity 

framing. The definitions are sufficiently clear for the purpose of this guideline and are consistent with the 

current Codex focus on the food code, food safety, and fair practices in trade. 

 

FFPA Further discussion: 

The three Codex working definitions are well aligned with leading scholarly, governmental, standards, 

certification, and industry sources. The food fraud definition includes the essential elements of deliberate 

conduct, deception, food, and economic advantage, while remaining appropriately concise for Codex. The 

food integrity definition captures the principal dimensions of safety, quality, composition, nutrition, and 

authenticity, even though some broader sources include sourcing, ethics, and legality. The food authenticity 

definition closely follows established formulations based on conformity between product characteristics and 

related claims or information. These differences reflect Codex’s food-code, food-safety, and fair-trade focus 

rather than material gaps. No textual revisions are warranted, and reopening the definitions could delay 

finalization without providing a proportionate benefit. 

• Food Fraud: Highly aligned with GFSI and prevailing formal definitions; the current wording is 

appropriate and should be retained unchanged.  
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• Food Integrity: Substantially aligned with published formulations; its narrower Codex focus is 

appropriate and does not create a material gap.  

• Food Authenticity: Highly aligned with CEN, DEFRA, and scholarly definitions; the current 

conformity-based wording is clear and suitable. 

 

FFPA Comment 7: The complete supporting analysis of the three definitions and the types of food fraud are 

included as Appendix A to the final comment report. The short reviews above provide the principal 

conclusions for the line-by-line submission. 

 

Future Codex Procedural Manual Note 

 

During the research for this request for comments, broad Codex texts were reviewed for use of, or 

reference to, fraud related to food products. The Procedural Manual is the most important document: 

 

Current Codex Procedural Manual text 

2.6 Format for Codex commodity standards — Essential composition and quality factors 
 
90. This section should contain all quantitative and other requirements as to composition including, where 
necessary, identity characteristics, provisions on packing media and requirements as to compulsory and 
optional ingredients. It should also include quality factors which are essential for the designation, definition or 
composition of the product concerned. Such factors could include the quality of the raw material, with the object 
of protecting the health of the consumer, provisions on taste, odour, colour, and texture which may be 
apprehended by the senses, and basic quality criteria for the finished products, with the object of preventing 
fraud. This section may refer to tolerances for defects, such as blemishes or imperfect material, but this 
information should be contained in an appendix to the standard or in another advisory text. 

FFPA Comment 8: Agreement regarding existing Codex texts. It is valuable to state explicitly that food fraud is 

already addressed, often implicitly, through multiple Codex standards, codes, and guidelines. The present 

guideline provides the harmonized terminology and organizing framework that connects those existing 

provisions. 

FFPA Comment 9: Future suggestion after adoption of the food fraud EWG discussion paper: The Codex 

Procedural Manual Paragraph 90 already implicitly addresses food fraud through its references to 

composition, identity characteristics, raw-material quality, finished-product criteria, and the objective of 

“preventing fraud.” A future footnote could make the relationship explicit without changing the paragraph’s 

substantive scope. 

 

Proposed future Procedural Manual Footnote  

“7” The reference to “preventing fraud” in this paragraph implicitly includes food fraud. Food fraud means: “Any 
deliberate practice intended to deceive others in regard to the characteristics of food to gain an unfair economic 
advantage.” (Working Definition, FF EWG, Guidelines on the Prevention and Control of Food Fraud, as of 
August 2026). 

 

4.  TYPES OF FOOD FRAUD 

 

Codex paragraph 10 

10. The following section provides examples, when done intentionally for economic gain, of types of food fraud: 
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Addition: Adding an undeclared substance to a food product that would not ordinarily be present, or present in 
that quantity, in the food. 
 
Substitution: Replacing a food or a food ingredient, in whole or in part with another ingredient, in whole or in part 
(most often of lower value) without declaring it. 
 
Dilution: Adding a material to make another ingredient present at a lower concentration than represented. 
 
Counterfeiting: Making an imitation of a food product with the intention to deceive or defraud. 
 
Misrepresentation: Labelling or marketing a food product in a manner that is false, misleading, or deceptive. 
 
Concealment: Hiding or not disclosing information on the safety, suitability, or quality of food ingredients or food 
products. 

 

FFPA Further discussion: 

The six categories are substantially aligned with published taxonomies and the GFSI operational scope. 

Addition, substitution, dilution, concealment, misrepresentation, and counterfeiting cover the dominant fraud 

mechanisms. Several GFSI categories are implicit rather than explicit: unapproved enhancement falls 

within addition; mislabeling or misbranding falls within misrepresentation; and some tampering falls within 

addition, concealment, or misrepresentation. Stolen goods reintroduced into commerce can also be treated 

as misrepresentation because they are passed off as legitimately procured, even if the physical label is 

unchanged. Product overrun, diversion, gray-market activity, simulation, and theft are less visible. Codex’s 

more focused list is appropriate for its food-code and food-safety role. No revision is warranted. 

• Assessment of Alignment: Substantially aligned with GFSI and major taxonomies; the six broad 
categories capture the principal fraud mechanisms. 

• Material Distinctions: Tampering, overrun, theft, diversion, gray-market activity, simulation, and 
unapproved enhancement are implicit or less visible. 

• Recommendation: Retain unchanged; no fatal coverage gap justifies another revision cycle or 
delayed finalization. 

FFPA Comment 10: Agreement. The phrase “provides examples” is important because it confirms that the list is 

illustrative rather than exhaustive. This allows less-explicit categories to remain within the broader definition 

and avoids the need to enumerate every possible fraud method. 

FFPA Comment 11: The exclusion of intellectual-property rights (IPR) issues is appropriate for this Codex 

guideline. Intellectual-property-rights enforcement can remain outside the main work while counterfeit food 

remains within the food-fraud scope when deception concerns food characteristics, composition, identity, 

safety, labeling, or fair practices in food trade. This distinction is practical and does not require a textual 

revision. 

 

5. PRINCIPLES 

 

Codex paragraphs 11–12 

Competent Authorities and FBOs should be guided by the following principles to prevent, detect, mitigate, and 
control food fraud: 
 
11. Principle 1: The occurrence of food fraud can be reduced by having measures in place, proportionate to the 
level of risk. 
 
12. Principle 2: Cooperation among Competent Authorities, within or between countries, as well as with FBOs, 
can help reduce food fraud. 
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FFPA Comment 12: Agreement with Principle 1. Proportionate measures are consistent with risk-based national 

food control systems and practical food fraud vulnerability management. The statement appropriately 

recognizes that the occurrence can be reduced through preventive measures. 

FFPA Comment 13: Agreement with Principle 2. Cooperation within and between countries and with FBOs is 

essential because no single stakeholder can control the entire food supply chain or independently eliminate 

the fraud opportunity. 

FFPA Comment 14: Terminology observation for future consistency: the draft uses “combating food fraud,” 

“reduce food fraud,” “risks of food fraud,” “food fraud risks,” “preventing food fraud,” and “food fraud 

prevention.” The meanings are understandable. “Food fraud prevention” is generally the clearest and simplest 

organizing term, but this language issue is not material and should not delay finalization. 

 

6. RESPONSIBILITIES AND ACTIVITIES OF COMPETENT AUTHORITIES 

 

Codex paragraph 13 

13. Measures to prevent, detect, mitigate, and control food fraud incorporate aspects of food safety and quality, 
consumer protection, and ensuring fair practices in food trade, and so may be addressed within the structure of 
a NFCS. 

FFPA Comment 15: Agreement. This paragraph appropriately locates food fraud activities within the NFCS 

while recognizing their connections to food safety, quality, consumer protection, and fair trade. The wording is 

broad enough to accommodate different national structures. 

 

Codex paragraph 14 — introductory clause 

14. The relevant competent authorities [have the role and responsibility to] [should], as appropriate to the risk 
and the circumstances existing in their territories or associated with imports: 

FFPA Comment 16: “Have the role and responsibility to” is clearer and more direct than “should.” It identifies 

accountability and supports more detailed compliance activities, while “as appropriate to the risk and the 

circumstances” preserves necessary flexibility. The more explicit wording better communicates that these 

activities are assigned functions rather than optional considerations. Either alternative is understandable, but 

the clearer formulation is preferable and should not become a reason to delay finalization. 

 

Codex paragraph 14(a) 

a. Have an adequate legislative framework (laws and regulations), and relevant policies, procedures, and 
requirements to prevent, detect, mitigate, and control food fraud, which could include: 
• Responsibilities of FBOs with regard to managing risks of food fraud; 
• Providing practical guidance to FBOs and other stakeholders on how to address food fraud. Such guidance 
could include resources such as tools on how to develop procedures to prevent, detect, mitigate, and control 
food fraud; 
• Having measures to protect the identity of persons acting as “whistle blowers” reporting incidents of food fraud. 

FFPA Comment 17: Excellent detail. The paragraph distinguishes the four procedures—prevent, detect, 

mitigate, and control—and connects them to legislation, policies, FBO responsibilities, practical guidance, 

tools, and whistleblower protections. Listing the procedures separately is valuable because each represents a 

different activity and enables process improvement over time. 

 

Codex paragraph 14(b) 

b. Establish or maintain oversight programs and controls to prevent, detect, mitigate, and control food fraud, 
including for example: 
• Surveillance activities to detect food fraud. These could be conducted on a routine basis or in response to 
specific risks that have been identified; 
• Procedures to receive and evaluate reports of food fraud and determine appropriate follow-up. 
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FFPA Comment 18: Agreement. Routine or risk-responsive surveillance, report intake, evaluation, and 

appropriate follow-up are practical components of official oversight. The text appropriately uses “detect” for 

surveillance while retaining the broader prevention and control framework. 

 

Codex paragraph 14(c) 

c. Communicate, coordinate and collaborate with other competent authorities within and between countries, and 
with industry, academia and stakeholders: 
• to share relevant knowledge, experience, and tools for combatting food fraud, such as food standards and 
analytical methods; 
• to better integrate neutral technologies and use of data mining and machine learning technologies in the food 
chain which can aid in more effectively preventing food fraud. 

FFPA Comment 19: Agreement with the emphasis on communication, coordination, collaboration, and the 

sharing of knowledge, experience, standards, analytical methods, and technology. The phrase “neutral 

technologies” is not fully clear and may be intended to refer to technology-neutral approaches. This is a 

drafting nuance only. The overall intent is understandable, and no change is recommended if it delays 

finalization. 

 

Codex paragraph 14(d) 

d. Notify relevant competent authorities at the domestic level in a timely manner and, in the case of imported or 
exported food, notify the importing or exporting countries, when incidents of food fraud are identified or 
suspected: 
• If the fraud might impact food safety and threaten public health, the competent authority should immediately 
alert relevant competent authorities and INFOSAN in accordance with the Principles and guidelines for the 
exchange of information in food safety emergency situations (CXG 19-1995); 
• At the national level, cooperate, collaborate and exchange information with relevant competent authorities in 
accordance with national law and information sharing agreements; 
• Communications and exchange of information should be made as early and rapidly as possible, recognizing 
that the initial information may often be incomplete and more detailed information would be provided as it 
becomes available; 
• Information exchanged should be sufficient to allow competent authorities to evaluate the food fraud incident 
and mitigate its impact, especially with regard to risk to consumers, without jeopardizing ongoing investigations. 

FFPA Comment 20: Excellent emphasis on timely notification, early information exchange, the possibility of 

incomplete initial information, consumer-risk evaluation, and protection of ongoing investigations. The explicit 

INFOSAN reference is appropriate where a food fraud incident might affect food safety and threaten public 

health. A supporting citation to the INFOSAN food fraud terminology survey is included in this comment 

report. 

 

FFPA Further discussion: 

A 2019 peer-reviewed journal article, Global perspectives on food fraud: results from a WHO survey of members 

of INFOSAN, directly informs this Codex request for comments. The research surveyed INFOSAN members 

across 166 WHO Member States regarding food-fraud prevention, incident response, scope, education, and 

information sharing. Respondents reported substantial involvement in prevention and response. Some 93% 

considered food fraud a food-safety issue, and 97% wanted more guidance on managing and preventing food-

safety events involving fraud. The study also documented a broad fraud scope and strong support for INFOSAN 

as an interagency and intergovernmental coordination point. These findings support the draft’s emphasis on 

prevention, defined domestic responsibilities, capacity building, and timely international information exchange 

when food fraud may affect food safety or public health. 

 

 

Codex paragraph 15 

15. Policies, procedures, and regulatory requirements related to food fraud prevention and control should be 
transparent and risk-based. 
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FFPA Comment 21: Agreement. Transparency and risk-based decision-making are foundational principles for 

effective and credible national food control systems. This concise statement should be retained. 

 

Codex paragraph 16 

16. Consider establishing appropriate information exchange routes with relevant enforcement bodies and 
agencies [at the domestic level], including those responsible for dealing with criminality. In establishing such 
routes, competent authorities should give due consideration to information security around personal data, 
operationally sensitive material and also have in place systems to assure the integrity of any evidence gathered 
and/or shared. 

FFPA Comment 22: Retain “at the domestic level.” The phrase clarifies that coordination with criminal 

enforcement bodies is principally a national responsibility and distinguishes that activity from the international 

trade communications addressed elsewhere. It also appropriately recognizes that a food authority may refer 

criminal matters to another responsible body. The protections for personal data, operational information, and 

evidence integrity are important. 

 

7. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF FBOs 

 

Codex paragraph 17(a) 

17. FBOs have the role and responsibility to, as appropriate: 
 
a. Analyze and understand the vulnerabilities in their supply chain and products/ingredients/packaging that may 
be susceptible to food fraud. 

FFPA Comment 23: Excellent emphasis. The explicit inclusion of products, ingredients, and packaging is 

important because packaging is an often-overlooked food fraud vulnerability. The focus on analyzing and 

understanding vulnerabilities is aligned with GFSI food fraud prevention requirements and the established 

prevention-oriented approach. 

 

Codex paragraph 17(a.bis) 

[a.bis - Have measures in place to prevent, detect, mitigate and control the risk that the foo=d products and 
ingredients are not authentic, and ensure that the nature, safety, quality, and substance are accurately 
represented. Have processes in place for rapid removal of affected product from the market.] 

FFPA Comment 24: Agreement. This paragraph provides valuable operational detail by connecting authenticity, 

accurate representation, prevention, detection, mitigation, control, and rapid product removal. It reinforces that 

food fraud management includes both preventive systems and response capability. 

 

Codex paragraphs 17(b)–(c) 

b. Represent food for sale in a manner that does not deceive or mislead consumers. 
 
c. Inform the competent authority when they detect or suspect food fraud. 

FFPA Comment 25: Agreement. These provisions clearly state the basic duties to avoid consumer deception 

and to report detected or suspected food fraud. They support fair practices in trade and effective public-

private coordination. 

 

Codex paragraph 17(d) 

d. Take reasonable precautions to prevent, detect, mitigate, and control food fraud, including having processes 
in place for rapid removal of affected products from the market. 

FFPA Comment 26: Agreement. The rapid-removal language overlaps with paragraph 17(a.bis), but the 

repetition is low priority and can provide useful emphasis. It does not create a material conflict and should not 

delay finalization. 
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Codex paragraph 17(e) 

e. Create awareness and understanding of food fraud throughout the FBO [and build an anti-food fraud culture 
in all elements of the organization]. 

FFPA Comment 27: Agreement with the core requirement to create awareness and understanding throughout 

the FBO. The bracketed term "anti-food fraud culture," however, was already debated at CCFICS27 and 

deleted from the text (REP24/FICS). A content analysis shows its online use traces almost entirely to the 

CCFICS drafts themselves rather than to independent literature. Because paragraph 17(e) reintroduces it in 

brackets, the delegation should reconcile the reappearance with that prior deletion. "Build food fraud 

prevention awareness throughout the organization" is a clearer, established alternative. See Appendix B. 

 

Overall General Comment 

 

FFPA Comment 28: The draft is comprehensive, aligned with established practice, and ready to be finalized. 

The observations above identify interpretive nuances and opportunities for future consistency, not defects 

requiring another drafting cycle. The benefit of final publication now substantially outweighs the limited benefit 

of reopening otherwise acceptable text. 

 

Appendix A — Review of the August 2026 Codex Food Fraud Definitions 

and Types 

 

Introduction 

This review compares the August 2026 Codex Food Fraud EWG working definitions and fraud types with 

leading scholarly, governmental, standards, certification, and industry sources, while giving particular 

weight to the GFSI food safety management system requirement and scope that were implemented since 

2018.  

 

Food Fraud 

The working definition is highly aligned with the prevailing consensus. It contains the four elements most 

consistently identified across published definitions: deliberate conduct, deception, food, and economic gain. 

“Unfair economic advantage” is functionally equivalent to economic or financial gain and can reasonably 

include avoidance of loss. The wording is also compatible with GFSI, although GFSI expressly identifies 

food, ingredients, feed, packaging, labeling, product information, and false or misleading statements, and 

links the conduct to possible consumer-health impact. Codex’s phrase “characteristics of food” is more 

compact and may be narrower in application, and that is efficient for a Codex text centered on the food 

code, food safety, and fair practices in trade. Alignment would increase if accompanying interpretation 

confirmed that “characteristics” includes composition, identity, origin, labeling, packaging, and related 

information. No textual revision is warranted because the core definition is complete and not fatally flawed.  

• Current Codex working definition: “Food Fraud: Any deliberate practice intended to deceive 

others in regard to the characteristics of food to gain an unfair economic advantage.”  

• Assessment of Alignment: Highly aligned with GFSI and the dominant scholarly, governmental, 

standards, and certification definitions.  
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• Material Distinctions: Codex is less explicit about ingredients, feed, packaging, labeling, product 

information, and potential consumer-health effects.  

• Recommendation: Retain unchanged; interpret “characteristics of food” broadly rather than reopen 

an aligned definition and delay finalization.  

 

Food Integrity 

The working definition is substantially aligned with the principal published treatments of food integrity. 

Robson et al. describe integrity as an overarching condition encompassing food safety, quality, authenticity, 

and both intentional and unintentional departures. Spink et al. likewise identify integrity as broader than 

food fraud and connected to specifications, quality, safety, authenticity, and label claims. The Codex text 

captures these central dimensions and improves measurability by avoiding aspirational wording such as 

“perfect condition.” Its principal distinction is that some published definitions also include how food is 

sourced, procured, produced, and distributed, including ethical or illegal practices. Those matters can affect 

integrity, but they also extend beyond Codex’s immediate food-code and food-safety focus. Alignment 

would increase through interpretive guidance that “characteristics expected by the consumer” includes 

substantiated origin, production, and trade information. The omission is not a fatal flaw, and reopening the 

definition would provide little practical benefit.  

• Current Codex working definition: “Food Integrity: The status of food in which it is not altered or 

modified with respect to characteristics expected by the consumer, including food safety, quality, 

composition, nutritional properties and authenticity.”  

• Assessment of Alignment: Substantially aligned with broader integrity formulations covering 

safety, quality, composition, nutrition, and authenticity.  

• Material Distinctions: Published sources sometimes add sourcing, procurement, production, 

distribution, ethics, and legality.  

• Recommendation: Retain unchanged; explain those matters through guidance only if later 

implementation reveals material confusion.  

 

Food Authenticity 

The working definition is highly aligned with the strongest formal and scholarly formulations. CEN describes 

authenticity as a match between food-product characteristics and corresponding claims, while DEFRA and 

Spink et al. summarize the concept as food being “what it says it is.” The Codex wording closely follows 

that approach and appropriately treats authenticity as a state of conformity rather than an intentional act or 

motivation. It also fits Codex’s emphasis on labeling, trade information, composition, identity, and fair 

practices. The main distinction is that the Elliott Review additionally refers to the nature, substance, and 

quality expected by the purchaser, which may include expectations not expressly stated in labeling. 

Codex’s reference to “other information associated with food trade” partly addresses that difference while 

remaining more objective and administrable. Alignment could be increased through interpretation that 

associated information includes origin, identity, production method, composition, and substantiated claims. 

No textual revision is necessary.  
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• Current Codex working definition: “Food Authenticity: Conformity between the food product 

characteristics and the corresponding information provided through food product labeling or other 

information associated with food trade.”  

• Assessment of Alignment: Highly aligned with CEN, DEFRA, and scholarly formulations of 

conformity between product characteristics and claims.  

• Material Distinctions: Codex gives less emphasis to purchaser expectations not stated in labeling 

or trade information.  

• Recommendation: Retain unchanged; interpret “other information” to include substantiated origin, 

identity, composition, and production-method claims.  

 

Types of Food Fraud 

The six Codex categories are substantially aligned with published taxonomies and the GFSI operational 

scope. Addition, substitution, dilution, concealment, misrepresentation, and counterfeiting cover the 

dominant fraud mechanisms found across GFSI, SSAFE, Spink and Moyer, Spink et al., and Robson et al. 

Several GFSI categories are implicit rather than explicit: unapproved enhancement falls within addition; 

mislabeling or misbranding falls within misrepresentation; and some tampering falls within addition, 

concealment, or misrepresentation. Stolen goods reintroduced into commerce can also be treated as 

misrepresentation because they are passed off as legitimately procured, even if the physical label is 

unchanged. Product overrun, diversion, gray-market activity, simulation, and theft are less visible, and GFSI 

more clearly applies to all fraud types and all products. Codex’s narrower list is nevertheless acceptable for 

its food-code and food-safety role. No revision is recommended absent a fatal coverage gap.  

• Current Codex working text: 

“The following section provides examples, when done intentionally for economic gain, of types of 

food fraud: 

Addition: Adding an undeclared substance to a food product that would not ordinarily be 

present, or present in that quantity, in the food. 

Substitution: Replacing a food or a food ingredient, in whole or in part with another ingredient, 

in whole or in part (most often of lower value) without declaring it. 

Dilution: Adding a material to make another ingredient present at a lower concentration than 

represented. 

Counterfeiting: Making an imitation of a food product with the intention to deceive or defraud. 

Misrepresentation: Labelling or marketing a food product in a manner that is false, misleading, 

or deceptive. 

Concealment: Hiding or not disclosing information on the safety, suitability, or quality of food 

ingredients or food products.”  

• Assessment of Alignment: Substantially aligned with GFSI and major taxonomies; six broad 

categories capture the principal fraud mechanisms.  
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• Material Distinctions: Tampering, overrun, theft, diversion, gray-market activity, simulation, and 

unapproved enhancement are implicit or less visible.  

• Recommendation: Retain unchanged; no fatal gap justifies another revision cycle and an 

additional year or more of delay.  

 

 

Appendix B – Review — "Anti-Food Fraud Culture" terminology 

 

As applied to the current Codex Food Fraud EWG Step 6/7 request for comments, the phrase "anti-food 

fraud culture" is not established terminology in the wider food safety literature. A content analysis 

conducted for this review shows that nearly all online occurrences trace to a single origin, namely the 

CCFICS food fraud draft guidance and its CCFICS27 conference room documents from October 2024 

(CRD8, CRD16, CRD17, CRD20, CRD21, CRD23). The GFoRSS analyses, the USDA delegate report, the 

Japanese CAA and MAFF materials, the Arab Codex Contact Points report, and the Scribd draft all quote, 

translate, or comment on that same Codex passage. This is single-source propagation rather than 

independent corroboration. The term was coined inside the CCFICS drafting process itself, which is why it 

has no anchor in prior literature. The established alternatives remain "food safety culture" and "food 

integrity culture." 

 

Critically, the committee already addressed this term. REP24/FICS records that, following discussion at 

CCFICS27 on whether to include "anti-food fraud culture," it was agreed to delete it from the paragraph. 

Canada flagged it as a novel term and suggested simpler language, and the chair proposed the revision 

from there. Only one genuinely independent source exists, a 2026 consumer-perceptions study (Okonji), 

and it postdates the Codex debate and lists the phrase as a survey response option rather than as an 

authority. Because paragraph 17(e) reintroduces the bracketed term, the drafters should reconcile its 

reappearance with the CCFICS27 decision to delete it. If retained, align it with an established term. If a 

genuinely distinct concept is intended, a "for the purposes of this document" definition is required. 

 

This comment is editorial and summary only, consistent with the Step 6/7 stage. 

 

Sources 

 

Codex Committee on Food Import and Export Inspection and Certification Systems. 2024. Report of the 

27th Session (REP24/FICS), CX-733-27. FAO/WHO, Rome. Records the CCFICS27 decision to delete the 

term. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture. 2024. Report of the United States Delegate on the 27th Session of 

CCFICS. Available at: https://www.usda.gov/sites/default/files/documents/ccfics27-delegate-report.pdf. 

Accessed 6 August 2026. 

Okonji, B. A. 2026. Consumer perceptions and normalisation of food fraud. ScienceDirect. Available at: 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2949824426003265. Accessed 6 August 2026. 
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Appendix C – Definitions of Feed and Animal Food 

 

This section provides several ISO-based definitions of animal food and feed. ISO 22000 is Food Safety 

Management Systems and is the foundation for industry standards or certifications, including GFSI (From 

Spink & Fenoff, 2026, Under Review). (Emphasis added) 

 

The full definitions of the terms include: 

• Food (3.18) (ISO 22000): “Substance (ingredient), whether processed, semi-processed or raw, 

which is intended for consumption, and includes drink, chewing gum and any substance which has 

been used in the manufacture, preparation or treatment of “food” but does not include cosmetics or 

tobacco or substances (ingredients) used only as drugs.”  

• Feed / Animal Feed (3.16) (ISO 22000): “Single or multiple product(s), whether processed, semi-

processed or raw, which is (are) intended to be fed to food-producing animals.” 

• Animal Food (3.19) (ISO 22000): “Single or multiple product(s), whether processed, semi-

processed or raw, which is (are) intended to be fed to non-food-producing animals.” 

 

While product moves through a common supply chain, parallel chains often require separation or 

segregation based on regulatory and market requirements, such as food, feed/animal feed, animal food, 

and waste or disposal (by-product) streams — the last of which is notable because unauthorized diversion 

of waste or condemned material back into the food or feed chain is a recognized fraud pathway. 

 

 

• Food chain (ISO 22000): “sequence of the stages in the production, processing, distribution, 

storage, and handling of a food (3.18) and its ingredients, from primary production to consumption; 

Note 1 to entry: This includes the production of feed (3.16) and animal food (3.19); Note 2 to entry: 

The food chain also includes the production of materials intended to come into contact with food or 

raw materials; Note 3 to entry: The food chain also includes service providers.” Each stage in the 

food chain introduces new documentation requirements that support traceability and compliance.” 

• Feed Chain/ Animal Feed Chain (ISO 22002): “sequence of the stages and operations involved in 

the production, processing, distribution, and handling of feed and food, from primary production to 

consumption; Note 1 to entry: Primary production includes the production of feed for food-producing 

animals and for animals intended for food production.” 

• Agrifood systems (FAO): “encompass primary agricultural production of food and non-food 

products, the production of food of non-agricultural origin, the food supply chain from producer to 

consumer, and the final consumer of food.” [Note: Agrifood systems as defined here extend beyond 

human food to include animal feed and non-food agricultural products, consistent with the food, 

feed, and animal food distinctions.] 

• Food supply chain actors (ISO 22000): “Organizations [in the food chain] that are directly or 

indirectly involved include, but are not limited to, feed producers, animal food producers, harvesters 

of wild plants and animals, farmers, producers of ingredients, food manufacturers, retailers, and 

organizations providing food services, catering services, cleaning and sanitation services, 

transportation, storage and distribution services, suppliers of equipment, cleaning and disinfectants, 

packaging materials and other food contact materials.” [Note: A distinct and often overlooked actor 

is the harvester of wild plants and animals (foraged, wild-caught, or hunted goods). These products 

are especially fraud-prone because they typically lack the cultivation and custody records that 

document farmed production, making origin and species claims harder to verify.] 
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Appendix D – Codex, the Food Fraud EWG, and FFPA Previous Engagement 

 

The April 25, 2016 Federal Register Notice (Docket No. FSIS-2016-0013) announced a USDA meeting to 

prepare for the 39th Session of the Codex Alimentarius Commission, marking an early, key discussion on 

food integrity and authenticity. During the first conference call was the first FFPA engagement on this topic. 

Origin of Codex and Food Fraud Discussion 

The food integrity/authenticity agenda item was proposed in 2015 for the February 2016 CCFICS22 

agenda, where it was formally introduced (CRD8) (REP16/FICS, paras 66–70). My engagement started 

thanks to Jason Bashura (Industry Food Defense Subject Matter Expert and former FDA Food Defense 

Team member) for forwarding me the Federal Register Notice about the first US Codex delegation meeting 

(Docket No. FSIS-2016-0013). At that time, the title was food integrity and food authenticity. 

Document Development “Step 6/7” Review 

This current step is part of a multi-year, eight-step, formal review and approval process. Codex builds 

standards through an eight-step cycle of drafting, member comment, and committee revision, repeated 

twice before adoption, typically spanning about five years (my first food review was about ten years ago in 

2016). “Step 6/7” means the draft standard is circulated to Members and Observers for comment, then 

returned to committee for revision. If finalized, it advances to Step 8, potentially for adoption at next year's 

Commission session. Current requests call for editorial and summary comments only — wording, clarity, 

consistency — not substantive changes (new concepts or ideas) or technical changes (scientific 

corrections, conformity with other texts). This window closed over a year ago. 

Summary of Previous FFPA Comments (Six Submissions from 2018 to 2025) 

Our Codex food-fraud engagement began with working comments in October 2017, when CCFICS was still 

framing food integrity, food authenticity, adulteration, food fraud, and related terminology. From the 

documents reviewed, we identify six formal public-comment rounds: September 2018, November 2019, 

April 2021, April 2022, January 2023, and March 2025. We also contributed to the January 2020 co-chair 

discussion paper, but do not count that as a separate public-comment round.  

Across these submissions, Codex moved from a broad discussion of food integrity and authenticity toward 

“Guidelines on the Prevention and Control of Food Fraud.” Our consistent position was that Codex should 

first complete and publish a clear, harmonized definition of food fraud, supported by a concise glossary and 

a clear explanation of how related terms differ. We repeatedly cautioned that expanding too early into 

testing methods, national control systems, enforcement roles, information sharing, technologies, and 

detailed implementation would create scope creep and further delay a topic already under development for 

many years. 

Our substantive comments emphasized deliberate deception, economic advantage, recognized types of 

food fraud, ingredients, packaging, and feed; separation of food fraud from food defense and broader food 

safety related intentional adulteration; use of authoritative Codex and ISO terminology; and alignment with 

GFSI and other established international practices. We also consistently favored prevention and 

vulnerability reduction over detection, reaction, or vague “combating” language. By 2023 and 2025, our 

comments became more supportive and narrower, indicating that the draft was close to completion. 

Key points were: 
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• Finalize Definition: Finalize and publish the harmonized food-fraud definition now, and not delay it by 

adding detailed implementation requirements.  

• Clarify Terminology: Include a concise glossary distinguishing food fraud, food defense, food safety 

related intentional adulteration, authenticity, integrity, vulnerability, and related fraud types.  

• Sequence Future Work: Address testing, technology, information sharing, national control systems, 

and enforcement roles separately after adopting the foundational definition. 

 

Additional Content: Details Included in the Codex Comment Template 

 

[See separate document. 
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