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I. Introduction
A. Motivation (1)

1. Food safety emerged as a key health and safety issue 
following a series of food scandals in Europe and 
Taiwan which began in the 1990s.

2. A proper risk assessment has been recognized as an
essential element for food safety, therefore

3. the EU acted to establish the European Food Safety
Authority (EFSA) pursuant to Regulation 178/2002.
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I. Introduction
A. Motivation (2)

1. This seminar examines risk assessment in EFSA
and compares this with corresponding institutions in
Taiwan.

2. It also offers some proposals for reforming Taiwan’s
laws, to enhance food safety and consumer welfare
in general.
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I. Introduction
B. Background (1)

Since the 1990s, European countries and
Taiwan have been plagued by major food
safety crises and scandals, such as mad cow
disease (BSE), foot-and-mouth disease
(Aphtaeepizooticae), dioxin poisoning,
plasticizer additives, tainted cooking oil, etc.
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I. Introduction
B. Background (2)

These scandals have put public health and
consumers’ interests at serious risk. The re-
occurrence of food fraud and poisoning leads
to what sociologist Ulrich Beck terms a
postmodern and post-industrial “risk society”.

One of the prominent sources of risk in
society is a very basic, but now distant,
need—food.
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I. Introduction
C. Key Elements of a Food Safety System (1)

According to the United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization (UNFAO), the key elements of food
control and a food safety system are:

1. Food safety regulations and standards;
2. Risk assessment and risk management institutions;
3. Laboratories;
4. Food police;
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I. Introduction
C. Key Elements of a Food Safety System (2)

1. Risk communication;
2. Coordination mechanism for food safety related

institutions;
3. Food safety crisis management and an alert system

for emergencies; and
4. Education, training and international cooperation.
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I. Introduction
D. Risk Analysis

(1) Three Elements

1. Risk Assessment;
2. Risk Management;
3. Risk Communication.

9



I. Introduction
D. Risk Analysis

(2) Risk Assessment/Concept

Risk assessment means a scientifically based process 
consisting of four steps: 
(1) hazard identification;
(2) hazard characterization;
(3) exposure assessment; and
(4) risk characterization.

As a whole, scientific evidence, based on risk
analysis, which should be taken into account in the
food policy.
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I. Introduction
D. Risk Analysis

(3) Role of Risk Analysis in the EU

1. to achieve a high-level protection for human
health and life;

2. risk analysis is the basis for food law;
3. risk assessment shall be undertaken by an

independent institution;
4. risk management shall be based on risk

assessment ; and
5. risk analysis shall be conducted in a transparent

manner.
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I. Introduction
E. The Aims of the EU Food Safety System

The formation of the EU Food Safety System came in direct
response to such food crises. This system is intended to:
(1) establish a high-standard food safety to protect human
health and consumer interest;
(2) ensure the free flow of food products;
(3) ensure the effective functioning of the internal market;
(4) ensure fair competition among food business; and
(5) restore consumer confidence in European food.
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I. Introduction
E. EU Food Safety Policy (1)

The EU’s food safety policy is designed to 
guarantee:
1. safe, nutritious food & animal feed;
2. high standards of animal health & welfare & 
plant protection;
3. clear information on the origin of food, 
content-labelling & instructions.
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I. Introduction
E. EU Food Safety Policy (2)

General principles of EU food Law comprise:

1. comprehensive food and  feed law;
2. sound scientific advice for food policy decisions;
3. efficient organizational arrangements and 

procedures, enforcement & control; 
4. transparency; 
5. precautionary principle can be lawfully adopted 

in a special case; and
6. international cooperation.
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I. Introduction
F. EU Food Safety Requirements (1)

1. Food shall not be placed on the market if 
its is unsafe;

2. Food shall be deemed to be unsafe if it is 
considered to be:
(1) injurious to health;
(2) unfit for human consumption.
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I. Introduction
F. EU Food Safety Requirements (2)

3. In determining whether any food is unsafe, 
regard shall to had:

a) to the normal conditions of use of the food by the
consumer and at each stage of production,
processing and distribution, and

b) to the information provided to the consumer,
including information on the label;
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I. Introduction
F. EU Food Safety Requirements  (3)

4. In determining whether any food is injurious to 
health , regard shall be had:

a) not only to the probable immediate and/or short-
term and/or long-term effects of that food on the
health of a person consuming it, but also on
subsequent generations;

b) to the probable cumulative toxic effects;
c) to the particular health sensitivities of a specific

category of consumers.
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II. Food Safety Theories
A. Institutional Protection (1)

1. A Food Safety System's food laws, risk assessment
mechanisms, test laboratories, risk management
organization and law enforcement personnel are the
keys to establishing a strong food control system
characterized by public confidence and trust.

2. Risk Assessment should be directed by work
conducted by professional scientists and functional
experts who enjoy a certain degree of independence
and who have clear lines of responsibility.
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II. Food Safety Theories
A. Institutional Protection (2)

A robust institutional framework can therefore maintain
the efficient execution of food law, ensure the legality
and justifiability of food policies, and increase the
credibility of food safety for consumers in general.

The food safety system of the EU exemplifies a
comprehensive and robust institution and serves as a
great point of reference for Taiwan to modernize its food
governance and provide institutional protection for
consumers.
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II. Food Safety Theories
B. Food control Theories (1)

1. Food safety has its origin in government
control theory, particularly the theory of
public interest.

2. Food control is necessary because it
protects consumer interest, public health,
fair competition and the proper
functioning of the market, and it deters
businesses from engaging in illegal
activities.
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II. Food Safety Theories
B. Food Control Theories (2)

3. Food controls also effectively prevent food
businesses from engaging in unfair
competition practices that would trigger a
“race to the bottom” and degrade public
health.

21



II. Food Safety Theories
B. Food Control Theories (3)

4. Information asymmetry also poses
problems in building a food control
system. Pesticides, additives and other
chemicals are common in the production
and processing of food products, but
detailed information is often not easily
available to consumers.

22



II. Food Safety Theories
B. Food Control Theories (4)

5. The role of government is essential in
ensuring the quality and safety of food
products by, for example, restricting the
use of pesticides and additives and
requiring businesses to reveal pertinent
information on product labels.

6. Therefore food control can provide an
institutional protection for consumers.
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III. Jurisprudence of EU Food Safety Law
A. Major Tasks of EU Food Safety Law

The major task of food law in the EU,
according to Article 1 of Regulation 178/2002,
is to provide assurances of a high level of
protection of human health and consumers’
interests, while ensuring the effective
functioning of the internal market.
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III. Jurisprudence of EU Food Safety Law 
B. TFEU (1)

In the EU the protection of consumers’ interests enjoys
constitutional status. Article 169 of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) provides
that:

“[i]n order to promote the interests of consumers and to
ensure a high level of consumer protection, the Union
shall contribute to protecting the health, safety and
economic interests of consumers, as well as to
promoting their rights to information, education and to
organise themselves in order to safeguard their
interests”.
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III. Jurisprudence of EU Food Safety Law
B. TFEU (2)

Article 12 of the TFEU also stipulates that
“consumer protection requirements shall be
taken into account in defining and
implementing other Union policies and
activities”.

Therefore the EU will carry out policies to
protect consumers’ interests; failure to do so
might violate constitutional treaties.
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III. Jurisprudence of EU Food Safety Law 
C. EUCJ (1)

The Court of Justice of the European Union (EUCJ)
in the 1979 case Cassis de Dijon confirmed that
consumer protection is a compulsory requirement in
the functioning of the internal market.

The EUCJ proposed that the principle of public
interest could serve as a justification to limit the free
flow of products and services in the internal market.
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III. Jurisprudence of EU Food Safety Law 
C. EUCJ (2)

In the judgements of other cases, the EUCJ also
ruled that the EU and its Member States may, based
on reasons of public interest or public health,
institute regulations and laws with regard to
labelling, information disclosure or other
compulsory measures.
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IV. EU Food Law 
A. Legal Basis of the EU's Food Safety Policy (1)

1. Treaty on the Functioning of the European 
Union (TFEU)
Article 168: public health protection;
Article 169: consumer protection;
Article 191: precautionary principle.

1. Regulation 178/2002, passed by the EU on the 1st
of February 2002 and in force since the 21st of
February 2002, is the basic EU legal framework
for food safety.
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IV. EU Food Law 
A. Legal Basis of the EU's Food Safety Policy (2)

1. Regulation 178/2002: General Food Law
(1) laying down general principles and 

requirements of food law;
(2) establishing the European Food Safety 

Authority (EFSA);
(3) laying down food safety procedure.
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IV. EU Food Law
B. Regulation 178/2002 (1)

Regulation 178/2002 establishes the general
principles, responsibilities and basic
requirements concerning risk analysis
institutions, traceability, the precautionary
principle, emergency measures and risk
management.
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IV. EU Food Law
B. Regulation 178/2002 (2)

More importantly, Chapter III of the
Regulation establishes the official risk safety
institution—the European Food Safety
Authority (EFSA).
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V. The EFSA
A. Background (1)

The establishment of EFSA, according to Regulation 
178/2002, is a response to the need to create an 
independent and scientific institution dedicated to 
food safety risk assessments.
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V. The EFSA 
B. The Competent Authority

1. EFSA provides scientific advice and technical support for 
the EU’s food and animal feed legislation and policies. 

2. According to Article 23(c), scientific opinions relating to 
food safety shall be based on the foundation of risk 
assessment. 

3. Therefore EFSA is the competent authority for food safety 
related risk assessment in the EU. 
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V. The EFSA 
C. Main Missions (1)

According to Article 22 of Regulation 178/2002, the
main missions of EFSA include:
1. providing scientific opinions with regard to food
safety related problems raised by the Commission,
European Parliament and Member States;
2. conducting practical risk assessment on, for
example, genetically modified organisms, pesticides,
food and feed additives;
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V. The EFSA
C. Main Missions (2)

3. supervising special risks, as well as
identifying and defining new risks; and
4. conducting food and feed risk
assessment by developing and applying
new integrated scientific methodologies.
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V. The EFSA
D. Function

By providing scientific opinions in all
areas regarding food and feed safety,
EFSA has become a major scientific
point of reference for the EU.
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V. The EFSA 
E. Status of EFSA (1)

With regards to legal status, Articles 37, 43 and 46
stipulate that EFSA enjoys an independent position
within the EU, drafts its own budget and has legal
personality. Its staff enjoy privileges and immunities.
It is due to these characteristics that EFSA can
“express independently its own conclusions and
orientations on matters within its mission”
according to Article 23(k).
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V. The EFSA 
E. Status of EFSA (2)

Functional Independence

Article 37 provides that members of the
Scientific Committee and Scientific
Panels shall undertake to act
independently of any external influence.
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V. The EFSA 
E. Status of EFSA (3)

Financial Independence

Article 43 stipulates that EFSA
implement its own budget planning
processes. The independent budget
scheme makes EFSA free of control and
influence from other EU agencies and
Member States.
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V. The EFSA 
E. Status of EFSA (4)

Legal Personality

Article 46 provides that EFSA shall have legal
personality. In all Member States it shall enjoy
the widest powers granted by law to legal
persons. In particular, it may acquire and
dispose of movable and immovable property
and institute legal proceedings.
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V. The EFSA
E. Status of EFSA (5)

Accordingly, EFSA is a sui generis supra-
national scientific organization charged with
risk assessment tasks. Its independent legal
status in the EU makes it an important
cornerstone of the food safety system and a
model for success.
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V. The EFSA 
F. Legal Effect of EFSA’s Scientific Opinion (1)

Article 39(3) also stipulates that the conclusions of the
Scientific Opinions delivered by EFSA shall be
considered in drafting food safety laws and in their
implementation.
According to Article 6 of the Regulation, risk
management shall take into account the results of risk
assessments based on the available scientific evidence
and undertaken in an independent, objective and
transparent manner.
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V. The EFSA
F. Legal Effect of EFSA’s Scientific Opinion (2)

In the judgement for the Pfizer v. Commission case
(2004), the Court of First Instance clearly ruled that
the Commission shall provide an explanation if it
chose not to adopt the Scientific Opinions of the
EFSA. The explanation is deemed valid only if based
on scientific evidence provided by scientific
institutions at the same level as the EFSA.
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V. The EFSA 
F. Legal Effect of EFSA’s Scientific Opinion (3)

This case implies that if scientific opinions
provided by EFSA are not taken into
consideration, the Commission might violate
the law in its risk management decision under
Article 6(3) of Regulation 178/2002 and
Article 114 of the TFEU.
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V. The EFSA 
F. Legal Effect of EFSA’s Scientific Opinion (4)

The fact that Scientific Opinions provided by
the EFSA are legally binding has been
confirmed by the EUCJ. In the Pfizer Animal
Health Case, the EUCJ has established a
general duty whereby organizations within
the EU shall consult EFSA for Scientific
Opinions when it comes to food safety issues.

46



V. The EFSA 
F. Legal Effect of EFSA’s Scientific Opinion (5)

The example above demonstrates that scientific
opinions released by EFSA have substantial legal
effect and are subject to judicial review.

It also shows that the EUCJ and the EU are
characterized by judicial activism in promoting
coordination between risk assessment and risk
management, and the Europeanization of risk
analysis.

47



V. The EFSA
F. Legal Effect of EFSA’s Scientific Opinion (6)

In practice 95% of the Scientific Opinions
released by the EFSA to the Commission in
2010 were accepted and adopted.

The rejections of the 5% were due to political,
economic, social and other non-scientific
concerns.
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V. The EFSA 
F. Legal Effect of EFSA’s Scientific Opinion (7)

It is fair to claim that EFSA has established
itself as an authority on food safety risk
assessments capable of providing valid
scientific opinions.

Therefore EFSA plays a key role in the EU
Food Safety Policy and contributes to
providing a high standard of protection for
EU consumers.
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan 
A. Background (1)

1. In Taiwan, the plasticizer additive scandal of 2011
and the tainted cooking oil scandal of 2014
dramatically undermined the credibility of food
businesses, weakened consumer confidence and
stained Taiwan’s reputation as a “kingdom of
delicacies”.

2. The social costs and medical expenses that might
accrue in coping with public health problems are
considerable.
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan 
A. Background (2)

3. The re-occurrence of food safety breaches
shows that Taiwan has much room for
improvement compared to the EU with
respect to food control regulations, food
safety institutions, law implementation,
food crisis management, etc.
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan 
A. Background (3)

4. The Act Governing Food Safety and Sanitation of
Taiwan came into force on the 28th of January
1975. Between the 10th of June 2011 and the 20th
of January 2015 the Act underwent six
amendments, incorporating such measures as
emergency alerts, labelling, traceability, self-
governance, market monitoring, imported food
origin certification, border inspections, etc.

52



VI. Lessons for Taiwan
A. Background (4)

5. The three most recent amendments
focused on increasing administrative
penalties, but failed to touch upon
establishing risk assessment and
management institutions, which are key
components of a food safety system.
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan
B. Risk Assessment in Taiwan (1)

1. Food safety law in Taiwan did not incorporate
a risk assessment mechanism until amended
on the 31st of May 2013.

2. Article 4.1 provides that “the actions taken by
the competent authority in the governing of
food safety shall be based on risk assessment”.
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan
B. Risk Assessment in Taiwan (2)

1. Article 4.2 stipulates that “the central
competent authority shall assemble experts
and scholars specialized in food safety,
toxicology and risk assessment, as well as
non-governmental organizations, to form a
food risk assessment advisory committee.”
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan
B. Risk Assessment in Taiwan (3)

On the 10th of January 2014 the Ministry of Health
and Welfare published the Food Safety Risk
Assessment Advisory Committee Establishment
Regulations.

Article 3 of the Regulations provides that the
mission of the Food Safety Risk Assessment
Advisory Committee is to consult and make
recommendations on food safety risk assessments
based on the principles of scientific evidence,
precaution, information transparency, etc.

56



VI. Lessons for Taiwan
B. Risk Assessment in Taiwan (4)

Article 4 of the Regulations stipulates that the
Committee is to be made up of 15 to 19
members (appointed by the Minister of
Health and Welfare), consisting of experts
and scholars specializing in food safety,
toxicology and risk assessment, and
representatives of civil societies in related
domains.
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan
B. Risk Assessment in Taiwan (5)

1. Article 6 provides that a meeting shall be held
bi-annually, and an interim meeting may be
convened as deemed necessary.

2. This would not have substantial impact since
it is only held bi-annually.

3. The meeting is not a permanent institution
and is not authorized to carry out risk
assessment tasks.
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan
B. Risk Assessment in Taiwan (6)

4. The Committee might not be able to carry
out its tasks independently since all its
members, including the Chair and Deputy
Chair of the Committee, are appointed by
the Minister of Health and Welfare.
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan
B. Risk Assessment in Taiwan (7)

In summary, the Food Safety Risk Assessment
Advisory Committee is unable to carry out
professional and systematic risk assessment
tasks on a regular basis because it is not a
permanent institution, and because its
members and staff are employed on a
contractual or part-time basis.
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan
C. Future Reform (1)

The current food safety institution in Taiwan is
incapable of conducting the mission specified in Article
4 of the Act, which states: “the actions taken by the
competent authority in the governing of food safety shall
be based on risk assessment and shall align with
satisfying citizens’ rights to have healthy and safe food
and the right to know”.

As a result, it is fair to claim that food safety risk
management in Taiwan is, at the moment, not based on
scientific evidence.
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VI. Lessons for Taiwan
C. Future Reform (2)

The experiences of the EU demonstrate that
independent risk assessment based on scientific
evidence is vital to credible and efficient food
safety policy.
Taiwan should take the EFSA as a point of
reference to establish a National Food Safety and
Risk Assessment Committee at the Ministry level
in the Executive Yuan.
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VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan 
A. EFSA and International Standards (1)

Article 5.3 of Regulation 178/2002 states
that international standards should be
taken into consideration in the
development of the EU’s food law.
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VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan
A. EFSA and Codex (2)

(1) The Codex Alimentarius Commission develops and 
adopts food standards that serve as a reference for 
international food trade;

(2) Codex also develops standards with respect to food 
quality, nutrition and labelling. These standards are 
relevant to the WTO/TBT Agreement;

(3) The EU also has access to Codex and actively 
participates in Codex activities. DG Health & Food 
Safety is the EU Codex contact point.
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VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan
A. EFSA and WTO (3)

1. The WTO is the leading international organization 
that sets international rules for trade;

2. The SPS Agreement concerns the application of food 
regulations;

3. One of the major reasons for the establishment of 
the EFSA was the EU’s loss in the WTO case of 
Hormones.
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Article 2.1
“Members have the right to take sanitary and
phytosanitary measures necessary for the protection
of human, animal or plant life or health, provided
that such measures are not inconsistent with the
provisions of this Agreement”
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VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan
B. WTO/SPS Agreement (1)



Article 2.2
“Members shall ensure that any sanitary or
phytosanitary measure is applied only to the extent
necessary to protect human, animal or plant life or
health, is based on scientific principles and is not
maintained without sufficient scientific evidence, except
as provided for in paragraph 7 of Article 5.”
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VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan
B. WTO/SPS Agreement (2)



Article 2.2

shall ensure:

Basic Rights and Obligations

applied only to the extent necessary to 
protect human, animal or plant life or 

health

is based on scientific principles

is not maintained without sufficient 
scientific evidence

except as provided for in paragraph 7 of Article 5.
Source: WTO (2000)   
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Article 5:7
“qualified exemption”

the measure is imposed with respect to a 
situation where “relevant” scientific information 
is insufficient;

the measure is adopted “on the basis of 
available pertinent information”

Allowed to provisionally adopt a measure if:

1

2

and

Source: WTO (2000) 
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Article 5:7
“qualified exemption”

“seek to obtain the additional 
information necessary for a more 
objective assessment of risk”; and

“review the … phytosanitary measure 
accordingly within a reasonable period 
of time”.

+ additional obligations: 

3

4

and

Source: WTO (2000)     
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VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan 
C. Some Key Elements for SPS Measures (1)

1. Rational or objective relationship between the 
measure and the science  

2. Approach by Panel and AB to risk assessment 
(food-borne and pest- or disease-borne risk)

3. The use of precaution in situations where 
there is insufficient scientific evidence (5.7)

4. Approach by Panel and AB when showing for 
discrimination (5:5)
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VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan 
C. Some Key Elements for SPS Measures (2)

Scientific Evidence

72

Basic Rights and
Obligations
(Article 2)

Int’l org.
(Article 12:3)

Harmonization
(Article 3)

Risk Assessment
(Article 5)

Expert advice
(Article 11:2)

Source: WTO (2000)



VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan
D. WTO Case: EC-Hormones (DS26, 48) (1)

1. The case relates to the EU prohibition on the 
importation from the US and Canada of meat and 
meat products treated with certain hormones;

2. The panel concluded that the EU measure violated 
Article 5.1 (and thus Article 3.3) because it was not 
based on a risk assessment.

3. Precautionary principles shall also be based on such 
risk assessments, and the failure to do so would 
violate Article 5.7 of the SPS Measures of the WTO. 
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VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan
D. WTO Case: EC-Biotech Products (DS291, 292, 293) (2)

1. The EU applied a moratorium on approvals of 
biotech products imported from the US, Canada and 
Argentina;

2. EC Member States also adopted safeguard measures 
prohibiting the importing/marketing of specific  
biotech products;

3. The panel concluded that all safeguard measures by 
EC Member States were not based on any risk 
assessment,  were contrary to Article 5.1 and 
inconsistent with Article 2.2.
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VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan
D. WTO Case: Korea-Import Bans for Radionuclides (DS495, 2018) 

1. SPS measures adopted by Korea included: 2011
and 2013 additional testing requirements, 2012
product-specific import bans, 2013 blanket
import ban, etc;

2. The panel found that Korea's import ban
measures did not fulfil the four requirements
provided in Article 5.7 of the SPS Agreement;

3. Korea's measures were more trade-restrictive
than required to achieve its protection purposes,
and inconsistent with Article 5.6;
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VII. Lessons Beyond Taiwan 
D. WTO Case: Korea-Import Bans for Radionuclides (DS495, 2018)

4. Korea did not ensure that its measures do not
arbitrarily or unjustifiably discriminate between
Members and constitute a disguised restriction
on international trade, therefore those measures
are inconsistent with Article 2.3;

5. Korea did not publish all related measures and
acted inconsistently with Article 7; and

6. The above-mentioned reasons together led to
Korea’s lost of this case.
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VIII. Conclusion (1)

Since the EU food safety law passed in 2002, food
safety has been marked mainly by the
establishment of an independent risk assessment
institution, the EFSA.

The EFSA demonstrates that this
Europeanization of risk assessment would
significantly benefit the implementation of food
safety law in Taiwan.
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VIII. Conclusion (2)
Major findings reveal that:

1. The EFSA must have an independent status and
legal personality in order to conduct risk assessment
based on scientific evidence, and to strengthen the
objectivity of EU risk management and food policy;

2. One of the prime goals of risk assessment and
food safety in the EU is to enhance consumer
protection and restore consumer confidence in the
EU food market.
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VIII. Conclusion (3)
3. Since the outbreak of major food crises

concerning plasticizer additives and tainted
oil, food safety in Taiwan has developed into a
multi-faceted issue in which individuals,
families and industries are actively involved
and affected.

4. In a macro-economic sense, this affects
consumer interests, public health, food
industries, tourism, international trade and
the environment, among other issues.
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VIII. Conclusion (4)

5. It is recommended that the Taiwanese government
take note of and refer to EU laws, practices, and
institutions such as the EFSA, and establish an
independent risk assessment committee.

6. Ensuring that the aforementioned institutional
framework and policy instruments are legally based
on safeguarding consumer interests would greatly
benefit the food safety system, public health,
tourism, fair competition in the food industry and
the export of food products.
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VIII. Conclusion (5)

By enforcing the domestic food safety system,
Taiwan would be able to connect with
international food safety standards and therefore
improve the international image of Taiwan while
providing a sustainable institutional protection
and the highest standard of consumer protection
for the general public.
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http://www.fao.org/fao-who-codexalimentarius/en/
https://www.fda.gov.tw/EN/index.aspx


85

Thanks for Attention

Comments are welcome

Institute of European and American Studies, 
Academia Sinica, Taiwan

http://www.ea.sinica.edu.tw/

http://www.ea.sinica.edu.tw/

	投影片編號 1
	投影片編號 2
	投影片編號 3
	投影片編號 4
	投影片編號 5
	投影片編號 6
	投影片編號 7
	投影片編號 8
	投影片編號 9
	投影片編號 10
	投影片編號 11
	投影片編號 12
	投影片編號 13
	投影片編號 14
	投影片編號 15
	投影片編號 16
	投影片編號 17
	投影片編號 18
	投影片編號 19
	投影片編號 20
	投影片編號 21
	投影片編號 22
	投影片編號 23
	投影片編號 24
	投影片編號 25
	投影片編號 26
	投影片編號 27
	投影片編號 28
	投影片編號 29
	投影片編號 30
	投影片編號 31
	投影片編號 32
	投影片編號 33
	投影片編號 34
	投影片編號 35
	投影片編號 36
	投影片編號 37
	投影片編號 38
	投影片編號 39
	投影片編號 40
	投影片編號 41
	投影片編號 42
	投影片編號 43
	投影片編號 44
	投影片編號 45
	投影片編號 46
	投影片編號 47
	投影片編號 48
	投影片編號 49
	投影片編號 50
	投影片編號 51
	投影片編號 52
	投影片編號 53
	投影片編號 54
	投影片編號 55
	投影片編號 56
	投影片編號 57
	投影片編號 58
	投影片編號 59
	投影片編號 60
	投影片編號 61
	投影片編號 62
	投影片編號 63
	投影片編號 64
	投影片編號 65
	投影片編號 66
	投影片編號 67
	投影片編號 68
	投影片編號 69
	投影片編號 70
	投影片編號 71
	投影片編號 72
	投影片編號 73
	投影片編號 74
	投影片編號 75
	投影片編號 76
	投影片編號 77
	投影片編號 78
	投影片編號 79
	投影片編號 80
	投影片編號 81
	投影片編號 82
	投影片編號 83
	投影片編號 84
	Thanks for Attention

