PROCEEDINGS OF THE CONFERENCE
 Inaugural session
Dr. Ernesto Carpintieri, President of ENVA-AEREC

The object of this conference is to contribute to the improvement of the awareness of Bulgarian and Romanian local authorities and entrepreneurs in the enlargement process and its impacts with particular regard to certain aspects of four chapters of the Accession Negotiations, such as free movement of good, agriculture, fisheries and consumers and health protection. Our intention is to show how representatives of similar target groups inside the EU dealt with the necessity to implement and enforce safety standards and measures related to the consumption of products and food stuffs and to present best practices and know how.
ENVA, founded in 1981, has the key purpose to identify and to enrol prominent representatives of the cultural, scientific, economic and professional societies to offer them the opportunity to exchange ideas and projects. ENVA organises conferences, meetings and work-shops in Italy and abroad to promote the Italian effort in the world as well as International cooperation. Its Committee for International Affairs identifies International economic opportunities, fosters matchmaking activities and joint-ventures and it assists Italian entrepreneurs in the various phases of business development.
There are many opportunities in Bulgaria and Romania for Italian operators which are already reflected in the numerous investments in these countries. In fact, there are about 20.000 Italian entrepreneurs in Romania and a similar number in Bulgaria. The enlargement process of the European Union and the accession of Romania and Bulgaria in the very next future are a very important step. The possibility for operators and Institutions to present projects and actions under Calls for proposals of the European Union is very important to favour awareness rising and the implementation of EU best practices necessary for integration and development of International co-operation.
In fact, this conference is co-financed by the European Union and it is a very precious opportunity for the exchange of information and experience among operators of four different countries, such as Italy, Bulgaria, Romania and the Czech Republic. 
Hon. Svetla Batchvarova, Vice Minister, Ministry for Agriculture and Forestry, Bulgaria
The accession report shows that important steps have been made in the transposition of the EU legislation in relation to food safety, food production and labelling as well as animal feed. Several modifications in the veterinary sector have been adopted in the legislation of 2006. The Food Safety Authority elaborates projects to be introduced to the National Council, it coordinates the activities of the control authority and it coordinates draft bills in the food safety sector and in relation to the quality of vegetables and fresh fruit. It is continuously committed to the implementation and practical application of these laws.
H.E. Giovan Battista Campagnola, Ambassador of Italy in Bulgaria

The European Food Safety Authority is based in Italy. Our country is perfectly integrated into the European Union and represents an important commercial partner of Bulgaria and Romania. The object of this conference is of primary importance and the exchange of experience, know-how and best practices is basic to contribute to the full integration of these candidate countries and to the free movement of goods inside the EU. The issue of food safety and consumer protection is extremely important in consideration of the free movement of goods inside the EU.

H.E. Rosianu Mihail, Ambassador of Romania in Bulgaria
The presence of Romanian representatives here today at the conference shows the great interest in this subject. To learn more about the basic practical aspects of this matter is of vital importance for Romanian and Bulgarian operators in this last phase which precedes the accession. The last report confirms that Romania has made greater progress in the adaptation of EU legislation necessary for the definitive accession. We are working hard to reach a correct implementation in the field of food safety. Very important measures of prevention against the aviarian flu have also been taken. 
Dr. Kostadin Goygadjiev, Director of the Food Safety and Food Quality Control Department of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, Bulgaria

The direction of the Food Safety Control Department is committed to the implementation of the program concerning food safety standards and it coordinates all the activities in co-operation with the Ministry of Health. This direction gathers the necessary information on food safety and gives it to the Ministry of Agriculture. It deals with the matters connected with OMG, the products deriving from OMG and it keeps a data base on all problems concerning OMG.
Plenary Session

Prof. Stefano Cinotti, Dean of the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine at the University of Bologna and Member of the Health Governing Council: “The Common Fishery Policy (CFP)”
First of all, I would like to present some figures in the EU Fishery sector. 

The European Union is the world's third largest fishing power after China and Peru producing some 8 million tons of fish. The Community fleet is also substantial with around 100 000 vessels. It remains the world's largest importer, with an annual trade deficit of 7 billion. Aquaculture represents 33% of the total value of EU fishery production and 17% of its volume.
Consumption within the UE varies from a high 61,1 kg per person per year in Portugal to a low 11,4  kg per person per year in Austria.
The Common Fisheries Policy includes a set of rules and mechanisms for protecting and distributing resources to ensure that fishing can continue.
As to the legal basis, (CFP) was instituted with Council Regulation (CE) n. 170/83 of 25 January 1983, establishing a Community system for the conservation and management of fishery resources.
Total allowable catches (TAC) was introduced.
1990   Analysis of the effects of first regulations

1992   Institution of a new Regulation n. 3760/92 CE

Art. 1 of Reg. (CE) n. 3760/92 defines CFP: “The common fisheries policy shall cover exploitation activities involving living aquatic resources, and aquaculture, as well as the processing and marketing of fishery and aquaculture products where practised on the territory of Member States or in Community fishing waters or by Community fishing vessels”.
The Reg. (CE) n. 2847/93 established a control system applicable to the common fisheries policy for the monitoring of conservation and resources management measures, structural measures and measures on the common organisation of the market.
With Reg. (CE) n. 1626/94 certain technical measures for the conservation  of fishery resources in the Mediterranean were taken, whereas Reg. (CE) n. 685/95 refers to the management of the fishing effort relating to certain Community fishing areas and resources (North Atlantic)

In March 2001, the European Commission adopted a Green Paper on the future of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). This Green Paper puts forward new objectives and presents options on how to achieve them. 
Given that many fish stocks continue to decline, the Common Fisheries Policy shall be improved to ensure the long-term viability of the fisheries sector through sustainable exploitation of living aquatic resources.  
The objectives and instruments of CFP are 
· the conservation of fishery resources, 
· the sustainable management of fishery resources, 
· the organisation of the markets, 
· structural policy and the relations with non-member countries and International organisations regulated by the Reg. (CE) n. 2371/2002.
Conservation of fishery resources includes 
1. the conservation, management and exploitation of fisheries resources 
2. adjustment of fishing capacity 
3. management of the access to waters and aquatic resources 
With reference to the first point, the access to aquatic resources should be managed through an approach to fisheries management, enforcing multi-annual management plans for stocks within safe biological limits, limiting catches and fishing efforts and adopting new technical measures (for example more selective gear, respect for spawning grounds). 
As to the adjustment of fishing capacity, member states shall put in place measures to adjust the fishing capacity of their fleets in order to achieve a stable and enduring balance between their fishing capacity and their fishing opportunities.

Block of  Community fleet from 31 December 2002: Funding is available for modernisation of the fishing fleets as well as for getting rid of excess fishing capacity. For each Member State, fleet restructuring is planned within multi-annual guidance programmes setting out objectives and the means to achieve them.
With regard to the management of access to waters and aquatic resources, the community vessels can freely and equally access to waters and aquatic resources, except  the 12 coastline miles that belong to the sovereignty area of the Member states, total allowable catches (TACs) are fixed on an annual basis, fishing availability are disposed  to the Member States in the intent of assuring to each a relative steadiness of fishing activities

The CE proposals are the: 
· increase of production 
· space expansion 
· market development

· commercialisation and information
· discipline and legislation, 
· aquaculture products safety
· animal welfare 
· environmental impact 
· research.

THE FINANCIAL INSTRUMENT (FIFG): Reg CE 2792/99  defines the general objectives and tasks of the Structural Funds and the Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (“FIFG”). Grant aid can be allocated for the construction and modernisation of fishing vessels to ensure that the Community fleet remains competitive, to improve safety on board vessels and to encourage the use of more selective techniques. Eligible projects include improving the selectivity of fishing gear, using more environmentally friendly fishing techniques, increasing the standards of hygiene and conservation of fish on board vessels and improving safety.  


Balancing fishing capacity with the available resources has become a priority of  CFP to ensure sustainable fishing, in order to secure the future of the fishing industry. Funding may be available for ending the fishing activities of vessels by scrapping them or for using them in other sectors, such as marine museums, or for transferring vessels outside Community waters.

ACQUACULTURE FEEDS: Reg.CE 882/2004 on official controls performed to ensure the verification of compliance with feed and food law, animal health and animal welfare rules. CE is trying to promote the research of alternative protein sources in order to better exploit  all the fishing products, even the less valued ones.
SPACE EXPANSION: Exploitation of alternative spaces is required due to

the continuous increase of bathing areas.
INTEGRATED COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT IN EUROPE :  Reg. CE 413/2002 

It is essential to implement an environmentally sustainable, economically equitable, socially responsible, and culturally sensitive management of coastal zones, it must maintain the integrity of this important resource while considering local traditional activities and customs that do not present a threat to sensitive natural areas and to the maintenance status of the wild species of the coastal fauna and flora 

MARKET DEVELOPMENT, COMMERCIALISATION AND INFORMATION: THE COMMON ORGANISATION OF THE MARKET 
The objective was to create a common market in fish products inside the Community that would make production meet the demand for the benefit of producers and consumers

The common organisation has four components: the common marketing standards, the Producers' organisations (POs),  a price support system with a financial support, the rules for trade with non-Community countries. 
DISCIPLINE AND LEGISLATION – BEHAVIOUR CODEX: 
It would be proper to stimulate the voluntary certification of good professional standing, due to missing of a specific field legislation
EMAS (ENVIRONMENTAL MANEGEMENT AUDIT SCHEME) is a countermark that certifies the utilisation of systems and techniques respectful of the environment and of the animal welfare; this mark is released from non governmental agencies
INTEREST  PARTECIPATION: a cooperation between private business and public institution is expected to grant a high productivity associated with the environment protection, animal welfare and consumer health.
AQUACULTURE PRODUCTS SAFETY
PUBBLIC HEALTH: Reg CE 852-853-854-/2004  Reg. CE 178/ 2002 lays down specific hygiene rules for products of animal origin. Official controls on products of animal origin should cover all aspects that are important for protecting public health and, where appropriate, animal health and animal welfare. They should be based on the most recent relevant information available and it should therefore be possible to adapt them as relevant new information becomes available. 

Reg. CE 882/2004 on official controls performed to ensure the verification of compliance with feed and food law, animal health and animal welfare rules 

CONTAMINANTS: Dir. 2001/102/CE amending Directive 1999/29/EC on the undesirable (Dioxins) substances and products in animal nutrition

Reg. CE 2375/ 2001 amending Commission Regulation (EC) No 466/2001 setting maximum levels for certain contaminants in foodstuffs

Rec. CE 705/2004 on the monitoring of background levels of dioxins and dioxin-like PCBs in foodstuffs 

Reg. CE 2377/90 e succ. mod. laying down a Community procedure for the establishment of maximum residue limits of veterinary medicinal products in foodstuff of animal origin

ANIMAL HEALTH:   Dir. 95/70/CE introducing minimum Community measures for the control of certain diseases affecting bivalve molluscs

Dir. 93/53/CEE introducing minimum Community measures for the control of certain diseases affecting fishes

Dir. 91/67/CEE concerning the animal health conditions governing the placing on the market of aquaculture animals and products 

ANIMAL WELFARE
Dir. 91/628/CEE on the protection of animals during the transport 
93/119/CE on the protection of animals at the time of slaughter or killing and Reg. (CE) n. 1255/97 concerning Community criteria for staging points and amending the route plan 
None of these laws provides for fish resources
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
Sea fishing and coastal aquaculture take place in the marine environment. They are affected by a number of factors and they, in turn, have an impact on their surroundings. In recent years there has been a move to combine fisheries and aquaculture management with the protection of the environment in which they operate.

Aquaculture can represent a potential risk to the environment, either through the pollution which can result from the discharge of waste or the risk of infection of wild fish by  diseases in farmed fish stocks. At the same time aquaculture can only thrive in a healthy environment and major improvements are being made possible through technological innovations.

The main issues are Eutrofisation,  Pollution,  Aquaculture extensive, OGM Fishes.
RESEARCH will have an essential part to play in this area. The Commission believes that the integration of environmental considerations in fisheries policies will, in the long run, benefit not only the environment but also the fishing sector because fish resources need healthy marine ecosystems to flourish. EU policies requiring the use of selective measures and a reduction in fishing effort contribute to the improvement of these ecosystems.
Law. Victoria Villamar, Policy Officer, Stakeholder Relations International & Institutional Relations, EFSA, EUROPEAN FOOD SAFETY AUTHORITY: “The role and mission of EFSA”
EFSA was established after the succession of food scares in the 90’s (e.g. BSE, dioxins).
Consumers’ confidence in the safety of the food chain was at an all time low.
There was the need to create Agencies to handle food issues at national level and the need for authoritative European point of view on food safety

EFSA’s mission is
· the provision of independent scientific advice

· the scientific and technical support for Community legislation and policies in all fields which have a direct or indirect impact on food and feed safety  

· the provision of independent information on all matters within these fields

· risk communication related to food and feed safety
The Main Changes were
· Risk assessment divorced from risk management

· EFSA not part of the Commission nor answerable to it

· EFSA controlled by Board acting in independent capacity not national representatives

· EFSA works in close cooperation with national authorities

· Need to actively consider and meet stakeholder needs (including in particular consumers)

· Better support to and coordination of Panels
EFSA can contribute to improved EU food safety by
· Improving the way that EU risk assessment is carried out

· Increasing consumer confidence in EU risk assessments

· Ensuring close collaboration between national bodies and EFSA

· Enabling improved collaboration between the many different stakeholders and coordinating their input

· Providing the right information to consumers at the right time

· Providing the right information to government, industrial, NGO and other stakeholders at the right time

EFSA cannot
· Be responsible for food safety/nutrition policy and legislation

· Take charge of food safety controls, labelling or other such issues

· Act as a substitute for national authorities

· Solve all the problems of the world!

EFSA is structured into the Management Forum, the Advisory Board, the EFSA Directorate, Panels and the Scientific Committee and Staff.
The MANAGEMENT BOARD is composed by 14 Members
· Selected on basis of individual expertise and competence 

· Appointed by Council based on suggestions from Parliament

· Not EU Member State representatives

· Widely varying backgrounds
and 1 member representing the European Commission
The ADVISORY FORUM comprises
· EU 25 Member States representatives

· European Commission representative

· Representation from food safety authorities or other organisations with roles similar to EFSA

· Observers (Iceland, Norway, Switzerland)

· Romania and Bulgaria as part of their accession process
The Role of the ADVISORY FORUM is to:
· Advise EFSA on scientific matters, priorities and work programme

· Ensure close collaboration between national bodies and EFSA

· Provide help in resolving contentious scientific issues

· Assist in avoiding duplication of scientific effort in the EU

· Assist in increasing scientific cooperation between Member States

· Play a key role in providing and disseminating information

EFSA Extranet provides for :
· Scientific report and data sharing

· Early warning of emerging issues

· Searching for national data

· Sharing of information in a crisis

The EFSA Staff is composed by the Executive Director, who is the legal representative of EFSA and a staff of 200 in May 2006, genuinely multinational and multicultural plus temporary agents, auxiliary, national secondees. The percentage of 63,84 % is female, 36,16 is male

The Eight Scientific Panels are:
· Food additives, flavourings, processing aids, materials in contact with food (AFC)

· Additives and products in animal feed (FEEDAP) 

· Plant health, Plant Protection Products (PPR)

· Genetically modified organisms (GMO)

· Dietetic products, nutrition and allergies (NDA)

· Biological hazards (BIOHAZ)

· Contaminants in the food chain (CONTAM)

· Animal Health and Welfare (AHAW)
The Scientific Committee and panels are composed by independent scientists  selected for excellence in their field following a worldwide call and appointed by the Management Board on proposal from Executive Director. They produce scientific opinions at request of the Commission, European Parliament, EU Member States or on EFSA’s own initiative.
The Scientific Committee co-ordinates the work of panels and also does multi-sectorial scientific work.
THE SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITIES are to
· Provide scientific opinions, guidance and advice in response to questions

· Assess the risk of  regulated substances 

· Monitor specific risk factors and diseases(eg BSE)

· Develop new and harmonised methodologies for risk assessment of food and feed

· Build scientific networks in EU and beyond

THE OBJECTIVES OF NETWORKING are
· Avoiding duplication of work

· Make the best use of expertise / knowledge available

· Sharing work

· Exchanging information

· Development of joint projects
THE PARTICIPANTS OF NETWORKING are
· National food safety agencies

· Competent authorities in Member States

· National institutes and centers dealing with food and feed safety (Art.36)

· Community systems which make provision for MS to carry out tasks in the field of scientific evaluation and dossier authorization

· All stakeholders (e.g. industry, retailers, consumers, environmentalists, animal welfare groups)
NETWORKING : EXPERT EXCHANGE
· Coordination of national expert exchange in order to advance harmonization AND develop and understand differences in approaches and cultural, social and economical issues
As to theTRANSPARENCY, everything we do is on our website.  All scientific opinions, reports are published once adopted by the scientists. Draft document for the Management Board, Advisory Forum, even the Management Board meetings are webstreamed

Risk Communication: A key part of EFSA’s mission is to contribute to improved food safety in Europe and build public confidence in the risk assessment process. Its purpose is to provide appropriate, consistent, accurate and timely communications on food safety issues to all interested parties, stakeholders and the public at large, based on the Authority’s risk assessments and scientific expertise.
Who does EFSA communicate to? 
· Risk Managers (EC, EP, MS)
· Risk Assessors, e.g. AF

· Stakeholders: Environment, Consumer, Health NGOs, Industry

· Media: Food, Health, EU Affairs

· Stakeholders: Scientists, Academics

· Policy Makers: EU & beyond

· Concerned Individuals

· General Public

INVOLVEMENT OF STAKEHOLDERS
· Colloques: Ostend 2003, Berlin 2004, Parma 9/10 Nov 2005

· Scientific Colloquia:

· Dioxins 2004

· Qualified Presumption of Safety 2004

· Consumption Data 2005

· Animal health and welfare risk assessment 

· Consultations: GMO Panel, FEEDAP Panel

· Stakeholder Consultative Platform

· One to one meetings

· Speaking engagements 

WHAT HAS BEEN GAINED BY ESTABLISHING EFSA – AN EFSA VIEW –
Independence: There is no credible suggestion of political, industry or NGO influence. EFSA has been ready to raise and publicize difficult issues and to promote co-operative working with other EU Institutions stakeholders and international partners.
Science: Increased output of scientific work; - 300 opinions


Reactivity/ability to pre-empt issues; - emerging issues


European network for more effective deployment of scientific resources

Openness/Transparency: EFSA MB meetings are webstreamed and public admitted; there is a high level of website information on completed and ongoing work. EFSA has engaged with all stakeholders with a legitimate interest as its resources allow.

Communications: High level of activity (including with MS);


 Difficult issues successfully handled (e.g. semicarbazide, BSE in goats)



 High quality publication

Relations with national authorities: Real sense of common purpose involving EFSA and all national food authorities has been created backed up by improved IT systems and preparation for future crisis. The approach to rational definition of responsibilities has been evolving.
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES
· Joint Initiatives with International Organisations on scientific data exchanges, FAO, WHO, OIE

· Joint initiatives with International Organisations on scientific reports – eg Gentox Report – meeting in November organised jointly by EFSA, WHO and ILSI

· Bilateral meetings and exchanges

· Part of Commission’s delegation –eg in Codex

· PHARE Projects – Romania & Bulgaria – Croatia & Turkey 

· Use of JECFA, JMRA, reports as appropriate

FUTURE CHALLENGES

· EFSA review 

· Prioritisation and workload management

· Reinforcement of links with national authorities

· Continued forging of links beyond the EU

· Making a difference: increasing the impact on risk management measures!

Dott. Nicola Lucifero, Researcher at the Univresity of Siena, CNR I.D.A.I.C. Florence: “The free movement of agri-food products within the European Union”
The article 2 of the founding Treaty of the European Community establishes: “The Community shall have as its task, by establishing a common market and an economic and monetary union and by implementing common policies or activities referred to in Articles 3 and 4, to promote throughout the Community a harmonious, balanced and sustainable development of economic activities, a high level of employment and of social protection, equality between men and women, sustainable and non-inflationary growth, a high degree of competitiveness and convergence of economic performance, a high level of protection and improvement of the quality of the environment, the raising of the standard of living and quality of life, and economic and social cohesion and solidarity among Member States.” 

The regulation, in defining the objectives that the Community is called on to pursue, sets as its instruments the establishing of a common market and the gradual reconciliation of economic policies. The freedom of movement of products in the single European market is one of the pillars of Community order, the control of which is contained entirely within the Treaty. To be more specific, Title 1 of the 3rd part of the Treaty regulates the free movement of goods, through Article 25, which prohibits customs duties on the importation or exportation or taxes having an equivalent effect, while Articles 28 and 29 place a prohibition on quantitative restrictions and on measures having an equivalent effect among member states. Nevertheless, if the prohibition on the imposition of customs duties within the ambit of exchanges between member States has the character of an absolute prohibition, the Treaty, through Article 30, imposes an express exception – though different – to the express prohibition of Articles 28 and 29, under which the articles cited “shall not preclude prohibitions or restrictions on imports, exports or goods in transit justified on grounds of public morality, public policy or public security; the protection of health and life of humans, animals or plants; the protection of national treasures possessing artistic, historic or archaeological value; or the protection of industrial and commercial property.” 

The freedom of movement of products within the single market. The regulatory framework.

On the basis of the above a broad and multi-faceted regulatory picture emerges aimed at guaranteeing the free movement of goods in the Community market, as well as ensuring through the principles expressed, the creation of a competitive market. However, on closer inspection this principle is difficult to apply in the presence of the regulations of member States aimed at regulating, in a different way, the different phases of production or of manufacture, of the composition and the bringing to market of products. In saying this reference should be made to the problem created by the so-called “technical barriers to trade”, that is those barriers to the free movement of goods created by the ongoing differences in the regulations with which each member State governs the methods of production or manufacture, packaging, packing, labelling and naming of products. In the past, the differences between national regulations has caused – and this is a real danger – the risk that a product, manufactured and packaged according to the regulations in force in the producing member State cannot be put on sale in the territory of another Community State, without the prior amendment of the regulations in force. In other words, the body of rules relating to the naming, the labelling, the quality and the configuration of products, is generally directed at standardising the activities of companies with the aim both of making possible or promoting competition, and of obliging them to compete in relation to a number of minimum requirements for the protection of certain general interests. 

Under this profile, the need for harmonisation of the national legislation of different member States has immediately become necessary in the industrial sector and, in some ways even more so in the food production sector, in order to guarantee the free movement of these goods produced by member States. These obstacles were not, however, eliminated through regulations although they could in large measure be suppressed through the decisions of the Court of Justice on the basis of the Dassonville and Cassis de Dijon rulings. 

On closer inspection, in fact, with the well-known Dassonville ruling the Court had intended to consider as restrictive any regulation which instituted discriminatory treatment against foreign products which had national equivalents, and intended therefore to create obstacles of whatsoever form to exchanges. 

The various rulings of the Court, that followed the cited Dassonville and Cassis de Dijon cases, defining the scope of the principle of mutual recognition, have reinforced a jurisprudential orientation aimed at repealing the national regulations that hindered the movement of products in the Community market, or else, bringing about the direct disregard of those state laws on the part of the judges of those States, every time that they came into conflict with the Community regulations guaranteeing the free movement of goods. 

The requirement pointed out previously implies that in the field of technical regulations, the different member States must put into practice the obligation of mutual recognition of national legislation deriving from the prohibition imposed by Article 28 of the Treaty. 

The free movement of agri-food products within the requirements to protect the product and the need to guarantee free movement of the goods.

In this context it is important highlight the governing of the movement of agri-food products, since it is these products, more so than those of industry, that in view of their very nature have highlighted the greatest problems and posed obstacles to movement in the Community market. On this subject, a matter that is of significance regards the use of trade names of food products, and that gave rise to the various jurisprudential cases concerning “pasta”, “vinegar”, “beer” and “yoghurt”. 

In fact, processed agricultural products are differentiated by virtue of an established legal product name, the characteristics of which are described by the law in order that the product can be designated and identified from the general public by that specific name. The Community, with the intention of seeking to guarantee the free movement of goods, found itself faced with the problem of the movement of certain products that, although legitimately identified with a denomination in the producing State, did not correspond, in their composition or in their very nature, with products that a different member State identified legally. 

These rules in other words, ended up creating real obstacles to the movement of products. So starting from the most oft-cited case, Cassis de Dijon – where the tema decidendum concerned precisely the commodity denomination of a product – it has been possible to develop the principle of mutual recognition, by virtue of which an agri-food product can move within the Community borders with the product denomination legally assigned to it by the producing State, even though in the importing State there is a corresponding product of a different quality and composition.

Focusing on this point again, it should be noted that the years have highlighted how the principle of mutual recognition has certainly achieved its objective of preventing the movement of products by virtue of its name, but at the same time has caused a sort of trivialisation, or vulgarisation of the said terms. 

Nevertheless the regulation has addressed the said problem on the subject of product information and labelling, which was absolutely necessary for agri-food products, in connection with which it performs an important function not just in that it provides information about quality, origin and content, but it is also the preferred instrument for identifying, and hence selecting, the product from among its equivalents. 

Finally, the Communication by the Commission of 1991 “on the trade names” issued to define certain orientations in view of the way that the jurisprudence of the Court was evolving, specifies that the importer has the right to keep the product denomination with which the product is legally marketed in the producer State, to adopt the denomination with which similar products are put on the market in the importer State, or else to use both. Nevertheless, the importing State has the right to dictate that the imported product should have a different product name from that under which it is legitimately sold in the producing country whenever its composition deviates from that of those goods generally recognised within the Community having that name. All that said, at this point it should be stressed that the Court also extended the principle of mutual recognition to various other commercial rules, considering restrictive – and hence prohibited under Article 28 – all the regulations that placed obstacles of any kind to the movement of products, by virtue of its internal regulations on matters of packaging, labelling or the language on the labels, unless they are justified by virtue of the reasons listed in Article 30. In this way, in the application of the Cassis de Dijon ruling numerous national regulations were considered to be prohibited under Article 28. And so there has been much discussion on whether to consider the methods of sale of individual products as forms of action prohibited under Article 28. 

These, in fact, do not relate to the product itself but rather the ways themselves in which they are brought to market. Initially the jurisprudence was oriented towards retaining the said regulations as technical regulations capable of having a restrictive effect on importation, and since the principle of mutual recognition limited the sales opportunity of products without distinction for all products – industrial and foods – it is necessary now to enlarge on the exceptions provided for by the Community right to the movement of agri-food products. 

The various derogations of prohibitions on quantitative restrictions on the movement of agri-food products, and the exceptions imposed by the product on the market.

In this regard, it should be remembered, as in fact has already been said, that Article 30 list strictly the exceptions to the prohibition on freedom of movement of identifiable goods in the “ grounds of public morality, public policy or public security; the protection of health and life of humans, animals or plants; the protection of national treasures possessing artistic, historic or archaeological value; or the protection of industrial and commercial property.”

Now, if the different instances provided for by Article 30, imply a logic aimed at the protection of the general interests covered therein, and consequently impact on the regulations placed as guarantees on the movement of goods, it is possible to identify a different category of regulations linked more to the production of the product that, even though indirectly, are capable of influencing the commercial regulations for the exchange of products. 

In other words, in my opinion we should not confuse the body of exceptions provided for by the Treaty and capable of affecting the movement of goods, such as for example the regulations on industrial property rights and the protection of health, with the other and different arrangements laid down to safeguard the quality and typical characteristics of products, which are the rules for production capable of limiting the phases of production and preparation of the market-ready product to the geographical area of origin. 

On closer inspection, if it is true that even though in an indirect way the latter also limit the intra-Community exchanges of food products, it is also true that they belong to a different category of regulations and cannot be equated with or confused with the regime of exceptions provided for by Article 30.

Protection of the quality of agri-food products

The principle of mutual recognition, even though applied in an indiscriminate way to all products, has proved difficult to apply at times when it has come into conflict with the need to protect the quality and/or typical characteristics of agri-food products. 

The “Smanor” ruling is noted for having resolved the conflict between the restrictive provisions for the protection of products having particular quality characteristics and the principle of free movement of goods. 

It is common knowledge that the Court has highlighted that, when a product legally manufactured in a member State is significantly different, in composition and characteristics of quality, from that manufactured in the importing State, the judges in the latter State are not obliged to apply the principle of mutual recognition but can insist that the product coming from the first State be marketed with a trade name different from that used for the sale of the traditional product, since it is different from the latter. 

The ruling referred to does not represent just a new pronouncement under the profile of denominations within the common market, but rather an historic moment in which the Community turned its attention to enhancing the value of and protecting community agri-food products. 

Therefore, attention must now be turned to that body of “rules” specific and exclusive to the production of quality products. Let us refer to that attention directed by the Community legislators (Reg. 2081/92) with a view to associating production with a specific geographic area, and making this product unique in the light of the benefits accruing from natural factors, such as the environment and the climate, and from human factors, such as traditional and cultural factors preserved and handed down over a period of time by the local community. 

The geographical origin of the product has thus become a factor qualifying the product itself, and an important element for communication on the market to the consumer. These are rules, peculiar and exclusive to the production of the product within the unique area of origin, that have very quickly spread to involve other phases ancillary to the production and preparation of the product for the market, such as bottling, grating or slicing and packaging, all to be carried out in the product’s place of origin
.

The jurisprudential debate that quickly arose brought to the attention of the Court the conflict between the principles of free circulation of goods in the European market and the protection of the quality of food products. It has been a long and complex jurisdictional conflict that, since the first “Rioja” ruling, has tended over time to legitimise the restrictions on community exchange of goods in the light of the arrangements that provide for the restricting of the different phases of production to the territory of origin, as suitable and necessary means for preserving the significant reputation enjoyed by the product. 

On closer inspection, the body of rules, intended to restrict the phases of production and also those ancillary to the production, of specific categories of agricultural products to the area of origin, are such as also to influence the movement of goods in the common market, in that they subject the product to specific standards and controls provided for in the production regulations. Once placed on the market, these products are distinguishable from others of the same sort and type, and they are made easily identifiable by the consumer by means of specific signs on the labels (PDO/PGI). It seems reasonable, therefore, to suppose that the obligations imposed by the regulations on the denomination of origin, during the production and preparation phases, do not contradict the provisions of Article 29, since they do not hinder the movement of the product but rather set a regulatory limit on the use of the PDO sign. 

The balancing of the legal interests, between single market rules and the protection, including legal, of the rooting of food production within a territory, has highlighted the exceptions to the principles of free exchange and of mutual recognition that relate to agri-food products and the need for protection of the origin of the product as much under the profile of the name as with reference to the different phases of the production and marketing.

So, in the famous case of “Turrón de Alicante”, the community judge recognised as legitimate a regulation relative to the origin of food products without any PDO or PGI protection, and of which it cannot be said that a specific quality or characteristic is owed to the geographic area of its production. That notwithstanding, the producers claim and obtain, the exclusive use of a geographic name, by virtue of a relationship with local tradition, that the local community, sole custodians of the knowledge, hand down from generation to generation. 

Certainly, it seems interesting to highlight how these typical features of the decisions of the Court, to which reference has often been made, and intended to harmonise the different regulations of the individual member States by virtue of the principles of free exchange, in this field call for a different interpretation that takes into consideration the emergence of the protection of the territorial identity of the geographic origin of the food products. In other words, it seems that the different regulatory and legal experiences indicate a path of community rights intended to affirm commercial practices for the agri-food products sector – as well as production, obviously – capable of highlighting the territorial element, and thereby creating rules not shared with the other sectors of the Community market, and such as also to affect the community and international exchange of these products. 

The rules of the Community market and the protection of its interests

The body of regulations and the jurisprudence dealt with so far has shown the complex reality of the common market of agricultural products. The cardinal principle of freedom of circulation of goods is set up on strict prohibitions and obligations for the member States, which in specific cases only can invoke the application of the exceptions provided for by Article 30 in connection with the protection of general interests, applied without discrimination, and which have become necessary and proportional. 

The legislator and the Court itself have sought to harmonise and make the rules for the movement of products common, eliminating every possible obstacle in terms of denomination of the products, marketing systems, languages on the labels, and restricting any possible limitations or exceptions. At the Community level in fact, there operates a set of principles that originates from a guarantee of fundamental freedoms to the principle of equivalence and of mutual recognition, so as to enable a fundamental technique of integration in an attempt to resolve the problem of fragmentation of the common market, due to different rules of the member States. 

To round off what has been said, it must be highlighted, as supported by authorised doctrine, that the regulator mechanism for the co-existence of the different national regulations of the member States of the European Union is based on their compatibility, that makes it possible to admit a plurality of rules relating to the same subject and to connect to it their own legal effects because they are equivalent. 

The consequence is the co-existence of different national regulations, each being the fruit of its own historical, legal, economic and social traditions, that exist and co-exist subject to the rules of Community law. In other words, national regulation in relation to the processes of production and marketing of goods are not homogenised but rather considered equivalent – on the strength of the cited principle of equivalence – so as to co-exist without cancelling each other out reciprocally. 

In a competitive market the regime of exceptions becomes relevant as an expression of the autonomy of the legal systems of the member States with a view to guaranteeing the observance of the general interests. The lawfulness of these national restrictive measures is based on the combined application of the principle of proportionality and equivalence, by which the control of the proportionality of the national measure passes through the recognition of the effects of the legislation of the State of origin.

In this complex and articulated regulatory framework the food products sector seems to distinguish itself through the need to follow a course aimed at protecting the origin of its products such as product quality and distinguishing factors in a market, Community but above all international, that seems to favour mass products and the homogenisation of the offering. To that end the Community has for years engaged in a difficult confrontation on an international level aimed at preserving and protecting the production and denomination of high quality Italian and Community food products. 

On closer inspection, the body of rules that regulate the agri-food products market lays the foundation for the movement of products by virtue not only of the principles of competition pursued by the Treaty, but also by finding other and different filters, by reason of the nature of the goods, aimed at protecting the consumers. The standards imposed by the regulation on food safety (Reg. 178/02), and the principles imposed in the matter of communication through provision of much more complete information to the consumer on the quality, content and origin of the product, carried out by means of the legal tool of the label, together with the standards on traceability of products and of the responsibility of the producer, are a body of regulations of extraordinary completeness, aimed at releasing onto the market food products that are safe and free from defects. In other words we are witnessing the realisation of a broad and articulated set of regulations that provide rules for production and rules for marketing that are common to all member States. 

These are all standards, that, if though belonging to separate sectors, are capable – as has been seen – of influencing mutually the rules of production and/or of marketing of the products.

Dr. Kostadin Goygadjiev, Director of the Food Control and Food Safety Department of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, Bulgaria: “Food Safety and Food Control in Bulgaria”
The policy of the Republic of Bulgaria in the field of food and feed safety is established on the basis of the acting legislation and regulations for food safety and feed safety. This legislation regulates the requirements for the food stuffs and feed stuffs and also the obligations of producers of products of animal and plant origin, processors, traders, control authorities and consumers.

The basic legislation in the food safety sector are:
1 Food Law
2 Veterinary Law
3 Animal Feed Low
Those legislative acts regulate the implementation of the state (the official one) control on the whole food chain. In order to coordinate the food safety complex activities, under the Food Law a National Food Safety Council within the Council of Ministers was established and it is chaired by two co-chairpersons – Deputy Minister of Public Health and Deputy Minister of Agriculture and Forestry. The chairpersons are leading and managing the National Food Safety on rotation principle for a period of 6 months.

Under the Public Health Law the formal state public health control is done by the state competent authorities. The official food control is done also by the state veterinary authorities under the Veterinary Law and the state phyto-sanitary control under the Plant Protection Law.

The official control of the feed and forage is done by the competent authorities under the Forage Law.

The official food safety control is done by the following state departments:
MINISTRY OF PUBLIC HEALTH

The control is done on:
1. Places and conditions of production, processing, packaging, repackaging, storage, and transport of food of non animal origin.
2. Places and conditions for storage and transport of food excluding the wholesale markets for food of animal origin and retail places where only food of animal origin is available. 
3. Public places, restaurants, bars, etc, conditions for food preparation and the technologies and methods used.
4. Import of food stuffs of non animal origin.
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE NAD FORESTRY
The authorities of the State Veterinary Control do the control on all food stuffs of animal origin.The control is done on:
1. Places and conditions of yield, production, processing, packaging, repackaging, storage, and transport of food of animal origin.
2. Places for wholesale markets for food of animal origin, conditions of storage and transport of food of animal origin and retail places where only food of animal origin is available.
3. Places and conditions of storage and production of food of animal origin in the retail places, where only food of animal origin is available and in public places restaurants, bars, etc.
The authorities of the state phyto-sanitary control monitor the residues, polluters and pesticides in the plant materials and products before their market realization under the provisions of the Plant Protection Law.

The forage control is done by the National Veterinary Service under the provisions of the Forage Law and the Veterinary Law. 

According to Council of Ministers’ Act  №187 from 26.08.2003  Food Control and Food Safety Directorate within the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry was established.

The main functions of the Food Control and Food Safety Directorate:

1. Coordination and law elaboration and implementation of the policy in the field of food safety and animal feed safety

2. Elaboration and up dating the strategy of the ministry in the field of food safety and animal feed safety

3. Coordinate and control the activities of the controlling authorities

4. Elaboration of legislative acts and regulative documents and control of food and feed stuffs according to the EU legislation.

5. Coordinate the activities of the ministry with the Ministry of public Health and the rest of the departments and agencies related to the food safety and feed safety.
6. Elaboration of criteria for introduction of yearly plans for control and action plans for emergencies and extreme situations
7. Organize training of the controlling authorities related to food safety
8. Acceptance of application for GMO to the market as separate products or as a component of a product
9. Establishment and maintenance of a Register with Decisions for work with GMOs and control of the release of GMOs in the open environment
10. Establishment and maintenance of a system for immediate communication on dangerous food and feed (Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed) in the Republic of Bulgaria.

11.  Equipment and maintenance of a national Contact Point for the RASFF

What has been done so far:

The laws are amended and supplemented and they are related to the food and feed safety

1. Veterinary Law 

2. Law for Amendment and Supplement the Food Law;
3. Feed Law
Secondary legislation is being adopted and it introduces the regulations from the new hygiene package:

Regulation 36 for the specific requirements of the production, transport and release to the market of foods of animal origin – harmonized with Regulation 853/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council

Regulation № 35 for the specific requirements on the implementation of the official control on food of animal origin – harmonized with regulation 854/2004 which regulates the specific rules for the official control on products of animal origin and provided for human consumption.

Dr. Ioana Nedelcu, Senior Advisor at the National Sanitary and Food Safety Authority, Romania: 
“Practical Aspects of implementation and enforcement of safety standards and measures related to consumption of the animal origin products and foodstuffs in   Romania”
The Veterinary and Food Safety Services in Romania have a pyramidal structure and are operating on three levels:

a) the Central Level through Central Veterinary and Food Safety Administration and  three National Institutes:



- The Diagnosis and Animal Health Institute 



- The Food Hygiene and Veterinary Public Health Institute



- The Biological Products and Veterinary Medicines Control Institute

b) the County Level through The Veterinary and Food Safety County Directorates, (there are 42 counties);

c) the Local Level through the Veterinary Concession Circuits,  the Veterinary and Food Safety Circuits and the Official Veterinarians who are working in the establishments for animal origin products, including slaughterhouses. 

Organizational Structure of the National Sanitary Veterinary and Food Safety  Authority – The NSVFSA (the Central Veterinary Administration)

       The Legal Basis of the organization and operational system of the National Sanitary  Veterinary and Food  Safety Authority is based on the Government Decision No. 130/2006;

      NSVFSA is managed by one President, two Vice-presidents and one General Secretary;

      NSVFSA is divided into more directorates:

the General Sanitary Veterinary Directorate, the General Food Safety Directorate, the Food Hygiene and Veterinary Public Health Directorate, the General Inspection and BIP Control Directorate are responsible for food safety control and the General Budget, Finances, Juridical and Human Resources Directorate. Each Directorate has several specific Departments.

The NSVFSA has relations with the following International Organizations:
· European Commission and Council;

· World Health Organization;

· Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations;

· World Trade Organization;

· World Organization For Animal Health

Report of legislative transposition into the sanitary veterinary and safety foodstuffs field

Romania has transposed almost the entire European legislation into national legislation of Romania

The Legislative areas are

1. Intra-Community Controls (MS/RO)

2. Animal Identification

3. Control, Epidemiological Surveillance measures and rapid alert system

4. Intra-Community Trade

5. Public Health Rules

6. Hormones, residues, zoonoses, somatotrophine, BSE, etc.

7. Good Laboratory Practice

8. Protection and animal welfare

9. Zootechnical Rules

10. Animal Nutrition

11. Veterinary Medicinal Products

12. Veterinary Medicine Qualification

13. Radioactivity

14. Electro-medical equipment

15. Veterinary-medical and Biotechnological Products

Romania has issued the Veterinary and Food Safety Norms adopting the directives, decisions and regulations of the European Union that provide the basis for the implementation and the commitment to meet the requirements in relation to the putting on the market of animal origin products and foodstuffs.

The Legal Basis for upgrading the food establishments is represented by two Government Decisions: GD 48/03 and GD 1285/03.

The National Sanitary Veterinary and Food Safety Authority (NSVFSA) through its pyramidal system has  adopted implementation and enforcement measures of the  European Union Legislation to inform veterinary services and food business operators on county and local level about the requirements of the new veterinary EU legislation, the implementation and enforcement measures and the penalties if the legislation is broken.

New instructions as to the proper implementation of harmonised rules have been drawn up to maintain changeless and adequate food safety standards on local, county and national level in view of the alignment with the requirements of European standards.

Inspections and controls according to the recommendations of the DG SANCO FVO experts are planned annually.

It assesses and monitors agri-food establishments on central level and informs monthly the European Commission.

The transposition of new Community Regulations (new rules for hygiene) into national legislation are promoted and they will be adopted through government decisions beginning from 1 October 2006.

GMP-good manufacturing practices and good hygiene practices are drawn up by the professional associations for each area and are approved by NSVFSA.

Actions for the re-assessment of establishments are organised taking into account the new acquis communautaires.

On the central level, upgrading programs have been assessed for establishments in the transition period until 15 June 2006 on which the European Commission has been informed. The establishments have to be able to prove that the upgrading programs are drawn up according to the requirements of EU legislation; are realistic and achievable within certain terms and can be supported financially by own funds or through Saphard Programs.

Monthly meetings between professional associations and Councils for animal origin products are organised

The National Sanitary Veterinary and Food Safety Authority has adopted surveillance methods to examine the veterinary services and  food establishments activities. It organises monthly meetings on county level with food business operators to make them aware of the fact that after the accession date all establishments, independently from their category and capacity, must fulfil the new Community hygiene requirements. Veterinary and food safety services are assessed on local level. The food chain “from farm to the table of the consumers” is fully checked and all documents and measures are controlled. Immediate and subsequent corrective actions following the inspections and controls are carried out on the whole territory. Penalties such as temporary or definitive closing of the establishments are established. 

Further surveillance methods are the analysis on the spot of establishments through evaluation papers and monthly monitoring according to the General Approval Conditions (Coun. dir., ord.-SVN) and the Special Conditions (Coun. Dir., Ord.-SVN), the analysis of the upgrading programs and the drawing up of control notes, the check of the concordance between the evaluation paper and the upgrading program, conclusions, recommendations and measures.

There are four categories of food producing establishments in Romania:

A) Establishments that fulfil EU requirements and export to the European Union;

B) Establishments that will comply with the EU requirements within the date of accession to the EU (31 Dec.2006);

C) Establishments in transition period (till 31 Dec.2009);

D) Establishments which are not expected to comply with the EU requirements by 01 January 2007.

The establishments for animal origin products in the  meat, poultry, milk, fish, snails and eggs powder sectors were monitored in May 2006.
The perspective of the evolution of B category agri-food establishments: the B category establishments (652) have drawn up upgrading programmes to be fulfilled by 31 Dec.2006. After  31 Dec.2006 these establishments will change into establishments approved for Intra-Community Trade.

The perspective of the evolution of C category establishments in the transition period: the C category establishments have been negotiated within the EU accession process and published in the Annex to the Accession Treaty RO-EU (OJ of EC). These are establishments in transition period till 31 Dec.2009. On 01 January 2007 the C category establishments will only  produce for internal market and these products will have special circular health mark.

The D Category establishments (total 125) do not have upgrading programmes, they are establishments in re-assessment and re-approval process (till 30 June 2006). If they will not meet the Community requirements and the general hygiene conditions within this date they risk to be closed.

They may change into small businesses that produce and sell on local place directly to the final consumer.

Other establishments may be re-classified in category B or C within 30 June 2006 if they have  own funds or SAPARD funds for upgrading programs.

These slides show how the responsibilities between the Veterinary Authority and Food Business Operators for surveillance, control and monitoring of the establishments are shared.

The Food Business Operators are responsible for the drawing up of upgrading programs according to the GD 48/2003 and GD 1285/2003 provisions.

The Veterinary Authority is responsible for the elaboration of strategies and for the permanent surveillance and monitoring programs, such as the National Strategic Surveillance Program 2006, the National Upgrading Program, the National Training Program 2006 in veterinary and food safety area, the Institutional Twinning Programs, the PHARE Programs (laboratories development) and the World Bank Programs. The EC performs periodically planned assessment missions of the national veterinary system by FVO experts.

Dr. Milena Vicenovà, Director of the Food Safety, Environment Development and Pollution Prevention Department of the Ministry of Agriculture – Food Authority, Czech Republic: “Food Authority and the Food Safety and Food Hygiene in the Czech Republic”
Basic information on the Czech Republic

The Czech Republic is one of the 25 EU member countries. The total number of 10,22 million inhabitants lives on an area of 78 886 km2. The unemployment rate reached 7,9 % (2005), the inflation is 1,9 %. The GDP of the Czech Republic is comparable with Portugal, Malta, Hungary, Slovakia or Latvia. The Czech Republic has never been an agricultural country, the share of agriculture on the GDP is approximately 2,98 %, the share of agriculture on the total employment is 3,98 %. The food processing is an important part of the Czech processing industry (3,17 % of the GDP, 2,96 % of employment). The average Czech inhabitant spends approximately 26 % of income for food, which is slightly above the EU average. 

The main trade partners for export in the field of agricultural and food products are Slovakia (24 %), Germany (18 %), Poland (10 %), Hungary (6 %), Austria (5 %), Great Britain (5 %), Russian Federation (4 %) and Belgium (3 %). The main importing partners are Germany (26 %), Slovakia (11 %), Poland (11 %), Austria (5 %), Hungary (5 %), Italy (5 %), the Netherlands (5 %) and France (28 %). 

The food processing industry has a long tradition. It is focused mostly on the production of bakery products (23, 2 %), processing of meat (21,9 %), production of beverages (21,2 %), processing of milk (16,9 %), production of feedstuffs (5,9 %), fats (5,1 %) and processing of fruits and vegetables (2,6 %). 

On the way to EU member country

The decision that the Czechoslovak Republic intends to be an EU member country was taken very soon after the political changes in the year 1989. The Association Agreement was signed on 16 December 1990. Later on the Temporary (Interim) Agreement was signed that entered into force by 1 March 1992. By 1 January 1993 the former Czechoslovak Republic was divided into two independent countries – the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic. The European Agreement, that was signed on 4 October 1993 and that entered into force in February 1995, presented a clear framework for the agricultural trade between the Czech Republic and the EU member countries. The Czech Republic has officially presented its application for the EU membership on 23 January 1996.

In the Referendum on the EU membership in the Czech Republic on 13 to 14 June, 2003 77,33 % of all participants (the participation was 55,21 %) voted YES. Since 1 May 2004 the Czech republic is an EU member country. 

Food safety and food legislation in the Czech Republic

The Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic is responsible for agriculture, water management, forestry including hunting and game keeping), food industry and fisheries. 

The Food Authority was established 1 April 2005 as an integral part of the Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic. The Food Authority is led by the executive director of the Ministry, who is entrusted with the management of the Food Authority in the position of director of the authority. 

The Director General of the authority manages the director and executive of the:
· Food Production and Legislation Department, 
· Food Safety, Environmental Development and Pollution Prevention Department,
· Control Division over the Market with Food.
There are four control bodies established by the Ministry of Agriculture in the field of food hygiene and food and feed safety in the Czech Republic. These are:

· the Czech Agricultural and Food Inspection Authority (CAFIA), located in the second largest city Brno -  is responsible for the controls of fulfilling of food safety rules, proper labeling, transport and sale of foodstuffs of non animal origin;

· the Central Institute for Supervising and Testing in Agriculture (CISTA) with the headquarters also in Brno - is responsible for controls of feedstuffs;

· the State Veterinary Administration, (SVA CR) located in Prague -  is responsible for the controls of products of animal origin;

· the State Phytosanitary Administration (SPA) - responsible for the control of the use of pesticides. 

The heads of all four control institutions meet on regular basis with the Director General of the Food Authority in order to share information, coordinate control activities. This executive commission of supervisory organs, composed of statutory representatives of the above mentioned control bodies (CISTA, SPA, SVA CR, CAFIA) and the Director General of the Food Authority, is an efficient instrument. The commission serves to strengthen the ties among the Ministry and the supervisory bodies in the area of food production, its activities and position are provided by statute. 

The main today’s tasks of the Food Authority are the practical implementation of the lately adapted EU legislation, the so called hygienic package, will be one of the examples, as well as traceability at all stages of the food and feed production chain. 

Protection of health and promotion of consumers‘ interests through safe food requires high level of co-operation and co-ordination of activities of all involved government as well as non-government organisations within their specified competencies. Therefore, an interministerial Food Safety Co-ordination Unit was established in 2002 in conformity with the Strategy to Assure Food Safety in the Czech Republic. The objective is primarily to co-ordinate the activities of individual ministries and to establish priorities, to ensure mutual co-operation between relevant competent authorities performing official control, Scientific Committees, consumers and state administration, and to establish co-operation with national food safety institutions in EU Member States and with the EFSA.

The Co-ordination Unit is made up of representatives of central state administration bodies, relevant competent authorities performing official control, consumer and industry organisations. The Co-ordination Unit further deals with the co-ordination of activity of Scientific Committees, implementation of the Information Centre project and food safety information system and the co-ordination of the RASFF system.

Risk communication is an interactive exchange of information (including the explanation of risk assessment findings and the basis of risk management decisions) among risk assessors, risk managers, consumers, feed and food businesses, the academic community and other interested parties. Risk communication is an important and responsible task of all partners dealing with food safety issues.

Communication with consumers is necessary to alleviate baseless fears and to raise general awareness. A Working group for communication with consumers has been established, the task of which is to formulate procedures for informing the public and to offer maximum quantity of information in co-operation with civic consumers’ organisations. Competent authorities performing official food and feed control inform the public about the results of their work through press releases, which are placed on the web pages of these organisations and are available to all media. In justified cases, press conferences are called.

The task of the Scientific Committees has been to prepare independent assessments as well as proposals for the adoption of measures to assure safety within the complete food production chain, including an assessment of research and development trends. In connection with relevant state authorities, the Scientific Committees provide for a link between risk assessment and risk communication and submit to the public verified and comprehensible information.

The Scientific Committees have been established in 2002 and consist of leading experts in the fields concerned, selected on the basis of selection procedures. Four Scientific Committees (on Phytosanitary and Environment, on Animal Nutrition, on Veterinary Scientific Committee) and on GM food and feed have been established by the Ministry of Agriculture and the fifth one (Scientific Committee on Food) by the Ministry of Health.

A Food Safety Information Centre (hereinafter the “Information Centre”) was established in 2002. It is operated by the Institute for Agricultural and Food Information (hereinafter the “IAFI”) under the responsibility of the Ministry of Agriculture and in co-operation with the Ministry of Health. Its mission is to provide scientifically verified, accurate and reliable information to experts as well as all other groups of consumers. The Information Centre’s activities include maintenance of web pages www.bezpecnostpotravin.cz, library and database services, an information desk to respond to questions, searching, processing and publishing of information, educational events (seminars, conferences), publishing activity, advisory system, awareness raising and promotion.

In order to support the preparatory works for the implementation of the „hygiene package“ and of the 882/2004 Council regulation, the „working group for the implementation of the hygiene package“ was established. This working group meets approximately every four to six weeks. Another „working group for controls“ was established as well. In both working groups representatives of all supervisory bodies and the Food Authority are represented. 

DEBATE
Mr. Hanford mentions the project of co-operation between the Ministry of Health and the Ministry of Agriculture for the duration of 18 months extended until 21st September 2006. This project was also realised in Denmark, Netherlands and Bulgaria – there are terms of co-operation between public bodies in Bulgaria. In the field of training, it is necessary to verify the system of control management, the system of alarm in case of risk, the proof of evidence and training stages in the Netherlands and Denmark. Moreover, with regard to the set of rules it is important that the assistance of the Bulgarian authorities is granted in the transposition of the European Union regulations. Danish specialists are already working in Bulgaria for that. There is the intention to prolong for 3 months the project of co-operation in practical training on the application of the new legislation.
There is the issue of general management of small industries during the transition period and the agreement on inspection activities and assistance related to the implementation of the HACCP systems in the candidate countries.
A Professor at the University of Descalov in Bulgaria, emphasizes the problem of the necessity of common HACCP plans and remarks that there are differences in Germania and Italy concerning the implementation of the plans. This situation has been triggered off in the United States too. From 2004 to 2006, in the University circles, incessant studies have been carried out analyzing the HACCP implementation status and it was observed that as to the general implementation of the HACCP system unpleasant situation were discovered, such as 11 samples of Monocitogenes.

These issues were studied in Mexico too where unpleasant situations concerning the analysed common implementation of the HACCP system arose. The question is that if higher funds were invested in the implementation of these systems the final and practical result would be positive  considering that investments in this case are of basic importance. Only in this way, solutions could be found to the problem obtaining very good results. A country cannot reach the EU criteria without implying scientific potentials.
Dr. Iona Nedelcu (ANSVSA) affirms that a part of the products of the food industry is directly destined to the final consumer. Small productive unities are concerned that do not have the possibility to realise the program of restructuring and modernization.
Vice President Ciubotaru, Undersecretary of State (ANPC), informs that the management of fisheries in Romania is directed by the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Rural Development through the National Agency for Fisheries and Aquaculture. The organisation CNAFP handles the fisheries resources, the National aquatic preserve and so on. The European Union legislation concerning fisheries has been transposed in the Romanian legislation. There is the problem of financing of the fishery activities and the need of European Union funds. The consumer protection is realised by the National Authority for Consumer Protection in co-operation with the consumer protection association and the transposition of the EU legislation in Romania has been realised. There is a very clear program of co-operation in Romania with the purpose to train the economic operators and final consumers concerning the OMG problem because only the involvement of the civil society bring real results. The education of the final consumer must start already at school. We can speak of food terrorism with reference to the food additives, MDM, genetically modified products. We can consider that Romania is ready to join the European Union in January 2007.
Dr. Milena Vicenova from the Czech Republic invites to pay more attention to the contents and the form of the problem. If a producer is not able to apply the safety program, it remains only on the paper and there will be no effect (in this case the HACCP plan). Through the Saphard program, many small and medium industries in the Czech Republic have received the first funds but they are not able to stand the competition. There is the weighty situation of reduction of agricultural production because raw materials are exported in the Occident so that the local producers with the lack of raw material are not able to stand the competition and go bankrupt.
Dr. Yungareva, State expert of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry of Bulgaria affirms that the HACCP system is voluntary. There are two projects elaborated by the Ministry of Economy concerning the production of meat and milk and which provide for an investment of one million Euros for the implementation of the HACCP system. Manuals have been produced which contain guidelines for best practice. The HACCP system has been implemented by the majority of entrepreneurs and we hope that it will be implemented by all by the end of the year.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The guarantee of safe products and of quality, application of the agricultural policies, free movement of goods which is very important for Romania and Bulgaria;
2. The transposition of the European Union legislation into the National legislation is almost completed;

3. The application of the standards of safety measures in conformity with the Hygiene packets;

4. The risk evaluation will be based on scientific researches considering the European Union studies;

5. Assurance of an efficient supervision on the entire food chain introducing the self-certification in conformity with the European Union certification;
6. To keep on the European market specific traditional products of specific geographical areas;

7. To assure the economic operators assistance in the application of the HACCP system, restructuration and reintegration into the market of products safe for the consumers.
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Member States shall put in place measures to adjust the fishing capacity of their fleets in order to achieve a stable and enduring balance between such fishing capacity and their fishing opportunities. 





































































































































































































