Evaluation of GM food and feed legislation

Survey of Competent Authorities by the Food Chain Evaluation Consortium

Introduction

This survey takes place within the framework of the evaluation of the EU legislative framework in the field of GM food and feed post-2003 being undertaken for the European Commission, DG SANCO.  The evaluation is concerned with food and feed only; a separate evaluation of legislation relating to cultivation is being undertaken by DG Environment.

The evaluation has the following objectives:

To analyse the EU legislative framework on GM food and feed with special regard to the following two main issues:

· the risk assessment and regulatory approval process notably including an assessment of the measures taken to streamline the risk assessment process, the treatment of stacked events, the role of safeguard measures and the issue of asynchronous authorisations between the EU and its major trading partners and how harmonised control measures in the field of GM food and feed might operate; and,

· the compulsory labelling of GM food and feed.

The second objective is to develop and analyse policy options for the future.  These should include the status quo option (i.e. keeping the current intervention on GM food and feed as it is).

Further information on this evaluation is available from the following DG SANCO website:

http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/biotechnology/evaluation/index_en.htm 

This survey aims to collect your views on the post-2003 legislation for GM food and feed.  The survey is part of a wider data collection process that also includes a survey of stakeholders, semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders, five thematic case studies across 12 Member States and analysis of literature.

This questionnaire covers four areas:

· legislative objectives and expected developments in the sector;

· the risk assessment and regulatory approval process;

· the compulsory labelling of GM food and feed; and,

· public acceptance.

The questionnaire is available in English, French and German and replies can be submitted in these languages plus Italian, Spanish and Polish. However, if you can submit replies in English it will greatly assist us in analysing responses.

PLEASE NOTE

This version of the survey in WORD-format serves to print out questions more easily, to circulate the survey to your colleagues and to facilitate the exchange of information in your department.

Thank you submitting your answers to the questionnaire online, ensuring a coordinated response by Member State.

Glossary of terms
Adventitious presence: The unintentional and incidental commingling of trace amounts of one type of seed, grain or food product with another.

Asynchronous authorisation: Where products have been authorised in a third country and have been submitted for authorisation in the EU, but where authorisation has not yet been granted. Where a product has been authorised in a third country and has not been submitted for authorisation in the EU this is simply a non-authorised product.

Comitology procedure: The procedure under which the Commission takes decisions through a committee.  The committee is a forum for discussion, consists of representatives from Member States and is chaired by the Commission.  This procedure enables the Commission to establish dialogue with national administrations before adopting implementing measures through the committee.

Risk assessment: The determination of risks relating, in this case, to a GM event submitted for authorisation as food and/or feed.

Risk management: The process by which any identified risks are managed, in this case how any identified risks associated with a GM event should be mitigated.

Stacked events: A GMO which combines two or more individual GM events. For example, a GMO which is both herbicide tolerant and insect resistant.

Identification data 

· Name of the person completing the questionnaire: Please provide this data when filling in the questionnaire online

· Position:      
· Name of government department or other authority:      
· Member State:      
· Phone number:      
· E-mail:      
Legislative objectives and expected developments in the sector

1. What are the perceived food needs of EU society (i.e. consumers, food producers and technology providers)? Please assess using a scale from ‘Of no importance’ to ‘Very important’.

	Safe food
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Secure all year round food supply
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Secure all year round feed supply
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Affordable plant products (i.e. for human consumption)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Affordable animal products (i.e. meat, milk and eggs)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food with improved functionality (e.g. more healthy oil profiles, longer shelf-life, etc.)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food produced to high environmental standards
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food produced to high animal welfare standards
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Fair standard of living for food producers including SMEs
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	A strong research and development sector
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Sustainable standards of production
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	The defence of local food traditions and traditional ways of producing food
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Other (please specify)      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



2. To what extent is EU GM food and feed legislation consistent with these needs? Please assess using a scale from ‘Very inconsistent’ to ‘Very consistent’.

	Safe food
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Secure all year round food supply
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Secure all year round feed supply
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Affordable plant products (i.e. for human consumption)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Affordable animal products (i.e. meat, milk and eggs)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food with improved functionality (e.g. more healthy oil profiles, longer shelf-life, etc.)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food produced to high environmental standards
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food produced to high animal welfare standards
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Fair standard of living for food producers including SMEs
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	A strong research and development sector
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Sustainable standards of production
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	The defence of local food traditions and traditional ways of producing food
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Other (please specify)      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



3. Please state your level of agreement/disagreement with the following legislative objectives using a scale from ‘ Do not agree’ to ‘Strongly agree’.

EU GM legislation on food and feed should ensure:

	A high level of protection of human life and health
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	A high level of protection of animal health and welfare
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	A high level of protection of animal health and welfare
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	A high level of protection of the environment
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	A high level of protection of consumer interests
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	The effective functioning of the internal market
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



4. In general terms, to what extent does the implementation of Regulation (EC) No. 1829/2003 and Regulation (EC) No. 1830/2003 allow their objectives to be achieved? Please assess using a scale from ‘Hinders greatly’ to ‘ Fully enables’.

	A high level of protection of human life and health
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	A high level of protection of animal health and welfare
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	A high level of protection of animal health and welfare
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	A high level of protection of the environment
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	A high level of protection of consumer interests
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	The effective functioning of the internal market
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please add any comments here


5. Is the current legislation adequate with regard to food and feed to allow the potential benefits of future GMO traits (such as those developed to provide nutritional advantages compared to natural foods such as higher content of certain nutrients and those developed to address adverse agronomic conditions such as drought resistant or salt tolerant varieties) to be realised in the EU?”. Please assess using the scale below. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Entirely inadequate

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Inadequate

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Adequate

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Entirely adequate

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t know

If not entirely adequate, what are the problems?

	Please specify


6. Is the opinion of EFSA the only criterion considered by your Member State when voting on authorisations? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

If no, what other criteria are used to determine your Member State’s vote on authorisation?

	 Please specify
Please add any comments here


The risk assessment and regulatory approval process

7. Is the current authorisation process more suitable than the system in place prior to 2003

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t know
	Please explain why


8. To what extent are the tools and guidelines available for carrying out risk assessment considered satisfactory? Please assess using the scale below. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A Failure

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Unsatisfactory

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Satisfactory

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Excellent

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t know

9. Is it necessary to complete a risk assessment for stacked events where the single events have already been risk assessed in the EU?  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t know

	Please add any comments here


10. Is authorisation for stacked events necessary where the single events have already been authorised in the EU? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t know

	Please add any comments here


11. Has your Member State ever voted differently for a GM event when a single event and when part of a stacked event? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

If yes, what was the rationale for this?

	Please specify


12. To what extent are the following steps of the authorisation process for GM food and feed efficient, time-limited, transparent and corresponding to demonstrated risks in a proportionate manner? Please assess using the dropdown menus below.

	
	Efficient
	Timely
	Transparent
	Proportionate

	EFSA check on dossier completeness
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	EFSA risk assessment
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Member State comments on risk assessment
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Member State voting on draft decisions
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Commission use of comitology procedure
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 



13. How has the overall legislative framework for GM food and feed impacted on the evolution of the food and feed sector in the EU? Please assess using a scale from ‘Very negative’ to ‘Very positive’.

	Impact in terms of consumer safety
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Impact in terms of consumer choice
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Impact in terms of consumer prices
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Impact in terms of consumer awareness of the use of GMOs
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Impact in terms of agricultural sector competitiveness
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Impact in terms of changes in the operation of the supply chain
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Impacts in terms of third country trade

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Other, Please specify
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please add any comments here


14. What are the main strengths and weaknesses of the EU authorisation system? Please assess using the scale below.

	Centralised risk assessment (i.e. EFSA’s role)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Authorisation through comitology (i.e. Member State vote on risk assessment, Commission input into decision)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Complexity of the process
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Predictability of the process in terms of time
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Transparency of the system
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Authorisation of stacked events

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Other, Please specify
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please add any comments here


15. To what extent is the procedure foreseen in Article 34 of Regulation (EC) No 1829/2003 appropriate to deal with emergency measures taken by Member States? Please assess below.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very inappropriate

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Inappropriate

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Appropriate

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very appropriate

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t know

	Please add any comments here


16. In your view is the timescale envisaged for reaction by the Commission to emergency measures taken by Member States (10 days):

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 About right

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not long enough

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Too long

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t know
	Please add any comments here


17. Is the authorisation procedure for GM food and feed defined by Regulation (EC) No. 1829/2003 correctly established in terms of the interplay with the legislation on:

	Food additives
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Feed additives
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Plant Production Products (active ingredients)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Seed and plant propagating material
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please explain you answer here.


18. What are the main overall consequences arising from asynchronous authorisations (i.e. where authorisation in the EU lags behind authorisations in third countries) for:

· a) Your Member State

	Please specify


· b) The EU as a whole

	Please specify


The compulsory labelling of GM food and feed

19. To what extent do you agree with the following statements relating to consumer understanding of labelling provisions and their scope? Please assess using a scale from ‘Strongly disagree’ to Strongly agree’.

	The current labelling provisions facilitate an informed consumer choice
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	The current labelling provisions are easy for consumers to understand
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	The current labelling provisions avoid the misleading of consumers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Consumers understand and accept the current labelling provisions
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	The scope of the current labelling scheme is appropriate
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please specify


20. Have there been any consumer campaigns relating to the labelling of GM food and feed in your Member State?

	Please provide details


21. What is the annual cost to the Competent Authority of controlling labelling provisions in your Member State and how is control implemented?

	Please provide details


22. In your view, where do the main costs of implementing the labelling provisions for food derived from GM plants arise? Please rank the three most important.

	Competent Authorities
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Producers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Importers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food manufacturers/ processors
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Retailers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Consumers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please add any comments here


23. In your view, where do the main costs arise when Food Business Operators avoid using food derived from GM plants? Please rank the three most important.

	Producers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Importers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Importers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food manufacturers/ processors
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Retailers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Consumers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please add any comments here


24. In your view, where do the main costs of implementing the labelling provisions for GM feed arise? Please rank the three most important.

	Competent Authorities
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food and feed producers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food and feed importers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Livestock producers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food manufacturers/ processors
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Retailers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Consumers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please add any comments here


25. In your view, where do the main costs arise when Food Business Operators avoid using GM feed? Please rank the three most important.
	Food and feed producers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food and feed importers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Livestock producers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Food manufacturers/ processors
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Retailers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Consumers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please add any comments here


Note: There is a separate survey of stakeholders including the questions below.  Nevertheless, we would appreciate your views as a Member State Competent Authority.
26. How many labelled GM food products are there in your Member State?  Please indicate number of products, volume of products, value of products, proportion of market share.

	Please specify


27. What proportion (volume and value) of livestock feed products are labelled as containing GM material in your Member State?

	Please specify


28. What factors drive market share of GM food products in your Member State? Please rank the three most important factors.

	Availability in stores
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Perceived product quality

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Price
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Functionality
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Retailers
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Other(s) Please specify
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please specify


29. What factors restrict market share of GM food products in your Member State? Please rank the three most important factors.

	Restricted availability in stores
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Perceived product quality

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Price
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Consumer concerns over GM technology
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Other(s), please specify
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please specify


30. What factors drive market share of GM feed in your Member State? Please rank the three most important factors.

	Use of GM in essential raw materials
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Perceived product quality

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Price
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Functionality
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Lack of need to label livestock products
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Other(s) Please specify
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please specify


31. What factors restrict market share of GM feed in your Member State? Please rank the three most important factors.

	Lack of supply of raw materials
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Perceived product quality
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Price

	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Livestock producer perceptions
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Consumer perceptions
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Other(s) Please specify
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please specify


32. What benefits do you think might there be from an extension in the labelling provisions to include livestock products?

	Please specify


33. What costs/problems do you think might there be from an extension in the labelling provisions to include livestock products?

	Please specify


34. What impact on demand do you think would arise if the scope of the labelling provisions were extended to include livestock products?  Please tick one option for GM labelled products, one for non-GM products (unlabelled) and one for non-GM products (labelled).

	
	GM labelled products
	Non-GM products (unlabelled)
	Non-GM products (labelled)

	There would be a large increase in demand
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	There would be a modest increase in demand
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	No change in demand
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	There would be a modest decrease in demand
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	There would be a large decrease in demand
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



	Please add any comments here


35. What price impacts for GM and non-GM labelled products would you expect from an extension in the current labelling provisions to include livestock products?  Please tick one option for GM labelled products, one for non-GM products (unlabelled) and one for non-GM products (labelled).

	
	GM labelled products
	Non-GM products (unlabelled)
	Non-GM products (labelled)

	There would be a large increase in price
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	There would be a modest increase in price
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	There would be no change in price
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	There would be a modest decrease in price
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	There would be a large decrease in price
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



	Please add any comments here


36. Are there any private GM-free labelling schemes used by more than one operator in your Member State? Please provide name and contact details.

	Please specify


37. Are there any national laws governing the use of GM-free labelling? What are these?

	Please specify


38. Should there be a harmonised, EU-wide GM-free labelling scheme?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

	Please explain your answer here


If yes, should this operate:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Alongside the current, positive GM labelling provisions

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Instead of these


Public acceptance

39. Which, if any, of the following aspects of the GM food and feed authorisation process create controversy among stakeholders and the general public? Please assess using a scale from ‘Very uncontroversial’ to ‘Very controversial’.

	EFSA’s risk assessment
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Member State’ risk assessment
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Member State votes on EFSA’s risk assessment
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Commission involvement in the authorisation process
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Treatment of stacked events
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Differences in approach compared to third countries
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Safeguard measures
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	“one door, one key”, i.e. free movement of authorised food and feed
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Speed of authorisation process
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Other(s) Please specify
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please add any comments here


40. What is the impact of any controversy in terms of the following? Please access using a scale from ‘Very negative impact’ to ‘Very positive impact’.

	Public acceptance of GM food and feed
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Supply of GM food to the market
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Consumer price of food products derived from plants
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Consumer price of food products derived from livestock (meat, milk and eggs)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Other (please specify)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 



	Please add any comments here


41. Are there variations in public sensitivity with respect to GM seed cultivation, food and feed use?  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

If yes, please rank these in order of sensitivity from most important to 3rd most important:

	GM seed (cultivation)
	

	GM food
	

	GM feed
	


	Please add any comments here


42. What measures have been taken by the government in your Member State in terms of risk communication to the public?

	Please specify


43. How might the quality of EU-wide trust in science-based risk assessment be improved in the GM context?

	Please specify


Options for the future

The purpose of this final section of the questionnaire is to understand which options for the future might be considered further in our research.  It is not the intention that the results of this survey be used to advocate any of these options.  Options considered to be worth further investigation will be considered in terms of relevance and social, environmental and economic impact.

44. With respect to risk assessment and risk management, which of the following options do you feel are the most appropriate:

a) Risk assessment:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Carried out by EFSA (status quo)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Carried out by a rapporteur Member State

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Agreed third country risk assessments used where available

b) Risk management:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A decision to authorise or not is taken by the Commission after consulting Member States as under Regulation (EC) No. 1829/2003 (status quo)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A decision to authorise or not is taken by the Commission alone

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A decision to authorise or not at the Community level is taken by Member States with no input from the Commission

c) Socio-economic criteria:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Socio-economic criteria should not be considered (status quo)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Socio-economic criteria should be considered

If you think that socio-economic criteria should be considered, please provide the five most relevant criteria that should be used. In each case please indicate whether the criterion is relevant for food only,
feed only or both.

	Criterion
	Relevance (Feed, food or both)
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


45. Should the generation of independent data for risk assessment be considered (i.e. data generated by trials carried out independently of the technology provider)? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

If yes, how might this work?

	Please add any comments here


46. With respect to stacked events, please indicate which of the options below you feel is the most appropriate:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Stacked events must receive authorisation even where the single events have been separately authorised (status quo)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Stacked events should be automatically authorised where all the events have already been authorised singly in the EU


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Stacked events should undergo a fast-track risk assessment based on previous EU risk assessment of single events and the current authorisation process

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Stacked events should undergo the current risk assessment process and a fast-track authorisation process

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Stacked events should undergo a fast-track risk assessment based on previous EU risk assessment of single events and a fast-track authorisation process


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other option Please specify
	Please add any comments here


47. With respect to labelling, please indicate which of the options below you feel is or are the most appropriate.

a) With respect to positive labelling

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mandatory positive labelling for food produced from and/or containing GM material (status quo)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mandatory positive labelling only for products containing GM material (i.e. no labelling of oil)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mandatory positive labelling for products currently labelled and livestock products including meat, eggs and milk

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Voluntary positive labelling for food produced from and/or containing GM material

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Voluntary positive labelling only for products containing GM material (i.e. no labelling of oil)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Voluntary positive labelling for products currently labelled and livestock products including meat, eggs and milk

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There should be no positive labelling

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other option Please specify
b) With respect to negative labelling

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mandatory use of negative labelling (i.e. “GM-free”) with appropriate scope, criteria and purity levels to be defined at the EU level
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mandatory use of negative labelling (i.e. “GM-free”) with appropriate scope, criteria and purity levels to be defined nationally
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mandatory use of negative labelling (i.e. “GM-free”) with appropriate scope, criteria and purity levels to be defined privately
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Voluntary use of negative labelling (i.e. “GM-free”) with appropriate scope, criteria and purity levels to be defined at the EU level
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Voluntary use of negative labelling (i.e. “GM-free”) with appropriate scope, criteria and purity levels defined nationally

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Voluntary use of negative labelling (i.e. “GM-free”) with appropriate scope, criteria and purity levels defined privately
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There should be no negative labelling

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other option Please specify
	Please add any comments here


48. With respect to the tolerance level above which products need to be labelled as containing GM material, please indicate which of the options regarding food and feed below you feel is the most appropriate:

a) Food
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A tolerance level of 0.9% should be used (status quo)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A tolerance level lower than 0.9% Please specify
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A tolerance level higher than 0.9% Please specify
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There should be some other approach Please specify
b) Feed

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A tolerance level of 0.9% should be used

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A tolerance level lower than 0.9% Please specify
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A tolerance level higher than 0.9% Please specify
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There should be some other approach Please specify
	Please explain your answer here


49. With respect to adventitious presence, please indicate which of the options below you feel is the most appropriate:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There should be zero tolerance of the presence of GM material not fully authorised in the EU (status quo)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There should be a tolerance level of other than zero, for GM material risk assessed, but not yet fully authorised in the EU (similar to the transitional measures that were provided under Article 47 of Regulation (EC) No. 1829/2003, where the tolerance level was set at 0.5%)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There should be a tolerance level other than zero for GM material authorised in third countries, but not risk assessed in the EU

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 There should be some other approach Please specify
	Please explain your answer here


If you selected a tolerance level other than zero, what tolerance level do you think is appropriate?

	Please explain your answer here


50. What would be the single most important improvement that could be made to the risk assessment process?

	Please specify


51. What would be the single most important improvement that could be made to the risk management process?

	Please specify


52. What would be the single most important improvement that could be made to the labelling requirements?

	Please specify


1

