Evaluation of the Community ‘acquis’ on the marketing of seed and plant propagating material (S&PM)

Qualitative questionnaire

SURVEY by the FCEC (Food Chain Evaluation Consortium)

Introduction

This survey takes place in the framework of the evaluation of the Community ‘acquis’ 
 on the marketing of seed and plant propagating material(S&PM). The objective is to collect your view on the past implementation of the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ and on alternatives for the future. For more information on the Community S&PM ‘acquis’, please refer to the DG SANCO website http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/propagation/index_en.htm
This survey makes part of a complete data collection process that also includes analysis of literature, interviews and case studies. 

The following questionnaire covers the different activities linked to the marketing of S&PM. In addition to the identification data, it contains 77 questions grouped into 4 sections. Those questions are general ones, as they have been developed with the objective of targeting a large range of organisations in the S&PM sectors. 

This questionnaire does not cover the issue of Community Plant Variety Rights (PVR) (COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) NO 2100/94) which is not within the scope of the evaluation. However, the links that exist between the ‘acquis’ and the Plant Variety Rights will be taken into account. 

The questionnaire should be completed in English. The confidentiality of your responses and statements is guaranteed in the sense that your organisation will be mentioned as having responded to the survey but that none of the comments and remarks included in the evaluation report will be identifiable. 

The information you provide through this questionnaire will be crucial in identifying the current problems, if any, and in making proposals for a possible revision of the EU S&PM ‘acquis’. We therefore greatly appreciate your contribution. 

If you have any further questions, do not hesitate to contact:

Laurence Van Nieuwenhuyse: 

Phone: +32 2 641 00 97

fax: +32 2 641 00 30

 email: lvn@bvdmc.com
Please return this questionnaire by e-mail to Laurence Van Nieuwenhuyse (lvn@bvdmc.com)

within 8 weeks,  so before the 11th April 2008.

Instructions for filling in the questionnaire

The analysis of the responses to this questionnaire will distinguish between three groups of crops as follows:

The group ‘Seed’: this group gathers the crops/species regulated under the Council Directives 66/401/EEC (fodder plant seed), 66/402/EEC (cereal seed), 2002/54/EC (beet seed), 2002/55/EC (vegetable seed), 2002/56/EC (seed potatoes), 2002/57/EC (seed of oil and fibre plants), 2002/53/EC (common catalogue of varieties of agricultural plant species);

The group ‘Propagating material’: this group gathers the crops/species regulated under the Council Directives 68/193/EEC (material for vegetative propagation of the vine), 92/33/EEC (vegetable propagating and planting material other than seed), 92/34/EEC (fruit plant propagating material and fruit plants intended for fruit production), 98/56/EC (ornamental plants)
;

The group ‘Forestry material’, which refers to the Council Directive 1999/105/EC on the marketing of forest reproductive material. 

One questionnaire may concern one group of crops only. If you would like to answer for several groups, please use as many questionnaires as required. 

The questionnaire is divided into sections and sub-sections as follows:

	Section 0: identification data
	Sections 0 and 1 are compulsory 

	Section 1: Overall Community ‘acquis’
	

	Section 2: Variety/material registration

2.1. DUS
 testing

2.2. VCU
 testing

2.3. Variety denomination

2.4. Common catalogues
	Sections 2, 3 and 4 are not relevant to all organisations. Please consider the section(s) relevant to your organisation only.

	Section 3: Certification
	

	Section 4: Role of the CPVO

	


Each section and sub-section distinguishes between the lessons from the past and the suggestions for the future. Sections 2 and 3 also contain an area for conclusions.

SECTION 0. IDENTIFICATION DATA 
Please identify your organisation:

	Name of organisation
	     

	Department within the organisation
	     


	Organisation located in (country)
	     


Type of organisation:(several answers possible)

	Policy making authority
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Variety registration authority
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Certification authority
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Professional associations of USERS of S&PM (including organic farming) 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Professional associations of SUPPLIERS of S&PM (breeders and multipliers)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other stakeholders: Please specify:      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Questionnaire completed by:

	Name of the person filling in the questionnaire
	     

	Position within the organisation
	     

	Phone number
	     

	Email address
	     


For which group of crops are you answering this questionnaire? (Only one answer possible)
	Seed
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Propagating material
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Forestry material
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



In addition to sections 0 and 1, for which section(s) are you answering the questionnaire? (Several answers possible)

	Section 2: Variety/Material registration
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Section 3: Certification
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Section 4: Role of the CPVO
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



SECTION 1. OVERALL COMMUNITY  ‘ACQUIS’
1.1. Lessons from the past
1.1.1. Has the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ been effective in ensuring the marketing of new varieties with better characteristics? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
1.1.2. Has the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ been effective in ensuring the marketing of S&PM of sufficient quality? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
1.1.3. Has the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ been effective in facilitating the free marketing of the S&PM in the EU? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
1.1.4. Have the following elements had a positive, negative or no impact on the free marketing of S&PM? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)
	
	Positive impact
	Negative impact
	No impact
	Don't know
	Not applicable

	Lack of harmonisation between national provisions
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Impediments created by national official or semi-official bodies
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Existence of national and common catalogues
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Community ‘acquis’ on plant health (DG SANCO)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Community ‘acquis’ on plant protection products (i.e. seed treatments) (DG SANCO)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Authorisation for cultivation of GMO's 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Environmental policy (e.g. DG ENV)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Trade policy (e.g. DG TRADE, SPS agreement, TBT agreement
)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify :      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Please illustrate with example(s) if the free marketing has been negatively impacted:      
1.1.5. Has the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ had a positive, negative or no impact on the following elements? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	
	Positive impact
	Negative impact
	No impact
	Don't know
	Not applicable

	The competitiveness of S&PM within the EU 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The competitiveness on the world markets of S&PM produced in the EU 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The income of plant breeders
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The income of S&PM producers
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The income of farmers
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The preservation of plant genetic resources in the EU
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The funding of plant breeding improvement efforts
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The control of plant diseases 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Please comment on your answer, by referring to the concerned provisions of the S&PM ‘acquis’:      
1.1.6. How do you assess the provisions of the S&PM ‘acquis’ regarding the following elements? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	
	Not at all
	Not much
	Partly
	Fully
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Easy to understand 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Easy to implement
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Usefulness
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Consistency between the provisions of the different EU S&PM Directives
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Consistency between the provisions of the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ and those of other regulations at EU and/or international level (eg plant health legislation)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Please comment on your answer:      
1.1.7. How do you rate the value of the following directives? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	
	No value
	Little value
	Valuable
	Very valuable
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	66/401/EEC (fodder plant seed)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	66/402/EEC (cereal seed)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	2002/54/EC (beet seed)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	2002/55/EC (vegetable seed)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	2002/56/EC (seed potatoes)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	2002/57/EC (seed of oil and fibre plants)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	68/193/EEC (material for vegetative propagation of the vine)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	92/33/EEC (vegetable propagating and planting material other than seed)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	92/34/EEC (fruit plant propagating material and fruit plants intended for fruit production)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	98/56/EC (ornamental plants)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	1999/105/EC (forest reproductive material)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	2002/53/EC (common catalogue of varieties of agricultural plant species)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



 Please comment:      
1.1.8. To what extent do S&PM lots imported under the equivalence regime offer the same (or worse, or better) guarantee as the S&PM produced in the EU? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Same guarantee 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Worse guarantee
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Better guarantee 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable
Please comment on your answer:      
1.1.9. Are rules on variety maintenance necessary? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
1.1.10. Are rules on variety maintenance cost-effective? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
1.2. Suggestions for the future

1.2.1. The main need felt at the time when the S&PM ‘acquis’ was first adopted was to improve the productivity of agriculture. Today, what would be the main aims when revising the Community S&PM legislation ('acquis')? Please rank starting from 1 for the most important aim. 
	Aims
	Ranking (from 1 for the most important aim)
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Productivity 
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Suitability of varieties for low-input agriculture
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Protection of the environment
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Food safety
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Plant health
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Sufficient quality of S&PM (identity, purity…)
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Farm-saved S&PM
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Development of new plant breeding technologies (GM, molecular breeding, etc...)
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Diversity of the varieties
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Information to users (traceability of S&PM lots)
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify :      
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Please comment on your answer, by specifying the expected positive/negative effects of considering any new aim:      
1.2.2. How should the S&PM ‘acquis’ be structured in the future? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)
	Suggestions
	In favour
	Not in favour
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Maintain Directives, as they currently stand 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Compile Directives per group of crops (e.g. one Directive for the  seeds)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Compile Directives according to the final use of the certified seeds/material and their products (e.g. use in food or non food sectors)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Compile Directives per type of users (e.g. professional users or non professional users)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify :      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



1.2.3. What should be the legal instruments to regulate the marketing of S&PM at EU level in the future? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

Note:

A Regulation shall have general application. It shall be binding in its entirety and is directly applicable in all Member States.

A Directive shall be binding, as to the result to be achieved, upon each Member State to which is is addressed, but shall leave to the national authorites the choice of form and methods. It has to be transposed into their national legal framework. 
	Suggestions
	In favour
	Not in favour
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Community Directives for variety/material registration
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Community Directives for certification
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Community Regulations for variety/material registration
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Community Regulations for certification
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify :      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



1.2.4. What are the advantages of the suggestions you support (replies “in favour” under 1.2.2. and 1.2.3.) and their expected positive effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you support:      
1.2.5. What are the disadvantages of the suggestions you do not support (replies “not in favour” under 1.2.2. and 1.2.3.) and their expected negative effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not support:      
SECTION 2. VARIETY/MATERIAL REGISTRATION 

2.1. DUS testing 

2.1.1. Lessons from the past

2.1.1.1. Have the Community provisions for DUS testing been effective in ensuring that no new variety has been marketed unless it is distinct, uniform and stable? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	
	Not at all effective
	Not much effective
	Partly effective
	Fully effective
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Community provisions for:

	Distinctness
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Uniformity 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Stability
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



If your answer is ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘partly’, please comment on it, by specifying the problem:      
2.1.1.2. Have some DUS requirements limited the marketing of varieties of interest to users? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

If your answer is ‘yes’, please specify which requirements:      
2.1.1.3. To what extent are the costs involved in fulfilling the obligations imposed by the Community provisions for DUS testing reasonable and proportionate? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
2.1.1.4. To what extent has the public authority transferred the cost of operating the DUS testing to the industry? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer, by specifying the percentage of cost transfer, if any:      
 2.1.1.5. To what extent is the current distribution (between industry and public authorities) of the costs of operating the DUS testing appropriate? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
2.1.2. Suggestions for the future 

2.1.2.1. What should be done in the future regarding the Community DUS acceptance criteria, without considering the protection aspects? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	
	Maintain
	Extend
	Reduce
	Remove
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Acceptance criteria for: 

	Distinctness
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Uniformity 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Stability
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Please comment on your answer:      
2.1.2.2. What should be done in the future regarding the operational organisation of DUS testing? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	Suggestions


	In favour
	Not in favour
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Maintain the current organisation of DUS testing
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Organise and coordinate DUS testing at Community level instead of by national or regional authorities 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Organise DUS testing at breeders level, under official supervision
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Extend the bilateral agreements in order to rationalize the number of DUS testing sites in the EU
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Have a same and unique DUS testing for marketing and for the Community Plant Variety Rights system
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Adapt the standards to the development of new breeding technologies 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



2.1.2.3. If you are in favour of adapting the standards to the development of new breeding technologies, please specify which ones.
Please specify:      
2.1.2.4. For each suggestion you support ( replies “in favour” under 2.1.2.2), please estimate the expected effects on cost and staff and specify the parties concerned (Commission, the national registration authorities and/or the private operators).
	Supported suggestions
	% of reduction of costs
	% of reduction of staff
	Parties concerned

	
	
	
	Commission
	National authorities
	Private operators

	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



2.1.2.5. What are the advantages of the suggestions you support (replies “in favour” under 2.1.2.2) and their expected positive effects (for example : on the user, the organisation of the EU S&PM markets, the competitiveness of EU S&PM, the functioning of the internal market, the level of legal requirements, the administrative burden, the rapidity of the decision-making process, etc…)?

Please specify for each suggestion you support:      
2.1.2.6. What are the disadvantages of suggestions you do not support (replies “not in favour” under 2.1.2.2) and their expected negative effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not support:      
2.2. VCU testing

2.2.1. Lessons from the past

2.2.1.1. Have the Community provisions for VCU testing been effective in ensuring that any new variety is an improvement on marketed varieties? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	
	Not effective at all
	Not much effective
	Partly effective
	Fully effective
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Community provisions for:

	Value for cultivation
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Value for use
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



If your answer is ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘partly’, please comment on your it, by specifying the problem:      
2.2.1.2. Have the Community requirements been sufficient and relevant to bring the same guarantee to the users of each Member State? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
2.2.1.3. Have some VCU requirements limited the marketing of varieties of interest to users? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

If your answer is ‘yes’, please specify which requirements :      
2.2.1.4. To what extent are the costs involved in fulfilling the obligations for VCU testing reasonable and proportionate? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
2.2.1.5 .To what extent has the public authority transferred the cost of VCU testing to the industry? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer, by specifying the percentage of cost transfer, if any:      
2.2.1.6. To what extent is the current distribution (between industry and public authorities) of the costs of operating the VCU testing appropriate? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
2.2.2. Suggestions for the future 

2.2.2.1. What should be done in the future regarding the Community VCU provisions? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	Suggestions


	In favour
	Not in favour
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Remove the VCU provisions from the EU legislation
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Reduce the Community VCU provisions
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Maintain the Community VCU provisions as they currently stand
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Maintain the Community VCU provisions for a reduced number of crops/species
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Maintain the Community VCU provisions for a limited number of final uses (e.g. use in food or non food sectors)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Maintain the Community VCU provisions for a limited number of users (e.g. professional users or non professional users)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Enlarge the Community VCU provisions to criteria such as food and environmental safety aspects where appropriate
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Reinforce the Community VCU provisions criteria for a harmonised use by all Member States
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify :      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



2.2.2.2. If you are in favour of maintaining the Community VCU provisions for a reduced or larger number of crops/species, please specify the criteria that should be used for determining which species should be removed or added.

Please specify:      
2.2.2.3. If you are in favour of maintaining the Community VCU provisions for a limited number of final uses or users, please specify which ones.

Please specify:      
2.2.2.4. What should be done in the future regarding the operational organisation of VCU testing? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	Suggestions


	In favour
	Not in favour
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Organise the official VCU testing at Community level, based on areas of adaptation (European networks according to agroclimatic areas for national and regional decisions)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Organise the VCU testing at the level of the breeders, under official supervision
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Stimulate the VCU testing at the level of the breeders without official control or supervision
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Allow recognition of other Member States’ VCU data for national listing (bilateral agreement)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Allow coordination between Member States of official observations and national decisions possibly under bilateral agreements
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify :      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



2.2.2.5. If you are in favour of allowing recognition of other Member States' VCU data for national listing, please specify under which condition(s) it should be established.

Please specify:      
2.2.2.6. For each suggestion you support (in 2.2.2.4 “in favour”), please estimate the expected effects on cost and staff and specify the parties concerned (Commission, the national registration authorities and/or the private operators).

	Supported suggestions
	% of reduction of costs
	% of reduction of staff
	Parties concerned

	
	
	
	Commission
	National authorities
	Private operators

	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



2.2.2.7. What are the advantages of the suggestions you support (in 2.2.2.1 and 2.2.2.4 “in favour”) and their expected positive effects (for example, on the user, the organisation of the EU S&PM markets, the competitiveness of EU S&PM, the functioning of the internal market, the level of legal requirements, the administrative burden, the rapidity of the decision-making process, etc…)?

Please specify for each suggestion you support:      
2.2.2.8. What are the disadvantages of suggestions you do not support (in 2.2.2.1 and 2.2.2.4 “not in favour) or their expected negative effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not support:      
2.3. Variety denomination

2.3.1. Lessons from the past

2.3.1.1. Have the Community provisions for the variety denomination been effective in ensuring that varieties are designated in all members of the Union by the same variety denomination? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

If your answer is ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘partly’, please comment on it, by specifying the problem:      
2.3.1.2. Have some variety denomination requirements limited the marketing of varieties of interests to users? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

If your answer is ‘yes’, please specify which requirements:      
2.3.1.3. Does the time required for validation of a variety denomination by the official bodies negatively impact on the marketing of S&PM? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
2.3.2. Suggestions for the future

2.3.2.1. Is the current system of variety denomination sustainable in the future? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
2.3.2.2. What should be done in the future regarding the variety denomination? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	Suggestions


	In favour
	Not in favour
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Maintain the variety denomination Community Regulation as it currently stands
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Revise the system of variety denomination (i.e. in the form of a ‘fancy name’ or a ‘code’)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Remove the variety denomination regulation
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify :      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



2.3.2.3. What are the advantages of the suggestions you support and their expected effects on the marketing of S&PM, the level of legal requirements, the administrative burden, the costs, the rapidity of the decision-making process, etc?
Please specify for each suggestion you support:      
2.3.2.4. What are the disadvantages of suggestions you do not support or their expected negative effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not support:      
2.4. Common catalogues

2.4.1. Lessons from the past

2.4.1.1. Does your organisation use the common catalogues? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

If your answer is ‘yes’, please specify the purpose for which they are used:      
If your answer is ‘yes’ 

How frequently are they used? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Occasionally
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Regularly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very often
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

 At which level? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 All staff
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Headquarters only 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other level (please, specify:       )
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable
Please comment on your answer:      
2.4.1.2. Does the lapse of time required between the national registration and the publication in the common catalogues negatively impact on the marketing of S&PM? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
2.4.2. Suggestions for the future

2.4.2.1. What should be done in the future regarding the national and common catalogues? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	Suggestions
	In favour
	Not in favour
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Maintain both the national and common catalogues as they currently stand
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Stop national catalogues and only work with common catalogues 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Work with common catalogues and allow Member States to have national catalogues on a voluntary basis
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify :      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



2.4.2.2. What are the advantages of the suggestions you support and their expected positive effects (for example: on the marketing of S&PM, the level of legal requirements, the administrative burden, the costs, the rapidity of the decision-making process, etc.)?

Please specify for each suggestion you support:      
2.4.2.3. What are the disadvantages of suggestions you do not support or their expected negative effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not support:      
2.4.2.4. If you are in favour of maintaining the common catalogues, is it desirable to modify them in terms of their accessibility, user-friendliness, number of updates, and elements of information they contain? 

Accessibility, i.e. time required to access the common catalogue (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

User-friendliness, i.e. time required to find the required information (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Number of updates (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Same
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 More 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Less
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Elements of technical information they contain (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Same
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 More 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Less
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
2.4.2.5. What are the advantages or disadvantages of any modification of the common catalogues and their expected effects (negative or positive) on the level of legal requirements, administrative burden, and associated costs? Which are the elements of technical information that you would like to delete or add?

Please specify:      
2.5. Conclusions

2.5.1.What are the most important lessons from the past, if any, concerning the current Community ‘acquis’ on variety /material registration of S&PM?

Please specify:      
2.5.2. Which are the most important suggestions, if any, you would formulate for the future Community ‘acquis’ on variety/material registration of S&PM?

Please specify:      
2.5.3. Which are the most important suggestions, if any, you would formulate to reduce the costs incurred by the public authorities and the private operators for the variety/material registration of S&PM, while guaranteeing the same level of quality?

Please specify:      
SECTION 3. CERTIFICATION

Note 

The questions of this section do not apply to crops covered by Directives 92/33/EEC (vegetable propagating and planting material, other than seed) and 98/56/EC (ornamental plants).

Concerning vegetable seed (Directive 2002/55/EC), they apply for vegetable certified seed and for post control measures of standard seed. 

For forestry material (Directive 1999/105/EC), certification should be understood as “any procedure carried out by the official body as defined under the provisions of article Art 2, (k) of Directive 1999/105/EC and leading to the authorisation for marketing of lots of forest reproductive material”. 

If you answer this questionnaire for the group ‘Seed’, please specify for which crops (group of crops) you answer this specific section (please tick all relevant boxes).

	66/401/EEC (fodder plants)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	66/402/EEC (cereals)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	2002/54/EC (beet seed)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	2002/55/EC (vegetable) Vegetable certified seed and post control measures of standard seed)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 

	2002/56/EC (seed potatoes)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	2002/57/EC (oil and fibre plants)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



If you answer this questionnaire for the group ‘Propagating material’, please specify for which crops (group of crops) you answer this specific section (please tick all relevant boxes).

	68/193/EEC (vine)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	92/34/EEC (fruit)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



3.1. Lessons from the past

3.1.1. Have the Community provisions for the certification of S&PM been effective in ensuring S&PM lots of sufficient quality? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

If your answer is ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘partly’, please comment on it, by specifying the problem:      
 3.1.2. Have the Community provisions for the certification of S&PM been effective in facilitating the free marketing of the S&PM in the EU? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

If your answer is ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘partly’, please comment on it, by specifying the problem:      
3.1.3. Are the current quality standards relevant for the purpose of certification? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	Quality standard
	Not relevant at all
	Not much relevant
	Partly relevant
	Fully relevant
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Identity
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Varietal Purity
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Germination
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Health
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify:      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Please comment on your answer, by specifying the problem if ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘partly’:      
3.1.4. To what extent are the costs involved in fulfilling the obligations imposed by the Community provisions for certification reasonable and proportionate? (Only one answer possible) 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
3.1.5. To what extent is the current distribution (between industry and public authorities) of the costs of operating certification appropriate? (Only one answer possible) 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
3.1.6. Did the organisation of certification in your country move from an official system (official examination) to a system of certification under official supervision? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

If ‘yes’, what have been the impacts of such modification (for example on costs, planning, logistics, flexibility, responsibility, etc)?

Please comment on your answer, by specifying the percentage of cost transfer, if any:      
3.1.7. Are the EC standards for the certification of S&PM coherent with OECD standards? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
3.1.8. Are the EC standards for the certification of S&PM coherent with UN-ECE standards (seed potatoes)? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
3.1.9. Are Community comparative trials an appropriate tool for ensuring harmonization of inspection practices contributing to S&PM lots of sufficient quality? (Only one answer possible)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not at all
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not much
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Partly
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fully
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don't know
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:      
3.2. Suggestions for the future

3.2.1. What should be done in the future regarding certification? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)
	Suggestions
	In favour
	Not in favour
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	STATUS QUO


	Maintain the certification standards  as they currently stand 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Maintain the certification structures as they currently stand
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	REVISE THE CERTIFICATION BY:



	Revise the requirements



	Decrease the number of species covered by the Seed Marketing Directives (by e.g. removing those of minor economic importance)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Increase the number of species covered by the Seed Marketing Directives 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Decrease the number of standards


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Increase the number of standards 


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Revise the levels set in the quality standards (e.g. germination %)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Extend the field inspection “under official supervision” to pre-basic and basic crops 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	In the case of certification “under official supervision”, revise the minimum 5% check testing, check inspection and check sampling
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	In the case of certification “under official supervision”, leave the level of check testing, check inspection and check samples to Member States’ discretion, based on their own assessments of the risk to seed quality. 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	In the case of certification “under official supervision”, target inspection on the basis of risk (taking into consideration the higher voluntary standards in place, industry inspections, track records, etc.)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Apply controls/certification standards to final generation S&PM only and leave companies to decide how to manage parental generation S&PM production to meet the quality standards of final generation certified lots of the category under which the S&PM is marketed 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Apply controls/certification to parental generations only and leave companies to decide how to manage commercial S&PM production to meet the quality standards of final generation certified lots of the category under which the S&PM is marketed
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify:      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Revise the operational organisation



	Integrate the inspection regimes for certification and for plant health 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Set up a certification with a system of an accreditated third party private body approved by the Member State 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Set up a certification with a system of a S&PM company accreditation. 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Limit the official certification scheme to a basic level defined in the legislation and have extra quality requirements left up to private companies
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Set up a voluntary certification scheme to national, or international (i.e. OECD) standards
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Remove the official certification system and pass on the full producer’s liability
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other : Please specify :
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



3.2.2. If you are in favour of decreasing or increasing the number of species covered by the Seed Marketing Directives, please specify which ones.

Please specify:      
3.2.3. If you are in favour of increasing or decreasing the number of standards, please specify which ones
Please specify:      
3.2.4. If you are in favour of revising the levels set in the quality standards, please specify how and for which standard?

Please specify:      
3.2.5. For each suggestion you support (in 3.2.1.,“in favour”), please estimate the expected positive effects on cost and staff and specify the parties concerned (Commission, the national certification authorities and/or the private operators).

	Supported suggestions
	% of reduction of costs
	% of reduction of staff
	Parties concerned

	
	
	
	Commission
	National authorities
	Private operators

	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	     
	     
	     
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



3.2.6. What are the advantages of the suggestions you support (in 3.2.1. “in favour”) and their expected positive effects (for example on the user, the organisation of the EU S&PM markets, the competitiveness of EU S&PM, the functioning of the internal market, the level of legal requirements, the administrative burden, the rapidity of the decision-making process, etc)?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not support:      
3.2.7. What are the disadvantages of the different options you do not support (in 3.2.1. “not in favour”) or their expected negative effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not support:      
3.3. Conclusions

3.3.1. What are the most important lessons from the past, if any, concerning the current Community ‘acquis’ on certification of S&PM?

Please specify:      
3.3.2. Which are the most important suggestions, if any, you would formulate for the future Community ‘acquis’ on certification of S&PM?

Please specify:      
3.3.3. Which are the most important suggestions, if any, you would formulate to reduce the costs incurred by the public authorities and the private operators for the certification of S&PM, while guaranteeing the same level of quality?

Please specify:      
SECTION 4. ROLE OF THE CPVO

Note:  A Working Group, managed by DG SANCO, on the possible extension of the activities of the Community Plant Variety Office has been established in 2006 and has met 6 times during the last two years. Proposals are under discussion.  The evaluation team has been provided with the current outcomes of this working group.  The purpose of this question is to validate and/or further investigate on the relevance of the proposals by a larger group of stakeholders. 

4.1. What should be the role of the CPVO in the future, in addition to considering applications for protection of variety rights? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

	Suggestions
	In favour
	Not in favour
	Don’t know
	Not applicable

	Active role in variety denomination 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Active role in VCU testing 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Active role in DUS testing for variety listing
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Active role in the administrative management of the Common Catalogue and national listing
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Active role for management of  comparative trials
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Active role for management of  of tasks to equivalence with third countries
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Active role in the administrative management of conservation varieties
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other:  Please specify:      
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Please comment on your answer by providing your view on the respective roles of the Commission, the MS and the CPVO in the future regarding the ‘acquis’ on the marketing of S&PM:      
4.2. What are the advantages of the different options you support or their expected positive effects on the economy, the level of legal requirements, the administrative burden, the associated costs, the rapidity of the decision-making process, etc?

Please specify for each suggestion you support:      
4.3. What are the disadvantages of the different options you do not support or their expected negative effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not support:      
Thank you!

� The ‘acquis’ consists of 12 basic Council Directives on the marketing of S&PM. This ‘acquis’ is being complemented by a number of (implementing) Commission Directives, and completed by a limited number of Regulations and Decisions (Council and Commission). 


�Ornamental can be either plant or seed. Both are included in this group.


� DUS: Distinctness, Uniformity, Stability


� VCU: Value for Cultivation and Use


� CPVO: Community Plant Variety Office


� SPS = Sanitary and PhytoSanitary, TBT = Technical Barrier to Trade 
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