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Annex 1 — Terms of Reference of the evaluation

SANCO FRAMEWORK CONTRACT ON EVALUATION, IMPACT ASSESMENT AND RELATED
SERVICES

Tasks Specifications Document 05/07/2007

1. Title ofthe assignment

Evaluation of the Communitgcquison the marketing of seed and plant propagating nmab(&&PM).

2. Context ofthe assignment

2.1. Description of the Policy Area to be evaluated
2.1.1. Historical background:

The policy area under evaluation is the acquisaperg to the marketing of S&PM in the Communityeé
also under 2.4. Instruments of the activity). Thijuis dates back partly to the sixties. The releva
Directives find their legal basis in Article 37 thie Treaty establishing the European Communitysudgh it
was an element of the agricultural policy.

The main need felt at the time when the Directiese first adopted was to improve the productiaty
agriculture, and It was considered that ensuriray seed lots of high quality (certification) belamg to
varieties with a high genetic potential (registatof varieties in official catalogues and testingziew of
official listing) were made available to the farminommunity, could contribute to fulfilling that ee. At
the same time It was expected that the sectoremfding and producing of seeds and propagating ialater
would benefit from the harmonisation of the ledisla at community level leading to more open masket

2.1.2. Current situation:

- According to data provided by the European Segsbciation (ESA), the European seed industry has a
annual turnover of approx. 6Million Euros. It is a highly innovative ResearchdaDevelopment
(R&D)-based business with an average R&D ratio mmfuad 15%o0f its turnover. The EU market
represents more than 20% of the total worldwideketafior commercial seed which is valued at around
30 billion Euros. The EU is the most important plareeding and seed production region in the world
and the largest exporter with an estimated expadttevof 2.7 million Euros representing more tha#60
of the total worldwide export value of 4.4 billi&uros.

This position allows the EU to speak with a strengce in international fora, but is at the sanmeetian
element of vulnerability. The sector of S&PM of tBE has a keen interest in the proper functioniing o
global market with recognised international staddar

- Seed production plays an important role in tbenemy of a number of rural aremsthe Community,
and as such it contributes to the objectives dlrdevelopment.

- Increasing the productivity is no longer the mpolicy objective to be achieved: concepts sucoasl
farming practice, sustainability and protectiontieé environment including the protection of genetic
diversity are now enshrined in the agriculturali@ol

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium 5



- The seed industry underwent significant changes ¢the last 20 years. Seed businesses have been
consolidating and seed production has become isiciglg globalised. With the development of
biotechnologies, plant breeding is moving to a Heggth industry involving more and more trans-
national companies.

- Most of the new varieties brought to the marketraow protected by Intellectual Property Rights.

- At the same time a significant part of seed potidn, and in particular of traditional seed vaest is
made by Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SME) play an important role in the conservation of
agricultural biodiversity. it is acknowledged tttae production of vegetatively propagated matasal
almost exclusively in the hand of SME.

- As a general rule, companies, regardless of $iaee become more organised and work to quality
assurance (formal and informal), producing seechigher quality. Likewise do the seed growing
farmers.

- Consumers in the EU give high priority to quabiyd safety of agricultural production.

- Traceability of food and feed and of any substantended to be incorporated into a food or feeaubiw
mandatory at all stages of production. For thiseeahe traceability of seed lots from which foodl a
feed products are produced is now of paramount iitapoe as a starting point for the general
traceability of food products placed on the market.

- Reviewing the existing legal measures/practicéb & view to reducing the administrative burden fo
the inspection services and the seed produceraders is much desired by many Member States.

2.1.3. Challenges for the future, as identifiedh®y Steering Group:

- To ensure that interested users have at thgipga S&PM that fulfils the needs in terms of idignand
quality,

- to create the legal environment that contribtmesaintaining the profitability of the breedingcte as a
prerequisite for competitiveness and as a motofuidther development, giving rise to new variefies
more diverse uses, including varieties of energypsrand varieties that are better adapted to satiei
farming practices,

- to ensure that farming is profitable and the mvinent is safe-guarded,

- to conserve and sustainably utilise agricultbiadiversity as a source for future breeding progres,

- to maintain and further enhance the achievemehtthe internal market, in particular by ensuring
unhindered intra-Community trade,

- to ensure an efficient registration of data tovaltraceability in the market,

- to respond to challenges e.g. in terms of intélial property and/or environment protection, aday
the development of new breeding and reproducti@hrigues, such as genetically modified (GM)
varieties and the related issues of adventitioesgice of GM seed in hon-GM seed and the links with
co-existence.

- to ensure the sustainability of inspection suites/quality schemes, inter alia through explovmys of
passing on the cost of official inspections to $leetor (in some countries this is already the commo
practise), either through making the involvementhef competent authorities payable, or througmiayi
the responsibilities for inspection (at least @dist) in the hands of the operators in the sector,

- to keep the legislation abreast of new develogmencluding the influence of new technologies in
breeding and the effects of intellectual propeidits associated with these new technologies,

- to elaborate and maintain a cost-effective nawimgy system that safeguards quality, breedingreffiod
profitability, while minimising legal requiremenésmd administrative burden.

2.2. Specific and operational objectives of thévagtaction.
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2.2.1. The_operational objective the acquis under consideration is the free mmre of high quality
S&PM of good varieties that meets the expectataints users.

2.2.2. The main specifiobjectives are the following:

- To set up the legal framework to ensure thatviméeties of S&PM offered on the market aiistidct,
uniform and_gable (DUS criteria) and that at least where apple they have a sufficienalue for
cultivation and se (VCU criteria).

- To set up the legal framework to ensure thatdbtS&PM on the market are of the correct idendihd
meet standards in terms of health and analyticdtypu

2.2.3. The Community Plant Variety Rights (CPVR¥teyn is of a later date (1994). Its objective is to
protect the intellectual property rights of the daters and it should thus stimulate research and the
development of new varieties that satisfy exis@mgl upcoming needs. This system has strong links wi
the marketing Directives for seed and propagatiatenal, but does not directly fail within the seopf the
evaluation.

2.3. Legal basis, budget and duration of the dgfagtion:

The acquis is based on Article 37 of the Treatgl@sthing the European Community, and as such kesa
part of Title 1I: Agriculture.

Commission staff working on the acquis: 2ADgradSAST grades.

Community comparative trials are being organissagibudget line 17.04.04.

The amounts spent per year are limited and do arohally exceed 600 000 € per year.

The policy area is not subject to limitations imei.

2.4. Instruments of the activity/action:
The acquis consists of 12 basic Council Directipest of them being consolidations of earlier Dinezs.

Council Directive 66/401/EEC on the marketing adder plant seed

Council Directive 66/402/EEC on the marketing ofect seed

Council Directive 2002/54/EC dihe marketing of beet seed

Council Directive 2002/55/EC on the marketing ofje&able seed

Council Directive 2002/56/EC on the marketing aféd@otatoes

Council Directive 2002/57/EC on the marketing afdef oil and fibre plants

Council Directive 68/193/EEC on the marketing oftenel for the vegetative propagation of the vine
Council Directive 92/33/EEC on the marketing of e&ple propagating and planting material, othen tha
seed

Council Directive 92/34/EEC on the marketing ofitfpplant propagating material and fruit plants mded
for fruit production[NB: A Commission proposal for a recast of this Direaiis currently being discussed
at Council level and will need consideration in tlevaluation exercise.]

Council Directive 98/56 othe marketing of propagating material of ornameplahts

Council Directive 1999/105/EC on the marketingakist reproductive material

Council Directive2002/53/ECon the common catalogue of varieties of agricultplant species

This acquis is complemented by a number of (implging) Commission Directives, and completed by a
united number of Regulations and Decisions (Cowartidl Commission). The latter often have an expticit
a de-facto expiry date.

NB: It should be stressed that four implementingeBlives are currently being prepared by the Cosions
services, one of which has been submitted to theiaypof the Standing Committee on Seeds, where it
received the unanimous support of the Member Sthtaas not yet been adopted by the Commissioh. Al
four draft Directives aim to create a legal framewimr the marketing of so-called conservation eaes.
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Regardless of whether or not these Directives lélte been adopted by the time when the evaluagdion i
effectively carriedOut, the discussion of the impact of the acquis pemagind the marketing of S&PM on
agricultural biodiversity is extremely importantdathe opinion of various stakeholder groups thereon
should be collected and be taken into accountargtmeral context of the evaluation.

Clear links exist with the acquis pertaining to themmunity Plant Variety Rights system, plant Hgalt
plant protection products, and genetically modifiedganisms and in particular the following
Directives/Regulations:

Regulation (EC) No 2 100/94
Directive 2000/29/EC

Directive 69/464/EEC
Directive 2007/33/EC

Directive 93/85/EEC

Directive 98/57/EC

Directive 91/414/EEC
Regulation (EC) No 1829/2003
Regulation (EC) No 1830/2003
Directive 98/95/EC

Directive 2001/18/EC

A comprehensive list of relevant legal acts is thimAnnex.

3. Description othe assignment

3.1. Purpose and objective of the evaluation

In the general context of Better Regulation, theults of the evaluation will be used as input fafting an
Impact Assessment with the view to possibly reviber S&PM acquis (see “3.2. Evaluation issues to be
addressed’).

3.2. Evaluation issues to be addressed

3.2.1. The S&PM acquis and its implementation i@ @ommunity will be evaluated, so as to establish
objectively how effectively and efficiently the lstation has meits original objectives, and to identify its
strengths and areas for improvement and its robastwith regard to potential new challenges afigdtnis
field. It will analyse the coherence of the intariien with other related interventions, and witke @ECD
and other international standards. It will alsceasghe relevance and the utility of the intenamti

3.2.2. The evaluation is placed in the generalexdraf the Better Regulation initiative of the Conmmty
and therefore its primary aiig, in close cooperation with the steering group:

- to identify the current problems and needs,

- to suggest possible objectives that the Commustiould pursue in order to respond to the ideifi
problems and current and expected future needs,

- to identify different realistic options to acteethe proposed objectivesnd

- to analyse the social, environmental and ecoaampacts of each of those options, as well ag thei
feasibility, stakeholders’ level of support andittstrengths and weaknesses.

The concepts of simplification and reduction of &ustrative burden on the public authorities and th
private sector stakeholders should be behind thl/sis of the relevant options.
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3.3. Scope of the evaluation (operational, tempgedgraphical...)

3.3.1. The evaluation addresses the acquis on Hrketing of S&PM(operational),as transposed and
implemented by the MS since the origin of the vasi€ommunity textgtemporal).It should be measured
through the effective improvement of the varie{i@splant’ species covered by the acquis) offered en th
EU market(geographical),and the level to which the seed lots offered fde m the market meet the
standards laid out in the annexes to the directives

3.3.2. When compared to the marketing of conveation GM varieties, the marketing of the conservati
varieties is clearly different in socio- economitdagenetic diversity terms. The evaluation shoddrass

the specific needs of these threatened varietidsspacies of seeds with a high genetic value thatin
appropriaten situ and ex sitwonservation actions. Equally, the evaluation sthdobk into the impact of
the cultivation of GM seed crops.

3.3.3. The legislation on the marketing of S&PMnmarily aimsto ensure that S&PM offered to farmers
and other users in the EU are of a good inherenetge quality and meet sufficient quality standards
basically through imposing a set of legal obligasimnto breeders and suppliers of S&PM. It is etqukc
however, that as a positive sidiect,the harmonisation of marketing standards at comiyenvel should
also benefit the breeders and producers of S&PMs Hspect should equally be examined by the
evaluators.

3.3.4. Lastly, besides the measurement of the itrthat the S&PM acquis has had on users and prosluce
of these products in the Community, the evaluasioould have a forward looking componéemporal),in
that it will have to examine options to ensure that acquis supports a harmonious further develapwie
agriculture, horticulture and forestry, and its gysector, and make recommendations accordingly.

NB: In 12 out of 27 Member States, the acquis & jecently introduced. Especially in those Member
States there should be scope for assessing thetifgdeeady measurable and anticipated) of theiacmu
the various stakeholders.

3.4. Evaluation questions

LESSONSFROM THE PAST:

EQ1. To what extent do the effects induced by thentiervention correspond with its objectives as
outlined in the S&PM acquis and the needs it is aied to satisfy?

The evaluators shall analyse all the effects ofaitiuis, intended and unintended, positive andtivegan
the cases where the above objectives have notditsned (or have been attained only partiallyyvbere
the needs have not been satisfied, the evaluatersequested to specify the reasons (flaws in ysees,
poor implementation, other...) and provide exampfgzroblems encountered.

The detailed questions hereunder are offered axa@mple and are essentially based on the legaisivog

of the Directives on the marketing of seed of agdtizal plant species, as these Directives offertitoadest
range of legal measures. The evaluators are exptxevelop and implement a methodology that essur
that all the subsectors of the sector of S&PM aificiently well covered by the evaluation and tliaar
conclusions can be drawn with regard to the effeatss and the utility of the current provisiongef
acquis on the marketing of S&PM.

A. GENERAL ACQUIS FRAMEWORK
a) To what extent has the acquis on the marketir®@M created the framework for the production and

marketing of S&PM of sufficient quality in a sufiéntly wide range of varieties to cover the neefls o
farmers, horticulturalists, nurserymen and foresiethe EU?
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b) To what extent bas the EU acquis, and in pdatcthe concept of certification, facilitated thed
marketing of S&PM in the EU?

c) To what extent can S&PM effectively be traderbtighout the EU without impediments created by
official or semi-official bodies? Are there examplehere the free marketing throughout the Commugfity
S&PM that complies with the provisions is not guaed? Is the hindrance based on measures directly
derived from the acquis othe marketing of S&PM or on other legislation (suah plant health, plant
protection products, GMO-legislation,..)?

d) To what extent has it created the framework iwitlihich the trade of S&PM produced in the EU is
competitive on the EU and the world markets?

e) To what extent has it contributed to a harmosidevelopment of the S&PM sector in the EU, grantin
the protection of the income of fanners, seed preduand plant breeders?

f) To what extent do seed lots imported under tgwalence regime offer the same (or worse, orebett
guarantees as the S&PM produced in the EU?

g) To what extent does the acquis contribute tgthkeervation and/or erosion of plant genetic recssiin
the EU? Where the acquis was considered to hawgatime impact, have national measures been put in
place to contribute to the protection of plant denesources?

h) To what extent did the Community Plant Varieggine play a role in creating the necessary roadn an
incentives for a continued research into new vi@satesulting in a constant influx of valuable neavieties
into the market?

i) To what extent is it considered that the atttitou of Plant Variety Rights (at national of Comntyn
level) is not only beneficial for the right holdelsit for the users of the S&PM as well?

J) How do you assess the impact of the SPS (Sgratied PhytoSanitary) and TBT (Technical Barriers to
Trade) agreements on the trade in S&PM in the Conitryfi

B. VARIETY DENOMINATION PROCEDURES:

To what extent does the system put in place foetsadenomination in the Community fulfil the nedts
aims to satisfy?

C. VARIETY REGISTRATION/LISTING PROCEDURES:
To what extent do the variety registration / ligtprocedures fulfil the needs they aim to satisfy?
D. COMMON CATALOGUES (CC):

a) To what extent are the CC a useful instrumenthi® management of the S&PM acquis?

b) To what extent does the existence of national @mmon catalogues create impediments to free
movement of S&PM in the EU?

c) To what extent does the lapse of time betwediomal registration and publication in the CC ld¢ad
practical problems?

d) How are the catalogues currently being used?

e) What is the Level at which the CC (either incheopy or in e-version) are made available to gtlff
staff, headquarters only...)?

E. CERTIFICATION:
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a) To what extent are the provisions with regardeudification under official supervision implemedtby
the MS?
b) To what extent do MS believe that Community camafive trials are an effective and efficient ttml
1) assess the compliance of (randomly) selectadl lstwith the community provisions,
2) study the effectiveness of the Community praorsi in guaranteeing that the
Community standards are met,
3) act as a discussion forum for possible new nreasthat solve weaknesses in the
system?
c) To what extent could a private certification excte replace official ones, and what would be the
advantages or disadvantages as compared to ofidi@imes in respect of marketing within the EU amd
the world market?

F. COMMUNITY PLANT VARIETY OFFICE (CPVO):

How do you evaluate the current role of the CPV@him general set-up of the acquis on the marketfng
S&PM

EQ2. To what extent are the costs involved in fulling the obligations imposed by the acquis
reasonable and proportionate?

There are three different types of costs that shbalconsidered:

(1) administrative costs i.e. those costs incufsgdcompanies and public authorities in meeting llega
obligations to provide information on their actionproduction to public authorities or private pest

(2) compliance costs i.e. those costs linked tongha in the method of production linked to legal
obligations and

(3) enforcement costs i.e. costs for public autlesriand the Commission resulting from implementati

A specific focus should be put on administrativestso The evaluators are required to provide a geeci
guantitative analysis of administrative costs unter current system, using the Standard Cost Model
attached (Administrative cost of obligations uné&&r legislation -see Report sheet) as far as pessiid
providing at least an average of the costs for pathlic authorities and companies. It may includrimber

of assumptions or/and extrapolations but shall asefl on discussions with stakeholder representative
organisations and public authorities.
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A. Costs incurred by public authorities:

a) What is the number of applications / certifioatdossiers inspections etc. each year in each MS?
And the average for the entire EU?

b) What is the structure of the costs and whatleeassociated cost elements for:

* Transposition of the acquis

» DUS (Distinctness, Uniformity and Stability) aneCU (Value for Cultivation and Use) testing for
listing at National and community levels;

» DUS for Plant Variety Rights;

« Comparison with DUS for listings and Plant varigghts for the same species, varieties;

« Registration of varieties, including variety deminations

« Certification (per Directive and per category)

* Managing the national system for variety protacti

« Inspection? Audits?

* Information related costs?

* Submission of reports to the Commission?

¢) What opportunities do public authorities seedtuce the administrative costs? Per category, per
type of activities etc.
B. Costs incurred by the operators (To be requastsethkeholder representative organisations only):

a) To what extent are the administrative costhefitnplementation of the S&PM acquis transferred
to the sector?

b) What is the number of applications dossierstifemtion each year by companies?

c) What is the structure of the costs in particular

« Own costs of the companies for filling applicati@.g. training for familiarisation with applicati
procedure, costs for gathering relevant info neddedpplication, costs for providing new data
including testing, costs of filling in the appligat, costs for meetings internally or with auditors
with lawyers, costs for copying dossiers, subngttine information, cost to protect a variety under
the Community Plant Variety Right system, etc.)

« Payments made to official bodies for applicafimnauthorisation

d) What opportunities do operators see to redueadministrative costs? In which areas?

e) What is the level of satisfaction with the cuatreepartition of the costs of operating the
registration (including variety denomination) aradtification provisions of the acquis?

C. On the option of certification under official parvision or other means of sharing tasks and
responsibilities:

a) To what extent is it possible agsesshe opportunities for cost-reduction?
b) What is the reason why certain MS do not aviahis possibility?

c) Are they implementing other means of cost reduét
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d) What other possibilities do the MS (and opesjtsee to reduce the administrative burden and to
simplify and speed up procedures?

EQ3. To what extent are the elements of the curreribtervention logic (the composing features
of the S&PM acquis) complementary and non-contradiory? To what extent do the
intervention’s objectives support or contradict thase of other related interventions?

Regarding the second question:

a) To what extent do the intervention’s objectives mrp or contradict those of other related
interventions within DO SANCO’s ambit, such as Heguis pertaining to plant quarantine, to plant
protection products, authorisation of GMO'’s (asdamotified under Regulation (EC) No 1829/20037?,

b) To what extent is the acquis on marketing of S&&mpatible and non contradictory with the
EU’s policies as managed by relevant other DGs @gmon market organisation, environmental
policy, trade policy)?

c) How well is the acquis in line with OECD, UN-E@I&d other international standards?

EQ4. To what extent is the current S&PM acquis releant with regards to the identified problem
areas andnewchallenges?

a) To what extent can we consider that the acdillissits the need of the enlarged Community, and
that its composing elements are also adapted tgabgraphical, social, economic and environmental
conditions of the new Member States.

b) To what extent does the acquis strike a faiatet with regard to the interests of the various
stakeholders groups in the new MS?

c) There is a strong involvement of public servioeghe implementation of the acquis (e.g.
certification bodies issuing the labels themselvasy in the monitoring of the activities of
stakeholders. Instead of this involvement othesibigies exist, like passing on the full liabjtifor
their products to the economic operators in the &ector (as in the general Food Law Regulation
(EC) No 178/2002). What are the consequences wfjard to liability issues in relation to the vasou
degrees of sharing tasks between the public batidsthe private sector stakeholders? What is the
situation in Member States that avail of the pabsds of the acquis to go for certification under
official supervision as compared to MS who don’t?

OPTIONSFORTHE FUTURE

EQ5: What are the different options for the future to address the problem areas identified and
the new challenges? What is the relevance and thecsal, environmental and economical impact
of each option proposed?

For EQ5, the evaluators are required to presefdrdiit options, including the “status qua” optiag.(
keeping the current S&PM acquis as it is) as welhe possibility to suppress the acquis (and lgave
at the level of operators and/or Member States)asadlyse their relevance.

For each of them, they should analyse the econdneicaronmental (if possible, including the alyilit

of the markets to adapt to climate change) andhkonpacts, the stakeholders’ level of supportirthe
feasibility, their strengths and weaknesses (adwgmst and disadvantages), and an analysis of the
reductions of administrative burden and associateis anticipated by the proposed simplification
measures. For the different options proposed, @uledion of the variations compared to the baseline
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as regards costs (administrative costs in particgteould be sought.

Here too it is stressed that the evaluators shadlitess all the various subsectors of the S&PM
covered by the Community acquis.

With regard to possible options for the future, ¢waluators will analyse, if relevant, the follogin
A. GENERAL ACQUIS FRAME WORK:

The need for the high level of protection of therssof S&PM was inspired by the importance of
S&PM as a basic component for ensuring food securtie fact that seed quality is difficult to asses
by simple visual inspection of the goods upon d@ejivand that liability of the supplier is often

difficult to prove also played a role. For thesasens certification by a “third party body” was read

obligatory.

a) To what extent is this level of protection shiteded? Would it be possible to shift to quality
assurance systems that are commonly implementetthén sectors?

b) What do you see as potential advantages orttrea

c) To what extent should the number of crops/sgedevered by the S&PM acquis be
reduced/increased? What criteria should be usedei@rmining which species should be removed or
added?

d) Under the provisions of the Community plant teakquis, producers of S&PM are subject to
registration and (at least) annual inspection eirtorops. Already today MS have the option to atce
certification labels for seed potatoes as beinghad plant passports. Do you consider that aduarth
integration of the inspection regime for seed fiediion and for plant health could lead to gams i
efficiency or, on the contrary to inefficacy andhfussion? What are the possible fields for co-
operation in practice.

e) To what extent is it considered that the chaitdegal instruments (such as entrusting more
responsibilities to the Commission, as assistedhigy StandingCommitteespr using Regulations
rather than Directives) could equally contributed¢ducing the generaldministrativeburden or make
the decision-making process faster?

B. VARIETY DENOMINATION PROCEDURES

What should be the advantages and disadvantagaganizing the variety denomination procedures
at Community level only (i.e. under a centralizgdtem, e.g. under the umbrella of the Community
Plant Variety Office?)

C. VARIETY REGISTRATION/LISTING PROCEDURES

a) To what extent is a system of variety registratfor agricultural and vegetable species still
needed?

b) What are the advantages and disadvantages oftEdtifg being organized at Community level /
by national or regional authorities / by the bresdeder official supervision?

c¢) What are the advantages and disadvantages of tB&tfag being the same and unique for the
marketing Directives system and for the CommunignPVariety Rights system?
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d) What are the advantages and disadvantages of teglg being kept as a precondition for listing
the agricultural varieties? 1f the VCU testing ddole kept, what are the advantages and
disadvantages of it being organized at Communigllé by national or regional authoritiédy the
breeders under official supervision?

e) What are the advantages and disadvantages efiwg reducing the number of crops for which
VCU testing is required? Indicate the crops foraekha change from the current provisions would be
desirable.

f) To what extent do the standards have to be adaph the development of new breeding
technologies (in particular GM seeds, Genetic Usstiittion Technologies (GURTS), etc.)?

D. COMMON CATALOGUES

a) What are the advantages and disadvantagesppirsgoNational Listing and only working with CC
allowing Member States to have National Listingdpecies not covered in the directive?

b) To what extent would it be desirable to increagenumber of updates?

c) To what extent would it be acceptable to redtiee number of updates published in the OJ,
provided that updates are made available on aaebakis in electronic format?

d) What elements of information currently contaimedhe CC could be dropped? Are there elements
that need to be added?

e) Which other means to improve efficiency coulcekplored? Could a thorough electronic system be
part of a solution?

E. CERTIFICATION

a) To what extent is a system of certificationl stdeded? What are the advantages and disadvantages
of a system in which it would be up to the prodsaafr S&PM to be responsible for the quality of the
material? Is there scope for extendingdhgvitiescarried out under official supervision?

b) To what extent are the quality standards (iégntiarietal purity, germination...) and the norms
levels still relevant?

c) If a certification system is still needed, toatlevel should the requirements be fixed (e.gichas
level in the legislation, with extra quality regeiinents left up to the private companies)?

F. CPVO

a) To what extent should the CPVO get a more actle in the registration of varieties, including
variety denomination and DUS, the management o€@eregardless of applications for protection of
variety rights?

b) Are there other tasks that might be entrusteleédCPVO (e.g. comparative trials, equivalencé wit
Third Countries...)?

¢) What would be the advantages and disadvantagdshe possible added value, of the Commission
delegating all or some activities in the managenudérthe CC to the CPVO? To the MS? To other
bodies?
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Costs (benefits) of the various options under poito F shall be considered not only with regard t
the current system but also considering a systeeravhll responsibility is left to private business
without specific public role.

3.5.Other specific tasks to be carried out under tgament

The evaluators are required to reconstruct thevietdion logic as a preliminary step to the evabrat
design, and present it in the Inception ReportyTwi also present the draft questionnaires thait
will use to obtain information from the differenttkeholders for approval by the steering group.

3.6. Reporting and deliverables

The evaluators will deliver different reports akieas key stages of the evaluation process: ingepti
report, intermediate report, draft final report dimél report. Each report should be written in Esig
The report will be addressed to the Commission wilidbe assisted by a Steering group consisting of
Commission officials and experts from, but not jggvaiting on behalf of, Member States:

a) Inceptiorreport

This report will describe the intervention, providgithe current intervention logic. It will describiee
evaluators’ understanding of the evaluation objesti issues and questions. This document will
present in detail how the method proposed by treuator is going to be implemented and in
particular how the method will answer each evatmitjuestion and provide a judgement. It will
include the draft questionnaires which the evahsaidgll use to obtain information from the diffeten
stakeholders for approval by the steering grous Gohicument will provide the steering group with the
opportunity to make a final check of the feasipilif the method proposed and the extent to which it
corresponds with the information needs outlinethenterms of reference.

The inception report will be submitted at the la@&sveeks after the signature of the contract.

b) Interimreport

This report will provide information about initi@nalyses of data collected. The evaluator may
already be in a position to provide preliminary wess to some of the evaluation questions. This
report will provide the steering group with the oppnity to check whether the evaluation is on
schedule and whether the evaluation has actuallysted on the specified information needs.

The interim report will be submitted at the lateg&months after the signature of the contract.

c) Dratt final report

This document will provide the conclusions of thalaator in respect to the evaluation questions in
the terms of reference. These conclusions will learty based on evidence generated through the
evaluation. Judgements provided should be dearaplicit. The draft final report will also contain
some exploratory recommendations developed on #ms bof the conclusions reached by the
evaluator. The structure of the draft final repuaitl respect the structure set up by common
Evaluation Standards and include an executive sugnsginthesis of main analyses and conclusions,
added value of the proposals including cost/begjefibain report (presenting in full the resultdhu#
analyses, conclusions and recommendations), tehainexes (one of which will be the Task
Specification), and a draft one-page summary orkKeheMessages of the evaluation.

The draft final report will be submitted at theglsit 9 months after the signature of the contract.
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d) Final report

It will take into account the results of qualitysassment and discussions with the steering grooyt ab
the draft final report insofar as they do not ifaex with the autonomy of the evaluators in respect
their conclusions. The final executive summary Keg Messages page will be part of it.

3.7. Organisation and timetable

Date Event/Stage Action by

19-03-2007 Internal kick-off SANCO El and O

End March Invitation letters to Steering Grol|Evaluation managg
(SIG) members (EM)

Mid April Deadline reply to invitation letter

End April First draft of terms of reference (To| Evaluation manage
circulated

16 May 1st mtg of StG: Presentation of {StG members
evaluation: its aim and scof
discussion of Draft terms of referer|
and Dissemination Plan

25June Revised ToR circulated Evaluation manager

26 June 2nd mtg of StG: continued discuss|StG members
of Draft terms of reference

2 July Proposal for ToR finalised pgvaluation manage
MS

5 July ToR of the evaluation discussed|Evaluation managsg
the Audit Committee ToR sent
Evaluator

10 August Evaluator submits proposal Evaluator

13 August lPoposal circulated to StG f{Evaluation managsg
comments

August/September |Proposal analysed and amendeq

necessary

Mid September

Draft specific contract prepared

MBnancial ceil

End September

Details of contract with the exterr
evaluator discssed and contra
signed

Mid October

Relevant Council WP and SC updad
on progress with the evaluation

MS

End October

3th mtg of StG: Kick-off migtG members

External evaluator present

Mid November Inception report submitted |
Evaluator and circutad to
for comments

Mid December Inception  report accepted |[B¥G members
Commission

Mid March 2008

Interim Report circulated to S
members

&xternal evaluator

End March 2008

4th mtg of StG: Discussion of
Interim report

StG nmembers-
External evaluators

Mid April 2008

Relevant Council WP and SC
updated on progress with the

EM

evaluation
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End June 2008 Draft Final Report circulated to | External evaluator
StG members

+/- 20 July 2008 5th meeting of StG: discussion |StO members +
of draft final report External evaluators

End October 2008 |Adoption of the final evaluatigStG members
report

End November 2008 Presentation of results of t
evaluation

April 2009 Completion of the Action Plan

May 2009 Adoption of the Action Plan Audit Commiéte

3.8. Budget

Budget line: 17 01.04.01. Foreseen maximum am@at;000 €

3.9. Special requirements

- Given the very specialised nature of the subjeatter that has to be evaluated, the evaluation tea
is expected to comprise at least one member widltiip expertise in the sector of seeds and
propagating material, or, as a minimum, with a ¢lugh knowledge of plant production.

- In the context of the assignment, data will hivbe collected of a confidential nature, such as
expenditure made by stakeholders as part of thénégtrative costs for complying with certain
provisions of the EU legislation. These data shalhandled with due confidentiality

4. References

4.1. Annexes to the Task Specification

List of Phytosanitary acquis in force

List of MS representatives in Standing CommitteeSeeds

List of MS representatives in Standing CommittaePlant Health

List of MS representatives in Standing CommitteeCommunity Plant Variety Rights

List of stakeholders (not exhaustive)

4.2. Other existing documentation/data and howtess it
4.3. Useful web-links

- SANCO Seeds and Propagating Material website

- Recommended methodology for the calculation of “Adstrative cost of obligations under EU
legislation”
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Annex 2 — Qualitative questionnaire

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 Consortiun)

Introduction

This survey takes place in the framework of thelation of the Communitydcquis’ ! on the
marketing of seed and plant propagating materiadR&¥ The objective is to collect your view on the
past implementation of the EU S&PMacquis’ and on alternatives for the future. For more
information on the Community S&PMacquis, please refer to the DG SANCO website
http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/propagation/indexhtam

This survey makes part of a complete data collegbimcess that also includes analysis of literature
interviews and case studies.

The following questionnaire covers the differentiates linked to the marketing of S&PM. In

addition to the identification data, it containsgliestions grouped into 4 sections. Those quesdians

general ones, as they have been developed witholipective of targeting a large range of
organisations in the S&PM sectors.

This questionnaire does not cover the issu€afmunity Plant Variety Rights (PVR) (COUNCIL
REGULATION (EC) NO 2100/94) which is not within the scope of the evaluatiorowever, the
links that exist between thacquis’and the Plant Variety Rights will be taken intc@ant.

The questionnaire should be completed in Englishe Tonfidentiality of your responses and
statements is guaranteed in the sense that yoanisegion will be mentioned as having responded to
the survey but that none of the comments and resmerluded in the evaluation report will be
identifiable.

The information you provide through this questiarmawill be crucial in identifying the current
problems, if any, and in making proposals for asfie revision of the EU S&PMatcquis’. We
therefore greatly appreciate your contribution.

If you have any further questions, do not hesitatsontact:
Laurence Van Nieuwenhuyse:
Phone: +32 2 641 00 97 fax: +32 2 641 00 30 ketrai@bvdmc.com

Please return this questionnaire by e-mail to Laurece Van Nieuwenhuyselyn@bvdmc.com
within 8 weeks, so before the ﬂApriI 2008.

! The‘acquis’ consists of 12 basic Council Directives on thekatng of S&PM. Thisacquis’ is being
complemented by a number of (implementing) Commis§lirectives, and completed by a limited number of
Regulations and Decisions (Council and Commission).
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Instructions for filling in the questionnaire

Theanalysis of the responset this questionnaire will distinguish betweeretihgroups of crops as
follows:

The group ‘Seed'this group gathers the crops/species regulatddrithe Council Directives
66/401/EEC (fodder plant seed), 66/402/EEC (ceseedl), 2002/54/EC (beet seed), 2002/55/EC
(vegetable seed), 2002/56/EC (seed potatoes), ZDEXL (seed of oil and fibre plants), 2002/53/EC
(common catalogue of varieties of agricultural plspecies);

The group ‘Propagating materiathis group gathers the crops/species regulatddruhe Council
Directives 68/193/EEC (material for vegetative @oation of the vine), 92/33/EEC (vegetable
propagating and planting material other than se3B34/EEC (fruit plant propagating material and
fruit plants intended for fruit production), 98/&&2 (ornamental planfs)

The group ‘Forestry materiakvhich refers to the Council Directive 1999/105/&tCthe marketing of
forest reproductive material.

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

The questionnaire is divided into sections andsetdiions as follows:

Section 0: identification data

Section 1: Overall Communityaéquis’ Sections 0 and 1 asempulsory

Section 2: Variety/material registration
2.1. DUS testing

2.2.vcu testing Sections 2, 3 and 4 are not relevant to all
2.3. Variety denomination organisationsPlease consider the section(s)
2.4. Common catalogues relevant to your organisation only

Section 3: Certification

Section 4: Role of the CPVVO

Each section and sub-section distinguishes betteelessons from the past and the suggestions for
the future. Sections 2 and 3 also contain an areeohclusions.

“Ornamental can be either plant or seed. Both ataded in this group.
% DUS: Distinctness, Uniformity, Stability

4 VCU: Value for Cultivation and Use

> CPVO: Community Plant Variety Office
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SECTION 0. IDENTIFICATION DATA

Please identify your organisation:

Name of organisation

Department within the organisation

Organisation located in (country)

Type of organisationsgveral answers possible

Policy making authority

Variety registration authority

Certification authority

Professional associations of USERS of S&PM (inaigdirganic farming)

Professional associations of SUPPLIERS of S&PMdbees and multipliers)

Other stakeholder®lease specify:

| O

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 thisstjoanaire{Only one answer possible)

Seed L]
Propagating material L]
Forestry material []

In addition to sections 0 and 1, for which sect®mre you answering the questionnaii@éveral

answers possible)

Section 2: Variety/Material registration

Section 3: Certification

Section 4: Role of the CPVO

|

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium
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SECTION 1. OVERALL COMMUNITY * ACQUIS’

1.1.L ESSONS FROM THE PAST

1.1.1. Has the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ been effective in®uring the marketing of new varieties with
better characteristics?Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall []Notmuch []Partly

L] Fully

[ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:

1.1.2. Has the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ been effective insuring the marketing of S&PM of sufficient

quality? (Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall []Notmuch []Partly

L] Fully

[ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:

1.1.3. Has the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ been effective iadilitating the free marketing of the S&PM in

the EU?(Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall []Notmuch []Partly

L] Fully

[ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:

1.1.4. Have the following elements had a positimegative or no impact on the free marketing of
S&PM? (Only one answer possible per line of the table)

Positive| Negative | No impact| Don't Not
impact | impact know | applicable
Lack of harmonisation between national provisions[] ] ] ] ]
Impediments created by national official or semi-
official bodies [ [ [ [ [
Existence of national and common catalogues ] ] ] ] ]
Community acquis’on plant health (DG SANCQ) [] ] ] ] ]
Community acquis’on plant protection products
(i.e. seed treatments) (DG SANCO) [ O [ [ [
Authorisation for cultivation of GMO's ] ] ] ] ]
Environmental policy (e.g. DG ENV) ] ] ] ] ]
Trade policy (e.g. DG TRADE, SPS agreement
TBT agreemeri) O O O O O
Other: Please specify : ] ] L] ] ]
Please illustrate with example(s) if the free mérnghas been negatively impacted:
® SPS = Sanitary and PhytoSanitary, TBT = Techrieatier to Trade
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1.1.5. Has the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ had a positive, retye or no impact on the following elements?
(Only one answer possible per line of the table)

I_Dosmve Negauve No impact | Don't know N.Ot
impact impact applicable
The competitiveness of S&PM within the
EU Ll [] Ll [] []
The competitiveness on the world markets
of S&PM produced in the EU O [ O [ [
The income of plant breeders ] [] ] [] []
The income of S&PM producers ] [] ] [] []
The income of farmers ] [] ] [] []
The preservation of plant genetic resources
in the EU O [ O [ [
The funding of plant breeding
improvement efforts O [ O [ [
The control of plant diseases ] [] ] [] []

Please comment on your answer, by referring tactireeerned provisions of the S&PM ‘acquis’

1.1.6. How do you assess the provisions of the S&B&juis’ regarding the following elements?
(Only one answer possible per line of the table)

Not at all Not much Partly Fully Don't know N.Ot
applicable
Easy to understand ] ] ] ] ] O]
Easy to implement ] ] ] ] ] O]
Usefulness ] ] ] ] L] L]
Consistency between
the provisions of the ] ] n H H n

different EU S&PM
Directives

Consistency between
the provisions of the
EU S&PM ‘acquis’
and those of other

regulations at EU O O [ O [ [
and/or international
level (eg plant health
legislation)

Please comment on your answer:

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium 23



1.1.7. How do you rate the value of the followingettives?(Only one answer possible per line of
the table)

No value Little Valuable Very Don't N.ot
value valuable | know | applicable

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
Cants O O O O O O
68/193/EEC (material for vegetative
propagation of the vine) O O O O O O
92/33/EEC (vegetable propagating and
planting material other than seed) O O O O O O
92/34/EEC (fruit plant propagating
material and fruit plants intended for ] ] ] ] ] ]
fruit production)
98/56/EC (ornamental plants) ] ] ] ] ] ]
1999/105/EC (forest reproductive
material) O O O O O O
2002/53/EC (common catalogue of
varieties of agricultural plant species) O O O O O O

\ Please comment: |

1.1.8. To what extent do S&PM lots imported undbeetequivalence regime offer the same (or
worse, or better) guarantee as the S&PM producedhia EU?(Only one answer possible)

[ ] Same guaranteg | Worse guarantee] | Better guarantee[ ]| Don’t know [ | Not applicable

| Please comment on your answer: |

1.1.9. Are rules on variety maintenance necessai@nly one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

‘ Please comment on your answer:

1.1.10. Are rules on variety maintenance cost-efiee? (Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

‘ Please comment on your answer:

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium 24



1.2.SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

1.2.1. The main need felt at the time when the S&Padquis’ was first adopted was to improve the
productivity of agriculture. Today, what would bbd main aims when revising the Community
S&PM legislation (‘acquis’)?Please rank starting from 1 for the most importaint.

Aims Ra”"'r!g (from 1 f(.)r the most Don’t know Not applicable
important aim)

Productivity [] ]
Suitability of varieties for low-input
agriculture [ O
Protection of the environment [] ]
Food safety [] ]
Plant health [] ]
Sufficient quality of S&PM (identity,
purity...) [ O
Farm-saved S&PM L] []
Development of new plant breeding
technologies (GM, molecular ] ]
breeding, etc...)
Diversity of the varieties L] []
Information to users (traceability of
S&PM lots) [ O
Other: Please specify : L] []

Please comment on your answer, by specifying thectad positive/negative effects of considering
any new aim:

1.2.2. How should the S&PM ‘acquis’ be structured the future?(Only one answer possible per
line of the table)

Suggestions In favour Not in favour  Don’'t know Nuplicable
Maintain Directives, as they currently
stand [ [ O [
Compile Directives per group of crops [ [ [ [

(e.g. one Directive for the seeds)
Compile Directives according to the final
useof the certified seeds/material and

their products€.g. use in food or non [ [ O [
food sectorp

Compile Directives per type of useesg.

professional users or non professional L] L] L] ]
usery
Other: Please specify : L] L] L] L]
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1.2.3. What should be the legal instruments to réaga 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 lkhae binding in its entirety and is directly
applicable in all Member States.

A Directive shall be binding, as to the result sodrhieved, upon each Member State to which is is
addressed, but shall leave to the national autlesrthe choice of form and methods. It has to be
transposed into their national legal framework.

Suggestions In favour Not in favour  Don't know  Nplicable

Community Directives for
variety/material registration
Community Directives for certification
Community Regulations for
variety/material registration
Community Regulations for certification
Other: Please specify :

OO O 00O
OO O 00O
OO O 0O
OO O 00O

1.2.4. What are the advantages of the suggestiansgupport (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 suggestipou do not support (replies “not in favour”
under 1.2.2. and 1.2.3.) and their expected negatifects?

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

2.1.DUSTESTING

2.1.1.LESSONS FROM THE PAST

2.1.1.1. Have the Community provisions for DUS tegtbeen effective in ensuring that no new
variety has been marketed unless it is distinctjform and stableOnly one answer possible per
line of the table)

Not at alll Not much Partl . , Not
effective effective effectizlle Fully effective| - Don’t know applicable
Community provisions for:
Distinctness [] [] [] [] ] []
Uniformity [] [] [] [] ] []
Stability O O O O O O

If your answer is ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘pdst’, please comment on it, by specifying the proble

2.1.1.2. Have some DUS requirements limited the kaeting of varieties of interest to userg®@nly
one answer possible)

[ ] Yes [ ] No [ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

If your answer is ‘yes’, please specify which regurients:

2.1.1.3. To what extent are the costs involveduHilling the obligations imposed by the Community
provisions for DUS testing reasonable and proportaie?(Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

Please comment on your answer:

2.1.1.4. To what extent has the public authoritatisferred the cost of operating the DUS testing to
the industry?(Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly [ ]Fully []Don'tknow [ ] Not applicable

Please comment on your answer, by specifying treeptage of cost transfer, if any: |

2.1.1.5. To what extent is the current distributi¢gbetween industry and public authorities) of the
costs of operating the DUS testing appropriat@€ly one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

Please comment on your answer:
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2.1.2.SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

2.1.2.1. What should be done in the future regardithe Community DUS acceptance criteria,
without considering the protection aspe@t@nly one answer possible per line of the table)

Maintain

Extend

Reduce

Remove

Don'’t
know

Not
applicable

Acceptance criteria for:

Distinctness

Uniformity

Stability

‘ Please comment on your answer:

2.1.2.2. What should be done in the future regardithe operational organisation of DUS testing?

(Only one answer possible per line of the table)

Suggestions

In favour

Not in favour

Don't know

Not applicab

Maintain the current organisation of DU
testing

S

[

[

Organise and coordinate DUS testing 3
Community level instead of by national
or regional authorities

it

Organise DUS testing at breeders leve
under official supervision

Extend the bilateral agreements in ordg
to rationalize the number of DUS testin
sites in the EU

D

=

[
[
[

O 0] d

[
[
[

Have a same and unique DUS testing {
marketing and for the Community Plan
Variety Rights system

[

[

Adapt the standards to the developmer
of new breeding technologies

—

[

[

[

Other: Please specify

Ll

Ll

ooy oo g o

Ll

2.1.2.3. If you are in favour of adapting the staadls to the development of new breeding
technologies, please specify which ones.

e

Please specify:
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2.1.2.4. For each suggestion you support (repli@sfavour” under 2.1.2.2), please estimate the
expected effects on cost and staff and specifypghgies concerned (Commission, the national
registration authorities and/or the private operag).

Supported % of reduction| % of reduction Parties concerned
suggestions of costs of staff Commission National Private
authorities operators

[] [] []
[] [] []
[] [] []
[] [] []
[] [] []
[] [] []
[] [] []
[] [] []

2.1.2.5. What are the advantages of the suggestyanssupport (replies “in favour” under 2.1.2.2)
and their expected positive effects (for exampten:the user, the organisation of the EU S&PM
markets, the competitiveness of EU S&PM, the fulecting of the internal market, the level of legal
requirements, the administrative burden, the ragyof the decision-making process, etc...)?

Please specify for each suggestion you support:

2.1.2.6. What are the disadvantages of suggestiamsdo not support (replies “not in favour”

under 2.1.2.2) and their expected negative effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not stippo

2.2.VCU TES

TING

2.2.1.LESSONS FROM THE PAST

2.2.1.1. Have the Community provisions for VCU iagtbeen effective in ensuring that any new
variety is an improvement on marketed varietig€hly one answer possible per line of the table)

Not effective | Not much Partly . , Not
) . Fully effective| Don't know .
at all effective effective applicable
Community provisions for:
Value for
cultivation L] L] L] L] [] L]
Value for use L] L] L] L] [] L]

problem:

If your answer is ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘pdst’, please comment on your it, by specifying the

2.2.1.2. Have the Community requirements been st and relevant to bring the same
guarantee to the users of each Member Staf@nly one answer possible)

[ ] Not at all

[ ] Not much

[ ] Partly

L] Fully

[ ] Don'tknow [ ] Not applicable

‘ Please comment on your answer:
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2.2.1.3. Have some VCU requirements limited the keding of varieties of interest to userg®@nly
one answer possible)

[ ] Yes [ ] No [ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

If your answer is ‘yes’, please specify which reguoients :

2.2.1.4. To what extent are the costs involveduHilling the obligations for VCU testing
reasonable and proportionate(®nly one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

Please comment on your answer:

2.2.1.5 .To what extent has the public authoritatisferred the cost of VCU testing to the industry?
(Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly [ ]Fully []Don'tknow [ ] Not applicable

Please comment on your answer, by specifying treeptage of cost transfer, if any: |

2.2.1.6. To what extent is the current distributi¢gbetween industry and public authorities) of the
costs of operating the VCU testing appropriaté@nly one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

Please comment on your answer:

2.2.2.SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

2.2.2.1. What should be done in the future regargithe Community VCU provisionsnly one
answer possible per line of the table

Suggestions In favour Not in favour, Don't know | Not applicablg

Remove the VCU provisions from the HU
legislation
Reduce the Community VCU provision$
Maintain the Community VCU provision
as they currently stand

Maintain the Community VCU provision
for a reduced number of crops/species
Maintain the Community VCU provision
for a limited number of final uses.g. us€
in food or non food sectors)

Maintain the Community VCU provision
for a limited number of users.@.
professional users or non professional
usery

Enlarge the Community VCU provisions
to criteria such as food and environmernjtal
safety aspects where appropriate
Reinforce the Community VCU

provisions criteria for a harmonised use [ O O

"

%)

O DDmDD
OOy .ad
OOy .ad
O | Oog.a

%)

[
[
[
[

[
[
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by all Member States

Other: Please specify :

[

[

[

[

2.2.2.2. If you are in favour of maintaining the @emunity VCU provisions for a reduced or larger
number of crops/species, please specify the catéinat 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 @omunity 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 regardithe operational organisation of VCU testing?

(Only one answer possible per line of the table)

Suggestions

In favour

Not in favour

Don't know

Not applicab

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

Organise the VCU testing at the level g
the breeders, under official supervision

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

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

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

ral

[

[

[

[

Other: Please specify :

Ll

Ll

Ll

Ll

e

2.2.2.5. If you are in favour of allowing recogniin of other Member States' VCU data for national

listing, please specify under which condition(s)sthould be established.

Please specify:
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2.2.2.6. For each suggestion you support (in 2.2.2n favour”), please estimate the expected
effects on cost and staff and specify the parties@erned (Commission, the national registration
authorities and/or the private operators).

Supported % of reduction| % of reduction Parties concerned
suggestions of costs of staff Commission National Private
authorities operators

[] [] []
L] L] L]
L] L] L]
L] L] L]
L] L] L]
L] L] L]
L] L] L]
Ll Ll Ll

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

\ Please specify for each suggestion you support:

2.2.2.8. What are the disadvantages of suggestiansdo 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 stippo

2.3.VARIETY DENOMINATION

2.3.1.LESSONS FROM THE PAST

2.3.1.1. Have the Community provisions for the \&tyi denomination been effective in ensuring
that varieties are designated in all members of theion by the same variety denominatiof®nly
one answer possible)

[ ] Notatall []Notmuch

[ ] Partly

L] Fully

[ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

If your answer is ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘pdst’, please comment on it, by specifying the proble

2.3.1.2. Have some variety denomination requirengelitnited the marketing of varieties of interests
to usersAOnly one answer possible)

[ ]Yes [ ] No

[ ] Don'tknow [ ] Not applicable

\ If your answer is ‘yes’, please specify which reguoients:
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2.3.1.3. Does the time required for validation ofrariety denomination by the official bodies
negatively impact on the marketing of S&PM®nly one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly [ ]Fully []Don'tknow [ ] Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:

2.3.2.SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

2.3.2.1. Is the current system of variety denominatsustainable in the future?Only one answer
possible)

[ ] Yes [ ] No [ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:

2.3.2.2. What should be done in the future regardithe variety denominationfOnly 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
Revise the system of variety
denomination (i.e. in the form of a ‘fangy ] ] ] ]
name’ or a ‘code’)
Remove the variety denomination [ [ [ [
regulation
Other: Please specify : [] L] [] L]

2.3.2.3. What are the advantages of the suggestyanssupport and their expected effects on the
marketing of S&PM, the level of legal requirementhe 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 suggestiamsdo not support or their expected negative
effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not stippo
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2.4.COMMON CATALOGUES

2.4.1.L ESSONS FROM THE PAST
2.4.1.1. Does your organisation use the common tgaes?(Only one answer possible)

[ ] Yes [ ] No [ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

If your answer is ‘yes’, please specify the purpiosevhich they are used:

If your answer is ‘yes’

How frequently are they used? (Only one answeriple3s
[] Occasionally [ ] Regularly [] Very often [] Don't know[ ] Not applicable
At which level? (Only one answer possible)

[ ] All staff [ ] Headquarters only[_] Other level (please, specify: ~ )[_] Not applicable

Please comment on your answer: |

2.4.1.2. Does the lapse of time required betweenrthtional registration and the publication in the
common catalogues negatively impact on the markgtof S&PM? (Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

Please comment on your answer: |

2.4.2. SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

2.4.2.1. What should be done in the future regardithe national and common catalogue§®nly
one answer possible per line of the table)

Suggestions In favour Not in favour  Don’t knoyw Nplicable
Maintain both the national and common
catalogues as they currently stand O [ O [
Stop national catalogues and only wor [ [ [ [

with common catalogues

Work with common catalogues and allow

Member States to have national L] L] L] ]
catalogues on a voluntary basis
Other: Please specify : L] L] L] L]

2.4.2.2. What are the advantages of the suggestiamssupport and their expected positive effects
(for example: on the marketing of S&PM, the level kegal requirements, the administrative
burden, the costs, the rapidity of the decision-nrakprocess, etc.)?

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

Please specify for each suggestion you do not stippo

2.4.2.4. If you are in favour of maintaining the @omon catalogues, is it desirable to modify them in
terms' of their accessibility, user-friendliness, mber of updates, and elements of information they
Z%rc]:?slrs]i’i)ility i.e. time required to access the common catal¢@uey one answer possible)

[ ]Yes [ ] No [ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

User-friendlinessi.e. time required to find the required infornmati(Only one answer possible)

[ ]Yes [ ] No [ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

Number of updateg¢Only one answer possible)

[]Same [JMore [JLess [ ]Don'tknow [ |Notapplicable

Elements of technical information they contaf©nly one answer possible)

[1Same [IMore [JLess []Don'tknow [ | Notapplicable

Please comment on your answer: |

2.4.2.5. What are the advantages or disadvantagemg modification of the common catalogues
and their expected effects (negative or positive)tie level of legal requirements, administrative
burden, and associated costs? Which are the elemeftechnical information that you would like
to delete or add?

Please specify:

2.5.CONCLUSIONS

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

Please specify:

2.5.2. Which are the most important suggestionsaiify, you would formulate for the future
Community ‘acquis’ on variety/material registratioaf S&PM?

Please specify:

2.5.3. Which are the most important suggestionsarfy, you would formulate to reduce the costs
incurred by the public authorities and the privatgerators for the variety/material registration of
S&PM, while guaranteeing the same level of quality?

Please specify:
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SECTION 3. CERTIFICATION
Note

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

Concerning vegetable seed (Directive 2002/55/B)y apply for vegetable certified seed

and for post control measures of standard seed.

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

If you answer this questionnaire for the group ‘Sd'e please specify for which crops (group of
crops) you answer this specific section (pleasé& ad relevant boxes).

66/401/EEC (fodder plants)

66/402/EEC (cereals)

2002/54/EC (beet seed)

2002/55/EC (vegetable) Vegetable certified seedpastl control measures of standard seed)

2002/56/EC (seed potatoes)

2002/57/EC (oil and fibre plants)

If you answer this questionnaire for the group ‘Ppagating material’, please specify for which
crops (group of crops) you answer this specific i@t (please tick all relevant boxes).

68/193/EEC (vine)

L

92/34/EEC (fruit)

3.1.LESSONS FROM THE PAST

3.1.1. Have the Community provisions for the cedtion of S&PM been effective in ensuring
S&PM lots of sufficient quality?Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

D

If your answer is ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘past’, please comment on it, by specifying the probl

3.1.2. Have the Community provisions for the cécation of S&PM been effective in facilitating
the free marketing of the S&PM in the EU{Only one answer paossible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly [ ]Fully []Don'tknow [ ] Not applicable

If your answer is ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘past’, please comment on it, by specifying the probl

D
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3.1.3. Are the current quality standards relevawor the purpose of certification?Only one answer
possible per line of the table)

Quality standard Not relevant Not much Partly Fully Don't know N.ot

at all relevant relevant relevant applicable
Identity [ | [ ] [ | ] ] ]
Varietal Purity [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Germination [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Health [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Other: Please specify [ [ [ [ [ [

Please comment on your answer, by specifying thielgam if ‘not at all’, ‘not much’ or ‘partly’:

3.1.4. To what extent are the costs involved irfiflihg the obligations imposed by the Community
provisions for certification reasonable and prop@hate?(Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [Partly [ ]Fully []Don'tknow [ ] Not applicable

Please comment on your answer:

3.1.5. To what extent is the current distributiobdtween industry and public authorities) of the
costs of operating certification appropriat€®nly one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

Please comment on your answer:

3.1.6. Did the organisation of certification in yswcountry move from an official system (official
examination) to a system of certification under @ffal supervision?(Only one answer possible)

[ ] Yes [ ] No [ ] Don't know [ ] Not applicable

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

Please comment on your answer, by specifying treeptage of cost transfer, if any:

3.1.7. Are the EC standards for the certificatioh 8&PM coherent with OECD standards(®©nly
one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

Please comment on your answer:
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3.1.8. Are the EC standards for the certificatiofi 8&PM coherent with UN-ECE standards (seed
potatoes)?Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly [ ]Fully []Don'tknow [ ] Not applicable

Please comment on your answer: |

3.1.9. Are Community comparative trials an appraogie tool for ensuring harmonization of
inspection practices contributing to S&PM lots ofifficient quality? (Only one answer possible)

[ INotatall [ JNotmuch [JPartly []JFuly []Don'tknow [ ] Notapplicable

Please comment on your answer: |

3.2.SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

3.2.1. What should be done in the future regardiogrtification? (Only one answer possible per line
of the table)

Not in Don't Not

Suggestions Infavour| o vour know | applicable

STATUS QUO

Maintain the certification standards as they autiyestand

Maintain the certification structures as they cotiyestand

REVISE THE CERTIFICATION BY:

Revise the requirements

Decrease the number of species covered by the Seed

Marketing Directiveslfy e.g. removing those of minor ] ] ] ]
economic importance)

Increase the number of species covered by the Seed

Marketing Directives [ O [ [
Decrease the number of standards [ [ [ [
Increase the number of standards [ [ [ [
Revise the levels set in the quality standards (e.g

germination %) [ O [ [
Extend thefield inspectiorfunder official supervisionto

pre-basic and basic crops [ O [ [
In the case of certification “under official supision”,

revise the minimum 5% check testing, check inspeaind| [ ] ] ] ]
check sampling

In the case of certification “under official supision”,

leave the level of check testing, check inspectiod check [ [ [ [
samples to Member States’ discretion, based on ol

assessments of the risk to seed quality.

In the case of certification “under official supisien”,

target inspection on the basis of risk (taking into [ O [ [
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consideration the higher voluntary standards icgla
industry inspections, track records, etc.)

Apply controls/certification standards to final geation
S&PM only and leave companies to decide how to man
parental generation S&PM production to meet thdityua ] ] ] ]
standards of final generation certified lots of tagegory
under which the S&PM is marketed

Apply controls/certification to parental generasamly
and leave companies to decide how to manage coriahefc
S&PM production to meet the quality standards wéffi ] ] ] ]
generation certified lots of the category underohitthe
S&PM is marketed

D

Other: Please specify: L] [] L] L]
Revise the operational organisation

Integrate the inspection regimes for certificatém for

plant health [ O [ [
Set up a certification with a system ofatreditated third [ [ [ [
party private body approved by the Member State

Set up a certification with a system of a S&PM camp

accreditation. [] [] [] []
Limit the official certification scheme to a baséwel

defined in the legislation and have extra quality ] ] ] ]
requirements left up to private companies

Set up a voluntary certification scheme to natipaal

international (i.e. OECD) standards O [ O [
Remove the official certification system and passhe

full producer’s liability O [ O [
Other :Please specify : ] [] ] []

3.2.2. If you are in favour of decreasing or increimg 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 decrsimg the number of standards, please specify
which ones

Please specify:

3.2.4. If you are in favour of revising the levedet in the quality standards, please specify howd an
for which standard?

Please specify:
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3.2.5. For each suggestion you support (in 3.2.th favour”), please estimate the expected positive
effects on cost and staff and specify the partiescerned (Commission, the national certification
authorities and/or the private operators).

Supported % of reduction| % of reduction Parties concerned
suggestions of costs of staff Commission National Private
authorities operators

[] [] []
[] [] []
L] L] L]
L] L] L]
L] L] L]
L] L] L]
L] L] L]
L] L] L]

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

\ Please specify for each suggestion you do not stippo |

3.2.7. What are the disadvantages of the differeptions you do not support (in 3.2.1. “not in
favour”) or their expected negative effects?

\ Please specify for each suggestion you do not stippo

3.3.CONCLUSIONS

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

Please specify:

3.3.2. Which are the most important suggestionsarify, you would formulate for the future
Community ‘acquis’ on certification of S&PM?

Please specify:

3.3.3. Which are the most important suggestionsaiify, you would formulate to reduce the costs
incurred by the public authorities and the privatgperators for the certification of S&PM, while
guaranteeing the same level of quality?

Please specify:
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SECTION 4. ROLE OF THE CPVO

Note A Working Group, managed by DG SANCO, on thsiplesextension of the activities of the
Community Plant Variety Office has been establishe2D06 and has met 6 times during the last two
years. Proposals are under discussion. The evandaam has been provided with the current
outcomes of this working group. The purpose afdiestion is to validate and/or further investayat
on the relevance of the proposals by a larger grofistakeholders.

4.1. What should be the role of the CPVO in thedtg, in addition to considering applications for
protection of variety rightsZOnly one answer possible per line of the table)

Not in Don't Not

Suggestions Infavour  ¢vour know | applicable

=

Active role in variety denomination

Active role in VCU testing

Active role in DUS testing for variety listing

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

Active role for management of comparative trials
Active role for management of of tasks to equikatewith
third countries

Active role in the administrative management of
conservation varieties

Other: Please specify:

L
L

OOodod
OO 0. o odod
OOodod
OO 0. o odod

Please comment on your answer by providing yow vie the respective roles of the Commission,|the
MS and the CPVO in the future regarding the ‘actboiisthe marketing of S&PM:

4.2. What are the advantages of the different opgo/ou support or their expected positive effects
on the economy, the level of legal requirementse edministrative 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 differentiops you do not support or their expected
negative effects?

Please specify for each suggestion you do not stippo

Thank you!
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Evaluation of the Community acquis on the marketing of Seed and plant
Propagating Materials (S&PM)

Costs 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 Materials (S&PM).

The objective is to collect data on costs for the activities of variety registration and certification. Such data collection focuses on the major cost centres at the pre-registration
registration, post-registration, cerification and post-certification stages.

The survey questionnaire is divided into two sections as follows:
Section 1: Variety registration
Pre-reqgistration costs
Registration costs
-DUS test
-WVCLU test
Postregistration costs

Section 2: Certification
Costs of cerification under official examination (inspections and testing carried out by official competent body}
Costs of cerification under official supervision (inspections and testing carried out by trained staff of authorised seed companies)
Fost-ceification costs

This questionnaire is a general one and targets both the national authorities and the private operators. Please only consider the parts and sections relevant to your
organization, i e left-hand side for national authorities and right-hand side for private operators

The survey targets the seed sector only and not the sectors of Propagating material and Forestry material.

Amounts should ke related to annual budget figures and should concern the combined costs for the applications or varieties for which you fill in the questionnaire.
Private operators should take account of fees paid.

It could be that some parts of the questionnaire are difficult to answer. All questions have a box comments. If you are unable to stick to the format defined for any question but
wish to give an answer, please do so and explain how you have approached the question in the box for comment

The questionnaire should he 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 ke identifiable.

The ultimate cbjective of the data collection on the costs is to get a reliable basis for compariscon between the current costs associated with the implementation of the EU
SE&PM acquis and the costs associated with the main options for a revision of the acquis. We therefore greatly appreciate your contribution.

Ifyou have any further questions, do not hesitate to contact:

Anastasio SOFIAS :
phone: +32 2 641 00 11 fax +32 2641 0030 e-mail: aso@bvdmc.com

Please return this questionnaire by e-mail to Anastasio SOFIAS (aso@bvdmc.com) before the 3" of May 2008. If you answer on behalve of national authorities, please
also attach to your response the list of fees applicable in your country.

IDENTIFICATION DATA

Please identify your organisation:

Name of organisation: [ |

Department within the organisation: | ‘

Organisation located in {country): | ‘

Type of organisation:
Falicy making authority
“ariety registration authority
Certification authority
Professional associations of USERS of S&FIM
{including organic farming}
Professional associations of SUPPLIERS of S&PM
(breeders and multipliers)
Other stakeholders:................

Questionnaire completed by:

Mame of the persan filling in the questionnaire
Position within the organisation:

Telephene number:

Email address:

The survey targets the seed sector only.

Amounts should ke related to annual budget figures.
Please specify the year of the figures you provide? | \

For which country are you answering this questionnaire?
Country/international erganisation concerned: [ |

Please go now to the next sheet to provide estimations on costs.
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SECTION 1 - VARIETY REGISTRATION

Can you give an estimate of the annual costs involved in fulfilling the following pre-registration, registration and post-registration
obligations (boxes in orange)? Please note that the annual costs should concern the combined costs for the applications for which
you fill in the questionnaire. For each cost you estimate, please provide additional data on the intensity or frequency of the related
tasks (boxes in blue). Fees are one of the cost elements to be taken into account by private operators.

For which seed crops are you answering this section (to be filled in by national authorities and priva  te operators)?

All seed crops

Fodder plant seed (Council Directive

Beet seed (Council Directive 2002/54/EC)
Vegetable seed (Council Directive 2002/55/EC)
Seed potatoes (Council Directive 2002/56/EC)
Seed of oil and fibre plants (Council Directive
2002/57/EC)

Other: (please specify)

1.1. PRE-REGISTRATION COSTS (If relevant)

The possible cost elements are:

- For registration authority: not specified

- For private operator: Production of preliminary data (Value for Cultivation or Use or "VCU"), Production of data for application submission (Distinct, Uniform and Stable or "DUS"), Administrative
costs for applications preparation and submission, Possible fees.

Don't Not Don't Not
know  applicable know  applicable

Annual costs for registration authority | | | Annual costs for private operator | |

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

1.2. REGISTRATION COSTS

1.2.1 DUS Test

The possible cost elements are:

- For registration authority: Technical and administrative management of demands, Planning of experimentation, Reception and disposal of materials, Conducting of experimentation, Networks
management and co-ordination, Trials approval including field visits, Validation and treatment of data and Maintenance of reference samples of varieties.

- For private operator: Technical and administrative management of demands, Field visits, Possible fees.

cUR Don't Not CUR Don't Not
know  applicable know  applicable
Annual costs for registration authority Annual costs for private operator
Annual number of applications received (varieties + Annual number of applications submitted for DUS testing
components when relevant) (varieties + components when relevant)
Annual number of DUS trial locations

What part of the costs is paid by the applicant (%) :

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

1.2.2. VCU Test

The possible cost elements are:

- For registration authority and for private operators. Technical and administrative management of demands, Planning of experimentation, Reception and disposal of materials, Conducting of
experimentation, Networks management and co-ordination, Trials approval including field visits and Validation and treatment of data.

- For private operators: Possible fees.

Don't Not Don't Not
EUR know  applicable EUR know  applicable
Annual costs for registration authority Annual costs for private operator
Annual number of applications received (varieties + Annual number of applications submitted for VCU testing
components when relevant) (varieties + components when relevant)
Annual number of VCU trial locations

What part of the costs is paid by the applicant (%) :

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:
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1.2.3. Administrative management of approved variet  ies

The possible cost elements are:
- For registration authority: Denomination and Publications in Official Journals.
- For private operator: Denomination, Possible fees

Don't Not Don't Not
EUR know  applicable EUR know  applicable
Annual costs for registration authority | | | Annual costs for private operator | |
Annual number of varieties/material approved :
Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:
1.3. POST-REGISTRATION COSTS (if relevant)
1.3.1. Maintenance of reference collections
Don't Not
EUR know  applicable
Annual costs for public authority | | | Not applicable
Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:
1.3.2. Maintenance of breeding
Don't Not
EUR know  applicable

Not applicable Annual costs for private operator

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:
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SECTION 2 - CERTIFICATION

Can you give an estimate of the annual costs involved in fulfilling the following certification and post-certification obligations (boxes
in orange) ? Please note that the annual costs should concern the combined costs for the varieties for which you fill in the
guestionnaire. For each cost you estimate, please provide additional data on the intensity or frequency of the related tasks (boxes
in blue). Fees are one of the cost components to be taken into account by private operators.

This section is divided into three parts:

2.1. Costs of certification under official examination (inspections and testing carried out by official competent body)

2.2. Costs of certification under official supervision (inspections and testing carried out by trained staff of auhorised seed
companies).

2.3. Post-certification costs.

In Member States where the possibility of certification under official supervision is not implemented, sub-section 2.2. (costs related
to certification under official supervision) should not be filled in.
Member States' certification bodies and operators that implement the certification under official supervision shall fill in sub-section

2.1. where it concerns certification of seed potatoes and sub-section 2.2 for the other crops (fodder plants, cereals, sugar beet, oil
and fiber plants).

For which seed crops are you answering this section (to be filled in by national authorities and priva  te operators)?

All seed crops

Fodder plant seed (Council Directive

Cereal seed (Council Directive 66/402/EEC)
Beet seed (Council Directive 2002/54/EC)
Vegetable seed (Council Directive 2002/55/EC)
Seed potatoes (Council Directive 2002/56/EC)
Seed of oil and fibre plants (Council Directive
2002/57/EC)

Other: (please specify)

For certification authority:

What part of the operational costs for seed certification
is paid by (or transferred to) the applicants (%)

2.1. COSTS OF CERTIFICATION UNDER OFFICIAL EXAMINAT ION

2.1.1 Registration of companies and seed-testing laborato ries

The possible cost elements are:

- For certification authority: Administrative management of data basis, Audit of the capacity of companies to implement the certification system and Audit of the capacity of laboratories to analyse
seed sampling.

- For private operator: Keeping of registers, Harmonisation of factory equipments, Harmonisation of laboratory equipments

Don't Not Don't Not

know  applicable know  applicable

Annual costs for certification authority | | | |Annual costs for private operator | |

Annual number of visits for the purpose of company's
authorisation or management of licenses

Annual number of visits for the purpose of laboratory's
authorisation or management of licenses

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

2.1.2  Official field inspection

The possible cost elements are:
- For certification authority: Organisation of official field inspection and Field inspection.
- For private operator: Demand of field inspections, Accompanying of official inspectors, Possible fees.

EUR Don't Not EUR Don't Not

know  applicable know  applicable

Annual costs for certification authority | | |

Annual costs for private operator | | |

Annual number of hectares inspected Annual number of hectares

Annual number of visits by inspector Annual number of visits

Annual number of hours of inspection

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium 46




2.1.3 Official seed lot sampling and seed sample testing

2.1.3.1. Official seed lot sampling

The possible cost elements are:
- For certification authority: Official seed lot sampling.
- For private operator: Possible fees.

Don't Not Don't Not
know  applicable know  applicable

Annual costs for certification authority | | |

Annual number of samples collected :

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

Annual costs for private operator | |

2.1.3.2. Official seed sample testing

The possible cost elements are:
- For certification authority: Analysis of samples by official laboratory.
- For private operator: Possible fees

Don't Not Don't Not
know  applicable know  applicable

Annual costs for certification authority | | |

Annual number of samples tested :

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

Annual costs for private operator | |

2.1.4  Official labelling of lots

The possible cost elements are:
- For certification authority: Making and printing of official labels.
- For private operator: Affixing of official labels, Possible fees.

Don't Not Don't Not
know  applicable know  applicable

Annual costs for certification authority | | | Annual costs for private operator | | |

Annual number of official labels printed : Annual number of official labels affixed :

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:
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2.2. COSTS OF CERTIFICATION UNDER OFFICIAL SUPERVIS ION

2.2.1. Authorisation of companies, seed-testing laboratori es and staff belonging to companies by certificatio n authority

The possible cost elements are:

- For certification authority:Administrative management of data basis, Audit of the capacity of companies to implement the certification system and Audit of the capacity of laboratories to analyse
seed samples.

- For private operator: Keeping of register, Harmonization of factory equipment, Harmonization of laboratory equipment

EUR Don't Not Don't Not
know  applicable know  applicable

Annual costs for certification authority | | |

Annual costs for private operator | |

Annual number of visits for the purpose of company's
authorisation or management of licenses

Annual number of visits for the purpose of laboratory's
authorisation or management of licenses

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

2.2.2  Field inspection by authorised staff

The possible cost elements are:
- For certification authority: Organisation of field inspection, Organisation of training courses and qualifications of staff and Field inspection.
- For private operator: Organisation of field inspection, Participation of staff in training courses and qualifications organised by the certification authority, Field inspection.

Don't Not Don't Not
EUR know  applicable EUR know  applicable
Annual costs for certification authority | | | Annual costs for private operator | | |
Annual number of hectares inspected Annual number of hectares
Annual number of visits by inspector Annual number of visits

Annual number of hours of inspection

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

2.23 Seed lot sampling and seed sample testing by author ised staff

2.2.3.1. Seed lot sampling by authorised staff

The possible cost elements are:
- For certification authority: Organisation of training courses and qualifications of staff, Validation of sampling methodology applied by authorised samplers, Analysis of samples by official
laboratories to check the performance of seed samplers
- For private operator: Training courses and qualifications of staff by the certification authority, Seed lot sampling by authorised staff.
Don't Not Don't Not

EUR know  applicable EUR know  applicable

Annual costs for certification authority | | |

Annual costs for private operator | | | |

Annual number of lots certified : Annual number of lots sampled :

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:
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2.2.3.2. Seed sample testing by authorised laborato  ries

The possible cost elements are:
- For certification authority: Organisation of training courses and qualifications for laboratory managers and analysts, Official control of results obtained by authorised company laboratories
and Official sampling of lots and analysis of samples by official laboratories in order to check the performance of authorised laboratories.
- For private operator: Training courses and qualifications of laboratory managers and analysts by the certification authority, Seed sample testing by authorised laboratories
Don't Not Don't Not

EUR know  applicable EUR know  applicable

Annual costs for certification authority | | |

Annual costs for private operator | | |

Annual number of lots certified : Annual number of samples tested :

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

2.2.4  Labelling of lots by authorised staff

The possible cost elements are:
- For certification authority: Organisation of training courses and qualifications of staff, Making and printing of official labels
- For private operator: Training courses and qualifications of staff by the certification authority, Complementary printing of official labels, Affixing of official labels, Possible fees
EUR Don't Not Don't Not

know  applicable EUR know applicable

Annual costs for certification authority | | |

Annual costs for private operator | | | |

Annual number of official labels made : Annual number of official labels made :

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:
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2.3. POST-CERTIFICATION COSTS

23.1 Official post-control examination of varietal ident ity and purity

The possible cost elements are:
- For certification authority: Seed lot sampling, Plot sowing and plots inspection and Processing of results.
- For private operator: Visits

Don't Not Don't Not
EUR know  applicable EUR know  applicable
Annual costs for certification authority | | | Annual costs for private operator | |
Annual number of seed samples sown (samples from
multiplication fields and earlier generations + reference
samples of varieties)
Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:
2.3.2  Official recording of control by certification auth ority
The possible cost elements are:
- For certification authority: Processing of control results.
- For private operator: Not applicable
Don't Not Don't Not
EUR know  applicable EUR know  applicable
Annual costs for certification authority | | | Not applicable | |
Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:
2.3.3 Official control of marketing (if relevant)
The possible cost elements are:
- For public authority: Seed lot sampling and Sample testing by official laboratories.
- For private operator: not specified
Don't Not Don't Not
EUR know  applicable EUR know  applicable
Annual costs for public authority | | | Annual costs for private operator | |

Annual number of samples collected and tested

—

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

2.34 Comparative tests & trials

Don't Not
EUR know  applicable
Annual costs for national public authorities | | | Not applicable
Don't Not
EUR know __applicable
|Annual costs for EC authorities I I

Please comment on your answer by specifying the cost elements it refers to:

Thank you!
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Annex 4 — Results of the qualitative survey
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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)

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?
Nbr. of answers

Not at all 10
Not much 14
Partly 92
Fully 94
Grand Total 210
Don't know 14
Not applicable 18

1.1.2. Has the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ been effective in ensuring the marketing of S&PM of sufficient

quality?
Nbr. of answers

Not at all 2
Not much 8
Partly 94
Fully 126
Grand Total 230
Don't know 11
Not applicable 1

1.1.3. Has the EU S&PM ‘acquis’ been effective in facilitating the free marketing of the S&PM in the

EU?
Nbr. of answers

Not at all 12
Not much 8
Partly 98
Fully 110
Grand Total 228
Don't know 9
Not applicable 1

1.1.4. Have the following elements had a positive, negative or no impact on the free marketing of

S&PM?
Nbr. of answers
Lack of harmonisation between national provisions

Positive impact 22
Negative impact 144
No impact 45
Grand Total 211
Don't know 15
Not applicable 10
Impediments created by national official or semi-official bodies
Positive impact 12
Negative impact 156
No impact 29
Grand Total 197
Don't know 26
Not applicable 13
Existence of national and common catalogues

Positive impact 176
Negative impact 17
No impact 18
Grand Total 211
Don't know 10
Not applicable 16
Community ‘acquis' on plant health (DG SANCO)

Positive impact 163
Negative impact 27
No impact 11
Grand Total 201
Don't know 32
Not applicable 4
Community ‘acquis' on plant protection products (DG SANCO)
Positive impact 36
Negative impact 97
No impact 29
Grand Total 162
Don't know 54
Not applicable 20

% of answers
4,76%
6,67%
43,81%
44,76%
100,00%

% of answers
0,87%
3,48%
40,87%
54,78%
100,00%

% of answers
5,26%
3,51%
42,98%
48,25%
100,00%

% of answers

10,43%
68,25%
21,33%
100,00%

10,43%
68,25%
21,33%
100,00%

83,41%
8,06%
8,53%

100,00%

81,09%
13,43%
5,47%
100,00%

22,22%
59,88%
17,90%
100,00%
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Autorisation for cultivation of GMO's

Nbr. of answers

% of answers

Positive impact 24 15,38%
Negative impact 102 65,38%
No impact 30 19,23%
Grand Total 156 100,00%
Don't know 36

Not applicable 43

Environmental policy (e.qg. DG ENV)

Positive impact 30 20,00%
Negative impact 67 44,67%
No impact 53 35,33%
Grand Total 150 100,00%
Don't know 72

Not applicable 14

Trade policy agreement, TBT agreement

Positive impact 102 66,23%
Negative impact 21 13,64%
No impact 31 20,13%
Grand Total 154 100,00%
Don't know 71

Not applicable 9

Other

Positive impact 26 59,09%
Negative impact 18 40,91%
Grand Total 44 100,00%
Don't know 3

Not applicable 2

The 'Other' category refers to the following items:
* Community PBR: 21 positive mentions

* Quality and liability of information about varieties, seeds and PM: 4 positive mentions

* Farmers’ privilege for farm saved seed: 1 positive mention

* Lack of harmonisation between PBR and Trademarks as well as lack of unity in denominations between
national PBR and EU PBR and the ICRA: 7 negative mentions

* Poor enforcement on intellectual property: 3 negative mentions

* National Recommended lists: 3 negative mentions

* Lack of consideration of conservation varieties: 2 negative mentions

* Lack of harmonisation in the implementation of the organic seed legislation: 2 negative mentions

* Not harmonised supplier’s document for FRM: 1 negative mention

* 1 remaining mention: not clearly specified

1.1.5. Has the EU S&PM 'acquis' had a positive, negative or no impact on the following elements?

The competitiveness of S&PM within the EU

Nbr. of answers

% of answers

Positive impact 175 84,13%
Negative impact 3 1,44%
No impact 30 14,42%
Grand Total 208 100,00%
Don't know 22

Not applicable 4

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

Positive impact 145 78,38%
Negative impact 9 4,86%
No impact 31 16,76%
Grand Total 185 100,00%
Don't know 42

Not applicable 11

The income of plant breeders

Positive impact 136 80,00%
Negative impact 9 5,29%
No impact 25 14,71%
Grand Total 170 100,00%
Don't know 57

Not applicable 11

The income of S&PM producers

Positive impact 143 82,66%
Negative impact 8 4,62%
No impact 22 12,72%
Grand Total 173 100,00%
Don't know 57

Not applicable 8

The income of farmers

Positive impact 134 79,29%
Negative impact 15 8,88%
No impact 20 11,83%
Grand Total 169 100,00%
Don't know 55

Not applicable 12
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Nbr. of answers
The preservation of plant genetic resources in the EU

Positive impact 100
Negative impact 36
No impact 54
Grand Total 190
Don't know 34
Not applicable 13
The funding of plant breeding improvement efforts

Positive impact 115
Negative impact 4
No impact 36
Grand Total 155
Don't know 70
Not applicable 13
The control of plant diseases

Positive impact 178
Negative impact 9
No impact 23
Grand Total 210
Don't know 18
Not applicable 9

1.1.6. How do you assess the provisions of the S&PM 'acquis’ regarding the following elements?

Nbr. of answers
Easy to understand

Not at all 6
Not much 75
Partly 110
Fully 41
Grand Total 232
Don't know 5
Not applicable 1
Easy to implement

Not at all 6
Not much 30
Partly 142
Fully 37
Grand Total 215
Don't know 16
Not applicable 7
Usefulness

Not at all 2
Not much 7
Partly 135
Fully 87
Grand Total 231
Don't know 5
Not applicable 1
Consistency between the provisions of the different EU S&PM Directives
Not at all 5
Not much 15
Partly 105
Fully 63
Grand Total 188
Don't know 43
Not applicable 6

Consistency between the provisions of the EU S&PM ‘acquis' and those of other regulations at EU

and/or international level

Not at all 6
Not much 32
Partly 129
Fully 21
Grand Total 188
Don't know 42
Not applicable 4

1.1.7. How do you rate the value of the following Directives?
Nbr. of answers
66/401/EEC (fodder plant seed)

Little value 3
Valuable 40
Very valuable 57
Grand Total 100
Don't know 29
Not applicable 73

% of answers

52,63%
18,95%
28,42%
100,00%

74,19%
2,58%
23,23%
100,00%

84,76%
4,29%
10,95%
100,00%

% of answers

2,59%
32,33%
47,41%
17,67%

100,00%

2,79%
13,95%
66,05%
17,21%

100,00%

0,87%
3,03%
58,44%
37,66%
100,00%

2,66%
7,98%
55,85%
33,51%
100,00%

3,19%
17,02%
68,62%
11,17%

100,00%

% of answers

3,00%
40,00%
57,00%

100,00%
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66/402/EEC (cereal seed)

Nbr. of answers

% of answers

Little value 1 1,01%
Valuable 40 40,40%
Very valuable 58 58,59%
Grand Total 929 100,00%
Don't know 30

Not applicable 76

2002/54/EC (beet seed)

No value 2 2,27%
Little value 12 13,64%
Valuable 30 34,09%
Very valuable 44 50,00%
Grand Total 88 100,00%
Don't know 36

Not applicable 79

2002/55/EC (vegetable seed)

No value 1 1,03%
Little value 6 6,19%
Valuable 69 71,13%
Very valuable 21 21,65%
Grand Total 97 100,00%
Don't know 33

Not applicable 66

2002/56/EC (seed potatoes)

Little value 4 4,08%
Valuable 47 47,96%
Very valuable 47 47,96%
Grand Total 98 100,00%
Don't know 31

Not applicable 78

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

Valuable 38 37,25%
Very valuable 64 62,75%
Grand Total 102 100,00%
Don't know 32

Not applicable 69

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

No value 2 3,92%
Little value 3 5,88%
Valuable 31 60,78%
Very valuable 15 29,41%
Grand Total 51 100,00%
Don't know 54

Not applicable 86

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

No value 1 1,56%
Little value 15 23,44%
Valuable 39 60,94%
Very valuable 9 14,06%
Grand Total 64 100,00%
Don't know 46

Not applicable 79

92/34/EEC (fruit plant PM & fruit plants intended for fruit production)

No value 2 3,13%
Little value 11 17,19%
Valuable 42 65,63%
Very valuable 9 14,06%
Grand Total 64 100,00%
Don't know 47

Not applicable 85

98/56/EC (ornamental plants)

No value 4 5,41%
Little value 16 21,62%
Valuable 45 60,81%
Very valuable 9 12,16%
Grand Total 74 100,00%
Don't know 47

Not applicable 74

1999/105/EC (forest reproductive material)

No value 1 2,13%
Little value 3 6,38%
Valuable 27 57,45%
Very valuable 16 34,04%
Grand Total 47 100,00%
Don't know 53

Not applicable 88
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Nbr. of answers

2002/53/EC (common catalogue of varieties of agricultural plant species)
9

% of answers

Little value 7,14%
Valuable 38 30,16%
Very valuable 79 62,70%
Grand Total 126 100,00%
Don't know 19
Not applicable 60

1.1.8. To what extent do S&PM lots imported under the equivalence regime offer the same (or worse,

or better) quarantee as the S&PM produced in the EU?
Nbr. of answers

Same guarantee 106
Worse guarantee 43
Better guarantee 2
Grand Total 151
Don't know 50
Not applicable 34

1.1.9. Are rules on variety maintenance necessary?
Nbr. of answers

Not at all 4
Not much 5
Partly 41
Fully 148
Grand Total 198
Don't know 7
Not applicable 29

1.1.10. Are rules on variety maintenance cost-effective?
Nbr. of answers

Not at all 4
Not much 10
Partly 73
Fully 43
Grand Total 130
Don't know 73
Not applicable 30

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

leqislation (‘acquis’)?

Nbr. of answers

Productivity

Very important 64
Important 79
Fairly important 26
Not/not much important 6
Grand Total 175
Suitability of varieties for low-input agriculture

Very important 15
Important 36
Fairly important 60
Not/not much important 36
Grand Total 147
Protection of the environment

Very important 23
Important 64
Fairly important 69
Not/not much important 11
Grand Total 167
Food safety

Very important 42
Important 53
Fairly important 40
Not/not much important 9
Grand Total 144
Plant health

Very important 87
Important 75
Fairly important 30
Not/not much important 7
Grand Total 199

% of answers
70,20%
28,48%

1,32%
100,00%

% of answers
2,02%
2,53%
20,71%
74,75%
100,00%

% of answers
3,08%
7,69%
56,15%
33,08%
100,00%

% of answers

36,57
45,14
14,86

3,43

100,00

10,20
24,49
40,82
24,49
100,00

13,77
38,32
41,32
6,59
100,00

29,17
36,81
27,78
6,25
100,00

43,72
37,69
15,08

3,52

100,00
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Sufficient quality of S&PM

Nbr. of answers

% of answers

Very important 110 56,70
Important 50 25,77
Fairly important 27 13,92
Not/not much important 7 3,61
Grand Total 194 100,00
Farm-saved S&PM

Very important 7 6,60
Important 27 25,47
Fairly important 29 27,36
Not/not much important 43 40,57
Grand Total 106 100,00
Development of new plant breeding technologies

Very important 17 11,41
Important 34 22,82
Fairly important 49 32,89
Not/not much important 49 32,89
Grand Total 149 100,00
Diversity of the varieties

Very important 29 16,38
Important 74 41,81
Fairly important 49 27,68
Not/not much important 25 14,12
Grand Total 177 100,00
Information to users

Very important 85 38,99
Important 79 36,24
Fairly important 36 16,51
Not/not much important 18 8,26
Grand Total 218 100,00
Other

Very important 27 44,26
Important 29 47,54
Fairly important 3 4,92
Not/not much important 2 3,28
Grand Total 61 100,00

The 'Other' category refers to the following items:

* Free market: 7 mentions ‘very important’, 20 mentions ‘important’

* Food sovereignty: 6 mentions ‘very important’

* Food and feed quality: 1 mention ‘important’, 3 mentions ‘fairly important’

* Enforcement of intellectual property: 3 mentions ‘very important’ 4 mentions ‘important’

* Simplification and harmonisation of rules: 5 mentions * very important’, 1 mention ‘important’

* Suitability of varieties for organic farming, local conditions: 3 mention ‘very important’

* Producer responsibility, adaptation to climate change, adaptation to local conditions, direct relation with
2000/29/EC, Environmentally and economically suitable farming, gene conservation, identity of varieties,

quality use: 1 mention for each item

1.2.2. How should the S&PM ‘acquis’ be structured in the future?

Maintain directives

In favour 150 70,09%
Not in favour 64 29,91%
Grand Total 214 100,00%
Don't know 21

Not applicable 2

Compile Directives per group of crops

In favour 105 53,03%
Not in favour 93 46,97%
Grand Total 198 100,00%
Don't know 29

Not applicable 6

Compile Directives according to the final use of the certified seeds/material an their products
In favour 13 6,47%
Not in favour 188 93,53%
Grand Total 201 100,00%
Don't know 23

Not applicable 8

Compile Directives per type of users

In favour 8 3,85%
Not in favour 200 96,15%
Grand Total 208 100,00%
Don't know 17

Not applicable 8

Nbr. of answers

% of answers
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Nbr. of answers % of answers

Other

In favour 47 95,92%
Not in favour 2 4,08%
Grand Total 49 100,00%
Don't know 2

Not applicable 2

The ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:

* Compilation according to the constitutional provisions of the legislative framework (e.g. variety registration,
seed certification etc. with crop specific annexes): 13 mentions ‘in favour’

Introduce a structure (regulations) distinguishing between plant health (quarantine and quality pests and
diseases), variety registration (incl. varietal identity) and certification: 5 mentions ‘in favour’

Have a specific catalogue for non protected varieties and peasant/organic farming and acknowledge
farmers' rights to exchange their seeds reproduced on farm: 7 mentions ‘in favour’

Compilation of a single directive for the group of crops originating from seed and PM of conservation
varieties (fruit PM included) as well as of one basic seed law for all crops: 4 mentions ‘in favour’

Content and proper implementation of the legislation are more important to seed companies and users than
the way the respective texts are presented technically: 4 mentions ‘in favour’

Restrict to a limited number of species: 4 mentions ‘in favour’

Maintain directives but make them much less prescriptive and more flexible / specify that they apply to
professional users and not non professionals: 2 mentions ‘in favour’

Better integration with requirements for plant health: 2 mentions ‘in favour’

Maintain only the requirements on identity and labelling for ornamentals and leave out the other aspects
quality: 2 mentions ‘in favour’

Structure by species; maintain separate seed potato Directive; distinguish between the group of agricultural
crops, group of vegetables, group of potatoes, ornamental, fruit, forest, vine; compilation of Directive
according to usage (e.g. use in turf): 1 mention ‘in favour’ for each item

*

*

*

*

* ¥

* ¥

*

1.2.3. What should be the legal instruments to regulate the marketing of S&PM at EU level in the
future?
Nbr. of answers % of answers

Community Directives for variety/material registration

In favour 124 62,63%
Not in favour 74 37,37%
Grand Total 198 100,00%
Don't know 20

Not applicable 10

Community Directives for certification

In favour 118 58,42%
Not in favour 84 41,58%
Grand Total 202 100,00%
Don't know 15

Not applicable 9

Community Regulations for variety/material registration

In favour 85 44,04%
Not in favour 108 55,96%
Grand Total 193 100,00%
Don't know 27

Not applicable 8

Community Requlations for certification

In favour 88 43,35%
Not in favour 115 56,65%
Grand Total 203 100,00%
Don't know 20

Not applicable 7

Other

In favour 9 100,00%
Grand Total 9 100,00%
Don't know 1

Not applicable 2

The ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:

* Content and proper implementation are most important: 5 mentions ‘in favour’

* Regulations for phytosanitary matters: 1 mention ‘in favour’

* Annexes of the Directives could be amended by Regulations: 1 mention ‘in favour’
* Regulation for marketing of PM: 1 mention ‘in favour’
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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)
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?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Community provisions for dinstinctness
Not much effective 5 3,25%
Partly effective 69 44,81%
Fully effective 80 51,95%
Grand Total 154 100,00%
Don't know 8
Not applicable 5
Community provisions for uniformity
Not much effective 3 1,96%
Partly effective 57 37.25%
Fully effective 93 60,78%
Grand Total 153 100,00%
Don't know 8
Not applicable 4
Community provisions for stability
Not much effective 3 2,00%
Partly effective 61 40,67%
Fully effective 86 57,33%
Grand Total 150 100,00%
Don't know 9
Not applicable 5

2.1.1.2. Have some DUS requirements limited the marketing of varieties of interest to users?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Yes 50 35,46%
No 91 64,54%
Grand Total 141 100,00%
Don't know 20
Not applicable 4

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?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers

Not at all 7 5,38%
Not much 7 5,38%
Partly 83 63,85%
Fully 33 25,38%
Grand Total 130 100,00%
Don't know 20

Not applicable 12

2.1.1.4. To what extent has the public authority transferred the cost od operating the DUS testing to the
industry?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers

Not at all 14 10,85%
Not much 7 5,43%
Partly 70 54,26%
Fully 38 29,46%
Grand Total 129 100,00%
Don't know 26

Not applicable 10

2.1.1.5. To what extent is the current distribution of the costs of operating the DUS testing appropriate?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers

Not at all 5 4,31%
Not much 5 4,31%
Partly 40 34,48%
Fully 66 56,90%
Grand Total 116 100,00%
Don't know 28

Not applicable 19
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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?
Nbr. of answers
Acceptance criteria for dinstinctness

Maintain 134
Extend 15
Reduce 4
Remove 2
Grand Total 155
Don't know 6
Not applicable 1
Acceptance criteria for uniformity

Maintain 132
Extend 6
Reduce 12
Remove 6
Grand Total 156
Don't know 6
Not applicable 1
Acceptance criteria for stability

Maintain 128
Extend 9
Reduce 10
Remove 7
Grand Total 154
Don't know 6
Not applicable 1

2.1.2.2. What should be done in the future regarding the operational organisation of DUS testing?

Nbr. of answers
Maintain the current organisation of DUS testing

In favour 67 47,18%
Not in favour 75 52,82%
Grand Total 142 100,00%
Don't know 12

Not applicable 7

Organise & coordinate DUS testing at Community level instead of by national or regional authorities
In favour 48 38,71%
Not in favour 76 61,29%
Grand Total 124 100,00%
Don't know 12

Not applicable 4

Organise DUS testing at breeders level under official supervision

In favour 45 36,89%
Not in favour 77 63,11%
Grand Total 122 100,00%
Don't know 11

Not applicable 7

Extend the bilateral agreementsin order to rationalize the number of DUS testing sites in the EU
In favour 114 84,44%
Not in favour 21 15,56%
Grand Total 135 100,00%
Don't know 14

Not applicable 9

Have a same and unique DUS testing for marketing and for the CPVR system

In favour 108 80,60%
Not in favour 26 19,40%
Grand Total 134 100,00%
Don't know 19

Not applicable 6

Adapt the standards to the development of new breeding technologies

In favour 114 91,94%
Not in favour 10 8,06%
Grand Total 124 100,00%
Don't know 29

Not applicable 8

Other

In favour 26 100,00%
Grand Total 26 100,00%
Don't know

Not applicable

The ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:
* DUS report to be used for both listing and PBRs: 10 mentions

* Maintain DUS for PBR and have DUS afterwards when necessary for ornamentals which do not get PBR: 3 mentions

% of the answers

86,45%
9,68%
2,58%
1,29%

100,00%

84,62%
3,85%
7,69%
3,85%

100,00%

83,12%
5,84%
6,49%
4,55%

100,00%

% of the answers
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* Organise and coordinate DUS testing at Community level in cooperation with national authorities: 3 mentions

* Coordinate DUS testing underconditions: 1 mention

* DUS testing system should allow farmers associations or Institutes to realize (not only breeders) tests under
official supervision. Inform users on breeding methods used (ex. CMS, Mutagenesis): 2 mentions

* Accreditation of 2-3 competent national examination offices close to main markets and breeding of species
concerned. Applications to be done at one of these accredited offices: 1 mention.

* PM: Introduce the possibility for breeders/others to introduce new varieties with a proper description that is
made official/authorized by registration authorities: 1 mention

* DUS report to be accepted in all MS: 1 mention

* As only DUS testing is performed to list a vegetable variety, an alternative in order to list varieties directly in
EU common catalogue could be the PBR managed by CPVO: 1 mention

* Adapted regulations for plant genetic resources: 1 mention

* Use novel technology(for exemple molecular analysis) to improve results and decrease costs: 1 mention

* Abandon all governmental subsidies: 1 mention

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?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Community provisions for value for cultivation
Not effective at all 1 0,83%
Not much effective 11 9,17%
Partly effective 62 51,67%
Fully effective 46 38,33%
Grand Total 120 100,00%
Don't know 7
Not applicable 8
Community provisions for value for use
Not effective at all 2 1,71%
Not much effective 10 8,55%
Partly effective 59 50,43%
Fully effective 46 39,32%
Grand Total 117 100,00%
Don't know 8
Not applicable 8

2.2.1.2. Have the Community requirements been sufficient and relevant to bring the same guarantee to the users
of each Member States?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Not at all 9 8,41%
Not much 16 14,95%
Partly 61 57,01%
Fully 21 19,63%
Grand Total 107 100,00%
Don't know 15
Not applicable 13
2.2.1.3. Have some VCU requirements limited the marketing of varieties of interest to users?
Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Yes 32 28,07%
No 82 71,93%
Grand Total 114 100,00%
Don't know 13
Not applicable 9

2.2.1.4. To what extent are the costs involved in fulfilling the obligations for VCU testing reasonable and
proportionate?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers

Not at all 4 4,08%
Not much 6 6,12%
Partly 58 59,18%
Fully 30 30,61%
Grand Total 98 100,00%
Don't know 20

Not applicable 12

2.2.1.5. To what extent has the public authority transferred the cost of VCU testing to the industry?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers

Not at all 4 3,74%
Not much 9 8,41%
Partly 66 61,68%
Fully 28 26,17%
Grand Total 107 100,00%
Don't know 15

Not applicable 13
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2.2.1.6. To what extent is the current distribution of the costs of operating the VCU testing appropriate?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Not much 7 7,45%
Partly 47 50,00%
Fully 40 42,55%
Grand Total 94 100,00%
Don't know 20
Not applicable 22

2.2.2. Suggestions for the future

2.2.2.1. What should be done in the future regarding the Community VCU provisions?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Remove the VCU provisions from the EU legislation
In favour 14 11,86%
Not in favour 104 88,14%
Grand Total 118 100,00%
Don't know 7
Not applicable 11

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Reduce the Community VCU provisions
In favour 26 23,85%
Not in favour 83 76,15%
Grand Total 109 100,00%
Don't know 16
Not applicable 9
Maintain the Community VCU provisions as they currently stand
In favour 83 72,17%
Not in favour 32 27,83%
Grand Total 115 100,00%
Don't know 10
Not applicable 7
Maintain the Community VCU provisions for a reduced number of crops/species
In favour 23 21,50%
Not in favour 84 78,50%
Grand Total 107 100,00%
Don't know 12
Not applicable 14
Maintain the Community VCU provisions for a limited number of final uses
In favour 16 14,29%
Not in favour 96 85,71%
Grand Total 112 100,00%
Don't know 10
Not applicable 10
Maintain the Community VCU provisions for a limited number of users
In favour 5 4,63%
Not in favour 103 95,37%
Grand Total 108 100,00%
Don't know 15
Not applicable 8
Enlarge the Community VCU provisions to criteria such as food & environmental safety aspects
In favour 46 42,59%
Not in favour 62 57,41%
Grand Total 108 100,00%
Don't know 15
Not applicable 8
Reinforce the Community VCU provisions
In favour 34 31,48%
Not in favour 74 68,52%
Grand Total 108 100,00%
Don't know 14
Not applicable 10
Other
In favour 5 100,00%
Grand Total 5 100,00%
Don't know
Not applicable 3

The ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:

* Enlarge the Community VCU provisions to criteria such as food and feed guality and environmental aspects (2 mentions)
* More regional VCU, the results of which act as recommendation (no discriminatory results) (1 mention)

* Adapt the VCU system to the diverse farming systems and make it not mandatory (1 mention)

* Remaining mention: not clearly specified
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2.2.2.4. What should be done in the future regarding the operational organisation of VCU testing?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Organise the official VCU testing at Community level, based on areas of adaptation
In favour 42 35,90%
Not in favour 75 64,10%
Grand Total 117 100,00%
Don't know 6
Not applicable 8
Organise the VCU testing at the level of the breeders, under official supervision
In favour 79 66,95%
Not in favour 39 33,05%
Grand Total 118 100,00%
Don't know 6
Not applicable 9
Stimulate the VCU testing at the level of the breeders without official control or supervision
In favour 7 5,83%
Not in favour 113 94,17%
Grand Total 120 100,00%
Don't know 4
Not applicable 9
Allow recognition of other MS VCU data for national listing
In favour 90 76,92%
Not in favour 27 23,08%
Grand Total 117 100,00%
Don't know 7
Not applicable 8
Allow coordination between MS
In favour 98 84,48%
Not in favour 18 15,52%
Grand Total 116 100,00%
Don't know 9
Not applicable 8
Other
In favour 18 100,00%
Grand Total 18 100,00%
Don't know 1
Not applicable 1

The ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:

* Consider multilateral agreements in addition to bilateral ones (9 mentions)

* Make VCU not obligatory (2 mentions)

* Organise national official VCU testing for national decision with coordinated trial network, in order to be
able to treat data, after registration, by agroclimatic areas for certain species (2 mentions)

* Organise VCU testing together with the breeders (1 mention); organise partly the VCU testing at the level of
the breeders (e.g. one year of tests with common standards) (1 mention); allow farmers associations or
institutes to realise tests under official supervision (1 mention).

* Remaining two mentions: not clearly specified

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 MS by the same variety denomination?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Not much 2 1,45%
Partly 63 45,65%
Fully 73 52,90%
Grand Total 138 100,00%
Don't know 12
Not applicable 9

2.3.1.2. Have some variety denomination requirements limited the marketing of varieties of interest to users?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Yes 24 19,35%
No 100 80,65%
Grand Total 124 100,00%
Don't know 26
Not applicable 10

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?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Not at all 26 20,80%
Not much 42 33,60%
Partly 57 45,60%
Grand Total 125 100,00%
Don't know 22
Not applicable 9
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2.3.2. Suggestions for the future

2.3.2.1. Is the current system of variety denomination sustainable in the future?
Nbr. of answers

% of the answers

Yes 62 49,21%
No 64 50,79%
Grand Total 126 100,00%
Don't know 31
Not applicable 6

2.3.2.2. What should be done in the future regarding the variety denomination
Nbr. of answers
Maintain the variety denomination as it currently stands

% of the answers

In favour 88 62,86%
Not in favour 52 37,14%
Grand Total 140 100,00%
Don't know 14

Not applicable 7

Revise the system of variety denomination

In favour 44 35,20%
Not in favour 81 64,80%
Grand Total 125 100,00%
Don't know 17

Not applicable 12

Remove the variety denomination regulation

In favour 1 0,74%
Not in favour 135 99,26%
Grand Total 136 100,00%
Don't know 16

Not applicable 6

Other

In favour 36 100,00%
Grand Total 36 100,00%
Don't know 1

Not applicable 3

The ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:

* Be much stricter in the grant of a variety denomination for mutants of fruit plant PM (1 mention)

* Central database for variety denominations and a central testing of new denominations (26 mentions)

* As regards ornamentals, improve harmony between denominations and the rules of the ICNCP and registers
of cultivar names compiled by ICRAs (1 mention)

* Possibility of using codes as variety denominations for all crops and all varieties (4 mentions)

* Set clear conditions regarding variety denomination in connection to official registration (on voluntary or
other basis) of varieties of species covered by Dir. 92/34 and 98/56 (1 mention)

* Improve the rules to ensure maximum freedom to the applicant to chose any form of denomination they see fit
for their variety (2 mentions)

2.4. COMMON CATALOGUES

2.4.1. Lessons from the past

2.4.1.1. Does your organisation use the common catalogues?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers

Yes 128 87,07%
No 19 12,93%
Grand Total 147 100,00%
Don't know

Not applicable 13

How frequently are they used?

Occasionally 30 23,44%
Regularly 63 49,22%
Very often 35 27,34%
Grand Total 128 100,00%
Don't know 1

Not applicable 6

At which level?

All staff 72 56,25%
Headquarters only 40 31,25%
Other level 16 12,50%
Grand Total 128 100,00%
Don't know

Not applicable 6

The ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:

* Depending on responsibilities and special assignments: 4 mentions

* Members: 4 mentions

* Designated personnel (policy making and decision taking staff): 2 mentions
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* Authority; researchers; senior staff; seed certification office; variety denomination department and for some
* specific cases the technical experts: 1 mention each
* 2 mentions not specified

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?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers

Not at all 20 16,67%
Not much 35 29,17%
Partly 60 50,00%
Fully 5 4,17%
Grand Total 120 100,00%
Don't know 24

Not applicable 9

2.4.2. Suggestions for the future
2.4.2.1. What should be done in the future regarding the national and common catalogues?

Maintain both the national and common catalogues as they currently stand

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
In favour 122 83,56%
Not in favour 24 16,44%
Grand Total 146 100,00%
Don't know 4
Not applicable 7
Stop national catalogues and only work with common catalogues
In favour 16 11,11%
Not in favour 128 88,89%
Grand Total 144 100,00%
Don't know 5
Not applicable 5
Work with common catalogues and allow MS ta have national catalogues on a voluntary basis
In favour 41 31,06%
Not in favour 91 68,94%
Grand Total 132 100,00%
Don't know 14
Not applicable 5
Other
In favour 38 97,44%
Not in favour 1 2,56%
Grand Total 39 100,00%
Don't know
Not applicable 2

The ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:

* EU Common Catalogue, that is a simple automatic / electronic / on the internet compilation of national
catalogues, with simultaneous inclusion of varieties of national listings in the CC: 30 mentions

* Common catalogue / common list for fruit plants: 4 mentions

* Immediate insertion in the common catalogue of new varieties instead of adding first to national lists: 2 mentions

* Work with national catalogue; No common catalogue, leave this to the private sector and self control by the
customers (the farmers): 1 mention for each

* Necessity of national catalogues (gene conservation purposes): 1 mention ‘not in favour’

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?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Accessibility
Yes 102 79,69%
No 26 20,31%
Grand Total 128 100,00%
Don't know 12
Not applicable 5

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
User-friendliness
Yes 114 87,02%
No 17 12,98%
Grand Total 131 100,00%
Don't know 10
Not applicable 5
Number of updates
Same 34 27,20%
More 90 72,00%
Less 1 0,80%
Grand Total 125 100,00%
Don't know 15
Not applicable 6
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Elements of technical information they contain
Same

More

Less

Grand Total

Don't know

Not applicable

54
63

121

11

44,63%
52,07%
3,31%
100,00%
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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)
SECTION 3 - CERTIFICATION
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?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers

Not at all 2 1,20%
Not much 3 1,80%
Partly 49 29,34%
Fully 113 67,66%
Grand Total 167 100,00%
Don't know 6

Not applicable 13

3.1.2. Have the Community provisions for the certification of S&PM been effective in facilitating the free
marketing of S&PM in the EU?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers

Not at all 3 1,82%
Not much 5 3,03%
Partly 27 16,36%
Fully 130 78,79%
Grand Total 165 100,00%
Don't know 12

Not applicable 11

3.1.3. Are the current quality standards relevant for the purpose of certification?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Identity
Not much relevant 2 1,20%
Partly relevant 11 6,59%
Fully relevant 154 92,22%
Grand Total 167 100,00%
Don't know 2
Not applicable 18
Varietal purity
Not much relevant 3 1,85%
Partly relevant 27 16,67%
Fully relevant 132 81,48%
Grand Total 162 100,00%
Don't know 1
Not applicable 23
Germination
Not relevant at all 2 1,41%
Not much relevant 11 7,75%
Partly relevant 15 10,56%
Fully relevant 114 80,28%
Grand Total 142 100,00%
Don't know 1
Not applicable 41
Health
Not much relevant 12 7,19%
Partly relevant 34 20,36%
Fully relevant 121 72,46%
Grand Total 167 100,00%
Don't know 1
Not applicable 20
Other
Not relevant at all 3 9,38%
Not much relevant 3 9,38%
Partly relevant 5 15,63%
Fully relevant 21 65,63%
Grand Total 32 100,00%
Don't know 2
Not applicable 1

The ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:

* Analytical/specific/technical purity: 7 mentions ‘Fully relevant’, 1 mention ‘Partly relevant’, 1 mention ‘Not relevant al all’
* Identification of species for certification of commercial seed in forage crops: 9 mentions ‘Fully relevant’

* Other seed presence: 3 mentions ‘fully relevant’, 1 mention ‘Not relevant at all’

* Moisture: 2 mentions ‘fully relevant’, 2 mentions ‘not relevant at all’

* Avena fatua O tolerance: 1 mention ‘fully relevant’

* Weight of 1000 seeds: 1 mention ‘fully relevant’ and 1 mention ‘not relevant at all’

* Tuber defects/size: 1 mention ‘not much relevant’

* Plant virus: 1 mention ‘partly relevant’

* Weed species purity: 1 mention ‘partly relevant’
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3.1.4. To what extent are the costs involved in fulfilling the obligations imposed by the Community provisions for

certification reasonable and proportionate?
Nbr. of answers

Not at all 2
Not much 3
Partly 49
Fully 85
Grand Total 139
Don't know 28
Not applicable 18

3.1.5. To what extent is the current distribution (between industry and public authorities) of the costs of

operating certification appropriate?
Nbr. of answers

Not at all 2
Not much 6
Partly 39
Fully 89
Grand Total 136
Don't know 30
Not applicable 18

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?
Nbr. of answers

Yes 81
No 75
Grand Total 156
Don't know 5
Not applicable 25

% of the answers
1,44%
2,16%
35,25%
61,15%
100,00%

% of the answers
1,47%
4,41%
28,68%
65,44%
100,00%

% of the answers
51,92%
48,08%
100,00%

3.1.7. Are the EC standards for the certification of S&PM coherent with OECD standards?

Nbr. of answers

Partly 48
Fully 62
Grand Total 110
Don't know 27
Not applicable 47

% of the answers
43,64%
56,36%
100,00%

3.1.8. Are the EC standards for the certification of S&PM coherent with UN-ECE standards?

Nbr. of answers

Not much 2
Partly 45
Fully 21
Grand Total 68
Don't know 37
Not applicable 73

3.1.9. Are Community comparative trials an appropriate tool for ensuring harmonization of inspection practices

contributing to S&PM lots of sufficient quality?
Nbr. of answers

Not at all 2
Not much 18
Partly 26
Fully 98
Grand Total 144
Don't know 19
Not applicable 23

3.2.1. What should be done in the future regarding certification?
Nbr. of answers
Maintain the certification standards as they currently stand

In favour 129
Not in favour 45
Grand Total 174
Don't know 4
Not applicable 4
Maintain the certification structures as they currently stand

In favour 126
Not in favour 44
Grand Total 170
Don't know 7
Not applicable 3
Decrease the number of species covered by the Seed Marketing Directives
In favour 39
Not in favour 82
Grand Total 121
Don't know 7
Not applicable 46

% of the answers
2,94%
66,18%
30,88%
100,00%

% of the answers
1,39%
12,50%
18,06%
68,06%
100,00%

% of the answers

74,14%
25,86%
100,00%

74,12%
25,88%
100,00%

32,23%
67,77%
100,00%
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Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Increase the number of species covered by the Seed Marketing Directives

In favour 56 48,28%
Not in favour 60 51,72%
Grand Total 116 100,00%
Don't know 11

Not applicable 48

Decrease the number of standards

In favour 23 18,85%
Not in favour 99 81,15%
Grand Total 122 100,00%
Don't know 15

Not applicable 34

Increase the number of standards

In favour 33 27,50%
Not in favour 87 72,50%
Grand Total 120 100,00%
Don't know 16

Not applicable 34

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

In favour 72 51,06%
Not in favour 69 48,94%
Grand Total 141 100,00%
Don't know 5

Not applicable 28

Extend the field inspection "under official supervision" to pre-basic and basic crops

In favour 77 63,64%
Not in favour 44 36,36%
Grand Total 121 100,00%
Don't know

Not applicable 13

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

In favour 38 34,86%
Not in favour 71 65,14%
Grand Total 109 100,00%
Don't know 18
Not applicable 47

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 assessment of the risk to seed quality

In favour 55 49,55%
Not in favour 56 50,45%
Grand Total 111 100,00%
Don't know

Not applicable 16

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.)

In favour 66 60,00%
Not in favour 44 40,00%
Grand Total 110 100,00%
Don't know 17
Not applicable 45

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

In favour 28 20,90%
Not in favour 106 79,10%
Grand Total 134 100,00%
Don't know 7
Not applicable 30

Apply controls/certification standards 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

In favour 11 8,21%
Not in favour 123 91,79%
Grand Total 134 100,00%
Don't know 9

Not applicable 30

Other

In favour 13 100,00%
Grand Total 13 100,00%
Don't know 1

Not applicable 7
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Revise requirements: the ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:

* Harmonizing and simplifying the rules in the seed marketing Directives concerning marketing and labelling
of "Small Packages": 8 mentions

* Simplification of the Annexes of the Seed Directives: 1 mention

* Exceptions for plant genetic resources: 1 mention

* More control at the user's level: 1 mention

* Explore the opportunities and demand for more radical options: 1 mention

* Regular review of existing standards may include some increases/decreases in standards: 1 mention

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Integrate the inspection regimes for certification and for plant health
In favour 126 84,00%
Not in favour 24 16,00%
Grand Total 150 100,00%
Don't know
Not applicable 1
Set up a certification with a system of an accreditated third party private body approved by the Member State
In favour 69 50,74%
Not in favour 67 49,26%
Grand Total 136 100,00%
Don't know 3
Not applicable 2
Set up a certification with a system of S&PM company accreditation
In favour 52 35,86%
Not in favour 93 64,14%
Grand Total 145 100,00%
Don't know 15
Not applicable 14

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

In favour 59 42,14%
Not in favour 81 57,86%
Grand Total 140 100,00%
Don't know 2

Not applicable 3

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

In favour 16 11,35%
Not in favour 125 88,65%
Grand Total 141 100,00%
Don't know 1

Not applicable 5

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

In favour 9 5,88%
Not in favour 144 94,12%
Grand Total 153 100,00%
Don't know 7

Not applicable 14

Other

In favour 4 80,00%
Not in favour 1 20,00%
Grand Total 5 100,00%
Don't know 2

Not applicable 8

Revise the operational organisation: the ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:

* Maintain official supervision by an unique official body per MS and delegate production control process
(field, plant, lab) to companies under their habilitated quality process: 3 mentions

* Moving some species to other group of certification: 1 mention

* 1 mention ‘not in favour’: not specified

SECTION 4 - ROLE OF THE CPVO

4.1. What should be the role of the CPVO in the future, in addition to considering applications for protection of
variety rights?

Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Active role in variety denomination
In favour 124 86,71%
Not in favour 19 13,29%
Grand Total 143 100,00%
Don't know 1
Not applicable 3
Active role in VCU testing
In favour 6 5,26%
Not in favour 108 94,74%
Grand Total 114 100,00%
Don't know 7
Not applicable 25
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Nbr. of answers % of the answers
Active role in DUS testing for variety listing

In favour 86 66,15%
Not in favour 44 33,85%
Grand Total 130 100,00%
Don't know 10

Not applicable 7

Active role in the administrative management of the Common Catalogue and national listing
In favour 90 67,16%
Not in favour 44 32,84%
Grand Total 134 100,00%
Don't know 6

Not applicable 7

Active role for management of comparative trials

In favour 38 29,69%
Not in favour 90 70,31%
Grand Total 128 100,00%
Don't know 13

Not applicable 5

Active role for management of tasks to equivalence with third countries

In favour 40 31,01%
Not in favour 89 68,99%
Grand Total 129 100,00%
Don't know 12

Not applicable 6

Active role in the administrative management of conservation varieties

In favour 60 44,12%
Not in favour 76 55,88%
Grand Total 136 100,00%
Don't know 7

Not applicable 6

Other

Don't know 1 4,55%
In favour 21 95,45%
Grand Total 22 100,00%
Don't know

Not applicable 1

The ‘Other’ category refers to the following items:
* Accreditation, coordination and evaluation of the Examination Offices and assurance of harmonized DUS-testing:
8 mentions
* Active coordination / cooperation in the fields of plant breeders right, trademarks and variety registration
while building better working relationships with ICRAs: 5 mentions
* Hosting of a database on approved /selected /registered stands of forestry species/crops: 1 mention
* Active role in the administrative management of the Common Catalogue: 4 mentions
* FRM: Trials management to promote provenances and genetical imrprovements between Members Countries: 1 mention
* 2 mentions: not specified
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Annex 5 — List of specific recommendations
5. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

5.1.INTERVENTION LOGIC(PAST)
5.2.HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF THIS&PM LEGISLATION

5.2.1. Origin
5.2.2. Number and evolution of legislative texts
5.2.3. Exemptions of application in the MS & auibations for more strict provisions

5.3.CONTEXT INTO WHICH THES&PM LEGISLATION OPERATES

5.3.1. Description of the seed sector in the EU
5.3.2. Challenges for the future

Higher grain prices impacts on the seed sector tave monitored and taken into consideration in
any impact assessment to be developed prior toeguation change to the Community legislation.

5.3.3. Farmers’ approach to varietal choice incdgural crops

5.4.OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

6. THE 12 DIRECTIVES OF THE S&PM LEGISLATION

6.1.DESCRIPTION OF THEDIRECTIVES

6.1.1. Organisational structure
6.1.2. Scope of the S&PM legislation

FCEC team considers that it is necessary to retfeaserms and scope of the exemption regarding
‘industrial use’to bring more clarity on the implementation of sywbvision, if still relevant for the
future.

6.1.3. Perimeter of the S&PM legislation

Since there has been considerable change in tatveeseconomic importance of crop species over
time, most of stakeholders and interviewees considappropriate to review the lists of species
covered by the Directives.

As concluded at the working party, there is a rfeedegulatory clarification in the future concergi
marketing of FRM which is clearly considered notbi® fit for forestry purposesbr is clearly not
intended to be marketed or planted for long termradtsy purposes.

6.1.4. Consistency between the provisions of thhediives
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FCEC team considers that harmonization should bgtgdor legal provisions across regulatory texts,
but when talking about technical elements e.g. tamd definitions, harmonization is not fully
required and should be considered on a case bybeageand on a sector by sector basis.

There seems to be therefore a valid case for fudahgnment of the various provisions of the EU
S&PM legislation both internally (i.e. between the seed/PM Direxd), and externally with the
overall EU GMO and novel foods legislative framekvor

Again, there seems to be therefore a valid casduftiher alignment and updating of the various
provisions of the EU S&PM legislatiotooth internally (i.e. between the Seeds/PM Dives)), and
externally with the current relevant horizontalntlaealth legislation (Directive 2000/29/EC).

6.2.CONSISTENCY OF THES&PM LEGISLATION WITH OTHEREC POLICY INTERVENTIONS

6.2.1. Plant Variety Rights
6.2.2. Human Health (i.e. EU legislation on contaamis in food)

As highlighted during the interviews, increasing tbonsistency between the Community S&PM

‘acquis’ and the legislation for the reduction of mycoteximould imply to attack the problem at the

source and to examine the variety resistance tepatimogen diseases contributing to the production
of mycotoxins. This would require to define exantioa criteria, minimum resistance levels as well as
testing methods, what nevertheless seems quiteutiffo do from a scientific point of view.

In conclusion, these two simple examples may demonstrate theeual consider plant breeding as
one component of public health strategy and thential for integrating such kind of criteria during
the examination of varieties for acceptance as etabke S&PM. To answer to the question if there is
a need to use seed legislation for driving plaeeding efforts as a tool in food safety, publicltea
strategies and environmental protection, a deapadysis is required.

Plant breeding future is oriented toward qualimtdemand of the consumers for better food and
improved nutritional composition of food produdtsit could benefit from plant breeding.

6.2.3. Plant Health

In conclusion, these inconsistencies should be tackled as a tettér consistency could be achieved
quite easily on topics such as registration, diédins, documents. One MS authority proposes to
transfer quarantine disease from seed marketingcies to plant health Directive to avoid

duplication.

As the plant health regulatory framework is plantetie evaluated in early 2009, it is recommended
to share this analysis with the SANCO officerslarge of that sector.

From an organisational point of view, it seems ttisre is room for better integration of the
phytosanitary inspection with the inspection foe thurpose of certification. This point is further
evaluated at section 7.2.11.

6.2.4. Plant Protection Products (PPP)

Inconsistency exists between the Community S&PMslation and the PPP Directive in what
concerns the marketing of treated S&PMIls seeds accepted for marketing within the entire
Community must be registered in each MS to whidh ihtended in what concerns the products used
for seed treatment. Further consistency would becked for in the future.
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A new proposal for a Regulation on pesticides ¢iatuld be adopted by the European Parliament and
the Council next year, is considering this issuel @mcludes provisions to guarantee the free
circulation of treated seed.

These proposals on the Thematic Strategy on SastaitUse of Pesticides are under discussion, but a
clear monitoring on the outcome of this proposaidentify possible inconsistencies with S&PM
legislation (e.g. requirement to establish a neaterd pesticides buffer zone to water point that ma
lead to difficulties to farmers for seeding withirese buffer zones when using treated seed).

6.2.5. GMO'’s

In conclusion, whereas no Community legislation exists on tleeidsof coexistence, the MS have
developed their own regulation on this matter, wie lead to differences between MS and potential
problems of definition of responsibility in case adntamination. Majority of stakeholders consulted
during the survey ask for harmonised legislationvall as the definition of a minimum threshold for
adventitious presence.

6.2.6. Trade policy
6.3.IMPLEMENTATION OF THES&PM LEGISLATION IN THE MS

6.3.1. Simplicity of the S&PM Directives

6.3.2. Ease of implementation of the S&PM Diredcdive

6.3.3. Utility of the S&PM Directives

6.3.4. Effectiveness in achieving the free markpthS&PM in the EU
6.3.5. Efficiency in achieving the free marketirfgS&PM in the EU
6.3.6. Results of the in-depth study in new Mentiate(s)

6.4.GOVERNANCE OF THES&PM LEGISLATION

Only several interviewees consider that DG SANCOths appropriate DG for governing the
legislation, mainly because S&PM are the first edatrof the Food Chain. S&PM is core segment of
crop production, and therefore Community legistagbould be managed by DG AGRI, as it was in
the past. FCEC considers that grouping all elemeintise_Food Chaiminder the same DG (SANCO)
allows to get an integrated, complete and much rswuetured approach.

6.5.0OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

7. ANALYSIS OF THE PAST/CURRENT PERFORMANCE OF THE S&PM
LEGISLATION

7.1.VARIETY/MATERIAL REGISTRATION

7.1.1. Introduction

7.1.2. Variety registration costs (seed sector)only
7.1.3. DUS

7.1.4.VCU

The FCEC team believes it would be worth makingirshker analysis of the utility and efficiency of
the VCU on a crop-by-crop basis and to better wtdad why VCU is so important in agriculture
crops and not needed for vegetable crops (e.gc loigkeeping VCU for industry chicory and not
having VCU for industrial vegetable crops).
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7.1.5. Variety denomination

The fact that the denomination and varieties agéstered at the same time prevent the re-use of a
nice hame given to a variety that will never comdhe market. It would be better to promote a
system where names and varieties are registeretately and combined only at the end of the
cycle (as already done e.g. in France);

As regards ornamental plants, the lack of harmdpisain the interpretation of variety
denomination rules between the PBR authorities #red International Cultivar Registration
Authorities (ICRA) is causing problems. One cultivdvariety) should have one name
(denomination) for proper marketing and for engyctarity so that the end consumer does not get
confused. It would be appropriate in the futurefficially recognise the scheme developed by the
ICRA, which list and describe cultivar on a worlase.

7.1.6. Common Catalogues

Develop a database system for the management agaséar use (selection on the basis of origins
or defined parameters), increased transparencygremt updates and lower management costs;

Allow for electronic publication of the variety the OJEC and recognize it as valid to authorize its
marketing in the Community.

The most important improvement would lie in redgcihe lapse of time for inclusion in the CC. The
delay that has been mentioned by most of intenaésvie due to the requirement to have variety lists
published on the OJEC as mentioned in the Art. 17Council Directives 2002/53/EC and
2002/55/EC.

FCEC considers that it would be valuable to evaltia¢ legal need of this provision. If publicatimm
the OJEC is not compulsory, the inclusion on thedE@ new variety will be effective at notification
by the MS.

variety maintenance: Costs depend on the technigsed to establish and preserve trueness to
type. It is proposed to provide the legal room dexvelopment/use of additional supportive tools
(after careful evaluation) where this leads to neffigiency and cost-reduction. The use of modern
techniques should only be possible where theses toave been proven to be suitable for the
species concerned and if they facilitate the \eatfon of variety identity at lower costs. It istno
proposed to replace phenotypical evaluations by B&&ng;

7.2.CERTIFICATION

7.2.1. Introduction7.2.2. Certification costs (seedtor only)
7.2.3. Utility

Several respondents provide additional sugges(i@n3.1.3. and 3.2.1.) as regards the standards for
Seed and FRM in the future as follows:
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Table 29 — Suggestions for future standards for Sdeand FRM

=

Group Standard Suggestions
of
species
FRM Overall -Redefine or clarify some definitions like autochtas, indigenous, origin etc.
Health -Establish more provisions
Varietal - Reconsider the relevance of the % of different Eseallowed in the forest seed lpt
purity by taking into account that several natural hybrekist, for example in oak
species, which could be accepted or could evendosidered as beneficial fa
planting in certain end-sites;

- In particular, variety purity is a problem f@ercus spp especiallyQuercus robur
andQuercus petraea

Germination | -Specify the length of time seed germination repfatorestry seeds are valid

Seed Overall Better harmonize the standards between MS;
- Revise terms of ‘lowest possible level’ and ‘suffitt quality’

Identity -More specifically define the term ‘Identity’

Health -Establish consistency between plant health stasdardl marketing Directives.
Currently there is a lack of quality standards ifoportant seed-borne pathogens.
For instance, non rules f&laviceps purpurean fodder seed Directive, no rules
for Powdery scab;

- As regards seed potatoes, most of the standardgmong viruses and black leg |jn
Annexe | of the Directive 2002/56/EC are too lawatvoid the extension of those
parasites in the areas of production: For example,standard of 4 % of plants
presenting symptoms of severe and mild virus indihect progeny of Basic seeds.
Most of the EU countries have introduced strictéandards in their own
certification regulation concerning those two paess which give less credibilit
to the EU Directive.

Health - Establish an effective mechanism for reviewing gmdposing amendments or

standards fof additions to quality standards, particularly tho$eurrent UNECE Standard, with

potatoes particular emphasis on the removal of the maximuaniation in size band,

seed marketing of Pre-basic seed potatoes and inclusfotolerance for black scurf.
Such a mechanism should be more responsive to dhdsnof a changing seed
potato industry;

- Consider the possibility of removing the StanddaisTuber defects and rules for
tuber size which have no direct link with the gtyalirhe same applies to e.g. sdab
standards which are a cosmetic rather than quiditgrmining aspect;

Varietal - More clearly define varietal purity for allogamoer®ps;
purity - Review varietal purity for tritical, which is notifficient;
- Increase the purity % for weat and barley
Germination Introduce a simple and effective metfmdreducing the minimum germinatign

requirements when necessary in order to reducadngnistrative burden of th
current derogation arrangements;

- Consider the possibility of removing official legefor germination in the (EU
legislation and replace them by ‘true labellingg.ithe seed suppliers must inform
the users about the germination capacity of thed seecording to a definefd
standardized methodology on the label;

- Revise germination standards to set basic minimamedch crop species and make
it mandatory to quote the actual germination leagltested by an official seed
testing laboratory;

- The high level of the germination norm (92%) faaxeed is a key point for the
producer and must be maintained. It is a major itimmdfor the success of the
crop;

- Lower the germination standard for Sorghum;

- Increase germination levels for professionalafseegetable seed;

- Increase the germination level for wheat and barley

- Adapt the norm of durum wheat germination to agnoatic production conditions

@D
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- Revise the germination standard for maize seedénigequirement ).

Weed -Review some standards for weed seeds (e.g. renaivdangerous weeds) to make
them more relevant to current conditions;
Moisture -Consider the possibility of removing the officiaUBprovisions for seed moisture
standard which seems difficult to harmonize andngieg with time (time or
climate).

7.2.4. Coherence with OECD and UN-ECE standards
7.2.5. Effectiveness in achieving the objectiveseatification

« Variability of requirements concerning the markgtiand labelling of ‘small packages’. The
provisions in Council Directive 66/401/EEC on tharketing of fodder seeds are perceived as very
complicated and therefore impede the marketindhe$d¢ small packages (Art. 2F). In addition to
their complexness, the respective rules for theketarg of small packages partly allow individual
variations in the different number states, creatsmgne market distorsion. Harmonisation is
required in this area;

7.2.6. Efficiency in achieving the objectives
7.2.7. Quality of seed lots imported under the eajeince regime with 3rd countries
7.2.8. Utility of the comparative tests and trials

Most of respondents consider that comparative tststrials are an important tool and should be
fully re-established in the future. Some of thesbahake suggestions for improvement, as follows:

e Community trials could move to more methodologidahls with the aim of European
harmonization;

* To reach the same objective, other tools also cbeldsuitable e.g. organizing of meetings in
member states for inspectors with discussions @tiapitems and visits to trials and breeding
companies or growers;

e Material for the trials should be randomly collettey independent authorities. In the past, they
were collected by the official authorities and diot necessarily reflect the quality of the marketed
material;

« That tool could be more relevant if the methodol@md if the results of exploitation were
improved. In case of non comformity, the membetestahould implement corrective measures.
Maybe a system of penalties/sanctions could beemehted to oblige the member states to
implement corrective measures;

e More communication should be done to policy-maleerd the public in general,
» They are helpful but very expensive and need tighély focussed on specific issues.

Finally, some stakeholders of the forest sectoretegot to have comparative tests and trials and
believe it would be highly valuable to organizelstests in forestry.

7.2.9. Conclusions and recommendations

Regarding the idea of ‘setting up a certificatioithwa system of an accredited third party body
approved by the MS’, answers are balanced too i(@r&d% in favour and 50% not in favour). This
last idea should be further examined and explaasedt seems that the principles and the potential
benefits of this approach are not sufficiently kmow

An extra proposal was presented by the associafimsers which consists of using the certification
platform to control comformity of seed productsotber requirements, and especially the GM quality
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requirements. Discussing this idea with suppliefgresentatives and some national authorities led to
the conclusions that the conditions should be &urtliscussed and feasibility analysed.

7.2.10. Results of the in-depth studies “Analysis ¥ crop of the extension of the certification
activities carried out under official supervisidAnalysis of the possible advantages of a private
third party body set-up for supervision”

7.2.11. Results of the in-depth study “Analysishe interest to connect and to bring together the
seed phytosanitary requirements with the certificalegislation for plant health”

This integration of regulatory provisions (cert#tmn and plant health) will promote integration of
services, and FCEC teams considers that a prebfiggisshould be carried-out prior to the evaluatio
of the plant healtfacquis’ in order to integrate results in that evaluatibthe Commission whishes
to go that direction.

7.2.12. Results of the in-depth study “Analysisitd effects on costs of the implementation of
the preferred options for certification in the fig

7.3.0OVER-ARCHING ISSUES
7.3.1. Main aims to be pursued when revising #ogtiis
7.3.2. Structure of the legislation
7.3.3. Legal instrument
7.3.4. Role of the CPVO
7.3.5. Definition of the terms ‘marketing’, ‘seeahd ‘seed marketing’
7.3.6. Quality of the information to the users

In particular, stakeholders from the forestry settave complained about the lack of harmonisation
between the supplier's documents and the needtteefuclarify them.

7.4.0OTHER ISSUES
7.4.1. Impact of the S&PNacquis’ on the marketing of conservation varieties
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Annex 6 — Link between the structure of the final eport and the
evaluation questions as listed in the ToR.
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6.3. Implementation of the S&PM legislation in theMS

6.3.1. Simplicity of the S&PM Directives

6.3.2. Ease of implementation of the S&PM Direddive

6.3.3. Utility of the S&PM Directives

6.3.4. Effectiveness in achieving the free markgthS&PM in the EU

6.3.5. Efficiency in achieving the free marketirfgs&PM in the EU

6.3.6. Results of the in-depth study: Effects @&f itnplementation of the EU S&PM legislation in one
New Member State (EQ4 a, b)

6.4. Governance of the S&PM legislation

6.5. Overall conclusions

7.ANALYSIS OF THE PAST/CURRENT PERFORMANCE OF THE S&PM LEGISLATION (EQ1)
7.1 Variety/material registration

7.1.1. Introduction

7.1.1.1. Concerned Council Directives of the S&Rigislation
7.1.1.2. Implementation in the MS

7.1.2. Variety registration costs (seed sector)o(ip2)

7.1.2.1. Confidentiality of responses

7.1.2.2. General context

7.1.2.3. Structure of the variety registration sost

7.1.2.2. Overall estimation of the annual variggistration costs in the MS

7.1.2.3. Overall estimation of the part of the aulstrative costs in the variety registration costs

7.1.3. DUS (EQ1C, EQ5C)

7.1.3.2. Links with UPOV and Plant Variety Rights

7.1.3.1. Utility (EQ1A a)

7.1.3.3. Effectiveness in achieving the objectiwEBUS testing

7.1.3.4. Efficiency in achieving the objectivedafiS testing (EQ1Ab)

7.1.3.5. Conclusions and recommendations (EQ5C)

7.1.3.6. Results of the in-depth study “Analysisdae crop of the feasibility of having DUS testisigEuropean
level rather than at national level” (EQ5CDb)

7.1.3.7. Results of the in-depth study “Analysistlod effects on costs of the implementation of gheferred
options for DUS in the future” (EQ5)

7.1.4. VCU (EQ1C, EQ5C)

7.1.4.1. Utility (EQ1A a)

7.1.4.2. Effectiveness in achieving the objectiwE¥CU testing

7.1.4.3. Efficiency in achieving the objectivesuZU testing (EQ1Ab)

7.1.4.4. Conclusions and recommendations (EQ5C)

7.1.4.5. Results of the in-depth study “analysis dae crop of the effects of suppressing the VC&ling”
(EQ5Cd)

7.1.3.7. Results of the in-depth study “Analysistlud effects on costs of the implementation of gheferred
options for VCU in the future” (EQ5)

7.1.5. Variety denomination (EQ1B, EQ5B)

7.1.5.1. Utility

7.1.5.2. Effectiveness in achieving the objectiwbgariety denomination
7.1.5.3. Efficiency in achieving the objectives (E&b)

7.1.5.4. Conclusions and recommendations.

7.1.6. Common catalogues (EQ1D, EQ5D)
7.1.6.1. Utility (EQ1Aa)
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7.1.6.2. Effectiveness in achieving the objectiokhe Common Catalogue
7.1.6.3. Efficiency in achieving the objectives (E&p)

7.1.6.4. Rules on variety maintenance

7.1.6.5. Conclusions and recommendations

7.2. Certification (EQ1E, EQ5E)
7.2.1. Introduction

7.2.1.1. Concerned Council Directives of the S&Rigislation
7.2.1.2. Implementation in the MS

7.2.2. Certification costs (seed sector only) (EQ2)

7.1.2.1. Confidentiality of responses

7.1.2.2. General context

7.1.2.3. Structure of the certification costs

7.1.2.2. Overall estimation of the annual certifiza costs in the MS

7.1.2.3. Overall estimation of the part of the auistrative costs in the certification costs

7.2.3. Utility (EQ1A a)

7.2.4. Coherence with OECD and UN-ECE standardSjEQ

7.2.5. Effectiveness in achieving the objectiveseatification (EQ1A b)

7.2.6. Efficiency in achieving the objectives (EQRA

7.2.7. Quality of seed lots imported under the eajence regime with third countries (EQ1A e)
7.2.8. Utility of the Comparative tests and tri@d€) 1E d)

7.2.9. Conclusions and recommendations (EQ5Aa, b).

7.2.10. Results of the in-depth studies “Analysis £ crop of the extension of the certification
activities carried out under official supervisiotAnalysis of the possible advantages of a
private third party body set-up for supervision”.

7.2.11. Results of the in-depth study “Analysighaf interest to connect and to bring together ¢eel s
phytosanitary requirements with the certificatiegitlation for plant health”.

7.2.12. Results of the in-depth study “Analysistlid effects on costs of the implementation of the
preferred options for certification in the futur@Q5)

7.3. Overarching issues

7.3.1. Main aims to be pursued when revisingébalation

7.3.2. Structure of the legislation (EQ5Ad)

7.3.3. Legal instrument (EQ5AC)

7.3.4. Role of the CPVO (EQLF, 5F)

7.3.5. Definition of the termsnarketing, ‘ seedand ‘seed marketing’

7.3.6. Quality of the information to the users

7.4. Other issues

7.4.1. Impact of the S&PM acquis on the marketihgamservation varieties (EQ4c)
8.SCENARIOS FOR THE FUTURE (EQ5)

8.1.‘Status quo’'scenario (baseline): description of the scenario

8.2.'Suppress’scenario: description of the scenario
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8.3. ‘Modify’ scenario: Summary list of the key options for téx@sion of the S&PMegislation
9. IMPACT OF THE SCENARIOS FOR THE FUTURE (EQ5)

9.1. ‘Status quo’scenario (baseline): identification of the mostngigant economic, social and
environmental impacts of maintaining the currentagion.

9.2. ‘Suppress’scenario: identification of the most significaroaomic, social and environmental
impacts and comparison with the baseline.

9.3. ‘Modify’ scenario: identification of the most significardoaomic, social and environmental
impacts and comparison with the baseline.

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium 82



Annex 7 — Comparison of 'seed' and 'marketing’ terms used in the EU seedscquis

[Common Catalogy

ue

Seed Marketing Directives

Directive
2002/53

Directives 2002/54

Directive 2002/55

Directive 2002/56

Directive 2002/57

Directive 66/401

Directive 66/402

no provisions

(6):

‘Basic seed' & ‘Certified seed':

technical terms based on already existing international
terminology;

it should be possible under specified conditions to placg
on the market bred seed of generations prior to basic
seed and seed as grown

(19), (20), (30):

reference to the terms basic seed, certified seed
and standards seed;

it should be possible under specified conditions to
place on the market bred seed of generations prior
to basic seed and seed as grown

as in Directive 2002/54

as in Directive 2002/54

89: as in Dir. 2002/54 (6)

§9:

‘Basic seed' & ‘Certified seed":
technical terms based on
already existing international
terminology

no provisions

Art. 1: This Directive shall apply to the production with g
view to marketing and to the marketing of ... seed withi
the Community.

as in Directive 2002/54

as in Directive 2002/54

Art. 1: This Directive shall apply to the
production with a view to marketing, and to the
marketing within the Community, of seed
intended for agricultural production but not for
ornamental purposes.

as in Directive 2002/54

as in Directive 2002/54

no provisions

Art. 2.1(a): Definition of marketing:

"marketing! shall mean the sale holding with a view to
sale, offer for sale and any disposal, supply or transfer
aimed at commercial exploitation of seed to third partieg
whether or not for consideration."

Trade in seed not aimed at commercial exploitation, an
the supply of seed under certain conditions shall not be
regarded as marketing.

as in Directive 2002/54

as in Directive 2002/54

as in Directive 2002/54

Art. 1la: as in Directive
2002/54 (Art. 1)

Art. 1a: as in Directive 2002/54
(Art. 1)

no provisions

Art. 2.2: seed definitions:
Art. 2.2(c): 'basic seed'

Art. 2.2(d): ‘certified seed';
Art. 2.2(e): 'monogerm seed'’;
Art. 2.2(f): 'precision seed'

Art. 2.2: seed definitions:
Art. 2.2(c): 'basic seed'
Art. 2.2(d): ‘certified seed';
Art. 2.2(e): 'standard seed'

Art. 2.2: seed definitions:
Art. 2.2(b): 'basic seed potato’
Art. 2.2(c): ‘certified seed potato’

Art. 2.2: seed definitions:

Art. 2.2(c): 'basic seed' (varieties other than
hybrids);

Art. 2.2(d): 'basic seed' (hybrids);

Art. 2.2(e) - (i): 'certified seed';

Art. 2.2(j): ‘commercial seed'

Art. 2: seed definitions:
Art. 2.B: 'basic seed';

Art. 2.C: 'certified seed’;
Art. 2.D: ‘commercial seed'

Art. 2: seed definitions:
Art. 2.C - D: 'basic seed' ;
Art. 2.E - G: 'certified seed'
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Annex 8 — Correlation of GM provisions of the EU S&M acquis

Directive 2002/53

Directives 2002/54, 2002/56 & 2002/57

Directive 2002/55

Directives 66/401 & 66/402

Directive 68/193

Directives 92/33, 92/34 &
98/56

Directive 99/105

provisions of Directive 90/220

7(4) of Directive 70/457

assessment equivalent to provisions
of Directive 2001/18

(16): GMOs defined according to Directive as in Directive 2002/53 (15) (16)
90/220
(17): marketing of novel foods according to as in Directive 2002/53
Regulation 258/97
Art. 4.4: acceptance of GM varieties only if  |Art. 6.1: marketing authorisation for GM Art. 4.2 (as in Art. 4.4 of Art. 4a.1 Art. 3.3 no provisions Art. 5.1
measures taken to avoid adverse effects on |[seed only if measures taken to avoid adverse | Directive 2002/53)
human health & the environment effects on human health & the environment
Art. 4.5: approval of GM varieties in no provisions Art. 4.3 (as in Art. 4.5 of no provisions Art. 5ba.3(a): approval of GM no provisions
accordance with Regulation 1829/2003 on Directive 2002/53) varieties in accordance with
GM food & feed, when derived material is Regulation 1829/2003 on GM food
intended for food & feed, when derived material is
intended for food
Art. 7.4: acceptance of GM varieties requires [no provisions as in Directive 2002/53 Art. 4a.1: environmental risk Art. 5ba: acceptance of GM no provisions (16)
environmental risk assessment equivalent to assessment according to Art. varieties requires environmental risk Art. 5.2

Art. 9.5: requires indication of GM variety as
such in the catalogue (Art. 17)

Requires indication of GM seed as such
on label/documents:
Dir. 2002/54: Art. 17
Dir. 2002/56: Art. 15
Dir. 2002/57: Art. 14

as in Directive 2002/53

plus

Article 31 (as in the
corresponding Articles of the
marketing Directives)

Art. 11a
Art. 15.2 (Dir. 66/401 only)

Art. 5f
Art. 10a

no provisions

Requires indication as such of GM
varieties of the 'tested' category, as
follows:

Art. 10.2(j): in national registers
Art. 13.1(k) & Art. 14.7: on lots
during all stages of production

Art. 16.2: provisions applying to marketing
prohibitions, including in the case of GM
varieties, where valid reasons to consider variety
presents risk to human health or the environment

no provisions

as in Directive 2002/53

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

Art. 6.1(d): marketing prohibition for
GM material listed in Annex I,
unless of the 'tested’ category &
meets requirements of Annex V
(transitional period to 31 Dec. 2012:
Art. 27.2)

Art. 18 & Art. 23(3): procedure of MS
application for authorisation of prohibition of GM
seed/PM

no provisions

as in Directive 2002/53

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

Council Directive 90/220/EEC of 23 April 1990 on the deliberate release into the environment of genetically modified organisms

Regulation (EC) No 258/97 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 January 1997 concerning novel foods and novel food ingredients

Regulation (EC) No 1829/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 September 2003 on genetically modified food and feed
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Annex 9 — Correlation of plant health provisions ofthe EU S&PM ‘acquis’

Common Catalogue

Marketing Directives

Seeds

PM

FRM

Directive 2002/53

Directives
2002/54,
2002/57, 66/401]
& 66/402

Directive
2002/55

Directive 2002/56

Directive 68/193

Directives 92/33 & 92/34

Directive 98/56

Directive 99/105

§ 5: harmonised conditions on PH to be
consistent with Directive 77/93

(4): harmonised conditions on PH to be consistent
with Directive 77/93

(4): harmonised conditions on
PH to be consistent with
Directive 77/93

§ 7: determination of PH standards to be base
on technical and scientific consideration

i(7): determination of PH standards to be based on
technical and scientific consideration

(22): interrelationship with Directive 77/93 under thd
SLIM initiative

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

Art. 4: PH conditions to be established (Annex
1) with reference to Directive 77/93

Art. 1.1: Scope: Directive applies without prejudice
To PH rules of Directive 77/93;

Art. 4: PM shall, where applicable, comply with PH
conditions of Directive 77/93

Art. 22: FRM shall, where
applicable, comply with PH
conditions of Directive 77/93;
Art. 6.4: registration of FRM
suppliers under Directive 77/93
may be deemed sufficient

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

Art. 8.1: MS may require separation of
domestic production from imports for PH
reasons

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

Art. 13: acceptance of certification
between MS provided inspections satisfy
certain conditions, including on PH (as
laid down in Annex I)

Art. 13: no further restrictions allowed for plant|
/health reasons in the marketing of PM that
complies with this Directive;

Art. 24: measures to be taken to eliminate PH
risk identified during MS official inspections

Art. 15: no further restrictions allowed in the
marketing of PM that complies with this Directive

no provisions

Art. 16.2(a): provisions applying
to prohibitions of use, where PH
risk established

no provisions

as in Directive
2002/53

Art. 20:

Art. 20.1: rules on Community comparative
tests & trials,including those relating to PH;
Art. 20.2: to be used to develop harmonised
methods for checking PH conditions of
compliance;

Art. 20.3: when PH problems occur, the
Commission shall notify the SCPH

Art. 16:

Art. 16.1: rules on Community
comparative tests and trials, including
those relating to PH;

Art. 16.2: to be used to develop
harmonised methods for checking PH
conditions of compliance;

Art. 16.3: when PH problems occur, the
Commission shall notify the SCPH

Art. 20:

Art. 20.1: rules on MS tests and trials, includin
those relating to PH;

Art.20.2:rules on Community comparative test:
and trials;

Art. 20.3: to be used to develop harmonised
methods for checking PH conditions of
compliance;

Art. 20.4: when PH problems occur, the
Commission shall notify the SCPH

Art. 14:

BArt. 14.2: rules on Community comparative tests an|
trials, including on PH;

Art. 14.3: to be used to develop harmonised metho
for checking conditions of compliance;

Art. 14.4: when PH problems occur, in relation to
organisms covered by Dir. 2000/29, the Commissio
shall notify the SCPH

no provisions
H

h

Art. 18 & Art. 23(2): procedure o
MS application for authorisation
of prohibition of seed/PM when
PH risk is established

no provisions

as in Directive
2002/53

Art. 20.7: provisions applying to prohibitions
Of use, for PH reasons ( virus infection,
Annex |) established through comparative
tests & trials

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

no provisions

Art.21: equivalence of imports from TCs:MS
authorised to extend to 31/3/2008 own
decisions on this,so long as they respect PH|
obligations of Directive 2000/29

no provisions

Art. 16: 'equivalence’ of imports from TCs: MS
authorised to extend to 31/12/2012 own
decisions on this, so long as they respect PH
obligations of Directive 77/93

Art. 11: 'equivalence' of guarantees, including on P!
for PM produced in TCs

Hho provisions

Council Directive 77/93/EEC of 21 December 1976ootective measures against the introduction ineoMember States of organisms harmful to plantplant products

Council Directive 2000/29/EC of 8 May 2000 on pritee measures against the introduction in the Canity of organisms harmful to plants or plant produand against their spread within the Community
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Annex 10 — VCU networks in EU 27 MS

The following table presents the answers of theadorities to the following VCU question of the
preliminary questionnaire:Please list all the crops for which you have imgated VCU networks
during the last 10 years”.

Considering that the authorities have answeretdaajtiestion according to different levels of detall
it is not possible to make statistics or calculatioNevertheless, the following observations can be
made:

e Some MS carry out VCU testing for vegetable progtiageand planting material other than seed or
for forestry reproductive material, while not beitgmpulsory;

* VCU testing is carried out for species not listedthe S&PM Coucil Directives but not in a
significant way;

« New MS (e.g. Romania) seem to cover a larger nurabspecies with VCU testing than EU 15
MS.
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Number of VCU networks per species in the EU 27

Sugar Beet Beta vulgaris seed |2002/54/EC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Fodder beet Beta vulgaris seed |2002/54/EC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Industrial Chicory seed |2002/54/EC 1
Spinach Beet seed |2002/54/EC
Total beet seed 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 2 2
Barley Hordeum vulgare |seed |66/402/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Canary grass Phala_ns - seed |66/402/EEC
canariensis 1 1
Durum Wheat Triticum durum seed |66/402/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Maize Zea mays seed |66/402/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Oats Avena sativa seed |66/402/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Rice Oryza sativa seed |66/402/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Rye Secale cerealis seed |66/402/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1
Spring Triticale seed |66/402/EEC 1
Sorghums Sorghum bicolor  |seed |66/402/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Sorghum
Sudangrass sudanense seed |66/402/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
Triticale seed |66/402/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Wheat seed |66/402/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Sgg:ﬂm; o sudan |oeed  |esia02/EEC
9 Y 1 1 1 1
X Triticosecale seed |66/402/[EEC
Total cereal seed 8 11 8 7 12 10 6 11 8 11
Forest Forest {1999/105/EC 1
Poplars and Forest [1999/105/EC
Willows
Poplars Populus Forest [1999/105/EC 1
Total forest reproductive material 1 1
Fodder plants seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1
Fodder Crops seed |66/401/EEC 1
Amenity seed |66/401/EEC
Bean Vicia faba seed |66/401/EEC 1
Faba Bean Vicia faba seed |66/401/EEC
Field beans Vicia faba seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
French bean seed |66/401/EEC
Birdsfoot Trefoil Lotus spp seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1
Black medick Medicago lulupina |seed |66/401/EEC
Callifornia Bluebell Phacellg i seed |66/401/EEC
tanacetifolia 1 1
Clover Trifolium spp seed |66/401/EEC 1 1
Alsike Clover Trifolium hybridum|seed |66/401/EEC 1
Food Chain Evaluation Consortium 87




Berseem Clover __[Trofolium spp seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1
Crimson Clover Trifolium seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1
Persian Clover Trifolium seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1
Red Clover Trifolium spp seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
White Clover Trifolium seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
Cocksfoot Dactylis g. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
Creeping bent Agrostis s. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
Velvet bent Agrostis canina seed |66/401/EEC 1
Fenugreek Trigonella f. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1
Fescue Festuca seed |66/401/EEC
Meadow Fescue _|Festucap. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1
Sheep's fescue seed |66/401/EEC
Red Fescue Festucar. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
Sheep's fescue Festuca o. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1
Tall fescue Festuca a. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
Fodder Kale Brassica oleracea | oo |s6/401/EEC

acephala 1 1
Fodder Radish Raphanus sativus |seed [66/401/EEC 1 1 1
Radish seed |66/401/EEC
Fodder Sorghum seed |66/401/EEC
Golden Oatgrass | Trisetum spp seed |66/401/EEC
Lucerne Medicago s. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
Lupins Lupinus albus seed |66/401/EEC
Blue Lupin Lupinus spp seed |66/401/EEC 1 1
White Lupin Lupinus a. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1
Yellow Lupin seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1
Meadow Foxtail Alopecurus p. seed |66/401/EEC 1
Fodder Grasses seed |66/401/EEC
Bent grass Agrostis seed |66/401/EEC
Meadow grass seed |66/401/EEC
Annual Meadow Poa annua seed |66/401/EEC
Grass
Rough-stalked seed |66/401/EEC
meadowgrass 1 1
Tall Meadow seed |66/401/EEC
wood seed [66/401/EEC
meadowgrass 1
;Z‘;gg;g::'s‘fd Poa spp seed [66/401/EEC . 1 . .
Red Canary grass seed |66/401/EEC 1
Rescue Grass Bromus c. seed |66/401/EEC
Tall Oatgrass seed |66/401/EEC 1
Minor Herbage seed |66/401/EEC
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Pea seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
Field Pea Pisum sativa seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Garden pea seed |66/401/EEC 1
PRG IRG HRG seed |66/401/EEC
Redtop Agrostis g. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1
Redtop Bentgrass |Agrostis g. seed |66/401/EEC 1
Roth Redtop seed |66/401/EEC 1
Sainfoin Onobrychis v. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1
Rye grass seed |66/401/EEC
Hybrid Ryegrass ___|Lolium b. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Italian Ryegrass seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
z‘;g:;‘;: Lolium p. seed |66/401/EEC e A P R A I N N . N
Westerw. seed |66/40L/EEC
Ryegrass 1 1
Smooth brome Broma spp seed |66/401/EEC 1
Timothy Phleum seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Timothy Small Phleum seed |66/401/EEC 1 1
Tufted hairgrass seed |66/401/EEC 1
Vetches Vicia v. seed |66/401/EEC 1
Common Vetch Vicia sativa seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hairy Vetch Vicia v. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1
Hungarian vetch _ |Vicia p. seed |66/401/EEC 1 1 1
Trigonella Foenum |seed |66/401/EEC 1
Total fodder plant 21 12 39 15 27 18 10 31 30 17 23 14
Black mustard Brassica nigra seed |2002/57/EC
Brown Mustard Brassica j. seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1
Caraway Carum carvi seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1 1 1
Colza seed |2002/57/EC
Cotton Gossypium seed |2002/57/EC 1
Flax Linum u. seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Forage Rape seed |2002/57/EC 1
Groundnut Arachis seed |2002/57/EC 1 1
Hemp Cannabis s. seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Linseed Linum u. seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1 1
Mustard seed |2002/57/EC
Oil seed rape seed |2002/57/EC
Opium poppy Papaver s. seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1
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Poppy Seed Papaver s. seed |2002/57/EC
Poppy Papaver s. seed |2002/57/EC 1 1
|Rape seed |2002/57/EC 1
Raphanus sativus |seed |2002/57/EC 1
Safflower seed |2002/57/EC 1 1
Soja Glycine max seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1 1
Sunflower Helianthus a. seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1 1
Turnip rape Brassica rapa seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1 1
Turnip Spring type |Brassica rapa seed |2002/57/EC
Turnip Winter Type|Brassica rapa seed |2002/57/EC
White Mustard seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1 1
Swede rape Brassica napus seed |2002/57/EC 1 1 1 1
| Total seed of oil and fibre plants 10 11 12 14
Potatoes | |seed [2002/56/EC 1 1 1 1
Total seed potatoes 1 1 1 1
Fruits PM 92/33/EC
Fruit Plants PM 92/33/EC 1
Fruit trees PM 92/33/EC
Ornamental PM 92/33/EC 1
Wild Cherry Prunus avium PM 92/33/EC 1
Total vegetable propagating and planting material other 1 2
Kale ; seed |2002/55/EC
Brassica oleracea
Kohlrabi - seed |2002/55/EC
Brassica oleracea 1
Qil Pumpkin seed |2002/55/EC
Vegetables seed |2002/55/EC 1 1
Whiteloof Chicory seed |2002/55/EC
Total vegetable seed 2 1
Vine PM 68/193/EC 1 1
Vitis PM 68/193/EC 1
Total material for vegetative propagation of the vine 1 1 1
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Brown top Agrostis cappilaris |seed 1 1 1 1 1
Buckwheat Fagopyrum seed 1
esculentum 1 1
Artemisia seed 1
dracunculus 1
Chick Pea Cicer arietinum seed 1 1
Coriandrum seed 1
Sativum 1
Datura Innoxia seed 1 1
Digitalis Lanata seed 1 1
Festulolium seed 1 1 1 1
Lentil Lens culinaris seed 1 1
Lavandula 1
Angustifolia 1
Lotus Corniculatus |seed 1 1
Mentha Piperita seed 1 1
Mentha Spiciata seed 1 1
Basilicum Ocium Basilicum __|seed 1 1
Panicum seed 1
Millet Miliaceum 1
Plantago seed 1 1
Ricinus Communis |seed 1 1
Sy‘m.phytum seed 1
officinale 1
Thymus Vulgaris _|seed 1 1
Tobaco seed 1 1 1 1
Trisetum seed 1
Flavescens 1 1
Triticum Dicoccum |seed 1 1
Triticum
Monococcum seed ! 1
Agropyron seed 1 1
Bromus inermis seed 1 1
Phalaris seed 1
Arundinacea 1 1
White Sweet Melilotus alba seed 1
Clover 1
Setaria italica seed 1 1
Trifolium seed 1
subterraneum 1
Total not listed seed 29 2 1 2 3 1 3 4 1 1 19 2
Jotal| 290 [40 |24 ]| 0 [ 5 |20 |67 32 )42 (39 |25 )57 (16 )58 |9 [25]20(30] 9 | O (14 )33 [18 |65 )12 |12 |38 |21
Ad H_oc other seed 1
species 1
Agricultural
Species seed 1 1
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Annex 11 — Description of the seed regulatory framveork in key
seed markets outside the EU

1. Australia

Source: Compiled by Arcadia International basedimput from John Blackstock - Chief Executive Office
Australian Seeds Authority Ltd.

While general trade practices and consumer protedaiws apply to all commerce in Australia, there
is no Australian seed legislation equivalent to Bt Directives to control the production, labelling
and marketing of seed.

The Australian Seed Federation, the main seed indogganisation, administers a National Code of
Practice for Seed Labelling and Marketing. The €mdnot mandated by legislation but is binding on
all Australian Seed Federation members and manyaanies are accredited under the Code.

Variety registration

While there are no mandatory requirements for @ffi¢CU testing of varieties marketed in Australia,
varieties must be registered by the Australian Séadhority Limited (ASA) and added to the ASA
National List before they can be certified under Bustralian or OECD Seed Schemes.

The breeder/maintainer of the variety must prowdASA:
» information on the origin, uniformity and stabilitf the variety;

» a detailed morphological description of the variegged on UPOV guidelines on the development
of harmonized, internationally recognized desaoipsi of protected varieties (the description of
characters must be consistent with that requireéplications to the Australian Plant Breeder’'s
Rights Office);

» information on the agronomic value of the varietyAustralia;
 information on variety maintenance procedurestientariety;

» confirmation that standard samples of the variedyehbeen provided to relevant certification
agencies; and

» written approval of the breeder/owner for the ugrieo be certified under the relevant seed
schemes.

Strong post registration networks test the vasetiinterest and make recommendations to farmers
who have access to independent results on therpermme of recently released grain and field crop
varieties from trials conducted across AustralibisTinformation is stored and available from the
NVT (National Variety Testing) Online database wphin making crop variety selection decisions.
This interactive way of publishing results offelng tpossibility for users to search for varietieapdd

to their local agro-climatic conditions.

Seed Certification

There are no seed marketing laws in Australia whiefuire seed to be certified under official
certification schemes. An Australian Seed Cediftn Scheme, based closely on the technical rules
of the OECD Seed Schemes, operates on a volurdary to meet domestic market requirements.

The OECD Seed Schemes also operate on a volungésig b meet export market requirements.
OECD certification is generally only used by se@inpanies to meet mandatory requirements of
some importing countries, including the EU. Tlsiparticularly the case for proprietary varieties.

While a significant proportion of seed of forageesigs is certified, a high proportion of Australian
cereal, pulse and oilseed seed sold in internakapdrt markets is not certified but is producedam

a range of quality assurance schemes operateddby Government agencies, independent private
inspection bodies and seed companies to meet cestbemands. Some of these quality schemes are
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adapted from OECD Seed Scheme standards and all teséng in Australia is conducted in
accordance with ISTA Rules. A number of qualityestles conducted by seegimpanies have more
stringent minimum varietal purity, germination goluysical purity standards than those applied under
the OECD Schemes.

The Australian Government, represented by and @diimough the Department of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF), has licensed thdralian Seeds Authority Limited (ASA) to perform
all of the functions of the National Designated arity for the OECD Seed Schemes and ISTA.
ASA is accountable to DAFF through a range of répgrobligations and is subject to participation in
performance audits by DAFF to establish compliamitk licence requirements.

ASA is required under the Australian Governmenrgrice to administer the OECD Seed Schemes in
Australia and appoints by contractual arrangemeaypropriately qualified providers of seed
certification services as designated certificatgencies for the purpose of implementing operationa
aspects of the Rules and Directions of the Schermesneet this obligation ASA has commissioned
the National Assaociation of Testing Authorities (INA), as a peak independent authority in Australia
for the accreditation of inspection bodies, to iempént a national accreditation scheme for
certification agencies.

NATA accreditation of seed certification agencieguires compliance with the international quality

management systems standard “ISO/IEC 17020:1998égkral criteria for the operation of various

types of bodies performing inspection” plus demaist technical competence in meeting ASA

technical standards for the Australian and OECDeBws. The ASA technical standards require that
all seed certified under the Australian and OECDhesres must be tested in ISTA-Accredited seed
testing laboratories.

Certification agencies which achieve NATA accretitita and execute a cooperation agreement with
ASA are designated by ASA to act on its behalinmplementing operational aspects of the Rules and
Directions of the OECD Seed Schemes in Australia.

2. Canada
Source: Compiled by Arcadia International basedd@tussion with CFIA officials

The Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) is resjime for the administration of the Seeds Act
and Regulations, Parts | (seed other than seetbpsjalll (variety registration) and IV(registi@ti of
establishments that prepare seed and the licen$ingerators) to help to ensure that seeds sold in
imported into and exported from Canada meet estaddi standards for quality, including varietal
purity and germination, and are labelled so thay thre properly represented in the market place , a
in the case of most agricultural crop varieties, r@gistered prior to sale in Canada.

Section 3(1) (b) of the Seeds Act states that:pexson shall sell or advertise for sale in Canada o
import into Canada seed of a variety that is ngistered in the prescribed manner."

In Canada the term “Variety Registration” referghie requirement for major agricultural crop kinds
to be catalogued by a single, officially recognizedliety name in order to standardize the name by
which a variety is marketed. This is deemed to bmrra of consumer protection, as it provides alleve
of confidence to the buyer that the seed will pamdplants exhibiting known, desired characteristics
Depending upon the crop kind, registration for soradeties may include a merit requirement to
establish that new varieties are as good as, terlieain existing varieties. “Merit” generally resgo
the varietal characteristics that enhance the tyé&sigalue for a particular use in a region of Cdaa
Performance testing refers to variety trials, histlly conducted by provincial or university exsion
services, to determine a variety’s relative quadityl yield over time. Normally, three years of dat&
required for most crop kinds subject to registratih has to be noticed that trialling systems @
specific and that efforts are shared between aff@ithorities and industife.g. in Canola, a 2 years
system is in place. Breeders have to provide dataing from Private co-op trials (first year of
testing), and public co-ops trials are conducted.fgear (second year of testing)).
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The three requirements for recognizing new vagetiee that they be “distinct, uniform and stable”
(DUS) as understood in the Canadian Variety Registn context. The first step in variety
registration, therefore, is variety recognitioragsure that a variety is indeed new and uniquerimes
desirable way (to recognize that varieties arardigtand then to catalogue varieties by variemea
There are no DUS trials implemented and Distincnemiformity and Stability is being assessed by
reviewing information submitted by the breeder (gezk, breeding method applied, morphological
description of the varieties performed by the begetype of variety — hybrid, open pollinated varje
population, etc...).

The name also meets the variety certification lility requirements of Canada and other internation
seed certification programs designed to facilitaternational trade in seeds.

As a conclusion, if a set of varietal characteststcarries a single name, farmers will readily
understand how that variety will perform and caroade varieties that best fit the agronomic
conditions on the farm. If there is a proliferat@innames internationally for a variety, the regison
and certification process can keep track of theosyms for that variety and at least help to sort
through the different names.

Post registration performance testing and recomingnttials help to provide further information
about varieties, such as varietal uniformity, digband value for use in a particular region.

CFIA is the national authority for the seed certfion system. Seed certification is defined in the
federal Seeds Act and Regulations in which the GiamaSeed Growers’ Association (CSGA) is
designated as the national Association respondinleprescribing varietal purity standards and
certifying all agriculture seed crops except patato

For seed to be certified in Canada, it must beriztyaofficially recognized as eligible for certfition
and be multiplied according to strict process shadst

» variety purity standards established by CSGA; and

» physical purity, germination and diseases standprdscribed by federal Seeds Regulations in
which CFIA is responsible for 1) enforcement, 2)gR&ered Seed Establishment (RSE)
registration and 3) Canadian Seed Institute (C&pgnition. CSI is responsible for auditing of
RSE quality systems.

The Canadian system is quite similar to the EC reelseas, as an example, it introduces minimum
standards or maximum levels of impurity for eaabpcr

3. Kenya
Source: Information provided by General Managerlariing & Implementation — KEPHIS

Variety registration

Variety registration in Kenya involves two typesvafiety tests, which the candidate has to pass.

1. DUS

These are tests to determine the Distinctnessbiformity (U) and Stability (S) of the candidate
variety. The examinations are conducted followinBQY test guidelines and standards for the
respective species. Where the candidate speciendhastablished UPOV test guideline, a national
guideline is developed and applied according tdiR©V protocol. The DUS test takes two cropping
seasons. The DUS examination produces a descfigéntity) of the variety that will be used for skee
crop certification.

DUS examination results are also used to deternfigesuitability of a variety for grant of Plant
Breeders’ Rights (PBR). A candidate for PBR musisBathe DUS criterion to qualify for protection.
Kenya is a member of UPOV under the 1998 Converdimh varieties are granted protection for a
period of 15 years (18 years for vines and trees).

2. National Performance Trials
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The candidate is also subjected to national pedaia trials (NPT) in which the variety is evaluated
for its value for cultivation and use. The varigsyplanted in trials alongside officially released
varieties that are popularly cultivated in the extjve agro-ecology (check varieties) for which the
variety is bred and its agronomic performance nowaed. The NPT is planted for a minimum of two
and a maximum of three cropping seasons.

Data from the NPT is presented to NPT Committeedfiberations. The NPT Committee is chaired
by KEPHIS and is a technical Committee that congsrisreeders and all other stakeholders for the
crop. The committee makes recommendations for thiglkslity of the candidate for release for
commercialization. A candidate would be recommended release if it statistically performs
significantly better than the mean performancehef ¢heck varieties. It might also be considered for
release if it performs statistically similar to tlebeck varieties but it also has certain additional
attributes that are of economic importance in theo#&cological zone (e.g. performance against
important diseases, pests, etc).

The recommendations for release by the NPT Comenittee forwarded to the National Variety
Release Committee (NVRC). This is a policy comraittieat is chaired by the Agriculture Secretary
and members are stakeholders for the crop. The N&tRdies and makes further recommendations on
the NPT Committee’s decisions. The recommendafiam the NVRC are forwarded to the Minister
for Agriculture, who officially declares a varietgleased for commercialization. After the declawmati

by the Minister, the variety is listed into the iof&l National Variety Index and an official Kenya
Gazette notice is issued on the new listing.

Seed certification

In Kenya, introduction, selection and testing o&jgidbility for major crops started in early 1900's.
However, it was not until 1950s that active planeddling and seed production was started. The
research work was concentrated on a few crops.eThese mainly wheat, barley and pastures. In
1955 a maize crop improvement programme was stattéee National Agricultural Research Centre,
Kitale. In 1962, the first double cross maize hghwias released for commercialisation. In 1970s
potato breeding, grain legume and oil crops impnoets were started. The Kenyan sasdustry
has an array of seed crops; however maize is ipéamost important crop in the seed industry.

The orderly procedure for production and procesdeading to certification, marketing, importation
and exportation of seeds is under the legal reou@irgs of "The Seeds and Plant Varieties Act" (Cap
326) of the Laws of Kenya enacted in 1972 and djperalized in 1976.

Kenya is a member of the OECD Seed Scheme andeapplé Scheme’s field inspection and post
control standards in her seed certification.

KEPHIS ensures that only high quality seed of deavarieties is available for use by the farmers.
This is achieved through field inspection, seedessing, seed testing and post control plots. Gwe
must be identified by a seed company and be apgrboyex seed allocation panel. The varieties to be
certified must have been tested in National Perdoree Trials, officially released and entered i t
National Variety List

1. Field Inspection

This is the first step in seed certification. Bef@ield inspection commences the seed merchants
must:

1. Register their fields for inspection.

2. Provide proof of origin of the parental materialstee varieties registered for
inspection (or labels).

3. Observe minimum isolation distance.

4. Provide variety descriptors (DUS data)

Timely inspection in the fields are conducted tswer that seed resulting from a crop meant for seed
purpose is of the designated variety (truenesgpe)tand has not been contaminated genetically or
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physically (varietal purity) beyond certain specifimits. The crop must be healthy and free from
disease.

2. Seed Processing

Seed crops of approved fields are harvested armbgged to remove undesirable contaminants such as
weed seeds, inert material, immature seeds, brakdmiseased seeds. The seeds are also graded into
different sizes and treated with protective cheisica

3. Seed Testing

Laboratory seed testing is useful in determininglig factors such as purity, germination capacity,
moisture content and health status (seed-bornasiisg

4, Labelling and Sealing

Upon satisfactory fulfilment of the prescribed regments, every seed lot is provided with a lalmel a
a seal. Containers are labelled and sealed in sweay that the seed cannot be removed or changed
without damaging, beyond repair, neither the comtigithe label nor the seal.

Post Control tests

These are tests designed to ascertain whether tothropreceding control measures have been
effective. The tests ensure that the charactesisfiche cultivars/varieties have remained unchdnge
in the process of multiplication. Under specialcemstances, pre-control tests are necessary to
determine satisfactory fulfilment of doubted fastor

4. South Africa

Source: compiled by Arcadia based on Informatioavited by E. Goldschagg — South African NationadSe
Association

Listing of varieties

Plants and propagating material for production maly be sold in terms of the provisions of Article
13 of the Plant Improvement Act, 1976 (Act 53 of&p

» ifitis avariety that has been entered on théetalist;
* under the denomination under which it has beerrediten the variety list.

The variety must first be evaluated under localditbons and described by the Directorate, before a
new variety can be placed on the variety list. SEhdescriptions are necessary as they are usedduri
certification and also for post-control purposésa tescription differs from all known local vaies
and therefore is “new”, and it also complies withifarmity and stability tests, then it would be qéal

on the variety lists.

In terms of the Plant Improvement Act the Ministegly also require other trials, apart from the DUS
tests, in order to determine the agricultural austrial value of a specific variety, i.e. whethlee
variety is acceptable to the end user of the h&deproduct. Trials are conducted by different
institutes, although the Minister does not prescapecific tests.

These institutes plant National Cultivar Trialstie main cropping areas across the country and pay
attention primarily to adaptability, susceptibility diseases, yield potential, harvestability, etc

Annual cultivar evaluation meetings are held, amsas the Directorate has completed the DUS tests
and all other institutions have reported on theald, and stakeholders can submit comments and
present reports. The owner of the variety shalinttbe able to make a decision based on
recommendations whether he/she will proceed wstinly of the variety concerned. The decisions of
the committee are then submitted to the RegistfdPlant Improvement who has the final say of
placing on the variety list.

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium 96



Certification schemes

In terms of Article 23 of the Act, the Minister @&griculture can establish schemes that make
provision for plants or propagating material todeetified with the purpose of maintaining the quali

of the plants and propagating material and to ensoeir usefulness for agricultural or industrial
purposes. The Minister may prescribe various requénts to which plants and propagating material
must comply with, before it can be certified.

At present the following certification schemes halbeen established in terms of the Plant
Improvement Act:

» The South-African Seed Certification Scheme in Whiase the Minister has appointed SANSOR
as the Authority to manage and execute the scheme;

* The South-African Plant Certification Scheme forné/iGrapes in which case the Minister has
appointed the Executive Board of the Wine Improvei#essociation as Authority to manage the
scheme;

» The Deciduous Fruit Plant Certification Scheme ihici case the Minister has appointed the
Executive Board of the Deciduous Fruit Improvem@Association as Authority to manage the
scheme; and

» The South-African Potato Tuber Certification Scherie designated Authority being Potatoes
South Africa.

The objective of the Seed certification Schemeoigmiake available seed of high quality and to
guarantee this quality by means of a certificagée@) and label. Emphasis is placed on varietakyuri
in combination with a high level of germination gptuysical purity.

This scheme also provides for certifying disease-fstatus of certain crops, for example dry beans.
Plants are inspected during active growth for tiseial freedom from specific diseases, and this is
then verified by way of laboratory tests on thedsee

The Seed Certification Scheme is also harmoniséld the OECD-Schemes for the certification of
seed moving in the international trade.

It is well defined and not only contains a cleat bf contents regarding the general requirememts f
the certification of seed, but also as regardssphexific requirements for each kind of plant listed
under the Scheme.

The specific requirements for plants include fartekind of plant conditions set in terms of:
* Land requirements;

* Planting requirements;

* Isolation requirements;

* Requirements for plants;

* Requirements for inspection; and

» Physical requirements of seed.

The Seed Certification Scheme is a voluntary ad@xtept if the owner of the variety under table 8
of the Act wishes to restrict sales to Certifieddenly).

Certification of seed is undertaken by seed congzatiiat are members of SANSOR and that have
authorised inspectors in their employ. Since aedifon is a voluntary action, any person or

institution can apply for certification of seed. ISBOR shall provide the names of authorised
inspectors for the specific crop being applieddertification, in the event that a person or insitn

is not a member of SANSOR.

SANSOR will only accept test reports from laborasrthat are registered as seed testing laboratorie
Those laboratories that operate in accordance mihs and requirements of ISTA are authorised,
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registered and monitored by the Official Seed hgstiaboratory of the Department of Agriculture,
Registrar of Plant Improvement.

5. USA
Source: Compiled by Arcadia International basedd@tussion with USDA representatives

In the United States, the Federal Seed Act (FSlledes agricultural and vegetable seeds shipped
and advertised in interstate commerce. The FSAtigth-in-labeling law that requires certain guyali
information to be present on seed labels. The E&#fains no quality standards that seed must meet
prior to sale. The FSA regulations contain minimpracedures and standards for certifying seed for
varietal purity that all 50 State Seed Certifyingeiicies must follow. FSA Regulations can be
viewed at http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr/wiais06/7cfr201_06.html

Each of the 50 States has their own State Seedthawegulates seed sold in their individual State.
These State Seed Laws are very similar to the FEAe Association of American Seed Control
Officials (AASCO), an association of Federal anét&tSeed Regulatory Programs, maintains a
Recommended Uniform State Seed Law (RUSSL) to giisdmembers. RUSSL can be viewed on
the AASCO website www.seedcontrol.org

In the United States, seed does not have to bifiegfor varietal purity prior to sale. In faghost of
the seed sold in the United States is uncertified.

Also, the United States has no variety registratgatem and no national review system, so no
statutory performance testing, to approve varidtigfore they can be sold. Seed companies are able
to market their varieties as soon as they are dpedl The testing of variety performance is carried
out by breeders at universities.

The assessment protocols integrate a range ofastapdrameters that exist in the VCU tests used in
the EU. This system allows flexibility in the reseaof varieties for specific purposes, such as lowe
yielding varieties that possess excellent procgssiaracteristics in a particular niche market.

The American farmers reference the regional testiata for their variety selection as this system
provides valuable data for farmers by taking intcaunt the variability in regional environments.
This approach is similar to the national post-regi®n schemes that exist in Europe. These tgalin
networks are the main source of reliable informratior the farmers as farmers can pick up results
coming from trials located in same agro-climatizismnment when the variety has been tested in
farming practices (large plots with adequate agningackage).
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Annex 12 — description of the EU seed sector & i&ctors

1. Crop production in the EU’

The EU crop production sector can be defined bgegmtng the acreages of the major crops in the EU
MS. In 2005, Eurostat estimated land use in theoigan Union (EU 25) at 162 million ha of which
arable land represented 100 million ha. FranceniBl@on ha of usable agricultural area), Spain (26
million ha), Germany and UK (about 17 million hajdaltaly (14 million ha) are the most important
agricultural EU 15 MS. Poland (16 million ha) andrRania (14 million ha) are the two biggest EU 10
NMS. These 7 countries represent more than 70%edtfotal EU agricultural area.

Cereals(including rice) are the most important group ofps with more than 30% of total usable
agricultural area.

Areas cultivated with cereals are estimated to laseased by 1,5% in 2007, in comparison to 2006.
This increase is probably related to high priceshencereal market. The total production of cergals
the EU is estimated at 281 million tonnes (+ 5,68mpared to 2006)8. Common wheat areas are
estimated at 22 million ha (+0,7% compared to 208@h France and Germany being the two largest
producers (4,9 and 3 million ha respectively). Danvheat has seen its acreage (3 million ha in 2007)
decreasing by nearly 19% during the last 5 yeaestduhe reduction in Italy and Spain and barley
represents about 13,7 million ha. Grain maize aaeaseaching 8,8 million ha (+3,2% in comparison
to 2006). Romania is, within EU 27 MS, the thirdglest seed maize producer after France and
Hungary.

The increased use of biofuel, and more particulbibdiesel in Europe, which is mainly produced
using rapeseed, has led to an increase in the amneas rapesedd-14% compared with 2006) to more
than 6 million ha. In contrary sugar beet areal@ntinued to decrease (-2,9% in 2006).

Due to the reform of the sugar regime, sugar beeas (less than 2 million ha) have decreased by
2,9% in comparison to 2006 and by 12,6% relative(2-2006 average.

The potatoesirea represents 2,2 million ha (- 11,7% compare2D03). Poland is, by far, the largest
producer with an acreage representing 597 0006&{@0 ha in 2003).

Fodderareas from arable land represent 18 million hanipaioncentrated in France, Germany, Italy,
Sweden and the UK.

Finally, in comparison, foresirea represents about 25% of usable agricultege @2 million ha).

" Eurostat databases, 2005 figures

8 Eurostat, Statistics in focus. Agriculture arshéries, 86/2007
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Crop production - Land use in the EU 27 MS in 2005

Arable land Usable Forest area Cereals Dried pulses, Root crops Industrial Vegetables Total of fruit Fodder fro m Flowers and Seeds
agricultural including in grain crops crops arable land ornemental (vegetable,
area rice equivalent (including plants fodder, root

wine and (including and industrial
olives) seets) crops other
than oil seeds)
AT 1.379 3.263 796 43 67 117 12 16 243 0 1
BE 843 1.386 607 322 & 154 42 39 16 251 1 &
BG 3.609 1.725 13 27 35 112 4
(24 129 172 62 1 6 0 10 40 28 0
cz 2.703 3.606 1.612 39 103 423 9 492 1 2
DE 11.903 17.035 6.839 169 705 1.429 120 1.805 6 33
DK 2.481 2.712 473 1.509 16 92 112 7 7 483 0 94
EE 590 834 282 4 14 47 2 11 207 0 &
ES 12.704 25.859 11.546 6.598 570 241 641 337 996 2
Fl 2.235 2.274 1.188 5 60 105 12 616 0 9
FR 18.375 29.588 9.176 438 575 2.088 226 4.491 8 63
GR 2.670 3.805 2.241 1.244 25 68 422 137 303 1 1
HU 4.503 5.863 1.775 2.934 22 88 710 85 301 1 11
IE 1.184 4.302 282 4 50 4 0 2 15 1
IT 1.877 2.837 2.038 956 36 98 119 16 42 491 0 5
IT 7.744 14.710 10.070 3.979 72 320 283 448 2.451 1.999 8 14
LU 60 129 90 29 1 1 5 0 24 0
LV 1.092 1.734 2.904 469 2 62 7 14 13 372 0 5
MT 9 10 1 2 5
NL 1.099 1.924 349 222 4 248 12 69 19 448 27 28
PL 12.085 15.906 8.329 119 916 617 212 332 796 3 28
PT 1.257 3.786 370 18 50 9 39 : 394 2 1
RO 8.985 14.270 6.233 5.829 81 337 1.221 170 416 820 0 5
SE 2.687 3.201 1.013 31 80 92 18 1.043 1 13
SI 178 511 116 95 2 12 8 3 27 54 0 0
SK 1.357 1.941 800 17 54 219 10 241 0 2
UK 2.923 230 355 570 1.324
Total 100.127 161.657 42.052 59.581 1.964 4.784 9.370  2.031 3.391 18.353 67 321
Source: Eurostat, 2005
Crop production - Harvested production of the maincrops in 2006
Potatoes  Sugar beet Rape Fruits and vegetables
Cereals
Total Wheat Barley Grain Maize Rye Rice tomatoes  carrots onions apples pears Orange
1000 t
AT 4.460 1.396 914 1.472 94 0 655 2.493 137 39 77 100 509 117 0
BE 2.617 1.719 367 576 0 0 2593 5.334 32 229 239 53 317 229 0
BG 5.513 3.302 546 1.588 13 20 386 25 22 212 13 20 26 0 0
cy 635 9 54 0 0 0 125 0 0 34 2 7 11 1 29
cz 6.550 3.506 1.898 606 75 0 692 3.138 880 15 22 50 134 0 0
DE 43.484 22.428 11.967 3.220 2.644 0 10.031 20.647 5.316 53 504 337 857 0 0
DK 8.615 4.802 3.270 0 130 0 1.361 2.300 430 18 69 56 32 9 0
EE 619 220 303 0 18 0 153 0 85 1 10 0 4 0 0
EL 3.574 1.380 188 1.710 23 181 855 1.600 0 1.550 37 19 262 55 880
ES 19.080 5.576 8.318 3.461 159 762 2.502 6.873 9 3.680 1.151 660 590 3210
Fl 3.790 684 1.972 51 0 576 952 148 39 57 18 3 0 0
FR 61.750 35.432 10.404 12.853 122 99 6.347 29.765 4131 750 614 337 2246 224 1
HU 14.674 4.379 1.081 8.441 95 10 574 22.271 331 204 84 95 537 33 0
IE 1.945 768 1.096 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0
T 20.260 7.092 1.282 9.671 9 1.564 1.783 14.156 6 6.357 640 361 2164 898 2.470
LT 1.856 810 742 5 90 0 409 640 171 1 33 8 75 0 0
LU 161 76 50 2 6 0 16 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0
LV 1.159 598 307 0 117 0 517 456 130 1 32 14 34 1
MT 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 16 1 7 0 0 1
NL 1.975 1.207 269 253 12 0 0 5.931 13 675 541 920 365 22 0
PL 21.776 7.060 3.161 1.261 2.622 0 8.982 9.696 1.584 247 833 590 2305 59 0
PT 1.167 260 94 536 25 150 577 319 0 0 0 0 240 169 228
RO 15.670 5.526 773 8.985 36 19 4016 1.154 179 572 194 251 579 60 0
SE 4.181 2.001 1112 0 118 0 773 2.189 223 18 101 0 19 2 0
S| 494 134 62 276 2 0 107 246 7 5 3 5 119 11 0
SK 3133 1.342 642 838 30 0 263 1.371 260 36 13 13 31 1 0
UK 20.830 14.747 5.329 0 43 0 5.815 8.900 1.706 83 623 373 234 29 0

Source: Eurostat
Note: “0” (zero in Italic) should be understood data not available

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium

100



2. The EU on the global seed market

World seed sector overview

Although the seed industry is crucial for modern@dgture, worldwide total sales and profits aré no
as large as for other agricultural inputs, sucpesdicides, machinery or fertilizers.

The global commercial seed market plaghich continues to experience a robust growtpra@gched

a value of $24 billion USD in 2086The Context Network estimates that the 2006 petgury part of
the global commercial seed market value has reagh@e billion USD, an increase of nearly 40%
over 2001 estimates.

Putting these figures in perspective, the seedsaatnover represents 30% of the yearly turnover o
Nestlé (CHF 107 billion Swiss Francs in 2007) ahé turnover of the biggest seed company
(Monsanto, $ 7,5 billion USD) is just comparablehe net profit of BASF (4,1 billion Euros).

The following table gives an overview of the estiethsize of the 2002-03 internal market for seed

and other planting material for 49 countries, véttotal estimated internal market of about 25duilli
USD.

Corn and soybeamepresenting nearly 50% of the global seed magdeet from far the two largest
seed crop markets as showed on the following gpapenting data from 2006.

Market value of major seeds crops (Yo

Market value of major seeds crops
(%)

| Maize

B Other cereals
m Soybean

B Qilseeds

m Cotton

m Sugarbeets

Vegetables

4.6

Flowers

Source: USDA, GAIN report E47001

® Source : International Seed Federation (ISF)
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2003 estimated size of the internal commercial mask for seed and other planting material of selected
countries (in USD million)

Country Market size Country Market size Country Country size
(USD million) (USD million) (USD million)
USA 5.700 Hungary 200 Finland 80
China 3.000 Denmark 200 Paraguay 70
Japan 2.500 Sweden 200 Ireland 60
CIs 2.000 Austria 170 Portugal 60
France 1.370 Turkey 170 Bangladesh 60
Brazil 1.200 Morocco 160 Colombia 40
Germany 1.000 South Africa 150 Bolovia 35
Argentina 930 Czech Republic 150 Peru 30
Italy 650 Greece 140 Zimbabwe 30
India 600 Egypt 140 Slovenia 30
United Kingdom 570 Belgium 130 Saudi Arabia 18
Canada 550 Chile 120 Zambia 15
Poland 400 Nigeria 120 Ecuador 12
Mexico 350 Kenya 100 Malawi 10
Spain 300 New Zealand 20 Dominican Rep. 7
Netherlands 300 Slovakia 920
Australia 280 switzerland 80
Total 24 667

Source: International Seed Federation (The datavjgled in this table are for 2003 for most countyies

Traditionally, the seed markets were national miarkeith quite a low volume of international
exchanges. This has changed during the last 2@.y€he seed trade is estimated to have more than
tripled between 1970 and 1994, and quadrupled leet685 and 2005.

Evolution of seed exchanges worldwide

6000

5000

4000

3000

Million USD

Million USD

2000

1000 ——

1570 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

Source: International Seed Federation, 2007
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EU production and trade in seed

The European Seed Association (ESA) estimatesth®atEU commercial seed market valbas
reached approximately in between 6,5 and 7,1 hiltaros and represents more than 20% of the total
worldwide market for commercial seed. USDA estimatee EU market size for planting seeds at $
6,1 USD milliort®.

The EU is the largest exporter with an estimatgubexvalue of 2,7 billion Euros representing more
than 60% of the total worldwide export value of Biion Euros.

This evolution is quite unique in the agri-busingsstor especially when we compare the European
seed market evolution with the pesticides markBP)P which are today quite equivalent at about 6.5
billion Euros (PPP market value estimation at 6 @#8on Euros in 2004 by ECPA).

The EU market for agrochemicals has been relatiffatyduring the last 15 years. In 2004, the global
PPP market was valued at 24 734 million EurosBhepean area market share amounted to 6 769
million €, or 27,4 % of the totdl The EU market for agrochemicals is in a transipihase because of
legislative and structural changes due to the mefof the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), and
because of individual government legislative measto cut usage.

In comparison, there is still an important potdntin the international market for improved seed.
Several sources indicate an annual growth ratbaiitss% for field crops at global level, based lo t
following major growth drivers:

» Itis widely believed that only one-third of glolsded consumption is commercially traded;

» Crops consumption is expected to grow. In the OBFA® agricultural outlook 2007-2016,
worldwide wheat consumption is estimated to grownwmarly 10% by 2016 due to key
economic factors such as population growth, risimopme in developing countries inducing
meat consumption increase, increased demand foehiglue foods, and yield growth;

* Emerging economies of China, India, Brazil and Ryss

* Assumptions related to evolving biofuel production

In 2006/2007, EU grain seed production was antieghdo increase due to the reasons mentioned
above. Because of the increased acreage for geaith groduction, EU grass seed production was
expected to decline in 2007. Currently the maregfass seeds is in an oversupply situation.

The EU became a net exporter of planting seed002/2003, and its trade surplus has gradually
increased since then to $ 300 USD million in 2006&as summarized on the following graph. Both
EU Imports and EU exports evolutions are related tstrong increase of exchanges in vegetable
seeds.

10 USDA Foreign Agriculture Service. GAIN report EXIZL-2007

1 ECPA, Annual Report 2004-2005
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Total EU trade for seeds for sowing (in USD rion)
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In 2006, the EU 25 MS production of cereals seeds estimated at 8,9 million MT (and was
anticipated to increase in 2007 due to the cutnigit grain prices. France, Spain and Germany a&re th
top 3 largest European producers of cereals seedsthe production of these 3 countries represents
nearly 40% of the total EU 25 MS volumes.

In 2007, production of rapeseéat sowing was expected to increase due to theaddnfor rapeseed
as a feedstock for biodiesel in the EU. France@@aadnany are the 2 main producers.

Largest_maize seedwoducers are France, Hungary and Germany witheotively 21%, 17% and
13% of total EU 25 MS volume production.

The main producer of grass seéslDenmark with about 110 000 NfT followed by Germany, the
Netherlands and France with a production of eatldsn the 25 000 and 40 000 MT.

Vegetable seedare mainly produced outside the EU in a wide raoigeountries in which labour
costs are not as high as in the EU. The producedssare shipped to the EU, especially to the
Netherlands, for treating, sampling and packagimd) r@-exported to their final destination in the EU
or outside the EU.

EU 27 MS 2006 seed market value (in USD million)

Country Domestic Commerecial Seed Seed Balance (2006)
Seed Market Exports (2006) Imports (2006)
Agricultural Vegetable  Agricultural Vegetable  Agricultural Vegetable
Seed Seed Seed Seed Seed Seed
SM USD (estimations)

Austria 100 66 2 52 7 14 -5
Belgium 126 120 4 172 28 -52 -24
Bulgaria NA 11 1 30 5 -19 -4
Czech Republic 200 29 5 54 5 -25 0
Denmark 170 216 40 43 11 173 29
Estonia 3 1 -3 -1
Finland 103 15 5

France 1.915 590 200 275 78 315 122
Germany 1.000 360 33 251 50 109 -17
Greece 160 13 3 69 18 -56 -15
Hungary 200 137 8 77 14 60 -6
Ireland 60 4 0 28 4 -24 -4
Italy 670 89 58 161 111 -72 -53
Latvia 0 2 8 1 -8 1
Lituania 7 1 15 3 -8 -2
Luxemburg 5 0 6 0 -1 0
Malta 0 1

The Netherlands 208 182 641 138 180 44 461
Poland 260 48 3 98 38 -50 -35
Portugal 60 4 4 38 13 -34 -9
Romania 120 26 0 34 7 -8 -7
Slovakia 20 21 0 33 3 -12 -3
Slovenia 30 4 1 17 4 -13 -3
Spain 300 45 29 139 147 -94 -118
Sweden 155 40 3 26 7 14 -4
UK 257 55 25 130 43 -75 -18

Source: International Seed Federation, 2006

It must be noted that these figures have beenenos#h multiple sources (ESA, USDA, and Global
Trade Atlas) and, as mentioned in Table 5, shoseld¢tdnsidered carefully as frequent variations of
minimum +/- 10% have been observed.

12 USDA — GAIN report DA6005
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The major players in the seed market

The world top-ten seed companies

For several decades after plant breeding emergea rasognized field of science in the laté"19

century, almost all plant breeding activities tgakce in public institutes with a gradual shift of
breeding activities to the private sector during 26" century. This may explains why plant breeders
(public first and then public & private) have belangely involved in the development of national

regulatory frameworks.

The seed industry matured due to the introductibrinytrids, especially hybrid maize in North
America, hybrid sugar beet in Europe, and hybrigetables in South East Asia. In North America
and Europe, the hybrid seed industry grew fromamafly based family businesses. The profitability
of hybrids far outstripped that of non-hybrid opg@ollinated seeds. This leads to eventual
consolidation in the industry and the dominanceeferal key companies in particular crops. In the
1970s, these high margins attracted the attentfoeeweral agrochemical companies, waiting to
exploit possible synergies of the seed busineds thidir own line of business (e.g. the acquisitibn
Northrup King (USA) by Sandoz (Switzerland).

The emergence of biotechnology in agriculture a1B80s has led to a complete reorganization of the
sector. Today, leading seed groups are largely dvanallied with the world leading chemical/plant
protection companies. Consolidation through mergatsacquisitions took place in major field crops,
and is currently ongoing in the vegetable sect@isemicals companies’ interests in investing in
biotech are linked to the fact that many pesticidesd in agriculture may be replaced by transgenic
crops that have a biologically inbuilt resistance.

In 1996, the top 10 seed companies were repregealiout 37% of the worldwide market; in 2004,
the top 10 accounted for nearly 50% of the worldwadértified seed markét Monsanto, the actual
market leader was not present in the top 10 in 1996

World Top 10 seed companies based on 2006 seed raws

Company Country Seed sales (2006)

S USD miillion

Monsanto USA $ 4,028
DuPont (incl. Pioneer) USA $2,781
Syngenta CH $1,743
Limagrain FR $ 1,035
Land O'Lakes USA $ 756
KWS AG DE $615
Bayer CropScience DE $ 430
Delta & Pine Land USA $418
Sakata JP $ 401
DLF-Trifolium DK $ 352

Source: ETC Group.

These figures hide the large segmentation accoudifgth categorical product lines and geography.
About vegetables, to the exception of the compaB@sinis and Sakata, the other top 10 players are

13 Source : ETC 2006 report
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based in Europe amdainly in the Netherlands. Regarding sugar beefs ptayers are also based in
Europe (KWS, Syngenta, Strube-Dieckmann) wheregbesm seed market leaders (Monsanto,
DuPont) are based in the USA and in South Ame&ddRRAPA, Nidera).

The structure of the EU seed companies

The European seed sector is, also, characterized lrge segmentatioffrom national SMEs
involved in cereals or ornamentals only to inteioral companies with a multi-crops approach).

S&PM is not one sector but several sectors in emigvolution which are becoming more and more
specific in terms of type of products, type and bamof actors, competitiveness, product life cycle,
R&D efforts, added value and return on investment.

The leading Europe based seed companies are SgngedtLimagrain and they are, as well as the
major American companies mentioned above, operatortgwide.

In 2005, ESA statistics indicated that 21 companieg of 41 ESA individual members, have an
annual turnover of less than 50 million Euros wiiile 3 largest companies have a turnover of more
than 250 million Euros each. These statistics stimt/the EU seed sector is still made of a majority
of small and medium size companies

Breakdown of ESA individual members based on theiannual turnover

25
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Source: European Seed Association, 2005

As mentioned above, industry consolidatibiat started about 15 years ago happened in dields
areas. Genetic material, biotechnologies and #s=ociated Intellectual Property Rights (IPRs) have
been in fact leading to a new restructuring of tekations between agrochemical, biotech, food
processing, and see companies. Plant breedingdeoad in the past as'secret’ and hon-scientific’
activity, is moving to a high-tech industigvolving more and more trans-national companigss
consolidation has created a visible break betwésedh-in and biotech-out companies.

In the EU15 MS, the number of employerdhe private seed sector amounts to around 80 Die
business personnel involved in R&D (plant breediagg around 5 000 and these are working in
around 600 major research stations.

The existence of a plant breeding capacstya precondition for the release of well-adappdaht
varieties suited to the growing conditions, resista pests and diseases, with the quality requirgs
that the food and feed industry requires.

We observe 2 major groups of breeders as follows:

 The SMEs that are used to breed for their locainat markets and to develop partnerships with
foreign seed partners for the purpose of testirgitioning and, when relevant, for the marketing
of their existing cultivars in other countries cheterized by specific growing conditions (breed
locally - test globally);
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* Larger companies whose breeding strategy is manlyde European and/or a global approach
(e.g. maize) and consists in breeding for a giveeaAOf Adaptation (AOA)which could be
defined as an area where agro-climatic and plawigg conditions are uniform (breed globally —

test locally).
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