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Disclaimer

The European Commission has drafted and published this report in accordance with Article 114 of Regulation
(EU) 2017/625. This report aims to improve public availability of information on official controls carried out

by EU countries, and Commission cotgron these, in the areas of food and feed safety, animal and plant
health, animal welfare, organic farming and quality schemes for agricultural products and foodstuffs. Only

the Court of Justice of the European Union is competent to interpret EU lawg@alris to keep this

information upto-date and accurate. If errors are brought to our attention, we will try to correct them.

The material used for this report:

° is information of a general nature and is not intended to address the specific circumstaotasy
particular individual or entity;

° is not necessarily comprehensive, complete, accurate etaigate;

° is partly provided by national authorities in the EU countries, over which the Commission has no control
and for which the Commission can take ncsponsibility.

Some data or information in this report may have been created or structured in files or formats that are not
error-free.
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| Introduction

The Commission publishes an annual report on the operation of official controls in EU
countries in the areas of food and feed safety, animal and plant health, animal welfare,
pesticides, organic farming and qualischemes. This report is based on:

e the annual reports submitted by the national authorities on their official control
activities and

e the results of Commission controls carried out in EU countries.

Oc > h hrdportcovers theryears 2019 and 2020t providesa compilation of
comparable data intd&eUwide statistics for 2020.These data will, over timallow trends
in controls and norcompliance issues to be identified

Thisstaff working documentaccoin\ i d " n o c ~ reportard grovidespore’z n
details of the controlsand auditscarried out by national authorities and by the
Commission in specific areas of the food chain, as follows:

1 Food

1 Geneticallymodified organisms

1 Feed

1 Animal health

1 Animal by-products

1 Animal welfare

1 Plant health

1 Plantprotection products/Sustainable use of pesticides
1 Organic production

1 Geographical indications

i Faudulent and deceptive practices

1 Article 114 of Regulation (EU) 2017/625.



The graphicgelating to national officialcontrolsare based on the 2020 datdrom 26 of

the 27 EU countries, as Malta did nstibmit its 2020 annual report in time to be included.
These data are presented at EU level. Because the reporting requirements were different
for 2019, similar comparable data are not available farat year. The text in thistaff
workingdocumentis based on information submitted for both 2019 and 2020.

As the reporting requirements changed from 2020 onwards, not all EU countries were able
to provide all of their data in the detail required. This limits the extent of full comparability
in the graphics povided, as data might have been groupbg some EU countriesather

than splitinto the sub-categories.

For the Commission controtsarried outin EU countriedor each topica table lists the EU
countries audited, the number of auditarried ouf the number of recommendations

raised and the distribution of these over the different topics. A description of some issues
of particular interestis provided afterthe tables.



Food

Official controls carried out by EU countries

In this part of their annual reports, the EU countries have to report on the official controls
carried outin the areas of food and food safety, integrity and wholesomeness at any stage
of production, processing and distribution of food. This includesrties aimed at ensuring
fair practices in trade and protecting consumer interests and information, and the
manufacture and use of materials and articles intended to come into contact with food.
Therefore, data relate to the whole food chain, from farmiffighing and hunting to food
production, distribution, wholesale, retail sale and food services.

Oc @P ~jpiomd n% \Viip\g m kjmon _|j ijo ~jio
compliance is followedip. Whilesome reported that, in generatompliance was sufficient
and/or in line with pevious years, nalata on performance indicators were given.

Most EU countries reported that a reduced number of official controls veargied outin
2020 due to the COVI19 pandemic This makes it more dificult for them to compare the
2020 results with those from previous years.

Some of the annual reports contained information on the type of rmomplianceissues
found with food businessesProblems were identified in the maintenance of premises and
equipment, personal hygiene and training, food storage, procedures based on HACCP
principles, food handling and the respect of best before/use by datlsional authorities
indicate that reasons for noitomplianceincludeignorance of legislation on the part ahe
business operatorand, in some cases, intentional misconduct.

Table 1 provides a heat map of the numbers lofisinessesofficial controlscarried ouf
non-complianceissues identified and administrative sanctions applied across the different
parts of the food chain, in 2020.

The highest numbers ieachcolumn have the darkesthade of colour

2 Hazard analysis and critical control pointsArticle 5 of Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 of the European
Parliament and of the Council



Table 1 - official controls - food sectors - 2020

Non-
Businesses Controls compliance Sanctions
issues
Animal production 1536 971
Aquaculture 14 810
Growing of crops 1 795 645
Mixed farming 185 838
Hunting 238 112

Fishing 43 210

Meat of domestic ungulates 17 250 152 936

Meat from poultry and lagomorphs 52 747

Meat of farmed game

Wild game meat

Minced meat, meat preparations and mechanically separate
meat (MSM)

Meat products

Treated stomach, bladders and intestines

Rendered animal fats and greaves

Gelatine

Collagen

Highly refined chondroitin sulphate, hyaluronic acid, other
hydrolysedcartilage products, chitosan, glucosamine, rennet
isinglass and amino acids

Colostrum, raw milk, colostruthased and dairy products

Egg and egg products

Fishery products

Live bivalve molluscs

Frogs' legs and snails

Honey

Sprouts

6 195 4324

Processing and preserving of fruit and vegetables

Manufacture of grain mill products, starchesd starch
products

Manufacture of bakery and farinaceous products 746 857 25979

Manufacture of vegetable oils and fats 16 768

Manufacturers of beverages 79 371

Manufacture of otherfood products 181 601

Establishments producing food contact materials

General activity establishments (cold stores;weapping and
re-packing establishments, wholesale markets, reefer vesse

Transport and storage 190 943

Wholesale 193 600 55 739 8 349 5312

Retail 3 737 304 763 841 151 777 104 902

Food and beverage service activities 2 444 358 802 830 201 183 103 000

Others 204 027 81 002




Official controls in the food chain need to cover a broad range of food categories and a

number of specific topics:

1. Dairy products

2. Dairyalternatives

3. Fats and oilsand fat
and oil emulsions

4. Edible ices
5. Fruit and vegetables
6. Confectionery

7. Cereals and cereal
products

8. Bakery wares
9. Fresh meat

10. Minced meat, meat
preparations and MSM

11. Meat products

12. Fish and fisheds
products

13. Eggs and egg
products

14. Sugarsyrups, honey
and tabletop sweeteners

15. Salts, spices, soups,
sauces, salads and
protein products

16. Foods intended for
particular nutritional uses
as defined by Regulation
(EU) No 609/2013 of the
European Parliament and
of the Council

17. Beverages

18. Readyto-eat
savouries and snacks

19. Desserts excluding
products covered in
categories 1, 3 and 4

20. Food supplements as
defined in point(a) of
Article 2 of Directive
2002/46/EC of the
European Pdiament and
of the Council excluding
food supplements for
infants and young
children

21. Processed foods not
covered by categories 1
to 17, excluding foods for
infants and young
children

22. Others, foods not
covered by categories 1
to 21

23. Foodcontact
materials

Table 2 provides an overview of the official contralarried outin the EU countriesduring
2020 on the above food categories and specific topics, in relation to EU rulé® icross

cutting areas.

Table 3 gives an overview of the number of n@empliancessues detected and the
number of administrative sanctions applied by the national authoritieshe different

sectors.

Both tableslist the top five food categories for the specific topics.

3 Malta did not report in time for this report; Belgium, Ireland, Latvia and Sweden provided inconaalzte
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Table 2 - official controls
Microbiological criteria

5. Fruit and vegetables o 28 890
10. Minced meat, meat... 49 561
11. Meat products s 50 995
1. Dairy products IS 54 544
9. Fresh meat IEE————r 007

Contaminants in food

7. Cereals and cereal... . 11611
12. Fish and fisheries... 12 269
9. Fresh meat IS 22 985
17. Beverages IS 31 662

5. Fruit and vegetables GG 3? 738

Labelling, nutritional and health claims

20. Food supplements... I 33 468
5. Fruit and vegetables 33849
1. Dairy products IS 34 515
17. Beverages SN 50 498
9. Fresh meat NS 50 017

Improvement agents (additives, enzymes,
flavourings, processing aids)

6. Confectionery NI 6 607
11. Meat products 8356
15. Salts, spices, soups,... I 8 559
5. Fruit and vegetables N 11 669
17. Beverages IS 3283

Contamination by/migration of food contact
materials

8. Bakery wares B 1318
21. Processed foods... 1566
6. Confectionery W 2 058
5. Fruit and vegetables MmN 3 405
23. Food contact... ] ? 763

- topics

top 5 - 2020

Pesticides in food

1. Dairy products == 4039
17. Beverages 4556
7. Cereals and cereal... mm 5003
9. Fresh meat w14 506
5. Fruit and vegetables - —— 3 314

Residues of veterinary medicinal products in food

12. Fish and fisheries... 1 5100
13. Eggs and egg... ® 7509
5. Fruit and vegetables ® 9929
1. Dairy products ™ 13491
9. Fresh meat ()7 287

Genetically modified organisms (GMOs) in food

6. Confectionery I 1245
5. Fruit and vegetables 1297
21. Processed foods not... s 1 304
22. Others — foods not... I 1] 485
7. Cereals and cereal ... I ? 474

Irradiation of food

1. Dairy products SR 278
12. Fish and fisheries... 481
5. Fruit and vegetables mom———— 334
9. Fresh meat IS 1 145
15. Salts, spices, soups,... IS 1 181

Other

17. Beverages W 59 792

11. Meat products 67 459

5. Fruit and vegetables M 70756
1. Dairy products M 79 550

9. Fresh meat NN 063 138



Table 3 - non-compliance issues & sanctions - topics - top 5 - 2020

Microbiological criteria Pesticides in food
11. Meat products [l 1005 17. Beverages I 74
1. Dairy products 000 1323 7. Cereals and cereal... /0 86
4. Edible ices 1N 1347 12. Fish and fisheries... Il 109
10. Minced meat, meat... I 1578 9. Fresh meat [ 150
9. Fresh meat [N 6286 5. Fruit and vegetables [N 045
Contaminants in food Residues of veterinary medicinal products in food
22. Others — foodsnot... Il 142 13. Eggs and egg products W 23
12. Fish and fisheries... I 153 12. Fish and fisheries... 1 28
5. Fruit and vegetables [ 236 1. Dairy products [l 35
9. Fresh meat I 290 5. Fruit and vegetables [l 46
17. Beverages NS 757 9. Fresh meat I 325

Improvement agents (additives, enzymes, flavourings,

Labelling, nutritional and health claims . -
processing aids)

17. Beverages [ 5393 .
& 6. Confectionery I 137

8. Bakery wares e 140
5. Fruit and vegetables [N 165
11. Meat products [N 166
17. Beverages IS 176

21. Processed foods not... I 5580
22. Others — foods not... I 5834
5. Fruit and vegetables [N 6362

11. Meat products [N 15794

Other topics Administrative sanctions
9. Fresh meat | 2764 9. Fresh meat | 3772
22. Others — foods not... 000000 3613 22. Others — foods not... I 3963
17. Beverages N 4678 21. Processed foods not... NN 4308
8. Bakery wares [N 4707 5. Fruit and vegetables [N 6313
21. Processed foods not... NN 6779 17. Beverages IS 8281



The EU countries need to repantmore detailon a number of specific topics:

The hbelling of

genetically modified 11
. 15
organisms (GMO) usec
in food products
The wse of unauthorised 1 1
B H J v food products
Irradiation of food 9 5
Food contact materials 1740 534
| food
Novel foo 208 146
‘Kovelajj % dn ajj_ oc\lo cphlin di oc™ @P _d_ ijo "~jinpl



| Commission controlef EU countries

EU countries audited:

Number of auditscarried out 39

Poland: 6, Belgium: 3- Malta: 3,
Germany: 2 Spain: 2- France: 2 Italy:
2 - Cyprus: 2 Romania: 2 Slovenia: 2

Total number of recommendations raise 164

Recommendations per audit area:

Ready-to-eat food, 19 Horse meat, 18

Microbiological contamination -
Primary production, 26

Bivalve molluscs,
5

Products from
mammals and
poultry, 5

Bovine
traceability and Products from
Fishery products, 37 Products from mammals, 19 slaughter, 14 poultry, 8

The following controlsn these areasare highlighted:

Ready-to-eat food

In 2019, we concluded a series of audits and fdiding missions to assess the
arrangements put in place bthe competent authorities in th&U countries to verify
businessea 2 ~j hkgd\ i ~" r doc dhptjapplyte readyto-eatfoodn™ | pd m™ h
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The audits/missions focused on how national authorities implemented official controls in
establishmentshat produe ready-to-eat food mainly of animal originwhich isconsideed
to potentially po® a higher microbiological risk to consumers.

The series found that the official controls were, in general, effective in identifying hygiene
non-compliancessues

Howeverpn-the-spotvisits identified instances where national coats had either not
detected certain norcompliancessues or, more often, had detected them, but had not
consistently or effectively followed up to verify thdtusinesse had rectified the problems
in a timely fashion. These issues related mainly to:

e bushesse' procedures to prevent crossontaminationand

e businessa’ kmj ™~ _pm n ]\n’
requirements.

_ ji C<>>K kmdi "dkg"~

In some cases, these necomplianceissues led to food safety alerts and outbreaksf
food-borne illnesses

These ineffective elements in the controls stem from different but sometinsésired
challenges, for instance

e addressing training/support needs for statarrying outcontrolsin this sector (where a
substantial range of requiremnts needto be checked)or

e implementing more systematic reviews blsinesse aimed at identifying the
underlying causes of contamination incidents in order to h#vem address thae
effectively and to preventhe issues fromreoccuring.

The auditsalso found that EU countries have put in place different measures to address
some of the challenges for official controlslentified in this area, as well as facilitating
businessoperator compliance and consumer awareness.

11



Horsemeat

Official controlscarried outby EU countries unveiled tHiaorsemeat scandéin 2013,
identifying the presence of horsemeat in meat labelled as beef. The discovery led to the
recall of beef products in supermarkets across Europe and further investigatieading to
prosecutions in several EU countries.

Against this background, we carried out four audits in 2019 to assess the performance of
the official control systems, and to identify improvements (if any) made following the 2013
scandal.

The audits identified that the competent authorities hattengthenedhheir official control
systems and the applicable national legislation, with the adnimproving compliance with
and enforcement of the relevant EU requiremenasid ensuing that only horses with the
correct identification and clearance for slaughter enter the food chain.

Nevertheless, the audits identified a number of deficiencies and challenges faced by
competent authorities in controlling this sectdrhe mainchallenges include:

e v mdad”\odji ja oc  c¢cj mn  k\searekssueddy 2 m  gd\ ]
multiple bodies across the EU;

e nrdao ~jmmj]jm\odji ja oc  c¢cjmn n% no\lopn
e accuracy of the information available in these database
e controlson the mandatory recording of nepermitted treatments; and

e issues regarding the return of horse passports which are no longer valid to the
respective passport issuing bodies.

12



Food of non-animal o rigin

In 2018 webegana second series of audits to evaluate the effectiveness of official
controls to verify, and where necessary enforcethe implementation of food hygiene
requirements bybusinesss, in particular thoseequirementswhichaim to prevent
microbiological corgmination of food of noranimal origin.

An initial audit series, carried out between 2013 and 2016, identified a number of
shortcomings, most notably that:

e official controls on primary producers of food of neemimal origin intended to be
eaten raw were ot or not sufficientlyfocused onthe risk of microbiological
contaminants;

e official samples to verify microbiological contamination were rarely taken;

e as regards sprouproduction, controls were not sufficiently effective in verifying and
enforcing therequirement that seeds used for sprouting are specifically produced for
this purpose, or that they are fit for sprouting.

?pmdi b oc ~“jpmn ja oc didod\g n md n
official control systems, with more focusding placed on microbiological risks. EU countries
responded positively to the recommendations made in those audit reports.

This second series extended the scope of the audits to include frozen fruits and vegetables.
These products are an increasingly inmant food source in the EU, but are also associated
with food-borne outbreaks.

The first six of these followup audits demonstrated progressn implementingofficial
controls atthe stage ofprimary production, though there is still significant scope for
improvementin controlson frozen soft fruits and vegetables.

The audits also established that thirgarty certification schemes and (associated)
inspections implemented by major retailers, discounters and supermarkets play an
important rolein reducing nicrobiological risks associated with food of n@mimal origin
These efforts are consistent with the General Food Eawhichgives food business
operatorsprimary responsibility for the production of safe food

5 Regqulation (EC) No 178/2002

13


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=celex%3A32002R0178

Genetically modified
organisms

Official controls carried out by EU countries

EU countries must carry out official controls tonitorthe deliberate release into the
environment of genetically modified organisms (GBJ@r the purpose of food and feed
production. In most EU countries, there are no deliberate release activities.

Table 4 provides an overview of the number of official controried out nonrcompliance
issues identified and administrative sanctions applied in 2020 relation tothe commercial
cultivation, experimental release and seeds and vegetative propagating materials for use in
food and feed.

Table 4 - official controls - GMOs- 2020

8000
7000
6000
5000
4000
3000
2000

1000
0 [

Commercial . Seeds and vegetative
Experimental release

cultivation propagating material
B Number of official controls
471 16 7485
performed
B Number of non-compliances 247 0 479
detected
B Numb f administrati
umber of administrative 26 0 10

sanctions

Commission controlof EU countries

The 2019 and 2020 work programmes did not includay auditsrelating tothe deliberate
release of GMOs into the environment.

® The use and labelling of GMO in food afesd is reported in the food and feed sections.

14



Feed

Official controls carried out by EU countries

Businesses active in the feedsector can be classified a®llows:

registered establishments

approved establishments

businesss manufacturing and/or trading medicated feeding stuffs

farmers using feed

Table 5 gives an overview of the numbers of establishments, official contcalsied out
non-complianceissues identified and administrative sanctions applied at EU |éviel 2020.

Table 5 - official controls - feed - 2020

Administr &ive sanctions

Man-compliances

Official controls

Establishments

Establishments | Officialcontrols | Non-compliances Adminisraive

sanctions
m Approved establishments 11 565 54 328 B 102 3 340
m Registered egablishments 1164 170 73 445 7416 3 525
B Farmers using feed 2204 054 42 517 5461 1662
W Operators manufacturing andfor 2 909 1452 986 124

trading medicated feeding stuffs

" These businesses carry out operations involving more sensitive substances, such as certain feed additives,
premixtures and compound feedingstuffs, requiring prior approval (all establishseeed to at last be
registered with the authorities).

8 Data for 25 EU countries: Malta did not submit its report in time to be included in this report; Luxembourg
provided incomplete data.

15



Official controls in the feed sector cover issues such as feed labelling, traceability,
additives,undesirable substances, medicated feed, pesticides and GMOs.

Noncompliancessues and sanctions were attributed tp p n d i Shoritomimgs in one or
more ofthe following labelling/traceability, feed safety, additives, undesirable substances,
prohibitedmaterials, medicated feed, pesticides, the use of unauthorised GMOs and the
labelling of GMOs.

The graphics iTable 6 give an overview and breakdown of the numbers of official controls
carried out noncompliancessues identified and administrative sations applied over
these different aspects in 2020.

While pesticide residues ifeed isthe biggestfocus of official controls, most non
compliancessues and administrative sanctionselated tofeed labelling and traceability.

Specific noacompliancessuen  h " i odj i ° di oc @P ~jpiomd’

- the maintenance of premises and equipment, hygiene rules and cleanliness;

- self-monitoring plans not addressing all risks, the formalisation and updating of
documents (tests, traceability, e)¢ maintenance of permanent written procedures
based on the HACCP principles (deficient HACCP or HAG&hgeidapted or
updated), lack of recortteeping or inadequate documentation;

- feed labelling;

- the status of the registration/approval: operatingthut registration; validity of
registration/approval; nomegistration of all activities;

- incorrect use of feed additives;

- the presence of undesirable substances in feed.

In its report, Estonia mentioned that it had prepared guidelinesdoline salesof feed.

® Some EU countries indicated that they are not yet able to provide these data in the format required.

16
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Table 6 - official controls

- feed - 2020

Official controls, norcompliancessues and administrative sanctions across 11 different topics,

ranked by absolute figures

Official
controls
carried out

Non
compliance
issues raised

Sanctions
applied

1: 200035
1. 82474
A: 40182

B: 27145
D: 24468
K: 15014 .

F:5268
C: 1265

A: Labelling of feed
B: Traceability of
feed

A/B: 4570
D: 1370
C 1284

G 255 -‘ C:Safety of feed
] | D: Additives in feed
G:71

E: Medicated
feeding stuffs

F: GMOs in feed
G: Labelling of
GMO

H: Unauthorised
GMO in feed

I: Pesticides in feed
J: Undesirable
substances in feed
K: Prohibited
materials in feed

K:52

17



| Commission controlef EU countries

EU countries audited:

Number of auditscarried out 10
France: 2
Total number of recommendations raise 32

Recommendations per audit area:

General feed hygiene, 8

Feed additives and ingredients, 22 Feed - use of insects, 2

In this area the followingcontrols are highlighted:
General feed hygiene

In 2020, a series of audits built on the findings of previous audits on feed additives and
processed animal proteins, which had identified some systemic weaknesded icountrie’
official controls, justifyirg a deeper and broader look at the overall feed sector in the EU.

Oc™ \'p_don “jg m _ @P "~jpiomd n¥%b jaad~rd\g "]
m- bdnom\odji ja a ~_ “~no\]J]gdnch ion" a " _ g\
suitability of feed businesdusinesse Y2 C-based frocedures.

18



We carried out three audits in 2020; three are planned in 20%dth a further three to
follow in 2022.

Feed additives, their ingredients and traceability

Feed additives and their mixtures (premixtures) are usegrioducingfeed for animals. EU
countries must verify that feed manufacturers only place safe feed additives and safe feed
on the market.

We examined the implementation of official controls ¢eed additives, their ingredients
and traceability in a series of audits carried out in eight EU countries in 2018 and 2019.
This series resulted in an overview report in 2020

Oc” jg m\gg m npgon ja oc \p_dmspectionsoh kj ndo
feed additive (and feed) manufacturers and the testing of feed additives was working well.
Nevertheless, several areas for improvement weiaed,with common problems relatg

to the competent authoritiegassessment of feed labellindyusiressesYHACChased

procedures and the implementation of appropriate sampling protocols.réleantEU

countries implemented corrective actions accordingly.

10 Qverview report on official controls on feed addits/etheir ingredients and traceability.

19


https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/overview_reports/details.cfm?rep_id=139

Animal health
Official controls carried out by EU countries

Official controls carried out in relation to the identif ication and registr ation of
cattle, sheep and goats

During 2020, 7% of all cattle (5% of all holdings) were the subject of an official control.
2% of all holdings were norcompliant. FoB0 171 animals (0.04%)n 1 752 holdings the

authorities ordered movement restrictions, f604 holdings 23 168 animals) thisaffected

all animals present. Fot9 237 animals (0.06%) on 83 holdings (0.004%gestruction was
ordered.

For sheep and goats, 6% of the animals (4% of the holdings) were subject to an official
control, with 2% of all holding$ound to be noncompliant

Belgiumnotesthat most sheep and goaté the countryare kept as a hobby, with keepers
beingless aware ofthe need for identification and registration. Czegmotesthat there is
a high incidence of the loss of one or both ear tafyg grazing animals

Estonia created guides and instructions for animal keepers and food business operators.
Other official cont rols

In additionto animal farming, there is a broad range of activities whezentrols relating to
animal health are vital to control outbreaks artle spread of animal diseases.

Table 7 provides an overview of the number of operators involirethese activities and
the number of official controlscarried out noncompliancessues identified and
administrative sanctions appliéd in 2020.

11 Sweden notedhat due to outbreaks of animal diseases, it had limited resources to produce the data in the
field of animal health.

20



Table 7 - official controls - animal health - 2020

Administr aive sanctions

Estabishm ents with non-complance

Official controls

Establishments

ESIEDSIMENS ) miniseraive
Estabhishments | Official controls with nor- .
. sanctions
compliance
B Approved aquaculture estabishments 25045 6644 314 156
m Approved assembly centres (bovine, 2127 1850 1092 72
ovine, cgprine, porcine, equing)

B Approved bodies, nstitutes and

certres (Council Drective32/65/EEC) 582 123 27e 143
W Approved dealers (boving, ovine, 10 182 4810 672 349

capring, porcine)
.Authorlsec! aquacu It_urE animals 1865 cces 176 14
processing establishments
m Brd quarantine establishmernts 35 15 1] 1]
m Control posts (Council Regulation (EC)
No 1255/97) 110 1506 3 4
m Embryo coliection / production teams 370 321 25 10
IEstEbﬁshmentsapprwed_fc:rEU trade 15 800 14 509 332 110
of poulkry and hatching eggs

m Semen collection centres 1313 1005 113 B7
W Samen storagecentres 100 734 58 49

21



| Commissiorcontrolsof EU countries

EU countrieswudited: ‘ ' . b IE * ‘ '
Oos 0
v - '

Number of auditscarried out 21

Bulgaria: 5, Czecle: 2, Greece: 2 Hungary 2

Total number of recommendations raise 80

Recommendations per audit area:

Salmonella control
programmes -
African swine fever, 29 poultry, 15

Disease
Avian influenza, 30 Rabies, 4 management, 2

In this areathe following controls are highlighted:
African swine fever

During 20192020, we carried out controlsf affected EU countries and completed a series
of fact-finding visits insomediseasefree EU countriesThese visit§ocused on their
preparedness and response capacity for the diseddhis affects wild boar.

22



The evidence gathered indicated that all EU countries were taking measures to prevent and
prepare for a possibl&preadof the disease ito their territories. They were monitoring

border areas properly in order to detect the diseapromptly, but passive surveillance was
weak in other parts of their territory. This constituted a weak point in case of geographical
jump of the disease.

The Commission identified good practices, whicipported theupdateofo ¢ = @P %2n  n o m\ ¢
paper o African swine fever.

Highly pathogenic avian influenza

We focused the controls on the EU countries most affected by the epidemics in-2016
and in 2020, and issued recommendations to improve their preparedness and response
capacity.

The main shortcomigs noted relatedto poor risk assessments for the entry of the disease,
insufficientapplication of disease prevention and containment measures, and suboptimal
epidemiological analysis to inform the rapid selection of the most suitable control
measures.

The detailed knowledge obtainedom some of the audited EU countries helped the
Commission to manage the application of the regionalisation policy during the 2021
epidemic of the disease.

Z00noses

The audits orSalmonellain poultry populations showed that the majority of EU countries
are achieving their targets. The main shortcominggedrelated to the low rate of
detection ofSalmonellain samples taken byarmers versus official sampling. This renders
oc  a\ milingonibution to theSalmonellanational control plans practically
ineffective.

The evidence indicated that generally, vaccination programmes for eradicasibggsare
properly implemented and the number of cases in animals have decreased.

23



Animal by-products

Official controls carried out by EU countries

Animal byproducts (ABPs) are materials of animal origin that people do not consume. ABPs
can spread animal diseases (e.g. Bovine Spongiform Encephalop&8i$£) or chemical
contaminants (e.gdioxins) and can be dangerous to animal and human health if not

properly disposed of. EU rules regulate the movement, processing and dispiosedse.

Table 8 provides an overview of the numbers of establishments, official contratsied
out, non-complianceissues identified and administrative sanctions applied, in 2020,
comparing the numbers between approvednd registered establishments.

Table 9 compares the numbers of naromplianceissues and administrative sanctions
between two types oproduct noncompliancessue

- labelling and traceability of ABPs and derived products
- safety of ABPs and derived products

Table 8 - official controls - ABPs- 2020

40000 30000 20000 10000 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 70000

. -_
T ..
Non-compliances I‘

Administrative sanctions “

W Approved establishments or plants M Registered establishments or plants

12 These establishments process, handle or store ABPs and/or derived productgdhbligsnents need to be
at least registered with the authorities).
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Table 9 - product non-compliance - ABPs- 2020

administrative sanctions

non_comp”ances _

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000

non-compliances administrative sanctions
B Product non-compliance: labelling
and traceability of animal by- 2403 977
products/derived products

B Product non-compliance: safety of

animal by-products/derived 974 379
products
Noncomplianceissues notedd i oc @P ~jpiomd n¥% \iip\lg

- the incorrect removal of ABPs, naemoval of ABPs and/or failure to hand over ABP
to authorised persons;

- transport of ABPs which were not clearly identified;

- poor hygiendn storage premises, failure to prevéentry of animals and vermin,
state of cleanliness of containers, inappropriate storage of ABPs;

- unsubstantiated documents, incomplete completion of documents, missing
documents;

- the unauthorised placing on the market of ABPs, carrying out of unauthdrise
activities.

Estonia plans to organise information days on topgtschas procedures based on the
HACCP principles, cressntamination, traceability and labelling requiremenas the
competentnationalauthorities consider that Estonian startps do n® have a good
overview of the requirements of the ABP Regulation.
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| Commissioraudits of EU countries

EU countries audited: . a 4}:' A ‘ '
' o - wvr

@i
8

Number of auditscarried out

Total number of recommendations raise 33

Recommendations per audit area:

Hygiene, traceabhility and channelling of animal by-products
(ABP) and derived products, 12

Processed animal proteins, 14 Feed ban - BSE, 7

In this area the following controls are highlighted:

Hygiene, traceability and trade requirements of processed animal proteins.

Audits onABPs and derived products of mammalian origin cover EU countrig=ontrols
on meatproducing establishments dealingithh ruminants and pigs and ABP processing
plants, where the risk of crossontamination or misuse of ABPs derived from different
species andhe risk of fraudulent practices is the highest. In 2020, three audits were
carried out; five audits ar@lannedfor 2021 and a further six in 2022.

Processed animal proteins are authorised for use in certain types of animal feed, mainly

for manufacturing compound feed for pets and farmed fish, aptbducingorganic
fertilisers or soil improvers. EU countries needvirify that products placed on the market
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are safe and traceable, thus preventing the possible unauthorised use of materials
ANjitovdidib kmj”A"nn” _ \Vidh\g kmjo di di "~ mo)\

In 2020, an overview report on how EU countriegplemented official controlson

processed animal proteifscollated the main findings of audits in eight EU countries
carried out in 2018 and 2019The audits focused on processed animal proteins produced
and traded between EU countriesd imported into theEU,and the traceability and trade

of organic fertilsers and soil improvers. We alsonsideredhe practical implementation of
the requirementgelating tochannelling consignments of ruminant processed animal
protein intended for expay following a relaxation of the feed ban rules in July 2017.

Oc™ \p_don ajpi_ oc)\ obumwmesseandtestngnaf pratéssed i nk ~ ~ o d
animal proteins was working well overall, but that controls on crbgsder traceability
needed to improveThe main deficiencies identified included

1 poor or limited implementation of official controls on channelling of consignments
of ruminant processed animal proteins intended for expartd

1 the failure of the competent authorities antlusinesss to systematically record
information on the movements of processed animal protetreded within the EUJ
thus undermininghe EUwide traceability of these consignments.

Recommendations were made accordingly dhd relevant EU countries toatorrective actn.

3 Qverview report on official controls on hygiene, traceability and trade requiremenmpafessed animal
proteins.

27


https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/overview_reports/details.cfm?rep_id=141
https://ec.europa.eu/food/audits-analysis/overview_reports/details.cfm?rep_id=141

Animal welfare
Official controls carried out by EU countries

Animal welfare on farm

Table 10 provides an overview of the numbers of production sites, official contatsed
out, sites with norcompliancessuesand sanctions applied, in 2020, across the animal
species listed.

Table 10 - official controls - animal welfare on farm s - 2020

R RIH R RN TR

Sanctions

A A ARSI RSN CRCNE Y A AP P AP AP AP AP AP A

Sites with non-compliance

G S AR RSN RS ) AT AW A A AP AT

Controls performed

rroducton stes I FEFEN < TRRR R RN RIS IS IS B I T By

Sites with non-

Production sites Controls performed compliance Sanctions
= Pigs 430191 50660 4370 4658
= Laying hens 38403 5520 558 536
< Chicken 88396 8287 902 805
w Calves 1020998 22888 5457 6327
1 Other 1308519 49465 8915 9911

The EU countriegenerallydid not provide a thorough analysis of the welfare of animals on
farms. While some gaven indication of the main issues identified, there wegenerallyno
descriptiors of action plans to improve the situation, although these are required by the EU
rules.

Animal welfare during transport

Table 11 provides an overview of the number of offic@ontrolscarried outand
administrative sanctions applied across the different animal species, in 2020.

14 Articles 151, 152, 156, 157 and 158 of Regulation (EU) 2017/625 require an analysis of the most serious
findings of non compliance and a national action plan to prevent or decrease their occurrence.
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Table 11 - official controls - animal welfare during transport - 2020

sencions 3 1R R VRV SR S ) < < B

NI I I

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Official controls {m m {m

Official controls Sanctions
w Cattle 248459 2728
= Pigs 394346 3124
« Sheep/goats 19428 242
s Harses/donkeys 21362 123
< Poultry 270256 1231
1 Other 14162 255

These official controls led to a number of administrative sanctions being applied. The
graphs inTable 12 show the number of sanctions applied for the different species. The
main issues were:

9 for cattle and pigs, thditness of animals
9 for poultry,transport practices
1 for the other species, problems with transport documentation.

Belgiumnotedthat foreign transporters are responsible for a significant proportion of the
infringementsidentified, posing difficulties for enforcement. These infringents are sent
to the national contact point of theelevantEU country

There arealsono clear descriptions of action plarie address major deficieries, despite
the requirement for these.

15 Article 154 of Regulation (EU) 2017/625 requires an analysis of the major deficiencies detected and an
action plan to address them.
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Table 12 - official controls - animal welfare during transport - 2020
Administrative sanctions for different specieslating tosix areas

A(2547)
E(1597)

B (554) ‘
c(s27)
F(341)
D{230) ~

Cattle

A(3530) A: fithess of

B(862)

. animals
F(SIS}\ B: transport
D(264) 1

o practices

C: Means of
transport

D: water, feed,
journey times
E: documents
F: other

Pigs

Sheep &
goats
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£(292)
F (63)
c@o) N
B(21) .

p(12)
A1)

Horses
and
donkeys
B(1018) e
F (504) A.fltness of
. animals
cuzs) gy B: transport
o practices
Poultry C: Means of
transport
D: water, feed,
journey times
E: documents
F: other
E(266)
Af113)
F(104)
C(99)
B(74)
D (58)
Other

Animal welfare at the time of killing

The reports contain some information regarding animal welfarslaughterhouses and
during culling of animals for animal health reasons.

Germany stated that, in its opinion, reporting on official controls on animal welfare at
slaughter is optional and therefore unnecessary. Irelatsb did not provide any
informationin this section. Greeceotedthat, due to resource problemsome regional
services are lagging behind on animal welfare controls. Hungary indicated that it would
submit the statistical data in another way, in accordance with regulations.
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EU countries didiot yet make full use ofthe ability toreport these data through the new
annualreporting ofofficial controls (AROC) platform.

| Commission controlsfoEU countries

EU countries audited: ‘ ' .‘ " "‘
~ -ww
<0+=>5
w
13

France: 2

Number of auditscarried out

Totalnumber of recommendations raiset 57

Recommendations per audit area:

Animal welfare reporting, 20

Animal welfare - slaughter,
6

Animal welfare - tail docking of pigs, 23 Animal welfare - transport, 8

In this area the following controls are highlighted:
Animal welfare on farm - pigs

We completed a threg/ear project aimed at reducinthe routine tail docking of piglets. As
part of this project we audited four EU countries and led visitsseveral EU countrieky a

team of experts with handn experience in rearing pigs with intact tails. The experts met
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authorities and farmers and gave advice and recommendationsnfaking progessin this
\m \) R \gnj \nn nn" _ @P "~jpiomd n% \~"rodji

Animal welfare on farm - indicators

Through our audits and analysis, we looked at the methodologies (including the use of
indicators) in EU countries to demonstrate cdiapce with legal requirements and to
assess the state of welbeing of farm animals. With a few exceptions, official services do
not use animal welfare indicators and the related methodologies are beihg developed
Therefore, most EU countries canrdgmonstrate thenecessarylevel of compliance in their
territories regarding animal welfare, due to the absence of specific objectives and/or the
lack of suitable methodologies to monitor tke.
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Plant health

Official controls carried out by EU countries

The EU countries have to report on the official controésried outon businesse
authorised to issue plant passportsand businesss authorised to apply théSPM 15
mark'’ to wood packaging materials.

Table 13 provides an overview of the numberlmfisinesses involved, official controls
carried out noncompliancessues identified and administrative sanctions applied, in 2020.

Table 13 - official controls - plant health - 2020

. Operators authorised to issue plant
Operators authorised to apply the mark P .

passports
M Operators 12093 34520
Official controls 10763 42283
W Non-compliances 520 3502
M Sanctions 615 2786

Germanynotedthat the introduction of thenew EU regulations requirealsignificant
commitment in terms ofhuman resources to reegister, update and educate
establishments. The Netherlands and Poland repof@ger controls orlesscoverage,
because this is a new area of controls. France statieelse new regulationsverethe
reason for the high number of neoompliancessues identified during official controls.
Slovakia used the timé¢hat the COVIBEL9 pandemic restrictionsvere in placeo develop
materials and manualdgor professional operators and inspectors.

16 Plant passports are harmonised labels that mustcompany all plants for planting during all businets
business movemets within the EU, to ensure the absence of quarantine pests, compliance with regulated
non-quarantine restrictions and traceability.

1 A mark on woodcpackaging materials shows thelyave undergone treatment to remove or kill pests.
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| Commission controlef EU countries

EU countries audited: _— . ‘ ' -

Number of audits performed: 10

Spain: 5, Italy: 2

Total number of recommendations raise 41

Recommendations per audit area:

Plant pest outbreaks
Plant pest outbreaks (Tomato {Bursaphelenchus
Brown Rugose Fruit Virus), 7 xylophilus), 5

Plant pest
outbreaks
Plant health - Import | Plant pest outhreaks (Trioza
Plant pest outbreaks (Xylella fastidiosa), 18 controls, 4 (Aromia), 4 erytreae), 3

In this area the following controls are highlighted:
Controls on harmful pests and diseases

Plant health ismportantfor sustainable agriculture and horticultural production, food
security and protection of the natural environment. We continued to conduct a wide range
of audit and analysis activities in tfield of plant health, in EU countries (and n&t
countriesthat export plants to the EU), to verify compliance with EU rules.
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EUROPHY-Outbreaks

Rapid reportingby EU countries on new outbreaks of pests and diseases, and on their
spread in the EU, isuhdamental forassessingisk factors and better targeting EU
Ajpiomd n% ~jiomjg \ ”odq-dasedmodule fBrouttmepkno ¢ T m
notifications under the EUROPHYT system, with the adoption of a common protocol for
notifications. This faditates rapid reporting andupportsthe harmonisation of practices
between EU countries. The introduction of mapping tools in the EURGPHleaks

system now allows the extent and localisation of outbregksbe visualised Thissupports

rapid decisionmaking providingincreased protection against phytosanitary risks.

Audits on outbreaks of pests in the EU

The EU priority peskylella fastidiosas a bacterial pathogen that has done serious damage
to olive trees. Wédnaveregularly audited control measures in all EU countribat have had
outbreaks of these bacteria since its first detection in Italy in 2013. The audit results and
follow-up to these havecontributed significantly to improving controls in these EU
countries. We continued audit and followp activity in Italy and other EU countries to
address this particular plant health risk.

After the first EU outbreak of theomato brown rugose fruit virus in Germany in 2018, nine
further EU countries reported outbreak§tbis virus in subsequent years. Its damaging
effects could be of significantoncern forplant healthin the EU.The viruswas mainly
detected in tomato crops and greenhouses, as alsofoundin field crops and peppers.
We audited the control measurdgaken in a number of the affected countries, to support
eradicationwork across the EU.
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Plant protection products
Official controls carried out by EU countries

Plant protection products (PPP) are subject to official controls at market level and during
use.

Marketing of PPP

A range ofbusinesss areactive in thePPRdistribution chain. Table 14 provides an
overview of the number of operators, official contratsrried ouf nonrcomplianceissues
identified and administrative sanctions applied across tigpes of operators, in 2020.

Table 14 - official controls - marketing of PPP - 2020

administrativesanctions - [ R
Non-comptiances. 1 RN
Oftcial contrs |

. Non- Administrative
Operators Offcial controls . .
compliances sanctions
® Authorisation/parallel trade permit 213 146 35 28
holder
W Distributors/wholesalers/retailers -
professional and/or amateur use 335 181 42 22
PPPs
M Entry points 1901 896 48 32
Manufacturers/formulators 2107 1046 46 28
W Others 2636 2796 173 114
m Packers/re-packers/re-labellers 3337 866 104 65
B Storage depots/transport
74567 21475 2898 2013

operators/logistics companies

A specific norcomplianceissueat this stage is the storage of PPP that are no longer
authorised to be used.
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Use of PPP and sustainable use of pesticides

Table 15 provides an overview of the number of operators, official contoalgied out
non-complianceissues identified and administrative sanctions applied, in 2020, across the
types of operatoran relation toofficial controlscarried outon the use é PPP and the
sustainable use of pesticides. Other professional uses include use in forestry, around
railways and roads, ne@agricultural areassuchas golf courses and other public areas,
seed treatment operators and spray contractors and/or service plergi

Table 15 - official controls - use of PPP- 2020

Other Other professional users Agricultural users
m Operators 6 064 1909 683 5182 399
Official controls 625 35569 64 456
m Non-compliances 161 7 157 9983
m Administrative sanctions 159 4422 7 448

Non-complianceissues identifiedrelated to use exceedinthe authorised dosage of PPPs,
the use of PPP$or purposes for which they have not been authoriseidthe use of
unauthorised PPPs, the use of PPPs in breach of the conditionmdtectinggroundwater
and not respecting theequirement forprior notificationwhen usingrodenticides.
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| Commissiorcontrolsof EU countries

EU countries audited: ‘ '.‘E‘ ' - . AR
— e wr

Number of audits performed: 9

Total number of recommendations raise 49

Recommendations per audit area:

B Pesticides M Sustainable use of pesticides

In this area the following controls are highlighted:
The sustainable use of pesticides

The broad range of measures set out in therective® on the sustainableuse of pesticides
(SUD) provides the basis for reducing the risks and impacts of pesticide use on human
health and the environment, in particular by promoting the usentégratedpest
management (IPM) and alternatives pesticides.

SUD report

We submitted the second report to the European Parliament and the Council on the
experience gained by EU countriegnmplementingnational targetsset outin their national
action plans (NAP) and on progressimplementingthe sustinable use of pesticidés The

18 Directive 2009/128/EC

19 Report from the Commission to the Europearripgment and Council on the experience gained by Member
States on the implementation of national targets established in their National Action Plans and on

progress in the implementation of Directive 2009/128/EC on the sustainable use of pesticides
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=celex%3A32009L0128
https://ec.europa.eu/food/system/files/2020-05/pesticides_sud_report-act_2020_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/food/system/files/2020-05/pesticides_sud_report-act_2020_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/food/system/files/2020-05/pesticides_sud_report-act_2020_en.pdf

report concluded that, despite widespread delaysemisingNAPSs, and the absence of high
level, outcomebased targets in most of the revised NAPs, EU countries have made
progress inmplementingthe SUD. The control of thenplementation of IPM by farmers

and growers continues to be the most widespread weakness in the application of the SUD
in EU countries. This report was published alongside the Farm to Fork and Biodiversity
strategies’oj pi _ mgdi = o coftande b achtevinkthegebticide‘rédgctiod h k
targets set out in these strategies. To this end, the Commissionprilpose arevison of

the SUD1o reinforce theprovisions on IPM, and promatiee greater use of alternative

ways to protect harvests fronpests and diseases.

Evaluation of the SUD

We started an evaluation of the SUD and launched an impact assessment of its possible
future revisionto be done in line with the Commissigguidance on Better Regulation

In May 2020, we published a combinedaluation roadmap and inception impact
assessment for this initiativeé. This document aims to inform p@le living in the EU and
groups affected by this policy about this initiative and allow them to provide feedback and
participate actively in future consultation activities.

R jmb\idn _ \ =00 m Om\didib ajm N\a m Aj]j
competent authorities on the topié&gustainableUse of Pesticides Directive (SUD)

2009/128/EC- experiences on its current implementation and possible future policy

options4~The workshop ran from 219 November 2020. Additional details concerning the

evert are available via theevent websité’.

SUD implementation

In 2019, we carried out seven audits to evaluate the implementation of measures to
achieve the sustainable use of pesticides. The 2020 work plan contained six audits; we
postponedfive of thesedue to the COVH19 pandemic. Wearried outone audit remotey.

We organised two series of Better Training for Safer Food courses. The first serieefbcus
onimplementinglPM. These 14 courses started in 2018 and we extended the period over
which these courses ran, to compensate for delays due to the CQ¥Ipandeanic. The
second series, on pesticide application equipment, started in the third quarter of 2019.
These six courses focus on inspection and calibration techniques.

20 European CommissionFarmto-fork Strategyand European CommissignBiodiversity Strategy

21 European CommissionBetter requlation: quidelines and toolbox

22 Roadmap and results of this public consultation

23 BTSF Woshop details
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https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12413-Sustainable-use-of-pesticides-revision-of-the-EU-rules
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12413-Sustainable-use-of-pesticides-revision-of-the-EU-rules
https://icfnext.swoogo.com/SUD
https://ec.europa.eu/food/horizontal-topics/farm-fork-strategy_en
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/strategy/biodiversity-strategy-2030_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12413-Sustainable-use-of-pesticides-revision-of-the-EU-rules
https://icfnext.swoogo.com/SUD

Harmonised risk indicators

In August 2020, we published updated Barmonisedrisk indicatoss for pesticides for the
2011-2018 periodfor the EU countries (whiglat that stage included the United Kingdom).
These indicators are important because they show the trends in the risks associated with
the use of pesticides.

We alsorecently set ambitbus targets to reduce the use and risk of chemical pesticides
(based on Harmonised Risk Indicator 1), and the use of more hazardous pesticides by 50%
]t -+.+" pi _~ mfaonctoforkstratedyd nndj i %n

Harmonised Risk Indicator 1 (HRI 1), wmuosasures the use and risk of pesticides, shows a
decrease of 17% since the baseline period in 202013, but no change compared to

2017. Harmonised Risk Indicator 2 (HRI 2), based on the number of emergency
authorisations, shows an increase of 56% since thaseline period in 2012013, and an

8% increase compared to 2017. These results show that there is no room for complacency
if the EU is to reduce the risks associated with pesticides.
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Organic production and labelling

of organic products
Official controls carried out by EU countries

For the2019 reporting year, the Commission sent follewp letters to 21 ElWountriesand
2 European Free Trade Association (EFTA) countries, because their annual fepibras
year lackedquality or accuracy on omnic data or officialorganic controtopics™.

This allowed claritation onissues related to:

e alack of compliance with the legal control requirements (number of annual
inspections, additional riskased and unannounced inspections carried out);

e alack of information on the number and type of naronformities detected and
information on the relevant measures applied;

e alack of information on the supervisory activities by tbempetentauthority in
relation tothe organic control bodies (auditsumber of files examined, witness/review
audits, major findings and follovup given to irregularities);

e alack of information on actions taken by th@mpetentauthority to ensure
compliance by the organibusinesss and/or the effective operation of thewfficial
control services.

The Commissiokkassessment of the annual reporsubmittedfor the 2020 reporting year
is ongoing

EU countries may delegate to control bodies certain official control tasks and other official
activities”®. In mostEUcountries private control bodies are active in certification and

official controls of organidusinesss. The competent authorities are required to supervise
these bodies'.

Under the rules on organic productidal) countriegompetent authorities for aganic
farming supervise the control bodies to whom they delegate official control tasks and
report the results of this supervision activity to the Commission. The supervision audits
include office assessments of the control procedures, witnessed auditsyevthe

24 Annex Xlllc and XllIb &fegulation (EC) 889/2008

25 Article 28 of Requlation (EU) 2017/625

26 Article 33(a) of Regulation (EU) 2017/625.
42


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32008R0889
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32017R0625

competent authority observes the inspection carried out by inspedians the control

body, review audits, where the competent authority directly inspects orgaumstnesss to

verify compliance with the organic rules. The competent authoritiggase measures

rc m i A" nn\mt' di~gp_dib oc rdoc_m\r\g ja

Commissiorcontrols ofEU countries

EU countries audited: . & b

Number of audits performed: 5

Total number of recommendations raise 54

Recommendations pexudit area:
The recommendations in this area are not split into further topics.

In its Farm to Forlstrategy, the Commission set a target for organic farming at 25% of the
@P%n \ bmd~” pgopm\ g 10 yeargtheiehas beenaninrreabenf 638cto g\ n o
currently 8.5% of the totaltilised agriculturalarea’”.

Imports of organic agrfood products are also significant, reaching 3.2 million tonnes in
2019%,

We continue to carry out an annual programme of audits of the control systems for omani
products produced or imported into the EU.

Private control bodies certify imports from most ndflJ countries and audits of these
bodies are an important part of the Commission audit programme in the organics sector,
accounting for 12 of the 17 audits aaied out in 20192020. The remaining five audits
were in EU countries.

A main difference between the two cases is that control bodies in-fhcountries may
apply group certification if the group has an internal control system. This approach
facilitates exports from small farmers in developing countries that cannot afford individual
certification. Many of the norcompliancessues found in noREU countries relate tssues
with the implementation of this system

27 Qrganic farming statistics provided by Eurostat

28 EU Agricultural Markets Briefs No 13, March 2019: "Organic farming in the EU. A fast growing.sector"
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https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Organic_farming_statistics
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/food-farming-fisheries/farming/documents/market-brief-organic-farming-in-the-eu_mar2019_en.pdf

The most frequent adverse findings identified in the audits in EU counteésted tothe
supervision of control bodiesompliance withminimum control requirements from the
control bodies, the notificatioto the competent authoritie®f non-compliancessues by
businesse from the control bodies and the lack of enforcement of measures in cases of
non-compliancessues.

44



Protected designation of origin,
protected geographical indications
and traditional specialities

guaranteed
Official controls carriedut by EU countries

EU geographical indications (Gl) legally prot8@31 registered names of products in order
to promote their unique characteristics antotectthe traditional expertise of their
producers. More than 700 nonEU Gls names are protext in international agreements.
Each Gl has a specific standard on how the product is made, while also serving as a
guarantee for the quality and authenticity of the product.

In terms of economic performance, the estimaltealue of salesin the EUof Glproducts in
2017 was EUR 74.76 billion, including the United Kingdom (EU28), accounting for 6.8% of
the total food and drink sales (EURLD1 billion for the EU28). Winesnake up51% of this
value, 35% isprovidedby agricultural products and foodstuffs,nal drinks account for

13%.

The average value premium rate for Gl products in the EU28 was estimated in 2017 at
2.07, indicating that the sales value of Gl products was on average (weighted) 2.07 times
higher than the sales value for comparable standaragucts without a Gl labél.

EU countriegarry outofficial controls onbusinesse“eompliance withproduct
specifications and the labelling of the products, at production and marketing level.

In 2020, 26 EU countries submitted specific information on official controls and
enforcement ofGlsas part of their annual reports. In comparison to previous years, ithis
an increase in the number of reporteceived while submission via the digital AR
platform considerably improvethe transparency of the submitted information and data
extraction.

29 Study on economic value of EU quality schemes, geographical indications (Gls) and traditional specialities
guaranteed (TSGS)

30 Study on economic value of EU quality schemes, geodraphical indications (Gls) and traditional specialities
guaranteed (TSGS)
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https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/da50e584-6ce4-11eb-aeb5-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/da50e584-6ce4-11eb-aeb5-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/a7281794-7ebe-11ea-aea8-01aa75ed71a
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/a7281794-7ebe-11ea-aea8-01aa75ed71a

The national authorities identified various objectives for the official control<=df. Hungary
notedthat maintaining trust and protecting the interestsf consumerswas one ofits
objectives, and Czeahnotedthat ensuring the rights of the GI producers were guaranteed
and respected was within their remit.

Due to the COVH29 pandemic, some EU countries reported difficultiexa@rrying outthe
planned number of official controls (e.g. Franmed Belgium) By contrast the Italian

central inspectorate for the protection of quality and fraud prevention of afpbdd products
(ICQRF) reportatiat it had carried ou215.9% ofits planned controhctivities due toan
intensification of controls in &€ommerce, where a particularly high number of operations
took place as a direct consequence of the epidemiological situation.

National authorities applying the temporary measufes order to maintainthe smooth
functioning of the internal EU market and to ensure the free circulation of goods during the
COVIBL9 restrictions,had to closelymonitor changes in the difficulties in carrying out

official controls. Moreover, they were still required to apply a+iglsed approach in

carrying out their official controls. In this way, while relaxing certain obligations relating to
official controls, the EWountries were able to ensure that producers relying on Gls did not
need to decertify their production during the pandemic

Based on the informatiosubmitted the following observations have been made:

e COfficial controls on Gl included prmarket checksand checks in the marketplace. In
some countries (e.g. France) 90% of the cheakse pre-market, whereas in for
example Slovakia there were 67 prenarket checks in comparison to122 checksin
the conventional marketplace

e COifficial controls in the maket place are split into checks in the physical marketplace
and checks on the internein addition tocheckson individualbusinesss, some
national authorities also addressed Gl imigements on internet platforms

e Some countries (e.g. Estonia and Finland) indicated thabemmerce had not been
separately audited or separately recorded in the control system. Some (e.g. Estonia)
carried outcombined checks both inthe physicalmarketplace and on the ternet -
on thesamebusinesss.

e With the growing size and frequency of-eommerce operations, checks on internet
sales play an increasingly important role in establishing GI infringements. The trend to
increase the proportion of checks ina@mmercecan be considered apositive.

M bpglodji #@P$ - +-+*/11 ji o hkjm\mt h \npm n _pmdi
control systems due to coronavirus disease (COVHR
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e Some countries indicated a particularly high level of compliance (e.g. Greece 97.3 %
and Belgium), while in others a higher naompliance rate was detected (e.g. in
France 10 % or Austria 31.4 % of necompliance, fand in 10.6 % of thebusinesss).

e The types of infringement included: necompliance with the product specification,
presence of substances not allowed or not declgradbelling not in accordance it
the rules andcaseswhere nonGl products were labelled &Sl

e Some countres reported information on infringements per product or product category
(e.g. ltaly or Austria), while others reported per entire €dtar (e.g. Hungaryon
wines)

e Enforcement actions administereshcludedadministrative and judicial actions. The
relatively low rate of judicial actions (in comparison to the number of administrative
actions) might indicate a relativelless serious levebf infringementsidentified
Administrative actions included temporary closuretbé businesss (e.g. in Hungary)

e Some EU countries with particularly higtwareness ofGlissueshave reported a very
high number of official controls for all types of checks (e.g. Franaeied outover
43 000checks, and Italgarried out132 251 checks)

e \ery limited oralmostno information was provided on the checks of thht originated
from non-EU countries buis protected in the EU either via direct application or on the
basis of international agreements.

Table 16 provides an overview of the numberlmfisinesss subject to officialcontrols, the
number of those with norcomplianceissues the number of official controlscarried out
non-complianceissues raised and administrative sanctiorapplied in 2020.
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Table 16 - official controls - PDO/PGI/TSG/GI 2020

Sanctions
Mon-compliances
Controlled operators with non-compliances

Official controls

Controlled operators

Controlled
Controlled .. . . .
Official controls operators with = Non-compliances Sanctions
operators .
non-compliances

B Pre-market 135955 243556 10606 19075 11682
W E-commerce 2959 7111 661 1967 1755
B Conventional 25094 34183 2045 3355 1990

| Commissiorcontrolsof EU countries

EU countries audited: ‘ ' ‘ ' Y Y
et AN 4

Number of auditscarried out 5

Total number of recommendations raise 14

Recommendations per audit area:
The recommendations in this area are not split into further topics.
In 2019-2020, we auditedfive EU countries on their control systems in this area.

The audit teams found overall weitructured systems of official controls with designated
competent authorities and welrained staff in place.

The mainnegativefindingsrelated toweak market cotrols of products from other EU
countries and nofEU countries and the fact thahesecontrols were not always based on
an appropriaterisk assessment. For their own products, the EU countries often failed to
cover all of the elements of the product spdications when carying out controls on
producers.
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Fraudulent and deceptive practices
Official controls carried out by EU countries

Fraudulent and deceptive practices are characterised by their intentional nature, aimed at
achievingan economic gain, imiolation of legal rules and at the expense of the immediate
customer or the final consumer.

There are different types of fraudh the agrifood chain dilution, substitution, concealment,
unapproved enhancement, counterfeit products, mislabelling andeigrg

National official controls programmes

Competent authoritiegire requiredto carry outofficial controls to identify possible
intentional violations of the rul€e$, through fraudulent or deceptive practices, and taking
into account information regardinguch violations shared through the mechanisms of
administrative assistance and any other information pointing to the possibility of such
violations.

EU countrieseported on suclofficial controls Examples included official controts:

honey;

olive oil

illicit wine production (obtained from water and sugar solutigins

e-commerce of food supplements;

the sector of selfstorage facilitiesto ensure these are registered/appred for the
activities offered,;

an illegal slaughterhouse

the falsification of veterinary certificates regarding animal healskatus;

equine identificationand

the trade of animals.

= =4 -4 -4

== =4 —a -

Coordinated control programmes

EU countries contributed to EU control programmes coordinated by the Commission.

32 Regulation (EU) 2017/625 introduced new rules on fighting fraud in the entire-fogrdl chain. Article 9(2)
requires EU countries to carry out official controls regularly, with appropriate frequencies determined on a
risk basis, to identify possible i@entional violations of the rules through fraudulent or deceptive practices.
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An initial programmecalleduponnational authorities tancreasetheir vigilance and adapt
their control activities on online offers and advertising of foadrelationto COVIBL9,
following the rise in sales of products claiming to prevent and/or cure the dis€ase

The programmaeasked the EU countries to:

1 trace and identify websites, sellers arnmlisinesss with illegal practices in
marketing food and food supplements linked WiCOVIEL9 sold online in the EJJ

1 follow-up on noncompliances and suspicions hudulent practices that were
identified;

1 strengthen the cooperation and administrative assistance between Member State
authorities on the control of internet sales

1 inform consumers that products bearing COMIB infectionrelated health claims
were illggal and might even be injurious to their health.

A second coordinated controtggrammeaimed to estimatethe prevalence of some nen
compliances including fraudulent practices in the herbs and spices sécgir EU countries,
Switzerland and Norway actilyeparticipated. The goal was to protect consumers from
misleading and potentially unsafe products. Samples of six different herbs and spices were
analysed. Oregano was identified as the most vulnerable, with 48% of the samples at risk
of adulteration. TheCommission called on thlusinesss to take the necessary actions to
enhance prevention against fraudulent practices and on the national authorities to increase
their official controls in the sector and sanction thobeisinesse committing fraud.

Operations coordinated by Europol
The EU countries participate in yearly operations coordinated by Europol:

- Operation Silver Axe®Y targeting the counterfeit and illicit trade of pesticides, led
to the seizure of 1346 tonnes of illegal pesticides. Thisugntity could be enough to
spray 207000 kn?, or more than all the farmland in Germany which accounts for
nearly half the country, almost 756 of farmland in France or more than 15% of
the farmland of Romani&;

- Operation OPSON 2020 targeting thetrafficking of counterfeit and subtandard
food and beverageded to the dismantling of 19 organised crime groups involved in
food fraud and the arrests of 406 suspects. The operation included more than

33 More information on this coordinated control plan.

34 More information on this coordinated control plan, imting a question and answer section.

35 Europol press release on Operation Silver Axe V

36 Estimation of the possible use rate of the found products, Surface of farmlands, Eurostat, 2016.

37 Europol press release on OPSON 2020
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https://ec.europa.eu/food/safety/agri-food-fraud/eu-coordinated-actions/coordinated-control-plans/action-plan-online-offers-and-advertising-food-related-covid-19_en
https://ec.europa.eu/food/safety/agri-food-fraud/eu-coordinated-actions/coordinated-control-plans/herbs-and-spices-2019-2021_en
https://www.europol.europa.eu/newsroom/news/record-number-of-1-346-tonnes-of-illegal-pesticides-taken-market-in-2020-global-operation-silver-axe
https://www.europol.europa.eu/newsroom/news/320-tonnes-of-potentially-dangerous-dairy-products-taken-market-in-operation-opson-ix-targeting-food-fraud

26 000 checks. As a result, about 1000 tonnes of llegal and potentially harmful
kmj _p”~on rjmoc \]jpo O-3 hd@@tdnndsseizédm™ n°
animal food was the most seized product, followed by alcoholic beverages (more

than 2000 tonnes), cereals, grains and derived products, cotied tea and

condiments. Large amounts of saffron were seized:l@pin Spain and kg in
Belgiumwithanesd h\ o> _ g\l gp . hjm> oc\i O.+1

| Commissiorcontrok of EU countries

Our work programme did not contain audits on official consrohfraudulent and deceptive
practicesin 2019 and 2020.

In order to support and monitor the implementatidny the EU countriesf the new

provisions in the Official Controls Regulation controls on fraudulent and deceptive
practices we launched a projeah 2019 including a desk study and two pilot fadinding
studies of twoEU countes. In 2020, wecarried outfact-finding studies on four additional

EU countries, with two morglanned for 2022. The information collected in 2019 and 2020
shows that the BJ countries already have some arrangements in place to deal with threats
of fraud in the agrifood chain but that official controls targeting fraud are not yet
systematically in place across all control areas.

We will produce gguidance documenin 2022 based onthe information collected in this
project on challenges andxamples ofgood practice. This will facilitate the consistent and
effective application by the national authoritiesyf the new provisions on fighting
fraudulent and deceptive practicas the agrifood chain.
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