
































































































































































































































































































































































































































6. Availability of veterinary medicines for bees

Medicines for fighting varroa are currently lacking. It is important to encourage:
o registration and use of medicines against varroa which safeguard the quality of
hive products and colony health;
o registration and use of medicines against varroa according to a centralised
procedure at European level;
The other existing pathologies do not require use of medicines;
Prophylaxis should be encouraged in order to avoid the accumulation of exogenous
substances within hive components.

7. Food safety aspects (residues in honey)

In view of the specific nature of this social insect, use of the cascade principle is greatly
restricted;

Owing to differences in the use of medicines between the European Union and the rest of
the world, the Commission urgently needs to set residue thresholds (MRLs or RPAs)
which take into account the market situation and proposals from the beekeeping sector
(beekeepers and industry), which are fully consistent with European health policy;
Currently there are many hive products on the market which do not conform to
European rules. This is partly due to the insufficient level or lack of harmonisation of
veterinary border controls (BIP) and controls on the internal market.

8. Plant protection products

The evaluation of plant protection products must consider the extent to which active
substances are toxic for colonies and not just for bees;

A new risk assessment procedure should take into account chronic, larval and sub-lethal
toxicity, possible synergies between different substances and with pathogens. This
procedure should be developed in such as way that it does not limit new products from
being placed on the market;

The term “negligible exposure” must be defined on the basis of risk management,
subsequent to a risk assessment;

Accidental releases can occur because of several factors but firstly because of the
shortcomings in the way application methods for new neurotoxic molecules are
evaluated. Farmers must not be held responsible for accidental release when sowing
treated seeds;

Farmers, beekeepers, industry and legislators must cooperate to avoid any unwanted
consequences. Constant dialogue between these actors is needed;

Bearing in mind how sensitive bees are to their environment, we would insist upon
proper use of plant protection products in all areas, with special attention to areas where
insect pollination may be important, as well as cooperation between beekeepers and
farmers;

In our opinion, national surveillance programmes are urgently needed, within the
framework of European standards and harmonised across the EU.

9. Protecting bees by addressing biodiversity loss

Agri-environmental measures for supporting beekeeping should be covered under rural
development;

Programmes should be tailored as much to pollinators as to beekeepers;

Owing to the role of bees, beekeepers and farmers must be involved in the development
of the biodiversity strategy;

The vital role played by bees must be brought to the foreground in actions aimed at
maintaining biodiversity. They play a direct role, even if at the same time they also
benefit from improvements to biodiversity.

10. Common Agricultural Policy and bee health

The programme for improving the marketing and production of honey must be
maintained and the percentage of cofinancing increased. It should also include
coordinated action between beekeeping associations from different Member States;
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The focus on technical assistance and control of varroasis is essential as it covers aspects
relating to education on health matters and technical assistance for beekeepers in the
field, helping them to control the spread of pathogens. The focus on restocking is also
important as it helps them to address colony decline.

11. Research

There must be good cooperation in both basic and applied research into beekeeping,
ensuring that at the same time there is no overlap in the use of funds available from the
CAP and the Community budget for research and innovation (7t Framework
Programme etc.);

Research topics on bee health must focus on improving technology, prophylaxis and
disease control aspects; national research programmes should also be encouraged.
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Mr Jean-Luc Demarty
European Commission
DG AGRI
200, rue de la Loi
B-1049 Brussels

Brussels, 10t December 2010

Re: Cross-compliance controls in the sheep and goat sector

Dear Director General,

Following the Commission’s report to the Council published in March 2007 on the
implementation of cross-compliance, as well as the Council conclusions from June 2007
supporting the Commission’s proposals to improve the implementation of cross-compliance,
your services drafted and submitted inter-alia through the Management Committee for Direct
Payments, a working document for Member State authorities. This document is to help guide
cross-compliance control authorities in their work. It also clarifies that losing an ear tag or
individual animal passport does not mean an automatic sanction. National authorities may not
consider this as non-compliance liable to a reduction in direct support under cross-compliance.

At the last meeting of the European Commission’s Advisory Group on Sheepmeat and Goatmeat,
on 28th October 2010, the Copa-Cogeca delegation raised, amongst other issues, the serious
problem of cross-compliance controls related to respecting Community legislation on
identification and registration of animals from sheep and goat species, following the
introduction of mandatory electronic identification for sheep and goats in 2010 (implementation
of Regulation 21/2004). We believe that cross-compliance must remain proportional and target
the critical risk factors.

In particular, our experts alerted the Commission’s services to the issue of reductions under
cross-compliance resulting from cases of “non-compliance” owing to faulty electronic ear tag or
rumen bolus readers for sheep and goats. In our view, this would clearly be a case of minor and
unintentional “non-compliance” that should be treated with a level of tolerance and not pursued
by Member States. As the electronic technology is not yet able to give readings that are 100%
accurate on critical aspects, in particular for extensive livestock systems and markets with high
concentrations of animals, livestock farmers should not be sanctioned for technical failures,
unless cases of negligence have been clearly observed.

As such, we believe that either Regulation 796/2004 should be amended or your guidance
document on cross-compliance should be updated to ensure that controls and reductions are
implemented in a proportional and uniform way between Member States. The texts should take
into account developments in electronic technology.

We hope our comments will be given your full attention.
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Yours faithfully

Pekka Pesonen
Secretary General

CC: R. Etievant, J. Fernandez Martin (DG AGRI)
P. Testori Coggi, A. Laddomada (DG SANCO)
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copa*cogeca

europezn farmers BUTOPEAN agri-cooperatives

AHW(11)3342:2 Bruxelles, 18 April 2011

Copa-Cogeca contribution to the feasibility study on the
development of a harmonized EU framework for Cost and
Responsibility Sharing Schemes (CRSS) for animal diseases

Final remarks

1. Introduction

In the framework of the new Animal Health Strategy, the European Commission has requested
the University of Wageningen a feasibility study on the revision of Council Decision
2009/470/EC (ex 90/424/EC) on expenditure in the veterinary field.
The Aim of this study is to explore the possibility to develop a harmonised EU framework for
cost and responsibility sharing schemes (CRSS) for animal diseases and the criteria for this
development;
Copa-Cogeca has already contributed to the feasibility study (AHW(10)9259 (rev.1)).
EU stakeholders have now been invited to provide final views and considerations on the
different components of the CRSS as finalised in the feasibility study before the final adoption:
1. The Bonus Malus system (BM);
2. A public private partnership (PPP) in each MS that covers the direct costs! of a disease
outbreak;
3. Coverage of indirect costsz2.

The Bonus Malus system (BM)

- the BM affects the EU reimbursement to the Member States (MSs) only;
- the MSs get 1% additional reimbursement over the standard 50% (bonus) for each year
without an outbreak;
- MSs get:
o 1% reduction of future reimbursement of the standard 50% (malus) for each
reduction for each outbreak <1M€
o 5% reduction in future reimbursement rate for each outbreak between 1 and 9 €
o 10% reduction for each outbreak >gM€
- Floor 40% minimum EU reimbursement
- Ceiling 60% maximum EU reimbursement

Public private partnership (PPP) in each MS

It is a formal relation within a MS between government and farmers and other stakeholders to
cover the direct costs by means of a compulsory public statutory compensation scheme.

II.  Assessing the importance of the different items of the CRSS

! Direct costs related to the control of the epidemic (culling of animals, plus operational veterinary costs) are co-financed by
EU (Council Decision 9o/424/ECC).

2 Indirect costs include: (1) Farms culled and farms during the epidemic: loss of income during the epidemic and during the
time the farm is not fully repopulated and in production; additional start-up costs; (2) farms in a surveillance or movement
restriction which are not able to freely move animals or livestock products.
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Copa-Cogeca has been asked to distribute 100 points amongst the 3 different components3 of the
CRSS. The rank should reflect our priority list.

Part of CRSS Points

(Copa-Cogeca views)

The Bonus Malus system (BM) 1)

Public Private Partnership to cover direct costs (PPP) 1)

Part of indirect costs covered 100

Copa-Cogeca views:

1. Farmers already bear a lot of costs to control animal diseases on the farm. It should be clear
that the aim of CRSS should be “better regulation” and not incurring extra costs for farmers
for disease control.

2. Itis of the utmost importance that remains an incentive for the farmer to report diseases as
early as possible, also in case of difficult financial situation at the farm level;

3. There must always be reliable public intervention and support for the animal health sector,
and guaranteeing that special disease status’ at regional or MS level are fully respected;

4. Despite appropriate preventive measures, farmers are often faced with threats over which
they have little or no control (e.g. introduction on the farm of FMD, HPAI, BTV or CSV).

5. The CRSS scheme shall cover all direct and consequential losses:

- losses to farms within the zones, which do not have the disease but will be affected by the
stand still (not able to slaughter, slaughter of animals for welfare reasons, market
disturbances, ete.);

- removal of the killed or dead animals;

- costs for cleaning and disinfection of premises (initial + final);

- monitoring measures to be implemented;

- measures to fight diseases including vaccination;

- costs of obtaining disease-free status again;

- costs associated with getting back in business for the affected farmer, such as the
restocking of farms and possible falling prices as a result of market disturbances related
to the outbreak. This includes the possibility of food chain partners are avoiding
products from animals emergency vaccinated against FMD, CSF or Al

6. The Bonus Malus system between the EU and MS, as presented in the study, is not sector
related. This means, for example, that the level of outbreaks in the pouliry sector can
penalise the level of contribution that the pig sector may receive for an outbreak. The sector
might be not credited for the work already carried out in the area of biosecurity and fighting
animal diseases on farm.

III. Ranking the different policy options
In the CRSS:

¢ The Bonus Malus system can be included (Yes) or not included (No)

o The public private partnership (PPP) can be voluntary of compulsory for MS to
implement

e Coverage of part of the indirect costs in the CRSS can be included or excluded

3 For example, if you think that only 1 part is vital for the CRSS and the rest is irrelevant than you give 100 point to this
components. If you think all three are equally important you give all 3 components 33 1/3 points.



Rank 1 is the most preferred option and 8 is the least preferred option.

Option BM PPP Coverage of part of Rank
indirect costs
4 No Voluntary Excluded
= No Voluntary Included 1
3 No Compulsory Excluded
4 No Compulsory Included
5 Yes Voluntary Excluded
6 Yes Voluntary Included
7 Yes Compulsory Excluded
8 Yes Compulsory Included

Copa-Cogeca views

Among all policy options presented above, Copa-Cogeca would be in favour of option 2:

- no Bonus Malus system in place;

- voluntary possibility for each Member State to decide whether or not to implement a
public private partnership to cover part of the animal diseases losses;

- covering part of indirect costs.

However, in a limited number of Member States farmers are already included in a mandatory
public/private partnership to cover animal disease costs, and this should be recognised.

No ranking is given by Copa-Cogeca to the rest of the options.
Only for your information, the list of the most preferred options (in order of
importance) by:

- FVE (Veterinarians): 8 —7 -6

- UECBYV (traders of animals and slaughterhouse): 4 — 8 — 2

- CLITRAVI (Meat industry) 4 — 8 - 2

- AVEC (poultry industry): 3 — 8 - 4

- European Commission: 2 (no chance scenario) — 4 — 8

- CVOs conclusions: NO Bonus Malus System; Harmonisation at EU level needed; against
the possibility to include indirect costs in the veterinary fund; some few CVOs in favour
of a voluntary private/public partnership.

Preliminary Recommendations from the feasibility Study

1. Harmonising EU reimbursement rate between diseases;
2. Risk based EU compensation (integral/partial introduction of the proposed system)
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VB(11)5353:1

Copa-Cogeca recommendations for the joint meeting of the Management
Committee on Animal Products and the Advisory Group on Beefmeat on
29.06.2011

The beefmeat sector is facing many different economic, environmental and social challenges. In
order to ensure that the beefmeat production sector is truly dynamic, many measures need to be
introduced without waiting for the revision of the Common Agricultural Policy.

Specific recommendations

DIRECT PAYMENTS AND ADDITIONAL SUPPORT

Support for production

- Without waiting for the reform of the CAP: farm self-sufficiency in feed
In order for the European feed production sector to be more autonomous, we believe that
support granted to fodder crop production, which is used solely for confined fattening livestock
in non-grassland zones, can be effective. Another possibility would be to allow for more flexible
management of permanent pastures for growing cereals with the aim of using this feed for
livestock only (modification of article 6 — paragraph 2 of Regulation 73/2009).

Given the distressing situation in which many farmers find themselves following the drought,
specific support should also be provided to those farmers who do not own any land suitable for
use for growing fodder crops.

Within the CAP post 2013

Specific coupled support targeting vulnerable types of livestock farming should continue to be
granted through article 68. At the same time, greater flexibility should also be provided under
this article for Member States. The suckler cow premium and its national supplement should be
maintained as they offer a certain degree of certainty to beefmeat producers who are currently
faced with numerous challenges.

At the same time, beefmeat producers’ incomes depend on direct payments, especially in
extensive farming and Less Favoured Areas. These payments must therefore be secured.

Taking into account the important contribution the beefmeat sector makes in areas with
permanent pasture from an environmental point of view, support for grassland-based livestock
farming should be granted to farmers who use this land for livestock farming. This may be
linked to contractual commitments with a minimum duration.

Risk management

Insurance against economic losses resulting from hazardous weather conditions and animal
diseases should remain available to Member States as a voluntary option (article 70 of Council
Regulation 73/2009).
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MARKET MANAGEMENT INSTRUMENTS

Without waiting for the reform of the CAP:

The level of export refunds should remain the same in order to maintain the flow of
exports. The euro's exchange rate is the main factor here.

Export refunds for live animals should be reintroduced (in order to stem the flow of early
slaughters which risk destabilising the internal market).

It is vital that reliable Community monitoring of production and price trends along the
food chain is both maintained and improved (from the producer to the consumer).
Therefore, it remains vital that the Community classification table for carcasses is
maintained and that the global market is closely monitored. There must be a long-term
analysis (2015-2020) focusing on European and global production and consumption,
especially once the milk quota regime is withdrawn.

Moreover, it is important for there to be an analysis of the price trends for cereals and
protein crops and for there to be regular information for the livestock sector on these
aspects. Changes to specialised production systems should be monitored closely in order
to better understand the factors which have an impact on their development.

Within the reform of the CAP:

Neither the intervention price nor the reference price (1.56 EUR/kg and 2.22 EUR/Kkg)
reflect the market reality any longer (the economic situation on farms has changed since
the 2003 reform). Furthermore, production costs have increased more than the prices
received by farmers for their products. Taking into account these changes, the
intervention price and the reference price should be adapted and revised on an annual
basis.

The European price and margins observatory should create an indicator for monitoring
margins in the beefmeat sector.

Intervention and private storage methods should be adapted in order to ensure that
meat from young bovines (8-12 months) is also eligible for support when there is a
significant imbalance on the market.

Article 186 of Regulation 1234/2007 should be adapted so that it includes the ideas of
serious market disturbances and price variations, as well as margins.

The beefmeat sector should also be included in article 45 of Council Regulation
1234/2007 in order to compensate livestock farmers when consumer confidence is lost.

In the same way, the ability to trigger exceptional measures for supporting the market
must be maintained where there are market disturbances linked to the fight against
animal diseases (article 44 of Regulation 1234/2007) or emergency situations (article
191 of Regulation 1234/2007). The framework for these measures should remain flexible
enough to take into account the diverse situations in Europe.



ORGANISATION OF THE SECTOR

Without waiting for the reform of the CAP:

The EU must give producers, and the sector in general, the possibility to regroup and adapt
supply to demand, to react to hazards and to the needs of the market and to focus more on
adding value to its produce. Producers need to be able to obtain a fair share of the retail price in
order for them to be able to continue farming in profitable way. Therefore, the issue of the
relationship between farmers and major retailers should also be tackled. The EU can help
producers by providing legal security (e.g. as regards competition rules), particularly in relation
to the modification of chapter II of Regulation 1234/2007:

> Recognition of producer organisations, particularly cooperatives, and authorisation of
concentrating supply and collective bargaining on prices, production volumes, quality
criteria, etc. for the relevant market, defined at European level.

»> Creation of a Community framework for the contractualisation of beefmeat production
which could be done collectively (standard contracts) with the help of indicators on
market trends and production costs.

> Community recognition of interprofessional organisations and the roles they play, such
as creating standard contracts as well as their role in market transparency, promotion,
research and marketing.

> Support cooperation between producers and help them to develop local short supply
chains, reducing the pressure from intermediaries.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND INNOVATION

As around 40% of the beefmeat farms are located in Less Favoured Areas, it is important that
the payments for these zones, as well as their current delimitation, are maintained.

In order to be able to increase productivity, to better preserve biodiversity and to promote
sustainable production methods throughout Europe, livestock farmers need to optimise their
production costs (e.g. efficiency and self-sufficiency in energy, feed), adapt to the consequences
of climate change, optimise their carbon footprints and modernise livestock holdings. This can
only be done by providing adequate financial resources, including for applied research and
innovation, the results of which need to be passed on to farmers. Research and innovation could
focus on animal feed systems which help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions resulting from
animal digestion, by optimising the use of livestock effluent and other by-products, producing
farm-grown animal feed, using technology in animal housing to reduce energy use, producing
renewable energy, using innovative livestock farm management techniques (e.g. optimising
working hours and number of employees), providing support for the implementation of the
“farm to fork” strategy, improving marketing, etc..

EUROPEAN AND GLOBAL MARKET ACCESS POLICY

Without waiting for the reform of the CAP:

Taking into account the delicate nature of the European beefmeat sector, effective tariff
protection at EU borders needs to be maintained, without making new concessions to the EU’s
main competitors both within WTO negotiations and bilateral negotiations with Mercosur.
Imports of beefmeat must conform to equivalent production standards to those which are
respected by EU livestock producers (food safety, traceability, animal health and welfare, the
environment). These demands generate unacceptable distortions of competition on the single
market between low-priced imported products.
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In addition, global demand for meat will increase, but the trend of low prices is set to continue.
The EU has to strengthen its beefmeat export capacity by obtaining access to strategic markets.
Simplifying export license paperwork would play an important role in facilitating exports.
Moreover, if the EU's main competitors do not withdraw their measures which create distortion
and support exports, export refunds in the EU beefmeat sector should also be maintained as a
means of balancing the market when necessary (parallel treatment at the WTO). Export refunds
are a strategic tool, capable of preserving and developing European production and they play an
essential role in enabling producers to access markets in third countries which are net
importers.

PROMOTION

Without waiting for the reform of the CAP:

The beefmeat sector, which is not covered by certified quality indications (PDO, PGI, TSG,
organic farming, national labels), should also be eligible for promotion and information
programmes as long as this applies exclusively to EU meat and production. This could
contribute to encouraging the consumption of red meat in Europe, which is important for a
balanced human diet.

In order to encourage the consumption of European beefmeat outside Europe, promotion on
strategic markets needs to be strengthened.
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FL(11)5318:1
Mr Sandor Fazekas
President of the Agriculture
Council

175, rue de la Loi
1048 Brussels

Brussels, 23 June 2011

Follow-up to the E.coli epidemic

Dear President,

The Council of Agriculture Ministers is due to examine the E.coli crisis on 28t June. As such,
Copa-Cogeca would like to inform you of its views.

The damages suffered by producers and cooperatives are not solely the result of a reduction in
volumes sold and sale prices. In addition, there has been a loss of confidence in Spanish
cucumbers, which has spread to other vegetables, tarnishing the image of the entire fruit and
vegetables sector. Furthermore, Russia has placed an embargo on EU vegetables, generating
losses as a result of orders being cancelled and additional logistical costs. The condition for
lifting this embargo is for a certification system to be put in place based on national monitoring
programmes, which will mean new costs for operators and EU Member States.

The exceptional temporary support measures for helping the fruit and vegetables sector will not
be enough to compensate those producers affected by the crisis. Indeed, owing to the
€210million budget ceiling, the 50% compensation level established by the Regulation is not
guaranteed.

Furthermore, the declaration by Commissioner Ciolog promising that Member States will be
allowed to present new promotion programmes in 2011 for the internal and third-country
markets is not of a sufficient scale to restore the discredited image of the fruit and vegetables
sector.

For this reason, Copa-Cogeca calls on the Council of EU Agriculture Ministers to ensure that:

1. exceptional temporary support measures to help the fruit and vegetables sector are
extended until 31% July, whereby all vegetables and fruit should be eligible if the
reduction in prices can be proven to result from E.coli. Indeed, the exceptional
temporary support measures must include reference price levels in order to restore
market prices;

2. asecond course of exceptional temporary support measures is provided for by an
additional budget, separate to the €210million;

3. asystem is set up to provide retrospective compensation for the period 26t May to 18t
June, covering the difference between the reference price and the sale price of products
affected by the crisis. It is not a question of guaranteeing margins but compensating for
economic losses that can be duly justified by invoices;

4. afruit and vegetables promotion campaign for the EU and third countries is quickly
started. The campaign must be 100% EU financed via a specific, separate budget. As
with previous crises, promoting European product origin should be authorised.
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Although promotion activities are possible through the operational programmes of
producer organisations, on the one hand they are limited, and on the other hand,
producer organisations no longer have the means to finance them.

We trust you will pay due attention to our comments.
Yours faithfully,

Pekka Pesonen
Secretary General

Copies to :

Hungarian Presidency of the EU: Lazlo Vajda, Andras Czeti

EU Council Secretariat: Angel Boixareu, Lieve De Nil

Agricultural attachés for Member State Permanent Representations to the EU
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European Parliament
Rue Wiertz
B-1047 Brussels

Brussels, 16t June 2011

E.coli crisis

Dear President,

On 21% June, the Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development of the European Parliament
will be examining the E.coli crisis. For this reason, Copa-Cogeca would like to inform you of its
views.

The crisis which fruit and vegetable producers are going through is of unprecedented severity for
the sector. The European fruit and vegetables sector depends on the market for its survival and
is the least funded by the CAP. It receives only 3.7% of CAP funds yet it represents 17% of overall
European agricultural production. Furthermore, the fruit and vegetables sector provides many
jobs, including seasonal employment in several regions of the EU.

Copa-Cogeca is grateful to the European Commission for having quickly recognised the
disastrous economic consequences of the E.coli crisis.

Copa-Cogeca acknowledges the European Commission's Regulation on exceptional temporary
measures for assisting the fruit and vegetables sector, as well as the declaration from
Commissioner Ciolos authorising Member States to submit new promotion programmes in 2011
for the internal market and third countries, for the fruit and vegetables sector.

As the economic losses for EU farmers are in the region of between €500 and 600 million, the
temporary exceptional measures for assisting the fruit and vegetables sector will not be enough
to compensate those farmers affected by the crisis. Indeed, owing to the capped budget of €210
million, there is no guarantee regarding the 50% contribution established by the Regulation.

The current fruit and vegetables regime is not adequately prepared, nor does it have the
necessary tools available to it to deal with this crisis, which is unprecedented in the EU fruit and
vegetables sector.

It is important to acknowledge that it only took one local, public statement to destroy consumer
confidence in EU vegetables and even fruit, both within the EU and in third countries. Import
restrictions on vegetables and selected fruit (strawberries and categories of berries) produced in
the EU have been put in place by certain third countries and are indeed still in place, in
particular for vegetables at the Russian border. It will take weeks, if not months, to restore
consumer confidence in EU vegetables.

For this reason, Copa-Cogeca calls on the Commission on Agriculture and Rural Development of
the European Parliament to ensure that:

1. asystem with the aim of compensating farmers for the effects of the crisis draws on tools
established outside of the specific rules applying to fruit and vegetables. Copa-Cogeca
wishes to see all farmers who suffered economic losses which can be proven to have
resulted from the E.coli crisis, to be 100% compensated;
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2. all unjustified trade restrictions imposed by third countries are quickly lifted. If it is
necessary to establish a certification system for shipments to Russia, it must not be
complicated or costly. It is completely unjustifiable that all EU exports to Russia are
suffering, when the contamination was highly localised;

3. afruit and vegetables promotion campaign is set up promptly within the EU and in third
countries. This campaign must be 100% EU financed, by means of a specific and
separate budget. It should be possible for European product origin to be promoted, as in
previous crises.

We hope that these comments will be granted your full consideration.
Yours faithfully,

Pekka Pesonen
Secretary General

Copy to:
Political coordinators
Gerhard Kalb
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Brussels, 7th June 2011

Re: disastrous consequences for producers and cooperatives from the
fruit and vegetable sector following the E.Coli contamination of the
food chain

Dear Commissioner,

The E.Coli food chain contamination has had tragic consequences for the German population
and has also been disastrous for all producers and producer organisations working in the EU
fruit and vegetable sector. Therefore, Copa-Cogeca wishes to inform you of its initial comments.

Copa-Cogeca believes that fruit and vegetable producers and cooperatives are experiencing
unprecedented economic losses running into several million euro per day. Supply of seasonal
fruit and vegetables has reached full potential and consumer demand has fallen to almost
nothing, not only for cucumbers, but for all vegetables. Trade in vegetables if completely
paralysed in certain production regions of the EU, such as Spain. In some areas, 80% of
vegetable production is simply being destroyed as there is no outlet for it on the market. In
Germany, 100% of cucumbers produced were destroyed last week. The market situation is also
deteriorating in the fruit sector. Major retailers are attempting to obtain supplies of fruit from
outside the EU and Russia has now banned all fruit imports.

The prices which producers are receiving for their fruit and vegetables are extremely low across
the entire sector, well below production costs. For example, on representative EU markets,
comparing prices received last week with average prices for the past five years shows the extent
of the income loss being experienced. Cucumber prices have fallen to 5 euro cents/unit as
compared to 21 euro cents/unit, tomato prices are at 13 euro cents/kg as compared to 60 euro
cents/kg, lettuce prices are 5 euro cents as compared to 70 euro cents and green and red pepper
prices are at 0.50 euro/kg as compared to 1.20 euro/kg. Stone fruit prices have also fallen to

30 euro cents/kg.

Copa-Cogeca believes that the prevention and crisis management measures which are applicable
for fruit and vegetable producer organisation under the specific legislation for fruit and
vegetables provided for in Regulation (EC) n°1234/2007 are broadly-speaking insufficient for
enabling producers and their economic organisations to deal with such a dramatic fall in both
demand and prices.

Therefore, in order to enable producers and agricultural cooperatives to tackle such a serious
crisis, Copa-Cogeca requests that the European Commission rapidly puts forward proposals
aiming to create emergency measures. These measures should be 100% financed by the EU
budget. Copa-Cogeca is, for example, asking for the following measures:

= recovery of damages for withdrawals for all producers in the European Union. Recovery
of damages for withdrawals should cover income obtained from the market under
normal conditions as well as the entire volume withdrawn.

* recovery of damages for producers who stop production for a limited period of time. This
measure would be temporary for managing supply, enabling new price levels to be
established on European markets.
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* amarketing campaign (EU and third countries) for the consumption of fruit and
vegetables labelled as being of European origin. A precedent was set for the promotion of
European origin labelling during the dioxin crisis which affected the poultrymeat sector.
This measure would aim to rebuild European consumer confidence as well as the
confidence of third country consumers.

Moreover, Copa-Cogeca requests that the European Commission uses all possible means to lift
the trade restrictions imposed on fruit and vegetables produced in the EU by third countries.

The European Union’s fruit and vegetable sector provides a great many jobs in rural areas of the
EU, including a large amount of seasonal work. The EU should make a decision immediately and
should implement emergency measures at ground level. If such steps are not taken, a social
crisis stemming from the loss of numerous jobs will add to the existing economic crisis which
producers and cooperatives from the fruit and vegetable sector are facing.

This letter has been sent to Commissioners John Dalli and Karel De Gucht, as well as to the
President of the Council of Agricultural Ministers, Sandor Fazekas.

Yours faithfully,

Gerd Sonnleitner Paolo Bruni
Copa President Cogeca President
Copies:

DG AGRI: José Manuel Silva Rodriguez, Joao Pacheco,Hermanus Versteijlen, Klaus-Dieter
Borchardt, Emmanuel Jacquin, Richard Etievant, Rudi Van Der Stappen, Elena Panichi, Oracio
Cappellarro, Rudolph Moegele, Lene Naesager



Annex

Estimation of economic losses at production level following the E.Coli food chain
contamination. This is an initial estimate provided by the Copa-Cogeca member
organisations in millions of euro per week and is dated 6t June 2011. The losses
(unsold products) continue to increase day by day.

Country Millions of euro per week
Germany 30

Belgium 6

Denmark 0.75

Spain 200

France 30

Lithuania 0.15

The Netherlands 50

Italy 100

313



SEM(11)4525 Page 1 of 5
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LEGISLATION ON THE MARKETING OF SEED AND
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[1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 What is the name of your organisation?

Copa-Cogeca

1.2 What stakeholder group does your Breeder of SRPM

organisation belong to? (multiple answers Supplier of S&PM

possible) User of S&PM
International organisation
Other

1.2.1 Please specify:
seed growers

1.3 Please write down the address (postal, e-mail, telephone, fax and web page if available) of
your organisation

Copa - Cogeca, Rue de Tréves 61 1040 Bruxelles Tél : + 32 (0)2 287 27 11 Fax : + 32(0)2 287 27 00 Web
page : Www.Ccopa-cogeca.eu

[2. PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION |

2.1 Are the problems defined correctly in the [No
context of S&PM marketing?

L2.2 Have certain problems been overlooked? Ees I

2.2.1 Please state which one(s):

The objective of productivity and competitiveness of the agricultural production is missing. This
objective is essential because growers face a world market, Seeds are a key element of the
competitiveness of growers who need high quality seed’s unit, high yields and seeds adapted to their

http://ec.curopa.ew/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch ‘ 27/05/2011
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environment. The seed growers are missing in the analysis paper: they are key to the seed production
and will be directly affected by the review of the legislation,

2.3 Are certain problems underestimated or ~ |Overestimated
overly emphasized?

2.3.1 Please indicate the problems that have not been estimated rightly:

Although we support the general revision of the legislation on the marketing of S&PM, we are against
the inclusion of the Council Directive 1999/105/EC on the marketing of forest reproductive material
into the revision. This is because of the specific nature of forest reproductive material and its
marketing. According to the Directive, In forestry it is necessary to use reproductive material
genetically and phenotypically suited to the site and of high quality. In addition, forestry seeds should
be tested, as far as possible, by internationally accepted techniques. There are no varieties for forest
reproductive material and therefore, variety-related tests are not included in the Directive. Instead,
according to the Directive harvesting and marketing of forest reproductive material is based on an
origin, which is Indicated In a Master certificate specific for forest reproductive material. This means
that both terminology and practices used for forest reproductive material differs significantly from
others and there is a risk that combination leads to more complicated system and misunderstanding.
Moreover, according to forest owners, producers of forest reproductive material as well as authorities
the directive functions well. Overestimated problem: The cost reduction of the State expenses is overly
emphasized considering the impact of the seed legislation on sanitary, quality and productivity Issues,
Underestimated problem: in paragraph 2.3 there is no mention of seed growers even though they are
directly affected by the review.

2.4 Other suggestions or remarks:

|3. OBJECTIVES OF THE REVIEW

No

3.1 Are the objectives defined correctly in the
context of S&PM marketing?

EZ Have certain objectives been overlooked? |Yes

3.2.1 Please state which one(s):

Productivity for the competitiveness of the agricultural sector and fulfilling the EU’s global
responsibilities for food security and globally sustainable agriculture are missing. We agree that a
revision of the legislation on the marketing of S&PM is needed in order to establish a simple and clear
legislative framework which is easy to apply. Nevertheless, we would point out that simplifying
legislation should not lead to the quality of the S&PM framework being reduced, either in relation to
plant health or variety quality. Seed and propagating material are the starting point for all of
agricultural production. They are the original input for all food, feed and industrial use supply chains,
Therefore, we must ensure that there are official controts in place to make seeds and propagating
material available to farmers who conform to uniform, officially defined specifications relating to
germination capacity, plant health and variety correspondence, Official testing of new varieties must
also be continued. Furthermore, in respect of the Common Catalogue the objective Is not only to
improve the level of information provided but also to improve accessibility of the Common Catalogue by
making it a real-time, user-friendly web-based application.

Yes
3.3 Are certain objectives inappropriate?

3.3.1 Please state which one(s):

The objective which reads “improve farmers’ cholce and access to a wide diversity of plant varieties” is
inappropriate. Wider diversity is not a goal in itself. The improvement of farmers’ choice is indeed an
important goal of the S&PM legislation but this cholce should focus on varieties which are beneficial, fit
for use and for sustainable Intensification. Also, the issue of costs must be proportionate to the
objectives. As a matter of fact the commission should alm at optimising the costs rather than
eliminating them.

3.4 s it possible to have a regime wherebya  [No
variety is considered as being automatically
registered in an EU catalogue as soon as a

variety protection title is granted by CPVO?

http://ec.europa.ew/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch 27/05/2011
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3.5 If there is a need to prioritise the objectives, which should be the most important
ones? (Please rank 1 to 5, 1 being first priority)

Ensure availability of healthy high quality |1
seed and propagating material

Secure the functioning of the internal
market for seed and propagating material

Empower users by informing them about
seed and propagating material

2
Contribute to improve biodiversity,
sustainability and favour innovation
Premote plant health and support 3

agriculture, horticulture and forestry

3.6 Other suggestions and remarks:

We wish to highlight the issue of illegal imports of seeds from third countries, namely uniisted varieties
(i.e. vegetables) and false declarations of uncertified seeds (i.e. grass seed imported as bird feed). We
urge the European Commission and the Member States to adopt a thorough control system for seeds and
propagating material. We also call for an end to be put to illegal trade from countries which do not
have the same security systems for preventing the transmission of resistant diseases as this trade
creates unfair competition for those farmers and companies which respect the law. Itlegal trade in fruit
and vegetable and horticultural seeds and propagating material releases undefined products on to the
market, threatens the health of plants and destroys the delicate balance of biodiversity in many areas
of the EU which are at risk of genetic erosion. In addition to this, it also spreads new parasites and
viruses.

[4. OPTIONS FOR CHANGE |

4.1 Are the scenarios defined correctly in the |No
context of S&PM marketing?

|4.2 Have certain scenarios been overlooked? ]Yes |

4.2.1 Please state which one(s):
We would like to propose a modified version of scenario 2.

4.3 Are certain scenarios unrealistic? |Yes |

4.3.1 Please state which one(s) and why:

None of the proposed scenarios relates to the seed growers! The problem is that none of them fulfils
entirely the objectives of the review. The main purpose of the new legislation must be to stimulate
inncvation in plant breeding and progress in valuable characters -sustainability, productivity and
quality. In this respect, scenario number 1 is only focused on the reduction of public expenditure, no
mention of improvement in terms of simplification and reduction of administrative burden Is made.
Moreover, scenarios 3 and 4 do not secure the end user that all products comply with common
standards for variety identity, quality for use and seed quality; lsting and certification must be based
on reliable, relevant and sufficient information.

4.4 Do you agree with the reasoning leading to |Yes
the discard of the "no-changes” and the
"abolishment” scenarios?

4.5 Other suggestions and remarks:

5. ASSESSMENT OF OPTIONS ]

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch 27/05/2011
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5.1 Are the impacts correctly analysed in the [No
context of S&PM marketing?

5.2 Have certain impacts been overlooked? Yes J

5.2.1 Please state which one(s):

We believe it Is important to assess the possible impacts of the different scenarios in relation to the
seed growers’ sector, which is not the case in the paper. Also the impact on consumer informatton and
protection of each scenario should also be considered.

5.3 Are certain impacts underestimated or Underestimated
overly emphasized?

5.3.1 Please provide evidence or data to support your assessment:

Both underestimated and overestimated. Underestimated: O Seed and plant sanitary quality in
scenarios 3 and 4 (VCU and certification) in the context of the reduction of the number of available
PPP; O Control costs for frauds (in case less and less seeds are certified as in scenarios 3 and 4).
Overestimated: analysis of impact for scenario 4 because different hypothesis are made in terms of
distribution between tested varietles/certiffed seeds and non tested varieties for the different Impacts
(plant health and quality, jobs, administrative burden, competitiveness, environment...). Also, the
positive impact on competitiveness in scenarlo 4 is unrealistic compared to the calculated extra cost for
the variety tested seed (+3%).

5.4 How do you rate the proportionality of a |5 = not proportional at all
generalised traceability/labelling and fit-for-
purpose requirement (as set out in scenario 4)?

5.5 How do you assess the possible impact of the varlous scenarios on your
organisation or on the stakeholders that your organisation represents?

LScenan'o 1 Edeutral |

[Scenario 2 [Fairly beneficial ]

[Scenan’o 3 |Rather negative |
Very negative

Scenario 4

Scenario 5 |Fairly beneficial

5.5.1 Please state your reasons for your answers above, where possible providing evidence or
data to support your assessment:
Please see the reasoning under Q 5.3

IG. ASSESSMENT OF SCENARIOS

6.1 Which scenario or combination of scenarios |Scenario with new features
would best meet the objectives of the review
of the legislation?

6.1.1 Please explain the new scenario in terms of key features:

We suggest an amended scenario 2 based on the following principles: A) DUS and VCU tests to be
conducted by officlal authority. VCU test must cover aspects relevant for the end user and the
environment. Investments in R&D can only be justified with a high quality official DUS testing system In
place, and also a proper, full VCU testing is required: O Thorough and scientifically solid DUS testing is
vital, O Official authorities have the expertise and experience in efficient data collection, handling and
analysis. O It is not recommend to compromise the quality of DUS testing by reducing the reference
collections significantly. O Total workload on variety reference collections will increase by using private
operators, as every operator has to collect data on a full set of the reference collection. O Trial
locations offered by private operators may not be optimal for the species in DUS test (day length,
climate) and may reduce the quality of DUS test. O Smaller breeding entities may not have the
resources to perform a full and thorough DUS test. O Transfer of DUS trials from officials to private
operators may increase the risk of poor DUS and mismanagement of data. O No cost reduction is

http://ec.europa.ew/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch 27/05/2011
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expected by use of private operators. O DUS testing is the basis for PBR as well as certification of later
generations, and it is critical to be able to phenotypically identify the protected variety. This has to be
done by comparison with seeds from the standard seed samples. Official authorities must be in charge
of DUS and standard seed samples, O VCU testing must cover aspects relevant for both environment and
use, including productivity and quality. O Basic harmonization of VCU trial protocols should be aimed
for. The protocols and methods should be harmonized, but the trials as well as the information analysis
must be carrled out locally, assuring relevance for the individual countries/regions. The way to measure
a criteria should be the same in all countries in order to have a EU catalogue with useful information for
growers and to provide farmer the same confiderice in any seeds and plant propagating material traded
across Europe. D The trials may be conducted by private operators according to protocols certified by
national authority and under supervision by official authority. B) A harmonized certification protocol for
control of all seed lots to be commerclalized in EU fs required. Field inspection, sampling, testing and
certification of seed lots to be conducted by accredited suppliers under supervision by official
authoritles. Suppliers may opt for having this carried out by an official authority: O All seed lots to be
commercialized within EU must be controlled and approved through an accredited certification process.
O In order to secure variety identity, quality, and full traceability In the system, certification rules
must be fully harmonized in EU. O Fleld inspection, sampling, testing and certification of seeds lots to
be conducted by the accredited body, under supervision by the national authority. Alternatively, a
supplier may choose to have this all carried out by the official authority. O Control growing of basic
seed lots continues to be conducted by official authorities, and results to be valid in all member states.
C) It Is important to guarantee the consumer the quality of all use of seeds: O Conservation Varieties
may only be grown and sold if they have a variety with documentation from a previous listing. If a
breeder has taken a variety of the list because of fungal diseases or other things, then the varieties may
not be grown as Conservation Varieties. O Conservation Varieties may only be grown for special
purposes, where the specific quality can be documented.

6.2 Do you agree with the comparison of the  [No
scenarios in the light of the potential to
achieve the objectives?

6.2.1 Please explain:

According to the proposed analysls, scenario 4 Is the best in terms of fulfilment of the objectives.
However, as explained previously, we believe that certain conclusions are biased by the choice of wrong
hypothesis terms of distribution between tested varieties/certified seeds and non tested varieties for
the different impacts (plant health and quality, jobs, administrative burden, competitiveness,
environment...).

7. OTHER COMMENTS

7.1 Further written comments on the seeds and propagating material review:

- As to scenario 5, the commission has not taken into account the new costs that they will have to bear
in relation to the expansion of the role of CPVO, - We would like to strengthen the EU farmers’
involvement in the CPVO activitles and to reinforce the cooperation between Copa-Cogeca and CPVO
and therefore to get the farmers more active. - We do not belleve that it is realistic to assume that
propagation of pre-basic materials (fruit trees) can take place in open fields. This should be done in
glasshouses in order to keep insects away for obvious phytosanitary reasons. In addition to this,
Community standards must be applied in the same way, with uniform checks in all Member States, in
order to avoid the spread of diseases and parasites which are dangerous for European fruit and
vegetable and horticultural production (e.g. the palm weevil, the chestnut gall wasp, cameraria,
Chinese beetles, sharka (plum pox), bacterial fire blight, etc.).

7.2 Please make reference here to any available data/documents that support your answer,
or indicate sources where such data/documents can be found:

http://ec.europa.ev/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch 27/05/2011
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Subject: Joint letter to the Commission expressing the views of Europe’s farmers and plant
breeders on the key elements of the review of the S&PM legislation

Dear Mrs Mannerkorpi,

The evaluation of the EU S&PM legislation over the last three years provided ample opportunity
for stakeholders to express their views on specific aspects of the seed marketing legislation. Still,
COPA-COGECA and ESA feel the need to once again re-state the importance of some key aspects
of the S&PM legislation for the European seed and farming sector.

Since the adoption of the current legislative framework, important new challenges emerged, like,
for instance, assuring food security for a growing world population and how to combat climate
change, on which the EU has to formulate its policies. We however consider it crucial that the
legislation keeps its focus on the goal of fostering the competitiveness of the European seed and
farming sector and with that competitiveness of the food chain by supporting innovation through
modern varieties in the interest of sustainable production.

Common Market for seed

The European common market for seeds established by the S&PM legislation has allowed
breeders to access new markets on a level playing field and has provided an ever increasing
quality and variety of choice to European farmers and growers. As a consequence, also more
biodiversity is available to users of seed than ever before.

COPA-COGECA and ESA are of the view that the S&PM legislation has thus in principle been
successful in creating a common market for seed that provides access to varieties for all European
farmers and growers at defined minimum quality levels. Safeguarding this common market is
instrumental in maintaining and promoting the international competitiveness of Europe’s
farmers and agri-food chain in an increasingly open world market.

Although we support the general revision of the legislation on the marketing of S&PM, we are
against the inclusion of the Council Directive 1999/105/EC on the marketing of forest
reproductive material into the revision. This is because of the specific nature of forest

ESA European Seed Association
Rue du Luxembourg 23/15 - B 1000 Brussels
Phone: +32 (0) 2 743 28 60 - E-mail: secretariat@euroseeds.org - Web: www.euroseeds.org
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reproductive material and its marketing. According to the Directive, in forestry it is necessary to
use reproductive material genetically and phenotypically suited to the site and of high quality. In
addition, forestry seeds should be tested, as far as possible, by internationally accepted
techniques. There are no varieties for forest reproductive material and therefore, variety-related
tests are not included in the Directive. Instead, according to the Directive harvesting and
marketing of forest reproductive material is based on an origin, which is indicated in a Master
certificate specific for forest reproductive material. This means that both terminology and
practices used for forest reproductive material differs significantly from others and there is a risk
that combination leads to more complicated system and misunderstanding.

Variety registration

COPA-COGECA and ESA support a reliable official variety registration system to guarantee that
the varieties on the market fulfil DUS and, where appropriate, VCU requirements.

Community provisions for DUS testing have been effective in ensuring that no new variety is
marketed unless it is distinct, uniform and stable and that these varieties perform their specific
characteristics in a continuous and reliable way under official control. These varieties are
therefore clearly identifiable and comparable for both farmers and final consumers which is an
important contribution to freedom of choice and consumer protection.

As regards fulfilling DUS requirements, it should be sufficient to have one set of respective data to
be used for both variety listing and protection purposes (‘one key several doors’). In this context
COPA-COGECA and ESA see an important future role for the CPVO which should be responsible
for the assessment and for the accreditation of DUS testing offices in Member States.

The VCU requirement for registration of agricultural plant varieties is the expression of the
importance that legislator, society, seed industry and farmers attribute to assuring the ever
improved performance of agricultural plant varieties brought to the market. COPA-COGECA and
ESA are very much in favour of maintaining the requirements for VCU for the species where they
currently apply. This system has demonstrated its effectiveness in the past. ESA is also in favour
of strengthening breeders’ involvement in the VCU testing system to achieve cost efficiencies. This
is also supported by COPA-COGECA. Both organisations consider the official supervision of the
VCU system crucial to maintain credibility and a level playing field for all companies and users.

In line with the objectives of the EU 2020 Strategy, yield must remain the key aspect of VCU
criteria to give farmers the possibility of choosing better varieties and meeting. Furthermore, it
needs to be underlined that important sustainability goals are already taken care of by breeders in
their breeding programs. Land use, water use, nutrient use efficiency are all key for achieving
sustainable production and these can be best measured in terms of yield.

Seed quality

Farmers and seed industry underline the importance and need for a proper assurance of seed
quality. This is a precondition for consumer information and protection, i.e. product quality
assurance for farmers and industries, as well as for the exchange of seed with Europe’s trade
partners.

The compliance with such international requirements and the acceptance of international
standards such as the OECD seed schemes are therefore crucial for the practical value and use of
EU legislation by the European seed companies.

The trust of farmers in seed certificates of agricultural crops to a very large extent depends on the
fact that these certificates are issued officially. Official seed certification should therefore be
maintained in the future for crops to which it currently applies. COPA-COGECA and ESA are of
the view that private operators should be allowed to carry out a number of practical tasks linked
to certification; however, for the general acceptance of the results of the European system, official
supervision of seed certification is indispensible.

Harmonization

COPA-COGECA and ESA welcome the initiative of the Commission to prepare the revision of the

S&PM legislation in a package with that of the EU Plant Health regime and the food and feed
2



control system. Looking for synergies and ensuring a wider harmonization of the legislation
touching upon seed quality is an important element in the simplification of the EU seed acquis.

In view of the challenges ahead of Europe’s agriculture as regards food and feed production as
well as production of industrial products and renewable energies, European farmers and seed
industry alike wish to see the future S&PM legislation continue focusing on fostering the
competitiveness of European agriculture. For that, we are convinced that the main pillars of the
successful current system, in particular the requirements for variety registration and seed quality
assurance, must be maintained and reinforced.

COPA-COGECA and ESA look forward to continuing the dialogue with Commission and Member
States on these important issues.

Yours sincerely,

YAGA. s N

Garlich von Essen Pekka Pesonen
Secretary General Secretary General
ESA European Seed Association COPA-COGECA



