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Protected in the EU

Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Introduction

The European Union protects more than 3000 names of specific products - foodstuffs, agricultural products,
wines, spirit drinks and aromatised wine products - under one of its EU quality schemes. You may already
be familiar with famous sparkling wines, cheeses, hams, beers, fruits, spirit drinks and all kinds of foods
whose names indicate they come from particular places, traditions and regions.

Champagne PDO Gorgonzola PDO Jabugo PDO Kriek TSG

Minchener Bier PGl  Elia Kalamatas PDO  Polska Wédka Gl

Among them, Protected Designation of Origin (PDO) and Protected Geographical Indication (PGl) confer
intellectual property rights*, granting the right to producers in a defined geographical area to use the name
if they comply with a product specification. Traditional Specialities Guaranteed (TSG) attest traditional
production methods and can be produced anywhere as long as the producers comply with a product
specification. The aim of the open public consultation is to get feedback on your understanding of the EU
quality schemes i.e. geographical indications of Gl, PDO, PGl, as well as TSG.

* What are intellectual property rights?
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Evaluation of Geographical Indications and Traditional Specialities Guaranteed
Protected in the European Union

Introductory questions

1. To allow us to better understand your interest in EU quality schemes (i.e.
geographical indications of Gl, PDO, PGl, as well as TSG), please indicate the
stakeholder category that you represent (one answer possible) :

Producer

Producers' organisation

Processor

Processors' organisation

Consumer

Consumers' organisation

Other supply chain operator (e.g. traders, wholesalers, retailers)*

Other supply chain operators' organisation (e.g. traders, wholesalers,

retailers)*

Member State's national authority

Member State's regional authority

* Please specify:

2. In your opinion, are the aims* of EU quality schemes clear and understandable? (
one answer per row possible)

*EU quality schemes aims at profecting the names of specific proaucts to promote
their unique characteristics, linked to their geographical origin as well as traditional
know-How.

* Gls, PDOs and PGls protect the name of a product, which is from a specific
region and follow a particular traditional proauction process. However, there are
differences between the three, linked primarily to how much of the raw marterials
come from the area or how much of the proauction process has fo take place in the
specific region.

® Agricultural product, foodstuff and wine names registered as PDO
are those that have the strongest links to the place — the proaduct has
characteristics that are aue fto the environmental features and skills of
local producers — in which they are made.

® PG/ (also for agricultural product, foodstuff and wine names)
emphasises the relationship between the specific geographical region and



the name of the proaduct, where a particular quallty, reputation or other
characteristic Is essentially attributable to its geographical origin.

® The G/ profects the name of a spirit drink or aromatised wine
originating in a country, region or locality where the proauct's particular
quallly, reputation or other characteristic i1s essentially attributable to its
geographical origin.

* TSG highlights the traditional aspects such as the way the food and
agricultural proaucts are maae or thelr composition, without being linked fo a
specific geographical area. The name of a proauct being registered as a 785G
prolects it against ralsification and misuse.

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion

Gl (spirit) .
PDO (food and 3
wine)

PGl (food and 5
wine)

TSG (food) .

How effective has EU policy been ?

3. In your opinion, do EU quality schemes (one answer per row possible for statements a-g)

a) provide useful information to consumers about the geographical origin and
specific characteristics of products

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion

Gl (spirit) 2
PDO (food and 5
wine)

PGl (food and o~
wine)

TSG (food) e

b) promote the authenticity of registered products and consumer confidence in
registered products



Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No

agree agree disagree disagree opinion
Gl (spirit) @
PDO (food and 3
wine)
PGl (food and ~
wine)
TSG (food) e

c) protect and enforce the producers' rights (including on internet)

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion

Gl (spirit) 2
PDO (food and 5
wine)

PGl (food and 3
wine)

TSG (food) @

d) help strenghtening the position of producers in the value chain

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion

Gl (spirit) _
PDO (food and ~
wine)

PGl (food and ~
wine)

TSG (food) @

e) preserve and develop rural areas (i.e. their socio-economic sustainability, as well
as cultural and gastronomic heritage)

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion
Gl (spirit) @

PDO (food and
wine)



PGl (food and
wine)

TSG (food) =

f) contribute to protecting the natural resources or landscape

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion

Gl (spirit) -
PDO (food and &
wine)

PGl (food and 3
wine)

TSG (food) @

g) contribute to improving the welfare of farm animals

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion

Gl (spirit) 2
PDO (food and 5
wine)

PGl (food and 5
wine)

TSG (food) 2

4. In your opinion, what have been the incentives to participate in EU quality
schemes? (multiple answers per row and column possible)

PDO PGI
Gl (food (food TSG
(spirit) and and (food)
wine) wine)

Exclusive use of the protected name and enforcement of
producers (including combatting misuse of protected names 4 i ¥ 4
and internet fraud)

Strengthen the position of producer groups in the value chain 4 i v ¥
Keep business economically viable o v v v
Useful marketing tool i J ] 7

Quality assurance signal J ) ] v



<l
=l
<l
[«

Differentiation of product

Traceability tool
Increase own firm's reputation
Access to new markets
Credibility of product
Higher price premium
Increase/secure market share
Affinity with the region
Protection of traditions
Regional development and tourism
Other *
No opinion [l [l [ [

* Please specify

Access to public funding for promotion, information and certification

5. In your opinion, what have been the disincentives to participate in EU quality
schemes? (multiple answers per row and column possible)

Gl PDO (food PGl (food TSG
(spirit) and wine) and wine) (food)

Higher production costs [l [l ] O
Higher marketing costs ] [ ] ]
Higher costs related to the application,
certification, inspection
Stricter inspections
Not sure that good quality control could be I F F [
enforced along the supply chain
Uncertainty of market demand or low demand [ [l [ [
Missing regional roots (lack of local identity) ] [ [ [
No added value [ [l £l O
No need because have own trademark [ [l [l [
No need because strong market position already ] [ [ ]
Not enough public support



Other * s 4 v v

No opinion

* Please specify

Among the main disincentives are the complexity and long duration of the registration process and the
amendment procedure to product specifications which require a high bureaucratic effort.

The lack of consumer awareness and understanding of the Gls protection label.
Conflicting interests with owners of individual brands.

Adverse interpretations on Gls protection in cases where international trademark rules conflict with Gl rules
leave a level of uncertainty and therefore does not encourage participation in quality schemes.

6. Are you aware that the names of regional products from non-EU countries can
be protected under EU quality schemes? (one answer possible)
% Yes
No
No opinion

Additional comment/possible examples

7. Are you confident of receiving the authentic product when buying EU quality schemes' products® on the
internet? Please give your opinion on the two cases presented below (one answer per case possible)
*f.e. geographical indications of Gi, PDO, PG/ products, as well as TSG proaucts.

Case 1: EU quality schemes' products bought on the internet from a sales platform
Totally agree
@ Tend to agree
Tend to disagree
Totally disagree
No opinion

Case 2: EU quality schemes' products bought on the internet directly from the
producer
Totally agree
@ Tend to agree
Tend to disagree
Totally disagree
No opinion

Additional comment/possible examples

Fraud and misunderstanding are possible online
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How efficient has EU policy been ?

8. In your opinion, do EU quality schemes provide good value for money for
producers and consumers? Please give your opinion on the two cases presented
below (one answer per row possible in each case)

Case 1: Producers

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion
Gl (spirit) 2
PDO (food and &
wine)
PGl (food and 5
wine)
TSG (food) 2
Case 2: Consumers
Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion
Gl (spirit) =
PDO (food and 5
wine)
PGl (food and 5
wine)
TSG (food) 2

Additional comment

9. In your opinion, what are the costs and benefits of EU registration under EU quality schemes? Please
give your opinion, if any, separately for the Geographical Indications (Gl, PDO, PGl) and on TSG, from the
perspective of the three groups of stakeholders mentioned below.

Should you have no opinion, please leave this space empty.

The Eurgpean legal framework provides for rules on free of charge and not time limited registration of
names under EU quality schemes. For detalls see the Commission’s websile (that has explanations and
links to legal texts):
https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/food-safety-and-quality/certification/quality-labels/quality-
schemes-explained en
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Costs and benefits of EU registration under geographical indications (Gl, PDO, PGl)

a) Producers

Costs: production of Gls brings an increase in costs and administrative burden, due to the implementation of
new control or traceability systems and the establishment of rigorous quality assurance and certification
plans.

Benefits: At the same time, Gl valorisation process gives the product quality assurance and an added value
that makes it more appealing to the consumer and, therefore, more competitive. Gls are an effective
marketing instrument capable to help producers securing sales markets. Thus, the consequent price
premium compensates for the additional costs.

The costs are also compensated by the protection against misappropriations and imitation. Furthermore, the
collective organisation behind Gls strengthen producer networks, mutual support and collective promotion
actions.

However, it is true that not all quality systems reach this ideal situation. The cost/benefit ratio can be very
different depending on the type of product and the sector. Gl managing costs (producer groups, certification,
promotion, etc.) are often high and difficult for producers to bear, especially in the case of small PDO/PGI
(small both in terms of production volume and number of operators).

b) Consumers

Costs: increase in the price of the product, in relation to those products that are not protected by a Gl.

Benefits: the increase in the price is more than offset by the benefit in terms of information and certainty on
product origin as well as of assurance on strict compliance with a series of quality requirements.

c) Member States and regions

Costs: MS and Regions have reduced costs. The administrative work derived from the management and
enforcement of the system is an initial cost. However it may be reduced by the possibility to charge a fee,
provided for in Article 47 of Regulation 1151/2012. Furthermore, the knowledge of specific cases acquired
through experience helps developing management capacity with a reduction in the overall administrative
costs. Finally a further cost for States or Regions may consist in public financial support for these products.

Benefits: The benefits for Member States and Regions far outweigh the costs. The added value of the
products allows to support producers and securing workplaces, with a positive socio-economic impact for the
territory in general. Furthermore, Gls are an important tool of regional marketing. Products reputation is
naturally reflected on their territories with an evident gain in terms of visibility and cultural and touristic
attractiveness for the region. Concerning regional food policies, Gls are a pillar of agro-food quality policies.
Finally, Gls often contribute to the creation of public goods such as protection of landscapes, natural
resources and cultural heritage that enhance rural areas and are highly important for regional and national
administrations. All described elements strengthen the regional economy as a whole.

Costs and benefits of EU registration under TSG

a) Producers

In principle the costs would be lower than Gls, but it is also true that the benefits may be more discreet due
to the consumer lack of awareness and knowledge of TSG logo, among other things.

13



b) Consumers

The cost from the consumer's point of view is that of a slight increase in the price of the product in relation to
those which are not protected. Nevertheless, the cost is offset by the benefit of knowing how to use a
traditional production method and meeting quality requirements. However, this benefit is not always clearly
recognized by the consumer due to lack of awareness and knowledge of TSG logo.

c) Member States and regions

They should not entail a cost for Regions and MS. Nevertheless, the benefit is almost insignificant, as these
products are not linked to a specific territory.

10. In your opinion, is it necessary to have all current EU quality schemes? (i.e.
geographical indications of Gl, PDO, PGl, as well as TSG) (one answer per row
possible)

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion

Gl (spirit) =
PDO (food and 5
wine)

PGl (food and 5
wine)

TSG (food) 2

Additional comment

At least from a theoretical point of view, each one of the EU quality schemes has its own peculiarities, which
are able to adapt to different cases and needs of the producers.

Nevertheless, in its current form TSG could be improved. Due to the missing delimitation of the region of
origin TSG provides limited benefits to member states, regions, producers and consumers. In particular,
producer groups do not see an interest in promoting the recognition of a product if every producer outside
their territory can use it. Furthermore, the visual differences between TSG and PGl logos could be delimited
more clearly. It should be clear that TSG are protected traditional manufacturing processes, without
reference to the region of origin.

Finally, it might also be appropriate to better define the optional quality terms “mountain product”, for
example by identifying criteria to extend its use to all products listed in Annex | to Regulation 1151/2012, and
by ensuring a higher level of protection for such terms.

11. In your opinion, would unified registration, amendment and cancellation
procedures for EU quality schemes bring greater efficiency? (one answer possible)
Totally agree
@ Tend to agree
Tend to disagree
Totally disagree
No opinion
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12. Do you have any other suggestions on how to simplify the legal framework for
EU quality schemes and their practical implementation?

Simplification and harmonisation of the administrative procedure for Gls registration and amendment should
help to speed up and reduce the cost of the whole process.

AREPO recognizes the work that has already been done by EC concerning the simplification of the Gl
system. In particular, we welcome the harmonisation process concerning registration, modification and
cancellation procedures in different quality systems. While there is a raison d'étre due to the differences
between the different sectors (food, wine, spirits), greater harmonisation is desirable.

Furthermore, in the framework of CAP revision, we welcome the EC proposal to simplify the procedure
concerning the amendments to products’ specifications. In this regard we would like to call the attention of
the Commission to the need to preserve the EU character of the Gl system. While we support the proposal
to leave MS manage standard amendments in order to speed up the procedure, an increased subsidiarity
should not undermine the European nature of the Gl system.

At the moment the process of Gl registration is highly different from MS to MS. Although the different
approaches to the procedure at national level are attributable to MS competences in the field of their
administrative activities, they are not known and can be assumed to be significant.

The recent popularity of Gls raises a number of risks and dangers due to this lack of harmonisation and to
the presence of different strategies at national level. Some Gls are registered too quickly, sometimes with a
top-down approach. Therefore, the supply chains are inadequately prepared, the specifications are not
consensual and the control systems are non-operational.

Thus, there is a need for greater coherence and clarity of procedures. Ensuring the implementation of a
unified registration, amendment and cancellation procedure at national level would bring greater efficiency.
The less bureaucratic and uniform is the process, the more successful it will be, not only for producers, but
also for those involved at all stages of product transformation.

AREPO firmly believes that the concept of Gl is stronger when it is applied consistently throughout the Union
and that a level playing field is ensured between the different Member States.

In this regard, AREPO recommends the EC to:

([ Implement as soon as possible the simplification concerning the amendments to products’
specifications;

([ Redact clear guidelines for the competent national administrations which will be given additional
responsibility in the management of Gls amendment;

([ Publish and keep up to date Commission guidelines on the interpretation of Regulation concerning
internal evaluation criteria for Gls registration and amendments;

([ Clarify labelling rules for processed products using a Gl as an ingredient;

[ Provide for trainings addressed to the professionals involved in the process of Gls registration at
national level, in order to overcome the differences and lack of harmonisation.

AREPO welcomes the prominent place given to Gls by President von derLeyen in the mission letter for the
new Commissioner for Agriculture and Rural Development, Janusz Wojciechowski. We appreciate the
Commission will to strengthen the system of Gls and we would like to suggest to the European Commission
to:

([ Improve enforcement and harmonise controls in the MS would be key to assure the credibility of the
system and consumer trust;

([ Strengthen protection to cover more effectively attempts by third parties to abuse the Gls reputation:
registered names shall be protected against exploitation, but also against the weakening and dilution of their
reputation;

[ Strengthen protection to cover Internet domain names registrations: registered Gl names shall be
protected against any bad faith registration in second-level domain names, i.e. website names;

[ Request Member States to regulate the relations between trademarks and geographical indications in



order to extend the protection of the latter, defining within the national registration procedure the moment in
which the registration of a trademark is refused on the grounds that the protected name or Gl is being
registered;

o Guarantee the same level of protection to Gls containing, in part or in whole, names of breeds or
varieties (Art. 42, Reg. 1151/2012 seems to introduce distinctions);

o Clearly determine who owns the intellectual property of the Gls referred to in Article 1.1.c Reg. 1151
/2012;

o Strengthen the role of Gls producer groups concerning in particular supply regulation that should be
extended to all PDO/PGI products;

o Create an online tool in order to assure consumers more transparency and easier access to readable
information concerning product specifications and characteristics.

Has EU action been relevant ?

13. In your opinion, are the aims™ of EU quality schemes consistent with the needs
of the supply chain operators (i.e. producers, processors, traders, wholesalers,
retailers)? (one answer per row possible)

* See explanation provided for Question 2

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion

Gl (spirit) -
PDO (food and &
wine)

PGl (food and 5
wine)

TSG (food) @

Additional comment/Please explain why

Concerning the needs of the supply chain operators, the EU quality schemes give the opportunity of creating
a strong supply chain able to share strategies, assume responsibilities and reciprocal duties of fairness and
balance. Nevertheless, the distribution of added value is not always proportional to the effort of the different
supply chain operators. In fact, the producers who provide the raw materials in some cases are not
sufficiently compensated.

14. In your opinion, have the aims* of EU quality schemes met
the expectations of consumers? (one answer per row possible)
* See explanation provided for Question 2

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion
Gl (spirit) 2
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PDO (food and
wine)

PGl (food and
wine)

TSG (food) 2

Additional comment/Please explain why

Gls show a clear reference to the region of origin. As a result, consumers establish solidarity links with the
cultural identity of the territories that express these products. Furthermore, the product specifications
prescribe explicit criteria in terms of food quality, safety, traceability, sustainability, providing orientation for
consumers to buy products that measure up to their expectations. Strict controls on production, processing,
packaging and labelling contribute decisively to ensuring the quality and authenticity of qualified products.
Nevertheless, it should be noted that the message and meaning of EU quality schemes have not reached
the majority of consumers. In particular, the average consumer has difficulties in identifying and
differentiating the logos of different EU quality schemes and the values associated with them.

With regard to the TSG, the lack of awareness and knowledge is almost absolute.

Has EU policy been coherent ?

15. In your opinion, have EU quality schemes contributed and complemented other
instruments and measures of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)?* (one answer
possible)
* Market and income support policies of the CAP, as well as the sustainable
adevelopment of rural economy goes hand in hand with the proauction of G/s and
7158Gs. In particular, EU quality schemes aim at contributing to areas in which the
frarming sector is of greater economic importance or o disadvantaged areas, where
the farming sector accounts for a significant part of the economy. Consequently, a
number of measures unader the rural development programmes can support
beneliciaries, for example.: a) measure on knowleage transfer, b) investment
measure in moaernization of assets and c) LEADER approach.

Totally agree

@ Tend to agree

Tend to disagree

Totally disagree

No opinion

Additional comment
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In our view, the CAP and quality schemes complement each other, as both contribute to strengthening the
rural economy, to keeping people in rural areas and, consequently, to improving the profitability and
sustainability of these territories and their economies.

Furthermore, EU quality schemes can contribute significantly to sustainable development and the green and
circular economy, as they are often based on the production of raw materials on an extensive or semi-
extensive basis, with appropriate respect for ecosystems and the environment.

Nevertheless, these positive elements have not been sufficiently taken into account in the CAP. There is an
imbalance between the potential of quality schemes in terms of creation of public goods, and their presence
in the CAP. The new CAP deals with them in a marginal way, and does not seem to consider them a
strategic priority.

For these reasons, as regards Common Agricultural Policy and Rural Development AREPO recommends to
maintain support for certification costs and promotion, reducing current administrative burdens which are not
justified for the relatively small amount of aid dedicated:

. the support should be open to all producers participating in an EU quality scheme, not just for the new
ones;

. the administrative checks in all Member States and Regions should be done only on a sample basis, in
order to reduce the administrative burden and costs both for managing authorities and for beneficiaries;

. certification and promotion measures shouldn’t be coupled, but should be implemented independently.

Furthermore, support for Gls producer groups is fundamental. For this reason, rural development measures
should provide support for:

. Carrying out ex-ante evaluations of the impact of registering a new Gls, as well as strategic diagnostics
concerning the application process and Gl products characterisation;
. Operating costs of producers groups;

. Activities related to the surveillance of the enforcement of the protection of the registered names,
especially for small and new PDO/PGl, concerning in particular support for legal protection costs;

. Ex-post evaluation of the impact of a registered Gl in order to update product specifications to address
eventual sustainability issues, consumers expectations, developments in scientific/technical knowledge,
evolution in market, climate change adaptation and risk management.

. Specific programmes to support coordinated and collective activities in order to strengthen the supply
chain.

16. In your opinion, have EU quality schemes for different types of products* been
consistent with national and regional schemes**? (one answer per row possible)

* [.e. agricultural products, foodstulfs, wines, spirit arinks and aromatised wine
proaucts.

**[.e. official government initiatives.

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion
Gl (spirit) <
PDO (food and &
wine)
PGl (food and 5

wine)



TSG (food) @

Additional comment

The situation concerning the relation between EU quality schemes and national/regional schemes varies
greatly between MS. A more specific analysis should be done to understand the situation in each MS and,
possibly, to try to harmonise.

17. In your opinion, have EU quality schemes for different types of products* been
consistent with private labels and certification schemes? (one answer per row
possible)

* [.e. agricultural proaucts, foodstuf’s, wines, spirit arinks and aromatised wine
proaucts.

Totally Tend to Tend to Totally No
agree agree disagree disagree opinion

Gl (spirit) _
PDO (food and ~
wine)

PGl (food and 5
wine)

TSG (food) 2

Additional comment

Has EU policy provided added-value ?

18. In your opinion, what are the most essential benefits of EU quality schemes of
Gl, PDO, PGl and TSG, that national and regional quality schemes could not
provide?

The most essential benefits of EU quality schemes are the international recognition and the protection
against imitation, both in the internal market and worldwide through free trade agreements. This cannot be
achieved through national or regional quality schemes.

Furthermore, the reference to the region of origin is clearly the added-value provided by the EU policy, since
it is not possible to create national or regional schemes based on origin.

All these elements contribute to create and strengthen Gls special reputation and generate opportunities to
position products in international markets, beyond the local and regional levels. The markets covered by EU
schemes offer to Gls producers enormous business opportunities compared to national and/or regional
schemes. This naturally contributes not only to product valorisation, but also to the improvement of
producers income and strengthening of rural economy.
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Additional questions on quality food products - Use of the symbols

19. In your opinion, are the visual differences between EU quality schemes' symbols clear enough to
differentiate between them? Please give your opinion on the two cases presented below

PDO PGI/GI T5G

One answer per row possible

Yes No No opinion
Case 1: Comparison between PDO and PGI/Gl symbols @

Case 2: Comparison between PGI/Gl and TSG symbols : L

Additional comment

The visual differences between TSG and PGl logos could be delimited more clearly. It should be clear that
TSG are protected traditional manufacturing processes, without reference to the region of origin.

20. What do EU quality schemes' symbols mean to you? (multiple answers per row
& column possible)

PDO Pal TSG
/Gl

The product is entirely produced in one specific geographical area. [l [
The quality of the product is related to the area in which it is produced. o
The quality of the product is related to its traditional methods of F F
production of and/or its recipes.

The product meets specific conditions set by the specification regarding F F F
protecting the natural resources or landscape.

The product is produced according to an established specification.

€]
=
=

The quality of the product is certified by a controlling body.

=l
=l

The consumer is confident about the authenticity of the product.

The producers of the product get a fair price for their product.

&
&
O O O

The product is recognised and protected as intellectual property right.
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The product has value-adding/quality attributes for consumers. v v
The consumer is able to correctly identify the product.

The protection and enforcement of farmers' and producers' rights
(including on the internet).

Other *

No opinion

* Please specify

21. How do EU quality schemes' symbols compare with any national and regional food quality schemes

logos that you may know? Please give your opinion on the two cases presented below (one answer per row

possible in each case)

Case 1: To what extent are EU quality schemes' symbols recognisable in
comparison to national and regional food quality schemes' logos that you know?

more just as much less No
recognisable recognisable recognisable opinion
PDO symbol is .
PGI/Gl symbol 5
is
TSG symbol is 2

Case 2: To what extent do EU quality schemes' symbols displayed on a product
give you confidence about the quality of that product in comparison to national and
regional food quality schemes' logos that you know?

more just as much less No
confidence confidence confidence opinion
PDO symbol gives 3
me
PGI/GI symbol gives 5
me
TSG symbol gives me @

Document upload and final comments

Please feel free to upload a concise document, such as a position paper.
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Please note that the uploaded document will be published alongside your response to the questionnaire,
which is the essential input to this public consultation. The document is optional and serves as additional

background reading to better understand your position.

Please upload your file

132260d4-8bab-4375-8986-8d3eefc3c48
/AREPO_Position_paper_EC_consultation_EU_quality_schemes_FINAL.pdf

Contact

AGRI-EVALUATION@ec.europa.eu
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