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Applicant group: An association, irrespective of its legal form or composition, of producers and 
processors dealing with the same agricultural product or foodstuff. It submits the application for 
registration of a product name as a PDO or PGI to the national authority responsible for scrutiny. 

Article 11 checks: Member States’ checks to verify compliance of a PDO or PGI product with its 
product specification before it is placed on the market. The checks are provided for by Article 11 
of Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 of 20 March 2006 on the protection of geographical indications 
and designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs.  

Common agricultural policy: A system of EU agricultural aids and schemes.

Competent authority: Central authority of a Member State responsible/competent for the organi-
sation of official controls for checking compliance of a PDO or PGI product with the product speci-
fication and surveillance of the use of the name in the market place.

Disallowed practices: Unauthorised use, misuse, imitation or evocation of a protected name or 
other practices misleading the consumer as to the true origin of a product.

EAFRD measure No 132: Financial support provided to farmers for costs arising from participa-
tion in food quality schemes, including the GI scheme.

EAFRD measure No 133: Financial support provided to producer groups to inform consumers and 
promote products belonging to the food quality schemes, including the GI scheme.

EU agricultural product quality policy : A set of EU schemes that aim to highlight individual 
product qualities resulting from a particular origin and/or production method.

Geographical indications (GI) scheme: A scheme that intends to protect names that identify 
products whose given quality, reputation or other characteristic are essentially attributable to 
their geographical origin. Depending on the degree and type of association with a specific region, 
it distinguishes between two types of protected names — PDO and PGI.

Product specification: A document that forms part of the application for registration of a name 
as a PDO or PGI. It sets out important attributes of the product such as the name protected, the 
description of the product, the definition of the geographical area, the method of obtaining the 
product and details bearing out the link between the product and the geographical area. A prod-
uct marketed under a protected name needs to comply with the product specification.

Protected designation of origin (PDO): Names registered as a protected designation of origin 
describe products having characteristics resulting essentially from the geographical area and the 
abilities of the producers in the area of production. All stages of the production take place in the 
geographical area concerned. There must be a close link between the products’ features and their 
geographical origin.

GLOSSARY
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Protected geographical indication (PGI) :  Names registered as a protected geographical indica-
tion describe products having specific characteristics or a reputation associating them with a given 
geographical area where at least one stage of the production takes place. If the products are processed, 
the raw materials may come from another geographical area.

Rural development programme :  A key programming document prepared by a Member State and 
approved by the Commission for the planning and implementation of the EU’s rural development policy. 
Current rural development programmes cover the period 2007–13.

Single document: A document that forms part of the application for registration of a name as a PDO or 
PGI and which is scrutinised by the Commission. It sets out the main features of the product specifica-
tion and a description of the link between the product and a particular geographical area.
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SUMMARY

I .
T h e  E u r o p e a n  g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a t i o n s 
s c h e m e  a i m s  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  n a m e s  o f 
produc ts  whose charac ter ist ics  are  associ -
a te d  w i t h  t h e  g e o gra p h i c a l  a re a  i n  w h i c h 
t h e y  a r e  p r o d u c e d .  D e p e n d i n g  o n  t h e 
degree and t ype of  associat ion with a  spe -
c i f i c  g e o g r a p h i c a l  a r e a ,  i t  d i s t i n g u i s h e s 
bet ween t wo t ypes  of  protec ted names —
PDO and PGI . 

I I .
The geographical  indicat ions  scheme pro -
v i d e s   a  p o t e n t i a l  e c o n o m i c  o p p o r t u n i t y 
for  farmers  and producers  of  food and can 
h ave  a  p o s i t i ve  i m p a c t  o n  t h e  r u ra l  e co n -
omy.  To achieve this  objec t ive  and provide 
t h e  i n t e n d e d  p r o t e c t i o n ,  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e 
E U  f r a m e w o r k  n e e d s  t o  b e  i n  p l a c e .  T h e 
Cour t  examined whether  the scheme’s  con-
trol  system is  conceptual ly  robust ,  whether 
the procedures  and measures  used render 
i t  at t ra c t i ve  to  p o te nt i a l  p a r t i c i p a nt s  a n d 
w h e t h e r  t h e  m e a s u r e s  a v a i l a b l e  a n d  t h e 
Commiss ion’s  ac t ions  have contr ibuted to 
increas ing consumer awareness.

I I I .
C h e c k s  re l a t i n g  to  t h e  g e o gra p h i c a l  i n d i -
c a t i o n s  s c h e m e  a i m  t o  ve r i f y  c o m p l i a n c e 
o f  a  P D O  o r  P G I  p r o d u c t  w i t h  a  p r o d u c t 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n  a n d  t o  d e t e c t  i n s t a n c e s  o f 
d i s a l l o w e d  u s e  o f  a  p r o t e c t e d  n a m e.  T h e 
audit  showed that  fur ther  c lar i f icat ion on 
the des ign of  the  control  system for  these 
checks  is  needed.  The provis ions  in  the EU 
re g u l a t i o n  o n  c h e c k s  o f  c o m p l i a n c e  w i t h 
food and feed law,  animal  health  and wel-
fare  rules  do not  set  out  minimum require -
ments  for  Member States’ checks  re lated to 
the geographical  indicat ions  scheme. 
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VI.
The Cour t  recommends that :

—— M i n i m u m  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o n  c h e c k s  o f 
produc t  speci f icat ions  are  la id  down in 
t h e  l e g a l  p rov i s i o n s  o n  t h e  g e o g r a p h
ical  indicat ions  scheme;

—— Fu r t h e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n s  a re  g i ve n  o n  t h e 
scope of  regular  checks aiming at  disal -
lowed practices.  Mutual  assistance rules 
should  be  adapted to  the  needs  of  the 
nat ional  author i t ies ;

—— The Commiss ion should  inc lude audits 
o n  M e m b e r  S t a t e s ’ c h e c k s  o f  t h e  G I 
s c h e m e  i n  i t s  p l a n  o f  re g u l a r  a u d i t s  i n 
the Member  States ;

—— A  c l e a r  s t r a t e g y  i s  d e v e l o p e d  f o r  t h e 
p r o m o t i o n  o f  t h e  g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i -
c a t i o n s  s c h e m e  to  p ro d u ce r s  a n d  co n -
sumers  in  order  to  ra ise  awareness.  The 
Commission should explore more effec-
t i v e  m e a n s  o f  p r o m o t i n g  t h e  s c h e m e , 
such as  running a  campaign on i ts  own 
ini t iat ive.

IV.
R e g a r d i n g  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ’s  s u p e r v i -
s i o n  o f  M e m b e r  S t a t e s ’ c h e c k s  r e l a t e d  t o 
t h e  g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a t i o n s  s c h e m e,  n o 
s e r v i c e  w i t h i n  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  h a s  s o l e 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  c a r r y i n g  o u t  a u d i t s  o f 
the  scheme and no such audits  have been 
carr ied out  so far.  A  systematic  desk review 
only  recently  star ted,  reveal ing incomplete 
information in  Member  States’ repor t ing.

V.
The ef fec t iveness  of  the geographical  indi-
c a t i o n s  s c h e m e  i s  a f fe c t e d  b y  t h e  e x t e n t 
t o  w h i c h  i t  i s  u s e d  b y  p r o d u c e r s  a n d  t h e 
l e ve l  o f  co n s u m e r  awa re n e s s  o f  i t .  Po te n-
t i a l  e x i s t s  t o  a t t r a c t  f u r t h e r  p r o d u c e r s 
t o  j o i n  t h e  s c h e m e,  e s p e c i a l l y  w h e r e  t h e 
t a k e - u p  i s  l ow,  b u t  t h e  p ro c e d u re  fo r  t h e 
scrut iny of  appl icat ions  is  lengthy and dis-
courages  them.  I n  addit ion,  producers  are 
o f t e n  n o t  a w a r e  o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e 
s c h e m e.  A  s t u d y  c a r r i e d  o u t  o n  b e h a l f  o f 
t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  d e m o n s t r a t e s  l o w  r a t e s 
o f  c o n s u m e r  re c o g n i t i o n  o f  t h e  s c h e m e’s 
symbols  and concept .  Whi lst  th is  s i tuat ion 
c a l l s  fo r  a c t i o n  t o  r a i s e  a w a re n e s s  o f  t h e 
geographical  indicat ions  scheme,  no over-
a l l  s t rategy address ing th is  i ssue  ex ists  at 
EU level .  A  ser ies  of  measures  and ac t ions 
is  avai lable  but  these appear  f ragmented.

SUMMARY
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INTRODUCTION

T H E  P R I N C I P L E S  O F  T H E  G E O G R A P H I C A L 
I N D I C AT I O N S  S C H E M E

1. 	 Th e  E U  a gr i c u l t u ra l  p ro d u c t  q u a l i t y  p o l i c y  a i m s  to  h i g h l i g ht 
individual  produc t  qual i t ies  result ing f rom a par t icular  or igin 
and/or  produc t ion method.  One of  the schemes,  which forms 
p a r t  o f  t h i s  p o l i c y  a n d  w h i c h  i s  t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t , 
i s  the  geographica l  indicat ions  ( ‘ GI ’ )  scheme for  agr icul tura l 
produc ts  and foodstuffs . 

2. 	 T h e  G I  s c h e m e  i s  i n t e n d e d  t o  p r o t e c t  n a m e s  t h a t  i d e n t i f y 
p r o d u c t s  w h o s e  q u a l i t y,  r e p u t a t i o n  o r  o t h e r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 
are essential ly  attr ibutable to their  geographical  or igin.  These 
names are  cons idered to  be  inte l lec tual  proper t y  r ights .  The 
s c h e m e  i s  i n s p i re d  b y  n a t i o n a l  s y s t e m s,  s u c h  a s  t h e  Fre n c h 
a p p e l l a t i o n  d ’o r i g i n e  co n t rô l é e  ( ‘ AOC ’ )  or  the I tal ian d e n o m i n a -
z i o n e  d i  o r i g i n e  c o n t r o l l a t a  ( ‘ DOC ’ )  which  granted protec t ion 
at  nat ional  level .

3. 	 The introduc t ion of  the GI  scheme in  1992 a imed to provide a 
f ramework of  Communit y  rules  that  would a l low a  s ingle  har-
monised EU approach for  protection of  the registered product 
names 1.  I t  is  presently governed by Council  Regulation (EC) No 
510/2006 of  20 March 2006 on the protec t ion of  geographical 
indicat ions  and des ignat ions  of  or ig in  for  agr icu l tura l  prod -
uc ts  and foodstuffs  ( ‘ the Regulat ion ’ ) 2.

4. 	 The GI  scheme dist inguishes  bet ween t wo t ypes  of  protec ted 
names,  depending on the degree and type of  associat ion with 
a  speci f ic  geographical  area :

(a) 	 N a m e s  r e g i s t e r e d  a s  a  p r o t e c t e d  d e s i g n a t i o n  o f  o r i g i n 
( ‘ PDO ’ )  descr ibe products having character ist ics  result ing 
essential ly  from the geographical  area and the k now-how 
of  the producers  in  the area of  produc t ion 3.  Al l  s tages  of 
the produc t ion take place in  the geographical  area  con-
cerned.  There must  be a  c lose l ink between the produc ts’ 
features  and their  geographical  or igin.  Examples  of  wel l -
k nown PDO produc ts  are  ‘ Q ueso M anchego ’ ,  ‘ Prosc iutto 
di  Parma ’ ,  ‘ Grana Padano ’ ,  ‘ Comté ’ ;

1	 The GI scheme was first 

established with Council 

Regulation (EEC) No 2081/92 of 

14 July 1992 on the protection 

of geographical indications 

and designations of origin 

for agricultural products and 

foodstuffs (OJ L 208, 24.7.1992, 

p. 1).

2	 OJ L 93, 31.3.2006, p. 12.

3	 Article 2(1)(a) of the 

Regulation.
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(b)	 Names registered as a  protected geographical  indication 
( ‘PGI’)  describe products having specific characteristics or 
reputation associating them with a given geographical area 
where at least one stage of the production takes place. If the 
products are processed, the raw materials may come from 
other geographical areas4. Examples of well-known PGI prod-
ucts are ‘Bayerisches Bier ’,  ‘Scotch Beef ’,  ‘Pruneaux d’Agen’.

5. 	 Th e  re g i s t r a t i o n  o f  a  p ro d u c t  n a m e  u n d e r  e i t h e r  o f  t h e  t wo 
t ypes  of  the  GI  scheme is  poss ible  for  produc ts  that  concern 
a  geographical  area within the EU as  wel l  as  in  a  third countr y 
w h e re  t h e  p ro d u c t  n a m e s  a re  p ro te c te d  ( e . g.  C h i n a  a n d  Co -
lombia) . 

6. 	 As at  the end of  2010,  964 produc t  names were registered un-
d e r  t h e  R e g u l at i o n ,  o f  w h i c h  5 0 2  a s  a  P D O  a n d  4 6 2  a s  a  P G I . 
There  has  been a  constant  increase in  the number  of  produc t 
names  registered s ince  the  scheme’s  int roduc t ion.  The  Com-
m i s s i o n  h a s  s e t  i t s e l f  t h e  t a rg e t  o f  1   1 0 0  re gi s te re d  p ro d u c t 
names by the end of  2012 5. 

7. 	 PDO and PGI  products may be recognised by means of  specif ic 
EU symbols ,  which  are  intended to  provide  a  guarantee  that 
t h e  p ro d u c t s  c o n c e r n e d  re l a t e  t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  g e o g r a p h i c a l 
a re a .  Th e  l o g o  ( o r  t h e  i n d i c a t i o n s  ‘p ro te c te d  d e s i gn a t i o n  o f 
o r i g i n’ o r  ‘p ro te c te d  g e o gra p h i c a l  i n d i c at i o n’ )  h a s  to  a p p e a r 
on the label l ing of  produc ts  covered by the GI  scheme.

4	 Article 2(1)(b) of the 

Regulation.

5	 The Commission’s Directorate-

General for Agriculture and Rural 

Development: Annual Activity 

Report 2010, Table 1.2, p. 6.

PDO and PGI logos

Source: Annex V to Commission Regulation (EC) No 1898/2006 (OJ L 369, 23.12.2006, 
p. 1), as amended by Regulation (EC) No 628/2008 (OJ L 173, 3.7.2008, p. 3).
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T H E  E CO N O M I C  P OT E N T I A L

8. 	 Th e  ove ra l l  w h o l e s a l e  v a l u e  o f  P D O  a n d  P G I  p ro d u c t s  re gi s -
tered under  the Regulat ion is  est imated to be some 15 bi l l ion 
e u ro,  w h i c h  i s  e q u a l  to  a ro u n d  2 , 5  %  o f  t h e  e x p e n d i t u re  fo r 
fo o d  co n s u m p t i o n  i n  t h e  E U 6 a n d  i s  a t  a  s i m i l a r  l e ve l  a s  t h e 
wholesale  value of  organic  produc ts.  Graph 1  shows the per-
centage of  the tota l  wholesale  value for  the major  c lasses  of 
PDO and PGI  produc ts 7.

9. 	 Studies show that PDO and PGI  products usual ly  have a higher 
p ro d u ce r  p r i ce  t h a n  p ro d u c t s  o f  t h e  s a m e  p ro d u c t  c ate g o r y 
w i t h o u t  p ro t e c t e d  g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a t i o n s .  T h e  d i f fe re n c e 
i n  p r i c e s  o b s e r ve d  r a n g e d  f ro m  5   %  t o  3 0 0   % .  A  k e y  re a s o n 
given in the studies for  this  dif ference is  the control  of  qual ity 
achieved through the protection of  geographical  indications8.  

6	 AND International: ‘Valeur de 

la production agricole sous AOP 

et IGP’ — Final report (August 

2009).

7	 Agriculture and Rural 

Development DG newsletter 

on PDO and PGI agricultural 

products (2010).

8	 London Economics: Evaluation 

of the CAP policy on the protected 

designations of origin (PDO) 

and protected geographical 

indications (PGI) (2008).

G R A P H  1
P E R C E N TAG E  O F  W H O L E S A L E  VA LU E  F O R  P D O  A N D  P G I  P R O D U C T S 

Source: European Commission, Agriculture and Rural Development DG.

Cheeses
37 %

Beers
20 %

Processed meats
16 %

Fresh meats
6 %

Fruit and 
vegetables

4 %

Bread, biscuits, 
confectionery

4 %

Others
13 %



12

Special Report No 11/2011 – Do the design and management of the geographical indications scheme allow it to be effective? Special Report No 11/2011 – Do the design and management of the geographical indications scheme allow it to be effective?

10. 	 Th e  R e g u l at i o n  re co gn i s e s  t h e  e co n o m i c  p o te nt i a l  o f  t h e  G I 
scheme and considers that it  can be of  considerable benefit  to 
the rural  economy by improving the income of  farmers and by 
retaining the populat ion in rural  areas 9.  The Commission in i ts 
communicat ion about  the future  of  the common agr icultura l 
pol ic y  ( ‘CAP ’ )  emphasised that  the agr icultural  produc t  qual-
i t y  pol ic y,  including the GI  scheme,  forms par t  of  the CAP 10.  I t 
contr ibutes to maintaining the diversity  of  agr icultural  ac t iv i -
t ies  in  rural  areas  and enhances  competit iveness.

11. 	 Financia l  measures  ex ist ,  re lated to  the GI  scheme,  which do 
not involve signif icant EU budgetar y expenditure.  These meas-
ures  a im at  promoting food qual i t y  schemes,  including the GI 
scheme and at  suppor t ing farmers  who par t ic ipate  in  them.

9	 Recital 2 of the preamble to 

the Regulation.

10	 Communication from the 

Commission to the European 

Parliament, the Council, the 

European Economic and 

Social Committee and the 

Committee of the Regions ‘The 

CAP towards 2020: Meeting 

the food, natural resources and 

territorial challenges of the 

future’ (COM(2010) 672 final of 

18 November 2010). 
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12. 	 The Regulat ion states  that  the promotion of  produc ts  having 
cer ta in  charac ter is t ics  can be  of  cons iderable  benef i t  to  the 
rura l  economy.  To  achieve  th is  objec t ive  and provide  the  in -
tended protec t ion,  an appropr iate  EU f ramework needs to  be 
in  p lace.  The audit  therefore  a imed to  reply  to  the  quest ion: 
‘D o the des ign and management  of  the  geographica l  indica -
t ions  scheme al low i t  to  be ef fec t ive? ’ 

13. 	 	The cr i ter ia  used to  reply  to  this  quest ion are :

(a) 	 Robustness  of  the system def ined for  the checks  re lated 
to  the GI  scheme:  The producer  who jo ins  the GI  scheme 
e x p e c t s  t h a t  t h e  n a m e  o f  h i s  p r o d u c t  i s  p r o p e r l y  p r o -
t e c t e d  a g a i n s t  i t s  u n a u t h o r i s e d  o r  i m p ro p e r  u s e  w h i c h 
m ay  h a p p e n  a s  a  re s u l t  o f  a  h i g h e r  p r i c e  fo r  re gi s te re d 
produc ts.  The consumer who buys  a  PDO or  PGI  produc t 
expec ts  that  i t  or iginates  f rom the speci f ied geographi -
c a l  a re a  a n d  c o m p l i e s  w i t h  t h e  p ro d u c t  s p e c i f i c a t i o n 1 1. 
A  robust  system for  the checks  re lated to  the GI  scheme 
needs  therefore  to  be  def ined to  fu l f i l  the  expec tat ions 
of  the t wo par t ies ;

(b) 	 A t t r a c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  G I  s c h e m e :  T h e  e x t e n t  t o  w h i c h 
the GI  scheme is  successful  depends on i ts  abi l i t y  to  at-
t rac t  producers .  I f  these  have l i t t le  or  no interest  in  the 
scheme,  i t  cannot  have the intended impac t ;

(c ) 	 C o n s u m e r  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  G I  s c h e m e :  T h e  c o n s u m e r 
p re fe re n c e  fo r  a  P D O  o r  P G I  p ro d u c t  re q u i re s  t h a t  s / h e 
i s  a w a r e  o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  a n d  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  t h e  G I 
scheme,  which guarantee that  the produc t  comes f rom a 
cer tain geographical  area and was made according to the 
produc t  speci f icat ion.

14. 	 The focus  of  the audit  was  the regulator y  f ramework and the 
activit ies of  the Commission.  The Cour t visited the responsible 
depar tments of  the Commission’s  Directorate -General  (DG) for 
Ag r i c u l t u re  a n d  R u r a l  D e ve l o p m e n t ,  w h e re  i n t e r v i e w s  we re 
held and documents examined.  The Commission’s  Directorate -
G e n e r a l  fo r  H e a l t h  a n d  Co n s u m e r s  w a s  c o n t a c t e d  t o  o b t a i n 
information on its role concerning the Commission super vision 
of  Member  States’ checks  re lated to  the GI  scheme. 

11	 The product specification 

concerns important aspects, 

such as the name of the product, 

its description, the definition 

of the geographical area, 

the method of obtaining the 

product and details bearing out 

the link between the product 

and the geographical area.

AUDIT OBJECTIVE, SCOPE 
AND APPROACH
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15. 	 The responsible  ser vices  in  a l l  Member States  were contac ted 
i n  o rd e r  to  o b t a i n  f u r t h e r  e v i d e n ce  re l at i n g  to  t h e  o b s e r va -
t i o n s  m a d e  a t  Co m m i s s i o n  l e ve l  a n d  a d d i t i o n a l  i n fo r m a t i o n 
where avai lable.  The information was gathered by means of  an 
onl ine sur vey and vis i ts  to author it ies  of  the Member States 12. 
The onl ine sur vey was carr ied out  with a l l  Member States  and 
included three questionnaires 13.  The response rate was around 
90 % for  a l l  three.

16. 	 The audit  dealt  with the situation as at  the end of  2009.  Where 
c o n s i d e re d  re l e v a n t ,  s u b s e q u e n t  d e ve l o p m e n t s  we re  t a k e n 
into considerat ion.  Accordingly,  in  the par t  of  the repor t  pre -
senting conclusions and recommendations,  the proposal  for  a 
new regulat ion on ‘agr icultura l  produc t  qual i t y  schemes’ has 
been taken into  considerat ion.  The proposal  concerns  the GI 
and other  qual i t y  schemes,  which wi l l  be  included in  a  s ingle 
regulat ion 14.

12	 Germany, Greece, Spain, 

France, Italy, Cyprus, Poland and 

Portugal.

13	 ‘Member States’ scrutiny and 

assessment’, ‘Member States’ 

controls’ and ‘Financial support/

promotion’. 

14	 Proposal for a regulation of 

the European Parliament and 

of the Council on agricultural 

product quality schemes 

(COM(2010) 733 final of 10 

December 2010).
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S H O R TCO M I N G S  I N  R E G U L ATO RY  P R O V I S I O N S 
A N D  M O N I TO R I N G  O F  T H E  M E M B E R  S TAT E S’ 
C H E C K S

17. 	 The GI scheme is intended to protect product names registered 
a s  a  P D O  o r  P G I .  D e f i n i n g  a  r o b u s t  s y s t e m  f o r  t h e  M e m b e r 
States’ checks  re lated to the GI  scheme and super vis ing these 
c h e c k s  i n  a n  a d e q u a t e  m a n n e r  a re  e s s e n t i a l  t o  a c h i e ve  t h i s 
objec t ive.  Two t ypes  of  checks  are  to  be dist inguished in  this 
contex t : 

(a ) 	 A r t i c l e  1 1  o f  t h e  R e g u l a t i o n  re fe r s  t o  t h e  o b l i g a t i o n  o f 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s  t o  v e r i f y  c o m p l i a n c e  o f  p r o d u c t s  w i t h 
t h e i r  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  b e fo r e  t h e  p r o d u c t s  a r e  p l a c e d  o n 
the market  ( ‘Ar t ic le  11 checks’ ) .  The Regulat ion provides 
that a  ‘competent authority ’ is  responsible in the Member 
States  for  these checks ;  i t  a lso  a l lows these checks  to  be 
carr ied out  by  an independent  ‘control  body ’ accredited 
i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w i t h  E u ro p e a n  S t a n d a rd  E N  4 5 0 1 1 1 5.  T h e 
costs  of  these checks  are  usual ly  borne by the operators ;

(b) 	 The competent authorit ies  within Member States are also 
responsible for  checks,  which aim to detec t  and suppress 
m i s u s e ,  i m i t a t i o n  o r  e v o c a t i o n  o f  a  p r o t e c t e d  n a m e  o r 
o t h e r  p ra c t i ce s  m i s l e a d i n g  t h e  co n s u m e r  a s  to  t h e  t r u e 
or igin  of  a  produc t  ( ‘d isa l lowed prac t ices’ ) 16.

T H E  P R O V I S I O N S  F O R  C H E C K S  O F  CO M P L I A N C E  O F  P D O 
A N D  P G I  P R O D U C T S  W I T H  T H E  P R O D U C T  S P E C I F I C AT I O N 
D O  N OT  S E T  M I N I M U M  R E Q U I R E M E N T S

18. 	 The Regulation does not provide for minimum requirements to 
be adhered to by the competent authorities and control bodies 
concer ning issues  such as  the  coverage of  Ar t ic le  11  checks, 
their  f requenc y,  the methodology for  their  se lec t ion and the 
par t ies  involved in  the di f ferent  stages of  the produc t ion and 
dist r ibut ion subjec t  to  control .  I nstead of  provid ing speci f ic 
inst ruc t ions  on the  contro l  system,  Ar t ic le  10  of  the  R egula-
tion 17 refers to the controls under Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 
deal ing with  of f ic ia l  controls  ver i fy ing compl iance with  feed 
and food law,  animal  health  and animal  wel fare  rules 18.

15	 European Standard EN 45011 

specifies general requirements 

that a third party operating a 

product certification system shall 

meet if it is to be recognised as 

competent and reliable.

16	 Various forms of disallowed 

practices are mentioned in 

Article 13(1) of the Regulation.

17	 Article 10(1) of the Regulation: 

‘Member States shall designate 

the competent authority or 

authorities responsible for 

controls in respect of the 

obligations established by this 

Regulation in conformity with 

Regulation (EC) No 882/2004.’

18	 Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 

of the European Parliament and 

of the Council of 29 April 2004 

on official controls performed 

to ensure the verification of 

compliance with feed and 

food law, animal health and 

animal welfare rules (OJ L 191, 

28.5.2004, p. 1).

OBSERVATIONS
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19. 	 	H owe ve r,  R e g u l at i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  d o e s  n o t  s p e c i f i c a l l y 
deal  with  the produc t  speci f icat ion (Ar t ic le  11)  checks.  M ost 
of  the  provis ions  of  the  regulat ion regarding contro ls  are  of 
g e n e r a l  n a t u r e  a n d  r e l a t e  t o  f o o d  s a f e t y,  h y g i e n e  a n d  a n i -
mal  health  and welfare.  They address  issues  such as  sampl ing 
a n d  a n a l ys i s  m e t h o d s,  d e s i gn at io n  o f  re fe re n ce  l a b o rato r i e s 
or  the  of f ic ia l  contro ls  on  the  int roduc t ion of  feed and food 
from third countries.  They are therefore not relevant to setting 
minimum requirements  for  Ar t ic le  11 checks.

20. 	 The a lmost  complete  lack  of  such information speci f ic  to  Ar t
ic le  11 checks in  the legal  provis ions related to the GI  scheme 
has  resul ted in  d iscrepancies  among the  control  systems set 
u p  by  t h e  d i f fe re n t  M e m b e r  S t a te s .  A n  e x a m p l e  o f  d i f fe re n t 
p r a c t i c e s  f o u n d  i n  t h e  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  v i s i t e d  i s  s h o w n  i n 
Ta b l e   1 .

Characteristics of the control system Control body (Member State 1) Competent authority (Member State 2)

Cycle of checks (operators) Varying: annual or multiannual  
(depending on the product) 

Annual checks on each operator

Scope of the check Producer
Producer, packaging firms, firms producing 
private label products

Entry-level check1
Not compulsory; first check may be carried 
out several years after entering the GI 
scheme

Compulsory for approval of the producer

Register of operators using a certain 
protected name (population subject 
to control)

No obligation for operators to be registered Obligation for operators to be registered

Sampling (selection of operators to be 
checked) Risk based

All operators are checked on an annual 
basis

Supervision of regional competent 
authorities by national authority 

Despite the existence of separate 
competent authorities at regional level no 
supervision is carried out

There is only one competent authority 
carrying out all checks

1 An entry-level check concerns a producer who starts marketing a product the name of which is protected as a PDO or PGI and aims to verify compliance of 
the product with its product specification.

Source: European Court of Auditors.

TA B L E  1
CO M PA R I S O N  O F  T W O  CO N T R O L  S YS T E M S  F O R  A R T I C L E  11 C H E C K S
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21. 	 The  table  shows d i f ferences  in  the  t wo contro l  systems on a 
number  of  impor tant  issues  such as  the c ycle  of  checks,  their 
scope and the obl igat ion of  entr y- level  checks.  Di f ferences  in 
the control  systems were also found as  a  result  of  the analysis 
of  the repl ies  to  the onl ine sur vey.  Such discrepancies  under-
mine the objec t ive  of  establ ishing ‘a  more uni form approach’ 
required by the Regulat ion,  which is  necessar y  to  ensure fa i r 
competit ion bet ween producers  of  produc ts  bear ing such in-
d icat ions  and enhance the  credib i l i t y  of  the  produc ts  in  the 
consumer ’s  eyes 19.

22. 	 I n  contrast ,  more  infor mat ion speci f ic  to  the  M ember  States’ 
checks  is  avai lable  for  the checks  re lated to  other  EU qual i t y 
schemes.  The regulat ion deal ing with the GI  scheme for  wine 
produc ts  addresses  issues  such as  se lec t ion of  the producers 
to  be checked and the stages  of  the produc t ion process  to  be 
covered 20.  More information is  a lso la id  down for  the Member 
S t a t e s ’ c o n t ro l s  re l a t e d  t o  o r g a n i c  f a r m i n g,  w h i c h  i s  o n e  o f 
t h e  E U  q u a l i t y  s c h e m e s.  Th e  p rov i s i o n s  o f  t h e  re g u l at i o n  o n 
organic production and label l ing of  organic products  comple -
ment the conditions laid down in Regulation (EC) No 882/2004. 
Th e y  d e a l  w i t h  i s s u e s  s u c h  a s  t h e  f re q u e n c y  o f  co nt ro l s ,  t h e 
stages of  the produc tion process  to be covered,  the repor t ing 
obligations of  control  bodies and the exchange of  information 
with competent  author i t ies  f rom other  Member  States 21.

19	 Recital 6 of the preamble to 

the Regulation.

20	 Commission Regulation (EC) 

No 607/2009 of 14 July 2009 

laying down certain detailed 

rules for the implementation  

of Council Regulation (EC)  

No 479/2008 as regards 

protected designations of origin 

and geographical indications, 

traditional terms, labelling and 

presentation of certain wine 

sector products (OJ L 193, 

24.7.2009, p. 60).

21	 Title V of Council Regulation 

(EC) No 834/2007 of 28 June 

2007 on organic production and 

labelling of organic products  

(OJ L 189, 20.7.2007, p. 1).

B O X  1
E X A M P L E S  O F  S H O R TCO M I N G S  I N  T H E  V E R I F I C AT I O N  O F  P R O D U C T 
S P E C I F I C AT I O N S  

Shortcomings in the control body’s verification of the origin of the raw material for a processed 
PDO product were found in two of the Member States visited. 

The check of the product specification of an olive oil registered as a PDO did not include a plausi
bility test on the average yield of olives obtained by the olive growers in their parcels. Such a 
test is important to determine whether the quantity of olives delivered to mills and processed 
for the olive oil can actually originate from the geographical area concerned. 

The work of a control body that checked the product specification of a cheese registered as 
a PDO showed shortcomings regarding the verification of the origin of the milk used for the 
production of the cheese. The control body did not include in its check a verification that would 
address the risk that the milk used in the production of the cheese originated from farms and 
cows which are located outside the geographical area defined in the product specification.
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22	 ‘European Parliament 

resolution of 25 March 2010  on 

Agricultural product quality 

policy: what strategy to follow?’ 

(OJ C 4 E, 7.1.2011, p. 25).

23	 Interpretative Note 

No 2009-01.

L AC K  O F  A  C L E A R  L E G A L  D E F I N I T I O N  F O R  T H E  C H E C K S 
A I M E D  AT  T H E  D E T E C T I O N  A N D  S U P P R E S S I O N  O F 
D I S A L LO W E D  P R AC T I C E S

23. 	 Ar t ic le 13 of  the Regulation refers  to the obl igation to protect 
re g i s t e re d  n a m e s  a g a i n s t  v a r i o u s  fo r m s  o f  d i s a l l o we d  p r a c-
t ices.  The European Par l iament  in  this  contex t  has  demanded 
thorough e x  o f f i c i o  protec t ion of  GIs  as  an obl igat ion for  au -
thor i t ies  in  a l l  Member  States 22.

24. 		 D espi te  the  re levance  of  the  protec t ion  of  registered names 
a g a i n s t  t h e i r  d i s a l l owe d  u s e,  n o  p rov i s i o n s  a re  l a i d  d ow n  i n 
the Regulation as to what checks ( i f  any)  are required from the 
M e m b e r  S t ate s  i n  o rd e r  to  e n s u re  s u c h  p ro te c t i o n .  Th e  o n l y 
information given by the Commission on the checks to be car-
r ied out  in  order  to  detec t  and suppress  disa l lowed prac t ices 
i s  t h a t  c h e c k s  o n  G I  p ro d u c t s  f a l l  u n d e r  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o 
882/2004 and consequent ly  M ember  States  have to  cons ider 
t h e m  i n  t h e i r  m u l t i a n n u a l  n a t i o n a l  c o n t r o l  p l a n  ( ‘ M A N C P ’ ) 
m e n t i o n e d  i n  t h a t  r e g u l a t i o n 2 3.  H o w e v e r,  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  t h e 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s ’ o b l i g a t i o n  t o  c a r r y  o u t  c h e c k s  a i m e d  a t  t h e 
detec t ion and suppression of  cases of  disal lowed prac t ices on 
a  regular  bas is  remains  unclear.  There  are  no instruc t ions  on 
how such checks  ( i f  any)  are  to  be carr ied out .

25. 	 A  number  of  Member  States  v is i ted stressed the need to have 
a procedure on mutual  assistance in the Regulation that would 
provide for  a  response to denunciat ions concerning the disal -
lowed use of  a  protec ted name in  a  Member  State  other  than 
the Member State of  produc tion.  This  issue puts  into quest ion 
t h e  a d e q u a c y  o f  t h e  p rov i s i o n s  l a i d  d ow n  i n  Ar t i c l e s  3 5  a n d 
36 of  Regulat ion (EC )  No 882/2004 deal ing with l ia ison bodies 
and ass istance on request .
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26. 	 M o s t  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  d o  n o t  c a r r y  o u t  c h e c k s  a i m e d  a t  t h e 
d e t e c t i o n  a n d  s u p p re s s i o n  o f  c a s e s  o f  d i s a l l o we d  p r a c t i c e s 
on a  regular  basis .  They usual ly  carr y  out  checks  a imed at  the 
detection and suppression of  disal lowed practices concerning 
PDO and PGI  produc ts  only  in  order  to  address  denunciat ions 
or  as  a  secondar y par t  of  hygiene and safety checks related to 
foodstuffs.  Where such checks are carr ied out,  the vis its  to the 
M ember  States  and the onl ine sur vey showed a  di f ference in 
the coverage of  PDO and PGI products from other countr ies.  In 
a  number of  Member States,  the checks exclude such products 
and only  nat ional  produc ts  are  covered.

27. 		 B o x  2  p r o v i d e s  e x a m p l e s  o f  d i s a l l o w e d  p r a c t i c e s  f o u n d  b y 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s  w h e n  c a r r y i n g  o u t  t h e i r  c o n t r o l s  r e l a t e d  t o 
food safet y  or  fo l lowing up a  suspic ion or  denunciat ion  and 
demonstrates  the high r isk  of  d isa l lowed prac t ices  not  being 
found due to  the lack  of  regular  checks. 

B O X  2
E X A M P L E S  O F  D I S A L LO W E D  P R AC T I C E S  F O U N D  BY  N AT I O N A L  AU T H O R I T I E S   

The French authorities found that a butcher had sold lamb meat to restaurants showing in his 
invoices a product name protected as a PGI whilst the meat delivered did not allow him to use 
this name. The restaurants in consequence had made unjustified reference to the protected 
name in their menus.

Samples taken by the Bavarian authorities in shops selling a specific type of cheese protected 
as a PDO showed a number of cases of disallowed use of this name. Most of the cheeses con-
cerned did not originate from the designated geographical area and in one case cow milk had 
been used instead of sheep milk as provided for by the product specification.

Table olives were marketed by a processing and packaging company illicitly using a name 
protected as a PDO. The documentation examined by the Italian authorities showed that the 
olives packaged by this company were not of the variety required by the product specification. 

During a check carried out by the Greek authorities at a supermarket, the name of a PDO cheese 
was found on the sign of the display fridge. The same name appeared on the weighing label for 
the product and on the purchase receipt. The supermarket should not have labelled the cheese 
using the protected name since the producer was not accredited and therefore not subject to 
product specification checks.
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W E A K N E S S E S  E X I S T  I N  T H E  CO M M I S S I O N ’S  S U P E R V I S I O N 
O F  M E M B E R  S TAT E S’ C H E C K S  R E L AT E D  TO  T H E 
G E O G R A P H I C A L  I N D I C AT I O N S  S C H E M E 

28. 	 A d e q u a t e  s u p e r v i s i o n  o f  M e m b e r  S t a t e s ’ c o n t r o l  s y s t e m s 
should  compr ise  audit ing the  checks  car r ied  out  by  M ember 
States  and reviewing the repor t ing on their  control  ac t iv i t ies 
on a  regular  bas is .

L a c k  o f  Co m m i s s i o n  a u d i t s  o f  t h e  M e m b e r  S t a t e s ’ c h e c k s  r e l a t i n g 
t o  t h e  g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a t i o n s  s c h e m e 

29. 	 The Regulat ion does  not  include speci f ic  provis ions  as  to  the 
Commiss ion super v is ion  of  checks  re lated to  the  GI  scheme. 
R e fe re n c e  t o  s u p e r v i s i o n  i s  m a d e,  h o we ve r,  i n  A r t i c l e  4 5  o f 
Regulat ion (EC )  No 882/2004,  which requires general  and spe -
ci f ic  audits  of  the Member States’ off ic ia l  controls  by Commis-
s ion exper ts .  Whi lst  the Food and Veter inar y  O ff ice  ( ‘FVO ’)  of 
the  Health  and Consumers  DG nor mal ly  car r ies  out  audits  of 
t h e  M e m b e r  S t a te s ’ o f f i c i a l  co n t ro l s ,  i t  d o e s  n o t  a s s u m e  e x-
clusive responsibi l i ty  for  audits  of  the GI  scheme.  I t  considers 
that the legislation refers to ‘Commission exper ts’ and,  as such, 
there  is  nothing to  suggest  that  the per formance of  Commu-
nit y  controls  i s  l imited to  FVO ac t iv i t ies,  nor  that  the FVO has 
sole  responsibi l i t y  to  carr y  out  audits  in  this  area .

30. 	 The Cour t  notes  that  to  date no audits  have been carr ied out . 
The FVO explained that  they have not  been carr ied out  due to 
i ts  l imited resources  and i ts  pr ior i t isat ion of  r isks  in  terms of 
food safet y,  animal  and plant  heal th  and animal  wel fare.  Ac-
cordingly,  currently  the Commission does not  c losely  monitor 
the implementat ion of  the GI  scheme in  the Member  States.  



Special Report No 11/2011 – Do the design and management of the geographical indications scheme allow it to be effective?

21

Special Report No 11/2011 – Do the design and management of the geographical indications scheme allow it to be effective?

M e m b e r  S t a t e s ’ r e p o r t i n g  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e i r  c h e c k s  o f  t h e 
g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a t i o n s  s c h e m e  i s  i n c o m p l e t e  

31. 		 Member  States’ repor t ing on checks  re lated to  the GI  scheme 
forms par t  of  the repor t ing under  Ar t ic les  41 and 44 of  Regu-
l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4 ,  w h i c h  re q u i re  MA N C Ps  a n d  a n n u a l 
re p o r t s  o n  t h e i r  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n .  Th e  Ag r i c u l t u re  a n d  R u r a l 
Development DG carr ied out an analysis of  MANCPs and annual 
re p o r t s  fo r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  i n  2 0 0 9 .  Th i s  a n a l ys i s  cove re d  fo u r 
M e m b e r  S t a te s  a n d  d e a l t  w i t h  t h e  e x i s te n ce  a n d  t h e  e x te n t 
o f  i n fo r m a t i o n  o n  c h e c k s  a n d  p r o t e c t i o n  o f  p r o d u c t  n a m e s 
registered as a PDO or PGI .  The Agriculture and Rural  Develop -
ment DG’s  analysis  showed a clear  lack of  information on such 
checks,  which was  e i ther  miss ing or  incomplete.  

32. 		 Information available at the Commission on the Member States’ 
c o n t r o l  s y s t e m s  i s  t h e r e fo r e  v e r y  l i m i t e d .  B a s e d  o n  t h i s  i n -
fo r m a t i o n  i t  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  fo r  t h e  Co m m i s s i o n  t o  o b t a i n  a 
c lear  pic ture about which authorit ies  carr y  out  checks in each 
Member  State  and what  the results  of  these checks  are.

T H E R E  I S  A  P OT E N T I A L  TO  AT T R AC T  F U R T H E R 
P R O D U C E R S ,  B U T  I T  I S  A F F E C T E D  BY  L E N G T H Y 
P R O C E D U R E S  A N D  A  L AC K  O F  AWA R E N E S S

P OT E N T I A L  E X I S T S  F O R  AT T R AC T I N G  F U R T H E R 
P R O D U C E R S  TO  J O I N  T H E  G E O G R A P H I C A L  I N D I C AT I O N S 
S C H E M E

33. 	 The extent to which the GI  scheme is  successful  depends on its 
abi l i ty  to attrac t  producers.  Repl ies  to the onl ine sur vey show 
t h a t  h a l f  t h e  M e m b e r  S t a t e s ’ a u t h o r i t i e s  a s s e s s  t h e  t a k e - u p 
in  their  countr y  as  e i ther  ‘ low ’ or  ‘ver y  low ’ af ter  consider ing 
the potent ia l  of  produc ts  to  be registered in  their  countr y  for 
their  assessment 24.  The main reasons provided for  the ‘ low ’ or 
‘ver y  low ’ take -up are :

(a) 	 ‘Operators  cons ider  that  the  procedures  for  appl icat ion 
are  too t ime - consuming’ ;

(b) 	 ‘Lack  of  t radit ion in  the Member  State  concerned for  the 
GI  scheme’ ;

24	 Belgium, Denmark, Germany, 

Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, 

Malta, Netherlands, Austria, 

Slovakia, Finland and Sweden.
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25	 Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Malta and Romania.

(c ) 	 ‘Lack  of  consumers’ awareness  of  the existence of  the GI 
scheme’ ;

(d) 	 ‘Lack  of  producers’ awareness  of  the  ex istence of  the  GI 
scheme’.

34. 	 T h e  s p re a d  o f  re g i s t e re d  n a m e s  i n  t h e  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  a s  a t 
the  end of  2010,  shown in  G r a p h  2 ,  cor roborates  the  assess -
ment made by cer tain Member States that  the take -up in their 
countr y  is  low/ver y  low. 

35. 		 T h e  g r a p h  s h o w s  a  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  o f  t h e  re g i s t e re d  p ro d u c t 
names in a l imited number of Member States:  77 % of the prod-
uc t  names registered or iginate f rom only  f ive  Member  States, 
whi lst  in  14 Member  States  less  than f ive  produc t  names had 
b e e n  r e g i s t e r e d  b y  t h e  e n d  o f  2 0 1 0 ,  i n c l u d i n g  s i x  M e m b e r 
States  where no produc t  name had been registered 25.  This  un-
even spread indicates  a  c lear  d i f ference in  the attrac t iveness 
o f  t h e  G I  s c h e m e  a m o n g s t  p ro d u c e r s  i n  t h e  M e m b e r  S t a te s . 
A  p ro b a b l e  ex p l a n at i o n  fo r  t h i s  s i t u at i o n  i s  t h at  s o m e  M e m-
ber  States,  such as  France,  I ta ly  or  Spain had s imi lar  nat ional 
schemes before the introduc t ion of  the EU scheme and there -
fore  producers  in  these  countr ies  have more  exper ience and 
a  better  k nowledge and interest  in  the scheme. 

G R A P H  2
P R O D U C T  N A M E S  R E G I S T E R E D  A S  P D O  A N D  P G I  P E R  M E M B E R  S TAT E 1  

Source: European Commission, Agriculture and Rural Development DG.
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1 Two third countries (Colombia and China) had one product each registered as at the end of 2010.
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L E N G T H Y  R E G I S T R AT I O N  P R O C E D U R E S  D I S CO U R AG E 
P OT E N T I A L  A P P L I C A N T S

36. 	 One of  the main reasons provided for  the low/ver y  low take -
up of  the  GI  scheme is  that  operators  cons ider  that  the  pro -
c e d u re s  fo r  a p p l i c a t i o n  a re  t o o  t i m e - c o n s u m i n g.  T h e  Co u r t 
therefore  examined the  procedure  and the  t ime taken for  i t . 
G ra p h  3  presents  the di f ferent  stages  of  the procedure.

G R A P H  3
R E G I S T R AT I O N  P R O C E D U R E 

Source: European Commission, Agriculture and Rural Development DG.

Definition of the product according to a specification
Applicant

group

Member
State’s

authority

Commission -
Agriculture 

and Rural
Development

DG -

Scrutiny of the application by the national authority to verify 
its compliance with the conditions of the Regulation

Scrutiny of the single document by 
Commission services should not exceed 12 months

First publication in the O�cial Journal

6-month opposition period  

Registration

Rejection if application 
considered as not complying 
with EU legislation 

If opposition, appropriate 
consultation between 
interested parties



24

Special Report No 11/2011 – Do the design and management of the geographical indications scheme allow it to be effective? Special Report No 11/2011 – Do the design and management of the geographical indications scheme allow it to be effective?

26	 The average time needed 

between receiving the 

application and registering the 

product name was 47 months 

for names registered in 2008 

and 46 months for names 

registered in 2009. Amendment 

applications were excluded from 

the calculations.

27	 Article 20(c)(ii) of Council 

Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 of 

20 September 2005 on support 

for rural development by the 

European Agricultural Fund for 

Rural Development (EAFRD)  

(OJ L 277, 21.10.2005, p. 1).

28	 As at the end of 2010, 

measure No 132 was included in 

the 2007–13 rural development 

programmes of 16 Member 

States with a total allocated 

amount of 294 million euro. 

The accumulated expenditure 

declared (utilisation by the 

farmers) for all eligible quality 

schemes until the end of 2010 

amounts to 18,6 million euro.

37. 		 The Cour t found that both the scrutiny at national  and at Com-
m i s s i o n  l e ve l  a re  l e n g t hy,  t h e  l a t t e r  t a k i n g  o n  ave r a g e  fo u r 
years 26.  The main reasons for  these lengthy procedures  found 
by  t h e  Co u r t  we re  a  t h o ro u g h  n at i o n a l  s c r u t i ny,  i n co m p l e te 
applications f i led by the applicant groups and the time needed 
by the nat ional  author i t ies  to  provide addit ional  information 
concerning the s ingle document at  the request  of  the Agricul -
ture and Rural  Development DG.  I t  addressed the last  issue by 
mak ing t wo draf t  guides  avai lable  in  2010,  one deal ing with 
the main e lements  to  be checked by the nat ional  author i t ies 
and one for the applicants providing details  on the completion 
of  the s ingle document.  The impact of  these guidel ines on the 
length of  the scrut iny  can only  be assessed in  the future.

T H E  M E A S U R E  AVA I L A B L E  I S  O N LY  I N D I R E C T LY  R E L AT E D 
TO  AT T R AC T I V E N E S S

38. 	 The pr imar y instrument avai lable to provide f inancial  suppor t 
to  par t ic ipants  in  the GI  scheme is  the European Agr icultural 
Fund for  Rural  Development ( ‘EAFRD’)  measure No 132 — Par-
t icipation of farmers in food quality schemes.  This measure ad-
dresses the costs  incurred by farmers for  their  par t ic ipation in 
EU or  nat ional  food qual i t y  schemes 27.  The a id  is  avai lable  for 
produc ts  intended for  human consumption and i ts  maximum 
a m o u n t  i s  3   0 0 0  e u ro  p e r  h o l d i n g  ( fo r  a  m a x i m u m  p e r i o d  o f 
5  ye a r s ) .  Th e  m e a s u re  i s ,  h owe ve r,  o n l y  u s e d  by  1 6  M e m b e r 
S t a te s .  M o re ove r,  i t  d o e s  n o t  a d d re s s  t h e  l a c k  o f  p ro d u ce r s ’ 
awareness  of  the GI  scheme,  which in  the view of  nat ional  au -
thorit ies  is  another main reason for  the scheme’s ver y low/low 
take -up (see paragraph 33) 28.  This  latter  i ssue is  examined in 
the next par t of  this Special  Repor t,  dealing with the consumer 
awareness  of  the GI  scheme.
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CO N S U M E R  R E CO G N I T I O N  O F  T H E 
G E O G R A P H I C A L  I N D I C AT I O N S  S C H E M E  I S  LO W 
A N D  T H E  O P T I O N S  U S E D  A R E  U N L I K E LY  TO 
I N C R E A S E  I T

CO N S U M E R  R E CO G N I T I O N  O F  T H E  G E O G R A P H I C A L 
I N D I C AT I O N S  S C H E M E  I S  LO W

39. 	 R e fe re n ce  to  t h e  co n s u m e r  awa re n e s s  o f  t h e  G I  s c h e m e  wa s 
made in  a  recent  study carr ied out  on behal f  of  the Commis-
sion 29.  This  study included an analysis  of  a sur vey of  awareness 
of  the PDO and PGI  symbols.  A  s ingle  page with the t wo sym-
bols  and three other  international  food symbols  was shown to 
the consumers par t ic ipating 30.  The sur vey included the repl ies 
o f  1 6   7 1 8  r e s p o n d e n t s  a n d  s h o w e d  t h a t  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f 
the symbols  for  PDO and PGI  i s  low.  Only  8  % recognised the 
PDO or PGI  symbols.  Excluding Greece,  which is  an outl ier,  the 
average EU recognit ion rate  is  only  5 ,6  % 31.  As  a  compar ison, 
the same sur vey ident i f ied the rate  of  recognit ion as  16 % for 
t h e  o rg a n i c  l o g o  a n d  2 2   %  fo r  t h e  Fa i r t ra d e  o n e.  D e t a i l s  a re 
shown in  G ra p h  4 .

29	 London Economics: Evaluation 

of the CAP policy on the protected 

designations of origin (PDO) 

and protected geographical 

indications (PGI) (2008).

30	 The survey covered a 

representative sample in 

each Member State and was 

addressed to the main shopper 

of the household interviewed. 

31	 An explanation provided 

by London Economics for the 

high recognition rate in Greece 

is the fact that the registration 

of the product name ‘Feta’ as a 

PDO and the related European 

Court of Justice cases (Joined 

Cases C-465/02 and C-466/02 for 

withdrawal of the registration) 

had large coverage in the Greek 

press. 

G R A P H  4
R E CO G N I T I O N  O F  P D O  A N D  P G I  LO G O  P E R  M E M B E R  S TAT E 1  

Source: London Economics.
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1 The survey in the UK did not include Northern Ireland.
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40. 	 The sur vey fur ther  showed that  there  is  lack  of  k nowledge as 
to  the  meaning of  the  scheme.  O f  those  who recognised the 
logos only  hal f  were able  to  ident i fy  that  they imply  that  the 
produc t  has  been produced in  a  par t icular  geographical  area.

T H E  O P T I O N S  U S E D  A R E  U N L I K E LY  TO  R A I S E  AWA R E N E S S 
O F  T H E  G E O G R A P H I C A L  I N D I C AT I O N S  S C H E M E

41. 		 Va r i o u s  o p t i o n s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  r a i s e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  G I 
s c h e m e,  s u c h  a s  p rov i d i n g  f i n a n c i a l  a i d  fo r  m e a s u re s  w h i c h 
address  this  i ssue or  the Commiss ion tak ing own ini t iat ives.  

42. 		 Th e  Co u r t  h a s  e x a m i n e d  w h e t h e r  t h e  fo l l ow i n g  f i n a n c i a l  E U 
measures  are  l ikely  to  make the GI  scheme better  k nown 32:

(a) 	 E A F R D  m e a s u r e  N o  1 3 3  —  I n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  p r o m o t i o n 
ac t iv i t ies ;

(b) 	 T h e  m e a s u r e s  p r o v i d e d  fo r  b y  C o u n c i l  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C ) 
No 3/2008 of  17 December 2007 on information provision 
and promotion measures for  agr icultural  produc ts  on the 
internal  market  and in  thi rd  countr ies 33.

M e a s u r e  N o  133 i s  u s e d  t o  a  l i m i t e d  e x t e n t  b y  t h e  p r o d u c e r 
g r o u p s  

43. 	 EAFRD measure No 133 provides f inancial  suppor t  to producer 
groups to inform consumers and promote produc ts  belonging 
to EU or  nat ional  food qual i t y  schemes.  The ac t iv i t ies  e l igible 
f o r  s u p p o r t  u n d e r  m e a s u r e  N o  1 3 3  h a v e  t o  b e  d e s i g n e d  t o 
induce consumers  to  buy  the  agr icul tura l  produc t  and food-
stuffs  covered by the food qual ity  schemes.  They have to draw 
attent ion to  the speci f ic  features  or  advantages  of  the  prod-
u c t  c o n c e r n e d,  t h e  l e g a l  p ro v i s i o n s  p l a c i n g  t h e re fo re  m o re 
emphasis  on the produc t  i tsel f  than on the GI  scheme.  The aid 
under this  measure is  avai lable for  70 % of  the el igible cost  of 
t h e  a c t i o n  a n d  i s  l i m i te d  to  a c t i v i t i e s  t a rg e t i n g  t h e  i n te r n a l 
market .

32	 Information measures 

provided for by Council 

Regulation (EC) No 814/2000 

of 17 April 2000 on information 

measures relating to the 

common agricultural policy 

(OJ L 100, 20.4.2000, p. 7) are 

considered as being of little 

relevance due to the low 

amounts of expenditure related 

to the GI scheme.

33	 OJ L 3, 5.1.2008, p. 1.
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44. 	 Data  that  would a l low a  c lear  conclus ion to  be drawn on the 
degree of  success of  measure No 133 regarding the GI  scheme 
a n d  m o r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  o n  w h e t h e r  i t  i n c r e a s e d  c o n s u m e r 
awareness  of  i t  could not  be provided by the Agr iculture  and 
Rura l  D evelopment  DG.  D ue to  the  ex is tence  of  a  number  of 
exogenous factors that affect this  question,  it  may not even be 
feas ible  to  carr y  out  such an analys is .  However,  the ex tent  of 
the measure’s  uptake by the Member States and the uti l isation 
o f  t h e  f u n d s  av a i l a b l e  re f l e c t  i t s  a p p e a l  to  p ro d u ce r  gro u p s 
and indicate i ts  appropriateness as  an option to increase con-
sumer  awareness.

45. 	 A s  a t  t h e  e n d  o f  2 0 1 0 ,  m e a s u re  N o  1 3 3  w a s  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e 
2007–13 rural  development  programme ( ‘RDP ’ )  of  14 Member 
States  with  a  tota l  amount  of  206 mi l l ion  euro.  This  amount , 
which covers  di f ferent  food qual i t y  schemes,  including the GI 
scheme,  organic  far ming and nat ional  food qual i t y  schemes, 
a c c o u n t s  fo r  0 , 6  %  o f  t h e  t o t a l  a m o u n t  u n d e r  A x i s  1  o f  t h e 
M ember  States’ f inancia l  p lans  (32 362 mi l l ion  euro) .  D eta i l s 
per  Member  State  are  presented in  G ra p h  5 .

46. 	 With the except ion of  the UK ,  the 13 Member  States  that  did 
n o t  i n c l u d e  m e a s u r e  N o  1 3 3  i n  t h e i r  R D P  h a d  n o  o r  o n l y  a 
small  number of product names registered as a PDO or PGI (see 
G ra p h  2 ) .  An obvious  reason with  regard to  the GI  scheme is 
that  in these Member States there are no or  only few producer 
g ro u p s  m a r k e t i n g  P D O  o r  P G I  p ro d u c t s  w h i c h  c a n  a p p l y  fo r 
co -f inancing under  measure No 133.  

G R A P H  5
CO M M I T M E N T S  U N D E R  M E A S U R E  N O  133  

Source: European Commission, Agriculture and Rural Development DG.

0

20

40

60

80

100

IT ES PL EL FR DK PT AT SI DE CY NL MT BE

Am
ou

nt
s c

om
m

itt
ed

 in
 m

ill
ion

 eu
ro



28

Special Report No 11/2011 – Do the design and management of the geographical indications scheme allow it to be effective? Special Report No 11/2011 – Do the design and management of the geographical indications scheme allow it to be effective?

47. 	 The cumulat ive expenditure declared (ut i l isat ion by producer 
groups)  for  a l l  e l igible  qual i t y  schemes unt i l  the end of  2010 
amounts to 16,2 mil l ion euro and represents 7 ,8 % of  the total 
amount in the Member States’ f inancial  plans for  the program-
m i n g  p e r i o d  2 0 0 7 – 1 3 .  B a s e d  o n  i n fo r m at i o n  p rov i d e d  i n  t h e 
o n l i n e  s u r ve y  c o n c e r n i n g  e x p e n d i t u re  fo r  t h e  G I  s c h e m e  i n 
t h e  p re v i o u s  p ro gra m m i n g  p e r i o d,  t h e  Co u r t  e s t i m a te s  t h a t 
t h e  to t a l  a m o u n t  t h a t  w i l l  b e  s p e n t  fo r  t h e  E U  G I  s c h e m e  i n 
the current  programming per iod wi l l  be  about  2  mi l l ion euro 
(0 ,3  mi l l ion euro on average per  year) .

P r o m o t i o n  p r o g r a m m e s  h a v e  h a d  l i m i t e d  i m p a c t  o n  t h e  a w a r e n e s s 
o f  t h e  g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a t i o n s  s c h e m e

48. 	 Promotion programmes under  Regulat ion (EC )  No 3/2008 are 
usual ly  init iated by trade or  inter-trade organisat ions to draw 
up information campaigns targeting producers and processors 
and need to  be approved by the Agr iculture  and Rural  Devel -
opment DG.  With respec t  to  the GI  scheme,  they should focus 
on its  character ist ics  and address the k nowledge amongst tar-
get  groups,  inc luding the consumers  and producers. 

49. 	 R e g a r d i n g  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  d a t a  t h a t  w o u l d  a l l o w  a  c l e a r 
conclus ion to  be drawn on the success  (or  not)  of  promotion 
programmes concerning the GI  scheme and more par t icular ly 
w h e t h e r  t h e y  i n c re a s e d  awa re n e s s  o f  i t ,  t h e  s a m e  l i m i t at i o n 
a p p l i e s  a s  fo r  m e a s u re  N o  1 3 3  ( s e e  p a ra gra p h  4 4 ) .  H owe ve r, 
the use made by t rade organisat ions  of  the promotion meas-
u r e  u n d e r  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  3 / 2 0 0 8  i s  a n  i n d i c a t o r  o f  i t s 
appropr iateness  for  the  promot ion of  the  GI  scheme and for 
address ing the awareness  of  the GI  scheme.    
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50. 	 In the period 2005–09,  the Agriculture and Rural  Development 
DG approved 25 programmes re lated to  PDO or  PGI  produc ts 
with the following commitments and accumulated expenditure 
declared unt i l  the end of  September  2010:

TA B L E  2:  CO M M I T M E N T S  A N D  E X P E N D I T U R E  U N D E R 
P R O M OT I O N  P R O G R A M M E S 	
	

Member State Number of 
programmes

Amounts committed 
in million euro 

Expenditure declared 
in million euro

Italy 12 11,7 7,8

Greece 5 6,2 3,3

France 2 4,8 4,2

Spain 2 3,6 2,8

Italy-Portugal 1 1,8 1,3

Poland 1 0,8 0,7

Portugal 1 0,5 0,0

Germany 1 0,4 0,4

Total 25 29,7 20,6

Source: European Commission, Agriculture and Rural Development DG.

51. 	 Table 2  shows that the uptake in the period examined was rela -
t ively  low with 25 programmes ( f ive  on average per  year)  and 
tota l  expenditure  amount ing to  some 21 mi l l ion euro by  the 
end of  September  2010 (about  4  mi l l ion euro EU co -f inancing 
per  year  on average) 34. 

52. 	 One of  the reasons for  the low number of  programmes under-
t a k e n  i s  t h a t  p ro m o t i o n  p ro g r a m m e s  fo r  p ro d u c t s  w i t h  l o w 
e co n o m i c  va l u e  u s u a l l y  c a n n o t  f u l f i l  t h e  re q u i re d  co n d i t i o n 
o f  a n  a d e q u a t e  c o s t / b e n e f i t  r a t i o  re fe r re d  t o  i n  A r t i c l e  8  o f 
Commission Regulation (EC) No 501/2008 of 5 June 2008 laying 
down detai led rules  for  the appl icat ion of  Counci l  Regulat ion 
( E C )  N o  3 / 2 0 0 8 3 5.  Th e re fo re,  t h e  p ro m o t i o n  p ro gra m m e s  a p -
proved are mostly those presented by organisations represent-
ing produc ts  with a  h igh economic  value.

34	 Another 27 programmes 

related to PDO and PGI were 

rejected in the same period.

35	 OJ L 147, 6.6.2008, p. 3.
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53. 		 The 12 programmes concerning the EU internal market concen-
trated on a  few Member  States,  in  par t icular  Germany,  France 
and I ta ly.  The obvious  reason is  that  t rade organisat ions  tar-
get  the biggest  markets  with  their  campaigns.  Consequently, 
awareness  is  addressed only  in  a  few Member  States.

54. 		 The Cour t noted,  for the applications coming from the Member 
S t a t e s  w i t h  t h e  h i g h e s t  n u m b e r  o f  P D O  a n d  P G I  p r o m o t i o n 
programmes approved,  a  s t rong focus  on promotion in  th i rd 
countr ies 36.  The Agr iculture  and Rural  Development  DG in  re -
sponse to the question of  the success of  this  promotion meas-
ure provided a  ser ies  of  evaluat ion studies,  re lated to promo -
t ion in third countr ies 37.  These studies indicate low awareness 
in  near ly  a l l  the countr ies  covered.  Some of  the studies  point 
out  the ver y  l imited ef fec t  of  EU campaigns in  third countr ies 
(See B ox  3 ) . 

T h e  Co m m i s s i o n  t a k e s  l i m i t e d  o w n  a c t i o n s  t o  p r o m o t e 
s p e c i f i c a ll  y  t h e  g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a t i o n s  s c h e m e  

55. 	 The  Commiss ion f requent ly  takes  in i t iat ives  to  publ ic ise  the 
CAP,  e.g.  by  par t ic ipat ing in  fa i rs  or  organis ing seminars.  The 
GI  scheme is  par t  of  these in i t iat ives,  but  there  is  no speci f ic 
emphasis  on i t ,  nor  has  there  been any promotion and infor-
m a t i o n  c a m p a i gn  e xc l u s i ve l y  fo r  t h e  s c h e m e  i n  t h e  l a s t  fe w 
ye a r s 3 8.  W h e n  a s k e d  i n  t h e  o n l i n e  s u r ve y  fo r  a ny  a d d i t i o n a l 
comments  on the GI  scheme,  f ive  Member  States  stressed the 
need for  i ts  fur ther  promotion.

36	 Seven out of 12 Italian 

programmes, four out of five 

Greek programmes.

37	 Euréval carried out a series of 

evaluation studies of promotion 

measures in third countries, 

namely in Switzerland and 

Norway, China, India and south-

east Asia, Russia, Japan as well as 

the USA and Canada.

38	 In the past, there was 

only one information and 

promotion programme that 

was initiated and financed 

100 % by the Agriculture and 

Rural Development DG. The 

European Authentic Tastes 

(‘EAT’) programme was a 3-year 

programme (2004–07) with a 

6 million euro budget. It aimed 

at informing the North American 

and Asian public about the EU's 

quality schemes including the GI 

scheme.

B O X  3 
Q U OTAT I O N S  CO N C E R N I N G  T H E  L I M I T E D  E F F E C T  O F  P R O M OT I O N 	
P R O G R A M M E S   

‘... the European promotion campaigns had almost no effect on the awareness of the European 
designations and logos ... Even the professionals rarely recognise the logos when they are 
interviewed during the survey ... The programmes have, in their majority, failed to develop in 
Switzerland and Norway ... the awareness of the European designations and associated logos.’ 
(Switzerland and Norway);

‘Campaigns do not get to a sufficient critical mass to reach long-term effects’ (USA and  
Canada).
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56. 	 T h e  G I  s c h e m e  i s  i n t e n d e d  t o  p r o t e c t  r e g i s t e r e d  p r o d u c t 
n a m e s.  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  i t  a i m s  t o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  i n c re a s e d  c o m -
pet i t iveness  of  EU agr iculture  in  that  the economic  potent ia l 
of  PDO and PGI  produc ts  can benef i t  the  rura l  economy.  The 
e x t e n t  t o  w h i c h  t h e  G I  s c h e m e  h a s  s u c h  a n  i m p a c t  l a r g e l y 
depends on the f ramework designed,  i ts  management  by the 
Commiss ion and i ts  implementat ion by Member  States. 

57. 	 The  Cour t ’s  overa l l  conclus ion i s  that  c lar i f icat ion i s  needed 
on a  number  of  i ssues  concerning the control  system related 
to  t h e  G I  s c h e m e  a n d  t h a t  a  c l e a r  s t ra te g y  i s  l a c k i n g  o n  t h e 
issue of  awareness concerning both producers and consumers. 
M ore  deta i led conclus ions  and recommendat ions  are  set  out 
below, which take into consideration the Commission proposal 
for  a  new regulat ion on agr icultural  produc t  qual i t y  schemes 
( ‘proposed regulat ion’ ) .

58. 		 The current provisions do not lay down minimum requirements 
t o  b e  a d h e re d  t o  b y  t h e  c o m p e t e n t  a u t h o r i t i e s  a n d  c o n t ro l 
bodies concerning checks on product specif ications.  The Com -
m i s s i o n  i n  t h e  p r e a m b l e  t o  t h e  p r o p o s e d  r e g u l a t i o n  s t a t e s 
t h a t  i t  i n c l u d e s  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  t h e  m o s t  r e l e v a n t  a r t i c l e s  o f 
R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  t o  h e l p  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  b e t t e r 
apply  the provis ions  of  that  regulat ion.  These references  st i l l 
do not provide a  c lear  idea on how the control  system for  Ar t
ic le  11 checks  should be set  up.  Fur thermore Regulat ion (EC ) 
No 882/2004 focuses  on control  aspec ts  speci f ic  to  feed and 
fo o d  s a fe t y,  a n i m a l  h e a l t h  a n d  we l f a re  w h i c h  a re  o f  l i m i t e d 
re levance to  Ar t ic le  11 checks. 

CONCLUSIONS AND  
RECOMMENDATIONS

T he le gal  provis ions on the G I  scheme should set  out  mini -
m u m  r e q u i r e m e nt s  f o r  A r t i c l e  11  ch e ck s .  T h ey  sh o u l d  a d -
dress  issues such as  the minimum coverage of  check s ,  their 
f requenc y,  the methodology for their  selec tion and the par-
t ies  involve d in  the di f ferent  s t ages  of  the pro duc t ion and 
d is t r i b u t i o n  su b j e c t  to  co nt r o l .  T h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  s e t t i n g 
up wo r k in g gro ups  co uld  b e co nsid e re d in  this  co nte x t  to 
f aci l i t ate  shar ing of  b es t  prac t ices .

R E C O M M E N D AT I O N  1
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59. 	 The Regulat ion does  not  address  the quest ions  of  the obl iga-
tor y  charac ter  and nature  of  checks  to  be  car r ied  out  by  the 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s  t o  p re ve n t  a n d  d e t e c t  d i s a l l o we d  p r a c t i c e s . 
As  a  resul t ,  most  nat ional  author i t ies  do  not  car r y  out  regu-
lar  checks  a imed at  detec t ing and suppress ing cases  of  these 
p ra c t i ce s .  Th e  Co m m i s s i o n ,  i n  t h e  p ro p o s e d  re g u l at i o n ,  l ays 
down that Member States have to take appropriate administra-
tive and judicial  steps to address disal lowed practices and that 
c h e c k s  re l ate d  to  t h i s  i s s u e  fo r m  p a r t  o f  t h e  M e m b e r  St ate s’ 
of f ic ia l  controls  of  the qual i t y  schemes.  Addit ional  detai ls  on 
t h e  co n t ro l  s ys te m  to  b e  u s e d  fo r  t h e s e  c h e c k s  a re  n o t  p ro -
vided; reference is  made again to Regulation (EC) No 882/2004, 
which is ,  however,  subjec t  to the same l imitat ions as  the ones 
descr ibed for  Ar t ic le  11 checks.

60. 	 Currently,  the Commission does not closely monitor the imple -
mentat ion of  the  GI  scheme in  the M ember  States.  No audits 
on the GI scheme have been carr ied out so far and a systematic 
desk review,  only  recently  star ted,  revealed incomplete infor-
mation in Member States’ repor t ing.  This  latter  issue has been 
a d d re s s e d  i n  t h e  p ro p o s e d  re g u l a t i o n ,  w h i c h  p ro v i d e s  t h a t 
Member  States  shal l  inc lude a  separate  sec t ion on the checks 
related to agr icultural  qual ity  schemes in the MANCPs and the 
annual  repor ts  under Regulation (EC )  No 882/2004.  Whilst  this 
provis ion i s  a  pos i t ive  s tep,  i t  remains  to  be  seen whether  i t 
would al low the Commission to have complete information on 
t h e  M e m b e r  S t a t e s ’ c o n t ro l  s y s t e m  a n d  t h e  c o n t ro l s  c a r r i e d 
out .

T h e Co mmiss io n sh o uld  in clu d e au dit s  o n M emb er  St ates ’ 
che ck s  of  the G I  schem e in  i t s  p lan of  re gular  audit s  in  the 
M emb er  St ates . 

R E C O M M E N D AT I O N  3

C l e a r  r u l e s  o n  a  co n t r o l  s y s t e m  t h a t  p r o v i d e s  f o r  r e g u l a r 
c h e c k s  a i m i n g  a t  t h e  d e te c t i o n  a n d  su p p r e s s i o n  o f  d is a l -
lowed prac tices should be laid down in the legal  provisions 
on the G I  schem e.  T hey should b e comp lem ente d by a  s ys-
tem of  mutual  assis tance ade quate to the sp e ci f ic  ne e ds of 
the nat ional  author i t ies  deal ing with the G I  schem e.

R E C O M M E N D AT I O N  2
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61. 	 The success  of  the GI  scheme depends,  inter  a l ia ,  on i ts  usage 
b y  p ro d u c e r s .  Po t e n t i a l  e x i s t s  fo r  a t t r a c t i n g  f u r t h e r  p ro d u
cers  to join the GI  scheme,  especial ly  in  Member States  where 
there is  a low take -up of the GI scheme. However,  the measures 
ava i lable  are  not  adequate  to  encourage these  producers  to 
p a r t i c i p a te .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  l e n g t hy  p ro ce d u re s  e x p e r i e n ce d  to 
date  discourage producers  f rom apply ing.  The Commiss ion in 
t h i s  co ntex t  m a d e  ava i l a b l e  i n  2 0 1 0  t wo  d ra f t  g u i d e s  o n  t h e 
application procedure and reduced in the proposed regulation 
the indicative deadl ine for  i ts  scrutiny of  appl icat ions from 12 
to  6  months.  

62. 		 Consumer  recognit ion of  the  scheme and i ts  symbols  i s  ver y 
low. The means avai lable for promotion and information about 
t h e  G I  s c h e m e  a re  u n l i k e l y  to  i n c re a s e  i t .  Th e y  a re  u s e d  to  a 
l imited ex tent  only  and are  not  based on a  c lear  s t rategy on 
how to raise awareness of  the GI  scheme. Various measures are 
avai lable  with l imited success.

	 T h i s  re p o r t  w a s  a d o p t e d  b y  C h a m b e r  I ,  h e a d e d  b y  M r  O l a v i 
ALA-NISSILÄ,  Member of  the Cour t of  Auditors,  in Luxembourg, 
at  i ts  meet ing of  20 July  2011.

Fo r  t h e  C o u r t  o f  A u d i t o r s

Vítor  Manuel  da S I LVA  C A L D E I R A
Pr e s i d e n t

T h e  C o u r t  r e c o m m e n d s  t h a t  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  d e v e l o p s  a 
uni f ie d s trate g y addressing the lack of  awareness  of  the G I 
scheme.  I t  should explore more ef fec tive means of  promot-
ing the G I  schem e,  such as  running a  camp aign on i t s  ow n 
ini t iat ive.

R E C O M M E N D AT I O N  4
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SUMMARY

II .
T h e  s c h e m e  i s  p r i m a r i l y  a n  i n t e l l e c t u a l 
p r o p e r t y  r i g h t  ( I P R )  r e g i s t r a t i o n  s y s -
t e m  o p e n  t o  a n y  a p p l i c a n t  w h o  m e e t s 
t h e  c r i t e r i a .  R e g i s t r a t i o n  d e p e n d s  o n l y 
o n  w h e t h e r  t h e  l e g a l  c r i t e r i a  s e t  b y  t h e 
Co u n c i l  R e g u l at i o n  ( E C )  N o  5 1 0 / 2 0 0 6 1 a re 
f u l f i l l e d .  P r o d u c e r s  h a v e  s h o w n  a  c l e a r 
interest  in  the scheme,  as  indicated by the 
s igni f icant  number  of  produc t  names reg-
istered (about  1  000)  accounting for  a  mar-
ket  value of  14 ,5  bi l l ion euro in  2008. 

I I I .
The legis lator  has  chosen to apply  the O ff i -
c ia l  Feed and Food Control  (OFFC )  Regula-
t i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4 2,  w i t h i n  t h e  f r a m e 
of  the  G eneral  Food Law (GFL) ,  a lso  to  the 
control  of  compl iance of  produc ts  with the 
produc t  speci f icat ions establ ished for  each 
s p e c i f i c  p r o t e c t e d  d e s i g n a t i o n  o f  o r i g i n 
( P D O )  o r  p r o t e c t e d  g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a -
t ion (PGI) .  The OFFC sets  out  a  harmonised 
f ramework of  general  ru les  for  a l l  controls 
re lat ing to  feed and food control ,  obl iging 
each M ember  State  to  apply  i t  based on a 
r i sk  assessment .  The  legis lator ’s  choice  of 
applying an exist ing control  system also to 
PDO and PGI  — instead of  c reat ing a  sep -
a r a t e  o n e  —  i s  b o t h  l e g i t i m a t e  a n d  j u s t i -
f ied f rom the point  of  v iew of  better  regu
l a t i o n .  Fu r t h e r m o r e ,  i t  s h o u l d  b e  n o t e d 
t h a t  fo r  m o s t  o t h e r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  p ro p e r t y 
schemes the enforcement  ef for t  (and cost) 
i s  le f t  to  the interested par t ies ,  whi lst  the 
O F F C  s y s t e m  i s  b a s e d  o n  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
enforcement  a l lowing for  an e x  o f f i c i o  pro -
tec t ion.

1	 Council Regulation (EC) No 510/2006 of 20 March 2006 on the 

protection of geographical indications and designations of origin 

for agricultural products and foodstuffs.

2	 Regulation (EC) No 822/2004 of the European Parliament and of 

the Council of 29 April 2004 on official controls performed to ensure 

the verification of compliance with feed and food law, animal health 

and animal welfare rules.

REPLY OF THE  
COMMISSION
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IV. 
Audits  under  the OFFC,  inc luding the geo -
g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a t i o n s  ( G I )  s c h e m e ,  a r e 
p l a n n e d  a n d  e x e c u t e d  b y  t h e  Fo o d  a n d 
Ve t e r i n a r y  O f f i c e  ( F V O )  o f  t h e  E u r o p e a n 
C o m m i s s i o n ’s  D i r e c t o r a t e - G e n e r a l  f o r 
Health and Consumer Pol ic y  in  ful l  cooper
a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  D i r e c t o r a t e - G e n e r a l  f o r 
Agr iculture  and Rural  Development.   

V.
The Commiss ion has  put  in  p lace  a  coher-
e n t  s e t  o f  d i f f e r e n t  i n i t i a t i v e s  a i m e d  a t 
ra is ing awareness  of  the geographical  indi-
cat ions  scheme:

—— the Qual i t y  website 3 attrac ts  more than 
50 000 page views by more than 10 000 
unique v is i tors  per  month;

—— M ember  States  make use  of  the  opt ion 
t o  i n c l u d e  p r o m o t i o n  m e a s u r e s  ( 1 3 2 
a n d  1 3 3 )  i n  t h e i r  r u r a l  d e v e l o p m e n t 
programmes.  I ndiv idual  Member  States 
can decide to do so on the basis  of  their 
own analys is  and strategy ;

—— conferences with stakeholders,  leading, 
a m o n g  o t h e r s ,  t o  d e f i n e  t h e  m o s t  a p -
propriate act ions to increase awareness 
of  the scheme;   

—— s p e c i f i c  p ro m o t i o n  p ro gra m m e s  u n d e r 
Regulat ion (EC )  No 3/2008 4;

3	 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/

4	 Council Regulation (EC) No 3/2008 of 17 December 2007 on 

information provision and promotion measures for agricultural 

products on the internal market and in third countries.

—— i n f o r m a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  u n d e r  R e g u l a -
t ion (EC )  No 814/2000 5,  where informa-
t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l 
produc ts  i s  one of  the  pr ior i t ies .  These 
also include par ticipating in agricultural 
f a i r s ,  co n fe re n ce s,  s e m i n a r s  a n d  ro u n d 
tables.

The Commiss ion is  a lso  to  redef ine i ts  pro -
m o t i o n  p o l i c y  s t a r t i n g  w i t h  t h e  l a u n c h  o f 
a  b r o a d  c o n s u l t a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  f u t u r e  o f 
p r o m o t i o n  a c t i o n s  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o d -
uc ts  where PDO and PGI  wi l l  p lay  a  promi-
nent  role.

T h e  s t u d y  r e f e r r e d  t o  b y  t h e  C o u r t  w a s 
c o n d u c t e d  a t  a  t i m e  w h e n  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e 
l o g o  a n d  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  ‘ p r o t e c t e d 
des ignat ion of  or igin’ and ‘protec ted geo -
graphical  indicat ion’ were not  compulsor y, 
as  instead is  the case s ince 1  May 2009.  

VI.  f irst  indent
T h e  c u r r e n t  r e g u l a t o r y  s y s t e m  b a s e d  o n 
the OFFC Regulat ion (EC )  No 882/2004 pro -
v i d e s  fo r  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  l e v e l  o f  d e t a i l  a s 
regards  the requirements  of  the GI  checks. 
Wi t h i n  t h e  O F F C  R e g u l a t i o n ,  t h e  s p e c i f i c 
m o d a l i t i e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e s e  c o n t r o l s  a r e 
l e f t  t o  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  p u r s u a n t  t o  t h e 
p r i n c i p l e  o f  s u b s i d i a r i t y.  Co n s i d e r i n g  t h e 
e x t r e m e  d i v e r s i t y  o f  c o n c r e t e  s i t u a t i o n s 
t h a t  m a y  a r i s e ,  f u r t h e r  h a r m o n i s a t i o n  i s 
d e e m e d  i n a p p r o p r i a t e .  T h i s  i s  w i t h o u t 
prejudice  to  any c lar i f icat ion or  precis ions 
that  might  be fur ther  contemplated in  the 
overal l  legis lat ive  f ramework .

5	 Council Regulation (EC) No 814/2000 of 17 April 2000 on infor-

mation measures relating to the common agricultural policy.
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VI.  second indent
OFFC rules  set  out  c lear  pr inciples  for  such 
c h e c k s ,  w h i c h  s h o u l d  b e  e s t a b l i s h e d  b y 
Member  States.

M u t u a l  a s s i s t a n c e  p r o v i s i o n s  a r e  a p p l i c
able  in  accordance  with  Ti t le  IV  (Adminis-
t r a t i ve  a s s i s t a n ce  a n d  co o p e r a t i o n  i n  t h e 
areas  of  feed and food)  Ar t ic les  34 to  40 of 
Regulat ion (EC )  No 882/2004.

VI.  third indent
A s  f r o m  2 0 1 1 ,  t h e  A g r i c u l t u r e  a n d  R u r a l 
Development  DG and the Health  and Con-
s u m e r s  D G  h a v e  a g r e e d  t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r 
w i l l  i n c l u d e  P D O / P G I  re l a t e d  i s s u e s  i n  i t s 
annual  audit  programmes in  fu l l  coopera -
t ion with  the Agr iculture  and Rural  Devel-
opment  DG and fo l lowing the  same r igor -
ous  pr ior i t isat ion process  appl ied to  other 
areas  under  i ts  remit .

VI.  four th indent
I n  a d d i t i o n  to  t h e  co h e re nt  s e t  o f  a c t i o n s 
d e t a i l e d  u n d e r  p o i n t  V,  a s  p a r t  o f  t h e 
o n g o i n g  r e f l e c t i o n  o n  t h e  r e f o r m  o f  t h e 
r e g i m e  o n  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  p r o m o t i o n 
o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o d u c t s ,  t h e  C o m m i s -
s i o n  w i l l  c o n s i d e r  a p p r o p r i a t e  w a y s  t o 
f u r t h e r  e n h a n c e  t h e  p r o m o t i o n  o f  q u a l -
i t y  s c h e m e s.  Th i s  i s s u e  w i l l  b e  a d d re s s e d, 
i n te r  a l i a ,  by  a  G re e n  Pa p e r  p u b l i s h e d  o n 
14 July  2011 6.

6	 Green Paper on promotion measures and information provision 

for agricultural products (COM(2011) 436 final of 14 July 2011).

INTRODUCTION

10.
The pr imar y  a im of  the scheme is  to  regis -
ter  names and through this  create and pro -
tec t  intel lec tual  proper t y  r ights.

See a lso  reply  to  point  I I .

OBSERVATIONS

17.
T h e  p r i m a r y  m e c h a n i s m  b y  w h i c h  t o 
ensure  protec t ion of  the registered names 
is  through the integr i t y  of  the registrat ion 
process  and the legal  protec t ion provided 
for  each name registered.

18.
F o o d  l a w  c o n t r o l s  a r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  a 
h a r m o n i s e d  f r a m e w o r k  o f  g e n e r a l  r u l e s 
a s  l a i d  d ow n  i n  t h e  O F F C  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C ) 
N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4 ,  i n c l u d i n g  r i s k - b a s e d  c o n -
t r o l  a n a l y s i s ;  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  c o m p e t e n t 
author i t y ;  p lanning,  nature  and repor t ing 
about  controls ,  etc. 

Ar t ic le  10(1)  of  Regulat ion (EC )  No 510/2006 
s t i p u l a t e s  t h a t  t h e  c o m p e t e n t  a u t h o r i t i e s 
responsible  for  controls  shal l  be  des ignated 
b y  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  ‘ i n  c o n f o r m i t y  w i t h ’ 
R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4 .   T h e  s p e c i f i c 
m o d a l i t i e s  re g a rd i n g  t h e s e  co nt ro l s  s h o u l d 
b e  l e f t  t o  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  p u r s u a n t  t o  t h e 
p r i n c i p l e  o f  s u b s i d i a r i t y .  T h i s  i s  w i t h o u t 
p re j u d i c e  t o  a ny  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o r  p re c i s i o n s 
t h a t  m i g h t  b e  f u r t h e r  c o n t e m p l a t e d  i n  t h e 
overal l  legis lat ive  f ramework .  
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19.
I n  l i n e  w i t h  t h e  co n ce p t  o f  b e t te r  re g u l a -
t i o n ,  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  cove r s 
a l l  i s s u e s  f a l l i n g  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  c o n s u m e r 
p r o t e c t i o n ,  i n c l u d i n g  f o o d  l a b e l l i n g  a n d 
c o n s u m e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  i s s u e s .  T h e r e f o r e , 
c h e c k s  co n ce r n i n g  p ro d u c t  s p e c i f i c at i o n s 
are  covered.

T h e  r e f e r e n c e  t o  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o 
8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  i m p l i e s  a  r e f e r e n c e  t o  a l l  t h e 
l i n k e d  l e g a l  a c t s ,  a n d  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  to  t h e 
t w o  C o m m i s s i o n  D e c i s i o n s  2 0 0 6 / 6 7 7 / E C 7  
a n d  2 0 0 7 / 3 6 3 / E C 8,  w h i c h  p r o v i d e  m o r e 
d e t a i l s  o n  t h e  f r a m e w o r k  o f  o f f i c i a l  c o n -
trols . 

20.
T h e  g e n e r a l  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  p r i n c i p l e s  o f 
food law control  are  duly  harmonised.  The 
OFFC Regulat ion (EC )  No 882/2004 requires 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s  t o  c a r r y  o u t  o f f i c i a l  c o n -
t r o l s  r e g u l a r l y  o n  a  r i s k  b a s i s  a n d  w i t h 
a p p r o p r i a t e  f r e q u e n c y  t a k i n g  a c c o u n t , 
i n t e r  a l i a ,  o f  p a s t  h i s t o r y  o f  c o m p l i a n c e 
a n d  t h e  re l i a b i l i t y  o f  o p e ra to r s ’ ow n  co n -
trols .

T h e  O F F C  R e g u l a t i o n  i s  a  c o n t r o l  i n s t r u -
m e n t  t h a t  i s  f i t t e d  t o  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  c i r -
c u m s t a n c e s  o f  t h e  f o o d  c o n t r o l ,  i n  l i n e 
w i t h  t h e  s u b s i d i a r i t y  p r i n c i p l e  a n d  b e t te r 
regulat ion.

See a lso the reply  to  point  19.

7	 Commission Decision 2006/667/EC of 29 September 2006 

setting out the guidelines laying down criteria for the conduct of 

audits under Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 of the European Parlia-

ment and of the Council on official controls to verify compliance 

with feed and food law, animal health and animal welfare rules 

(notified under document number C(2006) 4026).

8	 Commission Decision 2007/363/EC of 21 May 2007 on guide-

lines to assist Member States in preparing the single integrated 

multi-annual national control plan provided for in Regulation (EC) 

No 882/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council (noti-

fied under document number C(2007) 2099).

Di f ferences  in  the approach are  inherent  in 
the decentra l i sat ion of  controls  under  the 
O F F C ,  a n d  t h e  l e g i s l a t o r ’s  c h o i c e .  N e v e r
theless,  the Cour t ’s  obser vat ions  can ser ve 
a s  a  b a s i s  fo r  a n  exc h a n g e  o f  ex p e r i e n ce s 
and appropr iate fol low-up,  without  putt ing 
into  quest ion the M ember  States’ capacit y 
t o  a p p l y  r i s k - b a s e d  c o n t r o l s  u n d e r  t h e i r 
separate  responsibi l i t y 9.

21.
R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  r e q u i r e s 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s  t o  p u t  i n  p l a c e  t h e  c h e c k 
s ys te m  w h i c h  b e s t  f i t s  t h e i r  n e e d s,  b a s e d 
o n  a  r i s k  a n a l y s i s .  V a r i a t i o n s  b e t w e e n 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s  a s  r e g a r d s  t h e  q u a n t i t y 
and intens i t y  of  the  checks  on geographi -
cal  indicat ions  are  expla ined,  among other 
things,  by  the di f ferent  impac t  and uptake 
of  the geographical  indicat ions  schemes in 
each Member  State.

T h e  r e f e r e n c e  w i t h i n  r e c i t a l  6  o f  R e g u -
l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  5 1 0 / 2 0 0 6  t o  f a i r  c o m p e -
t i t i o n  a n d  e n h a n c e m e n t  o f  c r e d i b i l i t y 
merely  a ims at  just i fy ing the creat ion of  a 
harmonised legis lat ive  f ramework def ining 
PDOs/PGIs,  in  order  to  put  an end to diver-
g e nt  n at i o n a l  p ra c t i ce s ,  a n d  i s  n o t  m e a nt 
t o  a d d re s s  a ny  c o n t ro l  i s s u e s ,  re fe r re d  t o 
in  rec i ta l  16  thereof.

9	 In this sense, the initiative Better Training for Safer Food (BTSF), 

which aims at organising an EU training strategy in the areas of 

food law, feed law, animal health and animal welfare rules, as well 

as plant health rules, included in its programme for 2011–12 several 

topics for discussion amongst Member States’ representatives:

—— verification of compliance with specifications;

—— verification of compliance vs. official controls: various similar 

techniques and methods of detecting fraudulent practices 

and differences between the official controls and verification 

of compliance conducted for designated quality products;

—— case studies based on practical examples of how verification 

of compliance with specifications should be conducted (trace-

ability, geographical origin and boundaries, specific climatic 

and geographical characteristics, etc.); risk-based approach and 

issues of verification of compliance for protected designation 

schemes.
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22.
Controls  in  both geographica l  indicat ions 
a n d  o r g a n i c  f a r m i n g  a r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  a 
h a r m o n i s e d  f r a m e w o r k  o f  g e n e r a l  r u l e s 
a s  l a i d  d ow n  i n  t h e  O F F C  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  
No 882/2004.  

T h e  t w o  s c h e m e s  h a v e  h o w e v e r  a  d i f f e r -
ent  purpose,  ref lec ted in  their  legal  bases. 
R e g u l at i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 3 4 / 2 0 0 7 1 0 o n  o rg a n i c 
p r o d u c t s  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r 
p r o c e s s e s  a n d  p r o d u c t i o n  m e t h o d s  c o m -
pulsor y  for  a l l  organic  producers  in  a  ver y 
d e t a i l e d  a n d  c o m p l e t e  m a n n e r ,  w h i l e 
R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  5 1 0 / 2 0 0 6  d e s c r i b e s 
mainly  procedural  steps  and prescr ipt ions. 
As  c h e c k s  a re  m a d e  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e s e 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n s ,  t h e  c o n t r o l  s y s t e m  i n  t h e 
c a s e  o f  o r g a n i c  f a r m i n g  c a n  b e  b a s e d  o n 
a  s i n g l e  m o d e l ,  w h i l e  t h i s  i s  n o t  fe a s i b l e 
i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a t i o n s , 
w h e r e  p r o t e c t e d  p r o d u c t s  s h o w  a  w i d e 
var iet y  of  speci f icat ions.

T h e  w i n e  s e c t o r  i s  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  a  h i g h l y 
re g u l a te d  s e c to r,  f ro m  t h e  u s e  o f  p e r m i t -
t e d  o e n o l o g i c a l  p r a c t i c e s  t o  t h e  r u l e s  o n 
u s e  o f  v i n e  v a r i e t i e s  a n d  p l a n t i n g  c o n -
d i t i o n s .  A r t i c l e  6 2  o f  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C ) 
No 882/2004 in  fac t  exc ludes  the common 
m a r k e t  o r g a n i s a t i o n  ( C M O )  o b l i g a t i o n s 
f ro m  t h e  s co p e  o f  O F F C  co nt ro l s .  Th i s  h a s 
made i t  more necessar y  to  apply  a  speci f ic 
dedicated system of  controls .

10	 Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 of 28 June 2007 on 

organic production and labelling of organic products and repeal-

ing Regulation (EEC) No 2092/91.

B ox 1 
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  n o t e s  t h a t ,  i n  t h e  c a s e s 
r e f e r r e d  t o  b y  t h e  C o u r t ,  n o  v i o l a t i o n  o f 
R e g u l a t i o n s  ( E C )  N o  5 1 0 / 2 0 0 6  a n d  ( E C ) 
No 882/2004 was  found.  Bes ides,  concern -
i n g  t r a c e a b i l i t y,  A r t i c l e  1 8  o f  R e g u l a t i o n 
(EC )  No 178/2002 ( the  G enera l  Food Law) , 
w h i c h  l a y s  d o w n  r e q u i r e m e n t s  fo r  t r a c e -
abi l i t y  of  food and of  food-producing ani-
m a l s  a n d  o t h e r  i n g r e d i e n t s  e x p e c t e d  o r 
i n te n d e d  to  b e  i n co r p o ra te d  i n to  fo o d,  i s 
in  any case  appl icable  in  respec t  of  PDOs/
P G I s .  U n d e r  t h i s  p rov i s i o n ,  fo o d  b u s i n e s s 
operators  are  requi red to  have  systems in 
p l a ce  to  i d e n t i f y  t h e  s o u rce  a n d  q u a n t i t y 
of  a  food or  food ingredient  and the bus i-
n e s s e s  t o  w h i c h  t h e y  s u p p l y  t h e i r  p r o d -
uc ts. 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  s p e c i f i c  p r o v i s i o n s  r e g a r d -
i n g  t r a c e a b i l i t y / p r o o f  o f  o r i g i n  a r e  l a i d 
d o w n  i n  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  o f 
the  PDOs/PGIs ,  enshr ined at  EU level .  The 
n a t u r e  a n d  s c o p e  o f  s u c h  p r o v i s i o n s  a r e 
b o u n d  t o  v a r y  d e p e n d i n g  o n  t h e  c h a r a c -
ter ist ics  and speci f ic i t ies  of  each PDO/PGI . 
T h e  c o n t ro l  b o d i e s  a re  b o u n d  t o  m o n i t o r 
these precise  provis ions.  

Joint  reply  to  p oints  23–24
R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  p r o v i d e s 
a l re a d y  fo r  a  p ro t e c t i o n  w h i c h  i s  e q u i v a -
lent  to  the e x  o f f i c i o  protec t ion requested 
by  t h e  Eu ro p e a n  Pa r l i a m e n t .  Fo r  t h e  s a k e 
o f  c la r i t y,  i n  t h e  Co m mi s s i on  prop o sa l  for 
a  r e g u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  E u r o p e a n  Pa r l i a m e n t 
a n d  o f  t h e  Co u n c i l  (CO M ( 2 0 1 0 )  7 3 3  o f  1 0 
D e c e m b e r  2 0 1 0 )  o n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o d u c t 
qual i t y  schemes some elements  have been 
added in  order  to  re inforce  such controls . 
I n  A r t i c l e  1 3 ( 3 )  o f  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  p r o -
p o s a l  M e m b e r  St ate s  a re  re q u i re d  to  t a k e 
the appropr iate  administrat ive and judic ia l 
s te p s  to  p re ve nt  o r  s to p  t h e  u n l aw f u l  u s e 
of  protec ted designat ions  of  or igin  or  pro -
tec ted geographical  indicat ions.  
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I n  l i n e  w i t h  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  s u b s i d i a r i t y, 
Member  States  are  better  placed to  decide 
o n  t h e  u s e  o f  r e s o u r c e s ,  b a s e d  o n  r i s k 
assessment  and on the speci f ic i t ies  of  the 
nat ional  market .

25.
R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  i n c l u d e s 
c lear  provis ions  on mutual  ass istance (Ar t
ic les  35 and 42)  which apply  a lso  to  the GI 
checks.

A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  i f  n o n - c o m -
pl iance with  food law is  d iscovered,  M em-
ber  States  need to  take ac t ion.  There  must 
be  an a ler t  system in  p lace,  and a  contac t 
p o i nt  i n  c a s e  o f  n o n - co m p l i a n ce.  I n  a d d i -
t i o n ,  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  a r e  n o t  c u r r e n t l y 
u s i n g  t h e  t o o l s  p u t  a t  t h e i r  d i s p o s a l  b y 
R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  t o  t h e i r  f u l l 
p o t e n t i a l ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o n 
m u t u a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  A c c o r d i n g l y ,  a c t i o n 
should be taken to  suppor t  a  better  use of 
ex ist ing tools . 

26.
Controls  based on denunciat ion are  par t  of 
t h e  a p p l i c at i o n  o f  r i s k  a n a l ys i s .  I f  t h e  r i s k 
analys is  points  to  the use of  resource - ef f i -
c ient  controls  such as  denunciat ion based, 
i t  w o u l d  b e  c o n t r a r y  t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f 
the  OFFC to  diver t  control  resources  away 
f ro m  hygi e n e  a n d  s a fe t y  co n t ro l s  to  n o n -
safet y  consumer information.

I n  M a y  2 0 1 1 1 1 t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  r e m i n d e d 
n a t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  t h a t  e v e r y  M e m b e r 
State  is  a  market  place not  only  for  i ts  own 
p ro te c te d  P D O / P G I  p ro d u c t s ,  b u t  a l s o  fo r 
produc ts  coming from other  countr ies,  and 
that  the correc t  use  of  these  names in  the 
m a r k e t  p l a c e  a l s o  n e e d s  t o  b e  e n s u r e d . 
This  was  a lso  previously  done by the Agr i -
culture  and Rural  Development  DG in  var i -
o u s  m e e t i n g s  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  m u l t i a n n u a l 
n a t i o n a l  c o n t r o l  p l a n s  ( M A N C P s )  a n d 
annual  repor ts  (ARs) .  

11	 In the case of PDO/PGI this was done at the 89th committee 

meeting of 26 May 2011.

27.
T h e  e x a m p l e s  o f  d i s a l l o w e d  p r a c t i c e s  i n 
the four  Member States  referred to in  Box 2 
s h o w  t h a t  t h e  c o n t r o l  m e c h a n i s m s  a r e 
wor k ing,  and h ighl ight  the  ut i l i t y  of  com-
bining a l l  t ypes  of  food law controls  in  one 
coherent  system.

28.
S e e  t h e  r e p l y  t o  p o i n t s  2 9  a n d  3 0  a n d 
31–32.

29.
According to  Regulat ion (EC )  No 882/2004 
and in  l ine  with  the subsidiar i t y  pr inc iple, 
Member  States  are  better  placed to  decide 
the  use  of  resources  based on r i sk-assess-
ment  and speci f ic i t ies  of  the nat ional  mar-
k e t .  T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  i s  o b l i g e d  t o  c a r r y 
out  audits  to  ver i fy  the implementat ion of 
mult iannual  nat ional  control  p lans,  and of 
of f ic ia l  controls  in  the Member  States 12.

T h e  C o m m i s s i o n ,  u n d e r  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C ) 
N o   8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4 ,  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  c a r r y  o u t 
g e n e r a l  a n d  s p e c i f i c  a u d i t s  t o  ve r i f y  t h a t 
n a t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  c o n t r o l ,  e n s u r e  a n d 
enforce the correc t  appl icat ion of  feed and 
food law.  The responsibi l i t y  for  th is  ver i f i -
cat ion under  the OFFC,  inc luding the geo -
graphical  indicat ions  (GI )  scheme,  i s  c lear. 
T h e  a u d i t s  a r e  p l a n n e d  a n d  e x e c u t e d  b y 
the Food and Veter inar y  O ff ice  (FVO — the 
Health  and Consumers  DG)  in  fu l l  coopera-
t ion with  the Agr iculture  and Rural  Devel -
opment  DG. 

30.
O n - t h e - s p o t  a u d i t s  a re  n o t  t h e  o n l y  to o l s 
to  monitor  the  implementat ion of  legis la -
t ion.  O ther  tools ,  inc luding inf r ingements 
p ro c e d u re s ,  b i l a t e r a l  m e e t i n g s  w i t h  i n d i -
v i d u a l  M e m b e r  St ate s ,  exc h a n g e s  i n  co m -
mittees,  are  employed by the Commiss ion.

12	 Areas determined on a risk basis can be subject to on-the-spot 

controls, and for the remainder supervision is by way of scrutiny of 

MANCPs and annual reports.
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Joint  reply  to  p oints  31–32
T h e  p l a n s  a n d  r e p o r t s  r e v i e w e d  i n  2 0 0 9 
b y  t h e  C o u r t  w e r e  t h e  M e m b e r  S t a t e s ’ 
f i rs t  response to  the  planning and repor t-
i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o 
8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4 .   I n  t h e  m e a n t i m e  t h e  Co m m i s -
s i o n  h a s  b e e n  w o r k i n g  w i t h  t h e  M e m b e r 
States  to  improve the  amount  and qual i t y 
of  the  infor mat ion in  these  repor ts  across 
a l l  sec tors ;  these ef for ts  inc lude the provi-
s ion of  informat ion in  re lat ion to  PDO/PGI 
controls .

A t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  2 0 1 0 ,  t h e  A g r i c u l -
t u re  a n d  R u r a l  D e ve l o p m e n t  D G  a s s e s s e d 
the  MANCPs and ARs  of  10  M ember  States 
( w h e r e  a  g e n e r a l  a u d i t  b y  t h e  F V O  w a s 
s c h e d u l e d  fo r  t h e  ye a r  2 0 1 0 )  w i t h  re g a rd 
t o  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o n  P D O s / P G I s  a n d  p r o -
v i d e d  t h e  F V O  w i t h  c o m m e n t s  o n  t h e s e 
documents.

T h e  A g r i c u l t u r e  a n d  R u r a l  D e v e l o p m e n t 
DG and the Health  and Consumers  DG ser
v i c e s  a r e  w o r k i n g  t o g e t h e r  t o  d e v e l o p  a 
template  for  a  harmonised examinat ion of 
MANCPs and ARs.

See the reply  to  point  26 ( last  paragraph) .

33.
The main e lement  for  the attrac t iveness  of 
t h e  s c h e m e  towa rd s  p ro d u ce r s  i s  t h e  f a c t 
that  names that  are  registered as  PDO/PGI 
e n j o y  p ro t e c t i o n  a s  a n  i n t e l l e c t u a l  p ro p -
er t y  r ight .  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  i t s  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  i s  p r o v e n 
b y  o t h e r  e l e m e n t s  s u c h  a s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t 
t h e  A g r i c u l t u r e  a n d  R u r a l  D e v e l o p m e n t 
D G  co n t i n u e s  to  re ce i ve  m a ny  n e w  a p p l i -
c a t i o n s  o r  t h a t  m a n y  p r o d u c t s  b e a r i n g  a 
regis tered name can c la im a  pr ice  premium 
compared to non-registered produc ts  f rom 
the same sec tor.

37.
Th e  Co m m i s s i o n  i s  f re q u e n t l y  co n f ro nte d 
w i t h  s e r i o u s  d e f i c i e n c i e s  o r  i n a d e q u a c i e s 
i n  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n s  r e c e i v e d .  T h e  C o m -
m i s s i o n  h a s  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  o f f e r e d  t h e 
p o s s i b i l i t y  t o  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  t o  c o m p l e t e /
c l a r i f y / a m e n d  i t s  i n i t i a l  a p p l i c at i o n .  S u c h 
f lex ibi l i t y  and enhanced cooperat ion with 
the appl icants  largely  expla in  the average 
length referred to  by the Cour t .  

T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  i s  c o n f i d e n t  t h a t  t w o 
guides  re leased in  2010 and referred to  by 
the  Cour t  wi l l  lead to  improving the qual-
i t y  of  appl icat ions.  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  i n  o rd e r  to  re a c h  t h i s  g o a l ,  i t 
has  been expla ined to  M ember  States  dur-
i n g  s e v e r a l  c o m m i t t e e  m e e t i n g s  o n  P G I s 
a n d  P D O s  t h at  t h i s  f l ex i b i l i t y  n e e d s  to  b e 
l i m i t e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  e n s u r e  a  m o r e  t i m e l y 
m a n a g e m e nt  o f  re q u e s t s  fo r  re gi s t rat i o n , 
within  str ic t  respec t  of  current  rules.

38.
T h e  r u r a l  d e v e l o p m e n t  p r o g r a m m i n g  i s , 
a b ove  a l l ,  b a s e d  o n  t h e  n at i o n a l / re gi o n a l 
n e e d s  w h i c h  a r e  t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  t h e 
respec t ive strategy.  I t  i s  logical  that  not  a l l 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s  h a v e  p r o g r a m m e d  m e a s -
ure  132.  Whi le  PDOs/PGIs  are  impor tant  to 
s o m e  M e m b e r  S t ate s ,  t h e y  m ay  b e  o f  l e s s 
i m p o r t a n ce  to  s o m e  o t h e r  M e m b e r  St ate s 
w h i c h  w o u l d  r a t h e r  u s e  t h e  f i n i t e  f u n d s 
e lsewhere.  See a lso  the reply  to  point  46.

39.
The sur vey  was  conduc ted at  a  t ime when 
the use of  the logo,  or  any identi f icat ion of 
t h e  E U  P D O  o r  P G I  s t a t u s  o n  t h e  p ro d u c t , 
wa s  o p t i o n a l ,  co nt ra r y  to  t h e  s i t u at i o n  a s 
f ro m  1  M ay  2 0 0 9 ,  w h e n  t h e i r  u s e  b e c a m e 
c o m p u l s o r y .  M a n y  o f  t h e  m o s t  f a m o u s 
n a m e s,  h av i n g  d e ve l o p e d  t h e i r  o w n  m a r-
k e t i n g  i d e n t i t i e s  d i d  n o t  u s e  t h e  ‘ P D O ’ o r 
‘PGI ’ ident i t y  or  logo.
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The  pr imar y  objec t ive  of  the  scheme is  to 
re g i s t e r  a n d  p ro t e c t  t h e  n a m e s .  T h e  p ro -
v i s i o n  o f  m a r k e t i n g  t o o l s  a n d  o t h e r  e c o -
n o m i c  b e n e f i t s  a re  s e c o n d a r y  t o  t h i s  p r i -
mar y  a im.  

A s  p a r t  o f  t h e  o n g o i n g  r e f l e x i o n  o n  t h e 
re fo r m  o f  t h e  re g i m e  o n  i n fo r m a t i o n  a n d 
p r o m o t i o n  o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o d u c t s ,  t h e 
Commission wi l l  consider  appropr iate ways 
to  fur ther  enhance the promotion of  qual-
i t y  s c h e m e s.  Th i s  i s s u e  w i l l  b e  a d d re s s e d, 
i n t e r  a l i a ,  b y  a  G re e n  Pa p e r  p u b l i s h e d  o n 
14 July  2011.

42.
See the reply  to  point  55.

43.
A s  m e a s u r e  1 3 3  i s  n o t  l i m i t e d  t o  G I 
s c h e m e s,  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  fo c u s  c a n n o t 
be the GI  scheme i tse l f.  Where the promo -
t ion concerns  for  example a  regional  qual -
i t y  scheme deal ing with  only  one produc t , 
i t  i s  n o r m a l  t h a t  t h e  e m p h a s i s  w i l l  b e  o n 
t h a t  p ro d u c t .   I n  g e n e r a l ,  p ro m o t i o n  o f  a 
fo o d  q u a l i t y  s c h e m e  c a n n o t  b e  s e p a rate d 
f rom the  produc ts  covered,  other wise  the 
consumer cannot  re late  to  the scheme.

44.
The implementat ion of  the measure can be 
fol lowed up by the output  indicator  which 
m e a s u re s  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  s u p p o r te d  i n fo r -
mation and promotion ac t ions.  The impor -
tance of  the measure is  fur ther  assessed by 
the result  indicator  measur ing the value of 
a gr i c u l t u ra l  p ro d u c t i o n  u n d e r  re co gn i s e d 
q u a l i t y  l a b e l s / s t a n d a r d s .  T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e 
i m p a c t  c a n n o t  o n l y  b e  d e r i v e d  f r o m  t h e 
uptake of  the measure.

46.
M e a s u r e  1 3 3  n o t  o n l y  a p p l i e s  t o  G I 
s c h e m e s ,  b u t  a l s o  q u a l i t y  s c h e m e s  r e c o g -
nised by the Member States.  Moreover,  even 
i f  a  Member State  has  no produc t  registered 
a s  a  P D O / P G I ,  i t  h a s  t h e  c h o i c e  t o  i n c l u d e 
m e a s u re s  1 3 2  a n d  1 3 3  i nto  i t s  r u ra l  d e ve l -
opment programme (RDP)  in  ant ic ipat ion of 
qual i t y  produc t  registrat ion.

47.
T h e  c u m u l a t i v e  e x p e n d i t u r e  a t  t h e  e n d 
o f  2 0 1 0  s h o w s  a n  i n c r e a s e  o f  1 3 1 %  ( o r 
9 ,18   mi l l ion  euro)  compared to  the  cumu -
lat ive  expenditure  at  the end of  2009.

49.
S e c t o r a l  a n d  g e o g r a p h i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f 
the promotion measures  have a l ready been 
e l a b o r a t e d  b y  e x t e r n a l  c o n s u l t a n t s .  T h e 
conclus ions  of  the t wo evaluat ions  deal ing 
r e s p e c t i v e l y  w i t h  s p e c i f i c  a r e a s  c o v e r i n g 
t h i rd  co u n t r i e s ’ p ro gra m m e s  a n d  p a r t i c u-
l a r  p r o d u c t s ’ s e c t o r s  i n  t h e  i n t e r n a l  m a r -
k e t  we re  p o s i t i ve  a n d  t h e i r  re co m m e n d a -
t ions  for  fur ther  improvements  have been 
t a k e n  i n t o  a c c o u n t .  E v a l u a t i o n  m e t h o d s 
a s  w e l l  a s  i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t s  a t  e a c h 
p ro g r a m m e’s  l e ve l  h a ve  b e e n  m a d e  m a n-
dator y  s ince  2008 and regulator y  d ispos i -
t i o n s  h ave  b e e n  re i n fo rce d  i n  a cco rd a n ce 
w i t h  t h e  Co u r t  o f  Au d i t o r s ’ re c o m m e n d a -
t ions in  i ts  Specia l  Repor t  No 10/2009.  Pro -
g r a m m e s  a d o p t e d  s i n c e  2 0 0 8  d o  i n c l u d e 
d a t a  w h i c h  w i l l  b e  t a k e n  i n t o  a c c o u n t 
with in  the  ongoing ex ter nal  evaluat ion of 
C o u n c i l  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  3 / 2 0 0 8 .  T h i s 
e v a l u a t i o n  i s  e x p e c te d  to  b e  av a i l a b l e  by 
Oc tober  2011.
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52.
The Commiss ion would under l ine that :

—— smal l  producer  groups can a lso benef i t 
f rom the rural  development  promotion 
measure 133;

—— in the past ,  programmes not  represent-
ing large market  volume were accepted 
w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  r e g u l a t o r y  c o n d i -
t ions.

B ox 3 
Ta k i n g  i n t o  a c c o u n t  b o t h  t h e  p o p u l a -
t i o n s  i nvo l ve d  a n d  t h e  l i m i te d  b u d g e t a r y 
resources  devoted to  the  infor mat ion and 
p r o m o t i o n  r e g i m e ,  t h e  p r o g r a m m e s  c o -
f i n a n c e d  i n  t h e  U S A  a n d  C a n a d a  t a r g e t 
opinion mult ip l iers  and leaders  instead of 
publ ic  opinion.

55.
Wi t h i n  t h e  f r a m e w o r k  o f  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C ) 
No 814/2000,  cal ls  for  proposals  to  suppor t 
i n f o r m a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  a r e 
l a u n c h e d  e ve r y  ye a r.  Th e  E U  fo o d  q u a l i t y 
pol ic y  has  been one of  the pr ior i t y  ac t ions 
i n  t h e  l a s t  t h r e e  y e a r s .  H o w e v e r,  i t  i s  fo r 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s  t o  p u t  f o r w a r d  s c h e m e s 
— the  Commiss ion cannot  obl ige  them to 
do so.

A l t h o u g h  m o d e s t  i n  b u d g e t ,  d i f f e r e n t 
t y p e s  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  a r e  f o r e -
seen,  such as  information campaigns,  radio 
a n d / o r  te l e v i s i o n  p ro gra m m e s,  d o c u m e n -
t a r i e s ,  d i s c u s s i o n  p ro g r a m m e s,  m e a s u re s 
t a rg e t i n g  u n i ve r s i t i e s  a n d  s c h o o l s ,  m e d i a 
events,  etc. 13

13	 See e.g. 2010/C 231/05 (OJ C 231, 27.8.2010, p. 8).

A l s o,  t h e  Ag r i c u l t u r e  a n d  R u r a l  D e v e l o p -
ment  DG par t ic ipates  on a  regular  bas is  in 
agr icultura l  fa i rs ,  conferences 14,  seminars, 
r o u n d  t a b l e s ,  e t c .  i n  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  a n d 
third countr ies  to  make the GI  scheme bet-
ter  k nown among potent ia l  par t ic ipants.

GI  schemes have had an impor tant  place in 
h igh- level  miss ions  organised by the Agr i-
c u l t u re  a n d  R u r a l  D e ve l o p m e n t  D G 1 5.  T h e 
Qual i t y  website  att rac ts  more than 50 000 
p a g e  v i e w s  b y  m o r e  t h a n  1 0   0 0 0  u n i q u e 
v is i tors  per  month.

14	 Quality was one of the main topics of the Salone del Gusto in 

Turin in 2010, which the Agriculture and Rural Development DG 

took part in. The GI schemes were also a topic on several confer-

ences, such as the one on ‘Food quality certification schemes: add-

ing value to farm produce’ organised by the Commission on 5 and 

6 February 2007, or the 2-day high-level conference in Prague in 

2009. In 2010 the Agriculture and Rural Development DG also pub-

lished a newsletter on quality logos. 

15	 For instance, a high-level mission exclusively devoted to the GI 

schemes was held from 21 to 25 March 2011 in China, with the par-

ticipation of the Commissioner for Agriculture and Rural Develop-

ment.
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CONCLUSIONS AND 	
RECOMMENDATIONS

57.
R e g u l at i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  p rov i d e s  fo r 
t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  l e g a l  f r a m e w o r k  f o r  a l l 
food law obl igat ions.  

H o w e v e r  w i t h o u t  p u t t i n g  i n t o  q u e s -
t i o n  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C ) 
No 882/2004,  the Commiss ion proposal  for 
a  r e g u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  E u r o p e a n  Pa r l i a m e n t 
a n d  o f  t h e  Co u n c i l  (CO M ( 2 0 1 0 )  7 3 3  o f  1 0 
D e c e m b e r  2 0 1 0 )  o n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o d u c t 
q u a l i t y  s c h e m e s  p r o v i d e s  f u r t h e r  d e t a i l s 
on the control  system cover ing GIs .

58.
Fo o d  l a w  c o n t r o l s ,  i n c l u d i n g  A r t i c l e  1 1 
c h e c k s  a r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  a  h a r m o n i s e d 
f r a m e w o r k  o f  g e n e r a l  r u l e s  a s  l a i d  d o w n 
in  the  OFFC R egulat ion  (EC )  No 882/2004. 
Th i s  re g u l at i o n  cove r s  a l l  i s s u e s  f a l l i n g  i n 
t h e  f i e l d  o f  c o n s u m e r  p ro t e c t i o n ,  i n c l u d -
ing food label l ing  and consumer  infor ma-
t i o n  i s s u e s .  Th e re fo re ,  c h e c k s  co n ce r n i n g 
p r o d u c t  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  c o v e r e d .  T h e 
s p e c i f i c  m o d a l i t i e s  s h o u l d  b e  l e f t  t o  t h e 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s .  Co n s i d e r i n g  t h e  e x t re m e 
d i ve r s i t y  o f  c o n c re t e  s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  m a y 
a r i s e ,  f u r t h e r  h a r m o n i s a t i o n  i s  d e e m e d 
inappropr iate.

R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  r e q u i r e s 
M e m b e r  S t a t e s  t o  c a r r y  o u t  o f f i c i a l  c o n -
tro ls  regular ly   on a  r i sk  bas is  with  appro-
pr iate  f requenc y tak ing account,  inter  a l ia , 
of  past  h istor y  of  compl iance and the re l i -
abi l i t y  of  operators’ own controls .

Recommendation 1
T h e  c u r r e n t  r e g u l a t o r y  s y s t e m  b a s e d  o n 
R e g u l at i o n  ( E C )  N o  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  p rov i d e s  fo r 
the necessar y  level  of  detai l  as  regards  the 
re q u i re m e n t s  o f  t h e  G I  c h e c k s .  U n d e r  t h e 
O F F C  R e g u l a t i o n ,  t h e  s p e c i f i c  m o d a l i t i e s 
re g a rd i n g  t h e s e  co nt ro l s  a re  l e f t  to  M e m -
ber  States  pursuant  to the pr inciple  of  sub -
s i d i a r i t y.  Th i s  i s  w i t h o u t  p re j u d i c e  t o  a ny 
c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o r  p r e c i s i o n s  t h a t  m i g h t  b e 
f u r t h e r  co nte m p l ate d  i n  t h e  ove ra l l  l e gi s-
lat ive  f ramework .  

Th e  Co m m i s s i o n  w i l l  h owe ve r  f u r t h e r  d i s -
c u s s  w i t h  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  t h e  c ove r a g e  o f 
checks,  their  f requenc y and the methodol -
o g y  fo r  t h e i r  s e l e c t i o n  i n  e xe c u t i n g  t h e i r 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  u n d e r  t h e  O f f i c i a l  Fo o d 
and Feed Control  (OFFC )  Regulat ion.

59.
T h e  o b l i g a t i o n  f o r  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  t o  p e r -
fo r m  c h e c k s  a i m i n g  a t  d e t e c t i o n  a n d  s u p -
p r e s s i o n  o f  d i s a l l o w e d  p r a c t i c e s  i s  p r o -
v i d e d  i n  t h e  f ra m e wo r k  o f  R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C ) 
No 882/2004.  M ember  States  are  requested 
to do so in  a  way that  best  suits  their  needs, 
based on a  r isk  analys is .  

Recommendation 2
R e g u l a t i o n  ( E C )  8 8 2 / 2 0 0 4  s e t s  o u t  c l e a r 
pr inc ip les  for  checks  a iming at  the  detec -
t i o n  a n d  s u p p re s s i o n  o f  d i s a l l o we d  p r a c -
t i c e s ,  w h i c h  a r e  e s t a b l i s h e d  b y  M e m b e r 
States  on the bas is  of  a  r isk  analys is .

However  without  putt ing into quest ion the 
a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  r e g u l a t i o n ,  t h e  C o m -
m i s s i o n  p r o p o s a l  f o r  a  r e g u l a t i o n  o f  t h e 
E u r o p e a n  Pa r l i a m e n t  a n d  o f  t h e  C o u n c i l 
(CO M ( 2 0 1 0 )  7 3 3  o f  1 0  D e ce m b e r  2 0 1 0 )  o n 
agr icul tura l  produc t  qual i t y  schemes pro -
vides  addit ional  detai ls  on the control  sys-
tem cover ing GIs .
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At  t h e  s a m e  t i m e,  w i t h i n  t h e  f ra m e  o f  t h e 
OFFC architec ture,  these issues  wi l l  be fur-
ther  ref lec ted upon.  

W i t h  r e g a r d  t o  m u t u a l  a s s i s t a n c e  p r o -
v i s i o n s ,  t h e y  a r e  a l r e a d y  a p p l i c a b l e  i n 
a cco rd a n ce  w i t h  t h e  p rov i s i o n s  o f  T i t l e  I V 
(Administrat ive ass istance and cooperat ion 
in  the  areas  of  feed and food) ,  Ar t ic les  34 
to  40 of  Regulat ion (EC )  No 882/2004.

60.
Audits  and need for  audit  p lanning fo l low 
w e l l - e s t a b l i s h e d  c r i t e r i a  a n d  a r e  b a s e d 
o n  r i s k  a n a l y s i s  a n d  l a r g e l y  f o c u s e d  o n 
hygiene and safet y.  Commiss ion resources 
a r e  v e r y  t i g h t  a n d  c h o i c e s  h a v e  t o  b e 
m a d e  i n  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  a l l  f o o d  l a w 
under tak ings.  

See a lso  the reply  to  Recommendat ion 3 .  

Recommendation 3
A s  f r o m  2 0 1 1 ,  t h e  A g r i c u l t u r e  a n d  R u r a l 
Development  DG and the Health  and Con-
s u m e r s  D G  h a v e  a g r e e d  t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r 
w i l l  i n c l u d e  P D O / P G I - re l a te d  i s s u e s  i n  i t s 
a n n u a l  a u d i t  p r o g r a m m e s  i n  f u l l  c o o p e r
at ion with the Agr iculture and Rural  Devel-
opment  DG and fo l lowing the  same r igor -
ous  pr ior i t isat ion process  appl ied to  other 
areas  under  i ts  remit .

I n  addit ion,  speci f ic  work ing arrangements 
a r e  c u r r e n t l y  b e i n g  d e t a i l e d ,  i n c l u d i n g 
i n fo r m at i o n  o n  m u l t i a n n u a l  n at i o n a l  co n-
t r o l  p l a n s  ( M A N C P s )  a n d  a n n u a l  r e p o r t s 
(ARs) .

61.
T h e  s c h e m e  i s  p r i m a r i l y  a n  i n t e l l e c t u a l 
proper t y  protec t ion scheme.  The appropr i -
ate  instruments,  legal  means are  there and 
p ro d u c e r s  a re  i nv i t e d  t o  j o i n  t h e  s c h e m e 
on a  voluntar y  bas is .

P r o d u c e r s  h a v e  s h o w n  a  c l e a r  i n t e r e s t  i n 
t h e  s c h e m e ,  a s  s h o w n  b y  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t 
number of  produc t  names registered (above 
1   0 0 0 ) ,  a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  a  m a r k e t  v a l u e  o f 
14 ,5  bi l l ion euro ( in  2008) .

T h e  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  t h a t  h a v e  j o i n e d  t h e 
EU s ince 2004 are  st i l l  p ick ing up on speed 
in  re lat ion to  the scheme.  Therefore,  t rade 
f a i r s ,  t h e m a t i c  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  e x h i b i t i o n s 
a n d / o r  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  g u i d e s  f o r  a p p l i -
c a n t s  f o r  g e o g r a p h i c a l  i n d i c a t i o n s  ( P D O 
o r  P G I )  a re  i m p o r t a n t  to o l s  fo r  a t t r a c t i n g 
potent ia l  appl icants.

62.
R ais ing awareness  among consumers  takes 
c o n s i d e r a b l e  t i m e  e s p e c i a l l y  s i n c e  t h e 
use  of  the  logos  has  only  been mandator y 
s ince 1  May 2009.  Also,  as  expla ined under 
p o i n t  V,  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  b e l i e v e s  h a v i n g 
put  into  place a  coherent  set  of  ac t ions  to 
increase consumer awareness.  A  change of 
att i tude wi l l  take t ime and the Commission 
a l s o  a g r e e s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  m o r e  p o t e n t i a l 
a n d  w i l l  r e f l e c t ,  a l s o  w i t h i n  t h e  o n g o i n g 
refor m of  i t s  promot ion pol ic y,  on  how to 
increase  fur ther  consumer  awareness.  The 
EU food qual i t y  pol ic y  has  been one of  the 
p r i o r i t y  a c t i o n s  i n  t h e  l a s t  t h re e  ye a r s  fo r 
t h e  i n fo r m a t i o n  m e a s u re s  o n  a gr i c u l t u ra l 
produc ts.

I t  sha l l  be  noted that  only  M ember  States 
h a v e  t h e  o p t i o n  t o  p r o p o s e  p r o m o t i o n 
schemes for  geographical  indicat ions.

However,  the  Commiss ion is  promoting or 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  i n f o r -
m a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  t a r g e t i n g  g e o g r a p h i c a l 
indicat ions.  See the reply  to  point  55 for  a 
non- exhaust ive  l i s t  of  these ac t iv i t ies.

See a lso  the reply  to  Recommendat ion 4 .

Recommendation 4
A s  p a r t  o f  t h e  o n g o i n g  r e f l e x i o n  o n  t h e 
re fo r m  o f  t h e  re g i m e  o n  i n fo r m a t i o n  a n d 
p r o m o t i o n  o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o d u c t s ,  t h e 
Commission wi l l  consider  appropr iate ways 
to  fur ther  enhance the promotion of  qual-
i t y  schemes.
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THE EUROPEAN GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS SCHEME AIMS TO PROTECT 

THE NAMES OF PRODUCTS WHOSE CHARACTERISTICS ARE ASSOCIATED 

WITH THE GEOGRAPHICAL AREA IN WHICH THEY ARE PRODUCED, AND PRO-

VIDES A POTENTIAL ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY FOR FARMERS AND FOOD 

PRODUCERS. THIS REPORT EXAMINES WHETHER THE SCHEME’S CONTROL 

SYSTEM IS ROBUST, AND WHETHER THE SCHEME IS ATTRACTIVE TO PRODU

CERS AND KNOWN TO CONSUMERS. THE AUDIT CONCLUDES THAT CLARI

FICATION IS NEEDED ON A NUMBER OF ISSUES CONCERNING THE SCHEME’S 

CONTROL SYSTEM, ESPECIALLY CHECKS OF PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS AND 

DISALLOWED PRACTICES, AND THAT A CLEAR STRATEGY IS LACKING TO RAISE 

THE AWARENESS OF BOTH PRODUCERS AND CONSUMERS.   
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